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To: Commissioners and Interested Persons 

From: Dan Carl, District Director 
Nancy Cave, District Manager 

Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for W17a 
 CDP Application Number A-2-SON-13-0219 (State Parks Sonoma Fee Program) 

On April 11, 2016, staff received State Parks’ 66-page response to the staff report dated prepared 
April 1, 2016. Although staff does not have the time to address each point in writing prior to the 
Wednesday April 13, 2016 hearing, staff would like to quickly address some of the more 
substantive points raised.  

Sonoma Coast Access System is Rural and Car-Dependent 
Parks contends that the Commission has found parking fees consistent with the Coastal Act in 
the past, and this implies that it can again in Sonoma. Staff does not dispute either idea. Rather, 
staff believes that Parks’ current proposed project is inconsistent with the Act and the LCP given 
the unique attributes of the public access system in Sonoma, and that the project has not 
adequately identified yet alone mitigated for potential impacts, including expected impacts 
associated with displaced users and effective low- and moderate- income provisions. Because 
sandy beach access in Sonoma is generally through Parks’ facilities due to the rugged nature of 
the coast, Parks’ proposal to require a fee to park essentially amounts to a proposal to prohibit 
sandy beach access at these facilities unless you can pay for it. This is fundamentally different 
from parks where users can easily walk, bike, or bus to the beach. The proposal does not provide 
a means of adequately addressing that reality. 

In addition, beach and related public access to the Sonoma Coast essentially requires the beach 
visitor to drive, and thus entry into this particular access system is already more costly than other 
places in California where there are easy alternatives such as  robust public transit or bicycling. 
The proposed fee program will increase the cost of access to beaches and the coast, and in this 
case will fall disproportionately on those least able to afford it. On this point, staff agrees with 
Parks that Section 30213 doesn't require free access, only lower cost facilities (which includes 
free facilities). However, staff acknowledges the cost already associated with this particular 
access system, the requirement to access it with a vehicle, as opposed to a free system. Further, 
there are already existing fees charged at Salt Point State Park and Sonoma Coast State Park 
parking lots, the majority of which are developed parking lots with associated park amenities, so 
the existing access system can already be seen as a balance of free and fee facilities within these 

zmoreno
Typewritten Text
Click here to go tooriginal staff report



A-2-SON-13-0219 (California Department of Parks and Recreation) Addendum 

2 

two parks. It is this existing low cost system that staff believes Coastal Act Section 30213 
requires be protected. State Parks’ proposal includes its statewide pass system, but passes do not 
fully address this issue in context of Sonoma access. 

Offsite Impact Analysis Missing 
Parks has provided little information regarding expected impacts from users who are displaced 
because they can’t or won’t pay, which is critical to the analysis of Coastal Act and LCP 
consistency. In fact, although Parks points to shoulder and related parking outside of parks as 
free available parking that will remain, and includes it in their overall parking counts, Parks does 
not provide any detailed information about current usage patterns and expected changes in such 
usage patterns at these areas as a result of their proposed fees. This was one of the important 
pieces of information the Commission asked be provided a year ago. Instead, Parks provided 
collected traffic count data at a subset of the proposed lots where fees were proposed, but zero 
information about other areas (See Sections 1.4 and Appendix B of Parks’ March 21, 2016 
submittal). Without such information, these expected impacts are not clearly defined, nor 
properly avoided, minimized, and mitigated. Any approvable fee program would need to clearly 
identify and address these impacts. The current proposal does not.  

Parks suggests that the Commission should simply approve the program with monitoring 
designed to mitigate such impacts in the future, suggesting that previous approvals form a 
precedent to certify without sufficient data, including approvals in the early 1990s that included 
fees at three locations in Sonoma County.1 Monitoring and impact mitigation reports after the 
fact have proven elusive, including in terms of the Southern California CDPs for which Parks has 
not fully submitted the required materials.2 Staff believes it is important for the Commission to 
learn from the problems inherent in the after the fact model, including that impacts were not and 
have not been clearly identified and mitigated as required. Staff doesn't see how a proposal to 
defer monitoring in Sonoma County makes sense given the history. Thus, staff agrees with Parks 
that the Commission should look to past decisions to help inform this one, but that those past 
decisions suggest a need for spending the time up front to identify impacts and mitigation.  

The Commission, in finding substantial issue a year ago, requested as much of Parks, and that 
requested information has not been provided. Parks has provided some of the information 
requested by the Commission (see also below), but this critical piece has been omitted, and Parks 
does not provide any information about how its project will result in changes in use patterns and 

                                                 
1  The early 1990s statewide permit allowed parking fees in multiple locations up and down the state, including three in Sonoma 

(at Russian Gulch, Campbell Cove, and at one of the four Goat Rock parking lots). The 1995 monitoring report submitted by 
Parks (Exhibit B) points out that fees in Sonoma were never implemented because at first Sonoma paid an in-lieu fee to ensure 
free access and when they stopped paying the in lieu fee Parks found it would be economically infeasible to charge fees at 
these locations. All locations where fees were implemented under Park’s statewide approvals in the early 1990s were near 
larger population centers and major roadways with access to public transit. Therefore, all monitoring results that have been 
applied by Parks to illustrate impacts relate to a situation on the ground that is very different in reality from the rural, rugged 
Sonoma coast. 

2  Parks April 11th submittal includes an attached “White Paper” regarding “Conditions of permits pertaining to automated pay 
machines operated by State Park units within Orange and San Diego Counties” wherein Parks acknowledges as much stating 
“the District is unable to complete [the requirements of the CDP conditions] and other actions the conditions suggest.” Parks 
also states, “The Orange Coast District was and still is opposed to the conditions set forth by the Coastal Development Permit 
as it requires the District to provide items which are simply not attainable or unnecessary when demonstrating how visitation 
and revenue may be analyzed to insure coastal access is provided to all Californians.” 
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impacts. Instead, Parks appears to rely on observations that use of shoulders and pullout areas 
along Highway 1 and other roads is already a problem, and thus alleges that staff is concerned 
about an existing situation and not impacts due to Parks’ fees. This misses the point. Yes, such 
problems in Sonoma have been identified for years. However, Parks’ proposal will only 
exacerbate the problem, and lead to more impacts of this sort. This is a reasonably foreseeable 
outcome associated with Parks’ fee proposal, notwithstanding the fact that Parks has not 
developed information on this critical point, as requested prior to this matter coming back before 
the Commission.  

Lack of Information  
With respect to information requests, Parks appears to suggest it has provided all the information 
that has been requested by the Commission and staff. Staff respectfully disagrees. The requested 
information was intended to identify (1) baseline data on existing usage (lots and pull outs, both 
those intended to be fee and free); (2) an evaluation of changes in such usage, and potential 
mitigation to address potential access reductions; (3) an evaluation of other impacts associated 
with use changes (ESHA, public safety, ADA accessibility, etc.); (4) the potential to apply fees 
collected to Sonoma parks; (5) plans for facility and amenity improvements in Sonoma parks; 
and (6) coordination with the County (including Sheriff), Caltrans, the California Highway Patrol 
(CHP), and Native American and other user groups to address their input regarding the effect of 
changes in such usage. First, the information arrived on March 21, 2016, four days before the 
staff report was to be published, despite it being requested nearly a year ago. The late arrival of 
such information shortchanges the process and makes it more difficult to understand and 
evaluate its usefulness. In its submittal, Parks provides much information about facility 
improvements that could occur if fees are instituted, including indicating that revenues could 
return to the Sonoma-Mendocino Coast District3 and the fees could lead to other pots of money 
potentially being available to State Parks for Sonoma County park units, but Parks cannot 
commit to any of them given budgeting requirements. Although Parks provided substantial 
information regarding numbers (4) and (5), the fundamental component of each of the other 
requests was to identify the expected changes in usage, the ways those changes might lead to 
impacts, and the ways in which those impacts could be addressed, including via understanding 
key groups’ input. That is not what Parks provided.  

Impact Analysis 
With respect to numbers (1) through (3), Parks provided estimates on the number of free and fee 
parking at developed and informal lots along the coast and traffic count data for two of the lots 
proposed to have fees, but did not provide any data about exiting usage patterns or changes in 

                                                 
3  Parks indicates on Page 7 of its submittal that 50% of revenues could be returned to the Sonoma-Mendocino Coast District if 

the District meets its revenue goals. Staff makes two points here. First, Public Resources Code Section 5010.7(d) requires that 
the Department allocate 50 percent of the revenues generated above District revenue targets to that District. It does not provide 
for 50% of all revenue to go to the District. Second, revenue targets are based on revenue capabilities, which would be 
expected to increase if fees were instituted. According to State Parks’ website: “Districts that exceed their annual revenue 
targets will retain a portion of that increased revenue. Annual revenue targets were developed based on previous year revenue 
capabilities. Once Districts meet their annual revenue targets, a portion of the additional revenues (revenue earned above the 
target amount) will be allocated back to that State Parks District. The remainder of the additional revenues generated will be 
allocated to support the entire State Park System” (http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=25978).  

http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=25978
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usage patterns in relation to the other parking spaces.4 Parks indicates that it believes, based on 
its experience in the Orange Coast District, that visitation to the Parks in question will drop by 
25% due to the fees and then usage will slowly recover. That estimate does not provide 
information regarding where those 25% (or the additional one-third of remaining users that Parks 
also estimates would not pay once fees are instituted) of people would be displaced to, and what 
the expected impacts from that would be. Again, this was long awaited and requested 
information, and it is critical for being able to understand and evaluate Parks proposed program. 
It was not and has not been provided to date. 

Roadside pullouts exist along the Sonoma County coast, both within and outside of State Parks’ 
boundaries. State Parks includes an estimate of 507 free public parking spaces in their overall 
total that are associated with these areas. However, in many instances it is difficult to speculate 
as to which roadside pullouts might be appropriate for use by the public, given safety 
considerations and the lack of clarity about which areas might be subject to ticketing by the CHP 
or local law enforcement. This legal uncertainty would likely exist in the minds of many 
members of the public as well. Even if dozens of pullouts exist, some may not be legal for the 
public to use to park, or they may not be safe to use, and those that are safe may still be avoided 
by the public when there is no visible sign indicating that parking is allowed. State Parks 
indicated to the County that “[w]ith cooperation from local jurisdictions and Caltrans to make 
sure that visitors do not park illegally along adjacent roads, which is already part of each 
jurisdiction’s responsibility, Parks believes that the transition can occur without major effects.”  

Upon inquiry from Commission staff, Caltrans staff indicated that increased public use of 
pullouts currently located along Highway 1 might conceivably cause concerns related to ongoing 
traffic operations, conflicts with bicyclists, and potentially conflicts for Caltrans when planning 
and enacting future Caltrans roadway maintenance or improvement projects. These effects 
associated with changes in use of these areas due to the proposed project, and how such changes 
could lead to impacts, is not clearly understood, and to date Parks has not yet developed this 
information as part of its supporting materials. Rather, Parks states in its submittal that it has 
“developed effective mitigation to avoid spill over impacts” (p. 13 of Parks’ April 11 response). 
However, there is no such mitigation associated with the project, including because the actual 
impacts have yet to be identified, as discussed above. In addition, Parks mistakenly states that 
only the Stump Beach location is located adjacent to Highway One, and thus concludes that fees 
at the other locations “are unlikely to impact the highway.” This is incorrect. The Goat Rock and 
Shell Beach facilities are also located directly next to Highway 1, and offsite impacts are 
expected there as well. Parks’ mitigation program is essentially a proposed adaptive management 
program to use barriers and programmatic changes to redirect visitors. It is only hypothetical as 
expected use pattern changes on the ground are not identified in ways that could allow evaluation 
and mitigation measure development.  

Other Agency Consultations 
With respect to requested consultations, Parks initiated contact with the County Sheriff and the 
California Highway Patrol one month ago on March 10 and March 11, 2016. The results of those 

                                                 
4 This is discussed under item 6 of Parks’ response letter received April 11, 2016, in which Parks also refers to Sections 1.4 and 

Appendix B of its March 21, 2016 submittal. 
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consultations are provided in Parks’ response to the staff report. However, the consultations were 
generally framed in terms of the proposed project, and not in terms of the requested information 
about offsite expected impacts (including, presumably, because that information was not 
developed as requested – see above). As a result, the CHP and Sheriff responses appear to be of 
the same general nature, namely that there would be expected offsite impacts. Staff’s intent was 
to frame those impacts and to understand law enforcement agencies’ perspectives and concerns 
about those impacts. In any case, both CHP and County Sherriff identify existing issues 
associated with people avoiding fees, by parking on Highway 1 and in residential neighborhoods. 
Communication with CHP indicates parking on the coast has worsened over the years due to 
various park facility closures within the two Coastal parks. Specifically, CHP discusses the 
dangers of people parking in the gravel parking area across from Stump Beach, and proposes 
potential mitigation to improve safety. Parks did not consider this potential impact or incorporate 
appropriate mitigation for the impact; therefore safety mitigation is not part of the current 
proposal. Similarly, Parks indicates that its staff met with Caltrans, but that Caltrans did not 
provide any written comments. Staff’s own consultation with Caltrans indicated that Caltrans 
had concerns about increased use of the Highway 1 right of way. The intent of the information 
requests was to meaningfully engage with these parties to understand their perspective on the 
parking use changes that would be attributable to Parks’ proposed project, and to incorporate 
proposed measures within the proposal to address those impacts.  

Native American Consultations 
With respect to Native American consultations, Parks notes ongoing consultation with the 
Kashia Band of Pomo Indians of the Stewarts Point Rancheria, and the Federated Indians of 
Graton Rancheria. Parks states that Native American consultation for the proposed project has 
failed to identify any previously recorded or identified tribal cultural resources within the project 
areas. However, Parks has not provided any actual input from the tribes, possibly because 
consultation was initiated only about a month ago (i.e., Parks’ identical letters to the tribes in the 
response are dated February 26, 2016). In addition, in its letters Parks describes a prior version of 
the proposed project, and notes that the project is slated to undergo CEQA review with an initial 
study/mitigated negative declaration planned to be prepared in March. The project has now 
changed and Parks does not intend to pursue any additional CEQA review, and it is important to 
engage the tribes on potential issues with the current proposal. Staff notes that the public has 
identified tribal concerns regarding free access to sacred spaces like Goat Rock and there is no 
clear indication that such concerns for this specific project have been addressed. To this effect, 
on April 12, 2016, staff received a letter from Greg Sarris, Tribal Chairman for the Federated 
Indians of Graton Rancheria. Tribal Chairman Sarris indicates that the Federated Indians of 
Graton Rancheria are opposed to Parks’ current proposal. That letter is included in the North 
Central Coast District Director’s report on pages 238-239. 

Lack of Public Engagement 
The public engagement process following the substantial issue hearing a year ago has been 
inadequate. Because Parks changed the project significantly once it was appealed to the 
Commission, and thus the County and interested parties did not have a chance to participate in 
local deliberations on it, staff originally suggested to Parks following the hearing that it withdraw 
its CDP application and go back through a County process as a means of addressing the 
information needs and the concerns expressed about the need for a public engagement process at 
the Commission hearing. Parks ultimately decided that it wanted to continue through the 
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Commission’s de novo process, and ultimately took charge of its own public engagement 
strategy and process. That process included only one opportunity for the general public to weigh 
in, on February 17, 2016, and that one opportunity was not realized due to the structure of the 
session, as discussed in the staff report. Parks has now significantly changed the project again, 
and it would maximize public participation at this juncture for Parks to take a step back and work 
with the County and other potential partners, including local non-profits and Caltrans, as well as 
engage the general public, to create a proposal that makes sense for Sonoma County. . The fact 
that Parks its response now identifies potential County park passes and the need for better 
integration with County park programs, like the low income pass program, is a good sign and an 
indication that Parks is prepared to move forward with such discussions with the County. But 
such efforts take time, and for now, this proposal cannot and should not be approved. 

Lack of Clarity/Accuracy 
Demographics 
State Parks relies on significantly different demographic user profiles than does the County. 
Parks estimates that household incomes for visitors are relatively high, with 57% earning over 
$75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000, with a majority of visitors from the 
Sacramento area and North San Joaquin Valley. The County indicates that many of the visitors to 
the Sonoma Coast are County residents from inland population centers, including Santa Rosa and 
Petaluma. The County estimates that 11.3% of its population lives below the poverty line, with 
Latinos making up 26% of that demographic.  Put another way, the County says nearly 20% of 
Latinos live below the poverty line. The County indicates that approximately 23% of the school 
population is learning English and 48% of Sonoma County public education students are socio-
economically disadvantaged, with 43% of the school children eligible to receive free and/or 
reduced lunch (and almost 28% doing so). Many interested parties indicate that they are of 
limited income and the fees will mean that they are financially unable to visit these beaches (see 
Staff Report Exhibit 11).  

In their current form, the eight parking areas represent affordable recreational opportunity for the 
price of a tank of gas. Families currently travel from inland Sonoma to the coast for a day at the 
beach. It generally requires a 50-60 mile roundtrip for a day at the beach from Santa Rosa or 
Petaluma.  Park facilities are essential for continuing lower cost access to the coast for many 
economically disadvantaged groups, including the significant Latino population centers located 
near and within the City of Santa Rosa. The question of whether to charge fees is a question of 
social justice.   

DPR Suggested Findings and Conditions 
State Parks response received on April 11, 2016 includes a proposed set of findings and 
conditions for the Commission to adopt. Staff notes that these findings and conditions appear to 
mimic the staff report in form, but are inadequate, and cautions the Commission and the public to 
understand that these are State Parks’ suggestions, and not staff’s. Also, staff notes that the 
conditions provided are similar in form and content to those approved in the Orange County 
Districts. However, as discussed above, those conditions are still objected to by Parks, and Parks 
has admitted it has not complied with them. The ‘White Paper’ that is part of Parks response 
(Exhibit G) indicates as much. Further, the findings fail to consider LCP policies, which are part 
of the standard of review for this appeal. Again, staff believes that the Commission needs to 
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learn from implementation of those permits as well as others, and that it does not make sense to 
continue suggesting that impacts be identified after fees are implemented, and mitigations 
developed at that time. As has been demonstrated, that allows the fees to go forward, but the 
corresponding quantification of impact and proposed appropriate mitigations would lag behind, 
or simply not occur.   

30-Minute Free Parking Unclear 
State Parks proposed project includes allowing a 30-minute free parking period, or a “surf 
check.” In discussions with Parks’ staff, it was not exactly clear how this was to be implemented, 
but it was hypothesized that it would take the form of a free pass that the APMs could provide 
that users could put on their dash boards. Staff understood the proposal in that way, and that is 
the analysis in the staff report. In its April 11 response, Parks for the first time indicates that 
instead of allowing for a blanket 30-minute free parking period, the 30-minute parking would be 
provided in specific and undetermined areas of the parking lots.5 In other words, such 30-minute 
free parking would be substantially more limited than originally advertised and understood. If 
such free parking is limited to special parking stalls, and they are occupied, there would be no 
more free 30-minute parking available in that lot. Staff notes that this is a much reduced form of 
allowing for some free parking in these lots. 

Peak Time Fees 
Parks also indicates in its response received April 11, 2016 that fees would not be necessarily 
charged all the time, but possibly only in peak times, and that fees could be reduced or 
eliminated in non-peak times or other low demand periods.6 This, too, is a new component from 
Parks. Parks also identifies that “peak days may be any day from March 1 to November 31[sic], 
or any day where the temperature reaches or is projected to reach 68 degrees. Peak days may also 
include Memorial Day, the Fourth of July, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, Christmas, or Easter.”7 
There are several issues with this language that make it unclear. First, it identifies that peak days 
“may be” and “may also include” certain days, but that implies there “may be” other times as 
well. Second, it identifies a criteria of days “where the temperature reaches or is projected to 
reach 68 degrees,” but it doesn't specify where and when that would be measured. Staff 
commends Parks for identifying a potential peak versus non-peak (and no fee) period, but it 
requires further clarity in order to understand the ramifications.  

Existing Fees 
The Coastal Parking Fees figure in Parks’ response received April 11, 2016 is incomplete. It 
does not even include the existing fees charged at Sonoma Coast park facilities. Further, all parks 
listed are developed with some form of amenities beyond a parking lot and a restroom. The 
majority have campgrounds, RV access and hookups, picnic areas, restrooms, and showers.   

County Fees 
Parks response received April 11, 2016 incorrectly indicates that Sonoma County parks charges 
at seven areas, whereas the County only charges at five areas and all these areas have amenities. 

                                                 
5  See proposed Special Condition 1c in Parks’ response. 
6  See proposed Special Condition 1b in Parks’ response. 
7  See proposed Special Condition 1c in Parks’ response. 
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Requests for Data 
Parks incorrectly alleges that staff is unfairly requiring more robust baseline and monitoring data 
in this case than it has in other cases.  In Southern California parking fee matters, robust data has 
been consistently required of proposals like this one, including from Parks and from local 
entities. In particular, local entities have begun the application process with baseline usage data 
in hand, and its permits have been approved with conditions for detailed monitoring.  (See, e.g., 
City of Newport Beach, Corona del Mar State Beach, CDP No. 5-13-0507.) 
 

Conclusion 
In short, staff stands by its recommendation to deny the de novo permit.  
 



 
 

 

 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY  EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
PHONE: (415) 904-5260 
FAX: (415) 904-5400 
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV 
  

W17a 
Appeal Filed: 7/8/2013 
Substantial Issue Found: 4/15/2015 
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STAFF REPORT: DE NOVO HEARING 

Application Number: A-2-SON-13-0219 
 
Applicant: California Department of Parks and Recreation 
 
Location:  Eight different existing free public parking lots within Sonoma Coast 

and Salt Point State Parks located along 35 miles of the Sonoma 
County coastline.  Four of the parking lots are located at Goat Rock 
(the North Goat, South Goat, Blind Beach, and Arched Rock parking 
lots), two of the parking lots are located at Bodega Head (the East 
Bodega and West Bodega parking lots), one is located at Shell Beach 
and one is located at Stump Beach. 

 
Project Description: Install automatic pay parking machines (self-pay devices charging an 

$8 fee per day), signage, sign posts, gates, bollards, ADA parking 
spaces, and related parking lot improvements and trail connectors at 
each of the eight parking areas. 

 
Staff Recommendation: Denial 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The California Department of Parks and Recreation (hereinafter “State Parks”, “Parks”, “DPR”, 
or “the Applicant”) proposes to implement a fee collection program by proposing to install self-
service automatic payment parking machines (charging an $8 fee per day), as well as signs, 
gates, parking lot improvements, bollards, and related development (including ADA 
improvements and some trail repairs) at eight different parking lot facilities within Sonoma 
Coast and Salt Point State Parks located along some 35 miles of the Sonoma County coastline. 
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Currently all of these eight parking lot areas provide free public parking. Thus, DPR’s proposed 
project would make use of these parking areas fee-based for the first time as opposed to free as 
they currently exist. DPR indicates that the purpose of the program is to increase revenues within 
these two state parks to help offset the cost of maintenance and resource protection activities.  

The proposed project is located within Sonoma County’s coastal development permit (CDP) 
jurisdiction, and it is important to understand how it comes to be in front of the Commission at 
this time. In 2012, DPR submitted a CDP application to the County. That project differed 
significantly from the project currently pending in front of the Commission in that it was a 
proposal to install iron rangers (basically iron tubes set in the ground) at 131 State Park parking 
lot facilities in the same two-park area, including all of the 8 parking lots currently proposed. The 
original project did not, however, include a fee component. In other words, although it was 
presumed that at some point in time the 13 iron rangers would be used for fee collection, DPR 
did not propose a fee program to the County, including indicating to the County their position 
that a future decision to collect fees would not be subject to County review or CDP requirements.    

Ultimately, the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors unanimously denied DPR’s proposed iron 
rangers project, citing Coastal Act public access and recreation inconsistencies as well as LCP 
inconsistencies. State Parks appealed the County’s denial to the Coastal Commission. The 
Commission considered Parks’ appeal at its meeting on April 15, 2015, and at that time the 
Commission found that the appeal raised a substantial issue,2 thus taking jurisdiction over the 
CDP application.3 Although the Commission found no substantial issue on almost all of the 
appeal contentions submitted by DPR, the regional and statewide significance of the issues in 
play were identified as the key issue at that time. The Commission found:  

The overarching and substantial concern in this appeal is the regional and statewide 
significance of the issues at hand, given the fundamental role of State Parks in the 
management of the Sonoma County State beaches and all State beaches located along the 
California coast, and State Parks’ reliance on revenue generation to support its 
operations at these State coastal beaches. Although it could be argued that the County’s 
denial decision appropriately protects these regional and statewide resources of 
significant importance, it is difficult to dismiss that the decision affects not only these 
Sonoma Coast areas, but also State Parks overall California coastal park program. The 
Commission therefore finds that the denial of this project raises a substantial issue with 
respect to the grounds on which the appeal was filed. 

At that time, individual Commissioners expressed a desire for Parks to better engage the public 

                                                 
1  State Parks actually originally applied for 14 iron rangers. However, one of them was located at Campbell Cove 

in the Commission’s retained permitting jurisdiction, and thus that was not a component of the project before the 
County at that time, and the project before the County was actually for 13 iron rangers. 

2  The Commission was evenly divided in its action, voting 6-6 on the substantial issue question. Because the 
motion was to find no substantial issue (which would have let the County’s denial stand), and it did not pass, a 
substantial issue was found. 

3  In a de novo review context, Parks indicated that it would modify its project to use automatic pay parking 
machines (APPMs) as opposed to iron rangers, and that it would require a parking fee at their proposed fee lots of 
$8 per day. 
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and the County regarding the proposal through a public participation process before the project 
was brought back to the Commission, and staff explained to the Commission that such a process 
could easily take a year or more. The Commission also identified key missing information that 
Parks would need to develop prior to any de novo hearing (including baseline data, expected use 
pattern changes and impacts accruing thereto, potential for use of fee revenues in Sonoma, etc.).  

State Parks ultimately convened a working group4 that met seven times between October 2015 
and February 2016. Staff participated in four of the working group sessions, and it was clear that 
most members of the group did not support Parks’ proposal for fees as a means to generate 
revenue. Parks did consider the group’s input and modified their proposed project in mid-
February 2016 to eliminate proposed fees at 5 of the originally proposed 13 parking areas,5 and 
added proposed new fees at 3 new sites.6 Parks’ modified project also included manned kiosks 
for the first time, where these kiosks (as well as road improvements to allow 3 lanes of 
ingress/egress) would be installed near the entrances to the Goat Rock, Bodega Head, and 
Willow Creek facilities.  

State Parks unveiled their modified proposed project at a February 17, 2016 public open 
house/workshop that attracted over 200 people. The goal of this open house/workshop was to 
collect public input but DPR was not prepared to take public testimony.  DPR allowed 
stakeholder representatives to speak to the crowd, the public was allowed to submit comments at 
various issue tables, and DPR chose representatives of the public to speak at the close of the 
issue table portion of the open house/workshop.  

Following the public session, on February 23, 2016 staff met in the field and toured the proposed 
fee sites with State Parks, and also met with the County in the field on February 24, 2016. In 
addition, staff held an informal public meeting and took input from the public at a well-attended 
public session held at the County Board of Supervisors chambers on the evening of February 24, 
2016 where almost 100 people provided input, and staff answered their questions. From these 
series of meetings in late February, it became clear to staff that the proposed modified project 
engendered a series of issues that had not been fully addressed.7 Staff was also concerned that 
                                                 
4  Consisting of Parks, Sonoma County, Sonoma County Surfrider Foundation, Coastwalk, Sonoma County 

Conservation Action, Bodega Bay Fire Department, and Stewards of the Coast and Ocean.  
5  DPR decided not to pursue fees for parking lots and pullout parking along Highway 1 at Russian Gulch, 

Portuguese Beach, Schoolhouse Beach, and both Salmon Beach parking areas. 
6  Although not part of the project denied by the County, Parks proposed new fee collection at their Willow Creek 

and Freezeout Creek facilities. Parks also proposed new fee collection in the Campbell Cove parking lot facility 
that was part of their proposed project to the County, but because it is located in the Commission’s permitting 
jurisdiction was not actually part of that permit application nor denial. 

7  Including that the modified project now included: new components at locations never envisioned in the original 
project (e.g., Willow Creek and Freezeout Creek); development in the Commission’s retained CDP jurisdiction 
and Parks had not submitted an application for this component; manned kiosks and related development that 
raised potential new coastal resource concerns that were only beginning to be fleshed out; and development 
requiring additional CEQA review. In addition, staff became aware of emerging issues associated with the 
proposal, including with respect to the way in which the fees would impact specific user groups, such as rock 
climbers at Goat Rock, and Native Americans who access these areas as sacred places, including to gather 
seaweed for ceremonies. In addition, the County indicated an interest in partnering with Parks on management 
issues (including in terms of providing for low income users), and recently eliminated fees at several County 
Parks because they found them to be inconsistent with the Coastal Act.  
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Parks had not yet provided any of the information requested by the Commission in its substantial 
issue hearing, and that the modified proposal triggered new information needs.  

Staff met with both County and Parks staff together for the first time on February 29, 2016 and 
suggested that because the proposed modified project raised a series of issues and concerns, it 
would be in all parties’ best interest to spend more time working together to see if those issues 
and concerns could be better addressed before heading to a new hearing. Of particular concern to 
staff was that the local engagement process had not been what staff and the Commission 
anticipated, and members of the stakeholders group and the public felt their concerns were not 
adequately addressed.  

Ultimately, two main things came from Parks out of that February 29, 2016 meeting. First, they 
indicated that they did not want to delay the Commission hearing beyond the April hearing. 
Second, they decided to modify the project again to eliminate manned kiosks at Bodega Head, 
Goat Rock and Willow Creek parks and instead propose APPMs at all locations. In State Parks 
view, modifying the project to eliminate the kiosks would not require additional CEQA review, 
information and analysis identified by the public and by Commission staff which would avoid 
delays in moving the project forward. State Parks provided their proposed project materials, 
including the data they had developed to support it, in a submittal to staff on March 21, 2016 (see 
Exhibit 8). As indicated above, Parks now proposes to install APPMs (charging an $8 fee per 
day, with hourly rates up to $3 per hour), as well as signs, gates, parking lot improvements, trail 
repairs, bollards, and related development (including ADA improvements) at the eight 
referenced State Park parking areas. 

The Sonoma County coast is one of the most spectacular coastlines in all of California. The 
coastline includes very high coastal bluffs, rocky and rugged back beach areas, and strong waves 
and currents that all combine for a dramatic coastal setting. Sandy beach areas themselves are 
both somewhat limited and difficult to access, other than through developed parking lots and 
access points. The coastline is also sparsely developed, with the exception of very scattered 
residential subdivisions and relatively larger population centers, such as at Bodega Bay and 
Jenner at the mouth of the Russian River. The dramatic coastline attracts visitors from far and 
wide, including a large proportion from inland Sonoma County itself. Because of the lack of 
transit options, and the sheer isolation of the coastline, visitors reach the beach access points at 
issue in this project primarily by car. They can experience scenic vistas of the dramatic coastline  
from Highway 1 itself, but access to the beaches and offshore areas generally require that these 
visitors park their cars in Parks’ facilities to actually get to the beach and the water. In this way 
public access to the Sonoma County coast is different than other more accessible areas, such as 
in Southern California, including inasmuch as vehicular access is much more equated with 
access at all.  
 
The areas where Parks proposes fees are very popular. According to Parks, Sonoma Coast and 
Salt Point State Parks receive some 3,275,000 visitors annually, essentially all of which arrive by 
car. These facilities are also highly used by visitors of limited income and means as suggested by 
data from Sonoma County.  In their current form, these eight parking areas represent affordable 
recreational opportunity for the price of a tank of gas. Families currently travel from inland 
Sonoma to the coast for a day at the beach. It generally requires a 50-60 mile roundtrip for such a 
day at the beach from Santa Rosa or Petaluma.  In other words, these facilities are essential for 
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continuing lower cost access to the coast at all for many economically disadvantaged groups, 
including the significant Latino population centers located near and within the City of Santa 
Rosa. In many ways, the question of whether to charge fees here can also be considered a 
question of social justice.   
 
The Coastal Act requires that maximum access and recreational opportunities be provided. This 
Coastal Act direction to maximize access represents a different threshold than to simply provide 
or protect such access, and is fundamentally different from other like provisions in this respect. 
In other words, it is not enough to simply provide access to and along the coast, and not enough 
to simply protect such access, rather such access must also be maximized. This terminology 
distinguishes the Coastal Act in certain respects, and provides fundamental direction with respect 
to projects along the California coast that raise public access issues, like this one. In this case, the 
proposed project would not maximize access, rather it would reduce existing access 
opportunities, especially in terms of lower cost opportunities. In fact, given that sandy beach 
access in Sonoma is generally through these facilities due to the rugged nature of the coast, Parks 
proposal to require a fee to park essentially amounts to a proposal to prohibit sandy beach access 
at these facilities unless you can pay for it. In addition, one of the safer beaches is targeted in this 
way (Shell Beach), which could have the effect of displacing those who can’t pay to more 
dangerous alternative beaches inappropriately. None of which maximizes public recreational 
access. 
 
In addition, the Coastal Act doesn’t allow for development to interfere with existing access, 
requires access to be provided, and doesn't identify fees as one the allowed reasons for limiting 
access. Again, in many ways the ‘fee for parking’ proposal is actually a ‘fee for beach use’ 
proposal given the nature of access to this particular stretch of coast. And the Coastal Act 
requires that lower cost facilities be protected as same. Beach and related public access to the 
Sonoma Coast essentially requires the beach and access consumer to also have a vehicle, and 
thus entry into this particular access system is already more costly than others (e.g., others where 
there are easy alternatives for access, where there are good transit and alternative transportation 
modes to get to the beach, etc.). Thus, access to and along the shore already costs users in this 
particular system, and keeping that cost as low as possible is key. The proposed fee program will 
serve to increase the cost of access, including beach access as described above, and in this case 
will fall disproportionately on those least able to afford it. None of this is consistent with Coastal 
Act requirements, and it does not protect lower cost public recreational access opportunities. 
 
The Coastal Act’s mandates to maximize public access and to protect lower cost recreational 
facilities, however, do not necessarily mean that public beach parking fees are always and 
necessarily inconsistent with the Coastal Act.  In litigation regarding a prior effort by State Parks 
to establish beach parking fees, the court of appeal upheld the Commission’s approval of fee 
collection devices and fees because in that instance State Parks had submitted adequate evidence 
that imposition of the fees would not significantly affect attendance and that State Parks had 
established adequate programs to minimize adverse effects on lower-income populations.  As 
explained in greater detail below, DPR has not submitted adequate information regarding how 
the currently proposed project would affect attendance, how and to what degree it would lead to 
offsite impacts, or how Parks would minimize adverse impacts on lower-income visitors nor has 
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State Parks proposed a program to provide lower cost access for low income persons to these 
beach parks. 
 
In terms of the Sonoma County LCP, the County’s LCP adopted in 2001 contains an Access Plan 
that provides specific descriptions of facilities and policies (called “recommendations” in the 
Plan) regarding the use of those facilities. The LCP does not explicitly address whether fees may 
be established at public parking facilities in the County, but it does address anticipated changes 
to facilities at those locations.  And those LCP identified changes do not identify the installation 
of fee-collection devices or fee programs. The LCP contains references to all of the sites 
originally proposed by DPR to the County in 2012.8 The County’s LCP calls for ‘no change’ in 
the Stump Cove access area, ‘no change’ in the Goat Rock area, and for Shell Beach, ‘no 
change’ in vertical access but a recommendation to develop a trail connector and staircase as 
appropriate between Shell Beach and Wright’s Beach. With respect to Bodega Head, there are no 
specific references in the LCP to ‘no change’, but the LCP indicates that it was not one of the 
then fee-charged Sonoma County locations, and that all of the existing fee locations pre-dated 
the Coastal Act and/or the LCP. 
 
It can reasonably be presumed that users that can’t or won’t pay a fee to park will try to find 
offsite parking opportunities. Again, these opportunities along this rugged shoreline are few and 
far between, and Highway 1 is fairly narrow with limited shoulders along most of this coastline. 
Users displaced in this way can be expected to lead to creation and increased use of ‘volunteer’ 
trails (that could lead to resource and ESHA impacts) and increased pedestrian use along the 
Highway which can be dangerous. This will also lead to visual impacts from more cars alongside 
the Highway. Although the Commission and staff asked Parks to identify the nature of these 
impacts due to such changes in use patterns, and asked Parks to coordinate with the Caltrans, the 
County Sheriff, and the California Highway Patrol to understand their input with respect to such 
increased use of Highway 1, Parks has not yet provided any detail on these points, and thus these 
impacts cannot be quantified at this time with certainty. That said, it is clear to staff that there 
will be more of such Highway 1 shoulder use, and there is no doubt that it will lead to lesser 
public access utility and more coastal resource impacts than is currently the case. Again, such 
impacts only serve to further negatively impact public access and coastal resources.  
 
In short, the project as proposed is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and the LCP. The project 
does not include adequate measures to address impacts on access and recreational opportunities, 
particularly for lower income populations, or to address potential spillover effects that 
establishing fees at currently free parking lots is likely to cause. As indicated above, the program 
not only reduces (as opposed to maximizing) coastal public access parking, it also equates in 
some ways to a prohibition on beach access at these locations unless you can pay a fee which 
disproportionally impacts persons of low income. Staff therefore recommends that the 
Commission deny the application at this time.  
 
At the same time, State Parks is an important and valuable partner with the Coastal Commission 
and plays a fundamental role in the provision of public coastal access and recreation 

                                                 
8  In some instances the LCP includes specific references to sites, and in others reference is made to the County’s 

“Recreation Plan” which consists of a series of policies and maps. 
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opportunities both to the people of and visitors to the State. State Parks manages some one-
quarter of the State’s coastline and roughly half of the Sonoma County coast. In 1980, 91 percent 
of State Parks’ budget came from the State General Fund, and in 2013, contributions from the 
General Fund accounted for 29 percent of the budget.9 State Parks is therefore increasingly 
reliant upon other methods of revenue generation to fund its system statewide, including at 
coastal State parks. State Parks has received specific legislative and administrative direction in 
recent years to create new revenue streams to fund its operations and the management of its 
facilities.  

At present, State Parks funds day-to-day operations at State Park units on the Sonoma County 
coast primarily through budget allocations from the State General Fund and income from the 
State Parks and Recreation Fund (SPRF). In FY 2012/13, State Parks’ Russian River District 
(now called the Sonoma-Mendocino Coast District), which includes its Sonoma County coastal 
park units, generated $1.29 million in revenue through fees, concessions, or other miscellaneous 
revenue sources. With a budget of $4.5 million, the District generated roughly one-fifth its 
operating cost in revenue. Only three of the State’s 20 State Parks districts generated revenue 
greater than their “homebase” expenditures (i.e., day-to-day operations including personnel, 
operating expenses, and equipment) in FY 2012/13.10 The remaining 17 districts, including the 
Russian River District, generated less revenue than spent in homebase expenditures, with the 
remainder of the homebase expenditures paid primarily through monies derived from the General 
Fund or the SPRF.11 
 
Parks has indicated that the project is needed to increase revenues to allow for better 
maintenance and upkeep and resource protection at these parks. Staff does not disagree that 
better funding for State Parks is needed, but the degree to which these fees will be plowed back 
into these parks is unclear. Parks indicates that State law prevents them from agreeing to put 
100% of the revenues back to Sonoma County parks, and that they cannot commit to specific 
improvements at these Park units.  

Staff believes that the best path forward for fee parking programs at the State beaches on the 
Sonoma Coast is to provide the necessary information and analysis to address the potential 
impacts associated with a fee parking program which will inform how to avoid or mitigate any 
identified adverse impacts. In addition, DPR should propose specific measures or programs to 
provide lower cost access to these beach parks for low income persons. Furthermore, DPR 
should explore a collaborative partnership with Sonoma County and non-profit entities for joint 
operation of some of the beach parks as Bodega Head or Willow Creek to share the costs for 
operation and maintenance which could result in reduced or no fees. Parking fees to access State 
beaches is an issue of statewide importance, and it is better understood within a statewide 
context, wherein fees may make sense at certain locations and units, but maybe not others, and 
local interests and partners are better factored into the equation, including in terms of potential 
shared management and parks development. A statewide perspective also helps to ensure that 

                                                 
9  Testimony of Mat Fuzie, State Parks Deputy Director of Operations, to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, 

June 18, 2013. 
10  The Orange Coast, San Diego, and Channel Coast districts in Southern California. 
11  FTI Consulting, November 30, 2013. 
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such a statewide program is equitable, includes transit alternatives in locations where fees are 
newly imposed, and allows DPR to further explore partnerships with interested local 
governments and nonprofits who wish to relieve DPR of its burden of maintaining facilities. This 
process would be consistent with the letter agreements exchanged in 2013 by the then executive 
directors of the Commission and State Parks, and with the direction given in Parks Forward, the 
internal reorganizing effort underway within DPR. For these reasons, staff recommends that the 
Commission deny the revised proposal submitted by DPR. The motion and resolution can be 
found on page 10 of the staff report. 

  



A-2-SON-13-0219 (California Department of Parks and Recreation) 

9 

 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION .......................................................................................... 10 

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS .................................................................................. 10 

A. PROJECT LOCATION ........................................................................................................... 10 
B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION ....................................................................................................... 11 
C. PROJECT HISTORY .............................................................................................................. 12 
D. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DETERMINATION ............................................................ 21 
E. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) ...................................................... 45 

  

APPENDICES 
Appendix A – Substantive File Documents 
 

EXHIBITS 
Exhibit 1.  Project Location Map  
Exhibit 2.   Expired CDPs for Fee Collection at Sonoma County Beaches 
Exhibit 3.  Sonoma Coast State Park Map  
Exhibit 4.  Sonoma County Notice of Final CDP Action  
Exhibit 5.   March 26, 2015 Memorandum from State Parks to the Coastal Commission  
Exhibit 6.  October 27, 2015 Informational Needs Letter from CCC Staff  
Exhibit 7.  March 4, 2016 CCC Staff List of Concerns  
Exhibit 8.  March 21, 2016 DPR Project Submittal 
Exhibit 9.   Relevant Coastal Act and LCP Policies 
Exhibit 10.  Salt Point State Park Map 
Exhibit 11.  Public Correspondence 
Exhibit 12.   Timeline of Communications  



A-2-SON-13-0219 (California Department of Parks and Recreation) 

10 

I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION  

Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion. Failure of this motion will result in denial 
of the CDP and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an 
affirmative vote of the majority of the Commissioners present. 

Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Application 
Number A-2-SON-13-0219 pursuant to the staff recommendation. I recommend a no vote. 

Resolution to Deny a CDP: The Commission hereby denies Coastal Development Permit 
Application Number A-2-SON-13-0219 and adopts the findings set forth below on 
grounds that the development does not conform with the policies of the Sonoma County 
certified Local Coastal Program and/or with the public access policies of Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act. 

II.  FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A.  PROJECT LOCATION 

The Department of Parks and Recreation’s proposed project, as proposed in a submittal received 
on March 21, 2016, now includes eight different proposed fee locations in two State Parks spread 
along Highway 1 in Sonoma County. Sonoma Coast State Park is a long, linear coastal park that 
includes many different pocket beach areas and that extends north on Highway 1 some 19 miles 
from Bodega Head in the south to Vista Point, approximately 4 miles north of Jenner, in the 
central portion of Sonoma County’s coastal zone. Salt Point State Park is a 6,000-acre State Park 
located in the generally more rugged north-central portion of Sonoma County’s coastal zone 
covering some 16 miles of coast. all told, the proposed project is located along approximately 35 
miles of Sonoma County coastline (Exhibit 1). 

The proposed development would be located at Stump Beach in Salt Point State Park (APN 109-
030-006), and at Goat Rock – Blind Beach (APN 099-040-004), Goat Rock – South Lot (APN 
099-040-004), Goat Rock – North Lot (APN 099-040-002), Goat Rock – Arched Rock (APN 
099-050-006), Shell Beach (APN 099-060-001), Bodega Head – West Lot (APN 100-010-007) 
and Bodega Head – East Lot (APN 100-010-007) in Sonoma Coast State Park. 

Roughly half of the Sonoma County coastline is located within public parkland, including much 
of the land west of Highway 1, approximately 35 miles of which is State parkland, and another 3 
miles of which is County parkland.12 Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park are used 
for a variety of recreational purposes, including passive viewing of the coastline and beaches, 
birdwatching, hiking, picnicking, surfing, and camping.  Fort Ross State Historic Park, which is 
located on both sides of Highway 1 roughly halfway between Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State 
Parks, includes an historic Russian colony and museum. 

With the exception of very scattered residential subdivisions and larger population centers, such 
as Bodega Bay and Jenner, the Sonoma County coastline is sparsely developed.  The southern 
coast is more populated than the northern coast.  The coastline is for the most part characterized 
                                                 
12 Sonoma County LCP, Recreational Facilities Overview, V-34/p.90. 
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by its rocky shoreline and high bluffs, though there are numerous State and County beaches 
accessible to the public.  There is very limited bus service available on the coast, and thus 
visitors reach the beach access points at issue in this appeal primarily by car. 

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

DPR proposes to install automatic pay parking machines (APPMs), sign posts and signs in order 
to charge a fee at the proposed locations.  The proposed project also includes additional related 
development as well, including gates, ADA improvements and trail repairs. DPR’s submittal 
includes the following proposed development at each of the eight locations: 
 

1. At Bodega Head East:  Install a new gate (4 ft. high, 12 ft. long) to span the roadway 
with excavation of holes on either side of the road (1 ft. in diameter, 3 ft. deep), new 
bollards, and install a new APPM fee collection station, create new concrete walkway to 
fee collection station and restrooms (5 ft. wide and 80 ft. long), remove storage materials,  
base rock and repave the parking lot for an estimated 99 regular spaces, replace existing 
ADA space with 2 concrete ADA spaces, remove remaining asphalt and base rock and 
repave the road that leads to the proposed new gated parking lot.13 
 

2. At Bodega Head West:  Perform maintenance to beach access trail as needed, remove 
existing pole barriers and bollards, and replace with large boulders, add additional base 
rock and regrade parking lot for an estimated 89 regular spaces and improve parking 
drainage, replacement of existing 2 ADA parking spaces with 3 concrete surfaced ADA 
parking spaces, install new bollards, relocate a wood barrier, and install a new APPM fee 
station and a new walkway to the fee station. 
 

3. At Shell Beach:  Restripe the parking lot for 36 regular and 2 ADA spaces, install 5 new 
bollards, and a new APPM fee collection station, create a new trail connection to the 
Kortum Trail from the parking lot on the southern side (5 ft. wide and 40 ft. long), create 
a new concrete walkway to the restrooms and the beach access trail (5 ft. wide and 124 ft. 
long) and repair the beach access trail as needed. 
 

4. At Blind Beach (Goat Rock):  Install a new road gate to span the roadway to the parking 
lot (4 ft. high and 12 ft. long), restripe parking lot for 17 regular and 2 ADA parking 
spaces, install a new APPM fee station and 5 new bollards, repair Blind Beach access 
trail, and create a trail connection between existing Kortum trail and the restrooms (5 ft. 
wide and 40 ft. long). 
 

5. At Goat Rock South: Restripe the parking lot for 107 regular parking spaces and five 
ADA spaces, install a new concrete walkway (5ft. wide, 40 ft. long), a new APPM fee 
collection station, and new bollards, and perform trail improvements to include ADA 
compliance on the trail leading from parking lot to beach area. 
 

                                                 
13  Bodega Head East has been closed by DPR from being used by the public for some time without benefit of a 

CDP. It is presumed that DPR would reopen Bodega Head East to parking on a daily basis and restore access. 
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6. At Goat Rock North:  Install a new APPM fee collection station and 5 new bollards, 
remove an existing island feature in drive aisle, backfill it with asphalt and an aggregate 
base, restripe the parking lot to create 62 regular spaces and 3 ADA spaces, create a 
turnaround and a passenger loading zone at the north end of the lot, and construct a 
concrete accessible sidewalk to connect the existing sidewalk to the restroom and fee 
collection station (5 ft. wide and 40 ft. long). 
 

7. At Arched Rock (Goat Rock): Restripe the parking lot for 24 regular and 2 ADA 
parking spaces, and install a new APPM fee collection station and 5 new bollards. 
 

8. Stump Beach: Create a new concrete pad area for 2 ADA parking stalls and for a new 
APPM fee collection station, install new APPM fee collection station, five new bollards, 
create a new concrete path to fee station, remove an old pit restroom and install a new 
restroom, add an aggregate base to lot and regrade the parking lot for 35 regular spaces. 
 

According to DPR staff, the proposed new gates on the road to Bodega Head East and at the 
Blind Beach parking area (Goat Rock), and the two existing gates, one near the day-use area 
entrance at Stump Beach and one near Highway 1 on Goat Rock Road at Goat Rock, would be 
closed when the parks are closed, which DPR indicates is during night-time hours (sunset to 
sunrise).   
 
C. PROJECT HISTORY 
This would be the first time fees would be charged to access these 8 locations. However, this is 
not the first time DPR has proposed fees at Sonoma County beaches. 
 
1992 Parking Fee CDPs 
In 1992, as part of a statewide request by DPR, the Commission approved three CDP 
applications to install fee collection devices (“Iron Rangers”) in the Russian Gulch, Goat Rock 
and Campbell Cove portions of the Sonoma State Parks (CDPs XS-91-12 – Russian Gulch; XS-
91-13 – Goat Rock; and XS-91-14 – Campbell Cove). The Commission first denied DPR’s 
statewide request and then approved the statewide proposal in different phases. Due to additional 
time needed by the County to review that proposal, there was a separate agreement between 
Sonoma County and DPR for reimbursement of revenue during the review time and the 
possibility of agreements concerning revenue in the future.  
 
The Commission noted in its findings: “The Department [DPR] will implement a monitoring 
program and will submit three annual reports to the Commission. These reports will identify and 
propose mitigation for any adverse impacts to natural resources and neighboring communities 
from the imposition of new fees.” The Commission did not suggest, therefore, that 
implementation of fee parking could not have an impact on coastal resources, and expected DPR 
to submit regular reports demonstrating that no adverse impacts had occurred, or if any did occur 
that DPR would propose mitigation for those impacts.   
 
The Commission was sued by the Surfrider Foundation over its 1992 CDP decisions. The City of 
Fort Bragg intervened on behalf of Surfrider. The Commission won that case in Superior Court 
and Surfrider and the City of Fort Bragg appealed that decision to the 1st District Court of 
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Appeal. In 1994, the Court of Appeal upheld the Commission’s CDP actions in 1992 approving 
the installation of fee collection devices at 16 State Park beach parking lots statewide, including 
the three locations cited above in Sonoma County. The Court held that the establishment of the 
fees and the installation of fee collection devices were exempt from CEQA.  The Court also 
upheld the Commission’s findings that approval of the fee collection devices was consistent with 
the Coastal Act’s public access and recreation policies because State Parks had submitted 
evidence both that prior fee increases at other parks had not significantly affected attendance and 
that State Parks had adequate programs in place to address impacts on lower-income users.14 
Similar to the Commission, however, the Court did not suggest that adverse impacts to public 
access could not occur from the approved project. The Court found that the Commission had 
thoroughly analyzed the proposed project and its impacts and that the Commission’s findings 
supported its conclusion at the time that the proposal was consistent with the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act: 
 

…The findings acknowledged the claimed potential for creation of alternative access routes, 
cited the statistical evidence of minimal impact on attendance resulting from prior parking 
fee increases, described the Department’s measures for providing low-cost annual parking 
passes to disadvantaged and frequent users, and noted the Department’s intent to implement 
a program to monitor any adverse environmental impacts, before concluding with the 
findings of consistency.  The findings do not ignore the access issue, but addressed it in 
considerable detail.  In that respect they were more than adequate. 

 
Despite the Court of Appeal decision and the negotiated agreement with Sonoma County, DPR 
did not exercise the approved CDPs for the Sonoma County locations, and these CDPs expired 
(Exhibit 2). 
 
2012 DPR CDP Application to Sonoma County 
On May 31, 2012, again as part of a statewide effort,15 DPR submitted a CDP application to 
Sonoma County to install fifteen self-pay devices (“iron rangers”), up to fifteen sign posts and 
signage in Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State Parks. DPR proposed to install iron rangers at 
parking facilities at Stump Beach in Salt Point State Park, and at parking facilities at Russian 
Gulch, Goat Rock, Shell Beach, Portuguese Beach, Schoolhouse Beach, Salmon Creek North, 
                                                 
14 (Surfrider Foundation v. Cal. Coastal Comm. (1994) 26 Cal.App.4th 151, 158.) 
15  For example, on March 12, 2012, DPR also applied for a CDP (CDP 5-12) with the City of Fort Bragg to perform 

development improvements in an existing parking lot as well as to install a self-pay station and signage. On June 
13, 2012, the City of Fort Bragg approved the proposed parking lot development improvements but denied the 
request for a self-pay station, finding that DPR had failed to consult with the City during the Notice of Exemption 
period, effectively denying the City the right to comment on the claimed CEQA exemptions, that the self-pay 
station would have a significant effect on the environment particularly with respect to adjacent free parking 
facilities and public safety issues resulting from increased usage of nearby informal areas by visitors wishing to 
avoid the payment of fees. DPR did not appeal this denial to the Commission. 

 In 2012-13, DPR also submitted several CDP applications to the Commission itself for self-pay stations in 
Southern California. In these cases, the Commission conditionally approved five-year CDPs for the self-pay 
stations. 
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Bean Avenue, Bodega Head and Bodega Dunes in Sonoma Coast State Park (Exhibit 3). The 
County did not have jurisdiction to act on a request at Campbell Cove because the location for 
installation is located within the Commission’s retained CDP jurisdiction.  Because it turned out 
that Bodega Dunes facility already had a fee collection device, and because Campbell Cove is 
located in the Commission’s CDP jurisdiction, the application was actually for 13 iron rangers.   
 
On January 17, 2013 the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustment denied a CDP for DPR’s 
proposed Iron Rangers project. In its denial action, the County noted that DPR’s permit 
application did not include a request to collect fees: 
 

State Parks regards the decision about whether to collect fees as an “administrative 
decision” that is not subject to a Coastal Permit. State Parks has not applied to charge a 
particular fee, and no fee amount is specified in the application, but they are applying to 
install the signs that inform visitors that a fee is due and to install the iron boxes into which 
the fees would be paid and later collected by parks staff. 
 

The County found the change from free parking to fee parking to be a change in the “type of 
public use,” and determined that such a change constituted “development” requiring a CDP from 
the County. Thus the County found, even though DPR did not provide a fee collection system as 
part of their County CDP application, that the installation of fee-collecting devices is the means 
to charge a fee and charging fees changes the type of public use currently occurring along the 
Sonoma Coast, and is therefore development requiring a CDP which raised public access policy 
concerns. 
 
In denying the proposed project, the County cited both its certified LCP and Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act. The County found that Coastal Act Section 30210 requires “maximum” access and 
places only four limitations on its provision: public safety, protection of public rights, protection 
of private property rights, and protection of natural resource areas. The County specifically noted 
that Coastal Act Section 30210 does not include fiscal or budgetary constraints as a basis for 
limiting “maximum” access. The County also cited Coastal Act Section 30212.5, calling for 
distribution of parking areas throughout an area so as to mitigate against impacts to access, social 
and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area.  The County further 
cited Coastal Act Section 30213 which states that lower cost visitor and recreational facilities 
shall be protected, encouraged, and where feasible, provided. The County’s decision finally cited 
Coastal Act Section 30214, speaking to the legislative intent of the public access policies.  
 
The County decision noted that DPR’s proposal to charge fees primarily impacted motorists. The 
County noted that only 3 of the affected parking areas (Portuguese, Schoolhouse and Bean 
Avenue) were located near residential areas where local residents could walk to the beach in lieu 
of driving. The County’s findings also state that most Sonoma County residents (and obviously 
visitors to the area) must drive to the beach because there is no viable public transit service 
available along the coast.16 Unlike more urban settings where bus transit is a viable access 
                                                 
16  The Sonoma County Transit system only operates bus service to the coast on weekends in July-August with 

limited service along the coast. Mendocino transit has one route serving the coast, departing from Mendocino 
County in the morning to take riders to Santa Rosa by way of Bodega Bay, and then making a late afternoon 
return trip to Mendocino County. 
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alternative, current available transit is not a viable option for inland residents of Sonoma County 
and/or other coastal visitors. The County found that a fee to park would be a fee on top of the 
cost to drive back and forth to the beach, and thus found the project to be inconsistent with the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act. The County also noted concern with Coastal Act 
Section 30240 which requires the protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs), 
and that development adjacent to ESHA and parks be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would significantly degrade ESHA and parks, and indicated that the likelihood of 
environmental damage occurring was heightened by the fee proposal. The County reasoned that 
beach visitors unwilling or unable to pay to park in the beach parking lots would park elsewhere 
along the highway and create “volunteer” trails to the beach in areas with fragile environmentally 
sensitive habitat.  
 
The County also found that the proposal did not conform to its certified LCP. The County found 
that the LCP’s Access and Recreation Plan states that “no change” (e.g., from free to fee) is 
allowed to occur at Stump Beach, the four Goat Rock parking lots, Shell Beach or Portuguese 
Beach, and therefore that State Parks’ proposal to charge fees at these locations was in direct 
conflict with the Access and Recreation Plan provisions of the LCP. 
  
The Board of Zoning Adjustments’ denial decision was appealed by DPR to the Sonoma County 
Board of Supervisors. After deliberation, the Board of Supervisors unanimously upheld the 
denial decision and denied State Parks’ appeal on June 19, 2013. The Board’s findings for denial 
included detailing the above inconsistencies with the Coastal Act (Sections 30210, 30212, 
30213, 30214 and 30240) and the LCP. The Board noted that its findings and determinations set 
forth in its resolution of denial are based upon the record of the permit proceedings before the 
County. The County’s Notice of Final CDP Action is provided in Exhibit 4.  
 
Appeal to the Coastal Commission 
On July 8, 2013, within the 10-working-day appeal period, DPR filed an appeal with the 
Commission of the County’s denial. During the remainder of 2013, the Commission received 
limited contact from DPR staff regarding the appealed project. In February 2014, North Central 
Coast Commission staff re-initiated contact with DPR staff regarding the pending appeal and 
requested information related to the appeal contentions (please see Exhibit 12 for a timeline of 
communications between DPR and CCC staff), including: 
 

 A map showing the distribution and combination of existing free and proposed new fee 
areas with access to the shoreline. 

 Alternative parking options and/or free parking options, including non-ticketed roadside 
pullouts. 

 Existing alternative access routes to the shoreline or proposed alternative access routes 
from alternative parking locations. 

 Statistical evidence to support DPR’s claim that minimal impacts on attendance have 
resulted from prior parking fees being imposed or increased. 

 Proposed monitoring programs to document any adverse environmental impacts. 
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 Information related to Bodega Dunes being included in the original CDP application to the 
County. 
 

DPR staff sent an existing map of the two Coastal Parks showing the distribution of parking but 
absent labels or specifying information as to whether the parking location was contained in a 
formalized lot, was a roadside pullout and/or how many spaces were available at each location 
noted. In early March 2014, DPR staff indicated with respect to the other informational requests 
of Commission staff, DPR would contact the Commission once they had information to share. 
 
In May and June of 2014, Commission staff toured Sonoma County beaches on two separate 
occasions, once with County parks and planning staff and once with local DPR staff.  
 
On March 26, 2015, just before Commission staff was to finalize its proposed staff 
recommendation on substantial issue (mailing was required by April 3, 2015), DPR submitted a 
lengthy memorandum to the Commission in order to provide additional information on its 
proposed project (Exhibit 5). Appellants often provide the Commission with additional factual 
information to support their original appeal contentions ahead of the item’s hearing, and factual 
information of this nature provided by DPR in this memorandum was used by Commission staff 
for determining substantial issue. However, DPR’s March 26th memorandum also described 
important aspects of the proposed project differently than they were described in DPR’s 
application to the County. The most significant difference is in the description of the self-pay 
devices themselves, and the fee program that would be applied. In DPR’s original application to 
Sonoma County, the devices are described as “self-pay devices (i.e., iron rangers)” and “metal 
cylinders.” The March 26, 2015 memorandum included a project description indicating the use 
of electronic self-pay stations or Automated Pay Parking Machines (APPM) rather than iron 
rangers, and a fee program (Exhibit 5, pp. 1-2): 
 

In the short time since CSP filed its original application, the available technology now 
employed has rapidly evolved and improved. Whereas the traditional fee collection stations 
were limited to a heavy metal cylinder planted in the ground, CSP installs electronic self-pay 
stations or Automated Pay Parking Machines (APPM) at many of its busier parks, even in 
remote areas with limited infrastructure. APPMs are solar powered units which have Wi-Fi 
connectivity to allow for the purchase of day use access through the use of cash, debit, credit 
and Pay Pass options. They are fully programmable, and can be modified to meet daily 
needs, allow for retrieval of data, and thus have the potential for a more flexible and efficient 
rate schedule. Users can add time using their smart phones in locations where cell phone 
service is available, and CSP can alternate rate schedules to ensure maximum access is 
promoted.  

 
DPR’s March 26th memorandum also proposed, for the first time, an initial fee schedule, which 
would be identical at each of the 13 locations. Visitors would have the option of a flat all-day 
rate of $8, which would also allow them to park at all similar day use areas located within the 
Sonoma-Mendocino Coast District, an hourly rate of “up to $3,” or they could park for free for 
15 minutes. The memorandum explained that DPR’s ability to provide both flat and hourly 
options is made possible by the use of the APPMs. The APPMs could also allow for data 
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collection that would be used as part of a monitoring and mitigation program to ensure that no 
reduction in public access would result from the collection of new fees at these parking lots.  
 
In sum, the project as described in the March 26, 2015 memorandum had critical elements that 
were not fully described by DPR when Sonoma County processed and acted upon their coastal 
permit application. Principally, the differences were: 1) the use of APPMs rather than iron 
rangers; 2) the identification of a fee collection program, which includes flat and hourly rates, 
made possible by the use of APPMs; and 3) a monitoring program to ensure no reduction in 
public access (which would employ data collection made possible by the use of APPMs).  
 
On April 15, 2015, the Commission held the substantial issue phase of the hearing on the DPR 
appeal in Marin County.  The Commission staff recommendation acknowledged that Sonoma 
County had valid reasons under the Coastal Act and the certified Sonoma County LCP to deny 
the proposed project. At the same time, staff indicated it was clear that the County denial could 
impact DPR’s ability to increase revenue generation as required by recent legislative and 
administrative mandates, and thus the County denial had implications on DPR’s ability to fund 
operations at State coastal parks not just in Sonoma County but in coastal State parks statewide. 
Despite the validity of the County’s concerns, the County’s denial of DPR’s proposal raised a 
series of statewide issues and there was an argument that the Commission should take 
jurisdiction and hold a de novo hearing on the merits of the project. Therefore, Commission staff 
recommended that a substantial issue existed.  However, because of the lack of information 
regarding baseline conditions and expected impacts, Commission staff recommended that the 
Commission continue the de novo phase of the hearing until a future date: 

 
If the Commission decides to vote for a “Substantial Issue” finding in order to do that, then 
the de novo hearing portion of the appeal would be continued to a future date and time to be 
determined. Critically, such a Substantial Issue finding would require DPR to substantially 
augment the information on baseline conditions and expected impacts associated with the 
project, in order for there to be sufficient information to allow the Commission to 
appropriately make a decision on the application, whether that decision were to be approval 
with some form of conditions, or potentially a denial if the Commission cannot find that the 
proposal is consistent with the Coastal Act and LCP. 

 
After public testimony, the Commission found that the appeal raised a substantial issue,17 thus 
taking jurisdiction over the CDP application. The Commission listed a number of information 
needs that DPR would need to provide to the Commission before a de novo hearing could be 
considered, stating in its findings the following information that would be necessary to consider 
DPR’s proposed project: 
 

 Data on existing usage of these parking lots and pullout areas (including those with 
proposed fees, and those free areas that visitors who require or desire to avoid the fees 
might utilize). State Parks’ March 26th memorandum indicates that some of this 
information may already be available, and the Commission’s understanding is that 

                                                 
17 The Commission was evenly divided in its action, voting 6-6 on the substantial issue question. Because the 

motion was to find no substantial issue (which would have let the County’s denial stand), and it did not pass, a 
substantial issue was found. 
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additional monitoring might be required of State Parks prior to actual collection of fees 
in order to establish baseline user data. 

 Evaluation of expected changes in usage of these parking lots and pullout areas if fees 
are instituted as proposed, and mitigations to address any potential reductions in access 
that might be engendered by the fees. 

 To the extent possible given the provisions of State law, the proposed program for use of 
the additional anticipated additional revenue generated within the Sonoma-Mendocino 
Coast District as a result of the proposed fee collection, including how and where the 
revenues would be applied, including what percentage of collected fees would be spent 
within areas where collected and within Sonoma County coastal parks in general. 

 To the extent possible, additional information regarding facility and amenity 
improvement proposed both short-term and long-term for Sonoma County coastal parks. 

At that time, individual Commissioners also expressed a desire for State Parks to better engage 
the public and the County regarding the proposal through a public participation process before 
the project was brought back to the Commission, and staff explained to the Commission that 
such a process could easily take a year or more. The Commission then asked DPR to work with 
Commission staff, the members of the public and public stakeholder groups to resolve issues of 
concern before coming back to the Commission. Commission staff was also directed to work 
both with DPR and the County as well as the public to ensure maximum public participation in 
the decision making process. 

Post Substantial Issue Hearing                                                                                                                                 
In May of 2015, Commission and DPR staff began discussing when the de novo hearing would 
be held and the remaining informational needs.  Commission staff indicated that baseline 
conditions at the proposed sites should be monitored at least during the summer of 2015 so that 
the peak summer month usage and possible impacts to use could be assessed prior to the de novo 
hearing by the Commission.  DPR also expressed an interest in taking the lead in facilitating 
local involvement, including working with the County and stakeholders. DPR indicated they 
would invite Commission staff to attend as well. Commission staff responded that all three 
parties - DPR, the Commission and the County - should meet to craft and agree upon a plan for 
providing for a local process where the public can provide input on DPR’s proposal and help 
shape the proposed project. Ultimately, and for a variety of reasons, not the least of which was 
the unexpected and tragic death of DPR’s District Superintendent, Liz Burko, in August of 2015, 
that three-way meeting to discuss the public participation process did not occur, and DPR 
embarked on its own public engagement strategy. DPR also started in on some data collection, 
including installing 4 traffic counters in some of the parking lots (at Bodega Head, Goat Rock, 
North Salmon and Stump Beach) in the project area.18  

                                                 
18  The traffic counters are traditional strips that are driven over, and the counters capture the date and time. This data 

can demonstrate vehicle entry and exit times and days, but the data has limitations. For example, the traffic 
counters do not determine how long people stay, rather they can only identify the number of cars that drove over 
the strip either coming in or out of the parking area. 
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There did not appear to be any effort by DPR to monitor usage by the public of other existing 
free use areas, roadside pull-out areas or any effort by DPR to assess these areas for possible 
impacts.  

 

On October 27, 2015, after being requested to do so by DPR staff, Commission staff sent a 
detailed letter of informational needs still outstanding, and deadlines for making production for a 
April 2016 Commission meeting (Exhibit 6). 

Commission staff attempted to set up several three-way meetings between the County, DPR, and 
Commission staff, including to discuss the public process for getting input and ideas from the 
public, as well as to discuss the project, data needs and the process for getting to a decision. 
Ultimately three-way meetings in early January were scheduled, but were cancelled by DPR.  At 
that time, DPR indicated that it would prefer to meet separately with Commission staff. 
Consequently, Commission staff did not meet jointly with DPR and the County to plan the public 
participation process. Rather, DPR planned the public participation process themselves. 
Commission staff attended public stakeholder meetings conducted by DPR in October, 
November and December 2015, and in February 2016. At the last public stakeholder meeting 
conducted on February 3, 2016, DPR presented a modified project that eliminated proposed fees 
at 5 of the originally proposed 13 parking areas,19 and added new fees at 3 new sites.20  DPR’s 
modified project also included manned kiosks for the first time, where these kiosks (as well as 
road improvements to allow 3 lanes of ingress/egress) would be installed near the entrances to 
the Goat Rock, Bodega Head, and Willow Creek facilities. The modified project presented by 
DPR in mid-February also included APPMs at all of the other sites that were part of the original 
fee proposal.21 On February 17, 2016 DPR conducted a public open house/workshop and 
presented their proposed modified project to the public, which was similar to the one presented 
to the stakeholder group on February 3, 2016.  

DPR described the new proposal as an effort to balance the input from the public, the Coastal 
Act and the challenges of managing and protecting the natural and cultural resources of the State 
Park System.  It called for a flexible fee schedule with hourly rates of up to $3 per hour where 
possible, and an $8/day fee for all new parking fee areas which, once paid, would be good for 
day use in all State Parks in the Sonoma District on date of purchase. DPR also proposed to 
develop a Sonoma Coast State Parks Pass for access to Sonoma County coastal park units, to 
make known the availability of a DPR Low Income Pass, to provide for free “surf checks” for up 
to 30 minutes, to minimize service reductions where fees were not proposed, to put back revenue 
into improving services to Sonoma Coast, and to implement a Sonoma Coast Advisory Group to 
build and maintain community involvement. 
                                                 
19 Proposed fees were eliminated at parking lots and pullout parking along Highway 1 at Russian Gulch, Portuguese 

Beach, Schoolhouse Beach, and both Salmon Beach parking areas. 
20 Although not part of the project denied by the County, DPR proposed new fee collection at their Willow Creek 

and Freezeout Creek facilities.  Parks also proposed new fee collection in the Campbell Cove parking lot facility 
that was part of their proposed project to the County, but because it is located in the Commission’s permitting 
jurisdiction was not actually part of that permit application or denial. 

21 At the Shell Beach, Stump Beach and Freezeout Creek parking facilities. 
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At the public meeting, DPR described the project as revised, invited stakeholder group 
representatives to make a statement, and then invited the attending public to visit various issue 
tables, view maps and discuss issues of concern with DPR staff.  At the conclusion of tabling, the 
matter was brought back to the general group and attendees made it clear they wished to speak.  
DPR allowed a limited number of public representatives who had not spoken before to speak, but 
did not allow for general public comment, stating that they lacked the ability to take public 
comment or to record public comment and that they already had the input given by the public at 
each of the visited issue tables. 

On February 22, 2016 Commission staff toured the proposed sites in the revised proposal with 
DPR, and on February 23, 2016 Commission staff also toured portions of the Sonoma coast with 
the County.  That evening, Commission staff conducted office hours and met with interested 
members of the public for approximately 3 hours. Approximately 100 members of the public 
came to speak with Commission staff. It was clear at the conclusion of that public session that 
the attendees did not support the revised project and more importantly did not support the 
imposition of fees on Sonoma County beaches. From these series of meetings in late February, it 
also became clear to staff that the proposed modified project engendered a series of issues that 
had not been fully addressed.22 Staff was also concerned that DPR had not yet provided any of 
the information requested by the Commission in its substantial issue hearing, and that the recent 
project changes triggered new information needs. 

On February 29, 2016 the Commission, DPR and the County finally met jointly for the first time 
since DPR appealed this project in 2013. DPR presented their current proposal, there was a 
discussion of the issues, and Commission staff identified logistical issues that needed to be 
resolved prior to going to a hearing. Commission staff asked DPR for the submittal of their 
modified proposed project, since DPR had not yet submitted the revised project introduced on 
February 17, 2016. Commission staff also raised CEQA concerns since DPR had indicated at the 
February 17, 2016 public open house/workshop that they would start a CEQA process on the 
revised project, and Commission staff was concerned that that process would not conclude in 
time for preparation of the Commission staff report.  Finally, Commission staff asked again 
about their baseline informational needs being responded to by DPR since DPR had not yet 
submitted any of the information identified in the substantial issue findings or in the Commission 
staff letter of October 27, 2015 (Exhibit 6). Commission staff agreed to send DPR an updated 
list of informational needs, and did so on March 4, 2016 (Exhibit 7). The Commission’s list 
included all of the items previously identified, as well as those new items emanating from the 
project revisions introduced on February 17, 2016 and from the February 29, 2016 meeting. 
                                                 
22  Including that the modified project now included: new components at locations never envisioned in the original 

project (e.g., Willow Creek and Freezeout Creek); development in the Commission’s retained CDP jurisdiction 
and Parks had not submitted an application for this component; manned kiosks and related development that 
raised potential new coastal resource concerns that were only beginning to be fleshed out; and development 
requiring additional CEQA review.  In addition, staff became aware of emerging issues associated with the 
proposal, including with respect to the way in which the fees would impact specific user groups, such as rock 
climbers at Goat Rock, and Native Americans who access these areas as sacred places, including to gather 
seaweed for ceremonies. In addition, the County indicated an interest in partnering with DPR on management 
issues (including in terms of providing for low income users), and recently eliminated fees at several County 
Parks because they found them to be inconsistent with the Coastal Act. 
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Commission staff indicated that it would be in all parties’ best interest to spend more time 
working together to see if the issues and concerns being raised could be better addressed before 
heading to a new hearing.   

Ultimately, two main things came from DPR out of that February 29th meeting.  First they 
indicated that they did not want to delay the Commission’s hearing on the project beyond the 
April meeting.  Second, they decided to modify the project again to eliminate manned kiosks at 
Bodega Head, Goat Rock and Willow Creek parks and instead propose APPMs at all locations. 
In State Parks’ view, modifying the project to eliminate the kiosks would not require additional 
CEQA review, information and analysis identified by the public and by Commission staff which 
would avoid delays in moving the project forward. State Parks ultimately provided their 
proposed project materials, including the data they developed to support it, in a submittal to staff 
on March 21st (see Exhibit 8).  As indicated above, DPR proposes to install APPMs (charging 
an $8 fee per day), as well as signs, gates, parking lot improvements, trail repairs, bollards, and 
related development (including ADA improvements) at the eight referenced State Park parking 
lot facilities.   

Project History Conclusion                                                                                                         
On March 21, 2016, DPR sent their modified project proposal to Commission staff. The new 
project has eliminated the three proposed kiosks, and has eliminated Willow Creek and 
Freezeout Creek from the project. DPR’s modified project proposes to install new APPMs at 
Stump Beach, at all four Goat Rock lots, at Shell Beach and at two of the three lots at Bodega 
Head.  Additional development, primarily in the form of parking lot improvement, is also 
proposed; however two new gates and some new trail connectors from the parking lot to existing 
trails and/or restroom facilities are also proposed. 

DPR has significantly revised the project three different times since Sonoma County denied its 
CDP application in 2013.  Instead of proposing 13 iron rangers and no fee system, DPR is now 
proposing APPMs and a fee system for eight different locations:  Stump Beach, all four lots at 
Goat Rock, Shell Beach and Bodega Head East and West Lots.  DPR is also proposing the 
installation of gates on the road to Bodega Head East and to the Goat Rock Blind Beach parking 
lot.  DPR indicates there are existing gates at the entrance to Stump Beach and at Goat Rock on 
Goat Rock Road about a quarter-mile from the Highway One/Goat Rock Road intersection. 

D.  COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DETERMINATION 
Background and Context 
The standard of review for this application is the Sonoma County certified LCP and the public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. As noted, the Applicant has modified the 
project in the time since it was appealed to now propose Automatic Pay Parking Machines 
(APPM) instead of iron rangers and to propose a new fee payment system, proposing all-day and 
hourly rates, as well as allowing a 30-minute free period. The Applicant is also proposing to 
install gates at two of the eight locations as well as to construct various parking lot and trail 
improvements, primarily designed to provide ADA accessible parking, fee stations and paths to 
amenities. The project evaluated herein is the project as revised by the Applicant and submitted 
to the Commission on March 21, 2016. 
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Sonoma County is considered by many to be the birthplace of the California Coastal Act. In the 
late 1950’s and early 1960’s, Sonoma residents discovered that a nuclear power plant had been 
approved and was being built at Bodega Head.  Sonoma County residents stopped the project, 
but only after a pit had been excavated and some hard development had occurred.  Later, when 
Sea Ranch was proposed as a gated private development along 10 miles of northern Sonoma 
County coastline, Sonoma residents organized and helped start the Proposition 20 initiative 
process (i.e., “The Coastal Initiative”) and were instrumental in its passage. Sonoma County 
residents have fought to secure lands for public purposes and much of the land in Salt Point State 
Park comes as a result of efforts by Sonoma County citizens. Sonoma County residents care 
deeply about their beaches and want to protect them for public use.  Sonoma County residents 
are proud of what they have fought for all of the residents of California and visitors to the State, 
and treasure their coastline as an opportunity for low cost public access and recreation for all. 
 
Sonoma County’s coastline stretches over fifty-five miles.  About one-half of the coastline 
property is in public ownership, but not all of that land is open to the public with public facilities.  
The availability of coastal tidelands to the public from Gualala in Mendocino County to Jenner 
in Sonoma County is quite varied.  Some sections of the coast are open to the public, including 
North Jenner Beach, Fort Ross Historical Park, Salt Point Park and Gualala Point Regional Park.  
On other large sections, public access is quite limited, most notably from Gualala Point Regional 
Park to Stewarts Point and within the Timber Cove Subdivision.  Access to the Russian River 
between Duncans Mills and the river mouth is limited to certain areas with the mouth accessible 
from Jenner and from Goat Rock. The southern portion of Sonoma County has more public 
access availability since the DPR owns coastal property from the Russian River to Bodega Head.  
Numerous access points include existing parking lots, trails, trash receptacles, and restrooms.23 
 
Along the Sonoma County coast are numerous highway pull-outs and parks that provide views 
and access to beaches and trails.  Between Fort Ross and Jenner, Highway 1 climbs to an 
elevation of over 600 feet above sea level, among one of the highest points anywhere on 
California’s scenic coastal roadway.  Hiking is excellent in State and County parks on the 
Sonoma Coast.  Some destinations are only reachable by trail.  Parts of the Sonoma Coast can be 
reached only on a docent-led hike.  Historically the only places where fees have been charged are 
at locations where camping is also offered and at the historic Fort Ross portion of Sonoma Coast 
State Park.24 
 
The public seeking recreational opportunities has been visiting Sonoma County since 1877 when 
a railroad reached Duncans Mills from Marin County. Until the 20th century, visitors took 
                                                 
23  DPR’s website for Sonoma Coast State Park indicates that Bodega Head East, Russian Gulch Day Use, Vista 

Point Day Use, Pomo Canyon Environmental Campground and South Salmon Creek parking are currently closed 
to the public.  Within Salt Point State Park, the Kruse Day Use area is a pack-in/pack-out facility with no 
trashcans or restrooms available.  Woodside Camping area is also closed.  It is unclear when DPR closed these 
facilities and whether DPR discussed permitting requirements associated with these closures with the 
Commission. 

24  Commission staff has asked DPR staff when fee use was established in each area of Sonoma Coast and Salt Point 
State Park.  DPR has responded with some dates and reference numbers.  Commission staff has not yet had an 
opportunity to verify whether CDPs were obtained for all of these changes in intensity of use. 
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stagecoaches to the coast from the Russian River area resorts.  The first park dedicated on the 
coast was Fort Ross State Historic Park in 1906.  Recreational activity on the Sonoma Coast is 
dependent on its scenic and natural qualities.  Sightseeing is the main purpose of half the trips 
made to the coast by non-residents of the County on peak summer weekends.  Other popular 
activities include walking on the beach, sunbathing, picnicking, fishing, diving, bird watching, 
photography and painting.25 
 
Sonoma County residents also travel to the coast to enjoy its coastline.  Day use of the beaches is 
very popular because of the accessibility to the population centers of Sonoma County.  Many 
visitors make the loop from Petaluma, up the coast at Bodega Bay, and inland at Jenner to Santa 
Rosa along Highway 116 along the Russian River.   
 
In order to go to the beach, it often takes approximately a 25 to 30-mile trip to reach the 
shoreline by car and the same mileage to return home.  There is no regular transit serving the 
coast to and from internal Sonoma or along Highway 1.  One can bike to and from the coast, but 
due to the high elevations of Highway 1, it is a bike ride that not all segments of society are able 
to do easily.  Most residents seeking coastal recreation do so by car. The Bodega Head beaches 
are very popular and parking areas fill to capacity during the summer months quite quickly, 
forcing visitors to travel further north to enjoy the coast.  Going to the beach in Sonoma right 
now is an affordable trip for a family provided they have money for gas to and from the coast.   
 
Coastal Act and LCP Policy Framework 
Some of the Coastal Act’s strongest policy mandates are contained among the Chapter 3 public 
access and recreation policies (see Exhibit 9 for relevant policies): 
 

Section 30210. In carrying out the requirements of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and 
the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource 
areas from overuse. 
 
Section 30211. Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea 
where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30212. (a)Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and 
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) it is 
inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal 
resources, (2) adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) agriculture would be adversely 
affected.  Dedicated accessway shall not be required to be opened to public use until a 
public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and 
liability of the accessway… 
 

                                                 
25  Sonoma County LCP, Recreation Overview, page 90. 
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Section 30212.5. Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking 
areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the 
impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding and overuse by the public of any single 
area. 
 
Section 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational 
opportunities are preferred… 

 
Section 30214  
(a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner that takes 
into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public access depending 
on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but not limited to, the following: 

 
(1)  Topographic and geologic site characteristics, 
 
(2)  The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity, 
 
(3)  The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass depending 

on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and the proximity of 
the access area to adjacent residential uses. 

 
(4)  The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the privacy of 

adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the area by providing for 
the collection of litter. 

 
(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access policies of this article be 
carried out in a reasonable manner that considers the equities and that balances the 
rights of the individual property owner with the public’s constitutional right of access 
pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution.  Nothing in this section 
or any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation on the rights guaranteed to 
the public under Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution. 
 
(c) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, the commission and any other 
responsible public agency shall consider and encourage the utilization of innovative 
access management techniques, including, but not limited to, agreements with private 
organizations which would minimize management costs and encourage the use of 
volunteer programs. 

 
Section 30220. Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot 
readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 
 
Section 30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for 
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for 
public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property 
is already adequately provided for in the area. 
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Section 30223. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be 
reserved for such uses, where feasible.26 

 
The Sonoma County certified Local Coastal Program  (LCP) also contains strong public access 
and recreation policies.  It cites the California Constitution provision mandating the protection 
and enhancement of public access to and along California’s coastline: 
 

Article XV, Section 2 of the California Constitution provides: no individual, partnership, 
or corporation, claiming or possessing the frontage or tidal lands of a harbor, bay inlet, 
estuary, or other navigable water in this State, shall be permitted to exclude the right of 
way to such water whenever it is required for any public purpose, nor to destroy or 
obstruct the free navigation of such water; and the Legislature shall enact such laws as 
will give the most liberal construction to this provision so that access to the navigable 
waters of this State shall be always attainable for the people. 

 
The Sonoma County LCP also cites Sections 30210, 30211 and 30212 of the Coastal Act, as well 
as Section 30604(c): 
 

Every coastal development permit issued for any development between the nearest public 
road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the coastal zone 
shall include a specific finding that such development is in conformity with the public 
access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). 

 
The LCP also states the following under County responsibilities: 
 

The County shall take all necessary steps to protect and defend the public’s 
constitutionally guaranteed rights of access to and along the shoreline… 

 
The LCP, adopted in 2001, contains an Access Plan that provides specific descriptions of various 
park facilities and policies (called “recommendations” in the plan) regarding the use of those 
facilities. As stated in the introduction and summary section of the LCP, the recommendations 
are meant to serve as “specific statements of policy intended to implement State Coastal Act 
policies…They also address development of appropriate recreation and access facilities…” The 
LCP Access Plan contains references to all eight sites currently proposed for fee usage by DPR.  
In some instances, there is a specific reference, and in other situations, the Access Plan refers to 

                                                 
26 With its March 21st submittal, DPR has included an argument that Coastal Act Section 30401 applies to the 

Commission’s analysis of DPR’s proposal. DPR suggests that since DPR is granted statutory authority to assess 
fees pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 508, that authority cannot be superseded by the Commission 
pursuant to Section 30401 of the Act. (Public Resources Code Section 5010, not Section 508, addresses DPR’s  
authority to collect fees.) However, assessing such fees constitutes “development” as defined by the Coastal Act 
because it causes a change in the intensity of use of both land and the public’s ability to access the water.  The 
Commission has routinely required CDPs for new and increased fees at public access and recreation facilities. 
Moreover, Coastal Act Section 30402 requires all state agencies to carry out their responsibilities in conformity 
with the Coastal Act. 
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the Recreation Plan, which consists of a series of policies and maps in the LCP’s Appendix. The 
applicable LCP sections state: 
 

17. Salt Point State Park – improved (Stump Beach) 
Discussion:  See Recreation Plan 
 
The Recreation Plan for the Stump Beach Cove Area:  No changes (parking, picnic, and 
pit toilet facilities are located just west of the highway with trail leading to the sandy 
beach). 
 
43. Goat Rock River Access – Dedicated and improved 
Discussion:  Four accessways are available from Goat Rock Road. 
 
Recommendations:  No Change 
 
46. Goat Rock Ocean Access – Dedicated and Partially improved. 
Discussion:  Four accessways are available from Goat Rock Road. 
 
Recommendations:  No Change 
 
48. Shell Beach – Dedicated and Improved 
Discussion:  State Parks operates this accessway to Shell Beach.  A safe trail, parking for 
40 cars, and restrooms are available. Lateral access between Shell Beach and Wright’s 
Beach is hindered only by one bluff promontory.  A staircase up and over this bluff would 
allow hiking along nearly 2 miles of beach. 
 
Recommendations: 1. No change in vertical access. 2. Develop a trail connection and 
staircase, as appropriate between Shell Beach and Wright’s Beach. 
 
60. Bodega Head – Dedicated and Partially Developed 
Discussion:  Numerous trails, roads, two parking areas, and restrooms are located at 
Bodega Head.  For additional information and recommendations, see Recreation Plan. 
 
Recreation Plan: 
Bodega Head is well known as the site where a nuclear power plan was proposed in the 
1960’s.  A deep hole excavated for the project is now a fresh water pond valuable as bird 
habitat and used currently (1980) as an experimental salmon raising site.  Bodega Head 
is generally used for picnicking, short hikes, and viewing the coast, whale migration and 
Bodega Bay. 
 
The University of California Bodega Marine Reserve is located to the north of Bodega 
Head and south of the Bodega Dunes Campground.  Any recreational development at 
Bodega Head should be limited to low-key day use activities to minimize conflicts with 
the Reserve 
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The recreation section of the LCP includes a discussion on the existing danger and visual 
resource impacts associated with parking along Highway 1 and the need to design parking lots to 
accommodate summer visitor demand in close proximity to trailheads.  The discussion of 
development criteria for access facilities notes the following regarding parking areas: 
 

Parking Areas. Parking lots should be located within one-half mile of the trail head. The 
current practice of parking along Highway 1 is often inconvenient, hazardous, slows 
traffic, and is visually undesirable.  Well designed and screened off-road parking should 
be developed with a number of parking spaces based upon the capacity of the access 
destination.  Existing accessways will need lots sized to accommodate the number of cars 
parked along the roadway on a typical summer weekend. In areas that have not been 
used for recreation on a regular basis, lots should accommodate no more than ten to 
fifteen cars. 
 

The specific Access and Recreation Plan recommendations contained in the LCP provide a 
means to guide development of parking facilities to in part, manage the off-road parking 
problems in addition to the more general policies stated below: 
 

7. Design parking and restroom facilities to serve only the planned intensity of recreation 
development. 
 
9. Locate parking in visually screened areas. 

 
Similarly, Sonoma County LCP transportation policies require wide accessibility of public 
parking facilities at coastal beaches, mitigation of environmental and visual impacts in parking 
lot development, and reduction of hazardous parking turnouts as follows: 
 

14. Mitigate environmental and visual impacts in parking lot development or expansion. 
 

15. Locate parking areas to provide wide accessibility to coastal beaches rather than 
consolidating parking facilities. 
 
16. Close small, poorly located turnouts. 
 

Finally, the LCP requires the protection of environmentally sensitive resource areas including 
dunes and coastal strands, wetlands, and coastal bluffs.  The LCP sensitive habitat policies guide 
public access development in and around these sensitive resources in a manner that will limit 
impacts to these resources as follows: 
 

6. Prohibit all off-road, non-authorized vehicles from dune areas. 
 
7. Minimize foot traffic for all permitted uses, including recreation, on vegetated dunes. 
Where access through dunes is necessary, well-defined footpaths or raised boardwalks 
shall be developed and used.  Access areas should be posted with explanations describing 
the importance of use of limited access routes for the purpose of protecting the plant 
communities. 
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8. Identify wildlife nesting and breeding habitats of rare or sensitive plants or animals for 
the publicly owned dune areas in order to temporarily restrict access to these areas 
during identified breeding and nesting seasons. 
 
17. Exclude all motor vehicles from wetlands. Pedestrian and equestrian traffic should be 
directed to specific areas with facilities provided to eliminate adverse impacts on 
biological resources. 
 
43. Prohibit all off-road non-authorized motor vehicle traffic on bluff areas in order to 
limit compaction, erosion, and destruction of plants. Equestrian traffic should be directed 
to areas where the subsequent compaction and erosion do not adversely affect the 
stability of the bluffs. 
 
44. Minimize recreational use of bluff sites known to be used by birds as nesting or 
roosting areas. 

 
45. Design access points (stairways or trails) which pass through coastal bluff habitat to 
minimize erosion and disruption of bluff vegetation. Public access must be limited to the 
trailway corridor. 
 
Stump Beach Cove Area 
No changes (parking, picnic, and pit toilet facilities are located just west of the highway 
with trail leading to the sandy beach).  

 
Public Access and Recreation Analysis 
 
Section 30210 
The California Constitution and the federal Coastal Zone Management Act27 mandate the 
protection and enhancement of public access to and along California’s coastline.  The Coastal 
Act redoubles these protections, including mandating that public recreational access 
opportunities to and along the California coastline be maximized (Coastal Act Section 30210).  
Coastal Act Section 30210’s direction to maximize access represents a different threshold than to 
simply provide or protect such access, and Section 30210 is therefore fundamentally different 
from other like provisions in this respect.  It is not enough to simply provide public access to and 
along the coast, and it is not enough to simply protect public access, rather such public access 
must also be maximized. This terminology distinguishes the Coastal Act and provides 
fundamental direction to projects along the California coast that raise public access issues like 
DPR’s proposal. 
 

                                                 
27 The federal Coastal Zone Management Act requires its State partners to “exercise effectively [its] responsibilities 

in the coastal zone through the development and implementation of management programs to achieve wise use of 
the land and water resources of the coastal zone” (16 U.S.C. Section 1452(2)) so as to provide for “public access 
to the coasts for recreational purposes.” (Section 1452(2)(e) 
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The Commission has been working with DPR on a coordinated statewide approach to managing 
coastal access in state parks that recognizes and harmonizes both agencies’ jurisdictional 
responsibilities, with the specific goal of meeting the Coastal Act’s policies of maximizing 
public access and protecting lower cost visitor serving recreational opportunities on public land, 
while also recognizing and addressing recent legislative and administrative direction to DPR to 
create new revenue streams to fund facility management and operations throughout the state 
parks system. 
   
Although the Commission recognizes DPR’s statutory responsibility and mandate to manage 
access and recreation in the state parks, new fee programs have the potential to adversely affect 
the ability of the public to access the shoreline, which is one of the Coastal Commission’s 
primary responsibilities.  The maintenance of lower-cost options for beach access and recreation 
is a specific Commission concern to assure that rates are not driven solely by increased demand, 
such as holidays or peak season, such that some segments of the population are priced out of 
recreational opportunities at the coast.  Instituting new fees where there were previously no fees 
may have adverse effects on visitation levels in specific locations and can serve to adversely 
affect public access, particularly when the revenues are not necessarily plowed back into the 
facilities where they are collected. 
 
Section 30210 states that maximum access shall be provided for all of the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and 
natural resource areas from overuse.  To their credit, DPR has modified the fee parking program 
from what was originally proposed, as a result of input from stakeholders and the public, 
reducing the number of fee parking areas from thirteen (13) to eight (8). In addition, DPR has 
proposed hourly rates at each site and a 30-minute free “surf check” at each site which does 
reduce the parking fee for those who do not wish to spend a whole day at the beach. However,  
DPR’s fee program as currently proposed is not consistent with Section 30210 of the Act.  It will 
diminish, not maximize access, and will not protect existing low cost recreation. DPR’s proposal 
will result in only those that can afford to pay being able to access the coast in many of these 
remote beach locations.  Others who can’t afford to pay will be shut out of this access system.  
For example, the public cannot get to the water at Goat Rock without traversing Goat Rock Road 
to one of the two parking lots located adjacent to the shoreline.  Goat Rock Road from Highway 
1 to the beach is more than 1.7 miles, meaning that a minimum 3.4-mile round-trip walk would 
be required (and potentially farther depending on where parking along Highway 1 could be 
obtained).  This distance may be prohibitively long for many people, particularly given the steep 
slope of the roadway on its descent to beach level. 
 
Bodega Head is the headlands area between the Pacific Ocean and Bodega Harbor.  It is well 
known as a site from which to observe gray whales during their annual migration.  Similar to the 
situation at Goat Rock, visitors who cannot or who prefer not to pay a parking fee would have 
few options absent this free and open beach but to walk to the Pacific Ocean side of Bodega 
Head starting from a parking space in a lot or roadside pullout located along Bodega Harbor.  
This is a one-mile round-trip walk, at the very minimum, and would involve climbing and 
descending the steep terrain of the headland area.  It could be a challenging or prohibitively 
difficult trip for many people. 
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Stump Beach is one of the very few sandy beaches located in Sonoma County north of Jenner.  
Roadside pullouts exist within Salt Point State Park, and there is a pullout located directly across 
Highway 1 from the Stump Beach parking lot, on the inland side of Highway 1, where a handful 
of cars might be able to park.  If the pullout were full, visitors who cannot pay a fee would either 
have to hike into Stump Beach via a trail, or would need to park at a roadside pullout further 
away and walk along Highway 1.  Walking along Highway 1 in this location presents a 
significant safety concern.  The Stump Beach entrance is on a portion of the highway which is 
shadowed during much of the day by the forest canopy, and there are no roadside shoulders 
along the highway in places.  It would be very unsafe for pedestrians to walk for a half mile 
along Highway 1 to the next pullout area, as visibility is low, and at points pedestrians would be 
forced to walk directly in the traffic lane. 
 
With respect to Shell Beach, the Commission notes that DPR proposes charging at this beach, 
which can only be accessed by car, since there are very few residents near Shell Beach, but DPR 
has not included the Salmon Creek parking areas and beach, which are also very popular beach 
areas. Salmon Creek has existing residential neighborhoods nearby, so Sonoma County residents 
in this area could continue going to the beach for free, while visitors to the area would have to 
drive and park in the two parking areas.  The two Salmon Creek lots are paved and have 
bathrooms.  South Salmon Creek is one of the most heavily used beach access points in Sonoma 
County.  Existing parking is inadequate. Heavy usage results in dune damage and dune 
destabilization.  If DPR starts charging at Shell Beach, more members of the public may attempt 
to use the Salmon Creek parking areas to reach the beach, potentially causing impact to the 
dunes and causing further traffic and parking impacts in the adjacent residential neighborhoods. 
Visitors may also be forced to utilize less safe State Park beach areas with few or no public 
amenities such as exists at Portuguese and Schoolhouse Beach, which provide little more than a 
parking area and a dirt path to a shallow sandy beach area.  
  
In its most recent March 21, 2016 submittal, DPR states that Section 30210 of the Act 
emphasizes the mandate of maximum public access but “acknowledges that there must be 
limits.”  Section 30210 only directs that maximum access be provided in a manner consistent 
with: 1) public safety needs; 2) public rights; 3) private property rights; and 4) protection of 
natural resources.  DPR has not argued for the establishment of a fee collection system under any 
of these four factors. DPR’s proposal to charge is likely to result in more unsafe parking 
conditions along Highway 1, in roadside pullouts and in unauthorized parking areas.  DPR’s 
proposal is likely to cause the public to park on the inland side of Highway 1, forcing dangerous 
Highway 1 pedestrian crossings in order to access the shoreline.  Public rights to access the shore 
are not being protected in this proposal. Finally, DPR’s proposal will likely cause impact to 
natural resource areas as the public tries to avoid fee parking areas and parks along Highway 1 
near beaches they desire to visit, and creates new volunteer trails through coastal resource areas 
to get to and from the beach. 
 
Unless members of the public who use these beaches have the ability to pay a parking fee, DPR 
is effectively prohibiting beach access for those who cannot pay by charging fees, given the 
nature of the shoreline in Sonoma. This prohibition will fall disproportionally on the low income 
and disadvantaged among the public. The Commission finds that DPR’s proposal to charge fees 
at Goat Rock parking areas, Stump Beach, Shell Beach and the two parking areas at Bodega 
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Head is not consistent with Section 30210 because it does not protect existing access to and 
along the water, it does not enhance public access to and along the water and it does not 
maximize public access to and along the water. 
 
Despite the propensity of beach parking fees to interfere with public access, especially by lower 
income populations, they can nonetheless be found consistent with Section 30210 when adequate 
evidence is submitted demonstrating that particular proposed fees are unlikely to have that 
effect.28  Here, however, DPR has not presented such evidence.  DPR’s baseline monitoring 
effort did not include monitoring of all eight proposed areas or all roadside pullout and other 
informal areas used by the public throughout the summer months. It did not include statistical 
evidence to support DPR’s claim that minimal impacts on attendance have resulted from prior 
parking fees being imposed or increased.  DPR’s submittal did not include a program for 
monitoring any adverse environmental impacts and did not suggest mitigation to address any 
potential reductions in access that might occur as a result of the fees. DPR’s submittal was 
inadequate with respect to impacts associated with changes in user trends, including cumulative 
impacts with respect to ESHA and public safety.  DPR has not submitted any evidence that they 
consulted with the County Sheriff, the California Highway Patrol and with Caltrans regarding the 
public safety issues.  The Commission finds the proposed project inconsistent with Section 
30210 of the Coastal Act. 
   
Section 30211 
Section 30211 requires that development not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea 
where acquired through use or legislative authorization.  Within the area proposed for fees are 
established public hiking trails; some of which are segments appropriate for inclusion in the 
California Coastal Trail (CCT), which in Sonoma, primarily traverses along Highway One.  The 
Kortum Trail, named after former County Supervisor Bill Kortum, is nearly 4 miles in length, 
starts at Wright’s Beach in the south, can also be accessed at Shell Beach, and extends to Blind 
Beach within Goat Rock to the north.  Supervisor Kortum was instrumental in the acquisition by 
the State of the land that now makes up Salt Point State Park. The Pomo Canyon Trail starts 
from the Shell Beach parking lot and winds over the hill 3.5 miles to the Pomo Canyon 
Campground.  The Commission finds that the Kortum Trail and Pomo Canyon Trail are public 
trails that must be protected for maximum public use.  DPR’s proposal would mean that the 
public would have to either pay to use the trail (at Wright’s Beach, Shell Beach and Goat Rock), 
compete with other members of the public wishing to avoid a fee by parking on existing County 
subdivision roads (near Shell Beach) potentially causing an impact to traffic flow on those 
County roads, compete to park in a total of 7 available spaces at Wright’s Beach blufftop parking 
area that provides access to the Kortum Trail, or be forced to find parking along Highway 1 in 
order to get to the trail.   
 
Many of the hiking trails in Sonoma were formalized from trails established through public use.  
Sonoma county residents are responsible for hundreds of volunteer hours spent in the two State 
Parks, and continue to volunteer to enhance these coastal access resources.  DPR counts on its 
volunteers as necessary partners in managing its holdings.  Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods 
has been identified by DPR as one of its most valued partners, and Stewards provide countless 

                                                 
28  See Id. at 156. 
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volunteer hour service to DPR at the Sonoma County beaches.  Stewards help to provide 
educational and ecological volunteer assistance with the public, and also perform other duties to 
improve their State Parks.  Land Paths, another Sonoma County non-profit, has organized 
hundreds of volunteers to build trails and protect resources.  Other Sonoma County non-profits 
and volunteers have helped DPR to keep open the Petaluma Adobe, Jack London State Historical 
Park, the Fort Ross State Historical Park and Sugarloaf State Park in Sonoma County.  Sonoma 
County Agricultural and Open Space District provided more than 10 million dollars (more than 
half the purchase price) for the public acquisition of Willow Creek.  The County Agricultural and 
Open Space District derives its funding from sales taxes collected from Sonoma County visitors 
and residents in Sonoma County. 
 
In many ways the ‘fee for parking’ proposal is actually a ‘fee for beach use’ proposal given the 
nature of access to this particular stretch of coast.  Beach and related public access to the Sonoma 
Coast essentially requires the beach and access consumer to also have a vehicle, and thus entry 
into this particular access system is already more costly than others (e.g., others where there are 
easy alternatives for access, where there are good transit and alternative transportation modes to 
get to the beach, etc.).  Thus, access to and along the shore already costs users in this particular 
system, and keeping that cost as low as possible is key.  The proposed fee program will serve to 
increase the cost of access, including beach access as described above, and will fall 
disproportionately on those least able to afford it.  This does not protect existing access, 
including beach access. Because DPR’s proposal does not protect existing access, the 
Commission finds the proposal inconsistent with Section 30211 of the Act. 
 
As with Section 30210, DPR has not submitted adequate analysis or evidence that the proposed 
project will avoid interference with the public’s right of access to the shoreline nor does it 
propose any substantive mitigation measures to provide lower cost or free access to low income 
users. 
 
Section 30212 
Section 30212 of the Act requires new development to provide access from the nearest public 
roadway to the shoreline and along the coast except where it is inconsistent with public safety, 
military security needs or the protection of fragile coastal resources, or where adequate access 
exists nearby.  The Commission finds that DPR’s proposal will serve to limit access from the 
nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast and that adequate access does not 
exist nearby to offset such limitations at the eight areas proposed to charge fees for access.  The 
limitation is not being done for public safety, military security needs or for the protection of 
fragile coastal resources, or because adequate access exists nearby.  DPR’s limitation on access 
is being proposed because of a stated need to generate revenue for department operational needs.  
 
DPR’s proposal to limit access will likely cause more public safety issues because adequate 
access is not nearby.  As previously described, each area has its own constraints and charging 
fees at the proposed locations will likely result in the following adverse impacts to access from 
the nearest public roadways in the following ways: 1) charging at the two lots at Bodega Head 
will likely cause the public seeking to avoid fees to seek out Campbell Cove and parking along 
the road leading to Bodega Head; 2) charging fees at Shell Beach will likely cause the public 
seeking to avoid fees to compete for the few free spaces on existing County roads and at the 7-



A-2-SON-13-0219 (California Department of Parks and Recreation) 

33 

space Wright’s Beach bluff parking area, or park along the shoulders of Highway 1; 3) charging 
fees at Goat Rock will likely prevent the public from easily accessing the shoreline at the mouth 
of the Russian River or the Kortum Trail; and 4) charging fees at Stump Beach will likely make 
getting to the shoreline a much harder proposal and will likely cause public to park in potentially 
unsafe locations along Highway 1. 
 
Finally, fragile coastal resources could be adversely impacted by this proposal.  Members of the 
public wishing to avoid fees, or who cannot pay, will park along the Highway and most likely 
will create new and/or use existing volunteer trails to get to and along the shoreline.  These 
volunteer trails could impact biological, cultural and other fragile coastal resources. Because 
DPR’s proposal does not assure against adverse impacts to existing public access and sensitive 
coastal resources, the Commission finds the proposed project inconsistent with Section 30212 of 
the Act. 
 
As with Section 30210, DPR has not submitted sufficient analysis or evidence that the proposed 
project will provide adequate access to the shoreline and will protect fragile coastal resources. 
   
Section 30212.5 
Section 30212.5 requires public facilities, wherever appropriate and feasible, including parking 
areas, to be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and 
otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area.  DPR states that this 
section of the Act recognizes overcrowding and overuse as significant issues requiring active 
management efforts, and thus it is their opinion that it is precisely what their proposal calls for.  
DPR has stated that free parking will continue to exist at parking lots within Sonoma Coast State 
Park, at 31 roadside pullouts with coastal and/or beach access between Salmon Creek and 
Russian Gulch, and at dozens of roadside pullouts with coastal and/or beach access between Fort 
Ross State Historic Park and the northern boundary of Salt Point State Park.   
 
DPR has not submitted information concerning usage of the 31 roadside pullouts between 
Salmon Creek and Russian Gulch, or at the roadside pullout areas between Fort Ross and the 
northern boundary of Salt Point State Park. Further, DPR’s proposal does not result in evenly 
spacing free and paid facilities along the Sonoma Coast.  DPR’s proposal would result in all 
coastal portions of Salt Point State Park where there is safe public parking being subject to fee 
parking.  The only free parking available in Salt Point would be located at the Kruse 
Rhododendron State Natural Reserve, if that day use facility is even open to public use29 located 
inland of Highway 1 and 1.5 miles north of the Stump Beach parking lot proposed for a fee.  
Within Sonoma Coast State Park, DPR proposes to charge at all Goat Rock locations and Shell 
Beach, precluding free beach usage for a significant portion of the southern Sonoma Coast State 
Park coastline. Portuguese Beach, Schoolhouse Beach and the Salmon Creek lots are not being 
proposed for charges and will quickly fill as a result, forcing the public to seek beaches subject to 
parking fees located elsewhere.   
 
The pocket beaches within Sonoma Coast State Park are less than ideal for families seeking safe 
recreation since all that is currently provided at these pocket beaches is a parking area and a 

                                                 
29  DPR’s website lists the Kruse day-use area as being closed currently to public use. 
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pathway to the beach.  Salmon Creek lots fill to capacity very quickly already, forcing 
beachgoers to find parking on adjacent residential streets.  Maintenance costs at Salmon Creek 
are high due to the shifting dunes and the need to clear parking areas.  DPR’s proposal to not 
charge at Salmon Creek but to charge at Bodega and elsewhere will only cause more of the 
public to seek out Salmon Creek as a free beach with amenities. The Commission finds that 
DPR’s proposal is inconsistent with Section 30212.5 because the proposal will cause 
overcrowding and overuse of coastal areas, as noted above, that will likely result in adverse 
impacts to coastal resources. 
 
Section 30213 
Section 30213 requires that lower cost visitor and recreational facilities be protected, encouraged 
and, where feasible, provided.  DPR acknowledges that this section of the Coastal Act promotes 
facilities and access for those who are least able to afford to pay; however DPR states that 
Section 30213 does not prohibit fees from being required at all coastal locations.  DPR suggests 
that its modified proposed project maintains free day use parking areas around and within the 
vicinity of proposed fee areas. DPR also states that they offer a $5 Golden Bear Pass to any 
qualifying person and other passes to assist the disabled and honorably charged veterans. 
 
Many Sonoma County beach visitors are local to Sonoma, Marin and Mendocino counties and 
make frequent trips to both State Parks.  Many others come from the Central and Sacramento 
valleys during the summer months.  DPR estimates that household incomes for visitors are 
relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.  
Based upon collection of visitor zip codes, DPR states that a majority of visitors are from the 
Sacramento and North San Joaquin Valley.  Sacramento is the most common visitor origin while 
Sonoma County comes in fifth.30     
 
With respect to Sonoma County residents, the Sonoma County Economic Development Board 
states that 11.3% of its population lives below the poverty line.  Latinos make up 26% of 
Sonoma County’s population and 19.6% of Sonoma County Latinos are living below the poverty 
line.  In Sonoma County schools, Latinos make up 43% of the school population and 46% are 
Caucasians.  Asian/Pacific Islander, African American and Native American students compose 
an additional 7% of the student population.  Approximately 23% of the school population is 
learning English and 48% of Sonoma County public education students are socio-economically 
disadvantaged.  In Sonoma County 43% of the school children are eligible to receive free and/or 
reduced lunch with 27.4% actually participating.31   
 
DPR’s proposal will result in fees being charged at locations in Sonoma County where fees have 
never been charged.  This will result in fewer lower cost visitor and recreational facilities being 

                                                 
30  DPR cites their reference for these numbers as coming from  NOAA (2015). A Socioeconomic Profile of  

Recreation Users of the California Northern Central Coast Region, Greater Farallones National Marine 
Sanctuary and the northern portion of Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, 2011, Silver Spring: U.S. 
Department of Commerce. 

31  Email correspondence from Marcos Suarez, Sonoma County Economic Development Board to Susan Upchurch 
on  March 28, 2016. 
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available.  The eight locations proposed for fees are located in a county that offers significant 
coastal access and recreation opportunity to a diverse socioeconomic cross-section of people as 
demonstrated in the county school statistics above. The eight locations that are currently 
considered to be low cost visitor recreational facilities will no longer be protected, encouraged or 
provided for the public as free facilities, inconsistent with Section 30213 of the Coastal Act. 
 
With respect to the maintenance of free day use parking areas around and within the vicinity of 
the proposed fee areas, within Salt Point Park, the only remaining safe free area to park will be 
the Kruse Reserve, which is located a mile plus away from the shoreline at Stump Beach.  With 
respect to free day use, it is non-existent along the coast in Salt Point Park.  In Sonoma Coast 
State Park, the public will be forced to park along Highway 1 in the Caltrans’ right-of-way in 
order to access Goat Rock.  There is limited to no parking available along Highway 1 in this 
location. At Shell Beach, DPR points to an existing County road adjacent to the paid parking lot 
at Shell and suggests that the public can easily park there.  This road is not under the control of 
DPR, and belongs to the County.  There is no evidence of coordination between DPR and the 
County regarding continued public use of this road, or any offer of assistance to the County by 
DPR concerning the funds needed to continue to maintain  this road area as a public parking 
area.  There is an existing blufftop parking area overlooking Wright’s Beach that would allow 
access to the Kortum Trail and presumably from that trail to the shore; however, the existing 
parking lot provides only 7 spaces and no support services at this location.  The remaining free 
portions of Sonoma Coast State Park have been previously discussed as being small pocket 
beaches with minimal services (no restrooms) and areas that quickly fill to capacity on hot days. 
 
As they have stated, DPR offers several low or no-cost passes to certain eligible individuals.  
Persons with a permanent disability are eligible to purchase a lifetime pass entitling the user to a 
50% discount on all park fees for a cost of $3.50.  The Distinguished Veteran Pass is free to 
honorably discharged veterans and entitles the user to free day use, camping and boat use at all 
units of the state park system.  The Golden Bear Pass is available for a $5 fee to any qualifying 
person who receives Supplemental Security Income (SSI); any person receiving aid under aid 
codes of CALWORKS or any person 62 years of age or older with an income limitation.  The 
Golden Bear pass entitles the holder and their spouse or partner free entry to most State park 
operated units.  DPR also offers a Limited Golden Bear Pass for $20 to any persons aged 62 or 
older.  This entitles the bearer and spouse or partner free entry to most State Park-operated units 
during non-peak season. If one does not qualify for any of those passes, DPR offers the Golden 
Poppy Pass at a cost of $125 per year which provides entry to most State Parks except for Hearst 
Castle and Southern California beaches. DPR also runs a “Volunteer in Parks” program in which 
volunteers can earn local or Statewide day use passes in return for volunteer services.  
 
While these are programs that provide relief to the very poor, the disabled community, honorably 
discharged veterans and persons older than 62, as well as to volunteers, they do not offer much to 
low or moderate income households, who do not have the time to work as a volunteer to earn one 
free day at the beach a year.  In order to get the Golden Bear Pass, one must prove economic 
status at poverty level income, bring last year’s tax returns and make a special visit either to 
Sacramento during the working week, or to a District DPR office to procure such a pass.  
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In its revised March 21, 2016 submittal, DPR indicates that it is working on a local pass for 
Sonoma County, but has not provided specific details as to what will be proposed or at what 
price.  Sonoma County has indicated an interest in working on this issue with DPR, but nothing 
has been resolved regarding the availability of such a pass.  DPR and the County should continue 
their efforts to create a single pass that can be used in either State parks or County parks. The 
Commission finds that DPR’s pass program is lacking when considered in concert with the 
current proposal to charge fees at beaches that serve a diverse socioeconomic group. While the 
pass program provides some benefit to low-income persons, the program as a way to mitigate the 
adverse impacts to coastal access by the current proposal does not ensure that lower cost 
recreation and facilities are adequately protected, encouraged or provided for all segments of the 
public, inconsistent with Section 30213 of the Coastal Act. 
 
Section 30214 
Section 30214 states that the implementation of the Coastal Act’s public access policies need to 
take into account the need to regulate the time, place and manner of public access depending on 
such factors as topography, geology, site capacity, intensity of use, the appropriateness of 
limiting access to pass and repass due to fragile natural resources or proximity of access nearby 
and the need to manage access areas to protect the privacy of adjacent residents and to protect 
the aesthetic values of an area.  DPR states that Section 30214 of the Act’s intent is to recognize 
that there must be limits to free and unrestrained public access.  DPR states: 
 

Access should be made in a reasonable manner and what may be reasonable at one location 
may not be reasonable in the next.  Wholesale free-for-all beach access in a park unit that 
has 3 million visitors, suggest that thoughtful consideration be given to a site’s 
characteristics in determining what Maximum Public Access means to that specific site. 
 

DPR estimates that Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State Parks receive approximately 3,275,000 
visitors a year. DPR argues that all facilities within Sonoma Coast and Salt Point should not have 
to be free for this amount of annual visitation.32  All facilities located within the two State Parks 
are not free currently.  In fact, there are already existing places within both State Park Units that 
do charge a daily fee:  within Salt Point Park, fees are already charged at North and South Fisk 
Mill, at Gerstle, at Woodside, at Fort Ross and at Reef.33 Charging at Stump Beach would leave 
the inland Kruse Rhododendron Reserve and Windermere as the only free locations within Salt 
Point Park (Exhibit 10).  Within Sonoma Coast State Park, there are already fees charged at 
Wright’s Beach and at Bodega Dunes.  
 
Commission staff has been working with DPR staff toward development of a coordinated 
approach to managing coastal access with the goal to maximize public access and protect lower 
cost visitor and recreational opportunities on public land, while recognizing recent legislative 
direction to DPR to create new revenue streams to fund facility management and operations 

                                                 
32  Obviously, the parks are not private parks but rather are public facilities that tax payers in the State of California 

support, so the public already ‘pays’ for these parks, and it that sense they are not ‘free’.  
33  Commission staff has not been able to confirm existing fee-charged areas obtained CDPs for charging these fees. 

In most instances, these locations offer camping facilities or are designated as historic locations, like Historic Fort 
Ross. 



A-2-SON-13-0219 (California Department of Parks and Recreation) 

37 

throughout the State Park system.  The two agency commitments are reflected in letters from 
both agencies attached as Exhibit 8, starting at page 104.   
 
Consistent with these 2013 letter agreements, the Commission has approved the imposition of 
increased fees in several locations, and new fees in at least one location, in Southern California.  
In all of these instances, as in the 1991 CDP approval for fees in Sonoma County locations, the 
Commission indicated it could only determine DPR’s requests for fee collection systems 
consistent with a requirement of mitigation in order to determine consistency with the Coastal 
Act’s public access and recreation policies.  The Commission determined, in all of these past 
decisions, that many of DPR’s predictions concerning reactive public use after fees are imposed 
had never been statistically demonstrated in submitted monitoring data.    
 
In June 2013, the Commission conditionally approved 3 CDPs to allow for the installation of 
APPMs in Orange County and included requirements for a monitoring program to be 
implemented.  CDP No. 5-13-0349 allowed the installation of APPMs and the establishment of a 
flexible parking fee program at five locations:  Reef Point, Pelican Point, Los Trancos, Moro 
Day Use and Moro campground. Fees are currently collected at all of the proposed locations. 
CDP No. 5-13-0350 allowed the installation of an APPM and implementation of a flexible 
parking fee program at Doheny State Beach Park, as well as a monitoring program to 
demonstrate how parking fees and discount parking opportunities affect public use and revenue 
collection.  Fees are currently collected at Doheny State Beach Park through a staffed kiosk or 
entry station.  CDP No. 5-13-0451 allowed the installation of APPMs and the implementation of 
a flexible fee collection program at two locations:  a beachfront parking lot at end of Avenida 
Calafia and at a day-use lot at San Clemente State Beach campground.  Fees are currently 
collected at both locations.  CDP No. 5-13-0451 also included a monitoring program requirement 
similar in content to the one proposed by DPR in CDP No. 5-13-0350.  All three CDPs were 
conditioned to be 5-year CDP authorizations, with DPR being required to apply to extend the 
CDPs beyond the 5-year period.  All three CDPs required monitoring programs with annual 
reports being submitted by DPR.  The three CDPs also indicated that should the Commission be 
asked to consider any proposed extension or modification of the CDP authorizations by DPR, 
that the Commission would consider and address any impacts to access and visitation patterns 
identified in the approved monitoring programs. 
 
In January 2014, the Commission conditionally approved another CDP to allow the installation 
of APPMs and the implementation of a flexible fee program at two parking lots within San 
Onofre State Beach in San Diego County:  at the Trestles and San Onofre Bluff parking lots.  
The CDP application included a proposed monitoring program similar to the three CDPs granted 
by the Commission in Orange County.  Fees had been collected since prior to the Coastal Act at 
the San Onofre Bluff parking lot.  The parking lot at Trestles had two iron rangers previously 
installed, but no evidence of a CDP for the installation.  The Commission conditioned this CDP 
to be valid for five years with similar monitoring program requirements.   
 
The three Orange County CDPs are not due to expire until June 2018, and the San Diego CDP 
will not expire until January 2019.  In all four instances, DPR has not yet submitted any of the 
required annual monitoring reports.  DPR and the Commission staff have yet to agree on the 
parameters of an acceptable monitoring program for any of the five CDPs, let alone had one 
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implemented by DPR at any of the locations.  Therefore, the perceived impacts to public access 
and recreational opportunities that were identified by the Commission in these permit decisions 
have not been quantified, assessed, or mitigated by DPR.  The Commission has not received any 
of the required monitoring data necessary to assure consistency and therefore the impacts of fee 
imposition at these locations has not been fully evaluated, inconsistent with the terms and 
conditions of these CDPs.  The Commission cannot determine that the proposed fee collection 
systems imposed in these past CDP decisions are necessarily consistent with the Chapter 3 public 
access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
 
Ideally, any such previously approved fee program’s monitoring reports could be used to design 
a programmatic approach to fee collection at state coastal parks where appropriate across the 
State.  Such an approach could be designed to have generally applicable program aspects, as well 
as location-specific determinative factors to help guide the application of fees at state coastal 
parks where appropriate statewide. Additionally, if the monitoring reports for past fee programs 
had been executed, such data could help Parks and the Commission devise a mitigation program 
to help to alleviate the adverse impacts to public access that this report’s findings contemplate. 
However, no such monitoring has been done for these fee programs, and therefore, this proposal 
has no guiding principles on which to base a monitoring program that could be successfully 
implemented. 
 
In November 2012, the Commission issued CDP No. 2-12-019 to the City of Pacifica for the 
installation of parking meter ticket machines and the imposition of a parking fee program at 
Pacifica State Beach (also known as Linda Mar Beach) in Pacifica.34 Linda Mar Beach is located 
in an urbanized portion of the coast, and many visitors walk or ride bicycles to the beach.  Public 
transit options also exist.  Parking fees collected via the fee program are used to cover costs 
associated with managing and maintaining Pacifica State Beach and related facilities, including 
primarily for the employment of two new rangers to manage and watch over the beach area, as 
well as to protect existing coastal sand dunes and snowy plover habitat.  The City parking lots 
remain open 24 hours a day with fees imposed from 8AM to 8PM.  The Commission’s approval 
required a monitoring program from the City as well as annual project reports and authorized the 
program for five years, or until November 2017.  The City has submitted an approved 
monitoring program and has started the process of submitting annual reports; however the 
impacts of fee imposition have not been fully assessed as only one annual monitoring report has 
so far been submitted.  Prior to implementing the program, the City did monitor all proposed fee 
locations as well as several adjacent “free” alternative locations available to the public wishing to 
avoid paying a fee as a means of establishing some baseline data.  Virtually all of the alternative 
areas are either existing paved parking lots in shopping centers or a regional bus parking lot, as 
well as on-street parking.  Unlike the available alternative parking areas in Sonoma County, the 
public using these alternative Pacifica spaces can safely exit their vehicles, cross Highway 1 at a 
signal light intersection and crosswalk to obtain access to and from the State Beach.  Unlike the 
other CDP approvals, this CDP requires 100% of the revenue collected to be spent directly on 
managing and improving the Linda Mar beach experience for those who use the beach. 
 
                                                 
34  DPR transferred management of Pacifica State Beach to the City in 1990, at which point the City assumed 

primary responsibility for operational management and maintenance subject to the terms of a 1991 agreement 
between DPR and the City.   
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Based upon this past precedent, the Commission cannot find DPR’s current proposal or analysis 
concerning the provision of public access consistent with Section 30214 of the Act. In every 
CDP granted by the Commission for fee collection systems to be implemented, DPR has failed to 
comply with those conditional monitoring requirements the Commission found necessary in 
order to approve CDPs for new fee collection systems.  Thus, the Commission cannot assure that 
its previous approvals have been fully mitigated.  Further, the Commission cannot rely on DPR’s 
willingness to have similar requirements imposed upon them in the subject application, since 
DPR has not been able to comply with this requirement in the past.   
 
DPR states that in 2013 the then-director of DPR, Major General Anthony Jackson, met with the 
then executive director of the Commission, Dr. Charles Lester, to reach an understanding on 
permitting issues related to self-pay stations to be installed in coastal state park units (Exhibit 8, 
starting page 104).  From that understanding, a list of approaches that DPR should consider was 
developed,  In the revised proposal submitted on March 21st, DPR states that to the extent that 
the approaches are applicable, they have been incorporated into the current proposal. 
Unfortunately, the Commission must disagree with DPR’s assessment of incorporation of the 
2012 agreement between the two agencies into the revised project.  As noted in Dr. Lester’s 
letter: 
 

 CSP will endeavor to consult with the CCC and/or local government in advance of 
undertaking development that may trigger coastal development permitting 
requirements under the Coastal Act or a certified LCP.  When permits are required, 
CSP will work with the CCC and local governments to identify and provide 
necessary information and meet any other relevant processing requirements.  The 
CCC will endeavor to coordinate with CSP and local governments acting under their 
LCPs where appropriate. 
 

 CSP and the CCC will work collaboratively to assure that any new or increased 
parking or other program fees are implemented consistent with the Coastal Act 
and/or certified LCPs where applicable.  CSP recognizes that LCPs establish 
requirements unique to specific locations and contexts.  To address Coastal Act and 
LCP policies, and potential impacts to public access from new or increased fees, CSP 
agrees to consider incorporating the following approaches in any proposed fee 
programs: 

 
1) Provide hourly rates at every facility where parking fees are charged.  This will 

provide maximum flexibility for users, potentially create more turnover of visitors 
(especially at sunset), and may also increase revenue, as the recent experience in 
San Diego and Orange County suggests. 
 

2) Consider supplemental means that increase visitation including extending park 
hours, parking lot hours and operations. 
 

3) Reduce or eliminate fees during off-peak periods. 
 

4) Provide some areas within parking lots for short-term free parking for brief stops. 
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5) Limit the number of higher fee holidays per year, and include hourly holiday 

rates. 
 

6) Expand and promote the sale of annual regional passes, and discount rates for 
seniors, the disabled, veterans and low-income persons. 
 

7) Regulate hours and use of developed facilities, but do not prohibit all access to 
public trust lands such as the shoreline. 
 

8) In areas where fees have not been charged historically, consider a phased 
approach for new fees, including limiting parking fees to a portion of the day 
(e.g., 9-5, 10-6, etc.) or week-ends only; consider free parking on certain days 
and a “first hour free”. 
 

9) Consider whether in some cases the appropriate fee for a specific site may be no 
fee, for example where a state beach may be the only meaningful point of public 
access in a region, and/or those sites with minimal or no active management 
requirements or public facilities (such as facilities with no restrooms, 
campgrounds or visitor centers) and that can be “subsidized” by fee collection 
from the larger region. 
 

10) Address any closures or restrictions on actual access to and along the 
beach/shoreline that may be in place. 
 

11) The CCC acknowledges and appreciates CSP’s agreement to monitor and 
periodically review the implementation of any proposed fee programs, including 
assessing the impacts, if any, on coastal access, and annually report to the 
Commission available and relevant monitoring data and evaluation; including 
but not limited to:  daily attendance, fee implementation (e.g. mode of fee), 
impacts to public access and other relevant data. (emphasis added) 

 
DPR’s current proposal does not include any consideration of extension of park hours or parking 
lot hours and operations.  The proposal does not include any plans to reduce or eliminate fees 
during off-peak periods, does not include a phased approach, and is not clear on current closed 
areas within the two state parks and whether or not these currently closed areas will be reopened.  
The proposal amounts to eliminating access to certain public trust lands unless users can pay for 
it due to the lack of alternative means of accessing the shoreline. The proposal does not reflect a 
commitment to work together with the Commission and local government as suggested in the 
2013 letter from Dr. Lester. More importantly, the current proposal does not include a full 
response to the Commission’s identified informational needs. 
 
The DPR March 21, 2016 submittal does not include baseline data on existing usage of affected 
parking lots and pullout areas (including those with proposed fees and those free areas that 
visitors who require or desire to avoid the fees might utilize).  DPR submitted figures for paid 
day use and free day use in their parking lots within the two state parks as well as figures for 
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camping collected in fiscal years dating back to 2000/2001, but does not break those figures 
down per parking lot, and this does not include any information about available road pullout 
usage or other alternative parking area usage (like the County road area adjacent to Shell Beach).  
DPR did install traffic counters at North Salmon, Schoolhouse Beach, Bodega Head, Goat Rock 
and Willow Creek in May 2015, and installed additional counters in October 2015 at Portuguese 
Beach and Shell Beach.  The installed traffic counters counted instances when a vehicle entered 
or exited the parking lot.  There is no indication of whether or not the vehicle stayed or the length 
of stay.  At least some of the counters were installed well after peak season usage as well. DPR 
did not fully evaluate expected changes in usage as requested by the Commission.  In addition, 
DPR has not provided specific information as to how the collected fees would be spent in 
Sonoma to improve the two state parks in question.  DPR states:  “The increase in revenue 
received as a result of this program will make direct service enhancements such as improvements 
to bathrooms, parking lot improvements and facilities upgrades at these Parks possible, where 
currently these opportunities are limited.”  DPR does not indicate whether all areas currently 
closed and unavailable for public use within Sonoma will be re-opened and maintained as a 
result of this fee collection proposal, and does not propose a schedule of specific improvements 
to occur in these two parks as a result of the imposition of a fee system.  With respect to impact 
analysis, DPR concludes that their proposal is consistent with the Coastal Act, but provides no 
alternatives analysis.  DPR maintains that any impacts to environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
will be controlled by facility design, installation of barriers, surface treatments, area or facility 
closure, change in access locations or redirection of visitors to other areas, but does not identify 
how these impacts will be identified, how changes will be implemented and what type of permit 
approval might be necessary.   
 
Specifically, with respect to Bodega Head and the two parking lots proposed for fee collection, 
DPR states there is an area of free parking along Westshore Road adjacent to Bodega Bay that 
will continue to remain free and may fill up before the two lots proposed for fees. 
 
DPR admits the public will still seek out unpaved shoulders along the roads to avoid paying 
parking fees, and suggests that the Commission include a condition of approval requiring all 
visitors who choose to park at any point beyond the end of the County-maintained road (i.e., on 
State Parks’ property), to pay either an hourly or daily fee to park.  DPR is suggesting that people 
who are not parking within their proposed fee lots be made to pay the same amount as if they 
were parking in the lots.  DPR makes the same suggestion for Goat Rock.  DPR suggests that 
everyone who chooses to park along the nearly two mile distance of Goat Rock Road, in addition 
to persons who choose to park within the four parking lots proposed as fee collection lots, be 
made to pay for hourly or daily parking.  It is difficult to assess how such a condition could be 
justified or enforced.  In other words, DPR is asking the Commission to implement a condition 
of approval that would require DPR charge anyone who enters Goat Rock and anyone who 
enters Bodega Head for parking, even if they have not actually parked in the lot, and as if they 
were being allowed to park in one of the 8 different lots proposed for fees.   
 
With respect to Shell Beach, DPR maintains that the Shell Beach lot fills to capacity early, and 
visitors are already using road shoulders near the entry road to the parking area because the lot is 
full.  Therefore, DPR states that a new fee system at Shell Beach will not induce any more 
people to park outside the day use parking area to avoid paying fees, because the shoulders near 
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Shell Beach contain “dense vegetation, roadside ditches or other topography that severely limits 
the ability for new shoulder parking creation.”  Further the public is far more likely to park on 
County roads located adjacent to Shell Beach.  These roads are already heavily used by the 
public, and DPR states that there are already social trails created by the public from these County 
road parking areas so no new impact will occur.  DPR did not collect information concerning 
baseline usage of the County roads and the roadside. DPR did not coordinate with the County 
regarding their decision to institute a fee system at Shell Beach and what impact it might have on 
the existing County roads or on County law enforcement trying to keep usage of these roads safe.  
DPR has not submitted any evidence of coordination with Caltrans regarding road shoulder 
usage or road pullout usage.  DPR has contacted the County Sheriff and the California Highway 
Patrol, but their submittal does not include the results of that contact. Because DPR has failed to 
submit information that speaks to the requests made by Commission staff in order to inform this 
CDP determination (specifically requests made on April 15, 2015, on October 27, 2015 and on 
March 4, 2016), the Commission cannot find DPR’s proposal to charge fees at locations within 
Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State Parks consistent with Section 30214 of the Act which 
requires public access policies take into account the need to regulate the time, place and manner 
of public access. 
 
Sections 30220 and 30221 
With respect to Sections 30220 and 30221 of the Act, the Commission finds that DPR’s proposal 
will limit the public’s ability to access coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational 
activities that cannot be readily provided at inland water areas, and does not adequately protect 
oceanfront land suitable for recreational use.  Further, the Commission finds the proposal to 
institute fees where fees have never been charged to conflict with the public’s ability to reach the 
coast for water oriented recreation. 
 
Sonoma County LCP Policies 
The LCP contains an Access Plan with specific policies for each location where the proposed fee 
collection devices would be installed under State Parks’ proposal. The LCP also contains a 
Recreation Plan which provides specific policies for a number of the locations at issue in this 
project. Within the LCP’s Access Plan, the policies for 3 of the locations where State Parks 
proposes to install fee collection devices include language that reads “No Change.”35 The 
Commission finds that the County’s LCP could be interpreted such that no change constituting a 
reduction in access is allowed without an amendment to the LCP. This is the case for two 
reasons. First, the discussion of access plan criteria recognizes the limitations associated with 
access along the Sonoma Coast, and, given the constraints, acknowledges that “the Access Plan 
represents adequate access in Sonoma County” (pg. 62/V-6).  Therefore, any reduction in access 
to the shoreline, as it is identified in the Access Plan, especially given the existing constraints as 
discussed in the previous sections, such as a reduction that could result because of the imposition 
of parking fees, could represent the diminishment of “adequate access.”  Second, the Recreation 
Facilities section of the County LCP identifies and evaluates existing and potential coastal areas 
suitable for public and private recreation. The introduction to the Recreational Facilities section 
reads: 
 

                                                 
35  These locations include Stump Beach, the four Goat Rock lots, and Shell Beach. 



A-2-SON-13-0219 (California Department of Parks and Recreation) 

43 

The objective of the Recreation section has been to identify and evaluate existing and 
potential coastal areas suitable for public and private recreation. The type and scale of such 
potential development has also been identified. 
 

Thus, if the type of potential development identified in the certified LCP does not include fee 
collection devices, then fee collection devices arguably are not permitted in the parking lots 
within the areas detailed in the certified LCP’s Recreation Plan without an LCP amendment. 
 
That being said, it is unclear that it was the intent of the LCP Access Plan and Recreational 
Facilities sections to identify all types of allowable future development in the areas described. 
The descriptions and policies contained in both are short and do not contain the level of detail 
that would be required to deal with all possible potential future development at coastal access 
points. An alternate interpretation of these policies is that their purpose was to identify priority 
actions that would result in the continued provision or enhancement of public access to the 
Sonoma County coast. Thus, “no change” could be read as strictly as it is understood in this 
instance, but “no change” could also mean that there was not an identified need to make any 
changes to public access at those locations at the time of drafting (e.g., installation of 
accessibility features, development of new facilities, acquisition of private land for the purpose 
of building a trail, etc.). The underlying LCP certification documents do not provide a clear or 
expressed intent in this regard, and thus the LCP can be understood in either way. 
 
However, regardless of the certainty in determining the intent of the “no change” language, the 
recreation section of the LCP recognizes the existing danger and visual resource impacts 
associated with parking along Highway 1 and the need to design parking lots to accommodate 
summer visitor demand in close proximity to trailheads. The specific Access and Recreation Plan 
recommendations contained in the LCP for individual park units provide a means to guide 
development priorities for access facilities (such as parking lots) to in part, direct the distribution 
of parking facilities and reduce the parking of visitors to the coast along Highway 1. In addition, 
the more general LCP access and recreation policies require that parking facilities be designed to 
serve the planned intensity of recreation development and be located in visually screened areas. 
Similarly, LCP transportation policies require wide accessibility of public parking facilities at 
coastal beaches, mitigation of environmental and visual impacts in parking lot development and 
reduction of hazardous parking along Highway 1 and at turnouts. 
 
The LCP also requires the protection of environmentally sensitive resource areas including dunes 
and coastal strands, wetlands, and coastal bluffs. The LCP includes specific policies which guide 
public access development in and around these sensitive resources in a manner that will limit 
impacts to these resources. LCP sensitive habitat policies prohibit off-road vehicle use and limit 
access routes to well defined footpaths and equestrian trails in sensitive coastal resource areas. 
Further, in wildlife nesting and breeding habitats of rare or sensitive species, access and 
recreation is further limited. The LCP also requires posting of trails to educate the public about 
the importance of limiting access routes to protect sensitive plant communities. 
 
As further detailed in the Coastal Act policy findings above, the project as proposed has the 
potential to result in more frequent or increased use of unsafe road pullouts, more parking along 
Highway 1, could drive more users to free locations overburdening existing parking lots and 
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associated facilities which would result in consolidation of use of parking facilities to coastal 
beaches, and could potentially lead to the development of volunteer trails across sensitive habitat 
areas.  All of these potential impacts would be inconsistent with the LCP access and recreation, 
transportation and sensitive habitat policies. 
 
Information requested from DPR including data on existing usage of all parking lots with 
proposed fees and nearby free options (parking along Highway One, pullout areas, and available 
County subdivision roads), and a thorough evaluation of expected changes in usage of these 
areas if fees are instituted is essential for the Commission to find consistency with the Sonoma 
County LCP.  Without an understanding of the potential impacts, mitigation measures cannot be 
designed in a way to effectively reduce these potential impacts to visual resources, traffic and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 
 
Conclusion 
DPR’s proposal is inconsistent with the Coastal Act’s public access and recreation policies and 
with the certified LCP for Sonoma County, and thus is denied. At the same time, State Parks is 
an important and valuable partner with the Coastal Commission and plays a fundamental role in 
the provision of public coastal access and recreation opportunities both to the people of and 
visitors to the State. State Parks manages some one-quarter of the State’s coastline and roughly 
half of the Sonoma County coast. In 1980, 91 percent of State Parks’ budget came from the State 
General Fund, and in 2013, contributions from the General Fund accounted for 29 percent of the 
budget.36 State Parks is therefore increasingly reliant upon other methods of revenue generation 
to fund its system statewide, including at coastal State parks. State Parks has received specific 
legislative and administrative direction in recent years to create new revenue streams to fund its 
operations and the management of its facilities. The Commission believes that a path forward for 
Parks is to address the funding dilemma from a statewide prospective as opposed to proposing 
fees location by location or County by County in the current fashion demonstrated by DPR in 
2012, 2013 and 2014. The issue is a statewide issue, and it is better understood within a 
statewide context, wherein fees may make sense at certain locations and units, but not others, and 
local interests and partners are better factored into the equation, including in terms of potential 
shared management and parks development. A statewide perspective also helps to ensure that 
such a statewide program is equitable, includes transit alternatives in locations where fees are 
newly imposed, and allows DPR to further explore partnerships with interested local 
governments and nonprofits who wish to relieve DPR of its burden of maintaining facilities. This 
process would be consistent with the letter agreements exchanged in 2013 by the then executive 
directors of the Commission and State Parks, and with the direction given in Parks Forward, the 
internal reorganizing effort underway within the State Parks department. 

 
DPR is currently developing and implementing a service-based budgeting program.  This 
budgeting program will enable DPR to describe its agency organization in terms of programs and 
services along with associated budgeted costs.  Once implemented, DPR will be able to present 
its agency budgetary needs as the sum of all defined services.  Service-based budgeting will 

                                                 
36  Testimony of Mat Fuzie, State Parks Deputy Director of Operations, to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, 

June 18, 2013. 
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enable DPR to prioritize its services and service levels, to propose future budgets by describing 
the costs and benefits of current service levels, enhanced service levels, new services and service 
level reductions when revenue declines.  DPR is also developing a new budget management 
system which will result in an improved revenue and expenditure tracking system designed to 
give complete and current financial data to be able to effectively allocate projected revenue and 
stay within budgeted expenditure limits. 
 
The Commission applauds the Department of Parks and Recreation for their innovation and 
proactive measures to improve their agency, its budgetary process and its partnerships. The 
Commission would like to continue its work with the Department to assure that public access 
and recreational opportunities are adequately protected, enhanced and maximized whenever 
possible. 
 
E.  CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

 
DPR, acting as lead CEQA agency, found the proposed project to be exempt from CEQA 
requirements. In a Notice of Exemption issued February 22, 2012, DPR states: 
 

Installation consists of: excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth x 2’ width), iron rangers set 
in concrete and signs posts set in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil. 
 
EXEMPT STATUS: 
Categorical Exemption  Classes: 3, 4, and 11 Section: 15303, 15304, 15311 
 
REASONS WHY PROJECT IS EXEMPT: 
Project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities; 
minor public alterations in the condition of land and/or vegetation which do not involve the 
removal of healthy, mature, scenic trees except for forestry purposes; and construction or 
placement of minor structures accessory to (appurtenant to) existing facilities; included as 
“installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices” in the Department of 
Parks and Recreation’s list of exempt activities in accordance with CCR. 
 

DPR’s 2012 Notice of Exemption included the current 8 locations proposed in the March 21, 
2016 revised project.  In the March 21, 2016 submittal, DPR further elaborates on its 2012 
determination and states that under Section 15273 of the CEQA Guidelines, the imposition of 
fees is not considered a project under CEQA.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21080(b)(8), DPR’s proposal to establish the fees is exempt from CEQA because the fees are for 
the purpose of meeting operating expenses or to obtain funds for capital projects necessary to 
maintain services within existing service areas. DPR further states that many comments received 
by Sonoma County while the DPR CDP application was being considered pertained primarily to 
economic or social justice concerns, which may not be considered in determining whether the 
proposed project’s physical change is significant.  In summary, DPR has found the March 21st 
revised project consistent with CEQA and State Parks’ CEQA implementation guidelines, and 
that the project as a whole is exempt from CEQA. 
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For the Commission, Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a 
specific finding be made in conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing 
the application to be consistent with any applicable requirements of CEQA.  Section 
21090.5(d)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are 
feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse effect that the activity may have on the environment. The Commission is 
denying the proposed development due to inconsistency with Coastal Act requirements regarding 
public access and recreation. CEQA does not apply to the Commission’s disapproval of proposed 
development (Public Resources Code Section 21080(b)(5)). 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX A: SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 

 DPR March 21, 2016 submittal 
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Appeal of Sonoma County Board of Supervisors Decision Denying California 

State Parks Application for Iron Rangers 

 

I. INTRODUCTION  
On May 31, 2012, California State Parks (CSP) submitted an application to Sonoma County for a Coastal 

Development Permit (CDP) to install 14 self-pay station collection devices and necessary appurtenant 

signs at various sites within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  On January 17, 2013, the Sonoma 

County Board of Zoning Adjustments (BZA) considered the pay-station project and denied CSP’s 

application, on the basis that installation of the pay-stations is inconsistent with the 1976 Coastal Act, 

which encourages “maximum access” to coastal beaches.  As a result of this finding, and based on 

additional reasons, the BZA found that the proposal was inconsistent with its certified local coastal 

development plan (LCP). 

California State Parks appealed the Board of Zoning Adjustment’s decision to the Sonoma County Board 

of Supervisors (Board) and on June 18, 2013 the Board denied the appeal of that decision, also on the 

premise that charging a fee would restrict the “maximum” access required per California Constitution 

Article X, Section 4 and Section 30210 of the 1975 California Coastal Act.  CSP is appealing the Board’s 

decision to the California Coastal Commission on the grounds that the proposed pay stations are both 

consistent with the County’s LCP and on the basis that they are also consistent with the Coastal Act 

itself.  The County’s decision to deny CSP a permit based on its finding of reduced 

public access cannot reasonably be supported, and in fact is contradicted by its 

own revenue collection at beaches in the area.  CSP submits there are Substantial 

Issues the Board failed to consider that have the potential to set a regional and 

potentially state-wide precedent, and CSP will demonstrate pay station installation 

will not result in damage to coastal resources, and will actually enhance public 

access to the coastline within Sonoma County, consistent with both the Coastal Act 

and the LCP. CSP will also demonstrate that the proposal retains affordable, low 

cost recreation, as well as free recreation, and that there is no public safety or 

environmental impacts associated with the proposal that are not present now, or 

cannot be reconciled with active management and monitoring as proposed.   

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
In the short time since CSP filed its original application, the available technology 

now employed has rapidly evolved and improved.  Whereas the traditional fee 

collection stations were limited to a heavy metal cylinder planted in the ground, 

CSP now installs electronic self-pay stations or Automated Pay Parking Machines (APPM) at many of its 

busier parks, even in remote areas with limited infrastructure.   APPMs are solar powered units which 

have Wi-Fi connectivity to allow for the purchase of day use access through the use of cash, debit, 

credit, and Pay Pass options.  They are fully programmable, and can be modified to meet daily needs, 

allow for retrieval of data, and thus have the potential to provide for a more flexible and efficient rate 
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schedule.  Users can add time using their smart phones in locations where cell phone service is available, 

and CSP can alternate rate schedules to ensure maximum access is promoted. 

Each APPM will have four bollards and installed to protect the machine, as well as, ADA access, and 

signage to assist visitors with “Self-Pay” instructions.  Signage is located on 6’ high x 2” diameter break-

away galvanized pole secured and anchored with concrete.  Signage typically measures no more than 

28” in width and no more than 84” above finished grade. 

With the use of APPMs CSP can offer a rate structure that can be set to accept both flat rate and hourly 

options from the visitor. The use of the machines and a flexible and reasonable rate structure effectively 

manages high demand parking areas by increasing turn-over allowing for an increase in access for all 

visitors to these unique coastal areas.  

Initially CSP proposes identical rates at each of the 14 locations, using the following general rate 

structure: 

Flat all-day rate $8 

Hourly Up to $3 
15 minute “surf-check”/sunset spaces Free 

 

CSP will provide a 15 minute “surf-check” or sunset window for free at all times.  It should also be noted, 

if patrons pay for a flat all-day pass, it will be good for all day use areas within the Sonoma-Mendocino 

Coast District for that calendar day.   

III. Access Will Not Be Affected Over the Long-Term, and Will Likely be Improved  
Based on experience and ongoing data collection at other beach locations, charging a flat rate or 

adjusting hourly rates during peak days does not discourage access, and in some cases can improve it.  

Similarly, over time CSP has generally found that new fees only cause a temporary deterrence, and that 

over a short period baseline usage goes largely unchanged.  Based on its unique expertise and its 

experience, CSP believes this would be the case here given the popularity of these beaches and the 

unique attributes they provide to their region.  (See, Surfrider Foundation v. California Coastal 

Commission (1994) 26 Cal. App. 4th 151, reviewing evidence provided by CSP that fees generally only 

cause a temporary decline in use.)  Additionally, flat fees and hourly rates combined can have the effect 

of producing more parking opportunity.  For example, visitors will in some cases opt to select an hourly 

ticket that more accurately reflects their anticipated time at the beach, thus freeing up spaces for later 

users. Additionally, because of the popularity of these beaches, and the fact that CSP offers a host of 

choices for annual and use passes, CSP believes visitors will continue at minimum to visit in their present 

numbers. Moreover,  as new revenue streams allow services to be enhanced (like restrooms, parking 

lots, and trails), visitors will be even more likely to come and enjoy these beaches, particularly where 

lack of facilities like bathrooms and other basic necessities are currently creating an unintended 

deterrent. 
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In addition to believing this day-use fee rate schedule will have only minimal impacts on usage, CSP 

provides a host of alternative payment options that will allow fair and maximized access.  

For example, CSP offers an array of low or no-cost annual passes to certain eligible groups.   Persons 

with permanent disabilities are eligible to purchase a lifetime pass for a nominal $3.50 processing fee, 

which entitles the user to a 50% discount for vehicle day use, family camping, and boat use fees at 

California State Park operated units.  The Distinguished Veteran Pass is free for certain honorably 

discharged war veterans and entitles the user to free day use, camping and boat use fees at all units of 

the State Park system.  The Golden Bear Pass  is available for a $5 processing fee to any qualifying 

person receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) [CA State Welfare and Institutions Code § 12200]; 

any person receiving aid under the applicable aid codes in the CalWORKS Program, or any person 62 

years of age or older with income limitations.  The Golden Bear pass entitles the bearer and spouse or 

registered domestic partner entry to most California State Park operated units where vehicle day use 

fees are collected at no charge. CSP also offers the limited Golden Bear Pass for $20 to any person aged 

62 or older. This pass entitles the holder and spouse or registered domestic partner entry to most 

California State Park operated units during non-peak season where vehicle day use fees are collected at 

no charge.  If a person does not qualify for one of these passes, CSP also offers the Golden Poppy pass at 

a cost of $125 which provides entry into most Parks in the State Park system with the exception of 

Hearst Castle and the southern California beaches.  CSP proposes to post information about the 

available pass options along with the “self-pay” instructions. 

Finally, in addition to CSP’s decision to retain 41% of its spaces for free parking (see section V Current 

Baseline Usage), these Parks also boast significant adjacent or near adjacent informal free parking on 

the shoulder or in nearby county lands.  Attached to this memorandum are pictures of all affected day 

use areas, and included are descriptions of where such informal free parking exists and is currently being 

used by patrons wishing to walk into the beach, or when overflow is necessary. In most cases habitat is 

not impacted by this use, as these are existing pull outs and non-paved dirt areas that are designed for 

additional ingress and egress, and as such, have been used for many years by cars and visitors for the 

purpose of parking.  Where there are potential areas where visitors would have to walk through habitat 

that is not marked by a trail or road, this is noted, and will be dealt with in the mitigation area of this 

memorandum.   Importantly, since use of these informal areas is already taking place to allow for 

overflow and off-area hiking, and in fact was identified in Sonoma’s LCP as existing public access points, 

there is no reason to think public safety issues will increase as a result of this change, which merely 

maintains the existing baseline.   

IV. CURRENT PARKING FEES CHARGED IN SONOMA 
The Sonoma-Mendocino Coast District currently provides day use parking at the rate of $8 per day at 5 

day use parking areas in Fort Ross State Park, 6 day use parking areas in Salt Point State Park and 2 day 

use parking areas at Sonoma Coast State Park.  A day use pass is currently, and the proposed flat rate 

day use pass would be, valid for parking at any recognized day use area managed and operated by State 

Parks during the date of purchase and operational hours, which may vary by park unit. 
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V. CURRENT BASELINE USAGE  
The District does not track visitor attendance by day use parking area but does track overall visitor usage 

within each park unit, broken down between paid day use and free day use.  Within Sonoma Coast State 

Park, existing paid day use represents approximately 14% of the overall parking but only approximately 

1% of the visitor trips. 

There are currently an estimated 2400 day use parking stalls within Sonoma County State Park, Fort Ross 

State Park and Salt Point State Park.  These include paved, gravel and shoulder parking where visitors 

routinely park.  Approximately 600 spaces in 13 day use parking areas are currently subject to a flat $8 

daily fee.   Under CSP’s proposal, an additional 814 spaces would be subject to fees leaving 41% of all 

day use parking spaces free for visitors.   

As noted below, CSP proposes to provide available baseline data prior to operation of APPMs so that it 

can fully assess any impediment to access over time, and adjust accordingly. 

VI. Monitoring Program Proposed by CSP to Ensure Access is Not Compromised  
To ensure that no reduction in public access results, CSP proposes to employ the following monitoring 

and mitigation programs: 

1. Provide Data and analysis currently done to develop the DPR Annual Statistical Data Report; 

2. Provide any available baseline data of park unit and day use area parking lot use prior to 
operation of the APPM’s; 

3. Provide daily attendance figures for each park unit where an APPM is installed; 

4. Provide any available analysis of the relationship of use fees to park attendance and day use 
area visitation patterns including vacancy and/or turnover rates if available; 

5. Provide available information regarding factors such as weather, water quality, water 
temperature, surf conditions, Etc. which may affect visitation patterns; 

6. Provide any available data which demonstrates use of annual passes, senior/disabled or other 
discounts; and 

7. Provide information or statistics on parking violations or citations issued in areas where APPMs 
are utilized. 

CSP will use rangers, roving lifeguards and other district staff in the course of their normal patrols, to 

continually monitor any change in the pattern of parking, making note of hazardous parking conditions, 

volunteer trail creation, and any resulting resource damage.   

VII. Environmental Mitigation and Monitoring  
CSP recognizes that there may be a few locations where patrons will elect to park informally and walk-in 

rather than pay a day use fee.  In most instances, as described in the attachments, there will be no 

impacts because this is already happening and wide turn outs designed for ingress and egress are 

available.  However, where there is any habitat that could be used as a makeshift trail, CSP will deploy 

its rangers to attempt to educate about not using these areas.   
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To protect the cultural and natural resources of the park units and deter an increase in voluntary trail 

use, CSP proposes the following monitoring plan:  

1. CSP trained employees will monitor visitor parking behaviors, creation or development of new 
voluntary trails, or visible degradation of resources. 
 

2. CSP will conduct annual evaluations of resource damage and any increase in voluntary trails and 
compare and record changes from current baseline conditions using aerial photography and 
mapping provided through the California Coastal Records Project or other similar means. 
 

3. If necessary, CSP shall retain the ability to make adjustments in rate structures to respond to any 
impacts to resources. 
  

VIII. Fees Will Improve Service  
In general, fees collected at State Parks are deposited in the State Parks and Recreation Fund (SPRF) 

which is available to the Department upon appropriation by the Legislature. While the Department 

cannot commit future Legislatures to specific appropriations, increased revenue generation would 

provide opportunities for the Department to request projects specific to Sonoma Coast for approval by 

the Legislature. Additionally, through the passage of AB 1478 (2012), Public Resources Code §5010.7 (a) 

requires the Department to set revenue targets annually for each District. Public Resources Code 

§5010.7 (d) states that any District which exceeds their individual revenue target is provided with 50% 

return of  revenue collected above the established target and that revenue must be expended in the 

same district it was collected.  PRC 5010.7(d) would allow 50% of revenues above target to be utilized to 

enhance visitor services and amenities which maintain or increase revenue generating opportunities, 

where currently these opportunities are limited. 

The current revenue target for the Sonoma Mendocino Coast District is approximately $3.1 million. 

Generally, revenue targets are set annually based on the average of the three prior years of revenue 

collected in the district plus an adjustment for inflation. Therefore, it is expected that by implementing a 

fee collection program, Sonoma Mendocino Coast District will have the ability to exceed their revenue 

target and realize an increase in revenue returned directly to the District.  

The increase in revenue received as a result of this program will make direct service enhancements such 

as improvements to bathrooms, parking lot improvements, and facilities upgrades at these Parks 

possible, where currently these opportunities are limited.   
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Bodega West Day Use Parking Area 

Bodega West Day Use Parking Area is located on Bodega Head at the Southern end of Sonoma Coast 

State Park.  The area provides gravel parking for approximately 90 standard-sized vehicles, contains 

restrooms and serves as a trailhead for a trail that skirts the bluff to the south and a trail that traverses 

Bodega Head towards Campbell Cove to the east.  Because of topographical limitations and its relative 

remoteness, the nearest area where visitors could park without paying is along the shoulder of 

Westshore Road approximately 1 mile from the comfort station.  However, visitors park along the 

shoulders of the road near the parking area when this Bodega West Day Use parking area is full, which is 

not accounted for in the total parking count.  Additionally, there are user created paths between this 

informal shoulder parking and the trails. 
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Bodega East Day Use Parking Area 

Bodega East Day Use Parking Area is also located on Bodega Head at the terminus of Westshore Road at 

the Southern end of Sonoma Coast State Park.  The area provides gravel parking for approximately 100 

standard-size vehicles, contains restrooms and serves as a trailhead for the same trail that traverses 

Bodega Head.  Existing informal parking occurs along the shoulder of Westshore Road where a user-

created trail is used to access the bluffs.   
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Campbell Cove Day Use Parking Area 

Campbell Cove Day Use Parking Area is also located on Bodega Head at the terminus of Westshore Road 

at the Southern end of Sonoma Coast State Park.  The area contains parking for 25 standard-size vehicles 

along with restrooms, and serves as a trailhead for shoreline trails along the Cove.  Existing informal 

parking routinely occurs outside the gates along the shoulder of Westshore Road.   
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Bean Avenue/South Salmon Day Use Parking Area 

Bean Avenue/South Salmon Day Use Park Lot is located at the western terminus of Bean Avenue, a 

county-maintained road.  It is a paved parking area that accommodates 35 standard vehicle spaces and a 

comfort station.   Bean Avenue also provides primary access to a small residential subdivision and is 

relatively constrained to the south by residences and by the river on the north side.  However, visitors 

do frequently park on the shoulder in the subdivision to access the beach though shoulder parking is 

prohibited on weekends, and cars could be ticketed and/or towed.  If parking on the shoulders, visitors 

access the beach by walking on the road and thus, non-designated trails and resource impacts are not a 

significant issue. 
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North Salmon Day Use Parking Area 

The North Salmon Day Use Parking Area is located immediately north of the Salmon Creek estuary and 

just off Coast Highway 1.  It is a paved parking area that accommodates 35 standard vehicle spaces and a 

comfort station.  Free shoulder parking for approximately 60 vehicles is located both north and south of 

the parking lot entrances and vertical access trails are used to access the large beach area and estuary. 
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Schoolhouse Beach Day Use Parking Area 

The Schoolhouse Beach Day Use Parking Area is located on a bluff above the ocean, and just across the 

highway from a residential subdivision.  It is a paved parking area that accommodates 77 standard-size 

vehicles, a comfort station and coastal access.  Due to the steepness of the bluff, access is limited to the 

existing designated trail.  There is very limited free shoulder parking along the highway parking in the 

vicinity of this site but visitors occasionally park along the subdivision roads during peak use times and 

walk across the highway.   
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Portuguese Beach Day Use Parking Area 

Similar to Schoolhouse Beach Day Use Parking Area and just approximately 1,500 feet to the north, 

Portuguese Beach Day Use Parking Area is located on a bluff above the ocean, and just across the 

highway from a residential subdivision.  It is a paved parking area that accommodates 75 standard-size 

vehicles, a comfort station and coastal access.  Some non-designated trails exist between the parking 

area and the top of the rocky bluffs.  There are 12 vehicle spaces approximately 600 feet north, but as 

with Schoolhouse Parking Area, visitors may park along the subdivision roads during peak use times.   
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Shell Beach Day Use Parking Area 

The Shell Beach Day Use Parking Area is located in a relatively isolated area just south of the community 

of Jenner, and setback approximately 600 feet off from the highway. It is a paved parking area that 

accommodates 42 standard-size vehicles, a comfort station and coastal access, and serves as a trailhead 

for the popular Kortum Trail.  Free parking for approximately 66 vehicles exists along county roads 

(mostly undeveloped subdivision) immediately north of this parking lot and there are non-designated 

trails between those parking areas and the Kortum Trail.     
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Blind Beach Day Use Parking Area 

The Blind Beach Day Use Parking Area is located in a relatively isolated area just south of the community 

of Jenner.  It is a paved parking area that accommodates 22 standard-size vehicles, a comfort station 

and coastal access, and serves as another trailhead for the popular Kortum Trail.  There is very limited 

free parking for approximately 6 vehicles along Goat Rock Road, approximately 1,200 feet to the north.  

There is a non-designated trail that surfers use to access the southern- most cove.     
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Arched View Day Use Parking Lot 

Arched View Parking Lot is located on a bluff overlooking Goat Rock.  It is a paved parking area that 

accommodates 30 standard-size vehicles, provides coastal access, serves as another trailhead for the 

popular Kortum Trail, is a prime vista point and is used frequently by hang gliders.  This Day Use Area 

contains no restroom facilities, although there are others located nearby.  There is limited free parking 

along the park road below the bluff and just above the beach.  Because of the steepness of the bluff, 

there are no non-designated trails in the area.    
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North Goat Rock Day Use Parking Area 

The North Goat Rock Day Use Parking Area is located just above the beach where the Russian River 

meets the ocean.  It is a paved parking area that accommodates 64 standard-size vehicles, a comfort 

station and coastal access.  Because of its proximity to the beach, non-designated trails are not a 

significant issue in this area though user-created paths are present in the European beach grass 

dominated dunes between the parking area and the beach.   
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South Goat Rock Day Use Parking Area 

South Goat Rock Day Use Parking Area is a large paved parking area capable of accommodating up to 

110 vehicles, and contains both restrooms and coastal access.  As with North Goat, free parking 

opportunities are very limited in this area.  Because of its location on a narrow rocky isthmus between 

the mainland and Goat Rock, volunteer trails are not an issue in this vicinity. 
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Russian Gulch Day Use Parking Area 

Russian Gulch Day Use Parking Area is a gravel parking area that accommodates approximately 50 

standard-size vehicles.  The area includes a restroom and designated trail access to the beach area 

below.  During peak use times, vehicles can be found parked at and across from the entrance to the 

parking area as well as shoulder parking along the highway approximately 700’ north and 1200’ south of 

the entrance.  Non-designated trails from the off-highway shoulder parking to the beach are not a 

significant issue due to the steep terrain and dense vegetation. 
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Stump Beach Day Use Parking Area 

Stump Beach Day Use Area is located in an isolated area along the Coast Highway 1 in Salt Point State 
Park.  It has a gravel surface capable of accommodating approximately 37 vehicles.  It contains a picnic 
area, restrooms, coastal access and serves as a trailhead.  Shoulder parking along the highway occurs 
across from the entrance and approximately ½ mile south of the entrance across an open terrace.  
Mushroom foraging is popular within this park and has created a dispersed network of paths. No 
significant non-designated trails occur in the vicinity. 
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Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal

From: Carl, Dan@Coastal
Sent: Friday, March 04, 2016 10:10 AM
To: Mangat, Lisa@Parks
Cc: Lair, Mike@Parks; O'Neil, Brendan@Parks; Knapp, Karl@Parks; Michalk, Brad@Parks; 

Ainsworth, John@Coastal; Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Subject: State Parks Sonoma County fee program project
Attachments: Informational Needs for State Parks Sonoma Appeal 3.4.2016.docx

Hi Lisa et al, 
 
As discussed at out meeting earlier this week, I am forwarding you all the list of information needs for moving 
this project forward. This list includes those items identified by the Commission when they took jurisdiction last 
April (as also summarized in Nancy’s October letter), as well as those emanating from the fact that Parks is 
proposing a revised and different project now, and those coming out of discussions with Parks, the County, and 
the public last week. We also identified some of the unsettled processing points that we discussed at our 
meeting and that we are still trying to work through. We tried think this through and to be as inclusive as 
possible so that we have it all out on the table. We welcome your thoughts and feedback on these items as well 
as others that your team may have come up with in support of the revised project. We really want to make sure 
we have asked and answered the questions as much as possible, including so we can find the best possible path 
and project moving forward. I understand that you and Jack will be talking later today about all of that as well. 
In the meantime, I hope this proves helpful. Thanks…  
 
Dan 
 
________________________ 
Dan Carl 
District Director 
Central Coast and North Central Coast Districts  
California Coastal Commission  
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
831-427-4863 
dan.carl@coastal.ca.gov 
www.coastal.ca.gov  
 

Every Californian should conserve water. Find out 

how at SaveOurWater.com and Drought.CA.gov 
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Information Needed to Properly Analyze State Parks Sonoma County Fee Program 
March 4, 2016 

 

Coastal Commission information requirements adopted April 15, 2015 (also including 
minor changes identified in Staff’s October 21, 2015 letter) 

1) Baseline date on existing usage of affected parking lots and pullout areas (including those 
with proposed fees, and those free areas that visitors who require or desire to avoid the fees 
might utilize). 

2) Evaluation of expected changes in usage of these parking lots and pullout areas if fees are 
instituted as proposed, and mitigations to address any potential reductions in access that 
might be engendered by the fees. 

3) To the extent possible given the provisions of State law, the proposed program for use of the 
additional anticipated revenue generated within the Sonoma-Mendocino Coast District as a 
result of the proposed fee collection, including how and where the revenues would be 
applied, including what percentage of collected fees would be spent within areas where 
collected and within Sonoma County coastal parks in general. 

4) To the extent possible, additional information regarding facility and amenity improvements 
proposed both short-term and long-term for Sonoma County coastal parks. 

5) Analysis of other impacts associated with changes in user trends, including cumulative 
impacts, with respect to ESHA, public safety, and ADA accessibility (including within 
parking lots). 

6) Summary of comments and responses associated with State Parks’ public outreach and 
coordination with the County and other stakeholders. 

7) Input from the County (including the County Sheriff’s office) Caltrans, and CHP on all of the 
above, including their position overall on the proposed project. 

 

Additional information needed (resulting from the revised project, our site visits and 
meetings with State Parks, the County and the public) 

8) Updated project description and supporting materials for the revised project, including site 
plans, elevations, materials palette and renderings/visual simulations for APMs, kiosks, and 
related development (e.g., signs and barriers, ADA parking facilities, etc.). 

9) Completed CEQA document, including responses to comments received (note that CCC 
regulations require a copy or summary of the CEQA document, including responses to 
significant environmental points raised during the CEQA process (CCR Section 13057).  

10) Information on budgeting and how revenues could be applied to Sonoma Coast in a 
simplified/easy to understand format (see also numbers 3 and 4 above). 
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11) Summary of DPR consultation with Native American representatives, including potential 
changes to address Native American concerns. 

12) Summary of DPR consultations with specific user groups, including potential changes to 
address user group concerns. (User groups include but are not limited to rock climbers, 
hikers, mountain bikers, educational groups, at risk kids groups, clean up groups, seal colony 
protection groups, etc.). 

13) Details associated with DPR’s proposed oversight group, including its membership and how 
it would be designed to operate to inform DPR processes. 

14) Information regarding proposed nighttime operations (e.g., will parks be closed at nights, and 
how will that be implemented and enforced if so). 

15) Specific information on how the APMs and kiosks will work for credit/debit cards as well as 
cash and check, and the type of user data that will be collected by APMs and kiosks. 

16) Details regarding proposed joint or shared management of Willow Creek facility (including 
details of shared responsibilities, finances, future improvements, etc.). Why is Willow Creek 
being included in this application? 

17) Additional specificity on County and DPR pass programs, including low income passes, and 
the manner in which these programs can or will be integrated for Sonoma coast parks. 

18) An evaluation of the potential to offset potential fee impacts through the use of some local 
free days; group passes for Native Americans, educational groups, at-risk kids, clean-up 
volunteers, marine mammal rescuers, etc.; etc. 

19) Summary of DPR’s fee programs by County to be able to understand how Sonoma County 
fits into the mix (e.g., are fees imposed at State coastal parks in Mendocino, Humboldt, and 
Del Norte? If so, please describe the fee programs there. If not, why are fees not being 
proposed there?). 

 

Unsettled points 

20) The current project is much different than the project that went through the local process and 
was appealed. That project was for a series of metal tubes without consideration of a fee 
schedule, where it was implied that fees would be the next logical step at some point in the 
future. The current project is for kiosks, APMs, and related development, along with a fee 
program. There is a question as to whether the current project can be properly before the 
Commission in de novo review in this case, or whether it is so different as to need to go 
through a local CDP process. 

21) If the current project can be properly before the Commission, the Willow Creek portion of 
the project was not before the County, nor before the Commission in the substantial issue 
hearing. There is a question as to whether the Willow Creek project can be properly before 
the Commission in de novo review in this case, or whether it is a new project that needs to go 
through a local CDP process. Such issues are compounded by fact that it includes County 
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land and has not received any sort of local approval (as is required for projects considered by 
the Commission). 

22) If the current project can be properly before the Commission, the Campbell Cove portion of 
it is located in the Commission’s retained permitting jurisdiction, and would require a 
separate CDP (or a consolidated CDP) from the Commission. It is not clear that such an 
application could be properly before the Commission as it would require evidence of local 
approval (and in case of consolidation, agreement by the County to use that process). 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The mission of California State Parks (“State Parks”) is to provide for the health, inspiration 
and education of the people of California by helping to preserve the state's extraordinary 
biological diversity, protecting its most valued natural and cultural resources, and creating 
opportunities for high-quality outdoor recreation.   

Along the Sonoma Coast, State Parks operates four park units totaling 19,408 acres with an 
annual visitation of over 3.8 million people.  These parks stretch 31.5 miles along the coast 
and offer multiple locations for visitors to enjoy unspoiled Sonoma Coast vistas, wild beaches, 
forests, beach and river access and miles of trails.  These locations also offer a variety of 
services from paved parking lots with restrooms, picnic sites, garbage collection to gravel pull-
outs with no services. 

Fees are charged for day use parking at over 132 parks units around the state and an 
additional 23 charge a per person entrance fee.  In the four park units along the Sonoma 
Coast, day use parking fees are charged at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, 
Gerstle Cove, Woodside, and Fisk Mill day use parking areas.  These fees are necessary to 
support the ongoing operations and maintenance of these facilities, including ensuring the 
health and safety of the public and the preservation of natural and cultural resources. 

Due to passage of AB1478 in 2012, mandating a new revenue generation program, State 
Parks began a process to institute day use parking fees at 14 additional locations along the 
Sonoma Coast (“Original Fee Proposal”).  The initial application to the Sonoma County Permit 
and Resource Management Department and subsequent appeal to the Sonoma County 
Board of Supervisors were denied in January and June of 2013, respectively.  An appeal to 
the California Coastal Commission (CCC) in 2015 resulted in a finding of substantial issue 
and a De Novo hearing was scheduled for the following year. The following De Novo Coastal 
Development Permit is submitted in accordance with that finding.   

Following the 2015 hearing, State Parks met with representatives of groups that opposed the 
proposal at the 2015 hearing. Following a series of meetings, a Revised Fee Proposal was 
presented that included a number of changes to the Original Fee Proposal.  The number 
proposed for day use parking fee has been reduced from 14 to 8.  The manner of fee 
collection was updated from the traditional “iron ranger” to a modern, technology-based fee 
collection device.  A fee schedule with a variety of fee options based on the amount of time a 
parking facility is used has been developed.  And, finally, a recommendation to condition the 
installation of parking signage and restrictions has been added to prevent excessive use of 
undeveloped (and therefore free) parking areas. State Parks proposes a substantially 
reduced proposal that has removed locations where traffic and neighborhood concerns were 
identified.  Many beaches remain free of charge including the popular four-mile stretch from 
South Salmon Creek to Duncans Cove. 

Like the Original Fee Proposal, the Revised Fee Proposal is consistent with the California 
Coastal Act and the Sonoma County Local Coastal Program.  It also complies with several 
pieces of legislation enacted in 2012 mandating State Parks to generate revenue as an 
essential component of a long-term sustainable park funding strategy. The attached De Novo 
Application includes a summary of the revised Fee Project as well as additional data and 
information requested by CCC.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This Coastal Development Permit (CDP) application has been prepared by the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) to provide the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) information regarding the Day Use Parking Fee Collection Devices 
Proposal at Sonoma Coast State Park (Sonoma Coast SP) and Salt Point State Park (Salt 
Point SP), located in Sonoma County, California.  With strong passionate local visitation and 
visitation based on the regional and national significance, there is juxtaposition of visitor needs 
to manage.  The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to more effectively 
manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking areas 
in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate 
use and prevent deterioration of natural resources.  
 
1.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The objective of this Fee Proposal is to increase revenues through the collection of day use 
parking fees to help offset the cost of maintenance and resource protection activities.  
Approval of the Fee Proposal would allow State Parks to continue to meet the Department’s 
mission of protecting resources and providing high quality recreation. 

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 

The Fee Proposal includes eight different locations in two parks spread along Pacific Coast 
Highway 1 in Sonoma County.  Sonoma Coast SP is a long, linear coastal park that extends 
north 19 miles from Bodega Head.  The proposal includes seven parking areas in Sonoma 
Coast SP, including South Goat Rock, North Goat Rock, Arched View, Blind Beach, Shell 
Beach, Bodega East, and Bodega West and one parking area in Salt Point SP at Stump 
Beach parking area is included in the proposal.   

1.3 VISITATION TO SONOMA COAST STATE PARK 

Annually, Sonoma Coast and Salt Point SPs receive approximately 3,000,000 and 275,000 
visitors, respectively.   Many visitors are tourists taking a leisurely trip along the world-famous 
Highway 1, making brief stops at the many day use areas to take in the rugged scenery and 
ocean views.  These visitors may spend comparatively little time at any one location and utilize 
fewer park resources than other visitors.  There are no Caltrans rest stops along Highway 1 in 
Sonoma County, and consequently, State Parks’ day use areas and restroom facilities have 
become de facto rest stops. 

Many visitors are local to Sonoma, Marin and Mendocino counties and make frequent visits to 
the park to take advantage of the recreational activities.  Others come from the Central and 
Sacramento valleys during the summer months when valley temperatures often rise above 100 
degrees.  This group consists of both campers and day users.   

Park records show that visitation typically peaks in June and July, coinciding with school 
vacations and the highest temperatures in the valley.  The average day in July brings more 
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than 600 vehicles into the Bodega Head and Goat Rock areas and over 1,000 on a Saturday 
or holiday.  These visitor spikes heavily tax park resources and facilities.   

 
Sonoma Coast SP Visitation 

Fiscal Year Paid Day Use Free Day Use Camping Total 
2000/2001 51,962 1,869,751 91,861 2,013,574 
2001/2002 34,688 2,239,255 90,478 2,364,421 
2002/2003 39,169  2,772,723 97,950 2,909,842 
2003/2004 41,572  2,476,741 94,445 2,612,758 
2004/2005 34,302  2,940,163 84,676 3,059,141 
2005/2006 31,757  3,228,878 77,886 3,338,521 
2006/2007 28,906  3,153,553 83,378 3,265,837 
2007/2008 34,070  2,133,186 90,345 2,257,601 
2008/2009 33,738  2,369,167 90,514 2,493,419 
2009/2010 26,105  2,972,087 70,325 3,068,517 
2010/2011 20,094  3,043,706 67,365 3,131,165 
2011/2012 25,055  3,080,690 73,496 3,179,241 
2012/2013  23,044 3,266,409 71,547 3,361,000 
2013-2014  25,291 3,416,089 80,885 3,522,265 

 
Salt Point SP Visitation 

Fiscal Year Paid Day Use Free Day Use Camping Total 
2000/2001 22,419  235,575 39,592 297,586 
2001/2002 14,210  241,100 50,372 305,682 
2002/2003 13,509  224,417 53,260 291,186 
2003/2004 16,722  240,940 58,144 315,806 
2004/2005 14,080  225,043 42,860 281,983 
2005/2006 13,552  200,403 35,112 249,067 
2006/2007 21,186  220,840 40,502 282,528 
2007/2008 24,608  234,259 47,004 305,871 
2008/2009 20,276  231,533 48,150 299,959 
2009/2010 14,374  190,511 36,438 241,323 
2010/2011 15,723  171,087 42,884 229,694 
2011/2012 15,593  60,489 26,268 102,350 
2012/2013  15,780  53,115 27,334 96,229 
2013-2014  18,680  55,375 30,327 104,382 

 
1.4 VISITOR DATA 

Vehicle trips at North Salmon, School House Beach, Bodega Head, Goat Rock, and Willow 
Creek have been tracked since May 2015 using TRAFx data counters.  Additional traffic 
counters were installed in October at Portuguese Beach North/South and Shell Beach.  The 
counters record vehicles entering and exiting the area.  The number must be divided in half to 
determine the total number of vehicles.  This method does not identify how many vehicles 
enter verses exit in an hour; it provides only the raw data that 70 vehicles had triggered the 
counter during that hour (Support, 2016).     
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In those areas where visitation has been consistently tracked, a predictable spike in visitation 
occurs during the summer, coinciding with the warmest temperatures of the year.  The Bodega 
Head and Goat Rock areas will see between 15,000 to 20,000 total visitors during the warm 
summer months.  On an average day, visitors began to arrive at 8:00 a.m. and visitation peaks 
between 12:00 p.m. and 2:00 p.m. when approximately 60 vehicles per hour move through the 
busiest day use areas of the park.  Saturdays and Sundays are the busiest days of the week, 
with an average vehicle count of approximately 650 per day at Goat Rock (DataNet, 2015).  A 
warm summer holiday, such as July 4th or Labor Day, will bring over 2,000 vehicles into the 
Bodega Head area where there are fewer than 200 parking spaces.  Thus, over 5,000 people 
in 1,800 vehicles search for a parking space in one of the four Goat Rock day use parking 
areas.  

 
Figure 1: Monthly Vehicle Trip Averages 
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Figure 2: Hourly Vehicle Trip Averages 

 

1.5 ECONOMIC IMPACT 

Household incomes for visitors are relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and 
only 15% earning less than $40,000.  Based on visitor zip codes, a majority of visitors are from 
the Sacramento and Northern San Joaquin valleys.  Sacramento is the most common visitor 
origin while Sonoma County ranks fifth (NOAA, 2015).   

The dramatic views from Sonoma Coast SP have become the face of tourism in Sonoma 
County.  A quick look at many Sonoma County tourism brochures features waves crashing on 
its rocky beaches.  This visitation is major economic driver in Sonoma County.  On average, 
just under $26 per person was spent by visitors on their trip to the coast.  Together, these 
expenditures in the local eocnomy totalled $86.25 million in an estimated total output of $145.8 
million (2015$), income of $53.8 million and creates approximately 1,100 jobs (Vernon 
Leeworth, 2015). 
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2. BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT 

Sonoma Coast SP is comprised of over 10,000 acres of parkland stretching for 19 miles along 
the Sonoma County coastline from Bodega Head in the south to north of Jenner.  It also 
extends inland, encompassing the Willow Creek watershed and portions of the lower Russian 
River watershed.  Developed coastal accesses include, but are not limited to (from south to 
north) Bodega Head, Bodega Dunes, Salmon Creek Beach, Portuguese and Schoolhouse 
Beach, Duncan’s Landing, Wright’s Beach, Shell Beach, Goat Rock and Goat Rock Beach, 
Jenner Visitor Center, Carrington, Red Hill, Willow Creek Watershed, Willow Creek 
Environmental Camp, and Pomo Canyon Environmental Camp.  

Salt Point SP encompasses over 6,000 acres of parkland located on the northern Sonoma 
County coastline from Gerstle Cove in the south end of the park to Horseshoe Cove in the 
north.  Developed coastal accesses include, but are not limited to (from south to north) Gerstle 
Cove, Stump Beach, and Fisk Mill Cove (see attached Figures 4 and 5). 
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2.1. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

There are currently an estimated 2400 day use parking stalls within Sonoma Coast SP, Fort 
Ross State Historic Park and Salt Point SP.  These include paved, gravel and shoulder parking 
where visitors routinely park under existing baseline conditions.  Approximately 600 spaces 
(25%) in 13 day use parking areas are currently subject to a flat $8 daily fee. A day use pass is 
currently valid for parking at any recognized day use area managed and operated by State 
Parks during the date of purchase and operational hours, which may vary by park unit. The 
breakdown of existing parking including fee and non-fee for Sonoma Coast and Salt Point 
SPs, can be seen in Appendix A. 

State Parks’ Annual Statistical Report notes Sonoma Coast SP as the fourth-most visited park 
in the system.  Because it is 
spread along 19 miles of the 
coastline and has many 
possible entry points, beach 
activity occurs 24 hours a day. 
Thus, demands on Sonoma 
Coast SP’s facilities are 
considerable.  The result of 
the high visitation levels, 
resource impacts and the 
limited maintenance budget is 
readily apparent in the 
condition of some of the 
facilities.  Moreover, ranger, 
maintenance, and operations 
staffing levels are not 
appropriately aligned with the 
level of visitation, 
maintenance and resource 
protection needs.  These deficiencies in staffing and maintenance are due in large part to the 
limited amount of revenue generated at the park.  

2.2. FEES AT OTHER COASTAL STATE PARKS LOCATIONS 

Fort Ross State Historic Park is located immediately adjacent to Salt Point SP.  Fort Ross SHP 
has 4 developed parking/day use areas and 3 other highway shoulder areas.  Of the 
developed areas (Upper Reef, Lower Reef (AKA Reef CG), Main Lot, Windermere Point), 3 of 
those are currently day use fee areas at an $8 daily rate.  Approximately 90% of the parking 
stalls at Fort Ross SHP require payment of a day use fee. 

In Mendocino County State Parks located within the coastal zone, California State Parks 
operates 36 separate day use areas.  Of those, only 4 charge a day use fee of $8.00 per car.  
In Fiscal Year 13-14, this amounted to $71,999 of paid day use revenue. 

 
Figure 4: Full Parking Lot and Whale Watchers on Bodega Head 
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Marin County is perhaps a much better demographic and population comparison to Sonoma 
County.  Most coastal State Park units in Marin County are located in the jurisdiction of the 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, but are coastal units 
nonetheless.  Many of these do charge day use fees, which vary from $5 to $8.  

There are no coastal State Park units in Humboldt or Del Norte Counties that require day use 
fees.   

2.3. DISTRICT BUDGETARY IMBALANCE 

The General Fund declined from a high of 90% of State Parks’ operating budget in FY 1979-
80 to 29% in the FY 2012-13 budget, making State Parks more dependent than ever on 
revenues earned through user fees and concessions.  Said another way, this change in 
funding has made State Parks more of an enterprise organization and less of a traditionally 
funded State department (Matthew Buttice, 2013).    

Currently, operations at Sonoma Coast SP are heavily subsidized by other parks in the system 
because of the limited amount of revenue that is captured within the park, as well as the harsh 
coastal conditions that result in the rapid deterioration and increased costs necessary to 
maintain its facilities. 

Year Paid 
Visitation  

Direct 
Expenditures 

Indirect  
Expenditures 

Total 
Expenditures total gain/(loss) % of total 

Exp. covered 

Sonoma Coast State Park 
2013/2014 $768,878 $2,716,979 $1,303,677 $4,020,656 $(3,251,778) 19% 
Salt Pont State Park 

  $379,899   $1,255,889   $590,168   $1,846,057   $(1,466,158) 21% 
 
State Parks in Sonoma County comprise nearly 39,000 acres, see 5.7 million visitors per year, 
and have a net visitor cost average of approximately $2.31.  Compare that to the Sonoma 
County Regional Park District which encompasses 11,000 acres, 5.1 million visitors and a net 
cost per visitor of only $.70.   

2.4. LEGISLATIVE MANDATE 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5010, State Parks is authorized “to collect fees, 
rents, and other returns for the use of any state park system area, the amounts to be 
determined by [State Parks].”  Based on this authority, State Parks has established and 
modified fees throughout the state park system for over 100 years.  More recently, the 
California Legislature passed several laws in 2012 that require State Parks to develop a 
revenue generation program and work to improve its financial situation.  Senate Bill 1018, the 
trailer bill for the FY 2012-13 budget year, provided for core funding and requirements for 
development of a revenue generation program.  Assembly Bill 1478 (Blumenfield) created the 
State Parks Enterprise Fund and clarified goals of the revenue generation program, including 
the creation of a revenue incentive program for park districts. Assembly Bill 1589 (Huffman) 
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created the State Parks Protection Fund and requires that the Department create a prioritized 
action plan to increase revenues and collection of user fees at state parks.  

2.5. REVENUE DISTRIBUTION REQUIREMENTS  

In general, fees collected at state park units are deposited in the State Parks and Recreation 
Fund (SPRF), which is available to State Parks upon appropriation by the Legislature.  While 
State Parks cannot commit future Legislatures to specific appropriations, increased revenue 
generation would provide more opportunity for State Parks to request funding for projects 
specific to the Sonoma Coast.  Additionally, through the passage of AB 1478, Public 
Resources Code §5010.7(a) requires State Parks to set revenue targets annually and Public 
Resources Code §5010.7(d) states that any park that exceeds its revenue target shall receive 
a 50% return.  This funding may be used to enhance visitor services and amenities and 
maintain or increase revenue generating opportunities, where currently these opportunities are 
limited. 

The current revenue target for the Sonoma Mendocino Coast District, of which Sonoma Coast 
SP and Salt Point SP are a part, is approximately $3.1 million.  Generally, revenue targets are 
set annually based on the average of the prior three years of revenue collection plus an 
adjustment for inflation.  Therefore, it is expected that by implementing a fee collection 
program, Sonoma Mendocino Coast District will exceed its revenue target and realize an 
increase in revenue returned directly to the district. Please see Appendix B for the revenue 
projections for the fee collection devices. 

The increase in revenue received as a result of this program will make direct service 
enhancements such as improvements to bathrooms, parking lot improvements, and facilities 
upgrades at these Parks possible, where currently these opportunities are limited.   

2.6. COASTAL PERMITTING EFFORTS 

Since as far back as 1992, State Parks has contemplated installing day use parking fee 
collection in Sonoma County coastal park units as a means to generate revenue to fund 
expansion of park programs and to offset the costs of performing routine park maintenance.   

These efforts were the subject of litigation, for which State Parks ultimately prevailed at the 
California Court of Appeals in 1994, though the fee collection devices were never installed.  
Those efforts were abandoned when the State Budget authorized additional spending for 
State Parks.  

The most recent attempt to install day use parking fees began on February 22, 2012, when 
State Parks filed a Notice of Exemption to install self-pay stations at 15 locations along the 
Sonoma County Coast (See Appendix C).  State Parks subsequently filed an application with 
Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department (PRMD) on May 31, 2012, for 
a Coastal Development Permit.  

However, the County Board of Supervisors (BOS) preemptively adopted Resolution 12-0409 
on August 21, 2012, opposing new parking fees until State Parks “has adequately accounted 
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for all funding streams and determined no other viable funding alternatives exist to ensure free 
and open access to parks.”   

The Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments (BZA) subsequently denied State Park’s 
application on January 17, 2013 and on June 18, 2013, the BOS denied State Park’s appeal of 
the BZA’s decision.  State Parks appealed the BOS decision to the CCC and on April 15, 2015 
the CCC found that substantial issues existed and granted State Parks a de novo hearing.  

2.7. PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS 

At the April 2015 hearing, the CCC requested that State Parks engage with stakeholders in an 
outreach program to solicit input and search for a consensus on a fee proposal.  Beginning in 
July 2015, State Parks convened (and CCC directed) the Sonoma Coast Fee Issue Working 
Group consisting of State Parks, County of Sonoma (Supervisor Carrillo, Permit Resource 
Management Department, and Sonoma County Regional Parks), Sonoma County Surfrider 
Foundation, Sonoma County Conservation Action, Coastwalk, Bodega Bay Fire Department, 
and Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods.  The group met seven times to discuss State 
Park’s need for the project, site characteristics, proposed fees and passes and other 
opportunities to address concerns that have been raised by stakeholders.   

  

Meeting Date Attendees 
Jul 15th State Parks, Surfrider, Sonoma County Conservation Action, Coastwalk 
Oct 12th State Parks, Surfrider,  Sonoma County Conservation Action, Coastwalk, PRMD, 

SCRP, BOS Representative, Stewards, CCC 
Nov 23rd State Parks, Surfrider,  Sonoma County Conservation Action, Coastwalk, Stewards, 

CCC, BBFD SCRP, BOS Office, Stewards 
Dec 14th State Parks, Surfrider, Coastwalk, CCC, BBFD SCRP, Stewards 
Jan 6th State Parks, Surfrider, Coastwalk, BOS Office, Stewards 
Jan 20th State Parks, Surfrider, Coastwalk, BOS Office, Stewards  
Feb 3rd State Parks, Surfrider, Coastwalk, Stewards, CCC, BOS Office 
Feb 17th Public meeting  

The Working Group’s goal was to balance the input from the local community, the 
requirements of the Coastal Act, and the inherent challenges of managing and protecting 
natural and cultural resources of the state park system.  The group presented a Revised Fee 
Proposal including administrative actions that could address many concerns that were 
articulated during the County and coastal permitting process. These actions are solely 
administrative in nature, are statutorily exempt from CEQA.  In general, the group did not 
support fee collection.  

Administrative Actions 
 $8/day for new fee areas. Good for day use in all state parks on date of purchase; 
 Provide hourly rates (up to $3/hour) where possible; 
 Develop Sonoma Coast SP Pass for access to Sonoma County coastal park units (Fort Ross, Salt 

Point, Sonoma Coast); 
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 Disseminate information on existing Low Income Pass to Sonoma County residents; 
 Work with stakeholders and CCC to explore alternatives for low income, undocumented residents 

for fee areas; 
 Provide for free visitation for “surf checks” of up to 30 minutes; 
 Minimize future service reductions in areas where no fees are collected; 
 Use retained revenue pursuant to Public Resources code §5010.7(d) for improved services along 

the Sonoma Coast (facility improvements, housekeeping, interpretive programs, trail maintenance, 
natural and cultural resource management, etc.); 

 Implement Sonoma Coast Advisory Group to build and maintain community trust (broad 
representation to potentially include, conservation, recreation, economic, allied agency, and political 
interests). 

As a result of its dialogue with the Working Group, State Parks identified the following key 
considerations that influenced the scope of the Revised Fee Proposal.    

Natural and Cultural Resource Protection: 
New fee locations must consider and minimize direct and indirect impacts to natural and cultural 
resources.  Areas where any new facilities are proposed for development generally has been 
previously disturbed and are absent of natural and cultural resources of significance.  For instance, fee 
collection devices would be located in already developed parking lots.   

Public Safety:   
State Parks recognizes that there are a few locations where patrons may elect to park informally and 
walk-in rather than pay a day use fee. These locations include parking areas adjacent to 
neighborhoods and/or with ample shoulder parking.  Traffic safety may be compromised by short lines 
of site, narrow roads, or unsafe pedestrian crossings of Highway 1.  Locations with public safety 
concerns include Russian Gulch, North Salmon Creek, Schoolhouse, and Portuguese Beach.    
The Bodega Bay fishing community depends on the ability to check surf conditions from Bodega Head.  
To maintain this critical access, no gate will be installed at the proposed Bodega Head entrance station 
or West Lot.  Access will be unimpeded by hours of operation and no fees will be charged for a “surf 
check”.    

Services and Activities:  
Sites with developed facilities and ample recreational activities provide more value to park visitors and 
there is a reasonable expectation for user fees. High service and activity value sites include Goat Rock, 
Shell Beach, Bodega Head, and Stump Beach. Sites with lower service and activity values include; 
Portuguese Beach, Schoolhouse Beach, North Salmon, Bean Avenue, and Russian Gulch. 

Revenue: 
Sites with high services and activities, promontories and park like settings tend to attract the greatest 
number of visitors. These types of sites include Goat Rock, Bodega Head, and Shell Beach.   

Entrance Station v. Fee Collection Devices:  
In many regards, entrance stations are preferable to several independently fee collected parking areas 
in certain situations.  Staffed entrance stations provide an important source of information for the 
visiting public.  The need to monitor separate parking lots is reduced when all vehicles pass through an 
entrance station.  In areas where there is a relatively high number of parking areas and ample shoulder 
parking, the presence of entrance stations reduces illegal parking and associated social trails, litter, 
and waste that results.  These sites include Bodega Head and Goat Rock. 

Traffic and Parking Impacts: 
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State Parks recognizes that there are a few potential locations where patrons may elect to park 
informally and walk-in rather than pay a day use fee, creating new parking areas and associated social 
trails through sensitive habitats.  Sites located adjacent to neighborhoods and/or environmentally 
sensitive areas include North Salmon, Bean Avenue, Schoolhouse Beach, Shell Beach, and 
Portuguese Beach. 

Spatial Arrangement: 
Limited free coastal access should be distributed in a manner that provides access to key roadways 
used by park visitors. Locations with low to moderate services and activities should be removed from 
any fee implementation proposal.  These sites include Russian Gulch and Salmon Creek. 

Using the criteria and considerations above, the project scope was revised and several areas 
included in the Original Fee Proposal were removed from the project scope.  Parking areas no 
longer part of the proposal include; Bean Avenue/South Salmon, Portuguese, North Salmon, 
Schoolhouse Beach, and Russian Gulch, for a total of 222 parking spaces. 

The concept of manned entry stations at several of locations received tacit support from the 
Working Group.  Although entry stations would have far higher construction, operation, and 
long-term maintenance costs, they provide the first and frequently only point of contact 
between the public and State Parks staff and are therefore a valuable source of information to 
park visitors.  State Parks revised the plan to provide entry stations at Bodega Head, Goat 
Rock and Willow Creek and was in the process of preparing an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration evaluating potential impacts when it held an Open House to present the much 
altered proposal. 

The Revised Fee Proposal was presented to the public at an open house in Sebastopol on 
February 17, 2016. The workshop was intended as a means to present the revised concept to 
demonstrate the efforts State Parks had taken in response to the opposition raised at the 
numerous early hearings that occurred as a prelude to the County’s early denial at the local 
level.  The meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully 
articulate its vision.  What the attendees made clear however, was their determination to resist 
implementation of any new fees.  As the entry stations were received with little support from 
the public they were subsequently removed from the proposal considering both cost and 
potential delays. 

2.8. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND STATE PARKS RESPONSES 

State Parks met with the Rock Ice & Mountain Club who did not support the fee proposal 
generally.  Their primary concern however, was preserving reasonable access and adequate 
parking to the Sunset Rocks considered by some to be the birthplace of rock climbing in 
Sonoma County.  The proposed kiosk location would have eliminated roadside parking areas 
that are considered essential access point for the climbing community.   This is not an issue 
now as the kiosks are no longer being considered under this proposal.    

Comments received from the public at and following the February 17th Open House, along with 
State Parks responses to those comments can be seen in Appendix D. 
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3. THE PROJECT 

3.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Locations 
The Original Day Use Parking Fee Proposal included self-pay stations at 14 locations in 
Sonoma Coast SP and Salt Point SP, converting approximately 814 free spaces to paid 
spaces.  Based on the input of the CCC, the Working Group, and the general public, State 
Parks reduced the number of parking areas from 14 to 8, including; Stump Beach, Goat Rock 
North, Goat Rock South, Arched View, Blind Beach, Shell Beach, Bodega East and Bodega 
West.  The characteristics of each site proposed fee collection area are as follows:  

Goat Rock Area (North Goat, South Goat, Blind View and Arched View) 
 Single ingress and egress, State Park owned and maintained road, 2 miles to beach. Four paved, 

maintained parking areas including North Goat, South Goat, Arched View and Blind Beach (North 
Goat lot striped for 68 vehicles, four lots total 80,200 sq. ft.), numerous shoulder parking locations, 
3 comfort stations, picnic tables, drinking water (North Goat), beach access and trail connectivity 
(Kortum, Pomo, Red Hill and Willow Creek). 

 Hiking, landscape and wildlife viewing, fishing, surfing, river and beach access. 
 Adjacent uses; parkland, Goat Rock residences, near Jenner. 
 Sensitive resources include coastal dunes, coastal bluffs, coastal prairie, wetlands, Species of 

Special Concern, nesting raptors, seal colony, estuary, archaeological and historical features. 
 Average monthly vehicle trips 13,997.7, maximum 19,118. Average daily vehicle trips 445.8, 

maximum 2,025. 
 Visitation trends toward long stay. 

Bodega Head Area (East Bodega and West Bodega) 
 Single ingress and egress, 1 mile to beach with several parking lots en route. Two gravel parking 

lots include East and West Bodega Head Day Use. Campbell Cove is a paved lot. The three 
parking lots total (68,500 sq. ft.), 3 comfort stations, picnic tables, trails (including ADA accessible), 
docent programs. 

 Hiking, landscape and wildlife viewing, fishing, beach access. 
 Adjacent uses, parkland, UC Bodega Reserve/Marine Lab. 
 Average monthly vehicle trips 14,485.7, maximum 21,173. Average daily vehicle trips 474.9, 

maximum 1,812. 
 Visitation trends toward shorter stay; strongly affected by weather conditions.  
 Sensitive resources include coastal prairie, coastal bluffs, nesting raptors, and owls, wetlands, 

Species of Special Concern, archaeological and historic features. 
Shell Beach 
 Single ingress and egress. Paved, striped parking area for 42 standard-size vehicles and 2 ADA 

sites (35,800 sq. ft.), in addition, shoulder parking at entrance, a comfort station and coastal 
access. Serves as a trailhead for the popular Pomo, Red Hill and Kortum Trails. 

 Hiking, wildlife and landscape viewing, fishing, beach access. 
 Adjacent uses; parkland, three nearby residences. 
 Sensitive resources include coastal prairie, coastal bluffs, tide pools, Species of Special Concern, 

and archaeological sites. 
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 Free parking for approximately 66 vehicles exists along Pacific View Road, a Sonoma County 
owned road (29,400 sq. ft., mostly undeveloped subdivision) immediately north of this parking lot. 
Existing free parking will compete with proposed fee lot. 

 Estimated high vehicle count, medium level of service. Currently insufficient user data for 
projections, but traffic monitors in place.  

 Visitation trends toward long stay.  
 Fee collection device in parking area and any needed site improvements. 

Stump Beach 
 Gravel parking area (unstriped, 11,300 sq. ft.), restroom, picnic tables, designated trail access to 

the beach area below, bluff trail north and south and Stump Beach Trail to interior with connectivity 
to Kruse Rhododendron and Salt Point State Park trail systems.   

 Hiking, landscape and wildlife viewing, fishing, mountain biking, equestrian, beach access. 
 Adjacent uses; parkland. 
 Sensitive resources include coastal prairie, riparian habitat, coastal bluffs, tide pools, Species of 

Special Concern, and archaeological sites. 
 Estimated medium/low vehicle count, medium level of services. Currently insufficient user data for 

projections, but traffic monitors in place. 
 Visitation trends toward longer stay. 
 Fee collection device in parking area and any needed site improvements. 

Pay Stations 

The Original Fee Proposal developed in 2007 called for the use of self-pay stations referred to 
as “iron rangers”, which consist of an old style and inefficient square iron tube set in concrete 
three feet into the ground and extending from 32 to 38 inches above the ground.  Today State 
Parks uses a more technologically advance form of self-pay machines referred to as 
Automated Payment Machines (APM).   APMs are solar powered capable of having Wi-Fi 
connectivity to allow for the purchase of a day use pass with a debit or credit card or cash, but 
can also accept all forms of payment without connectivity.  APM provides data on parking 
usage that will provide State Parks with better user information on which to base management 
decisions or otherwise direct resources.  

Two types of machines will be installed: “pay-in-line” and “pay-on-foot”.   Machines will be 
installed at each of the identified parking lots. Site plans showing proposed specific locations 
are included in the Appendix D.  Visitors will be expected to park and then walk to the 
machine, print out the ticket, and post it on their dash. Both types of machines will be 
compliant with ADA and capable of accepting payment by credit or debit card or cash.  Neither 
machine will accept coins or give change.  The APM can be programmed to sell a variety of 
parking passes and can be easily updated with new fee schedules or other parameters. The 
system will be able to generate reports of statistical information on demand.  Other features of 
the APM are described below. 

A typical APM installation would include the following design features.  It should be noted that 
not all installation sites are the same and variation will occur from site to site.  
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Automated Pay Machines 
Physical Design Features: 
 Solid concrete footing to securely anchor each station to the ground; 
 Construction of a concrete pad in front of the APM incompliance with current ADA 

Accessible Guidelines.  This would include obstacle free transitions to existing paved 
surfaces; 

 Installation of informational and regulatory signs as required.   Signage typically 
measures no more than 28” in width and no more than 84” above finished grade. 

 Construct accessible pad in front of APPM which entails removing approximately 72ft2 of 
existing asphalt, grade to level and resurface with 4” of asphalt over 4” of compacted 
aggregate base; 

 Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces commensurate 
with parking lot capacity. 

 Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect accessible parking with fee 
stations. . 

3.2. FUTURE VISITOR ENHANCEMENTS UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT OR MAINTENANCE 

A proposed list of projects associated with proposed fee collection locations has been 
developed and can be found in the Appendix F.  Both short term and long term projects have 
been identified.  Some are simply deferred maintenance and others may require additional 
analysis. 

3.3. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

The improvements covered in this review could be completed as part of a single contract or 
staged in phases.  All improvements would be limited to the existing footprint of the parking lot.  
Any area necessary for storage or staging of materials will be limited to existing developed 
areas. 

Installation of the fee collection devices could begin as early as the spring of 2017 and could 
continue for several months.  Work would occur only during daylight hours and would be 
scheduled to incur the least amount of impact to visitors.  However, weekend work could be 
implemented to accelerate construction or address emergency or unforeseen circumstances. 

Road maintenance equipment, such as graders, loaders and dump trucks, could be used 
during various aspects of construction and installation.  Most equipment would be transported 
to the site and remain there until work is completed.  Vehicles for the transportation of 
materials, equipment, and crew will also enter the parking lot locations intermittently. Staging 
areas for equipment will be confined to the existing parking areas and other previously-
disturbed areas. 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be incorporated into the project design to ensure that 
the natural resources in and around the project are adequately protected during and after 
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construction.  The BMPs discussed in this document and used in the implementation of this 
project were obtained from the California Stormwater Quality Association (CSQA), Stormwater 
Best Management Practices Construction Handbook. BMPs will be used to keep sediment on-
site throughout the project.  During construction, BMPs will be checked, maintained, and 
modified daily and as needed.  BMPs will also be used after construction to stabilize the site 
and minimize erosion.   

State Parks has consistently referenced CSQA BMPs and has identified them as an 
acceptable standard for use in all state parks. 

3.4 PROJECT REQUIREMENTS  
 
Under CEQA, the Department of Parks and Recreation has the distinction of being considered 
a lead agency, a public agency that has the primary responsibility for carrying out or approving 
a project and for implementing CEQA.  A responsible agency is a public agency other than the 
lead agency that has responsibility for carrying out or approving a project and for complying 
with CEQA.  A trustee agency is a state agency having jurisdiction by law over natural 
resources affected by a project that are held in trust for the people of the State of California.  
With this distinction comes the responsibility to ensure that actions that protect both cultural 
and natural resources are always taken on all projects.  Therefore, State Parks maintains a list 
of Project Requirements that are included in project design to reduce impacts to resources.  

State Parks has developed a list of Standard Project Requirements (SPR) that are used to 
avoid significant project-related impacts to the environment.  SPR are assigned, as appropriate 
to all projects.  For example, projects that include ground-disturbing activities, such as 
trenching, will always include SPRs to address the inadvertent discovery of archaeological 
artifacts.  However, for a project that replaces a roof on an historic structure, ground 
disturbance would not be necessary, and therefore, SPRs for ground disturbance would not be 
assigned to the project.  

State Parks also makes use of Specific Project Requirements to address project impacts for 
projects that have unique issues.  Both Standard and Specific Project Requirements that apply 
to the Revised Fee Proposal are described below. 

Standard and Specific Project Requirements for the Revised Fee Proposal 
Natural Resources  
 
Cultural Resources  
Specific Project 
Requirement: Cult 1 

A State Parks archaeologist may monitor ground-disturbing 
activities in areas identified with a moderate to high degree of 
archaeological sensitivity. These locations will be coordinated with 
the project and construction managers.  Other archaeological 
monitoring needs are at the discretion of the State Parks 
archaeologist.    

Specific Project 
Requirement: Cult 2 

A State Parks archaeologist will review all BMPs and SWSLPP 
developed for the project. 

Specific Project 
Requirement: Cult 3 

During construction, a State Parks archaeologist must review and 
approve all change orders/RFIs that include ground disturbing 
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activities or changes in location. 

Specific Project 
Requirement: Cult 4 

Unless a State Parks archaeologist review and approves disposal 
areas within the park, spoils generated from the project will be 
disposed of outside of the park.  

Specific Project 
Requirement: Cult 5 

A State Parks archaeologist will approve all staging locations for 
materials and equipment. 

Standard Project 
Requirement: Cult 1 
Inadvertent Discovery 

a)  In the event that previously unknown cultural resources 
(including but not limited to dark soil containing shellfish, bone, 
flake stone, groundstone, or deposits of historic trash) are 
encountered during project work by anyone, the state 
representative will put work on hold at that specific location and 
contractors will be redirected to other areas (tasks).  A State 
Parks -qualified archaeologist will record and evaluate the find 
and work with the state representative to implement avoidance, 
preservation, or recovery measures as appropriate to any work 
resuming at that specific location. 

b)  In the event that significant cultural resources are found in the 
project location, a qualified historian and/or archaeologist will 
monitor all subsurface work including trenching, grading, and 
excavations in that area from that point forward to ensure 
avoidance of significant cultural material.  

Standard Project 
Requirement Cult-2: 
Human Remains 

In the event that human remains are discovered, work will cease 
immediately in the area of the find and the project manager will 
notify the appropriate State Parks personnel.  Any human remains 
and/or funerary objects will be left in place or returned to the point 
of discovery and covered with soil.  The DRP Sector 
Superintendent (or authorized representative) will notify the County 
Coroner, in accordance with §7050.5 of the California Health and 
Safety Code, and the Native American Heritage Commission (or 
Tribal Representative).  If a Native American monitor is on-site at 
the time of the discovery, the monitor will be responsible for 
notifying the appropriate Native American Authorities. 
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Hazards   
Standard Project 
Requirement: Hazmat-1: 
Spill Prevention and 
Response 

 Prior to the start of construction, all equipment will be cleaned 
before entering the project site.  During the project, equipment 
will be cleaned and repaired (other than emergency repairs) 
outside the project site boundaries.  All contaminated spill 
residue, or other hazardous compounds will be contained and 
disposed of outside the boundaries of the site at a lawfully 
permitted or authorized destination. 

 Prior to the start of construction, all equipment will be inspected 
for leaks and regularly inspected thereafter until removed from 
the project site. 

 Prior to the start of construction, a Spill Prevention and 
Response Plan (SPRP) will be prepared to provide protection to 
on-site workers, the public, and the environment from accidental 
leaks or spills of vehicle fluids or other potential contaminants.  
This plan will include but not be limited to the following: 

 A map that delineates construction staging areas, and where 
refueling, lubrication, and maintenance of equipment will occur. 

 A list of items required in an on-site spill kit that will be 
maintained throughout the life of the project. 

 Procedures for the proper storage, use, and disposal of any 
solvents or other chemicals used during the project. 

 Identification of lawfully permitted or authorized disposal 
destinations. 

Project Specific 
Requirement Hazmat-2: 
Wildfire Avoidance  

 For any work during red flag conditions, a Fire Safety Plan will 
be developed and approved by the local CalFire Battalion Chief.   

 Spark arrestors or turbo-charging (which eliminates sparks in 
exhaust) and fire extinguishers will be required for all heavy 
equipment.   

 Construction crews will be required to park vehicles away from 
flammable material, such as dry grass or brush.  At the end of 
each workday, heavy equipment will be parked over asphalt, or 
concrete to reduce the chance of fire. 
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Hydrology  
Standard Project 
Requirement Hydro-1: 
Erosion and Sediment 
Control / Pollution 
Prevention 

Prior to the start of construction involving ground-disturbing 
activities, the District will prepare and submit a Storm Water Soil 
Loss Pollution Prevention Plan (SWSLPPP) for State Parks 
approval that identifies temporary Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) (e.g., tarping of any stockpiled materials or soil; use of silt 
fences, straw bale barriers, fiber rolls, etc.) and permanent (e.g., 
structural containment, preserving or planting of vegetation) for use 
in all construction areas to reduce or eliminate the discharge of soil, 
surface water runoff, and pollutants during all excavation, grading, 
trenching, repaving, or other ground-disturbing activities.  The 
SWSLPPP will include BMPs for hazardous waste and 
contaminated soils management and a Spill Prevention and Control 
Plan (SPCP), as appropriate.   

Noise  
Standard Project 
Requirement Noise-1: 
Noise Exposure  

 Project-related activities will generally be limited to the daylight 
hours, Monday through Friday.  However, weekend work will be 
implemented to accelerate construction or address emergency 
or unforeseen circumstances.  If weekend work is necessary, no 
work will occur on those days before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 
p.m.  

 Internal combustion engines used for any purpose in the project 
areas will be equipped with a muffler of a type recommended by 
the manufacturer.  Equipment and trucks used for project-
related activities will utilize State Parks -approved noise control 
techniques (e.g., engine enclosures, acoustically attenuating 
shields or shrouds, intake silencers, ducts, etc.) whenever 
feasible and necessary.   

 Stationary noise sources and staging areas will be located as 
far from visitors as possible.  If they must be located near 
visitors, stationary noise sources will be muffled to the extent 
feasible, and/or where practicable, enclosed within temporary 
sheds.   

 
3.5. PROJECT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

There will be no change in operational hours as a result of the project.  Operation and 
maintenance of the project is referenced in Appendix G.   

3.6. ANNUAL PASSES AND OTHER FEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

State Parks offers several low or no-cost passes to certain eligible individuals.  For example, 
persons with a permanent disability are eligible to purchase a lifetime pass that entitles the 
user to a 50% discount on all park fees for a nominal processing fee of $3.50.   

The Distinguished Veteran Pass is free to honorably discharged war veterans and entitles the 
user to free day use, camping and boat use at all units of the state park system.  The Golden 

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 8 

March 21, 2016 DPR Submittal 

Page 24 of 113



Bear Pass is available for a $5 processing fee to any qualifying person receiving Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI) [CA State Welfare and Institutions Code § 12200]; any person receiving 
aid under the applicable aid codes in the CalWORKS Program; or any persons 62 years of 
age or older with an income limitation.  The Golden Bear pass entitles the bearer and spouse 
or registered domestic partner free entry to most State Park-operated units.   

State Parks also offers the Limited Golden Bear Pass for $20 to any persons aged 62 or older.  
This pass entitles the holder and spouse or registered domestic partner free entry to most 
State Park-operated units during non-peak season.  If a person does not qualify for one of 
these passes, State Parks also offers the Golden Poppy Pass at a cost of $125 per year, 
which provides entry into most State Park-operated units with the exception of Hearst Castle 
and Southern California beaches.  State Parks proposes to post information about the 
available pass options at the new automatic payment machine locations.     

State Parks also manages a robust “Volunteer In Parks” program in which volunteers can earn 
local or Statewide day use passes in return for volunteer service.  In the Sonoma Mendocino 
Coast District, State Park volunteers who provide 24 hours of service annually, receive a 
complimentary day use pass for 23 State Park units in Sonoma and Mendocino counties.  
State Park volunteers, who provide 200 or more hours of service annually, receive a 
complimentary day use pass for all California State Parks.   

Pursuant to PRC 5010.2, State Parks waives day use fees for public and private school groups 
upon advance request.  This would apply to the proposed day use parking fee areas of the 
project. 

Pursuant to PRC 5009.1 (b) and (d), State Parks may enter into agreement with individuals, 
groups or organizations to accept services that benefit the mission of the Department and may 
in turn, waive or reduce fees for said services when the public benefit received from the 
services is deemed to exceed or compare to the value of the fees/park access. 
The Department is currently working on a more comprehensive Statewide plan to address the 
effects of day use parking fees on access to ancestral tribal lands on State Park property. 

Finally, State Parks is working on a local pass for which the parameters are currently being 
discussed. 

3.7. PROJECT OVERSIGHT  

The Sonoma Coast Advisory Group (SCAG) is a is integral planning and operations of the 
Sonoma Mendocino Coast District (SMCD) of California State Parks, serving as a citizen's 
advisory group to SMCD on state park-related issues. 

The SCAG will be re-established by the SMCD in January, 2017. This panel of individuals, 
appointed by the SMCD Superintendent, with the advice of the California Coastal Commission, 
will ensure the public has a voice in the operations, planning and development of Sonoma 
County Coasts’ state parks.  Membership makeup and bylaws will be forthcoming.  Meetings 
will be held between four and six times per year.
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4. CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE PLANS AND POLICIES 

4.1. CONSISTENCY WITH CEQA  

In 2012, State Parks determined that there would be no significant effect from the 
implementation of day use parking fee collection at 14 locations on the Sonoma Coast 
including those eight in the Revised Fee Proposal.  The installation of fee collection devices 
are specifically exempted in State Park’s CEQA implementation procedures pursuant to 
Section 15311, Class 11 of CEQA.  Furthermore, under Section 15273 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the imposition of fees is not considered a project under CEQA.   

Section 15273:  CEQA does not apply to the establishment, modification, structuring, 
restructuring, or approval of rates, tolls, fares or other charges by public agencies which 
the public agency finds are for the purpose of meeting operating expenses, 
purchasing/leasing supplies, equipment or materials, or meeting financial reserve needs 
and requirements.    

Many of the comments received by Sonoma County during the BOS appeal hearing emanated 
specifically from economic or social justice concerns.  A social or economic change related to 
a physical change may not be considered in determining whether the physical change is 
significant.   

Section 15382:  There are limits to what is considered a significant effect on the 
environment.  A “significant effect on the environment” means a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, 
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself 
shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment.   

While State Parks recognizes the unpopularity with parking fees, Section 15064(f)(4) specifies 
that a “public controversy over the environmental effects of a project will not require 
preparation of an EIR if there is no substantial evidence before the agency that the project 
may have a significant effect on the environment.” 

In summary, the Revised Fee Proposal is consistent with CEQA and State Park’s CEQA 
implementation guidelines.  Moreover, the NOE filed in 2012 remain valid.  

4.2. CONSISTENCY WITH THE SONOMA COUNTY LOCAL COASTAL PLAN 

State Parks believes both the Original and Revised Fee Proposals are consistent with the 
Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan (LCP).  The County acknowledged in their 2013 staff 
report that no provision of the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan or the Coastal Act preclude 
or prohibit collection of parking fees in state park day use parking areas.  The basis on which 
the County made their findings was in reference to Figure V of the Plan, entitled “Access Plan 
Description and Recommendations”.  As an example, the LCP discussion for Goat Rock 
Ocean Access says simply, “Four accessways are available from Goat Rock Road” and the 
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recommendation says only, “No change”.  The staff report concluded that this notation meant 
an amendment would be required to change these locations from free parking to fee parking.   

4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT 

The Revised Fee Proposal is consistent with the California Coastal Act, including maximizing 
public access and ensuring the ability of public agencies to manage coastal resources.  The 
Coastal Act is mostly silent with respect to fees either in support or opposition.   In fact, there 
are numerous references to managing access and protection from overuse.     

The California Coastal Plan (Plan), prepared in 1975 contained several Major Findings and 
Recommendations with respect to parking and access.  The Plan acknowledged that parking 
at the coast had to be regulated or otherwise much of the coastline would be paved by 
parking.  It also noted that recreational areas would be managed to respect the natural 
capacity of park lands.   Policy 124 of the original Plan notes that “areas to which the public 
has the right of access shall be managed, maintained and controlled by public agencies.  The 
Coastal Act also contains the following regulations that influenced State Park’s project scope:  

Coastal Act Policy Consistency Analysis 
Section 30210 Access; In carrying out the requirement of 
Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the 
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and 
natural resource areas from overuse. 

This Coastal Act Section emphasizes the mandate of 
Maximum Public Access to the coast but acknowledges that 
there must be limits.  Under State Park’s revised plan, 
maximum public access is maintained consistent with the 
Coastal Act, but will grant State Parks the ability to better 
manage the park to protect natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30212.5 Public facilities; distribution: Wherever 
appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking 
areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so 
as to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of 
overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area. 
 

Section 30212.5 recognizes overcrowding and overuse as 
significant issues requiring active management efforts; 
precisely what the proposed project was designed to 
provide.  Non-fee parking areas will remain spaced 
throughout Sonoma Coast SP so as to better facilitate 
spacing of crowds during peak day use periods, reducing the 
risk of overcrowding and overuse in State Park’s more 
heavily-utilized areas.   

Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities; 
encouragement and provision; Lower cost visitor and 
recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, 
where feasible, provided. Developments providing public 
recreational opportunities are preferred. 
 

Section 30213 of the Coastal Act perhaps speaks closest to 
the issue of fees within the Coastal zone.  The term “lower 
cost” is used to promote facilities and access for those who 
are least able to afford to pay but it clearly does not suggest 
fees should never be required in any coastal location.  To 
meet this provision, State Parks has revised the plan to 
maintain free day use parking areas around and within the 
vicinity of the proposed fee areas.  Furthermore, State Parks 
offers the $5 Golden Bear Pass to any qualifying person 
receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) [CA State 
Welfare and Institutions Code Section 12200]; any person 
receiving aid under the applicable aid codes in the 
CalWORKS Program; or any person 62 years of age or older 
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with income limitations.   

Section 30214 Implementation of public access policies; 
legislative intent (a) The public access policies of this article 
shall be implemented in a manner that takes into account 
the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public 
access depending on the facts and circumstances in each 
case including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics. 

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level 
of intensity. 

(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right 
to pass and repass depending on such factors as the fragility 
of the natural resources in the area and the proximity of the 
access area to adjacent residential uses. 

(a) The need to provide for the management of access areas 
so as to protect the privacy of adjacent property owners and 
to protect the aesthetic values of the area by providing for 
the collection of litter. 

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that the public access 
policies of this article be carried out in a reasonable manner 
that considers the equities and that balances the rights of 
the individual property owner with the public's 
constitutional right of access pursuant to Section 4 of Article 
X of the California Constitution. Nothing in this section or 
any amendment thereto shall be construed as a limitation 
on the rights guaranteed to the public under Section 4 of 
Article X of the California Constitution. 

(c) In carrying out the public access policies of this article, 
the commission and any other responsible public agency 
shall consider and encourage the utilization of innovative 
access management techniques, including, but not limited 
to, agreements with private organizations which would 
minimize management costs and encourage the use of 
volunteer programs. 

Section 30214’s intent was to recognize that there must be 
some limits to free and unrestrained access.  Access should 
be made in a reasonable manner and what may be 
reasonable at one location may not necessarily be 
reasonable in the next.  Wholesale free-for-all beach access 
in a park unit that has 3 million visitors, suggest that 
thoughtful consideration be given to a site’s characteristics 
in determining what Maximum Public Access means to that 
specific site.   
 

Section 30401 Effect on existing state agencies; construction 
of chapter Except as otherwise specifically provided in this 
division, enactment of this division does not increase, 
decrease, duplicate or supersede the authority of any 
existing state agency.   

This chapter shall not be construed to limit in any way the 
regulatory controls over development pursuant to Chapters 
7 (commencing with Section 30600) and 8 (commencing 
with Section 30700), except that the commission shall not 
set standards or adopt regulations that duplicate regulatory 
controls established by any existing state agency pursuant to 
specific statutory requirements or authorization. 

Section 30401 indicates that because State Parks has been 
granted the statutory authority to assess fees pursuant to 
Public Resources Code 508, that authority cannot been 
superseded by the California Coastal Commission pursuant 
to Section 30401 of the California Coastal Act . 
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Section 30404 Recommendations; agency review; 
reports  
 (a)  The commission shall periodically, in the case of 
the State Energy Resources Conservation and 
Development Commission, the State Board of Forestry 
and Fire Protection, the State Water Resources Control 
Board and the California regional water quality control 
boards, the State Air Resources Board and air pollution 
control districts and air quality management districts, 
the Department of Fish and Game, the Department of 
Parks and Recreation, the Department of Boating and 
Waterways, the Division of Mines and Geology and the 
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources in the 
Department of Conservation, and the State Lands 
Commission, and may, with respect to any other state 
agency, submit recommendations designed to 
encourage the state agency to carry out its functions in 
a manner consistent with this division.  The 
recommendations may include proposed changes in 
administrative regulations, rules, and statutes. 
 (b)  Each of those state agencies shall review and 
consider the commission recommendations and shall, 
within six months from the date of their receipt, to the 
extent that the recommendations have not been 
implemented, report to the Governor and the 
Legislature its action and reasons therefor. The report 
shall also include the state agency's comments on any 
legislation that may have been proposed by the 
commission. 

There have been no commission recommendations to 
State Parks with respect to imposition of parking fees.  
There was an agreement in 2013 between the then-
Directors of the CCC and State Parks that discussed a 
collaborative approach with respect to implementing 
fees but State Parks has incorporated all the measures 
recommended therein in this proposed project. 

 

 
A denial of State Park’s de Novo application would in fact be a repudiation of some of the most 
important tools authorized under the Coastal Act; that being State Park’s ability to effectively 
manage these fragile areas from overuse.   
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4.4. CONSISTENCY WITH THE SONOMA COAST SP GENERAL PLAN 

The Revised Fee Proposal is consistent with the Sonoma Coast SP General Plan and 
conforms to current and on-going management practices elsewhere in the park.  The 2007 
Sonoma Coast State Park General Plan, calls for the use of adaptive management techniques 
as a tool to achieve a balance between maximum access and resource protection.  The 
General Plan notes that a “well-operated park unit provides for visitor safety and enjoyment, 
protects resource values, optimizes the utilization of the park unit’s funding and material 
resources, and increases the effectiveness of the staff’s efforts”.  Goal ROAD-1 of the Plan 
includes providing parking areas that are safe and convenient and consistent with the 
protection of resources.  

When overuse results in resource degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures 
including; facility design; installation of barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; 
change in access locations, or redirection of visitors to other areas.  Other methods include 
regulations including limiting the number of people, location or time of use (Department of 
Parks and Recreation, 2007).  Often times parking, parking configuration and fees is a 
strategic tool for managing resource degradation and visitor experience related to overuse.   

4.5. CONSISTENCY WITH THE 2013 AGREEMENT BETWEEN STATE PARKS AND CCC 

In 2013, the then-director of State Parks, Major General Anthony Jackson, met with the then-
executive director of CCC, Dr. Charles Lester, in search of an understanding on permitting 
issues related to self-pay stations along the coast.  From that meeting, a list of approaches 
that State Parks should “consider” when proposing such fees was developed.  To the extent 
that the approaches are applicable, they have been incorporated into the Revised Fee 
Proposal.  (See Appendix H) 
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5. EXPECTED CHANGES 
 

The following supplemental information was requested by CCC to address various issues that 
may not have been borne out of State Park’s internal CEQA review.  Although the following 
information covers similar issues addressed in Appendix G of CEQA, it is not intended to be 
nor should it be considered a “CEQA document”.   

5.1. ESHA 

One side effect the Revised Fee Proposal will be the redistribution of some park visitors to 
other, less visited locations along the coast.  Moreover, new signage associated with the 
project will help to limit illegal parking and the creation of illegal trails through sensitive habitat.  
One of the goals of the projects is to facilitate better management of the haphazard parking 
and prevent overuse of the most popular areas, where crowding inevitably leads to parking 
along the road shoulders and creation of volunteer trails through sensitive habitat.  As noted 
above, peak use periods in Bodega Head and Goat Rock areas of the park realize visitation 
levels that far exceed the number of improved parking spaces.  As a result, the existing 
baseline condition is visitors frequently using the shoulders for overflow parking.     

The general plan for the park unit calls for the use of adaptive management techniques as a 
tool to achieve that balance.  If overuse results in resource degradation, the plan calls for 
implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of barriers; surface 
treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors to 
other areas.  Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, 
location or time of use (Department of Parks and Recreation, 2007). 

Bodega Head has three paved areas providing enough space to park approximately 215 
vehicles.  A peak use day will see nearly 2000 vehicles pass through, and as many as 100 
vehicles per hour, with the crowds far exceeding the capacity of the paved parking areas. Cars 
are frequently parked on the unpaved shoulders contributing to resource, degradation.  There 
is an area of free parking along Westshore Road adjacent to Bodega Bay that will continue to 
remain free and may fill up before the fee areas but steep topography and the bay severely 
limits the ability to create additional areas of social parking.  

Nevertheless, State Parks understands that some may seek out shoulder areas to avoid 
paying day use parking fees.  As such, State Parks proposes that the CCC include a condition 
requiring all visitors parking at any point beyond the end of the County-maintained road, to pay 
either an hourly or daily fee to park.  This will ensure that visitors aren’t incentivized to seek out 
free parking at the expense of resource protection. 

Shell Beach day use parking area serves as a trailhead to several popular trails including the 
Pomo Canyon and Redhill trails located on the east side of SR 1.  On many days, vehicles are 
already parked along the shoulders of the entry road to the parking area to access that trail or 
because the lot is full.  Installation of the fee collection device in this location will not induce 
people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to 
avoid paying fees.  The shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity of the entry to Shell Beach contain 
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dense vegetation, roadside ditches or other topography that severely limits the ability for 
creation of shoulder parking.   

Park users seeking to avoid paying fees are more likely to park on Furlong Court and Pacific 
View Drive, which are County subdivision roads that are located adjacent to this day use area.  
These roads are already heavily used by hikers when the parking lot is full and there are 
existing social trails that connect with other trails.  What is more likely to occur is the 
subdivision road may fill up first by those seeking to avoid paying fees but they will continue to 
utilize the existing social trails to access the sanctioned trails.  As such, there is no evidence to 
suggest that instituting a day use parking fee here will result in impacts to ESHAs.  

The four day use parking areas at Goat Rock are located along Goat Rock Road, which is 
approximately 1.8 miles long from SR 1 to its terminus.  The first parking area reached is Blind 
Beach located approximately .75 miles in from the highway while the second lot, Arched View, 
is located approximately 1.3 miles in.  South Goat is located almost 2 miles from the entrance 
while North Goat is located 1.75 miles in.  There are numerous turnouts and informal parking 
along the road and many have social trails accessing climbing areas or sanctioned trails.  All of 
these shoulder parking areas will be full during peak use periods.    

In the vicinity of the Goat Rock Road entrance at SR 1, there is one gravel turnout 
approximately .10 mile south but there are no other areas in the vicinity of the entrance where 
visitors may attempt to park so as to avoid fees because the steep terrain and dense 
vegetation limit opportunities to exploit for free parking.  Additionally, the distance between the 
highway and the coast (or sanctioned trails) in this location make it less likely that visitors may 
attempt to park on the highway shoulder with implementation of a parking fee system.  As with 
the other locations however, a proposed condition will require that everyone parked along 
Goat Rock Road will be subject to payment of the fees. 

Stump Beach is located along a winding portion of SR 1 where shoulder access is limited by a 
steep embankment on one side of the highway and guard railing on the other side.  In other 
locations, roadside ditches and vegetation preclude parking along the shoulder.  There is a 
gravel area just across the highway from the Stump Beach entrance that could potentially fill 
up before the day use parking area but it is in a location where visitors would not be forced to 
create social trails to access the park.  

5.2. PUBLIC SAFETY 

Contacted CHP and Sherriff and waiting for responses.  

5.3. ADA ACCESSIBILITY 

Each project undertaken by State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with 
the Americans with Disabilities Act.  The project description in the original proposal did include 
a provision that included ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking 
spaces and fee stations.   

 

 

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 8 

March 21, 2016 DPR Submittal 

Page 32 of 113



 

5.4. NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

In 2015, Assembly Bill 52 (AB52) was passed and added to the Environmental Quality Act.  
The addition defined “tribal cultural resources” as: sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, 
sacred places and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe.  This new 
category of cultural resources must be included or determined eligible for inclusion on the 
California Register of Historical Resources, or a local register of historical resources.  The 
resources must be determined by the lead agency to be significant pursuant to criteria 
established by PRC 5024.1. 

AB52 requires that all Native American tribes, entities and individuals that have notified a State 
Agency in writing, to be informed of proposed projects, and  have an opportunity to consult 
with the lead agency regarding all cultural resources including tribal cultural resources. 

California State Parks practices on-going Native American consultation with two specific Native 
American entities in the Sonoma area, the Kashia Band of Pomo Indians of the Stewarts Point 
Rancheria, and the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria.  This on-going and project specific 
Native American consultation has failed to identify any previously recorded or identified tribal 
cultural resources within the project areas.  However, consultation is on-going to identify all 
concerns that Native American entities may have regarding this proposed project. 

As indicated from archival research and past and present field investigations, archaeological 
deposits appear not to be present in the project area of the proposed fee collection devises, 
upgrades and re-routes for parking or transportation will not cause an impact to previously 
identified archaeological resources.   

Discussion - Inadvertent Finds: Given the inherent nature of archaeological deposits, often 
contained in subsurface deposits, there always a possibility of encountering such resources 
despite conducting the proper investigative work.  To account for the inadvertent discovery of 
archaeological resources during project work, DPR will implement Specific Project 
Requirements Cult 1-5 and Standard Project Requirement 1, which is normal protocol for all 
DPR projects. 

Discussion – Discovery of Human Remains: The probability of unearthing human remains 
during project work is low; however, in the unlikely event, such finds are uncovered, DPR will 
implement the protocol developed in cooperation with the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) to handle these discoveries.  Standard Project Requirement Cult 2 is 
normal protocol for all DPR projects. 

Native American consultation with the Kashia Band of Pomo Indians of Stewart’s Point 
Rancheria and the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria, has failed to identify or indicate 
that any Tribal Cultural Resources are located within the proposed project area.  Native 
American consultation is a continuous and on-going process.   
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5.5 ANTICIPATED CHANGES IN USAGE PATTERNS 

The visitation in the proposed fee areas is expected to decrease by 25% in the first years of 
project implementation, based on comparable fee programs implemented in other State Park 
locations statewide.  However, attendance generally rebounded after the second year.  This 
visitation is expected to be displaced into other non-feed areas in the park.  However, this 
immediate outcome, will assist in addressing resource and facility impacts caused by overuse.  
State Parks believes that increased revenues to the District will improve the ability to maintain 
these high-use areas and potentially accommodate more visitors in the future. 
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REPORT PREPARATION 
 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
 
Northern Service Center 
Brad Michalk, Environmental Coordinator 
Roy Martin, Environmental Scientist 
Steve Hilton, Archeologist 
 
Sonoma-Mendocino District 
Mike Lair, Sector Superintendent 
Brendan O’Neil, Senior Environmental Scientist 
Gary Shannon, Landscape Architect 
Andrea Mapes, Associate Park and Recreation Specialist 
Russ Citlau, District Maintenance Chief 
 
Facilities Management 
Karl Knapp, Facilities Director 
Alexandra Stehl, Senior Park and Recreation Specialist 
Callie Hurd, Associate Park and Recreation Specialist 
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PARKING OVERVIEW IN SONOMA COAST STATE PARK AND  
SALT POINT STATE PARK 

____________________________________ 
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FID Park Unit Location Coastal Access Parking Type Parking Area Striped
Standard (Vehicle 
Spaces) ADA Oversize

Approx 
Total Facilities Trail Access Trail Type Ranger PLifegaurd PAdjacent Use(s) Existing (Fee)  Proposed (Fee) 

Existing Fee 
(Vehicle Spaces)

Proposed Fee  
(Vehicle Spaces) Notes

0 Sonoma Coast State Park Bodega East gravel 27200 100 1 101 RR, GC designated TH x x Park 8.00$                     101
1 Sonoma Coast State Park Bodega West x gravel 29700 90 2 92 RR, PA, GC designated CA, TH x x Park 8.00$                     92
2 Sonoma Coast State Park Campbell Cove x pavers 11600 25 2 27 RR, PA, GC designated CA x x Park 8.00$                    
3 Sonoma Coast State Park Carmet x paved 17400 57 57 designated CA x x Park/Residential
4 Sonoma Coast State Park Westshore/Gaffney Point shoulder 6 6 designated TH x Needs access improvements/impact mitigation ESHA
5 Sonoma Coast State Park Bay Flat gravel 18400 20 12 32 designated TH x County funded development with equestrian group. Likely DPR property and no CDP, no referral or request
6 Sonoma Coast State Park Bodega Dunes x paved x 44 4 48 RR, PA, GC designated CA x x Park 8.00$                    68 68
7 Sonoma Coast State Park Bean Ave./South Salmon x paved 15300 35 2 37 RR, GC designated CA x x
8 Sonoma Coast State Park North Salmon x paved 15900 32 3 35 RR, GC designated CA x x
9 Sonoma Coast State Park North Salmon #2 x paved 2800 25 25 designated CA x x
10 Sonoma Coast State Park North Salmon #3 x shoulder 27 27 designated CA x x
11 Sonoma Coast State Park Miwok x paved 1900 4 4 designated CA x x
12 Sonoma Coast State Park Coleman x paved 10300 26 26 designated CA x x
13 Sonoma Coast State Park Arched Rock x paved 15000 34 34 designated CA x x
14 Sonoma Coast State Park Marshall Gulch x paved 7200 22 22 designated CA x x
15 Sonoma Coast State Park Schoolhouse x paved 35600 77 77 RR, GC designated CA x x
16 Sonoma Coast State Park Portuguese x paved 26700 75 75 RR, GC designated CA x x
17 Sonoma Coast State Park Portuguese North x paved 5100 12 12 designated CA x x
18 Sonoma Coast State Park Gleason 1 paved 2700 6 6 vista x x
19 Sonoma Coast State Park Gleason 2 paved 6000 10 10 vista x x
20 Sonoma Coast State Park Rockview gravel 5400 8 8 PA vista x x
21 Sonoma Coast State Park Duncans Cove South x paved 11300 25 25 PA designated CA x x
22 Sonoma Coast State Park Duncans Cove North x paved 4600 14 14 designated CA x x
23 Sonoma Coast State Park Hog Back/Death Rock x paved 4600 20 20 PA designated CA x x
24 Sonoma Coast State Park Wright's Beach x paved 20200 60 60 RR, PA, GC designated CA x x Park 8.00$                    60 60
25 Sonoma Coast State Park Wright's Beach Kortum Trailhead gravel 6800 7 1 8 designated TH x x
26 Sonoma Coast State Park Carlevaro x paved 37200 40 40 designated CA, TH x x
27 Sonoma Coast State Park Shell Beach x paved 35800 x 38 4 42 RR, GC designated CA, TH x x Park/Residential 8.00$                   46
28 Sonoma Coast State Park Pacific View x paved 29400 35 35 designated CA x x
29 Sonoma Coast State Park Peaked Hill shoulder 31 31 designated TH x x
30 Sonoma Coast State Park Blind Beach x paved 4900 22 22 RR, GC designated CA x x Park 8.00$                   22
31 Sonoma Coast State Park South Goat Overlook shoulder 4 4 designated x x
32 Sonoma Coast State Park Arched View paved 8600 30 2 32 designated TH x x Park/Residential 8.00$                   32
33 Sonoma Coast State Park North Goat x paved 25100 x 72 4 76 RR, PA, GC designated CA x x Park 8.00$                   68
34 Sonoma Coast State Park South Goat x paved 41600 110 2 112 RR, GC designated CA x x Park 8.00$                   112
35 Sonoma Coast State Park Jenner VC x pavers 11 1 12 RR, PA, GC designated CA x x Park/Commercial
36 Sonoma Coast State Park Russian River Overlook shoulder 25 25 vista x x
37 Sonoma Coast State Park Cat Tracks x shoulder 25 25 designated CA x x
38 Sonoma Coast State Park Driftwood Beach x shoulder 15 15 non‐designated CA x x
39 Sonoma Coast State Park Twin Coves x shoulder 34 34 non‐designated CA x x
40 Sonoma Coast State Park Russian Gulch shoulder 12 12 designated x x
41 Sonoma Coast State Park Russian Gulch x gravel 18600 50 50 RR, PA, GC designated CA x x Park
42 Sonoma Coast State Park Pomo Canyon gravel 18400 40 1 41 RR, GC designated TH x Park 8.00$                 
43 Sonoma Coast State Park Willow Creek (E Camp) x gravel 6900 12 12 RR, GC designated CA x Park 8.00$                 
44 Sonoma Coast State Park Vista Point paved 5700 12 2 14 RR, PA, GC designated TH x Park
45 Sonoma Coast State Park Willow Creek Quarry x shoulder 25 25 designated CA x
46 Sonoma Coast State Park Second Crossing Shoulder shoulder 6 6 non‐designated x
47 Sonoma Coast State Park Pomo Shoulder shoulder 15 15 designated x
48 Sonoma Coast State Park Coleman Valley Rd. shoulder 6 6 designated TH x
49 Sonoma Coast State Park Upper Willow Creek Rd. shoulder 15 15 non‐designated x
82 Sonoma Coast State Park Freezeout Creek gravel 20500 15 3 18 designated TH x

50 Fort Ross State Historic Park Cardiacs x shoulder 20 20 non‐designated CA x x
51 Fort Ross State Historic Park Reef x shoulder 15 15 non‐designated CA x x
52 Fort Ross State Historic Park Reef Terrace x gravel 13600 35 35 non‐designated CA x x 8.00$                  35 35
53 Fort Ross State Historic Park Reef Campground Day Use x gravel 7500 15 15 RR, GC designated CA, TH x x Park 8.00$                  15 15
54 Fort Ross State Historic Park Cemetary shoulder 6 6 designated x
55 Fort Ross State Historic Park Orchard shoulder 6 6 designated TH x
56 Fort Ross State Historic Park Fort Ross Compound (ADA) x paved 1100 x 1 1 RR, PA, GC designated CA x x Park 8.00$                  1 1
57 Fort Ross State Historic Park Fort Ross Visitor Center x paved 49800 x 109 5 114 RR, PA, GC designated CA, TH x Park 8.00$                  114 114
58 Fort Ross State Historic Park Old Highway One x paved/gravel 5000 24 24 designated CA x x 8.00$                  24 24
59 Fort Ross State Historic Park Potato Patch x shoulder 25 25 designated CA x x
60 Fort Ross State Historic Park Kolmer x shoulder 30 30 non‐designated CA x x
61 Fort Ross State Historic Park Windemere gravel 14400 30 30 vista x x

62 Salt Point State Park South Trail shoulder 4 4 designated TH x
63 Salt Point State Park Gerstle x shoulder 20 20 designated CA, TH x x
64 Salt Point State Park Woodside x shoulder 6 6 designated CA, TH x x
65 Salt Point State Park Prairie Trail shoulder 3 3 designated TH x
66 Salt Point State Park Woodside Day Use paved 21000 23 2 25 RR, PA, GC designated TH x Park 8.00$                  25 25
67 Salt Point State Park Gerstle Overflow x pavers 21000 75 75 designated CA, TH x x 8.00$                  75 75
68 Salt Point State Park Gerstle Day Use x pavers 31000 100 2 10 112 RR, PA, GC designated CA, TH x x Park 8.00$                  112 112
69 Salt Point State Park South Gerstle Day Use x gravel 12100 26 26 RR, PA, GC designated CA x x Park 8.00$                  26 26
70 Salt Point State Park Warren Creek shoulder 8 8 non‐designated x
71 Salt Point State Park North Trail x shoulder 15 15 designated CA, TH x x
72 Salt Point State Park Stump Beach x shoulder 15 15 designated CA, TH x x
73 Salt Point State Park Stump Beach Day Use x gravel 11300 37 37 RR, PA, GC designated CA, TH x x Park 8.00$                   37
74 Salt Point State Park North Stump shoulder 4 4 vista x
75 Salt Point State Park South Fisk Mill Day Use x paved 10000 14 1 15 RR, PA, GC designated CA, TH x x Park 8.00$                  15 15
76 Salt Point State Park North Fisk Mill Day Use x paved 29200 12 2 17 31 RR, PA, GC designated CA, TH x x Park 8.00$                  31 31
77 Salt Point State Park Kruse Ranch x gravel 14700 25 25 designated CA, TH x x
78 Kruse Rhododendron SNR Kruse Rhododendron gravel 1500 x 6 RR, GC designated TH x Park
79 Salt Point State Park Deadman Gulch shoulder 1200 35 35 non‐designated x x
80 Salt Point State Park Horseshoe Point x shoulder 4400 9 9 designated CA, TH x x
81 Salt Point State Park Horseshoe Cove x shoulder 1200 15 15 non‐designated CA x x

Totals 2414 601 1111
Percent Total 25% 59%
Key Parking Types Facilities Trail Access

paved, pavers, gravel = surface type of formally designated parking area RR = Restroom designated = formally recognized system trail
Developed existing fee area shoulder = informal roadside pull out access PA = Picnic Area non‐designated = non system trail
Developed, proposed fee area GC = Garbage Collection vista = no trail access, coastal view spot
Other, no charge Trail Type
Developed, no charge CA = Coastal Access
Shoulder, no charge TH = Trailhead; Trail System/Lateral Access
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FID Park Unit Location
Coastal Access Parking Type Parking Area Striped

Standard 
(Vehicle Spaces)

ADA Total Facilities Entrance RoaTrail Access

0 Sonoma Coast State Park Bodega East gravel 27200 100 1 101 RR, GC 1750'  designated
1 Sonoma Coast State Park Bodega West x gravel 29700 90 2 92 RR, PA, GC designated

27 Sonoma Coast State Park Shell Beach x paved 35800 x 38 4 42 RR, GC designated

30 Sonoma Coast State Park Blind Beach x paved 4900 22 22 RR, GC designated
32 Sonoma Coast State Park Arched View paved 8600 30 2 32 designated
33 Sonoma Coast State Park North Goat x paved 25100 x 72 4 76 RR, PA, GC designated
34 Sonoma Coast State Park South Goat x paved 41600 110 2 112 RR, GC designated

73 Salt Point State Park Stump Beach Day Use x gravel 11300 37 37 RR, PA, GC designated
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Location Total Car Count 

Car Count less 
25% (anticipated 

decrease in 
visitation to 

selected area 
resulting from 

fees)

# of non-
payment/turnarou

nds/annual 
passes/residents/
park employees 
(1/3 of car count 

less 25% - Column 
C)

Day Use Projected 
Revenue (from 
Column D car 

count)

Projected Day Use 
Car Count (2/3 of 

total car count 
less 25% - Column 

C)

Projected Annual 
Day Use Revenue 

(Column F Car 
Count x $6/car)

Bodega Head 171,139                128354 42,785                   $0.00 85,570                   $513,417
Goat Rock 164,898                123674 41,225                   $0.00 82,449                   $494,694
Shell Beach 15,635                  11726 3,909                     $0.00 7,818                     $46,905
Stump Beach 1,183                    887 296                      $0.00 592                       $3,549
TOTAL DAY USE 
REVENUE 352,855                264641.25 88,214                   $0.00 176,428                 $1,058,565

Localized Annual 
Pass REVENUE 10,000                   $500,000

$1,558,565

Revenue Narrative Summary:  Car counters were installed at the Bodega Head and Goat Rock areas on 4/18/15 and at Shell Beach on 10/27/15 
and analyzed through 1/26/16 to gather raw data on car counts.  Projections were used for remaining months to estimate annual car count 

numbers by location for Bodega Head, Goat Rock and Shell beach.  Stump Beach estimated annual car count was derived using eROC revenue 
figures from a nearby facility (Fisk Mill), dividing by $8, and adding 30% for a total car count.  These raw car counts and estimated annual car 
counts were then used to project revenue.  The revenue projections assume that car count visitation numbers will decline as a result of fee 

implementation.  Based on similar implementations statewide, such as a fee increase at Orange Coast District in October 2009, it was projected 
that the total car count visitation number would decrease by 25%.  Thus, 75% of the total car counts were used as the basis for the projected car 
counts upon implementation.  Of these #'s, it was projected that 1/3 of the cars would not pay for a variety of reasons, including being residents, 
State employees, non-compliant, or passholders.  It was projected that 2/3 of the cars would pay either at day use fee, projected at $8/car or an 
hourly rate of $3/hour. It was determined that the average paid rate per car would be $6.00/car.  Local Annual Pass sales were projected using 

45% of Sonoma County Regional Parks total pass sales (22,000 passes) (10,000 passes x $50/pass)

GRAND TOTAL

Revenue Projections for Newly Proposed Fee Collection Areas
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NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
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Sonoma Coast Fee Collection Project Comments 
March 2016 

 
RECREATION and ACCESS 

# Comment Response 

1. Kiosk displaces parking and 
close access to Goat Rock 

Kiosks have been eliminated from the plan 
under consideration at this time. 

2.  Recreational activities will be 
compromised by traffic and 
fees 

The number of visitors to the parks are not 
expected to change.  Some park patrons may 
opt to park in day use areas that remain free 
of charge but there will be no increase in the 
number of visitors to the Parks as a result of 
the installation of the fee collection devices. 

3. Need photography workshops, 
rock climbing at Goat 
Rock/Stump Beach areas 

This comment is outside the scope of the 
project.   

4. Access to marine sanctuaries 
is through State Parks, now 
that access will be limited 

There will be the same number of parking 
spaces after the installation of the fee 
collection devices than there is currently.  
Therefore, one cannot say that access to 
marine sanctuaries will be any more limited 
than they are now. 
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REVENUE and FINANCIAL IMPACTS 

# Comment Response 

5. Fees will affect low income 
people 

There will be an ample number of free day use 
parking areas remaining after the fee 
collection devices are installed.  Furthermore, 
fees will only be charged during peak use 
times.  Finally, State Parks offers a pass to 
families qualifying under the income guidelines 
for a modest $5 processing fee.  

6. Another monetary burden from 
already high county taxes 

See response 5 above. 

7. Get off General Fund – get 
dedicated state funding 

Comment noted.  This comment 
acknowledges the realities that State Parks 
can no longer simply rely on the General Fund 
and must identify other sources of revenue to 
fund operations and programs. 

8. Make purchasing a (single) day 
use pass available at other 
locations beyond the entrance 
stations/collection stations (e.g., 
local businesses) 

Comment noted.  Any day use parking pass 
will be valid at any of the other fee day use 
parking areas located in Sonoma County 
coastal State Park units. 

9. Seek fee support from Sonoma 
County based on tourism $$ 
generated by State Parks 

State Parks has discussed various means of 
obtaining County support but those 
discussions have not led to any agreement for 
funding support. 

10. Acknowledge that State Parks 
need funding, but other funding 
sources need to be found 
besides increasing fee areas 
(one specific idea mentioned 
was diverting gas tax funds 

Comment noted.   
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# Comment Response 

from OHV to regular DPR use) 

11. What is the cost of 
implementation and ongoing 
operating costs of the 
proposal? 

Andy 

12. How often will fees be 
increased? 

At this time it is impossible to anticipate when 
fee increases (or decreases) may occur as 
those decisions will be made after State Parks 
has an opportunity to evaluate the success of 
the program.  

13. How much revenue do you 
expect to make? 

Andy 

14. Will this pave the way for more 
fees to be added later (in other 
areas)? 

At this time it is impossible to anticipate if more 
fees (and fee locations) will be added later.  
Regardless, any future additional fees will 
likely have to be heard by the CC. 

15. Suggestion of donation boxes 
(voluntary payment) 

Comment noted. 

16. Suggestion of “people powered 
parks” (Landpaths) model 

Landpaths was subsidized by grant funding 
and with no more grant funding available, they 
are no longer operating Willow Creek portion 
of Sonoma Coast State Park.  State Parks is 
considering a partnership model for future 
operational efficiencies at SCSP and other 
units in the system. 

17. Keep the $ local and not 
adversely affect livelihood of 
the communities that depend 
on the tourism 

New fee collection revenue will be used to 
provide improved services and facilities 
pursuant to PRC 5010.7(d). 

18. Encouraged group to be heard 
by sub-committee (budget 
resources committee) to get 
more general fund $ back to 
parks 

Comment noted.  This is an issue that requires 
involvement from others outside State Parks 
Administration. 
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# Comment Response 

19. Unfair to charge working poor; 
cited the failure to provide 
leisure opportunity as the cause 
of the fall of the Roman Empire 

See response 5 above. 

20. State Parks needs $, but needs 
to find other ways 

State Parks is simultaneously exploring 
internal efficiencies and maximizing 
partnerships with non-profits and concessions.   

21. Find other alternatives to 
charging fees 

Comment noted.  This is a larger policy issue 
that is beyond the scope of this project. 

22. Legislature is not doing its duty, 
seeing parks as commodity & 
pay to play 

Comment noted.  This is a larger policy issue 
that is beyond the scope of this project. 

23. Homeless population uses 
parks, unfair to increase fee 
areas 

See response 5 above. 

24. Propose TOT or gas tax as 
potential source of funding for 
parks 
 

Comment noted.  This is a larger policy issue 
that is beyond the scope of this project. 

   

 
 
AESTHETICS, LOGISTICS and PARKING IMPACTS 

# Comment Response 

25. Kiosks and iron rangers are 
unsightly 

Facilities will not be placed where the impact 
views.  State Parks will be looking at methods 
to maximize aesthetic qualities to the extent 
possible. 

26. Intrinsic values - sacred 
wilderness value 

Project is proposed only for existing developed 
areas and will not impact natural or cultural 
resources.   

27. Adding Willow Creek was not Comment noted. Willow Creek has been 
removed from the proposal.   
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# Comment Response 

appropriate 

28. Not enough information or 
thought has been given about 
the budget, expected revenue 
or future monitoring 

Comment noted.  More information regarding 
these issues is provided in the CCC 
application and State Parks will continue to 
provide information as it is generated. 

29. Opposition to added elements 
such as new paved areas 

No new paving or developed areas are being 
proposed with this project. 

30. Sonoma Coast is incomparable, 
remote, secluded, locally 
appreciated 

Comment noted. 

31. Interested in indigenous healing 
traditions; Bodega Head is holy 
ground, sacred 

See response 26. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL, RESOUCE PROTECTION and PERMITTING 

# Comment Response 

32. Are kiosks exempt from 
EIRs/CEQA review, or building 
permits? 

This comment is related to kiosks which are no 
longer being considered at this time. 

33. How can this important issue be 
addressed with only a Negative 
Declaration? 

While State Parks does acknowledge the 
controversy, controversy on its own is not 
enough to trigger an EIR if there is no 
substantial evidence that the project may have 
a significant effect on the environment.  
(CEQA Section 15064(f)(4)) 

34. When will the comment period Since the workshop, the kiosks/entry stations 
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# Comment Response 

for the current mitigated 
negative declaration begin? 

are no longer being considered.  Instead, fee 
collection devices will be installed as originally 
proposed and evaluated under CEQA.  
Therefore, no mitigated negative declaration 
will be prepared.  

35. Want to be certain I know of 
the CEQA document as soon 
as it is released and exactly 
where to find it. (Spencer 
Nilson, Chairperson, Sonoma 
Coast Surfrider Foundation) 

See response 34 above. 

36. Opposition to Bodega Head as 
fee area specifically, due to its 
cultural significance 

Comment noted.  State Parks is aware of the 
significance of the area as the start of the 
State’s environmental movement.  Regardless, 
overuse of this area does frequently occur and 
the intent of the project is to minimize those 
occurrences. 

37. Disagreement with “pay to play” 
policy and viewing 
parks/beaches as a commodity 

Comment noted.  This is a larger policy issue 
that is beyond the scope of this project. 

   

 
 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

# Comment Response 

38. More people will park along 
Highway 1 to avoid parking fees 
– safety concerns 

Parking along Highway 1 already occurs 
extensively.  Those areas where such parking 
could occur already does occur under existing 
conditions.  Most of the areas that are not now 
used for parking will not be used for parking in 
the future due to embankments, steep slopes, 
deep roadside ditches and dense vegetation.  
Additionally, numerous off-highway free 
parking areas will remain.  As such, the 
introduction of parking fees to currently free 
areas will not result in excessive shoulder 
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# Comment Response 

parking along Highway 1. 

39. Parking north of office on Hwy. 
1, posted “No Parking," is too 
large 

No Parking is signed by California Department 
of Transportation along Hwy 1.   

40. Too many rangers - these 
“expensive” employees should 
be turned into the less 
expensive employees. (interp., 
maint., etc) 

The number of rangers is based on 
operational need along the coast. Ranger staff 
covers 14 to 16 hours of a day.  

41. Hwy 1 parking issues - what is 
parks doing to mitigate impacts 
of vehicles along sides of road. 
(Cal-Trans, CHP)? 

Parking along Highway 1 already occurs 
extensively.  Those areas where such parking 
could occur already does occur under existing 
conditions.  Most of the areas that are not now 
used for parking will not be used for parking in 
the future due to embankments, steep slopes, 
deep roadside ditches and dense vegetation.  
Additionally, fees will only be charged during 
peak use periods and numerous off-highway 
free parking areas will remain.  As such, the 
introduction of parking fees to currently free 
areas will not result in excessive shoulder 
parking along Highway 1. 

42. Impact on local communities 
with vehicles backed-up 
(stacking) at entrance stations 

This comment is related to kiosks which are no 
longer being considered at this time. 

43. Bicycle safety concerns Implementation of the fee collection stations 
will have no effect on bicycle use and safety 
within or outside of the park. 
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LEGAL 

# Comment Response 

44. Disregards Coastal 
Commission guidelines 

The project is entirely consistent with the 
California Coastal Act, the Local Coastal Plan 
and the Sonoma Coast State Park General 
Plan.  Nowhere in any of these documents 
does it suggest that fees shall not be charged 
for parking. 

45. The Coastal Act calls for 
beaches to be free to the public 

The Coastal Act in fact calls for maximum 
public access but that does not preclude 
charging fees for parking.  As such, the project 
is entirely consistent with the California 
Coastal Act.   

   

   

   

   

   

 
 
 
COMMUNICATION and TRANSPARENCY 

# Comment Response 

46. When is public scoping session 
scheduled? 

There will be no public scoping session as the 
project (as revised) completed the CEQA 
process in 2012. 
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# Comment Response 

47. No opportunity for public 
comments at Feb. 17 meeting 

Comment noted.   

48. Stakeholder input was not 
inclusive enough, as there were 
other stakeholders groups that 
should have been consulted, 
such as: community of Jenner, 
tribal groups, Latino and low 
income groups, fire 
departments, Sonoma County 
Sheriff’s Office 

Stakeholder Group makeup was directed by 
the Coastal Commission. 

49. DPR Headquarters staff have 
not met with Sonoma County 
representatives as advised by 
the Coastal Commission 

State Parks has met with Sonoma County 
representatives and they in fact, were 
represented in the Stakeholder working group.   

50. More notice for this meeting 
should have been given 

State Parks acknowledges the brevity in the 
advanced notification.   

51. Advisory Group is a good idea Comment noted.  State Parks will implement a 
Sonoma Coast Advisory Group on a future on-
going basis to exchange information and 
maintain communications with the community. 

52. State Parks did not engage all 
stakeholders with recreational 
interests in process; need for 
public hearing 

See response 48 above. 

53. Bring back advisory committee 
which was disbanded 

See response 51 above. 
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# Comment Response 

54. Lack of good budget-revenue 
information that warrants 
charging fees 

48 

55. User data- counts, 
demographics, user analysis 
surveys and recreation surveys. 

State Parks will be maintaining vehicle counts 
and may expand data collection efforts in the 
future to inform future park management 
decisions. 
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Original CEQA 
Scope  (short term)    

Site Location Priority Proposed Improvement 
Fee Collection 
Related

Visitor 
Infrastructure 
Related

Visitor 
Ammenities Scope Comments

Goat Rock
Fee collection device and related site 
improvements

x Locations: Blind Beach Parking, North Goat Rock Parking, 
South Goat Rock Parking, Arched View Parking

Goat Rock Entrance Road Repairs X From Hwy 1 to Peaked Hill.  Pavement failure related to 
drainage issues. Need engineer to assess solution.

Blind Beach Beach Access Trail Repairs x need log & estimate

Blind Beach Parking Lot re‐striping & Gate x Existing AC surface, include ADA space and double gate.

Blind Beach Restroom Repairs x Assess need
North Goat Rock Parking Area re‐configuration  x re‐design parking layout w/barriers and new striping on 

existing AC surface
North Goat Rock Parking Area re‐striping x re‐design current striping configuration, add barriers, and re‐

stripe esisting AC surface
South Goat Rock restroom repairs x Assess need
South Goat Rock Beach Access Trail Repairs

x
Assess capability to improve to ADA compliant ‐‐ need log and 
estimate

Arched View Parking Lot striping x Stripe existing AC lot
Rock Climber's pullout and access trail 
improvement x

Formalize existing entrance road pullout to designated 
parking. Reroute access trail to avoid resource damage

Bodega Head
Fee collection device and related site 
improvements x

Locations: West Parking Lot & East Parking Lot

West Parking Lot resurfacing, barriers and 
drainage improvements

x

replace existing pole barriers on bluff side with large boulders, 
add base rock and regrade parking surface. Replace existing 
ADA parking spaces w/concrete and paved route to restroom.  
Drain lot inland.

West Parking Beach Access Trail Repairs x need log & estimate
Entrance Road Shoulder Repairs x existing AC road shoulders eroded, replace to preserve edges 

of AC
West parking area whale watching platform

x
New project to protect bluff top/edge and provide improved 
public access & viewing area (ADA compliant)

East Parking Lot repairs

x

remove stored debris, add base rock surfacing and regrade. 
Replace existing ADA parking spaces w/concrete and paved 
route to restroom.

East Parking Lot access road repairs
x

remove remaining AC surfacing, add base rock and re‐grade, 
replace gate at road intersection

Picnic Sites Upgrades at West & East Lots
x

Assess conditions of existing. Improve access to sites or 
relocate. Add ADA compliant sites.

Campbell Cove to Bodega Head connector trail
x

New project to trail connection to provide pedestrian link 
between Campbell Cove and upper Bodega Head

Campbell Cove and Hole in the Head site 
improvments

x

Assess and reconstruct existing viewing deck including; Interp 
signs, boardwalk access, and chain link fencing (remove and 
replace w/other barrier). Improve trail access to Campbell 
Cove (ADA compliant if feasible).

Shell Beach
Fee collection device and related site 
improvements x
Parking Lot re‐striping x
Designated Bus Parking

x
Improve entrance road shoulder (south side) to support bus 
parking. Base rock surfacing, barriers, and signing.

Kortum Trail Repairs
x Repair trall access from south side of parking lot to bridge

Develop picnic sites (3) x New picnic sites w/ tables (2 regular, 1 ADA compliant)

Stump Beach
Fee collection device and related site 
improvements x
Parking lot regrading and ADA parking

x

Regrade aggregate lot, add concrete ADA parking spaces (2) 
and paved path to restroom.  Modify barriers as needed for 
restroom location

Beach Access Trail Repairs x need log & estimate
Restroom Replacement

x
Replace non‐functional restroom (Shasta valult) with CXT vault 
restroom. Relocate new restroom adjacent to parking lot.

Pinic Sites Modifications
x x Improve access, level sites, include ADA site(s) conversion.

Develop existing well head for potable water use
x

Need to assess existing well information/condition and 
potential for development.

Other Proposed Visitor Serving Projects That Do Not Fall Within Proposed Fee Areas

Russian Gulch
Parking lot regrading and ADA parking regrade aggregate lot, add concrete ADA parking spaces (2) 

and paved path to restroom.
Restroom Replacement Replace non‐functional restroom (Shasta valult) with CXT vault 

restroom. 
North Salmon 
Creek

Symbolic fencing to protect Natural and Cultural 
resources

Provide improved visitor direction to trail access points. Avoid 
public use of fragile bluff tops.

Sonoma Coast State Park Proposed Projects Associated with Fee Collection

New CEQA Required                 
(long term)
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Bean Ave.

Re‐route existing beach access trail, stabilize 
moving dune

Existing trail through dunes problematic due to dune 
migration. Relocate for improved and direct public access. 
Stabilize impacted dune

Vista Point Resurface trails
Existing older ADA AC loop trail needs resurfacing. Assess 
needs to upgrade to current ADA compliance.

Wright's 
blufftop Improve parking for Kortum Trail south access

Limited existing bluff top parking. Look for alternative parking 
site

Unit‐wide Sign plan 
Barriers (vehicle and pedestrian)

Mar. 8, 2016
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Operation and Maintenance Plan 
Sonoma Coast Fee Collection Proposal 

March 2016 
 

Introduction 
A well-managed park balances the need to conserve natural and cultural resources with 
the need to provide quality outdoor recreational opportunities through sustainable 
maintenance and operations practices. In general, the level of maintenance necessary 
for sustainability varies from park to park, however, most park units require some type 
of annual maintenance and monitoring. 
 
Purpose  
The purpose of this plan is to ensure the highest quality operation and management of 
the state park units included in current Fee Proposal so as to ensure these areas will be 
maintained and operated to provide public access to California’s coastline. This plan 
has been developed based on current best practices and standards used by California 
State Parks.   
 
Goals and Recommendations 
Goal 1 
Create a maintenance program that ensures the maximum useful life of existing and 
future state park facilities on the Sonoma Coast. 
 
Recommendations 

• Provide adequate and well-trained park maintenance personnel. 
• Ensure park administrative, management, and maintenance staff have an 

appropriate understanding of the scope of work necessary for sustainable park 
maintenance so that adequate resources can be planned, budgeted, and 
acquired in a timely fashion. 

• Schedule facility inspections and develop work plans on a regular basis as 
needed (e.g., monthly, quarterly, annually) to ensure continued upkeep and 
repair of facilities.  Plan for realistic time frames when scheduling maintenance 
work. 

• Create and maintain a tracking system for individual park maintenance activities.  
Maintain all records for long-term maintenance planning and budgeting. 

• Identify infrastructure that is in need of immediate repairs, upgrades, or 
renovation.  Facilities that are essential should receive priority for corrective 
maintenance and repairs.  

• Identify facilities that are in poor condition or are not essential and schedule for 
removal. 

 
Goal 2 
Strive to use sustainable park management practices whenever possible. 
 
Recommendations 
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• Acquire appropriate equipment to perform maintenance effectively, efficiently, 
and in compliance with applicable rules and regulations. 

• Utilize best practices to ensure optimal protection of natural and cultural 
resources.  

• Ensure that staff and volunteers receive regular training regarding appropriate 
and sustainable maintenance and operations activities. 

 
Goal 3 
Operate and maintain a park and its trail system in partnership with the local 
community. 
 
Recommendations 

• Solicit public input using social media and comment/suggestion boxes placed in 
the parks. 

• Use community volunteer groups to assist in park beautification projects, e.g., 
restoration projects, invasive species control, installation of signage, beach 
clean-up, etc.  

• Create volunteer recognition programs to acknowledge groups or community 
members for their service. 

• Educate the public on park aesthetics and the benefits of sustainable park 
landscapes using brochures, websites, and signage. 

• Provide thorough park orientation and safety training to all volunteers. 
• Provide opportunities for mentoring and skill-building between park staff and 

volunteers. 
 
Goal 4 
Provide a positive park experience for visitors with diverse needs and interests. 
 
Recommendations 

• Disseminate accurate and provocative park information using a variety of 
methods and languages, including but not limited to webpages, social media, 
printed and online brochures, cell phone apps, signage, and personal programs. 

• Develop a routine maintenance and housekeeping program with the ability to 
adequately respond to visitor use patterns. 

• Solicit public input when developing new programs and facilities. 
• Gather data on visitor use patterns, needs and interests to inform future 

developments. 
• Provide training to park staff and volunteers in customer service best practices. 

 
Operations & Maintenance Requirements  
This plan identifies the general maintenance activities to be performed by park staff for the 
four parking areas included in the Fee Proposal.   
 
Below is a summary of the operation and maintenance needs for each proposed location. 
A complete breakdown of tasks is available at the end of the document.  
 

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 8 

March 21, 2016 DPR Submittal 

Page 75 of 113



Parking Area Device Locations 
Goat Rock Arched View  
 Blind Beach 
 South Goat Lot 
 North Goat Lot 
Bodega Head Bodega West Lot 
 Bodega East Lot 
Shell Beach  
Stump Beach  
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Sonoma Coast Operation Expenses 
Summary Totals

$1,321,902

PROGRAM Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Cost
Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Cost
Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Cost
Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Cost
Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Cost
Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Cost
 Materials/ 
Contract 

 Equipment 
 Program 
Total Cost 

Natural Resources 
Management          

includes cultural support

ENVIRONME
NTAL 

SCIENTIST
231 $11,707 SKILLED 

LABORER 514 $15,523 LABORER 672 $17,801 $5,934 $1,847 $52,812

Facilities and 
Housekeeping         

includes cultural support

SEAS MAINT 
AID 1371 $23,307 SEAS SR 

MAINT AID 444 $8,436 PMA 362 $9,589 PMW I 432 $13,678
MAINTENAN

CE 
MECHANIC

340 $14,224 SP EQPT 
OPERATOR 263 $10,207 $211,416 $28,783 $319,640

Interpretation and 
Education

SP INTERP I 320 $9,046 SEAS PARK 
INTERP SPEC 420 $8,820 SPPO 

(RANGER) 240 $11,105 $575  $‐    $29,547

Public Safety  and Fee 
Collection

SEAS LG I 15872 $365,056 SPPO 
(LIFEGUARD) 2920 $135,108 SPPO 

(RANGER) 6192 $286,504 SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID 3406 $64,705  $‐     $‐    $851,373

Cultural  Resources 
Management          

ASSOC 
STATE 
ARCHEO

315 $11,744 STATE HIST II 64 $3,099
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
65 $2,408

SENIOR 
STATE 

ARCHEOLOG
IST

12 $678

SEAS 
ARCHEO 
PROJ 

LEADER

6 $153

Principle 
Mechanical 

and 
Electrical 

16 $1,199 $49,250  $‐    $68,530

Sonoma Coast Sub Unit Operating Costs ‐ Goat Rock, Shell Beach, Bodega Head and Stump Beach
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Goat Rock Areas (Arched View, Blind Beach, South Goat Lot, North Goat Lot) 
Fee collection operational issues will be handled primarily by seasonal visitor services 
staff (Park Aides and Senior Park Aides), with support and supervision provided by 
State Park Peace Officers(R)’s and SPPOS(R)’s.  The reporting location for staff is 
Salmon Creek Ranger Station, which is a 40 minute round-trip drive from the Goat Rock 
Area.  The four proposed pay devices in this area will be checked routinely by seasonal 
visitor services staff to collect cash, credit and visitation data, restock ticket and receipt 
paper and ensure devices are fully functioning. Cash collected will be brought to the 
Salmon Creek Ranger Station for processing.  
 
Routine housekeeping, and grounds and facility maintenance will be handled by 
seasonal maintenance staff (Park Aides or Maintenance Aides), with support and 
supervision provided by PMWI’s and the PMS.  Restroom stalls (eight total), trash cans 
(10 total), recycling bins (nine total) and the immediate grounds in these areas will be 
serviced by seasonal maintenance staff.  Other grounds and landscaping maintenance 
items will be conducted on a cyclical basis.  
 
The Arched View area serves the northern portion of the Kortum Trail.  Routine trail 
maintenance for this area and the Blind Beach Access Trail will be handled by both 
permanent (PMWI, SL) and seasonal maintenance staff (SPA, MA), and supplemented 
through community projects and the Volunteers in Parks program. 
 
The Blind Beach Lot, which has been closed seasonally for several years due to staffing 
shortages and cost saving measures, will be re-opened year-round as a result of the 
proposed fees.  Opening this lot is anticipated to increase the need for law enforcement 
patrol and calls for service from park’s public safety staff.  Opening this lot is also 
anticipated to increase costs for septic pumping, trash disposal, housekeeping supplies, 
and general facility maintenance due to increased use by the public. 
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Goat Rock Operaton Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Natural Exotic Plant Control
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
65.5

SKILLED 
LABORER

148 LABORER 244  $1,960.00   $599.76 

Natural
Vegetation ‐ Succession 

Mgmt.
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
1.5

SKILLED 
LABORER

8  $40.00   $12.24 

Natural Annual Inspection
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
27  $24.00   $11.28 

94 156 244  $2,024.00   $623.28 

Facilities Buildings
Plumbing Maintenance 
& Repair (includes 

MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

16 PMW I 16  $498.49   $55.00 

Facilities Buildings Painting ‐ Interior PMA 8
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8  $95.00   $55.00 

Facilities Buildings Painting ‐ Touch Up PMA 4  $35.00   $30.98 

Facilities Buildings
Roof Coverings ‐ 

Maintenance & Repair
PMW I 8  $150.00   $27.20 

Facilities Buildings Carpentry PMW I 8  $100.00   $90.70 

Facilities Buildings
Window Maintenance & 

Repair
PMW I 16  $150.00   $30.98 

Facilities Buildings
Door & Lock 
Maintenance

MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

24  $849.56   $15.25 

Facilities Systems 
Electrical Maintenance 

& Repair
MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

16  $146.29   $85.20 

Facilities Systems 
Water Distribution 
System Repair

MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

40  $1,500.00   $268.00 

Facilities Systems 
Water System ‐ 

Treatment & Inspection
MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

150
WATER AND 
SEWAGE 

192  $3,885.30   $297.98 

Facilities Buildings Vault Toilet Pumping
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $2,520.00 

Facilities Buildings, Misc. Structures Vandalism
MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

16 PMW I 24
SEAS MAINT 

AID
24  $500.00   $85.20 

Facilities Grounds Mowing PMA 40
SEAS MAINT 

AID
40  $285.00 

Facilities Grounds Weeding PMA 40
SEAS MAINT 

AID
40  $50.00 

Facilities Housekeeping Garbage Pick Up
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $2,933.55 

Facilities Housekeeping
Clean Comfort Station, 
Vault Toilet, Poggying 

SEAS SR MAINT 
AID

283
SEAS MAINT 

AID
283  $500.00   $125.00 

Facilities Misc. Structures
Day Use Furniture 
Maintenance

PMW I 8  $606.40   $68.69 

Facilities Misc. Structures Gate Maint. & Repair PMW I 4
SEAS MAINT 

AID
4  $533.00   $21.15 

Facilities Housekeeping
Fire Extinguisher 

Monthly/Annual Service
SEAS SR MAINT 

AID
1  $6.78 

Facilities Misc. Structures Fencing Maint. & Repair  PMW I 8
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8 SP

 

EQ
PT

 

O
PE
R

AT
O
R

8  $1,650.00   $42.90 

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATIONPROGRAM TASKS
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Goat Rock Operaton Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATIONPROGRAM TASKS

Facilities Roads
Asphalt Road and 

Parking Maintenance
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
51.41 PMW I 43.7 PMA 51  $89,593.48   $7,449.48 

355.41 658.7 83  $106,246.07   $9,090.49 

Interpretation and 
Education

Park Interpretation Roving Interpretation SP INTERP I 80 SEAS PARK 
INTERP SPEC 105

SPPO 
(RANGER)

80  $143.87 

80 105 80  $143.87 

Public Safety ‐ 
Aquatics

Lifeguard Operations ‐ Shift 
Work

Vehicle Patrol ‐ Patrol 
Beaches using Seasonal 

and Permanent Lifeguards
SEAS LG I 3224 SEAS LG II 744

Public Safety ‐ Law 
Enforcement

Patrol Patrol ‐  SPPO Lifeguard SPPO (LIFEGUARD) 730

Public Safety ‐ Law 
Enforcement

Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger SPPO (RANGER) 1460

Public Safety ‐ Law 
Enforcement

Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger SPPO (RANGER) 88

Recreational Svs 
(Day Use and 
Overnight 

Management)

APM Operation (4 APMS)
APM Daily Maintenance 
Housingkeepng and Fee 

Collection 

SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID

505

Recreational Svs 
(Day Use and 
Overnight 

Management)

APM Operation (4 APMS) Public Interaction
SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID

547.5

6554.5 744  $‐   

Cultural Archaeology
Present talks on current 
archaeological research 

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

16

Cultural Archaeology
Conduct 

communications with 
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

50

Cultural Archaeology
Conduct archaeological 

site inspections
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

6.25
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

6.25

Cultural Archaeology
Complete DPR 523 

Series form updates and 
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

6.25
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

6.25

Cultural Archaeology
Conduct archaeological 
site protection based 

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

2.5 PMW I 4 ENVIRONMENTA
L SCIENTIST 4

SENIOR 
STATE 

4
Principle 

Mechanical 
4  $6,250.00 

Cultural Archaeology
Update unit data file to 

include current 
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

2
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

2

Cultural Archaeology
Prepare Annual PRC 5024 

Activities Report for 
Archaeological SHPO ‐

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

2
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

2

Cultural Archaeology
Modify and update 
cultural GIS to reflect 
current archaeological

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1.5
RESRCH ANA 

I ‐ GIS
1.5

ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

1.5
SEAS 

ARCHEO 
1.5

Cultural Historical
Site Condition 

Assessment ‐ Level 1
STATE HIST II 7.5

Cultural Historical
Complete DPR 523 
series forms for 

STATE HIST II 3
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Goat Rock Operaton Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATIONPROGRAM TASKS

Cultural Historical
Conduct historical site 
protection based upon 

STATE HIST II 3 PMW I 3 MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC 3  $6,250.00 

100 25 8.5 5.5 4  $12,500.00 
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Bodega Head Areas (Bodega West Lot, Bodega East Lot) 
Fee collection operational issues will be handled primarily by seasonal visitor services 
staff (Park Aides and Senior Park Aides), with support and supervision provided by 
SPPO(R)’s and SPPOS(R)’s.  The reporting location for staff is Salmon Creek Ranger 
Station, which is a 20 minute round-trip drive from the Bodega Head area.  The two 
proposed fee collection devices in this area will be checked routinely by seasonal visitor 
services staff to collect cash, credit and visitation data, restock receipt and ticket paper 
and ensure devices are fully functioning. Field collections will be brought to the Salmon 
Creek Ranger Station for processing.  
 
Routine housekeeping and maintenance activities will be handled by seasonal 
maintenance staff (Park Aides or Maintenance Aides), with support and supervision 
provided by PMWI’s and the PMS. The restroom stalls (four total), trash cans (six total), 
recycling bins (three total) and the immediate grounds in these areas will be serviced by 
seasonal maintenance staff.  Other grounds and landscaping maintenance will be 
conducted on a cyclical basis.   
 
This area serves the Bodega Head and Overlook Trails.  Routine trail maintenance for 
the trails on Bodega Head will be handled by both permanent maintenance staff (PMWI, 
SL) and seasonal maintenance staff (SPA, MA), and supplemented through community 
projects and the Volunteers in Parks program. 
 
The Bodega Head East Lot, which has been closed for several years due to staffing 
shortages and cost saving measures, will be re-opened year-round as a result of the 
proposed fees.  Re-opening this lot is anticipated to increase the need for law 
enforcement patrol and calls for service from park’s public safety staff.  Re-opening this 
lot is also anticipated to increase costs for septic pumping, trash disposal services, 
housekeeping supplies, and general facility maintenance due to increased use by the 
public. 
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Bodega Head Operation Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

1 Natural Exotic Plant Control
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
89

SKILLED 
LABORER

220 LABORER 300  $2,600.00   $795.60 

2 Natural
Vegetation ‐ Succession 

Mgmt.
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
4.5

SKILLED 
LABORER

22  $120.00   $58.14 

3 Natural
Management Unit 
Annual Inspection

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SCIENTIST

12  $10.00   $4.70 

4 Natural Hunt Non‐Native Animal
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
2

SKILLED 
LABORER

12  $10.00   $5.88 

5 107.5 254 300  $2,740.00   $864.32 
6

7 Facilities Buildings
Plumbing Maintenance 
& Repair (includes 

MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

16 PMW I 16  $659.03 

8 Facilities Buildings
Painting ‐ 

Interior/Exterior
PMA 24

SEAS MAINT 
AID

24  $155.00   $110.00 

9 Facilities Buildings Painting ‐ Touch Up PMA 4
SEAS MAINT 

AID
4  $40.00   $30.98 

10 Facilities Buildings
Window Maintenance & 

Repair
PMW I 16  $150.00   $30.98 

11 Facilities Buildings
Door & Lock 
Maintenance

MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

16 PMW I 16  $1,415.93   $15.25 

12 Facilities Buildings, Misc. Structures Vandalism
MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

24 PMW I 24
SEAS MAINT 

AID
24  $500.00   $85.20 

13 Facilities Grounds Mowing PMA 40
SEAS MAINT 

AID
40  $285.00 

14 Facilities Grounds Weeding PMA 40
SEAS MAINT 

AID
40  $42.00 

15 Facilities Housekeeping Garbage Pick Up
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $1,173.41 

16 Facilities Buildings Vault Toilet Pumping
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $4,550.00 

17 Facilities Misc. Structures Gate Maint. & Repair PMW I 8
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8  $250.00 

18 Facilities Housekeeping
Vault Toilet and Use 
Area Housekeeping, 

PMA 100
SEAS MAINT 

AID
400

SEAS SR 
MAINT AID

400  $500.00   $125.00 

19 Facilities Trails
Annual Trail  
Maintenance

PMW I 90
CONTRACTE
D LABOR

428.79  $10,857.84   $2,668.00 

20 Facilities Misc. Structures
Day Use Furniture 
Maintenance

PMW I 8  $558.13   $68.69 

21 Facilities Roads
Asphalt Road and 

Parking Maintenance
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
30 PMW I 16 PMA 30  $48,336.00   $3,724.74 

22 Facilities Roads
Gravel/Native Material 

Parking Lot 
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
80

SEAS MAINT 
AID

80  $13,863.00   $7,695.00 

23 Facilities Roads Barricade Maintenance
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
10

SEAS MAINT 
AID

10  $1,462.60   $450.00 

24 613.5 1360.79 754  $87,210.94   $16,195.16 
25

26
Interpretation and 

Education
Park Interpretation Roving Interpretation SP INTERP I 80 SEAS PARK 

INTERP SPEC 105
SPPO 

(RANGER)
80  $143.87 

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

#

PROGRAM TASKS
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Bodega Head Operation Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

#

PROGRAM TASKS

27 80 105 80  $143.87 
28

29
Public Safety ‐ 

Aquatics
Lifeguard Operations ‐ Shift 

Work

Vehicle Patrol ‐ Patrol 
Beaches using Seasonal 

and Permanent Lifeguards
SEAS LG I 3224 SEAS LG II 744

SPPO 
(LIFEGUARD)

30
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Patrol ‐  SPPO Lifeguard SPPO (LIFEGUARD) 730

31
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger SPPO (RANGER) 1460

32
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger SPPO (RANGER) 88

33

Recreational Svs 
(Day Use and 
Overnight 

Management)

APM Operation (2 APMS)
APM Daily Maintenance 
Housingkeepng and Fee 

Collection 

SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID

450

34

Recreational Svs 
(Day Use and 
Overnight 

Management)

APM Operation (1 APMS) Public Interaction
SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID

547.5

35 6499.5 744  $‐   
36

37 Cultural Archaeology
Present talks on current 
archaeological research 

and planning

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

9.6

38 Cultural Archaeology
Conduct 

communications with 
tribal communities

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

30

39 Cultural Archaeology
Conduct archaeological 

site inspections
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

3.75
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
3.75

40 Cultural Archaeology

Complete DPR 523 
Series form updates and 
mapping for recorded 
archaeological sites ‐ 

Level 1

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

3.75
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
3.75

41 Cultural Archaeology

Conduct archaeological 
site protection based 
upon assessment 
findings ‐ Level 1

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1.5 PMW I 2.4
ENVIRONME

NTAL 
SCIENTIST

2.4

SENIOR 
STATE 

ARCHEOLOG
IST

2.4

Principle 
Mechanical 

and 
Electrical 
Engineer 

2.4  $3,675.00 

42 Cultural Archaeology

Update unit data file to 
include current 

archaeological resource 
documentation

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1.2
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
1.2
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Bodega Head Operation Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

#

PROGRAM TASKS

43 Cultural Archaeology

Prepare Annual PRC 5024 
Activities Report for 
Archaeological SHPO ‐ 

Level 1

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1.2
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
1.2

44 Cultural Archaeology

Modify and update 
cultural GIS to reflect 
current archaeological 

resource conditions ‐ Level 
1

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1
RESRCH ANA 

I ‐ GIS
1

ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
1

SEAS 
ARCHEO 
PROJ 

LEADER

1

45 Cultural Historical
Site Condition 

Assessment ‐ Level 1
STATE HIST II 4.5

46 Cultural Historical

Complete DPR 523 
series forms for 

mapping recorded 
historic properties ‐ 

Level  1

STATE HIST II 1.8

47 Cultural Historical

Conduct historical site 
protection based upon 
assessment findings ‐ 

Level 1

STATE HIST II 12 PMW I 12 MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC 12  $3,675.00 

48 70.3 25.3 15.4 3.4 2.4  $7,350.00 
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Shell Beach Area 
Fee collection operational issues will be handled primarily by seasonal visitor services 
staff (Park Aides and Senior Park Aides), with support and supervision provided by 
SPPO(R)’s and SPPOS(R)’s.  The reporting location of staff is Salmon Creek Ranger 
Station, which is a 20 minute round-trip drive from the Shell Beach area.  However, it is 
on the same route as the Goat Rock Area, so the travel time to this location will be 
included in the Goat Rock Area travel time.  The single proposed pay device in this area 
would be checked routinely by seasonal visitor services staff to collect cash, credit and 
visitation data, restock receipt and ticket paper and ensure device is fully functioning. 
Field collections will be brought to the Salmon Creek Ranger Station for processing.  
 
Routine housekeeping maintenance will be handled by seasonal maintenance staff 
(Park Aide or Maintenance Aide), with support and supervision provided by PMWI’s and 
the PMS.  Restroom stalls (two total), trash cans (two total), recycling bins (one total), 
and the immediate grounds in these areas will be serviced by seasonal maintenance 
staff.  Other grounds and landscaping maintenance will be conducted on a cyclical 
basis.   
 
This area serves the southern portion of the Kortum Trail and the western portions of 
the Pomo Canyon and Red Hill Trails.  Routine trail maintenance for this area will be 
handled by both permanent maintenance staff (PMWI, SL) and seasonal maintenance 
staff (SPA, MA), and supplemented through community projects and the Volunteers in 
Parks program. 
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Shell Beach Operation Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

1 Natural Exotic Plant Control
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
40,5

SKILLED 
LABORER

96 LABORER 128  $1,120.00   $342.72 

2 Natural
Vegetation ‐ Succession 

Mgmt.
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
1.5

SKILLED 
LABORER

8  $40.00   $12.24 

3 Natural Annual Inspection
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
12  $10.00   $4.70 

4 13.5 104 128  $1,170.00   $359.66 
5

6 Facilities Housekeeping
Vault Toilet and Use 
Area Housekeeping

SEAS SR MAINT 
AID

80
SEAS MAINT 

AID
109  $480.00 

7 Facilities Housekeeping Vault Toilet Pumping
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $1,400.00 

8 Facilities Misc. Structures Gate Maint. & Repair PMW I 2
SEAS MAINT 

AID
2  $150.00   $21.15 

9 Facilities Housekeeping Garbage Pick Up
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $586.71 

10 Facilities Misc. Structures Interp. Panels PMW I 2
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8  $230.00   $18.10 

11 Facilities Buildings
Vault Restroom 

Maint/Repair
PMW I 4 PMA 8  $207.04   $30.98 

12 Facilities Buildings
Door & Lock 
Maintenance

PMW I 4
MAINTENAN

CE 
4  $207.70   $15.25 

13 Facilities Roads
Gravel/Native Material 

Parking Lot 
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
32

SEAS MAINT 
AID

32  $3,408.00   $399.20 

14 Facilities Roads
Asphalt Road 
Maintenance

SP EQPT 
OPERATOR

2
SEAS MAINT 

AID
2  $852.00   $1,162.42 

15 Facilities Misc. Structures Fencing Maint. & Repair  PMW I 8
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8

SP EQPT 
OPERATOR

8  $186.60   $17.38 

16 Facilities Trails
Annual Trail  
Maintenance

PMW I 20
CONTRACTE
D LABOR

84  $2,125.00   $425.55 

17 Facilities Misc. Structures Table Maint. & Repair PMA 8
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8  $357.00   $68.69 

18 82 156 8  $9,710.05   $2,137.57 

19

20
Interpretation and 

Education
Park Interpretation Roving Interpretation SP INTERP I 80 SEAS PARK 

INTERP SPEC 105
SPPO 

(RANGER)
80  $143.87 

21 80 105  $143.87 
22

23
Public Safety ‐ 

Aquatics
Lifeguard Operations ‐ Shift 

Work

Vehicle Patrol ‐ Patrol 
Beaches using Seasonal 

and Permanent Lifeguards
SEAS LG I 3224 SEAS LG II 744

SPPO 
(LIFEGUARD)

24
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Patrol ‐  SPPO Lifeguard SPPO (LIFEGUARD) 730

25
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger SPPO (RANGER) 1460

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

#

PROGRAM TASKS
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Shell Beach Operation Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

#

PROGRAM TASKS

26
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger SPPO (RANGER) 88

27

Recreational Svs 
(Day Use and 
Overnight 

Management)

APM Operation (1 APMS)
APM Daily Maintenance 
Housingkeepng and Fee 

Collection 

SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID

404

28

Recreational Svs 
(Day Use and 
Overnight 

Management)

APM Operation (1 APMS) Public Interaction
SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID

547.5

29 5502 744  $‐   
30

31 Cultural Archaeology
Present talks on current 
archaeological research 

and planning

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

38.4

32 Cultural Archaeology
Conduct 

communications with 
tribal communities

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

120

33 Cultural Archaeology
Conduct archaeological 

site inspections
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

15
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
15

34 Cultural Archaeology

Complete DPR 523 
Series form updates and 
mapping for recorded 
archaeological sites ‐ 

Level 1

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

9
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
9

35 Cultural Archaeology

Conduct archaeological 
site protection based 
upon assessment 
findings ‐ Level 1

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

5.4 PMW I 9.6
ENVIRONME

NTAL 
SCIENTIST

9.6

SENIOR 
STATE 

ARCHEOLOG
IST

9.6

Principle 
Mechanical 

and 
Electrical 
Engineer 

9.6  $14,700.00 

36 Cultural Archaeology

Update unit data file to 
include current 

archaeological resource 
documentation

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

4.8
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
4.8

37 Cultural Archaeology

Prepare Annual PRC 5024 
Activities Report for 
Archaeological SHPO ‐ 

Level 1

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

4.8
ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
4.8

38 Cultural Archaeology

Modify and update 
cultural GIS to reflect 
current archaeological 

resource conditions ‐ Level 
1

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

3.6
RESRCH ANA 

I ‐ GIS
3.6

ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
3.6

SEAS 
ARCHEO 
PROJ 

LEADER

3.6
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Shell Beach Operation Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

#

PROGRAM TASKS

39 Cultural Historical
Site Condition 

Assessment ‐ Level 1
STATE HIST II 18

40 Cultural Historical

Complete DPR 523 
series forms for 

mapping recorded 
historic properties ‐ 

Level  1

STATE HIST II 7.2

41 Cultural Historical

Conduct historical site 
protection based upon 
assessment findings ‐ 

Level 1

STATE HIST II 7.2 PMW I 7.2
MAINTENAN

CE 
MECHANIC

7.2  $14,700.00 

42 233.4 54 20.4 13.2 9.6  $29,400.00 
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Stump Beach Area 
Fee collection and pay station operational issues will be handled by seasonal visitor 
services staff (Park Aide, Senior Park Aides) with support and supervision provided by 
SPPOS(R)’s.  Reporting location of staff is the Salt Point Ranger Station, which is a 10 
minute round-trip drive from the Stump Beach area, however, it is on the same route as 
an existing fee area at Fisk Mill Cove, so the travel time to this area is already included 
in the existing operations costs of the District.  The single proposed pay device in this 
area would be checked routinely by visitor services staff to collect cash and credit data, 
ensure receipt paper supplies and full functioning of devices.  Field collections would be 
returned and brought to the Salt Point Ranger Station for processing by seasonal visitor 
services staff.   
 
Routine housekeeping, grounds and facility maintenance will be handled by seasonal 
maintenance staff (Park Aide or Maintenance Aide), with support and supervision 
provided by PMWI and the PMS.  The 1 restroom stall, 1 trash can, and the immediate 
facility grounds in these areas will be serviced by seasonal maintenance staff.  Mowing 
and periodic grounds maintenance in these areas typically occurs cyclically.  Reporting 
location of staff is Salt Point Maintenance Shop, which is a 10 minute round-trip drive 
from the Stump Beach Area.  
 
The routine maintenance of the Stump Beach Trail, access trail to the beach, and the 
portions of the Coastal Trail served at this location will be handled by both permanent 
maintenance staff (PMWI, SL) and seasonal maintenance staff (SPA, MA), and 
supplemented through community projects and the Volunteers in Parks program. 
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Stump Beach Operation Expenses

Program
Program 

Subcatagory
Operational Task  Materials   Equipment 

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Facilities Housekeeping
Vault Toilet and Use 
Area Housekeeping

SEAS SR MAINT 
AID

80
SEAS MAINT 

AID
109  $500.00   $250.00 

Facilities Housekeeping Vault Toilet Pumping
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $840.00 

Facilities Misc. Structures Gate Maint. & Repair PMW I 2
SEAS MAINT 

AID
2  $150.00   $21.15 

Facilities Buildings
Vault Restroom 

Maint/Repair
PMW I 4 PMA 8  $103.52   $46.50 

Facilities Buildings
Door & Lock 
Maintenance

PMW I 4 MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC  $103.85   $15.25 

Facilities Buildings Carpentry Repair PMW I 12
SEAS MAINT 

AID
4  $150.00   $90.70 

Facilities Roads
Gravel/Native Material 

Parking Lot 
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
32

SEAS MAINT 
AID

32  $2,938.00   $625.00 

Facilities Roads
Asphalt Road 
Maintenance

SP EQPT 
OPERATOR

2
SEAS MAINT 

AID
2  $3,408.00   $49.90 

Facilities Misc. Structures Fencing Maint. & Repair  PMW I 8
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8 SP

 

EQ
PT

 

O
PE
R

AT
O
R

8  $186.60   $17.38 

Facilities Trails
Annual Trail  
Maintenance

PMW I 8
CONTRACTE
D LABOR

11  $851.53   $425.55 

Facilities Misc. Structures Table Maint. & Repair PMA 8
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8  $357.00   $68.69 

80 75 8  $8,248.50   $1,360.12 

Interpretation and 
Education

Park Interpretation Roving Interpretation SP INTERP I 80 SEAS PARK 
INTERP SPEC 105  $143.87 

80 105  $143.87   $2,637.34 

Public Safety ‐ 
Aquatics

Lifeguard Operations ‐ Shift 
Work

Vehicle Patrol ‐ Patrol 
Beaches using Seasonal 

and Permanent Lifeguards
SEAS LG I 3224 SEAS LG II 744

SPPO 
(LIFEGUARD)

Public Safety ‐ Law 
Enforcement

Patrol Patrol ‐  SPPO Lifeguard SPPO (LIFEGUARD) 730

Public Safety ‐ Law 
Enforcement

Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger SPPO (RANGER) 1460

Public Safety ‐ Law 
Enforcement

Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger SPPO (RANGER) 88

Recreational Svs 
(Day Use and 
Overnight 

Management)

APM Operation (1 APMS)
APM Daily Maintenance 
Housingkeepng and Fee 

Collection 

SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID

404

Recreational Svs 
(Day Use and 
Overnight 

Management)

APM Operation (1 APMS) Public Interaction
SEAS SENIOR 
PARK AID

547.5

5758 1048 8 0 0  $‐   

PROGRAM TASKS

Labor Classification(s) Needed

1 2 3 4 5

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION
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All Proposed Fee Areas 
While serving the field collection and routine maintenance and housekeeping functions, 
seasonal visitor services and maintenance staff would also provide park information to 
visitors upon request and update other park staff on field conditions, maintenance 
needs, and visitation activity.   
 
Aquatic safety and emergency response services will continue to be provided by 
existing Seasonal Lifeguard and SPPO(L) staff.  As noted above, there may be an 
increase in patrol time and calls for service associated with specific areas being re-
opened as a result of the proposed fee areas. 
 
Law enforcement and emergency response will continue to be provided by existing 
SPPO and SPPOS(R) staff.  Increased need for theft and vandalism prevention patrol 
and response, as well as increased payment enforcement is anticipated as a result of 
proposed pay devices.  An increase in administrative time for review of park citations 
and requests for refunds and change is expected.   
 
SPPO(R)’s and SPPOS(R)’s approve the accounting documents and transport the bank 
deposits to the bank located in Guerneville (a 1 hour round-trip drive from the Salmon 
Creek Ranger Station and a 2 hour round-trip drive from Salt Point State Park).  
Although accounting time will increase as a result of the proposed pay devices, the 
bank transport costs are not anticipated to increase, as the frequency of bank transports 
will remain consistent with existing operations. 
 
Annual road and parking surface maintenance all areas will be handled primarily by 
permanent maintenance staff (HEO, PMWI, PMS, SL) with assistance from seasonal 
maintenance staff, or via State contract. 
 
Contract management and payment for services associated with automated pay 
devices, credit card processing, septic pumping, and garbage collection for all areas will 
be handled via the District administrative staff, primarily a Staff Services Analyst and 
Management Services Technician.   
 
The current Volunteer In Parks program serving the proposed fee areas will continue to 
be co-managed by the District and Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods.  Volunteers 
are utilized for a variety of program areas including interpretation and education, 
stewardship projects, citizen science and trail maintenance to enhance visitor 
experiences and supplement park programs.      
 
In addition to periodic and ongoing restoration and preservation projects, monthly 
monitoring for impacts to natural and cultural resources, will be carried out by qualified 
park staff (ES, SES, SA). 
 
Development plans, non-routine maintenance projects, and new visitor service 
programs (such as roving interpretation) will be conceptualized, budgeted, and 
permitted by the District core staff, as funds are available.  These costs are difficult to 
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predict and are dependent upon funding and staffing capacities at the time funding 
becomes available. By charging fee at these sites, it increases the potential 
opportunities for future funding. 
 
Key Recommendations 
The plan is intended to enable the Department to improve the identification, justification, 
and prioritization of maintenance requirements for park and recreation areas. This is 
achieved by establishing a clear quantification of resources necessary to maintain the 
current system, accounting for aging facilities that continually deteriorate from use, 
increased visitation, and shrinking budgets. Specifically, the key recommendations were 
developed from the context that park areas and facilities are currently under-maintained, 
with insufficient labor and budget resources inhibiting the staff to maintain current 
standards with deteriorating facilities and increased visitation.  
 
Address Design Issues  
There are a number of facilities featuring design issues that increase the associated 
maintenance requirements. Specific examples of this include parking areas, roadways, 
and trails subject to coastal erosion, and maintaining ADA compliance of accessible 
trails. The design issues identified do not appear to be the fault of any party, but rather 
the result of evolved circumstances and natural processes along the coast. It is critical 
to properly scope these issues and work to address them over a phased time period in 
order to improve the overall quality of sites and facilities, as well as improve the 
efficiency of regular maintenance requirements.  
 
Standardize Regular Maintenance Requirements  
Over the years, the regular maintenance requirements have become fairly normalized 
and can be quantified by labor hours necessary to perform task in order to estimate 
additional maintenance requirements. While not all standardized projections for regular 
maintenance requirements of sites and facilities are provided, examples of the types of 
functions recommended to standardize include:  

• Established standards for maintenance of different types of sites and facilities  
• Labor requirements per site including seasonal fluctuations  
• Material and supply requirements  
• Equipment requirements  
• Utilities and miscellaneous expenses  

 
Utilize Best Management Practices 
Best management practices for park and recreation agencies integrate sustainability 
approaches within maintenance management efforts. Several of these are related 
directly or indirectly to maintenance responsibilities. This includes energy conservation, 
use of hybrid or electric vehicles, use of solar power, reducing staff driving time, and 
recycling. The recommended best practices described below can be integrated into the 
proposed fee collection area’s management priorities for purposes of preserving the 
resources and ensuring the quality and integrity of facilities.  
• Best managed park and recreation systems have a maintenance budgeting system 

(Maximo) in place to track the cost of maintenance, utilities, supplies, equipment and 
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employee time for parks and recreation facilities based on set standards. Maximo 
also manages facilities lifecycles for all replacement schedules to keep parks and 
facilities up to the level they need to so the public will enjoy them for a long period of 
time.  

• Best practice agencies have an equipment replacement program established and 
funded to keep equipment tied to employee productivity and supporting the 
efficiency goals of the agency.  

• Best management agencies have maintenance management plans in place to keep 
control of maintenance costs and efficiency.  

• Best practice agencies have established design standards for parks and recreation 
facilities based on sustainable practices and desired outcome.  

• Best practice agencies have maintenance and program standards that support 
design standards to operate as efficiently as possible while supporting the customer 
service requirements of the program or facility.  

 
Address Deferred Maintenance 
There are a number of sites and facilities within the proposed fee collection areas that 
are in need of upgrade or rehabilitation to decrease associated maintenance 
requirements, improve the protection of the resources and improve the visitor’s 
experience. Visitor expectations of park / facility conditions will be higher for fee areas. 
Addressing design issues like these are generally costly, and in some cases require 
additional planning efforts.  
Not all design issues are addressed within this aspect of the plan. Only those that 
directly or indirectly increase the maintenance requirements or decrease the efficiency 
of the maintenance team in performing necessary tasks are detailed. Future 
improvements are planned and can be viewed in detail in Appendix F.  

Projecting Future Requirements  
A common dilemma of Park and Recreation agencies around the United States is the 
inability to adequately resource the requirements to maintain the quality and integrity of 
sites and facilities. This is particularly true of highly visited recreation areas. Park and 
Recreation budgets are rarely sufficient to strictly adhere to industry best practices for 
asset protection and regular facility maintenance. This creates the need for prioritizing 
resources and maintenance projects. This usually results in growing inventories of 
deferred maintenance that become increasingly difficult to fully address over time. For a 
detailed list of future improvement, see Appendix F. 
 
Summary of Recommendations  
These parameters can serve the Department to sufficiently plan for the budget and 
resources necessary to maintain the current quality of sites and facilities. It is critical 
that assets be sufficiently maintained throughout their lifecycle to avoid problematic 
issues including, but not limited to asset failure, premature capital replacement, and the 
build‐up of significant deferred maintenance. 
 
Among the most challenging budget woes of park and recreation agencies around the 
United States is having the support to adequately plan for major capital repair and 
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replacement costs. Major capital repair and replacement planning is an inherited 
responsibility that comes with all equipment, vehicles, utilities and infrastructure, 
structures, facilities, major amenities, trails, and open spaces within the System. 
Generally major capital repair and replacement needs are distributed over a longer 
period of time, but they are costly and sometimes require unique planning efforts. It is 
hoped that the proposed additional fee collection areas will help to address this funding 
need.  
 
It is recommended that the Department retain an updated maintenance management 
plan every five years that would monitor and support the optimal productivity of the 
maintenance efforts. The recommended efficiency standards are intended to inspire the 
next generation of maintenance management plan for the Department to continue the 
standardization and efficient usage of site and facility maintenance resources.  
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Service‐Based Budgeting ‐ Service Task List

Program
Program 

Subcatagory (as 
needed)

Program Sub‐Sub 
Category (as 
needed)

Task Category Operational Task Task Description
Same Task, 
Different 
Standard

Task Driver(s) Task Multiplier Task Type  Materials   Equipment  Justification Notes

Desired Performance Frequency
See tab task type for more 

information
Labor Class Needed Hours needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours needed Labor Class Needed
Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Legal 
Mandate

Statewide or 
Dept Policies

Professional and/or 
Industry Standards

Operational 
Necessity

Park Ops 
Standards 2009

Transform. Team 
Initiatives

1
Steward 
Resources

Natural Exotic Plant Species Exotic Plant Control
Eliminate Non‐Native 

Plant Species   
Non‐Native Plant Species Removed Annually

Acreage, Number of Exotic 
Species

Type II ‐ Park Informed ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST 65.5 SKILLED LABORER 148 LABORER 244  $1,960.00   $599.76  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

2
Steward 
Resources

Natural
Vegetation 
Management

Vegetation ‐ Succession Mgmt.
Harvest and Plant 

Native Plant Material 
Maintain Native Plant Species Annually

Acreage of Native Plant Species 
to Maintain

Type II ‐ Park Informed ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST 1.5 SKILLED LABORER 8  $40.00   $12.24  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

3
Steward 
Resources

Natural Inspection Annual Inspection
Survey and Document 
Management Unit 

Condition 

Monitor Native and Non‐Native Species 
to Develop Annual Work Plan

Annually Acreage Type II ‐ Park Informed ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTIST 27  $24.00   $11.28  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

4 94 156 244  $2,024.00   $623.28 

5

6 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Plumbing Maintenance & Repair (includes 
Fixtures) Does not include Distribution System

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 

Provide functional restroom for sanitary 
needs 

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed MAINTENANCE MECHANIC 16 PMW I 16  $498.49   $55.00  X  DOM Chapter 16

7 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Structural 
Maintenance

Painting ‐ Interior
Inspect, check for rot, 

pests, repair as 
needed, prep and paint

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

2 to 5 Years Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 8 SEAS MAINT AID 8  $95.00   $55.00  X  DOM Chapter 16

8 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Structural 
Maintenance

Painting ‐ Touch Up
Inspect for flaking, 

bubbling, prep surface 
and paint

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 4  $35.00   $30.98  X  DOM Chapter 16

9 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Structural 
Maintenance

Roof Coverings ‐ Maintenance & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8  $150.00   $27.20  X  DOM Chapter 16

10 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Structural 
Maintenance

Carpentry

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8  $100.00   $90.70  X  DOM Chapter 16

12 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Structural 
Maintenance

Window Maintenance & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 16  $150.00   $30.98  X  DOM Chapter 16

13 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Door & Lock Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed MAINTENANCE MECHANIC 24  $849.56   $15.25  X  DOM Chapter 16

14 Serve the Public Facilities Systems 
Preventative 
Maintenance

Public Safety Electrical Maintenance & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Emergency repairs 
scheduled on an as 

needed basis.

Reduce unecessary losses of power while 
providing safe and efficient uses of 

electricity.
Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed MAINTENANCE MECHANIC 16  $146.29   $85.20  X  DOM Chapter 16

15 Serve the Public Facilities Systems 
Preventative 
Maintenance

Legally Mandated Water Distribution System Repair

Inspect monthly, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Emergency repairs 

Reduce unecessary water outages and 
water loss resulting from leaks while 
providing safe, clean drinking water.

Monthly Legal Mandate Type II ‐ Park Informed MAINTENANCE MECHANIC 40  $1,500.00   $268.00  X Safe Drinking Water Act

16 Serve the Public Facilities Systems  On‐Going Operations Legally Mandated Water System ‐ Treatment & Inspection
Ensure adequate 

disinfection of treated 
drinking water

Provide drinking water that meets federal 
clean water standards

Daily to weekly 
depending upon 

system
Legal Mandate Type II ‐ Park Informed MAINTENANCE MECHANIC 150

WATER AND 
SEWAGE PLANT 

SUP
192  $3,885.30   $297.98  X Safe Drinking Water Act

17 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings On‐Going Operations Housekeeping Vault Toilet Pumping

Empty vault on a 
regular schedule to 
provide for a clean, 
sanitary facility

Provide clean and sanitary facilities for 
the health and safety of the visiting 

public.

Minimum Twice 
Yearly

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed CONTRACTED LABOR  $2,520.00  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

19 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings, Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Vandalism

Damages repaired 
immediately to 

maintain appearance 
and maximize service 

life of facility

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Daily to Annual 
depending upon 

park unit
Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed MAINTENANCE MECHANIC 16 PMW I 24 SEAS MAINT AID 24  $500.00   $85.20  X  DOM Chapter 16

22 Serve the Public Facilities Grounds
Preventative 
Maintenance

Public Safety Mowing

Mow road edges, 
campsites and use 
areas to reduce fire 
hazard and allow 

access

Provide fire breaks, line of sight and may 
provide for safe recreational 
opportunities for park visitors

Weekly during 
growing season

Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 40 SEAS MAINT AID 40  $285.00  X  DOM Chapter 16

23 Serve the Public Facilities Grounds
Preventative 
Maintenance

Public Safety Weeding
Pull or mechanically 

remove weeds  

Provide for visually pleasing and  safe 
recreational opportunities for park 

visitors, reduces pest, foundation impacts 
and fire hazard to buildings

Weekly during 
growing season

Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 40 SEAS MAINT AID 40  $50.00  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

25 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping Garbage Pick Up
Dump garbage cans 

and bins

Keep parks clean, reducing vectors and 
predators protecting the Natural resource 

while providing a pleasant visitor 
experience. 

Daily to monthly 
depending upon 

season

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed CONTRACTED LABOR  $2,933.55  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

26 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping
Clean Comfort Station, Vault Toilet, Poggying 
(Litter Pickup), Clean and Rake Use Areas

Clean Facilities and 
Remove hazards to 
decrease vectors, 

contaminates, protect 
Natural Resources and 
increase public safety.

Provide clean and sanitary facilities for 
the health and safety of the visiting 

public.
Daily/Weekly

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed SEAS SR MAINT AID 283 SEAS MAINT AID 283  $500.00   $125.00  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

27 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Day Use Furniture Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Replace as needed.

Maintain various structures and other 
conveniences to deliver services to park 

visitors
Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8  $606.40   $68.69  X  DOM Chapter 16

30 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Gate Maint. & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Replace as needed.

Have gate function as designed to provide 
secure access to areas for park visitors 

and staff
Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 4 SEAS MAINT AID 4  $533.00   $21.15  X  DOM Chapter 16

31 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping Fire Extinguisher Monthly/Annual Service

Inspect Extinguishers 
Monthly, sign off on 
inspection card, 
recharge annually

Ensure fire extinguishers are fully charged 
and functioning

Monthly/Annual Legal Mandate Type II ‐ Park Informed SEAS SR MAINT AID 1  $6.78  X California Fire Code Section 906

32 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Fencing Maint. & Repair 
Replace wood fencing 
that is damaged or 

missing

Define boundaries and provide site 
protection

Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8 SEAS MAINT AID 8

SP
 E
Q
PT

 

O
PE
RA

TO
R

8  $1,650.00   $42.90  X DOM 1600

33 Serve the Public Facilities Roads
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Asphalt Road and Parking Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Perservation of right of way, 
appurtenants and signs.  Maintains access 

to park locations

Annual, 2 to 5 year 
cycle

Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed SP EQPT OPERATOR 51.41 PMW I 43.7 PMA 51  $89,593.48   $7,449.48  X  DOM Chapter 16

34 355.41 658.7 83  $106,246.07   $9,090.49 
35

#
Mission 
Focus

PROGRAM TASKS STANDARDS JUSTIFICATION

Deliverable Standards for Operational Task Labor Classification(s) Needed Justification Categories for Standards

1 2 3 4 5 6

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 8 

March 21, 2016 DPR Submittal 

Page 96 of 113



Service‐Based Budgeting ‐ Service Task List

36 Serve the Public
Interpretation and 

Education
Park Interpretation

In‐park Public 
Interpretation

In‐park Public 
programs

Roving Interpretation

Brief interpretive 
contacts; either 

interpreter roving and 
talking to visitors. 

Includes both indoor and 
outdoor contacts, 

including prep time and 
clean up.

Make interpretive contacts available for 
visitors who would like to participate fun, 

educational opportunities
Weekly Park Attendance Type II ‐ Park Informed SP INTERP I 80

SEAS PARK INTERP 
SPEC

105 SPPO (RANGER) 80  $143.87  X
DOM 0904.6.14, 2009 Park Operations Standards 

pg. 75

37 80 105 80  $143.87 

38

39 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ 

Aquatics
Lifeguard Operations ‐ Shift 

Work
Vehicles Lifeguard Operations

Vehicle Patrol ‐ Patrol Beaches using Seasonal and 
Permanent Lifeguards

Effect rescues, support 
other rescuers, and 
coordinate efforts

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily

Annual history of 
visitation/injuries/events, size of 

park/beach, visibility and 
weather

Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SEAS LG I 3224 SEAS LG II 744 X USLA and Aquatics Handbook

40 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Vehicle patrol ‐ Lifeguard Patrol Patrol ‐  SPPO Lifeguard

 Effect Rescues, 
Emergency Response, 

Vehicle, Foot Patrol, etc.

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily Park Attendance Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (LIFEGUARD) 730 X PRC 5003 and PRC 5008

41 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Vehicle patrol ‐ Ranger Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger

Includes Vehicle, Foot, 
etc.

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily Park Attendance Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (RANGER) 1460 X PRC 5003 and PRC 5009

42 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol

Cultural Resource 
Protection

Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger
Check Cultural Sites for 

vandalism
Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 

shift duration
Daily Per Park Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (RANGER) 88 X PRC 5003 and PRC 5010

43 5502 744 0 0 0  $‐   
45

46
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Public Outreach
Present talks on current archaeological research 

and planning

Present talks to local 
communities, park 
partner groups, 
universities and 

colleges, professional 
conferences on current 

archaeological 
research and planning

Public is well‐informed
Outreach distribution and 

volume
# of anticapted programs Type II ‐ Park Informed ASSOC STATE ARCHEO 16 X X

Transformation Team‐‐Foster Partnerships; 
"Mission Based Outreach"

47
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Public Outreach Conduct communications with tribal communities

Email, phone, or face‐
to‐face meeting or 
other means of 

communication with 
tribal councils

Tribal communities are well‐informed
volume and complexity of 

outreach 
#  of Communications Type II ‐ Park Informed ASSOC STATE ARCHEO 50 X X X X

AB 52‐‐Tribal Consultation Legal Mandates; 
"DOM 0400‐‐Native American Consultation 

Policy"; 

48
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Inspection Conduct archaeological site inspections

Complete 
archaeological site 

condition assessment 
records (ASCARS) for 

recorded 
archaeological  

resources ‐ Level 1

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed ASSOC STATE ARCHEO 6.25
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
6.25 X DOM 0400‐‐Cultural Maintenance

49
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Inventory
Complete DPR 523 Series form updates and 

mapping for recorded archaeological sites ‐ Level 1

Complete form 

updates for historic 
properties every 5 

years

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed ASSOC STATE ARCHEO 6.25
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
6.25 X X X X

PRC 5024 and PRC 5024.5‐Requirements to 
Keep Adequate Inventory of Cultural 
Resources; Executive Order W‐26‐92‐

Addressing Cultural and Historic Resources, 
1992; DOM 0400‐Inventory; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

50
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Stewardship
Conduct archaeological site protection based upon 

assessment findings ‐ Level 1

Reduce physical 
archaeological site 
threats through 

stabilization, capping, 
fencing, signage, 

Site is protected from threats Current condition of asset # of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed ASSOC STATE ARCHEO 2.5 PMW I 4
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
4

SENIOR STATE 
ARCHEOLOGIST

4

Principle 
Mechanical 

and 
Electrical 
Engineer 

4  $6,250.00  X X X X

DOM 0400 Cultural Maintenance; PRC 5024 
and PRC 5025.5 Requirements to Preserve 
Historical Resources; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

51
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management
Update unit data file to include current 
archaeological resource documentation

N/A Timely and thorough completion
Resource distribution and 

volume
# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed ASSOC STATE ARCHEO 2

ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOGIST

2 X X
DOM 0400‐Information and Data 

Management

52
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management
Prepare Annual PRC 5024 Activities Report for 

Archaeological SHPO ‐ Level 1
N/A Timely and thorough completion

Resource distribution and 
volume

# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed ASSOC STATE ARCHEO 2
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
2 X X

PRC 5024‐Annual reporting to State Historic 
Preservation Officer; DOM 0400‐Annual 

Reporting

53
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management
Modify and update cultural GIS to reflect current 

archaeological resource conditions ‐ Level 1
N/A Cultural GIS reflects current conditions

Resource distribution and 
volume

Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed ASSOC STATE ARCHEO 1.5
RESRCH ANA I ‐ 

GIS
1.5

ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOGIST

1.5
SEAS ARCHEO 
PROJ LEADER

1.5 X
DOM 0400‐Information and Data 

Management

54
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Inspection Site Condition Assessment ‐ Level 1 N/A Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 7.5 X DOM 0400‐Cultural Maintenance

55
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Inspection
Complete DPR 523 series forms for mapping 

recorded historic properties ‐ Level  1

Complete form 

updates for historic 
properties every 5 

years

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

Anticipated # of form updates Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 3 X X X X

PRC 5024 and PRC 5024.5‐Requirements to 
Keep Adequate Inventory of Cultural 
Resources; Executive Order W‐26‐92‐

Addressing Cultural and Historic Resources, 
1992; DOM 0400‐Inventory; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

56
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Stewardship
Conduct historical site protection based upon 

assessment findings ‐ Level 1

Reduce physical 
threats to historic 
properties through 

clearance, stabilization, 
capping, fencing, 

cleaning

Site is protected from threats
Resource distribution and 

volume
Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 3 PMW I 3 MAINTENANCE MECHANIC 3  $6,250.00  X X X X

DOM 0400 Cultural Maintenance; PRC 5024 
and PRC 5025.5 Requirements to Preserve 
Historical Resources; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

57 100 25 8.5 5.5 4  $12,500.00 

58

59

43

44

45

46

47

48
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Service‐Based Budgeting ‐ Service Task List

Program
Program 

Subcatagory (as 
needed)

Program Sub‐Sub 
Category (as 
needed)

Task Category Operational Task Task Description
Same Task, 
Different 
Standard

Task Driver(s) Task Multiplier Task Type  Materials   Equipment  Justification Notes

Desired Performance Frequency
See tab task type for more 

information
Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Legal 
Mandate

Statewide or 
Dept Policies

Professional and/or 
Industry Standards

Operational 
Necessity

Park Ops 
Standards 2009

Transform. Team 
Initiatives

1
Steward 
Resources

Natural Exotic Plant Species Exotic Plant Control
Eliminate Non‐Native 

Plant Species   
Non‐Native Plant Species Removed Annually

Acreage, Number of Exotic 
Species

Type II ‐ Park Informed
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
89 SKILLED LABORER 220 LABORER 300  $2,600.00   $795.60  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

2
Steward 
Resources

Natural
Vegetation 
Management

Vegetation ‐ Succession 
Mgmt.

Harvest and Plant 
Native Plant Material 

Maintain Native Plant Species Annually
Acreage of Native Plant Species 

to Maintain
Type II ‐ Park Informed

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SCIENTIST

4.5 SKILLED LABORER 22  $120.00   $58.14  X x DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

3
Steward 
Resources

Natural Inspection
Management Unit 
Annual Inspection

Survey and Document 
Management Unit 

Condition 

Monitor Native and Non‐Native Species 
to Develop Annual Work Plan

Annually Acreage Type II ‐ Park Informed
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
12  $10.00   $4.70  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

4
Steward 
Resources

Natural Animal Control Hunt Non‐Native Animal

Remove Non‐Native 
Animals to Protect 
Native Plants and 

Wildlife

Remove Non‐Native Animals Annually
Acreage, Number of Non‐Native 

Animal Species
Type II ‐ Park Informed

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SCIENTIST

2 SKILLED LABORER 12  $10.00   $5.88  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

107.5 254 300  $2,740.00   $864.32 

5 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Plumbing Maintenance 
& Repair (includes 
Fixtures) Does not 
include Distribution 

System

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Provide functional restroom for sanitary 
needs 

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

16 PMW I 16  $659.03  X DOM 1600

6 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Structural 
Maintenance

Painting ‐ 
Interior/Exterior

Inspect, check for rot, 
pests, repair as 

needed, prep and 
paint

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

2 to 5 Years Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 24 SEAS MAINT AID 24  $155.00   $110.00  X

7 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Structural 
Maintenance

Painting ‐ Touch Up
Inspect for flaking, 

bubbling, prep surface 
and paint

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 4 SEAS MAINT AID 4  $40.00   $30.98  X

8 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Structural 
Maintenance

Window Maintenance & 
Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 16  $150.00   $30.98  X  DOM Chapter 16

12 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Door & Lock 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

16 PMW I 16  $1,415.93   $15.25  X

17 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings, Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Vandalism

Damages repaired 
immediately to 

maintain appearance 
and maximize service 

life of facility

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Daily to Annual 
depending upon 

park unit
# of  Occurences Type II ‐ Park Informed

MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

24 PMW I 24
SEAS MAINT 

AID
24  $500.00   $85.20  X

20 Serve the Public Facilities Grounds
Preventative 
Maintenance

Public Safety Mowing

Mow road edges, 
campsites and use 
areas to reduce fire 
hazard and allow 

access

Provide fire breaks, line of sight and may 
provide for safe recreational 
opportunities for park visitors

Weekly during 
growing season

Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 40 SEAS MAINT AID 40  $285.00  X

21 Serve the Public Facilities Grounds
Preventative 
Maintenance

Public Safety Weeding
Pull or mechanically 

remove weeds  

Provide for visually pleasing and  safe 
recreational opportunities for park 

visitors, reduces pest, foundation impacts 
and fire hazard to buildings

Weekly during 
growing season

Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 40 SEAS MAINT AID 40  $42.00  X

23 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping Garbage Pick Up
Dump garbage cans 

and bins

Keep parks clean, reducing vectors and 
predators protecting the Natural resource 

while providing a pleasant visitor 
experience. 

Daily to monthly 
depending upon 

season
Type II ‐ Park Informed

CONTRACTED 
LABOR

 $1,173.41  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

25 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings On‐Going Operations Housekeeping Vault Toilet Pumping

Empty vault on a 
regular schedule to 
provide for a clean, 
sanitary facility

Provide clean and sanitary facilities for 
the health and safety of the visiting 

public.

Minimum Twice 
Yearly

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $4,550.00  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

26 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Gate Maint. & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Replace as needed.

Have gate function as designed to provide 
secure access to areas for park visitors 

and staff
Annual Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8 SEAS MAINT AID 8  $250.00  X

28 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping
Vault Toilet and Use 
Area Housekeeping, 
Poggy (Litter Pickup)

Clean toilet, sinks, 
walls, floors, stock 
toilet paper, pick up 

litter, rake

Provide clean and sanitary facilities for 
the health and safety of the visiting 

public.
Daily Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 100 SEAS MAINT AID 400

SEAS SR 
MAINT AID

400  $500.00   $125.00  X

29 Serve the Public Facilities Trails
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Annual Trail  
Maintenance

Provide a clear and 
maintained trail with 
proper drainage,  even 
tread surface while 
reducing resource 

Maintain various structures and other 
conveniences to deliver services to park 

visitors
Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 90

CONTRACTED 
LABOR

428.79  $10,857.84   $2,668.00  X DOM 1600, Trail Handbook

30 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Day Use Furniture 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Replace as needed.

Maintain various structures and other 
conveniences to deliver services to park 

visitors
Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8  $558.13   $68.69  X  DOM Chapter 16

31 Serve the Public Facilities Roads
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Asphalt Road and 
Parking Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 

Perservation of right of way, 
appurtenants and signs.  Maintains access 

to park locations

Annual, 2 to 5 year 
cycle

Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
30 PMW I 16 PMA 30  $48,336.00   $3,724.74  X  DOM Chapter 16

32 Serve the Public Facilities Roads
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Gravel/Native Material 
Parking Lot 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 

Provide a delineated parking area for 
public access

Annual, 2 to 5 year 
cycle

Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
80 SEAS MAINT AID 80  $13,863.00   $7,695.00  X DOM 1600

33 Serve the Public Facilities Roads
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Barricade Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Provide a delineated parking area for 
public access

Annual, 2 to 5 year 
cycle

Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
10 SEAS MAINT AID 10  $1,462.60   $450.00  X DOM 1600

34 613.5 1360.79 754  $87,210.94   $16,195.16 
35

37 Serve the Public
Interpretation and 

Education
Park Interpretation

In‐park Public 
Interpretation

In‐park Public 
programs

Roving Interpretation

Brief interpretive 
contacts; either 

interpreter roving and 
talking to visitors. 

Includes both indoor and 
outdoor contacts, 

including prep time and 
clean up.

Make interpretive contacts available for 
visitors who would like to participate fun, 

educational opportunities
Annual Park Attendance Type II ‐ Park Informed SP INTERP I 80

SEAS PARK INTERP 
SPEC

105
SPPO 

(RANGER)
80  $143.87  X

DOM 0904.6.14, 2009 Park Operations Standards 
pg. 75

38 80 105 80  $143.87 
39

#
Mission 
Focus

PROGRAM TASKS STANDARDS JUSTIFICATION

Deliverable Standards for Operational Task Labor Classification(s) Needed Justification Categories for Standards

1 2 3 4 5 6

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 8 

March 21, 2016 DPR Submittal 

Page 98 of 113



Service‐Based Budgeting ‐ Service Task List

40 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ 

Aquatics
Lifeguard Operations ‐ Shift 

Work
Vehicles Lifeguard Operations

Vehicle Patrol ‐ Patrol 
Beaches using Seasonal 

and Permanent Lifeguards

Effect rescues, support 
other rescuers, and 
coordinate efforts

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily

Annual history of 
visitation/injuries/events, size of 

park/beach, visibility and 
weather

Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SEAS LG I 3224 SEAS LG II 744
SPPO 

(LIFEGUARD)
USLA and Aquatics Handbook

41 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Vehicle patrol ‐ Lifeguard Patrol Patrol ‐  SPPO Lifeguard

Includes Vehicle, Foot, 
etc.

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily Park Attendance Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (LIFEGUARD) 730 USLA and Aquatics Handbook

42 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Vehicle patrol ‐ Ranger Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger

Includes Vehicle, Foot, 
etc.

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily Park Attendance Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (RANGER) 1460

43 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol

Cultural Resource 
Protection

Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger
Check Cultural Sites for 

vandalism
Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 

shift duration
Daily Per Park Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (RANGER) 88

44 5502 744 80 0 0  $‐   
45

50
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Public Outreach
Present talks on current 
archaeological research 

and planning

Present talks to local 
communities, park 
partner groups, 
universities and 

colleges, professional 

Public is well‐informed
Outreach distribution and 

volume
# of anticapted programs Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

9.6 X X
Transformation Team‐‐Foster Partnerships; 

"Mission Based Outreach"

51
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Public Outreach
Conduct 

communications with 
tribal communities

Email, phone, or face‐
to‐face meeting or 
other means of 

communication with 
tribal councils

Tribal communities are well‐informed
volume and complexity of 

outreach 
#  of Communications Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

30 X X X X
AB 52‐‐Tribal Consultation Legal Mandates; 
"DOM 0400‐‐Native American Consultation 

Policy"; 

52
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Inspection
Conduct archaeological 

site inspections

Complete 
archaeological site 

condition assessment 
records (ASCARS) for 

recorded 

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

3.75
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
3.75 X DOM 0400‐‐Cultural Maintenance

53
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Inventory

Complete DPR 523 
Series form updates and 
mapping for recorded 
archaeological sites ‐ 

Level 1

Complete form 

updates for historic 
properties every 5 

years

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

3.75
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
3.75 X X X X

PRC 5024 and PRC 5024.5‐Requirements to 
Keep Adequate Inventory of Cultural 
Resources; Executive Order W‐26‐92‐

Addressing Cultural and Historic Resources, 
1992; DOM 0400‐Inventory; Secretary of the 

54
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Stewardship

Conduct archaeological 
site protection based 
upon assessment 
findings ‐ Level 1

Reduce physical 
archaeological site 
threats through 

stabilization, capping, 
fencing, signage, 

Site is protected from threats Current condition of asset # of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1.5 PMW I 2.4
ENVIRONME

NTAL 
SCIENTIST

2.4

SENIOR 
STATE 

ARCHEOLOG
IST

2.4

Principle 
Mechanical 

and 
Electrical 
Engineer 

2.4  $3,675.00  X X X X

DOM 0400 Cultural Maintenance; PRC 5024 
and PRC 5025.5 Requirements to Preserve 
Historical Resources; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

55
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management

Update unit data file to 
include current 

archaeological resource 
documentation

N/A Timely and thorough completion
Resource distribution and 

volume
# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1.2
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
1.2 X X

DOM 0400‐Information and Data 
Management

56
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management

Prepare Annual PRC 5024 
Activities Report for 
Archaeological SHPO ‐ 

Level 1

N/A Timely and thorough completion
Resource distribution and 

volume
# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1.2
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
1.2 X X

PRC 5024‐Annual reporting to State Historic 
Preservation Officer; DOM 0400‐Annual 

Reporting

57
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management

Modify and update 
cultural GIS to reflect 
current archaeological 

resource conditions ‐ Level 
1

N/A Cultural GIS reflects current conditions
Resource distribution and 

volume
Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

1
RESRCH ANA I ‐ 

GIS
1

ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
1

SEAS 
ARCHEO 
PROJ 

LEADER

1 X
DOM 0400‐Information and Data 

Management

58
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Inspection
Site Condition 

Assessment ‐ Level 1
N/A Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 4.5 X DOM 0400‐Cultural Maintenance

59
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Inspection

Complete DPR 523 
series forms for 

mapping recorded 
historic properties ‐ 

Level  1

Complete form 

updates for historic 
properties every 5 

years

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

Anticipated # of form updates Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 1.8 X X X X

PRC 5024 and PRC 5024.5‐Requirements to 
Keep Adequate Inventory of Cultural 
Resources; Executive Order W‐26‐92‐

Addressing Cultural and Historic Resources, 
1992; DOM 0400‐Inventory; Secretary of the 

43
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Stewardship

Conduct historical site 
protection based upon 
assessment findings ‐ 

Level 1

Reduce physical 
threats to historic 
properties through 

clearance, 
stabilization, capping, 

Site is protected from threats
Resource distribution and 

volume
Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 12 PMW I 12

MAINTENAN
CE 

MECHANIC
12  $3,675.00  X X X X

DOM 0400 Cultural Maintenance; PRC 5024 
and PRC 5025.5 Requirements to Preserve 
Historical Resources; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

70.3 25.3 15.4 3.4 2.4  $7,350.00 

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56
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Service‐Based Budgeting ‐ Service Task List

Program
Program 

Subcatagory (as 
needed)

Program Sub‐Sub 
Category (as 
needed)

Task Category Operational Task Task Description
Same Task, 
Different 
Standard

Task Driver(s) Task Multiplier Task Type  Materials   Equipment  Justification Notes

Desired Performance Frequency
See tab task type for more 

information
Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Legal 
Mandate

Statewide or 
Dept Policies

Professional and/or 
Industry Standards

Operational 
Necessity

Park Ops 
Standards 2009

Transform. Team 
Initiatives

1
Steward 
Resources

Natural Exotic Plant Species Exotic Plant Control
Eliminate Non‐Native 

Plant Species   
Non‐Native Plant Species Removed Annually

Acreage, Number of Exotic 
Species

Type II ‐ Park Informed
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
40,5 SKILLED LABORER 96 LABORER 128  $1,120.00   $342.72  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

2
Steward 
Resources

Natural
Vegetation 
Management

Vegetation ‐ Succession 
Mgmt.

Harvest and Plant 
Native Plant Material 

Maintain Native Plant Species Annually
Acreage of Native Plant Species 

to Maintain
Type II ‐ Park Informed

ENVIRONMENTAL 
SCIENTIST

1.5 SKILLED LABORER 8  $40.00   $12.24  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

3
Steward 
Resources

Natural Inspection Annual Inspection
Survey and Document 
Management Unit 

Condition 

Monitor Native and Non‐Native Species 
to Develop Annual Work Plan

Annually Acreage Type II ‐ Park Informed
ENVIRONMENTAL 

SCIENTIST
12  $10.00   $4.70  X X DOM 0310.1.1, DOM 0310.7, DOM 0310.7.2

4 13.5 104 128  $1,170.00   $359.66 

5

6 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping
Vault Toilet and Use 
Area Housekeeping

Clean toilet, walls, 
floors, stock toilet 
paper, poggy

Provide clean and sanitary facilities for 
the health and safety of the visiting 

public.
Daily 

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed
SEAS SR MAINT 

AID
80 SEAS MAINT AID 109  $480.00  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

7 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping Vault Toilet Pumping

Empty vault on a 
regular schedule to 
provide for a clean, 
sanitary facility

Provide clean and sanitary facilities for 
the health and safety of the visiting 

public.

Minimum Twice 
Yearly

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $1,400.00  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

8 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Gate Maint. & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Replace as needed.

Have gate function as designed to provide 
secure access to areas for park visitors 

and staff
Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 2 SEAS MAINT AID 2  $150.00   $21.15  X DOM 1600

9 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping Garbage Pick Up
Dump garbage cans 

and bins

Keep parks clean, reducing vectors and 
predators protecting the Natural resource 

while providing a pleasant visitor 
experience. 

Daily to monthly 
depending upon 

season

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $586.71  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

10 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Interp. Panels

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Replace as needed.

 Provide aesthetically pleasing panels to 
provide interpretive information for the 

public
Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 2 SEAS MAINT AID 8  $230.00   $18.10  X DOM 1600

12 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Vault Restroom 

Maint/Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Provide functional restroom for sanitary 
needs 

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 4 PMA 8  $207.04   $30.98  X DOM 1600

13 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Door & Lock 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 4
MAINTENANCE 
MECHANIC

4  $207.70   $15.25  X DOM 1600

14 Serve the Public Facilities Roads
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Gravel/Native Material 
Parking Lot 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Provide a delineated parking area for 
public access

Annual, 2 to 5 year 
cycle

Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
32 SEAS MAINT AID 32  $3,408.00   $399.20  X DOM 1600

15 Serve the Public Facilities Roads
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Asphalt Road 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 

Perservation of right of way, 
appurtenants and signs.  Maintains access 

to park locations

Annual, 2 to 5 year 
cycle

Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
2 SEAS MAINT AID 2  $852.00   $1,162.42  X DOM 1600

16 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Fencing Maint. & Repair 
Replace wood fencing 
that is damaged or 

missing

Define boundaries and provide site 
protection

Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8 SEAS MAINT AID 8
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
8  $186.60   $17.38  X DOM 1601

17 Serve the Public Facilities Trails
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Annual Trail  
Maintenance

Provide a clear and 
maintained trail with 
proper drainage,  even 
tread surface while 
reducing resource 

impacts in accordance 
to Department Trail 

Standards.

Maintain various structures and other 
conveniences to deliver services to park 

visitors
Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 20

CONTRACTED 
LABOR

84  $2,125.00   $425.55  X DOM 1600, Trail Handbook

18 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Table Maint. & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Maintain various structures and other 
conveniences to deliver services to park 

visitors
Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 8 SEAS MAINT AID 8  $357.00   $68.69  X DOM 1601

19 82 156 8  $9,710.05   $2,137.57 
20

21 Serve the Public
Interpretation and 

Education
Park Interpretation

In‐park Public 
Interpretation

In‐park Public 
programs

Roving Interpretation

Brief interpretive
contacts; either 

interpreter roving and 
talking to visitors. 

Includes both indoor and 
outdoor contacts

Make interpretive contacts available for 
visitors who would like to participate fun, 

educational opportunities
Annual Park Attendance Type II ‐ Park Informed SP INTERP I 80

SEAS PARK INTERP 
SPEC 105

SPPO 
(RANGER)

80  $143.87  X
DOM 0904.6.14, 2009 Park Operations Standards 

pg. 75

22 80 105  $143.87 
23

24 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ 

Aquatics
Lifeguard Operations ‐ Shift 

Work
Vehicles Lifeguard Operations

Vehicle Patrol ‐ Patrol 
Beaches using Seasonal 

and Permanent Lifeguards

Effect rescues, support 
other rescuers, and 
coordinate efforts

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily

Annual history of 
visitation/injuries/events, size of 

park/beach, visibility and 
weather

Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SEAS LG I 3224 SEAS LG II 744
SPPO 

(LIFEGUARD)
USLA and Aquatics Handbook

25 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Vehicle patrol ‐ Lifeguard Patrol Patrol ‐  SPPO Lifeguard

Includes Vehicle, Foot, 
etc.

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily Park Attendance Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (LIFEGUARD) 730 USLA and Aquatics Handbook

26 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Vehicle patrol ‐ Ranger Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger

Includes Vehicle, Foot, 
etc.

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily Park Attendance Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (RANGER) 1460

27 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol

Cultural Resource 
Protection

Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger
Check Cultural Sites for 

vandalism
Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 

shift duration
Daily Per Park Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SPPO (RANGER) 88

28 5502 744 80 0 0  $‐   
29

47
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Public Outreach
Present talks on current 
archaeological research 

and planning

Present talks to local 
communities, park 
partner groups, 
universities and 

colleges, professional 

Public is well‐informed
Outreach distribution and 

volume
# of anticapted programs Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

38.4 X X
Transformation Team‐‐Foster Partnerships; 

"Mission Based Outreach"

#
Mission 
Focus

PROGRAM TASKS STANDARDS JUSTIFICATION

Deliverable Standards for Operational Task Labor Classification(s) Needed Justification Categories for Standards

1 2 3 4 5 6

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION
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Service‐Based Budgeting ‐ Service Task List

48
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Public Outreach
Conduct 

communications with 
tribal communities

Email, phone, or face‐
to‐face meeting or 
other means of 

communication with 
tribal councils

Tribal communities are well‐informed
volume and complexity of 

outreach 
#  of Communications Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

120 X X X X
AB 52‐‐Tribal Consultation Legal Mandates; 
"DOM 0400‐‐Native American Consultation 

Policy"; 

49
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Inspection
Conduct archaeological 

site inspections

Complete 
archaeological site 

condition assessment 
records (ASCARS) for 

recorded 

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

15
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
15 X DOM 0400‐‐Cultural Maintenance

50
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Inventory

Complete DPR 523 
Series form updates and 
mapping for recorded 
archaeological sites ‐ 

Level 1

Complete form 

updates for historic 
properties every 5 

years

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

9
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
9 X X X X

PRC 5024 and PRC 5024.5‐Requirements to 
Keep Adequate Inventory of Cultural 
Resources; Executive Order W‐26‐92‐

Addressing Cultural and Historic Resources, 
1992; DOM 0400‐Inventory; Secretary of the 

51
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology Stewardship

Conduct archaeological 
site protection based 
upon assessment 
findings ‐ Level 1

Reduce physical 
archaeological site 
threats through 

stabilization, capping, 
fencing, signage, 

Site is protected from threats Current condition of asset # of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed
ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

5.4 PMW I 9.6
ENVIRONME

NTAL 
SCIENTIST

9.6

SENIOR 
STATE 

ARCHEOLOG
IST

9.6

Principle 
Mechanical 

and 
Electrical 
Engineer 

9.6  $14,700.00  X X X X

DOM 0400 Cultural Maintenance; PRC 5024 
and PRC 5025.5 Requirements to Preserve 
Historical Resources; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

52
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management

Update unit data file to 
include current 

archaeological resource 
documentation

N/A Timely and thorough completion
Resource distribution and 

volume
# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

4.8
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
4.8 X X

DOM 0400‐Information and Data 
Management

53
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management

Prepare Annual PRC 5024 
Activities Report for 
Archaeological SHPO ‐ 

Level 1

N/A Timely and thorough completion
Resource distribution and 

volume
# of Sites Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

4.8
ASST STATE 

ARCHEOLOGIST
4.8 X X

PRC 5024‐Annual reporting to State Historic 
Preservation Officer; DOM 0400‐Annual 

Reporting

54
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Archaeology
Records 

Management

Modify and update 
cultural GIS to reflect 
current archaeological 

resource conditions ‐ Level 
1

N/A Cultural GIS reflects current conditions
Resource distribution and 

volume
Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed

ASSOC STATE 
ARCHEO

3.6
RESRCH ANA I ‐ 

GIS
3.6

ASST STATE 
ARCHEOLOG

IST
3.6

SEAS 
ARCHEO 
PROJ 

LEADER

3.6 X
DOM 0400‐Information and Data 

Management

55
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Inspection
Site Condition 

Assessment ‐ Level 1
N/A Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 18 X DOM 0400‐Cultural Maintenance

56
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Inspection

Complete DPR 523 
series forms for 

mapping recorded 
historic properties ‐ 

Level  1

Complete form 

updates for historic 
properties every 5 

years

Timely and thorough completion

Travel (distance), Travel (time), 
Staff Experience, Site Density, 
Site Size, Resource Complexity, 
Damage/Threats, Quality of 

Inspection/Survey

Anticipated # of form updates Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 7.2 X X X X

PRC 5024 and PRC 5024.5‐Requirements to 
Keep Adequate Inventory of Cultural 
Resources; Executive Order W‐26‐92‐

Addressing Cultural and Historic Resources, 
1992; DOM 0400‐Inventory; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

57
Steward 
Resources

Cultural Historical Stewardship

Conduct historical site 
protection based upon 
assessment findings ‐ 

Level 1

Reduce physical 
threats to historic 
properties through 

clearance, 
stabilization, capping, 
fencing, cleaning

Site is protected from threats
Resource distribution and 

volume
Per Park Type II ‐ Park Informed STATE HIST II 7.2 PMW I 7.2

MAINTENAN
CE 

MECHANIC
7.2  $14,700.00  X X X X

DOM 0400 Cultural Maintenance; PRC 5024 
and PRC 5025.5 Requirements to Preserve 
Historical Resources; Secretary of the 

Interior's Standards

58 233.4 54 20.4 13.2 9.6  $29,400.00 

59

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56
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Service‐Based Budgeting ‐ Service Task List

Program
Program 

Subcatagory (as 
needed)

Program Sub‐Sub 
Category (as 
needed)

Task Category Operational Task Task Description
Same Task, 
Different 
Standard

Task Driver(s) Task Multiplier Task Type  Materials   Equipment  Justification Notes

Desired Performance Frequency
See tab task type for more 

information
Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Labor Class 
Needed

Hours 
needed

Legal 
Mandate

Statewide or 
Dept Policies

Professional and/or 
Industry Standards

Operational 
Necessity

Park Ops 
Standards 2009

Transform. Team 
Initiatives

1 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping
Vault Toilet and Use 
Area Housekeeping

Clean toilet, walls, 
floors, stock toilet 
paper, poggy

Provide clean and sanitary facilities for 
the health and safety of the visiting 

public.
Daily 

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed
SEAS SR MAINT 

AID
80

SEAS MAINT 
AID

109  $500.00   $250.00  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

1 Serve the Public Facilities Housekeeping On‐Going Operations Housekeeping Vault Toilet Pumping

Empty vault on a 
regular schedule to 
provide for a clean, 
sanitary facility

Provide clean and sanitary facilities for 
the health and safety of the visiting 

public.

Minimum Twice 
Yearly

Level of Public Use & Basic 
Sanitation

Type II ‐ Park Informed
CONTRACTED 

LABOR
 $840.00  X Old DOM Chapter 1000 (Housekeeping)

1 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Gate Maint. & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on condition. 
Replace as needed.

Have gate function as designed to provide 
secure access to areas for park visitors 

and staff
Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 2

SEAS MAINT 
AID

2  $150.00   $21.15  X DOM 1600

1 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Vault Restroom 

Maint/Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on

Provide functional restroom for sanitary 
needs 

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 4 PMA 8  $103.52   $46.50  X DOM 1600

2 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Door & Lock 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 4
MAINTENAN

CE 
MECHANIC

 $103.85   $15.25  X DOM 1600

2 Serve the Public Facilities Buildings
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Carpentry Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Reduce long‐term maintenance costs and 
help ensure facility is in use for it's 

intended purpose for an optimum length 
of time

Annual Age & Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 12
SEAS MAINT 

AID
4  $150.00   $90.70  X DOM 1600

4 Serve the Public Facilities Roads
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Gravel/Native Material 
Parking Lot 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition Emergency

Provide a delineated parking area for 
public access

Annual, 2 to 5 year 
cycle

Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
32

SEAS MAINT 
AID

32  $2,938.00   $625.00  X DOM 1600

4 Serve the Public Facilities Roads
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Asphalt Road 
Maintenance

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition Emergency

Perservation of right of way, 
appurtenants and signs.  Maintains access 

to park locations

Annual, 2 to 5 year 
cycle

Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed
SP EQPT 

OPERATOR
2

SEAS MAINT 
AID

2  $3,408.00   $49.90  X DOM 1600

5 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Fencing Maint. & Repair 
Replace wood fencing 
that is damaged or 

missing

Define boundaries and provide site 
protection

Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8
SEAS MAINT 

AID
8

SP
 E
Q
PT

 

O
PE
RA

TO
R

8  $186.60   $17.38  X DOM 1600

6 Serve the Public Facilities Trails
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Annual Trail  
Maintenance

Provide a clear and 
maintained trail with 
proper drainage,  even 
tread surface while 
reducing resource 

impacts in accordance 
to Department Trail 

Standards.

Maintain various structures and other 
conveniences to deliver services to park 

visitors
Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMW I 8

CONTRACTE
D LABOR

11  $851.53   $425.55  X DOM 1600, Trail Handbook

7 Serve the Public Facilities Misc. Structures
Preventative 
Maintenance

Routine 
Maintenance

Table Maint. & Repair

Inspect annually, 
schedule preventive 
maintenance repairs 
based on facility 

condition. Emergency 
repairs scheduled on 
an as needed basis.

Maintain various structures and other 
conveniences to deliver services to park 

visitors
Annual Condition Type II ‐ Park Informed PMA 8

SEAS MAINT 
AID

8  $357.00   $68.69  X DOM 1600

8 80 75 8  $8,248.50   $1,360.12 

9

10 Serve the Public
Interpretation and 

Education
Park Interpretation

In‐park Public 
Interpretation

In‐park Public 
programs

Roving Interpretation

Brief interpretive 
contacts; either 

interpreter roving and 
talking to visitors. 

Includes both indoor and 
outdoor contacts, 

including prep time and 
clean up.

Make interpretive contacts available for 
visitors who would like to participate fun, 

educational opportunities
Annual Park Attendance Type II ‐ Park Informed SP INTERP I 80

SEAS PARK 
INTERP SPEC 105  $143.87  X

DOM 0904.6.14, 2009 Park Operations Standards 
pg. 75

11 80 105  $143.87   $2,637.34 
12

13 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ 

Aquatics
Lifeguard Operations ‐ Shift 

Work
Vehicles Lifeguard Operations

Vehicle Patrol ‐ Patrol 
Beaches using Seasonal 

and Permanent Lifeguards

Effect rescues, support 
other rescuers, and 
coordinate efforts

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily

Annual history of 
visitation/injuries/events, size of 

park/beach, visibility and 
weather

Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed SEAS LG I 3224 SEAS LG II 744
SPPO 

(LIFEGUARD)
USLA and Aquatics Handbook

14 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Vehicle patrol ‐ Lifeguard Patrol Patrol ‐  SPPO Lifeguard

Includes Vehicle, Foot, 
etc.

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily Park Attendance Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed
SPPO 

(LIFEGUARD) 730 USLA and Aquatics Handbook

15 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol Vehicle patrol ‐ Ranger Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger

Includes Vehicle, Foot, 
etc.

Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 
shift duration

Daily Park Attendance Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed
SPPO 

(RANGER)
1460

16 Serve the Public
Public Safety ‐ Law 

Enforcement
Patrol

Cultural Resource 
Protection

Patrol Patrol ‐ SPPO Ranger
Check Cultural Sites for 

vandalism
Maintain proactive presence/patrol for 

shift duration
Daily Per Park Number of Shifts Type II ‐ Park Informed

SPPO 
(RANGER)

88

17 5758 1048 8 0 0  $‐   
18

19

20

21

22

23

JUSTIFICATION

Deliverable Standards for Operational Task Labor Classification(s) Needed Justification Categories for Standards

1 2 3 4 5 6

PRIMARY MEANS OF IMPLEMENTATION

#
Mission 
Focus

PROGRAM TASKS STANDARDS
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APPENDIX H 

LETTER FROM DR. CHARLES LESTER TO DIRECTOR 
GENERAL JACKSON 

____________________________________ 
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APPENDIX I 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION INFORMATIONAL NEEDS 
REQUEST AND KEY 

____________________________________ 
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Information Needed to Properly Analyze State Parks Sonoma County Fee Program 
March 4, 2016 

Coastal Commission information requirements adopted April 15, 2015 (also including 
minor changes identified in Staff’s October 21, 2015 letter) 

1) Baseline date on existing usage of affected parking lots and pullout areas (including those
with proposed fees, and those free areas that visitors who require or desire to avoid the fees
might utilize).

Please refer to Section 1.4 of the Application Report.

2) Evaluation of expected changes in usage of these parking lots and pullout areas if fees are
instituted as proposed, and mitigations to address any potential reductions in access that
might be engendered by the fees.

Please refer to Section 5.5 of the Application Report.

3) To the extent possible given the provisions of State law, the proposed program for use of the
additional anticipated revenue generated within the Sonoma-Mendocino Coast District as a
result of the proposed fee collection, including how and where the revenues would be
applied, including what percentage of collected fees would be spent within areas where
collected and within Sonoma County coastal parks in general.

Please refer to Section 3.1 of the Application Report.

4) To the extent possible, additional information regarding facility and amenity improvements
proposed both short-term and long-term for Sonoma County coastal parks.

Please refer to Section 3.5 of the Application Report.

5) Analysis of other impacts associated with changes in user trends, including cumulative
impacts, with respect to ESHA, public safety, and ADA accessibility (including within
parking lots).

Please refer to Section 5.1 of the Application Report.

6) Summary of comments and responses associated with State Parks’ public outreach and
coordination with the County and other stakeholders.

Please refer to Appendix D of the Application Report.

7) Input from the County (including the County Sheriff’s office) Caltrans, and CHP on all of the
above, including their position overall on the proposed project.

Please refer to Section 5.2 of the Application Report.

Additional information needed (resulting from the revised project, our site visits and 
meetings with State Parks, the County and the public) 
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8) Updated project description and supporting materials for the revised project, including site 
plans, elevations, materials palette and renderings/visual simulations for APMs, kiosks, and 
related development (e.g., signs and barriers, ADA parking facilities, etc.). 

Please refer to Section 3.1 and Appendix D of the Application Report. 

9) Completed CEQA document, including responses to comments received (note that CCC 
regulations require a copy or summary of the CEQA document, including responses to 
significant environmental points raised during the CEQA process (CCR Section 13057).  

Please refer to Appendix B and Appendix C of the Application Report. 

10) Information on budgeting and how revenues could be applied to Sonoma Coast in a 
simplified/easy to understand format (see also numbers 3 and 4 above). 

Please refer to Section 2.5 and Appendix B of the Application Report. 

See Section  

11) Summary of DPR consultation with Native American representatives, including potential 
changes to address Native American concerns. 

Please refer to Section 5.4 of the Application Report. 

12) Summary of DPR consultations with specific user groups, including potential changes to 
address user group concerns. (User groups include but are not limited to rock climbers, 
hikers, mountain bikers, educational groups, at risk kids groups, clean up groups, seal colony 
protection groups, etc.). 

Please refer to Section 2.8 of the Application Report. 

13) Details associated with DPR’s proposed oversight group, including its membership and how 
it would be designed to operate to inform DPR processes. 

Please refer to Section 3.7 of the Application Report. 

14) Information regarding proposed nighttime operations (e.g., will parks be closed at nights, and 
how will that be implemented and enforced if so). 

Please refer to Section 3.5 of the Application Report. 

15) Specific information on how the APMs and kiosks will work for credit/debit cards as well as 
cash and check, and the type of user data that will be collected by APMs and kiosks. 

Please refer to Section    of the Application Report. 

16) Details regarding proposed joint or shared management of Willow Creek facility (including 
details of shared responsibilities, finances, future improvements, etc.). Why is Willow Creek 
being included in this application? 

Please refer to Section     of the Application Report. 
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17) Additional specificity on County and DPR pass programs, including low income passes, and 
the manner in which these programs can or will be integrated for Sonoma coast parks. 

Please refer to Section      of the Application Report. 

18) An evaluation of the potential to offset potential fee impacts through the use of some local 
free days; group passes for Native Americans, educational groups, at-risk kids, clean-up 
volunteers, marine mammal rescuers, etc.; etc. 

Please refer to Section     of the Application Report. 

19) Summary of DPR’s fee programs by County to be able to understand how Sonoma County 
fits into the mix (e.g., are fees imposed at State coastal parks in Mendocino, Humboldt, and 
Del Norte? If so, please describe the fee programs there. If not, why are fees not being 
proposed there?). 

Please refer to Section      of the Application Report. 

Unsettled points 

20) The current project is much different than the project that went through the local process and 
was appealed. That project was for a series of metal tubes without consideration of a fee 
schedule, where it was implied that fees would be the next logical step at some point in the 
future. The current project is for kiosks, APMs, and related development, along with a fee 
program. There is a question as to whether the current project can be properly before the 
Commission in de novo review in this case, or whether it is so different as to need to go 
through a local CDP process. 

Project no longer entails kiosks and entry stations.  The project now being proposed is a 
reduced scale project from the original application submitted to Sonoma County for a 
Coastal Permit. 

21) If the current project can be properly before the Commission, the Willow Creek portion of 
the project was not before the County, nor before the Commission in the substantial issue 
hearing. There is a question as to whether the Willow Creek project can be properly before 
the Commission in de novo review in this case, or whether it is a new project that needs to go 
through a local CDP process. Such issues are compounded by fact that it includes County 
land and has not received any sort of local approval (as is required for projects considered by 
the Commission). 

Project no longer encompasses the Willow Creek and Freezeout Creek sites.  Therefore, 
this comment is no longer applicable to the project. 

22) If the current project can be properly before the Commission, the Campbell Cove portion of 
it is located in the Commission’s retained permitting jurisdiction, and would require a 
separate CDP (or a consolidated CDP) from the Commission. It is not clear that such an 
application could be properly before the Commission as it would require evidence of local 
approval (and in case of consolidation, agreement by the County to use that process). 
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Comment noted.  Campbell Cove is no longer included in this project proposal. 
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Relevant Coastal Act Policies: 
 
Section 30210 Access; recreational opportunities; posting  
 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, 
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to 
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 
 

Section 30212 New development projects 

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast 
shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) it is inconsistent with 
public safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, (2) 
adequate access exists nearby, or, (3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated 
accessway shall not be required to be opened to public use until a public agency or 
private association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the 
accessway. 
 
[…] 

(c) Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor shall it excuse the 
performance of duties and responsibilities of public agencies which are required by 
Sections 66478.1 to 66478.14, inclusive, of the Government Code and by Section 4 of 
Article X of the California Constitution. 

Section 30212.5 Public facilities; distribution 

Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or facilities, 
shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and 
otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area. 

Section 30213 Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities; encouragement and provision;  

Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 
feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 
preferred. 

Section 30214. Implementation of public access policies; legislative intent 
 

 (a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner that takes 
into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public access depending 
on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but not limited to, the following:  
 
(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics.  
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(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity.  
(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass 
depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and the 
proximity of the access area to adjacent residential uses.  
(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect the privacy 
of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the area by providing 
for the collection of litter.  
 

Section 30240 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas; adjacent developments 

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed 
within those areas. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks 
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those 
habitat and recreation areas. 

 

Relevant LCP Policies 

Access Plan General Recommendations 

1. Adopt the Access Plan as the primary policy on access to the Sonoma County 
shoreline.  

7. Utilize the Development Criteria for Access Facilities in designing and constructing 
new or expanded accessways. 

8. Conduct visual analysis prior to siting parking areas for accessways. 

 

Access Plan Descriptions and Recommendations 

17. Salt Point State Park - Improved 
Discussion: See Recreation Plan 

 

33. Russian Gulch Northern Access - Existing and Proposed 
Discussion: An existing trail leads from Russian Gulch over the hill to the cove to the 
north. This trail makes access along the beach from the Eckert acquisition to Russian 
Gulch possible. Part of the trail is on State property and part is on the Black Ranch. 
Recommendations: Acquire remainder of the access trail. Construct safe trail. 
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34. Russian Gulch - Dedicated and Undeveloped 
Discussion: Russian Gulch has a large, attractive, accessible and heavily used beach. 
The lack of restrooms presents a health hazard, as well as an inconvenience. 
Impromptu highway parking can create traffic hazards. For additional information 
and recommendations, see Recreation Plan. 
Recommendations: Develop parking area. Construct restrooms. Utilize new facilities 
as a roadside rest area. 

 

43. Goat Rock River Access - Dedicated and Improved 
Discussion: The beach at the mouth of the Russian River is accessible from Goat 
Rock parking area at the Sonoma Coast State Beach. 
Recommendations: No change. 
  

46. Goat Rock Ocean Access - Dedicated and Partially Improved 
Discussion: Four accessways are available from Goat Rock Road. 
Recommendations: No change. 
  

47. Shell Beach Bluff Trail - Dedicated and Undeveloped 
Discussion: A blufftop trail from Shell Beach northward would connect Shell Beach 
to Goat Rock and provide a unique hiking experience. 
Recommendations: Construct and formalize new trail, No new support facilities 
needed 

  

48. Shell Beach - Dedicated and Improved 
Discussion: State Parks operates this accessway to Shell Beach. A safe trail, parking 
for 40 cars, and restrooms are available. Lateral access between Shell Beach and 
Wright's Beach is hindered only by one bluff promontory. A staircase up and over this 
bluff would allow hiking along nearly 2 miles of beach. 
Recommendations: No change in vertical access. Develop a trail connection and 
staircase, as appropriate between Shell Beach and Wright Beach. 

 

55. Portuguese Beach - Dedicated and Developed 
Discussion: State Parks operates this accessway. A trail and parking area are 
available. 
Recommendations: No change. 
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56. Sonoma Coast State Beach - Portuguese Beach to Salmon Creek - Dedicated and 
Developed. 

Discussion: Between Portuguese Beach and Salmon Creek are six beaches and 
access points operated by State Parks: Schoolhouse, Carmet, Arched Rock, Coleman, 
Miwok, and North Salmon Creek Beaches. Trail and parking areas are available. For 
additional information and recommendations, see Recreation and Transportation 
Plans. 

 

57. South Salmon Creek Beach - Dedicated and Partially Improved 
Discussion: South Salmon Creek is one of the most important and heavily used beach 
access points on the Sonoma County Coast. Existing parking is inadequate, and 
roadside parking is incompatible with residential uses. Heavy usage has resulted in 
damage and destabilization to the dunes. 

 

60. Bodega Head - Dedicated and Partially Developed 
Discussion: Numerous trails, roads, two parking areas, and restrooms are located at 
Bodega Head. For additional information and recommendations, see Recreation 
Plan. 

 

Recreation General Recommendations 

  1. Prepare a long range General Plan for each State and County park unit in 
conjunction with park development planning. 

  7. Design parking and restroom facilities to serve only the planned intensity of 
recreation development. 

  9. Locate parking in visually screened areas. 

 11. Encourage State Parks to take immediate action, including adequate staffing and 
necessary physical measures, to protect the natural and cultural resources of new 
acquisitions. 

 

Public Recreation Recommendations 

Salt Point State Park Unit -Salt Point State Park 
 

21. Develop two types of facilities, each to accommodate 30-60 persons, east of the 
highway: a campground oriented toward horseback riding, and a campground 
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oriented toward hike-in camping. These campsite areas should be accessible to the 
public only by horseback or hiking. 
 
22. Designate new and existing trails with signs and provide interpretation of the 
natural environment. Designate the trail from the intersection of the existing riding 
and hiking trail and Highway 1 to the bluffin a westerly direction. Designate specific 
trails in this and other locations where use now occurs in an informal manner, to help 
preserve the park's sensitive resources. 
 
23. Encourage the development of trails recommended in the Access Plan and 
various facilities approved by the Coastal Commission. 

 
Sonoma Coast State Beach Unit - Sonoma Coast State Beach 
 

44. Encourage development of a visitor center in the vicinity of Salmon Creek or the 
Bodega Dunes campground. Interpretive facilities and material should include 
warning of the hazards of the Sonoma coast. 
 
45. Encourage development of a nature trail west of Highway 1 at the Salmon Creek 
marsh. 
 
46. Complete State beach inholdings to the degree possible at Pacific View Estates 
and parcels101-13-11,2 and 3. 
 
47. Encourage the development of trails recommended in the Access Plan and 
parking facilities 
recommended in the Transportation section. 

 
Sonoma Coast State Beach Unit - Bodega Head 
 

51. Limit development to improvement of existing facilities, such as improved 
parking, restroom, and picnic facilities. Trails for sightseeing and diving access 
should also be considered. 
 
52. Encourage development of the trail recommended in the Access Plan. 
 
53. All fencing except that needed to prevent access to the Hole in the. Head should 
be removed. Continuation of salmon-rearing program in the pond should be 
considered. 

 
Sonoma Coastal Trail Recommendations 
 

56. Encourage a coastal trail along the beach, the coastal terrace, the uplands, the 
ridge roads, or the highway to connect public and private recreation areas and 
access trails with communities and commercial services. 
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57. Encourage increased provision of facilities for storing bicycles and camping 
equipment at campgrounds designed for bicyclists and hikers. 
 
58. Provide reduced rates for campers arriving by bicycle or foot. 
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From: Sakina Bush
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: proposed fee
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 1:24:31 AM

It has come to my attention that there is a proposal to charge a fee of $8.00 to access beaches along
the Sonoma County coast. I hope the Coastal Commission will refute this action. These beaches should
remain fully accessible to the public and not just to those with affluence. $8.00 may not seem like much
to those who have it but it is an unreasonable amount for those with limited incomes. It is wrong to
limit access to public beaches or to create a system where access is based on wealth.

Thank you,

Sakina Bush
Fort Bragg CA
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From: janet schlihs
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: fees charged to visit state and national lands
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 7:33:03 AM

as a child i went camping all across the western united states with my family.  there

was NEVER a charge and there NEVER should be.  these lands belong to you and

me.

janet schlihs
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From: Jim Heid
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: comment on proposed beach access fees
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 10:06:22 AM

To whom it may concern:

As a 25-year resident of the Mendocino coast, I'm writing to respectfully urge the Coastal Commission to
reject State Parks' proposal to charge access fees for Sonoma County beaches.

While I understand and respect the fact that State Parks needs funding to maintain its facilities,
charging the public to simply park near and access a beach is the wrong way to go about it.

Here in Mendocino County, many of our beaches are used by locals as brief respites during their busy
days. I and many people I know frequently stop at the beach for a quick walk and recharge when we're
out and about running errands. It's inappropriate to charge someone $8 -- or, for that matter, any
amount -- to take a 20-minute walk and briefly escape the pressures of the day.

Many of the locals who use our beaches don't have a lot of discretionary income. Imposing beach-
access fees is discriminatory and unfair. It shouldn't cost as much to access nature for 20 minutes as it
does to go to a movie theater for three hours. Indeed, it shouldn't cost anything beyond what we
already pay in taxes.

State Parks definitely deserves financial support. But imposing access fees is not the way to do it.

Again, I respectfully urge that the Coastal Commission deny State Parks' desire to charge beach fees.

Sincerely,
Jim Heid
PO Box 743
Albion, CA 95410
707-937-1747
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From: Bonnie Sarrow
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: beach parking fees...
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 11:06:02 AM

NO, NO, NO, NO...we pay PLENTY OF TAXES ON EVERYTHING, ALL YEAR LONG.
BEACHES ARE OUR SACRED RIGHT TO ACCESS~!!!!!!!!
bonnie sarrow
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From: cflum@mcn.org
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: jugglestone@comcast.net
Subject: [Fwd: ]
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 11:10:09 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject:
From:    cflum@mcn.org
Date:    Thu, April 16, 2015 11:08 am
To:      sonomastateparksappeal@coastal.ca.gov
Cc:      jugglestone@comcast.net
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

April 16, 2015

Dear State Parks,

It is unthinkable that the State Parks is considering charging to visit
the sea and parklands.  The fees for camping already keeps many of the
less wealthy of us from going to places that were for hundreds of years
free to all.

Please consider this to be a idea that will cause a great hardship for
people who are already struggling to meet and join the so called middle
class in America.  The American Dream is fading fast, as we become a one
class society where only the rich have the benefit of beauty and healthy
outdoor experiences.

Sincerely,
Char Flum
cflum@mcn.org
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From: Will Van Sant
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No Cost for Beaches
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 2:46:08 PM

Just want to voice my strong disapproval of any kind of fees to access our state
beaches.  These are public lands that tax dollars fund.   A day at the beach should
be free for all.  If day use fees for beach access start it will be one more step
towards privitization of these public beautiful lands.
 
Will Van Sant
Ukiah CA
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From: Martha Betz
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: fees
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 8:39:12 PM

Our parks are for us to use and not for you to make money from.  We pay our taxes.  Leave us our
parks. 
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From: Carmen Goodyear
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fees for Beaches
Date: Friday, April 17, 2015 9:11:39 AM

This is  bad idea in every way, for the citizens.  Here is the truth:

The public’s access to beaches and waterways is guaranteed in the state constitution 
and by the 1976 Coastal Act, which encourages “maximum access” to such sites.

The State Parks and Coastal Commission will be doing something unconstitutional if 
they make people pay to enjoy their right to visit CA beaches.  As with the "Fire 
Fee" that the Board of Equalization makes us pay now (and not a penny of that 
goes to our local volunteer Fire Dept) this fee would line the pockets of state 
agencies and very little would go to protecting the beaches.  Please rethink this 
proposal and let the people enjoy their constitutional right to CA beaches.

Thank you,

Carmen Goodyear
Albion, CA 95410
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From: Nancy Backus-Meagher
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Proposed fees at beaches
Date: Saturday, April 18, 2015 9:49:20 AM

dear Sirs,
I am vehemently opposed to any plan than would involve any sort of fee for the use of our
Coastline beaches. Like the air we breathe, the ocean belongs to all who want to visit and
Enjoy. Fees for campgrounds have gone up enough to make camping out of reach for many
But a walk in the sand, a chance to build sand castles, a view of the mighty surf are all free
And there for all of us. Imposing fees would be an unconscionable thing to do.
Sincerely,
Nancy Meagher
Little River, CA

Sent from my iPad
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From: Annemarie
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: proposal by California Parks and Recreation Department to put "iron rangers" intended to collect money
Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 9:00:14 PM

20 April 2015

California Coastal Commission 45 Fremont Street, Suite 200
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Commissioners:
This letter is in reference to the proposal by California Parks and
Recreation Department to put "iron rangers" intended to collect money
for access to and use of public beaches in California, specifically, in
our understanding, Sonoma County.
The California Supreme Court cases of Dietz v. King and Gion v. City of
Santa Cruz clearly established the right of public access and use of our
coastal beaches. The former case involved a landowner charging money for
access to a public beach. We are unable to see a meaningful distinction
between an access charged by State Parks as opposed to a private
landowner. Although the State is trying to raise money from a multitude
of sources, denying the public free access to OUR beaches seems a clear
manifestation of class warfare. One of the few things a lower income
family can do that does not cost money is to spend a day at the seashore.
The California Coastal Commission was created by popular vote to insure
public access to the beaches and to protect those rights, whether from
private landowners or public agencies. Particularly in this case where
Parks and Recreation has proved itself to be capable of massive budget
mismanagement and the concealing of funds, the idea that this
organization should deny the public free access to beaches which are
supported by our tax dollars is unconscionable.
Sincerely,
Annemarie Weibel
P.O. Box 566
Albion, CA 95410

tax payer, landlord, have lived in California since 1978
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From: Susie De castro
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No on $8.00
Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 3:48:15 PM

NO! NO! NO! on $8.00 to access THE PACIFIC OCEAN. It is my RIGHT and not a
privilege to have access to the Ocean. I would be happy to volunteer to offset the
price. I am on fixed income.
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From: Susie De castro
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No on $8.00
Date: Monday, April 27, 2015 2:33:13 PM

NO! NO! NO! on $8.00 to access THEORY PACIFIC OCEAN
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From: Sarah Taylor
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Paying for Coastal Access
Date: Monday, April 27, 2015 8:05:47 PM

To Whom it May Concern,
     I believe it would be unfair to those of us who love the ocean to start charging for day use along
the coast.  I've never made much money, but I do work,and I do pay my taxes.  Please pan the idea of
having a mandatory fee for entrance to the park.  Thank you.

 --Sarah Taylor
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From: David
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Don"t fee out parks
Date: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 7:19:53 PM
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From: Laura Morgan
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Alienation of diverse minorities, not to mention local residents, engendered by fees
Date: Friday, February 19, 2016 6:18:53 AM

Dear friends,

As affluent and regular utilizers of the Sonoma Coast Parks proposed for fee collection, We would
recommend strongly that those of us who can afford it should pay for those who can't.

A voluntary donation station with explanatory signage would be a greatly prefered method for necessary
fee collections. Or an annual or monthly auto-donation program for coastal residents could be proposed.
We would welcome such an opportunity and with it, the message of caring to those who cannot afford
it would be conveyed.

The auto-pay kiosk at Riverside Park is a glaring example of the alienation that is created when an
impersonal, confusing and dysfunctional machine takes the place of free access and park staff are seen
as law enforcement rather than friends.

Thanks for your attention to this matter of importance to us all,

Laura Morgan, MD
Jim Seward, MD
Sebastopol

Sent from my iPad
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From: Carol Sklenicka
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Oppose Sonoma Coast Fee Collection Proposal
Date: Friday, February 19, 2016 9:14:00 PM
Importance: High

Dear Commissioners,

It’s not surprising that the proposal of the California State Department of Parks and Recreation to
charge fees in new locations on the Sonoma Coast has met with vociferous opposition.  I hope some of
you remember that similar proposals have been resisted here before, at least since 1979.   We are the
home country of Bill Kortum and his spirit lives on here.

Many opponents believe that the requirement of fees for parking at the most accessible locations along
our coast is a violation of the Coastal Act.  I won’t be surprised if there is a court challenge on those
grounds.

What disturbs me about this proposal is that the Parks Department has not deigned to explain what
benefits their scheme might bring to park users.  Will roads, beach access, restrooms, garbage
collection be improved?  Will more rangers be provided to insure public safety?  The so-called “open
house” meeting they held in Sebastopol on Feb. 17, 2016 answered none of these questions.  It
seemed that the administrators were ill-prepared to recommend their own short-sighted proposal.  It
seemed they had been ordered to come up with something and acted in frustrated desperation.  Surely
someone in Sacramento has a better idea than this.

We all know that there is a shortage of funding for the parks.  Yet no one behind the tables at the
meeting in Sebastopol could tell us how much it will cost to install and staff these fee collection
stations.  It seems very likely that the cost will be as great as the revenue brought in.  Apparently no
one has analyzed this equation.  The whole plan is half-baked and it is opposed by most or all of the
organizations that were invited in to consult with the Parks personnel in designing the plan.

Some of the locations where mechanized fee stations are slated for installation have no service at all,
Freezeout and Willow Creek.  I think Willow Creek is a county road and it is so pot-holed it is drivable
only in SUVs.  Freezeout has been managed by Landpaths until last month and was open only by permit
(but free for those who attended permit orientation).

We strongly urge you to turn down this plan in its present form and to support legislative efforts to find
a better method to restore funding for the state beaches that belong to every Californian.

Carol Sklenicka
Richard Ryan
P O Box 21
Duncans Mills CA 95430
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From: Debra McGauley
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Deb McGauley; Phil McGauley; Sylvia McGauley; Katy McGauley; Jenny McGauley
Subject: Beach Fees: Commentary for your upcoming meeting on the 24th
Date: Saturday, February 20, 2016 8:07:28 PM

This is my 2-cents worth on this subject.  

The Sonoma Coast is a close, local getaway for everyone in Sonoma County, and

beyond.  My family has been frequent visitors for over 30 years.  It is a peaceful

sanctuary for many.  It is a family day together for all.  It is the LAST place to go

spend time with family and/or friends; have a picnic; play; fly kites; seek solace; for

FREE.  A lot of families cannot afford fees to enjoy a day off with family.

We bought a memorial picnic table for my husbands parents and had it placed at

Schoolhouse Beach.  With all the "cuts to the coastal state parks budget" already, half

the time that parking lot is closed.  Even when it isn't, the bathrooms are still closed,

there are no garbage cans ANYWHERE; and it's not just at Schoolhouse Beach.  We

are in discussion with the state parks currently to replace (they took it) the garbage

can we installed close to our memorial picnic table that we were servicing.

Bottom line is that if you charge fees for beach access, people will simply park on

Hwy. 1 making that treacherous road even more dangerous, plus adding the human

factor as they will be walking on Hwy. 1 with children, beach gear, dogs, etc., toward

the beach they are headed to.

It's a ridiculous idea. 

 

Deb McGauley, CTA
2375 Donna Maria Way
Santa Rosa, CA  95401
(707) 529-6240
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From: Connie Bowen
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Oppose!
Date: Saturday, February 20, 2016 8:36:57 PM

I oppose any fees at Sonoma County beaches!
Connie Bowen
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From: Ben Goyhenetche
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Parking fees- Sonoma Coast
Date: Sunday, February 21, 2016 5:45:37 PM

Please do not charge us to park at the beach.  
All of us need someplace to go to enjoy nature that is free.

Reduce your staff, cut back on big projects, just keep it simple.  We will all benefit
from it.

Bit by bit our natural freedom is being taken away from us..I've been surfing the
Sonoma Coast since 1977.

We used to be able to have beach fires. Now no beach fires.

Dogs were allowed on all beaches. Now no dogs on most beaches.

Beaches were driven on only in emergencies.  Now regularly for no apparent reason,
other than to show utter disrespect for the natural beauty of the area.- Shame on all
of you.  This isn't L.A. It's wild and free. Let's keep it that way!

I liked it better  when Sheriff Murphy and just a few others were on patrol.  Now
there is a glut of various law enforcement.
Really , it's over kill, and I'm sure very expensive.

Respectfully, Ben Goyhenetche
Bodega Bay, CA
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From: Steven Rock
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: paying to use Sonoma beaches
Date: Sunday, February 21, 2016 7:51:52 PM

I don't know if installing paid parking is consistent with the Coastal Act. But it
certainly inhibits usage. Somethings should remain free.
 
Steven Rock
Berkeley, CA
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From: Joanna Martinelli
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fee Proposal Appeal Letter for Wed 02/24/16
Date: Monday, February 22, 2016 2:03:55 AM

To Whom It May Concern:

I cannot attend the scheduled meeting this Wednesday, February 24, 2016.  I'm inspired 
to share a few thoughts with you about this complex issue. I've been a Bodega Bay 
Resident since 1987, once married to (and fishing with) a fisherman who has been here 
since the 1950's.

On more popular days at the Coast (guaranteed to increase as time goes on), people park 
on the delicate shoulders off the highway, impacting the integrity of the flora – 
compromising integrity against erosion.  They park in No Parking areas.  I do not know 
for sure, but I believe there is little regulatory follow through.

We need to really look at the growing difficulty with over population.  How do we deal 
with this?  I appreciate sentiments regarding wanting to keep the area free and accessible 
to everyone, and yet….  what about stewardship?  The motivation certainly won't come 
from the occasional visitor.  

I have seen the delicate trails on Bodega head become four lane "freeways" with people 
pushing their twin size baby strollers along the cliffs for a ways.  So much photo taking of 
everything and everyone leaves little room for reverie and awe.  The majority population 
influences the general ambiance and reduces it to a Disney experience for everyone.

I would like to submit the idea that the State install toll stations (residents/employee-
employers exempt) on the roads that enter Highway One along certain areas that are 
subject to over use.  The cost of maintaining trails and stairs and parking lots, cleaning 
beaches, porta potties, etc. - not to mention (the now quiet discussion about) emergency 
services…   all could be subsidized by the toll fee for Highway One.  Spread amongst 
motorists, per car or per capita, the fee could be low and people would have the sense of 
"free access" to all resources.  I don't know if that would slow the growing pressure, but 
it sure would increase funding to do ecological repair, create signage, pay someone to 
enforce the "No parking" and shoulder areas that people abuse.

If cars were towed, then people wouldn't park there.  If nearby neighborhoods were 
allowed to restrict beach/all day parking so the overflow didn't impact safety and privacy 
of residential areas, and cars were towed, people would go to another area farther north, 
less populated, or decide not to come on heavy traffic weekends, etc.

People won't self regulate.  I understand the idea of iron rangers, but they won't work 
either.  Visitors will just overflow to the neighborhoods or park on fragile shoulders.

It's definitely a challenge to regulate sensitivity.  We really must pay close attention to 
the fact that we have waited too long to protect many of our "commonly owned" 
resources – and now it's too late.
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These are My concerns. 
Any comments from you would be much appreciated.

Joanna Martinelli Strang
281 Calle del Sol
1205 Bay View
Bodega Bay, CA 94923
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From: Kathleen Bylsma
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: State park fee for public access
Date: Monday, February 22, 2016 11:18:38 AM

Dear Staff,

Please don't even consider an access fee to use the PUBLIC beach. We are already
charged and taxed to the limit. We have paid to use the beach. Don't get greedy.

Kathleen Bylsma
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From: Marsha Calhoun
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fee Collection Device
Date: Monday, February 22, 2016 2:43:33 PM

I have lived in Sonoma County for forty years, and was initially drawn here in part because of access

to our beautiful California coastline.  I urge you not to cut off this access by establishing fee collection

devices that will discourage or disallow poorer people from enjoying the coastline that belongs to us all.

 When I was younger and when my children were younger, sometimes going to the beach was our only

low-cost entertainment, and we could not have afforded to pay parking fees.  Please, please do not cut

anyone off from appreciating and enjoying our unique coastline because they cannot afford to park and

there is no other way to get to the beach.  We just don't need to further divide our people economically

by telling those with less money that they are not permitted to avail themselves of this beautiful,

educational, stress-relieving, family-friendly, community-inspiring delight that is everyone's right.

Thank you.

Marsha Calhoun
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From: tiggy344
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fees
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 6:52:55 AM

I am not in agreement with your proposal to collect parking fees at some of our
beaches in Soboma county. Who will benefit from this, and how?
I  can say that in over 60 years I have not seen that the beaches have been
improved in Sonoma or Mendocino counties because of State fees collected. It has
grown more beuracracy and salaries.Where is this money spent?  Southern
California?  General fund?
Let us follow the same path as Oregon, where all beaches are free to use by
everone.  Only charge for campers.
Thank you,
Barbara Haen
Windsor Ca. 95492

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone
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From: Laura Duggan
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No Fees on the Sonoma Coast
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 6:54:30 AM

Dear Commissioners, et al,

I am writing to express my concerns about putting parking fees along the Sonoma Coast. Several of the
planned locations occur where we find the begin and end of the Kortum trail, named after Bill Kortum,
who dedicated his life to preserving equal and free access to the Sonoma Coast. It was in this spirit that
the Coastal Commission was created as well.

Putting parking fees at the coast effective blocks access as much as if you had put Private Property
signs there. Highway 1 along the road has NO parking or shoulders other than the areas created for
parking to hike the coast. Those who cannot afford the parking fee will have  NO recourse for parking.
In addition, many tourists drive Highway 1 and simply want to take a moment to look at the coast
Safely. They are not planning to stop for an entire day. Putting a parking fee there will simply encourage
dangerous driving, as people will try and slow down, look, gaze, and not drive.

I sincerely hope you understand how important it is to keep the Sonoma Coast accessible and free to
everyone that comes.

Laura Duggan
7523 Lynch Road
Sebastopol, CA 95472
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From: Dick Butler
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Sarah Butler; Carol Butler; Georgia Butler; Mac Butler
Subject: State Beach Fees
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 7:53:48 AM

I strongly oppose the State Park's proposal to charge a fee for visitors to the
Sonoma coast.

The state's coast and beaches are a public trust resource and I believe the California
Constitution guarantees access to ocean waters and that a fee impedes that access.

The people's coastal resource should not be viewed as a cash cow for State Parks,
or any other state agency. California State Parks Department must be funded by a
line-item in the State budget and should not be allowed to increase revenue through
arbitrary and capricious fees.

Imposing a fee on visitors to Sonoma County beaches would reduce access and
user-days, which in turn will reduce the economic benefits that beaches provide to
coastal communities.

Sincerely,
Richard W Butler
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From: Sarah Butler
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Dick Butler
Subject: Re: State Beach Fees
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 9:35:59 AM

> On Feb 23, 2016, at 7:53 AM, Dick Butler <dick.butler9@gmail.com> wrote:
>
> I strongly oppose the State Park's proposal to charge a fee for visitors to the Sonoma coast.
>
> The state's coast and beaches are a public trust resource and I believe the California Constitution
guarantees access to ocean waters and that a fee impedes that access.
>
> The people's coastal resource should not be viewed as a cash cow for State Parks, or any other state
agency. California State Parks Department must be funded by a line-item in the State budget and
should not be allowed to increase revenue through arbitrary and capricious fees.
>
> Imposing a fee on visitors to Sonoma County beaches would reduce access and user-days, which in
turn will reduce the economic benefits that beaches provide to coastal communities.
>
> Sincerely,
> Sarah Nancy Butler
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From: Gerry Schultz
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: are you listening to the people who live here?
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 11:17:42 AM

I am a musician and an educator...not an activist.

The on-going proposal from the State Parks Department to the Coastal Commission
regarding:
IRON RANGERS ON SONOMA COUNTY BEACHES

....remains a proposal that goes against the grain. 
This proposal is offensive!

For 3 - 4 years, I have been writing to the State Parks (including Roy Streams
..spelling?....before he retired), 
to the Coastal Commission urging them to deny this proposal, 
to Efren Carillo, our 5th District Supervisor, 
and now to the candidates for Efren's seat.

Each time, I have given a list of viable ALTERNATIVES to Iron Rangers.

Low-risk County Jail prisoners to do clean-up and maintenance.
Court-mandated "community service" individuals, brought in small
groups to do clean up and maintenance.
High School students who do "Community Service"
Volunteer Center of Sonoma County organizing clean up and
maintenance.
Businesses "Adopting a Beach".
Senior Centers organizing clean-up and maintenance crews.
California Conservation Corp. work parties to fix the parking lots and
to trail maintenance.
State Parks Dept. creating clean-up and maintenance crews instead
of paying someone to sit at an Iron Ranger.

My husband and I have lived in Occidental (near the coast) for 40 years. We enjoy
popping over there for a break in our day, a walk, a picnic, a quick look for whales
at Bodega Head. 

Now...we will refuse to pay for this wonderful activity.
Instead...we will park our car and view OUR COAST and refuse to pay to step on
the coastline.

What income do you anticipate gaining from IRON RANGERS?
not much

 
Gerry Schultz
Executive Director
California Redwood Chorale (501c3)
Tax ID # 91 - 1805049
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www.californiaredwoodchorale.org
Facebook: California Redwood Chorale
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From: Gay Bishop
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Beach Fees
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 2:18:48 PM

I am a person with little income and large love of the land. A most important activity
in my life is hiking and birdwatching. Putting a price on the outdoors with entrance
fees is like making the world a museum. Only those with money will be able to
afford and enjoy the most treasured resouces of our county. We are so fortunate to
be blessed with such surroundings, keep these treasures available to everyone. Not
just those with money.. 
People do not love something or take care of it if they can't experience it.
The earth needs all the advocates it can get at this crucial time of climate change,
overpopulation and on and on. 
Please hear the dissenting voices and do not do this.

Gay Bishop
Member of Beachwatch and Stewards of Redwoods and Coast.
Madrone Audubon  member
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From: Clare Najarian
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: NO FEES AT THE BEACH
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 2:46:19 PM

Sonoma State Parks personnel and those responsible for this reprehensible idea of charging to see the

sunset!

 

The meeting in Sebastopol on Wed. of last week was a travesty.  Public Comment is a right just as

free beaches are a right of the people.  Your short notice on a very poorly run meeting was duly noted.

I would like to see you put forth a budget that shows exactly what you are spending to hold our dearly

beloved beaches hostage.  From the signage on the road, the actual design of the grotesque kiosks,

the building, supplies, the construction costs, the salaries, the liability insurance, the cost of

maintenance and the personnel training.  We will not go quietly over this issue as you may have

guessed.   We HAVE A RIGHT TO VISIT BODEGA HEAD, SHELL BEACH, GOAT ROCK without

paying one dime.

 

The ocean and beaches are not commodities to be charged permission to visit.   Pay to play does not

work.   All of our state beaches from Crescent City to San Diego should never become places for the

state

to charge.  I WILL NEVER PAY TO SEE THE SUNSET AT BODEGA HEAD; I WILL NEVER PAY TO

HIKE THE BILL KORTUM TRAIL; I WILL NEVER PAY TO WALK THE BLUFFS OF THE SHELL

BEACH TRAIL;

I WILL NEVER PAY TO VISIT GOAT ROCK……EVER!!!!!

 

The California State Parks government is not doing a good job of managing our coastal resources;

simply asking for money is a slap in the face; as a writer in this morning’s PD put forth: more and

more beaches will become fee-only and then finally the last affordable entertainment in Sonoma

County will be gone.

 

 

Our coast belongs to all of us; NOT TO THE STATE PARKS, OR THE GOVERNOR whose deeply

disappointing appointment of 4 traitors to the coastal commissioners is also duly noted. 

 

You and your state cohorts have lost critical trust in your ability to manage our “free to the public

resources”. 

 

It is my hope that some of you lose your jobs…that some of you turn your minds around on this issue;

that some of you will listen and pay attention to the rights of the people.

 

Clare Najarian

357 Neva St

Sebastopol, CA 95472
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From: Kate Fenton
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Caroline Higgins; NORMA JELLISON; Carol Sklenicka
Subject: To Nancy Cave, CA Coastal Commission
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 3:23:45 PM

February 23, 2016

 Nancy Cave

California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street – Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Ms. Cave:

The proposal of the California State Department of Parks and Recreation to charge 
fees in new locations on the Sonoma Coast has been resisted more than once over 
the years. I realize Northern California is something of a holdout but we stand for 
the way things should be, in the spirit of the Coastal Act.

The Parks Department does not seem to have much of a plan in all this. Costs, 
numbers of rangers on duty, and improvements and benefits are not even specified. 
Personnel from Sacramento sent to Sebastopol on Feb. 17 to push this proposal on 
the public were really clueless about the area and just taking orders from above. The 
public came up with several better ideas that could be implemented with much less 
expense, trouble and offensivenesss.

I am a 41-year resident of lower Willow Creek Rd. and find it a pointless choice for a 
kiosk. This county road is in deplorable shape and there are no parking or other 
services except for one of two campgrounds that currently opens in season, and one 
hiking trail.  

Please work creatively with ideas presented by the public and with more sensible 
and practical legislative efforts to restore funding for our state beaches, especially in 
a time when the pressures are so great to develop our coast and to squeeze more 
out of the income-challenged.

Thank you for caring.

 Sincerely yours,

 Kate Fenton

PO Box 86

Jenner, CA 95450

 

 --
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Kate Fenton
www.willowcreekdesigns.net
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From: Kate Fenton
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Caroline Higgins; NORMA JELLISON; Carol Sklenicka
Subject: To Nancy Cave, CA Coastal Commission
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 3:23:59 PM

February 23, 2016

 Nancy Cave

California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street – Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Ms. Cave:

The proposal of the California State Department of Parks and Recreation to charge 
fees in new locations on the Sonoma Coast has been resisted more than once over 
the years. I realize Northern California is something of a holdout but we stand for 
the way things should be, in the spirit of the Coastal Act.

The Parks Department does not seem to have much of a plan in all this. Costs, 
numbers of rangers on duty, and improvements and benefits are not even specified. 
Personnel from Sacramento sent to Sebastopol on Feb. 17 to push this proposal on 
the public were really clueless about the area and just taking orders from above. The 
public came up with several better ideas that could be implemented with much less 
expense, trouble and offensivenesss.

I am a 41-year resident of lower Willow Creek Rd. and find it a pointless choice for a 
kiosk. This county road is in deplorable shape and there are no parking or other 
services except for one of two campgrounds that currently opens in season, and one 
hiking trail.  

Please work creatively with ideas presented by the public and with more sensible 
and practical legislative efforts to restore funding for our state beaches, especially in 
a time when the pressures are so great to develop our coast and to squeeze more 
out of the income-challenged.

Thank you for caring.

 Sincerely yours,

 Kate Fenton

PO Box 86

Jenner, CA 95450

 

 --
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Kate Fenton
www.willowcreekdesigns.net
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From: Carol Goodwin Blick
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please don"t charge for beach access
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 9:12:57 PM

Please stop the erosion of our community commons. Please don't widen the
gap between the haves and the have nots. Please don't charge for
California beach access. Thank you.

Carol Goodwin Blick
Residence: 426 Floral Way, Rohnert Park, CA 94928
Mailing address: PO Box 3055, Rohnert PArk, CA 94927
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From: George von Haunalter
To: letters@pressdemocrat.com
Cc: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma State Beach Tax
Date: Tuesday, February 23, 2016 10:44:51 PM

Would it not be pleasant if and when fees on Sonoma state beaches reduce
the rabble so that those of us who can easily afford the fees have more
space to our selves? In addition the opening line of Woody Guthrie’s song
“This land is your land” can be changed from “California to the New York
Island” to “California excluding its beaches to the New York island.”
 
The appetite of the state for revenue knows no boundaries and one day
there may be a tax on air that we breath; that can be easily estimated
given the average lung capacity and life expectancy. Don’t laugh, with the
state of US politics today and the leading candidates, anything is possible.
 
But seriously for a moment: the beaches are one of the few places left
(free state parks are long gone) where people with little or no disposable
income can enjoy benefits to their psyche and health and community
spirit and appreciation of the environment. What a downright crime it
would be to reduce these benefits for those who need them the most. Wise
up ye State Park officials who are contemplating a beach tax: such antics
hurt our society more than any good coming from the many frivolous
expenditures of our money that a beach tax helps to save.
 
George von Haunalter, Santa Rosa
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From: Vesta Copestakes
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Coastal Beach Fee Stations
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 7:30:31 AM

I believe this will cause more harm than generate increased income:

When people have to PAY to access one beach - they will go to another that is 
FREE. Our public beaches are fairly close to each other, so to find a free one further 
up or down the coast is not difficult. But these other beaches may not have the 
facilities for parking and restrooms. Therefore people will park where it is not safe 
and will urinate, etc. where they can find a spot of privacy. This will put more 
pressure on the free beaches and cause more harm to the landscape. We have seen 
this on the Russian River. People find access to the river where there is no park fee. 
They leave trash, have parties, start fires. The destruction is huge and is mostly 
cleaned up by volunteers every fall before flood season. But the destruction is there 
from broken glass to feces in the bushes. 

I believe there is a more cost-effective solution to raising money to maintain our 
beaches. I’d like to see the license fee back on the ballot. With increased awareness 
it may pass the next time.

A Coastal Park Membership could help. The CA State Parks membership is very 
expensive of people who just go to the beach, but do not hike, camp, etc. Can you 
issue just a Coastal Membership - a simple reduced rate annual pass that gives 
people an opportunity to donate to beach maintenance?

Ultimately, the beaches need to be free because they are unique. We have ONE 
West Coast and it belongs to everyone - rich or poor. These kiosks and a problem 
waiting to happen and will be expensive to maintain. Please point me to your cost 
analysis. I don’t think I’ve seen that information.

Thank you for your time and concern for our beaches.

Vesta Copestakes, publisher

The Sonoma County Gazette

6490 Front Street #300

Forestville, CA 95436

http://www.sonomacountygazette.com/

707-887-0253

FAX: 707-820-8127

Cell: 707-889-0069

COMING UP:
MARCH  - distributes March 2
March Calendar - Articles - Columns: Due Feb 15 - 19
March Advertisers: Due Feb 15 - 26

APRIL celebrates Mother Earth - Our Home - distributes March 30

Calendar - Articles - Columns - Due  March 14 - 18
Advertisers: Due March 14 - 25  Press Ready Art by Mar 25

34,000 magazines distributed to almost 1000 Newsstands, Cafe's, Restaurants & Shops COUNTY-WIDE 
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(estimated more than 130,000 readers in-print and on-line) 
THANK YOU everyone for making the Gazette #2 in Sonoma County for readership both in print and 
online!
For a complete list of distribution locations, and PRODUCTION SCHEDULE…please visit our web site

FREE Reading....100% Advertiser Supported!
WRITTEN BY READERS
http://www.facebook.com/Sonoma.County.Gazette
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From: Mary Anne Sobieraj
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: State Parks Proposal to Implement Fee Stations
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 10:28:32 AM
Attachments: Coastal Commission meeting re Iron Rangers at Sonoma Coast.doc

Please see attached.  Thanks.

-- 
Mary Anne Sobieraj 
90 Sequoia Ridge Road
Cazadero 95421 
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Austin Creek Alliance


90 Sequoia Ridge Road


Cazadero, CA  95421


Nancy Cave


California Coastal Commission


Delivered by email to:  SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov

Re:  February 24, 2016, Coastal Commission meeting re Iron Rangers at Sonoma Coast

My concerns are varied with regard to the State of California’s plans to implement parking fees at various sites along the Sonoma County Coast.  

I will leave for others a discussion of the economic feasibility of manning kiosks and policing compliance.  


I have been concerned about the State plans to charge access fees along the Sonoma Coast since the 1980’s.  At the time my sons were just getting into surfing.  I was delighted that they had a place to go to that was within their (and my) meager budget.  Parking fees would have changed what has become for them a lifelong passion.


Access to our coast is still vital to citizens whether or not they have the wherewithal to pay proposed fees. The following sections of the Coastal Act, are I believe germane.


· Section 30210 Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people…

· Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.

The income divide in Sonoma County, as well as the rest of the state cannot be overlooked:  There are folks who will not have access if these proposed fees are put in place.  

Sincerely,   Mary Anne Sobieraj


Cc:  Norma Jellison,  Carol Sklenicka




 
 

Austin Creek Alliance 
90 Sequoia Ridge Road 
Cazadero, CA  95421 

 
Nancy Cave 
California Coastal Commission 
Delivered by email to:  SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 
 
 
Re:  February 24, 2016, Coastal Commission meeting re Iron Rangers at Sonoma 
Coast 
 
My concerns are varied with regard to the State of California’s plans to implement 
parking fees at various sites along the Sonoma County Coast.   
 
I will leave for others a discussion of the economic feasibility of manning kiosks and 
policing compliance.   
 
I have been concerned about the State plans to charge access fees along the Sonoma 
Coast since the 1980’s.  At the time my sons were just getting into surfing.  I was 
delighted that they had a place to go to that was within their (and my) meager budget.  
Parking fees would have changed what has become for them a lifelong passion. 
 
Access to our coast is still vital to citizens whether or not they have the wherewithal to 
pay proposed fees. The following sections of the Coastal Act, are I believe germane. 
 

• Section 30210 Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of 
the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously 
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people… 
 

• Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. 

 
The income divide in Sonoma County, as well as the rest of the state cannot be 
overlooked:  There are folks who will not have access if these proposed fees are put in 
place.   
 
Sincerely,   Mary Anne Sobieraj 
 
Cc:  Norma Jellison,  Carol Sklenicka 
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From: Joyce Higgins
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fees
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 10:38:37 AM

Dear Folks:

        I want to speak to the institution of fees at more of the Sonoma beaches.
I do understand that it’s costly to maintain parks.  However, I feel it’s discriminatory against
those who do not have a lot of money.  That includes our many lower income folks who keep our
county
going with their work, many seniors on fixed income and young surfers. 

        We all have a right to enjoy our state beaches because they belong to all of us,
and we should all have equal, free access to this great natural resource on
our coast line.  Many of us, as seen in the past, feel very strongly about this.

        Thank you for your further consideration to the needs of all of us living near the coast
in Sonoma County.

Joyce Higgins
309 Rio Vista Lane
Rohnert Park, CA
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From: Kathie Lowrey
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Michele Luna; DSK
Subject: Sonoma Coast SP Parking Fees
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 10:58:00 AM
Attachments: Thoughts on Sonoma Coast SP Fees.docx

Good morning, Nancy,

Attached are some issues that occurred to me as a CEQA professional during the 2/17/2016 DPR meeting 
in Sebastopol. Thank you for hosting a follow-up meeting this evening in Santa Rosa. I am planning to 
attend.

Best regards,
Kathie
Kathie Lowrey, Principal/Senior Environmental Planner
Prunuske Chatham, Inc.
707.849.1192 cell
707.824.4601 ext. 105
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Thoughts on Sonoma Coast SP Fees

CEQA 

When Does a Lead Agency Determine the Appropriate Level of CEQA Review?

· The intent of CEQA is to identify and disclose potential environmental effects of a lead agency’s actions; to involve the public and other governmental agencies in project planning and review; and to identify reasonable and feasible measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts on the environment. It is not just a paperwork process with a predetermined outcome. Preparation of a CEQA Initial Study is fundamental to identifying impacts, developing mitigation, and assisting the lead agency to determine if changes as a result of project implementation would be significant. At the 2/17/16 DPR meeting in Sebastopol, DPR representatives stated that the Initial Study is not done; yet it was also stated that a [Mitigated] Negative Declaration [M]ND will be prepared. As a CEQA professional for over 20 years, I am concerned and unclear how this determination has been made without full consideration of potential impacts, avoidance and mitigation measures, and findings of significance in a completed Initial Study. 

· Bottom-line question is on what basis has DPR made the decision that there is no “fair argument” that specific impacts cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level? If such an argument can be made, an EIR is required.

Are CEQA Scoping Meetings Appropriate?

· Clearly, those citizens present at the 2/17/16 event thought they were attending a meeting in which their concerns and ideas would be heard—what is referred to as a “scoping” meeting that occurs before an environmental document is circulated for review and comment. When queried during the break-out session, DPR’s representative’s response was that scoping meetings are not required since the decision to prepare a [M]ND had already been made. However, a lead agency may always choose to conduct scoping meetings in order to inform the CEQA process and to honor the spirit of the Legislature’s intent that CEQA be inclusive.

· If the project is indeed “of statewide importance” triggering CCC appeal, surely scoping to receive public input from those who have far more knowledge of the issues of local concern and potential impacts of the proposed project than someone in Sacramento would be beneficial. Although one can comment on a CEQA document during the official public comment period, it is not the same as helping to define the project. Once circulated, the only recourse available to the public if there is disagreement about the findings in a published CEQA document is in the courts.

Other CEQA Issues of Concern

· What other alternatives were considered?

· What consultation with Caltrans has occurred? 

· How are potential impacts from social trails created by folks who choose not to pay the fee and park along the road (e.g., sensitive habitat degradation and erosion) to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level? How is public safety to be addressed for folks who choose to park along the road? How are visual effects from future no parking signs to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level?

· What outreach has occurred with local Tribal representatives? What are their concerns?

Other Issues of Concern

· What are the financial projections and business plan (i.e., why are these fees needed; what is the financial goal; what will it cost to implement; what will it cost to run; how much will it earn)?

· How has the issue of social injustice been considered, and what measures are proposed?



Submitted 02/24/16 by Kathie Lowrey (Kathie@pcz.com; 200D Foss Creek Circle, Healdsburg, CA 95448).











Thoughts on Sonoma Coast SP Fees 

CEQA  
When Does a Lead Agency Determine the Appropriate Level of CEQA Review? 
• The intent of CEQA is to identify and disclose potential environmental effects of a lead agency’s 

actions; to involve the public and other governmental agencies in project planning and review; 
and to identify reasonable and feasible measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts on the 
environment. It is not just a paperwork process with a predetermined outcome. Preparation of a 
CEQA Initial Study is fundamental to identifying impacts, developing mitigation, and assisting the 
lead agency to determine if changes as a result of project implementation would be significant. At 
the 2/17/16 DPR meeting in Sebastopol, DPR representatives stated that the Initial Study is not 
done; yet it was also stated that a [Mitigated] Negative Declaration [M]ND will be prepared. As a 
CEQA professional for over 20 years, I am concerned and unclear how this determination has been 
made without full consideration of potential impacts, avoidance and mitigation measures, and 
findings of significance in a completed Initial Study.  

• Bottom-line question is on what basis has DPR made the decision that there is no “fair argument” 
that specific impacts cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level? If such an argument can 
be made, an EIR is required. 

Are CEQA Scoping Meetings Appropriate? 
• Clearly, those citizens present at the 2/17/16 event thought they were attending a meeting in 

which their concerns and ideas would be heard—what is referred to as a “scoping” meeting that 
occurs before an environmental document is circulated for review and comment. When queried 
during the break-out session, DPR’s representative’s response was that scoping meetings are not 
required since the decision to prepare a [M]ND had already been made. However, a lead agency 
may always choose to conduct scoping meetings in order to inform the CEQA process and to 
honor the spirit of the Legislature’s intent that CEQA be inclusive. 

• If the project is indeed “of statewide importance” triggering CCC appeal, surely scoping to receive 
public input from those who have far more knowledge of the issues of local concern and potential 
impacts of the proposed project than someone in Sacramento would be beneficial. Although one 
can comment on a CEQA document during the official public comment period, it is not the same as 
helping to define the project. Once circulated, the only recourse available to the public if there is 
disagreement about the findings in a published CEQA document is in the courts. 

Other CEQA Issues of Concern 
• What other alternatives were considered? 
• What consultation with Caltrans has occurred?  
• How are potential impacts from social trails created by folks who choose not to pay the fee and 

park along the road (e.g., sensitive habitat degradation and erosion) to be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level? How is public safety to be addressed for folks who choose to park along the 
road? How are visual effects from future no parking signs to be mitigated to a less-than-significant 
level? 

• What outreach has occurred with local Tribal representatives? What are their concerns? 

Other Issues of Concern 
• What are the financial projections and business plan (i.e., why are these fees needed; what is the 

financial goal; what will it cost to implement; what will it cost to run; how much will it earn)? 
• How has the issue of social injustice been considered, and what measures are proposed? 

 

Submitted 02/24/16 by Kathie Lowrey (Kathie@pcz.com; 200D Foss Creek Circle, Healdsburg, CA 95448). 
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From: Leah Gold
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No on beach fees!
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 12:01:44 PM

Park Commissioners,

Please add my voice to those who oppose fee collection at our Sonoma beaches. It’s not news to you, I
assume, that middle- and lower-income people are increasingly squeezed in our current economy. It’s
important to have relaxing and uplifting activities you can do for free - like a trip to the beach. Our
beaches, which we all own in common.

Fee collection would trigger enforcement costs and also create impetus for beachgoers to avoid the lots
and park along the roadside instead, creating unsafe conditions. Surely there must be another way to
increase funding for park maintenance. How about a voluntary contribution? Perhaps your contribution
envelope stub could also serve as a lottery ticket for a quarterly drawing.

Sincerely,

Leah Gold
439 Grant St.
Healdsburg, CA 95448
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From: Rich Panter
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Iron Rangers on the Sonoma Coast
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 6:23:22 PM

The current proposal, with iron rangers at several select beaches, will significantly increase attendance
and traffic at all the other nearby beaches - none of which have the parking space to accommodate
them. The overflow will park along
the highway, creating a large potential for many car and pedestrian accidents.  Also, these increased
numbers will increase amount of trash and refuse on the beaches and make it even more difficult than
it now is for wildlife - mainly shorebirds.

Given that none of the funds generated from the iron rangers will funneled to State Parks, nor to the
Bodega Bay Fire Department, how will this proposal result in anything but degraded beaches for both
people and birds?

Rich Panter
293 Calle del Sol
Bodega Bay, CA 94923

ranter@gmail.com
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From: victorsund@comcast.net
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast
Date: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 8:44:56 PM
Attachments: Nancy Cave CCC.odt

Dear Coastal Commission staff-

I attended the meeting at Morro Bay, the meeting in Sebastopol last Wednesday and

tonight's in Santa Rosa.

Attached is my letter to you all.

Victor K. Sund.
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Nancy Cave and Coastal Commission staff							Feb. 24, 2016

Ca. Coastal Commission

45 Fremont St. # 2000

San Francisco



Re: Meetings in Sonoma county to discuss the State Park plan for iron rangers and kiosks on the Sonoma Coast beaches.



Dear Ms. Cave,

	I attended the Coastal Commission meeting in Morro Bay and recognized clearly that Charles Lester's staff was in a great majority against his firing by the commission. I was there with Surfrider to add my voice in his support. I also attended last Wednesday's meeting in Seabastopol and tonight's meeting in Santa Rosa.  The sign I made says La Playa Es De Todos” on one side and  “ Keep The Sea Free” on the other side.  My family is from El Salvador, Spanish is my first language but I am far from underprivileged. The Russian River is my home river and Goat Rock is my home beach having lived in Sonoma County since the early 50's. I've had a home in Jenner for over 22 years. I have taken part if not organized beach cleanups since before it was cool to do so. 

	I am a member and volunteer instructor of Bay Area Sea Kayakers (Bask.org) a 500 member sea kayaking organization. We often launch from Goat Rock and paddle north to do rescue training and rock garden safety training. Some of our members travel from Nevada and Sacramento to train in the Goat Rock area. An added cost will make it tougher for them to decide to visit our coast.

	Before going to Morro Bay and listening to the hundreds of eloquent citizens speak in support of Charles Lester, I was neutral on the issue of the iron rangers as I can just paddle to the beaches from my house. But after listening to dozens of people speak in favor of keeping the access for the poor and minority children of our society, I changed my mind and decided that yes, the experience of visiting the sea needs to be kept free.

	Also, our Sonoma County Supervisors, although staying in front of the issue of coastal access, are quite challenged by their economic beholdeness to the wine industry (you can't get elected around here without wine industry money) which seeks to expand onto our coastal hills. The Supervisors are struggling with the elements of the Local Coastal Plan. That was touched upon tonight by a member of the Conservation Action group and also by Richard Charter.  At the Russian River estuary at Jenner we also have trouble with leaking septic systems, and a county code enforcement dept. with staff that is unwilling to investigate claims of unsanitary conditions. 

	I support a strong Coastal Commission staff that is willing to look at the problems of coastal river health and help our county supervisors draft our Local Coastal Plan with some teeth. As it is now, it is toothless. Thanks for listening to the overwhelming amount of neighbors who will fight hard to keep our beaches free.

Victor K. Sund

10847 Hwy 1, Jenner Ca. 95450

707-4814608

victorsund@comcast.net



Nancy Cave and Coastal Commission staff       Feb. 24, 2016 
Ca. Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St. # 2000 
San Francisco 
 
Re: Meetings in Sonoma county to discuss the State Park plan for iron rangers and kiosks on the 
Sonoma Coast beaches. 
 
Dear Ms. Cave, 
 I attended the Coastal Commission meeting in Morro Bay and recognized clearly that Charles 
Lester's staff was in a great majority against his firing by the commission. I was there with Surfrider to 
add my voice in his support. I also attended last Wednesday's meeting in Seabastopol and tonight's 
meeting in Santa Rosa.  The sign I made says La Playa Es De Todos” on one side and  “ Keep The Sea 
Free” on the other side.  My family is from El Salvador, Spanish is my first language but I am far from 
underprivileged. The Russian River is my home river and Goat Rock is my home beach having lived in 
Sonoma County since the early 50's. I've had a home in Jenner for over 22 years. I have taken part if 
not organized beach cleanups since before it was cool to do so. 
 I am a member and volunteer instructor of Bay Area Sea Kayakers (Bask.org) a 500 member 
sea kayaking organization. We often launch from Goat Rock and paddle north to do rescue training and 
rock garden safety training. Some of our members travel from Nevada and Sacramento to train in the 
Goat Rock area. An added cost will make it tougher for them to decide to visit our coast. 
 Before going to Morro Bay and listening to the hundreds of eloquent citizens speak in support 
of Charles Lester, I was neutral on the issue of the iron rangers as I can just paddle to the beaches from 
my house. But after listening to dozens of people speak in favor of keeping the access for the poor and 
minority children of our society, I changed my mind and decided that yes, the experience of visiting the 
sea needs to be kept free. 
 Also, our Sonoma County Supervisors, although staying in front of the issue of coastal access, 
are quite challenged by their economic beholdeness to the wine industry (you can't get elected around 
here without wine industry money) which seeks to expand onto our coastal hills. The Supervisors are 
struggling with the elements of the Local Coastal Plan. That was touched upon tonight by a member of 
the Conservation Action group and also by Richard Charter.  At the Russian River estuary at Jenner we 
also have trouble with leaking septic systems, and a county code enforcement dept. with staff that is 
unwilling to investigate claims of unsanitary conditions. 
 I support a strong Coastal Commission staff that is willing to look at the problems of coastal 
river health and help our county supervisors draft our Local Coastal Plan with some teeth. As it is now, 
it is toothless. Thanks for listening to the overwhelming amount of neighbors who will fight hard to 
keep our beaches free. 
Victor K. Sund 
10847 Hwy 1, Jenner Ca. 95450 
707-4814608 
victorsund@comcast.net 
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From: jarbarabean@comcast.net
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Beach fees
Date: Thursday, February 25, 2016 9:25:06 AM
Attachments: BeachFeeProtest.pdf

Please see attached pdf for my letter with pictures. 

My contact info is also on the pdf.

Barbara DeIonno
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February 18, 2016
California Coastal Commission


45 Fremont Street #2000
 San Francisco, CA 94105 


To Whom it May Concern:
 I am writing today regarding proposed beach fees 
in Sonoma County. I attended a meeting last night 
in Sebastopol where the people from State Parks 
presented the plan to collect fees at our public beaches. 
There was overwhelming opposition to the plan but no 
formal opportunity for the public to respond. We had 
to be heard by rudely interjecting comments. This puts 
the State Parks people trying to run the meeting in a 
very uncomfortable position. I think there were about 
125 people there, all opposed to the plan. It is unfair 
to unveil this terrible proposal and expect all of these people to just sit there and listen and make comments two 
months later. I went around and looked at the maps but after a while I just felt sick. The idea of charging fees for 
these places! I didn’t have any questions. I don’t agree with this method of managing parks. I feel it is unethical.
These parks are set aside for us because we have a need for human habitat. People need connection with nature. 
It helps our feeling of well-being and sanity. The beautiful scenes on our coast inspire people and give them 
beauty in their lives. Access should not be limited by charging money. By ourselves we could not afford these 
lands. But together we can maintain and enjoy these places. I also believe in free public libraries, free public 
bathrooms, free public drinking fountains, free public schools and free churches. I would have the same sick feeling 
if any of the above started charging money. These things provide for human needs and should not be collecting 
fees. It’s not like buying a latte or a movie ticket, it’s not a commodity, it’s not a luxury item. It’s something that 
people need to satisfy their souls. We should want to make sure that everyone can experience the outdoors.
I am not comforted by the idea that most of the beaches will remain free. People use all of the beaches. On a 
sunny day on a weekend it can be hard to find a place to park! The fee collection is a bad precedent and I don’t 
want to see it anywhere. Sonoma County Regional Parks has taken away free public access to most of our county 


parks. I have lived in this county for 34 years and I have seen our 
parks go from being free to costing $7.00 to park. They never 
even asked the voters and taxpayers. They set up pay stations 
without our consent. Once pay stations are set up, the price can 
be jacked up, and more can be added to the system. I disagree 
with collecting money for the parks in this way for five reasons. 
1. There is no adjustment for how much an individual can afford. 
There were proposals in the documents for special rates for low 
income people, but they would have to apply. I don’t agree with 
this approach. I think the money should be gotten from taxes so 
that people will be supporting the parks according to how much 
taxable income they have, not according to how much they like 
the beach! Wouldn’t it be interesting to fund war and military 


that way- only the people who think it’s a good idea can fund it! I’m kidding, but the point is that these places 
belong to us all, and should be funded by us all according to how much we can afford.
2. The infrastructure needed to collect fees is a waste of money. We want the money for parks to go directly 
to maintaining the park- not to the manufacture and installation of pay stations and the surrounding fencing, 
concrete, or the paperwork, tickets, monitoring and citations that go with charging for parking.
3. It is a form of harassment to ask people for money every time they go to a public beach. It degrades the experi-
ence of going to the beach. It doesn’t feel like this is our land and our park if someone is charging money.
4. Park rangers become parking police. I’m not sure if it would work the same but in Sonoma County, our park 







rangers are the ones enforcing parking. I want the rangers to be seen as 
helpful people watching the park and making sure everything is okay, 
people you would trust and turn to if you had a problem, not the parking 
police!
5. It discriminates against individual users and short term visitors by 
making access proportionally less affordable.
The beach I go to most often is Goat Rock, one of the proposed fee sites. 
The Russian River runs into the ocean there and there is an abundance of 
wildlife to watch- seagulls, pelicans, cormorants, ducks, harbor seals, etc. I 
have many pictures at the ocean over the years, but the majority are from 
Goat Rock. I probably went there 15 times this year. So you would charge 
me $120 for going to this public park! I went to other beaches too! I am 
not comforted by the idea of a park pass. These are public parks and we 
are the public. We shouldn’t need to buy a pass! 
Basically, I 
would like to 
see the parks 
maintained 


simply, as they have been. All the beaches need is a 
place to park and a bathroom. We don’t need programs, 
we don’t need manned kiosks, we don’t need extra fencing. 
We just need a place to park and a bathroom, and some 
occasional trail work, for safety.
The meeting in Sebastopol the other night was the tip 
of the iceberg as far as opposition to the plan in this 
county. Last nights’ meeting shows how many angry 
people you can get on the spur of the moment on a 
rainy night. Wait until we get the word out! I really 
think it’s a waste of time and money to continue to pursue and develop a plan that is so thoroughly rejected by 
our community. Save a lot of time, money and frustration! Give this up now! •
We need other solutions. I voted to reinstate the vehicle license fee, because I heard that it used to be a major 
source of money for the state parks until the governor ended it. At the time our parks were threatened with 
closure. I’m not opposed to paying for maintenance for parks through taxes or through a VLF. I just don’t want 
to see pay stations at the entrance of places that are supposed to be ours. I would not be opposed to having some 
limited concessions at certain locations if that 
could help make the money to maintain the 
parks. I don’t know how other people would feel 
about it, but I think you could sell a lot of coffee, 
pre-made sandwiches and fruit at Goat Rock. 
There is already running water there, and there 
is room for a building. It would be something 
to help people’s experience instead of ripping 
them off.
In summary, I think it is unethical, inefficient 
and works against our quality of life to charge 
people for daytime visits to their public parks.
Please find another way.
Sincerely,
Barbara DeIonno
8175 Park Av, Forestville CA 95436
jarbarabean@comcast.net    707-887-9565
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California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont Street #2000
 San Francisco, CA 94105 

To Whom it May Concern:
 I am writing today regarding proposed beach fees 
in Sonoma County. I attended a meeting last night 
in Sebastopol where the people from State Parks 
presented the plan to collect fees at our public beaches. 
There was overwhelming opposition to the plan but no 
formal opportunity for the public to respond. We had 
to be heard by rudely interjecting comments. This puts 
the State Parks people trying to run the meeting in a 
very uncomfortable position. I think there were about 
125 people there, all opposed to the plan. It is unfair 
to unveil this terrible proposal and expect all of these people to just sit there and listen and make comments two 
months later. I went around and looked at the maps but after a while I just felt sick. The idea of charging fees for 
these places! I didn’t have any questions. I don’t agree with this method of managing parks. I feel it is unethical.
These parks are set aside for us because we have a need for human habitat. People need connection with nature. 
It helps our feeling of well-being and sanity. The beautiful scenes on our coast inspire people and give them 
beauty in their lives. Access should not be limited by charging money. By ourselves we could not afford these 
lands. But together we can maintain and enjoy these places. I also believe in free public libraries, free public 
bathrooms, free public drinking fountains, free public schools and free churches. I would have the same sick feeling 
if any of the above started charging money. These things provide for human needs and should not be collecting 
fees. It’s not like buying a latte or a movie ticket, it’s not a commodity, it’s not a luxury item. It’s something that 
people need to satisfy their souls. We should want to make sure that everyone can experience the outdoors.
I am not comforted by the idea that most of the beaches will remain free. People use all of the beaches. On a 
sunny day on a weekend it can be hard to find a place to park! The fee collection is a bad precedent and I don’t 
want to see it anywhere. Sonoma County Regional Parks has taken away free public access to most of our county 

parks. I have lived in this county for 34 years and I have seen our 
parks go from being free to costing $7.00 to park. They never 
even asked the voters and taxpayers. They set up pay stations 
without our consent. Once pay stations are set up, the price can 
be jacked up, and more can be added to the system. I disagree 
with collecting money for the parks in this way for five reasons. 
1. There is no adjustment for how much an individual can afford. 
There were proposals in the documents for special rates for low 
income people, but they would have to apply. I don’t agree with 
this approach. I think the money should be gotten from taxes so 
that people will be supporting the parks according to how much 
taxable income they have, not according to how much they like 
the beach! Wouldn’t it be interesting to fund war and military 

that way- only the people who think it’s a good idea can fund it! I’m kidding, but the point is that these places 
belong to us all, and should be funded by us all according to how much we can afford.
2. The infrastructure needed to collect fees is a waste of money. We want the money for parks to go directly 
to maintaining the park- not to the manufacture and installation of pay stations and the surrounding fencing, 
concrete, or the paperwork, tickets, monitoring and citations that go with charging for parking.
3. It is a form of harassment to ask people for money every time they go to a public beach. It degrades the experi-
ence of going to the beach. It doesn’t feel like this is our land and our park if someone is charging money.
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rangers are the ones enforcing parking. I want the rangers to be seen as 
helpful people watching the park and making sure everything is okay, 
people you would trust and turn to if you had a problem, not the parking 
police!
5. It discriminates against individual users and short term visitors by 
making access proportionally less affordable.
The beach I go to most often is Goat Rock, one of the proposed fee sites. 
The Russian River runs into the ocean there and there is an abundance of 
wildlife to watch- seagulls, pelicans, cormorants, ducks, harbor seals, etc. I 
have many pictures at the ocean over the years, but the majority are from 
Goat Rock. I probably went there 15 times this year. So you would charge 
me $120 for going to this public park! I went to other beaches too! I am 
not comforted by the idea of a park pass. These are public parks and we 
are the public. We shouldn’t need to buy a pass! 
Basically, I 
would like to 
see the parks 
maintained 

simply, as they have been. All the beaches need is a 
place to park and a bathroom. We don’t need programs, 
we don’t need manned kiosks, we don’t need extra fencing. 
We just need a place to park and a bathroom, and some 
occasional trail work, for safety.
The meeting in Sebastopol the other night was the tip 
of the iceberg as far as opposition to the plan in this 
county. Last nights’ meeting shows how many angry 
people you can get on the spur of the moment on a 
rainy night. Wait until we get the word out! I really 
think it’s a waste of time and money to continue to pursue and develop a plan that is so thoroughly rejected by 
our community. Save a lot of time, money and frustration! Give this up now! •
We need other solutions. I voted to reinstate the vehicle license fee, because I heard that it used to be a major 
source of money for the state parks until the governor ended it. At the time our parks were threatened with 
closure. I’m not opposed to paying for maintenance for parks through taxes or through a VLF. I just don’t want 
to see pay stations at the entrance of places that are supposed to be ours. I would not be opposed to having some 
limited concessions at certain locations if that 
could help make the money to maintain the 
parks. I don’t know how other people would feel 
about it, but I think you could sell a lot of coffee, 
pre-made sandwiches and fruit at Goat Rock. 
There is already running water there, and there 
is room for a building. It would be something 
to help people’s experience instead of ripping 
them off.
In summary, I think it is unethical, inefficient 
and works against our quality of life to charge 
people for daytime visits to their public parks.
Please find another way.
Sincerely,
Barbara DeIonno
8175 Park Av, Forestville CA 95436
jarbarabean@comcast.net    707-887-9565
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From: Lillian Rhinehart
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Keith Rhinehart
Subject: More coastal parks with fees required.
Date: Thursday, February 25, 2016 12:11:43 PM

You surely know the history of COAAST and how it protected public Access to the beaches along the
California coast starting with Sea Ranch. From these actions came the development of the California
Coastal Commission, continuing public access and careful coastal commercial development.
These hard fought achievements were not created for the Sonoma State Parks to develop entrance fees
for all beaches to such an extent as to
deprive our most needy citizens from our shores. Where are the recreational opportunities for low
income families to access these beaches?
Your greed and lack of concern is obvious.
Shame on you.
Lillian Rhinehart

Sent from my iPad
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From: andie barcelo
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma County coastal pay-to-play proposals
Date: Friday, February 26, 2016 10:40:39 AM

Please accept this letter as opposition to your recently proposed effort to increase
the cost of accessing local Sonoma County coastal beaches. I do not feel that this is
beneficial to the residents of Sonoma County and the negative impacts are
substantial.
 
As Sonoma County increases in popularity and draws the attention of "big money", it
has also become increasingly unaffordable. Limiting our access to the local beaches
is tantamount to imposing a sanction on people that already have difficulties
affording daily needs. Many families and elderly people use the beaches daily. I
personally have had very positive moments in my life at Goat Rock during times that
I would never have been able to afford pay-to-play access.
 
This action is in conflict with the California Coastal Act and the Sonoma County Local
Coast Plan, both of which prioritize coastal access for all Californians, irrespective of
income. Add to that the obvious likelihood that those that cannot or will not pay the
fee will then begin parking outside the park on narrow roads that are already
overwhelmed with new tourist traffic, creating a congestion of foot-traffic in conflict
with heavy vehicle traffic (and drivers who are oftentimes wine'd already).
 
It is clear that your proposal is short-sighted and driven by the agenda of a few.
Please stop trying to further deprive the citizens from accessing the most beautiful of
our resources and stop the agenda to secure coastal access for the rich & wealthy
who already have the ability to secure private beaches in plenty of other areas.
 
Sincerely,
Andie Barceló
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From: Sara Marijuan de Areba
To: vesta@sonic.net
Subject: Press Release
Date: Friday, February 26, 2016 12:21:22 PM
Attachments: EGM_Release.pdf

After its award winning screening to sold out audiences at the Boston Science Fiction Film Festival, we

are please to announce the west coast premiere of the feature film “Einstein’s God Model”. 

We send you attached the press release, everything you can help us out would really appreciate it.

Trailer: https://vimeo.com/142038491

Website: http://einsteinsgodmodel.com/

GroupOn discount: https://www.groupon.com/deals/silver-scream-festival (up to 46% off).

Yours truly, Philip T. Johnson, Kenneth Hughes, and Craig Dow (producers). 

-- 
Sara Marijuan de Areba
+1 (310) 592 7086
Producer
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!


!  !
“Einstein’s God Model” hits the West Coast 


at the Silver Scream Film Festival 
  


For thousands of years, only religion has offered an answer to what 
happens after death. Science is about to add another dimension. !!


LOS ANGELES (February, 2016): Einstein's God Model “sold out” at the Boston Sci-Fi Film 
Festival and was awarded "Best Science" prize by a judge from M.I.T..  Also, a local Harvard 
physics professor in attendance, excitedly confirmed the film's accuracy (and threatened to quit 
his day job to join the God Model Project!).The film is enjoying a popular festival response,  so 
please join us at the Silver Scream Film Festival on Saturday, March 5th at 7:30pm in Santa 
Rosa, CA at the Roxy 14 theaters. !
This independent feature film uses the science of Quantum Physics and String Theory to take 
us on a journey beyond the known universe. Director Philip T. Johnson uses love as the ultimate 
connection compelling his main character, Brayden, to fearlessly trust strangers who logically 
explain how to make his exploration of the multiverse possible. !
Einstein’s God Model brings together actual inventions of Edison and the scientific theories of 
Einstein to portray multiverse theory as never before.  In October 1920, Scientific American 
Magazine published an interview with Thomas Edison, wherein he revealed he was working on 
a physical device to speak with the dead. Rumors speculate he built a prototype and 
generations of scientists have continued to work on it. In the film, a secret society of physicists 
are using the device to explore the outer edges of Einstein’s claimed “God Model”, which maps 
out parts of the universe we have yet to understand. !
Mr. Johnson, the Director of Einstein’s God Model, states "Our dream to present advanced 
physics theories in an accessible and thrilling way has been a great success for STEAM 
(Science Tech Engineering Art and Math) geeks and civilian theater goers alike!" !







The film has enjoyed diverse talent and contributors who are as equally attracted to storytelling 
as they are to the science that makes this story plausible. Kenneth Hughes (Dr. Louis 
Mastenbrook)is a voice for independent filmmaking and acting on the festival scene. He has an 
extensive acting and producing career, working with such luminaries as Michael Bay, Meryle 
Streep, Eric Stoltz, Val Kilmer, Kevin Richardson, and Tracy Ullman. Kenneth brought in a deep 
bench of Hollywood talent to create a powerful post-production team. The film's amazing score 
was composed by Senon Williams of the immensely popular band “Dengue Fever” - a darling of 
public radio.  Erik Tillmans of Dreamworks supervised the film's groundbreaking visual effects. 
  Naaman Haynes supervised the creation of the film's other worldly soundscape and mixed 
the film's sound at the legendary Technicolor sound studios on the Paramount lot in Hollywood. 
  
Craig Dow, Producer/Director for Imageworks Chicago, Inc.has over 20 years of experience and 
has worked with such artists as Gary Sinise, Jane Seymour and Kristin Chenoweth.  He has 
also wrapped production on “Confessions of a Teenage Jesus Jerk” directed by Eric Stoltz. !
Some cast members came from Chicago's Second City Theater, including Brad Norman (Craig 
Leeham) and Darryl Warren (Dr. Carl Meiselhoff). The film also had involvement from The 
Discovery Channel’s, Mike Turrano as the Director of Photography. 
  
The Director, Philip T Johnson, practices in the field of Anesthesiology as well, leveraging his 
knowledge of conscious states in the film. He also attended the NYU intensive film program.  !
In addition to winning an award at the Boston Science Fiction Film Festival, Einstein’s God 
Model won a Remi at the Houston WorldFest. !
More information and updates can be accessed via iOS, Android and the web at: 


• Website http://www.einsteinsgodmodel.com/index.html 
• Facebook https://www.facebook.com/einsteinsgodmodelmovie 
• Twitter @EinsteinsGodMod 
• Trailer https://vimeo.com/153329414 !!


### 
Media Contact: 
Kenneth Hughes 
323-871-2871 
hughesartsandscience@gmail.com !


### !
About: 
Induction Productions, LLC, Imageworks Chicago, Inc. and Trees of Shade, Inc. each are 
production houses associated with the film. !
Other facts: To ensure scientific accuracy, the film had physics professor Daniel Record (a 
veteran of the Apollo program, Teacher in Space candidate, and a Presidential National Teacher 
award winner) consulting. Dr. William Rosenblatt, a prominent anesthesiologist at Yale 
University, contributed as the medical consultant. 


!
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The film has enjoyed diverse talent and contributors who are as equally attracted to storytelling 
as they are to the science that makes this story plausible. Kenneth Hughes (Dr. Louis 
Mastenbrook)is a voice for independent filmmaking and acting on the festival scene. He has an 
extensive acting and producing career, working with such luminaries as Michael Bay, Meryle 
Streep, Eric Stoltz, Val Kilmer, Kevin Richardson, and Tracy Ullman. Kenneth brought in a deep 
bench of Hollywood talent to create a powerful post-production team. The film's amazing score 
was composed by Senon Williams of the immensely popular band “Dengue Fever” - a darling of 
public radio.  Erik Tillmans of Dreamworks supervised the film's groundbreaking visual effects. 
  Naaman Haynes supervised the creation of the film's other worldly soundscape and mixed 
the film's sound at the legendary Technicolor sound studios on the Paramount lot in Hollywood. 
  
Craig Dow, Producer/Director for Imageworks Chicago, Inc.has over 20 years of experience and 
has worked with such artists as Gary Sinise, Jane Seymour and Kristin Chenoweth.  He has 
also wrapped production on “Confessions of a Teenage Jesus Jerk” directed by Eric Stoltz. !
Some cast members came from Chicago's Second City Theater, including Brad Norman (Craig 
Leeham) and Darryl Warren (Dr. Carl Meiselhoff). The film also had involvement from The 
Discovery Channel’s, Mike Turrano as the Director of Photography. 
  
The Director, Philip T Johnson, practices in the field of Anesthesiology as well, leveraging his 
knowledge of conscious states in the film. He also attended the NYU intensive film program.  !
In addition to winning an award at the Boston Science Fiction Film Festival, Einstein’s God 
Model won a Remi at the Houston WorldFest. !
More information and updates can be accessed via iOS, Android and the web at: 

• Website http://www.einsteinsgodmodel.com/index.html 
• Facebook https://www.facebook.com/einsteinsgodmodelmovie 
• Twitter @EinsteinsGodMod 
• Trailer https://vimeo.com/153329414 !!

### 
Media Contact: 
Kenneth Hughes 
323-871-2871 
hughesartsandscience@gmail.com !

### !
About: 
Induction Productions, LLC, Imageworks Chicago, Inc. and Trees of Shade, Inc. each are 
production houses associated with the film. !
Other facts: To ensure scientific accuracy, the film had physics professor Daniel Record (a 
veteran of the Apollo program, Teacher in Space candidate, and a Presidential National Teacher 
award winner) consulting. Dr. William Rosenblatt, a prominent anesthesiologist at Yale 
University, contributed as the medical consultant. 
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From: Corby Hines
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Regarding Proposed Fees on the Sonoma Coast
Date: Friday, February 26, 2016 5:57:37 PM

To whom it may concern,

I have a visceral aversion to State Parks proposal to require payment to
access the Sonoma Coast. The coast to me is sacred land.

I strongly oppose any attempts to hinder access or commodify this
parkland. I had the opportunity to meet Bill Kortum before he died, the
organizer of the initial people’s movement to preserve access to the
coastline of Sonoma County. It’s an insult to his memory to require
payment to simply watch the sunset, go for a surf, or walk the Kortum
Trail. This is the people’s land, and if State Parks can’t manage it in
alignment with the will of the people and in accordance with the Coastal
Act, then the land should be transferred to an organization that will
promote access, not restrict it.

I implore you to vote NO on State Parks proposal to collect fees on the
Sonoma Coast.

Sincerely,

Corby Hines
Occidental, CA
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From: Corby Hines
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To whom it may concern,

I have a visceral aversion to State Parks proposal to require payment to
access the Sonoma Coast. The coast to me is sacred land.

I strongly oppose any attempts to hinder access or commodify this
parkland. I had the opportunity to meet Bill Kortum before he died, the
organizer of the initial people’s movement to preserve access to the
coastline of Sonoma County. It’s an insult to his memory to require
payment to simply watch the sunset, go for a surf, or walk the Kortum
Trail. This is the people’s land, and if State Parks can’t manage it in
alignment with the will of the people and in accordance with the Coastal
Act, then the land should be transferred to an organization that will
promote access, not restrict it.

I implore you to vote NO on State Parks proposal to collect fees on the
Sonoma Coast.

Sincerely,

Corby Hines
Occidental, CA
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From: John Pepe
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: john pepe
Subject: Please Keep Our Coast Free and Accessible
Date: Saturday, February 27, 2016 1:24:20 PM

Keep coastal access free.  Ask for voluntary payments by
visitors at locations throughout existing parks.  Mandatory fees
are offensive and illegal.
 
California has a legacy of beautiful and exclusive coastline.  It is the domain of the people of
California.  The 1976 California Coastal Act ensures maximum public access and reinforces that
concept throughout its text.  Free coastal access is a constitutional right we can be proud of.
 
California State Parks are already public property and vastly supported by the monies and taxes of
the people collected by the state in various ways.  It is incumbent of the state to keep the California
coast accessible to its citizens and any visitors to our state free of charge.
 
I don’t even see a voluntary payment collection system at the coastal areas my family frequents
often; we spend the day there at least 15 times per year probably more.  I would happily pay several
dollars with each visit if there was a way for me to do that.  I will resent having to pay $8 for each
visit.  The state will incur significant costs with additional personnel just to staff and support the
proposed fee collections making it very difficult to raise additional money to pay for park
infrastructure and services.  Attendance will decrease reducing further the amounts collected.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

John Pepe
Winemaker

Pech Merle Winery

707-479-0174 m

john@pechmerlewinery.com
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From: Noreen
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Beach fees proposal
Date: Sunday, February 28, 2016 8:58:10 AM

Dear Members of the California Coastal Commission:
I am the former state Senator for the North Coast of California, including the Sonoma Coast. I also
represented much of Sonoma County in the State Assembly from 2004-2010. Prior to 2004 I served on
the Santa Rosa City Council for 8 years. I write to protest the Department of Parks and Recreation
(DPR) proposal to charge fees at several of our local state beaches. Here are some points I would like
you to consider, in no particular order:
- Please consider the history of fee proposals at our Sonoma Coast beaches. DPR attempted to charge
fees at several local beaches in the early 1990s. The project was a disaster. Public opposition was so
strong DPR eventually backed down and removed the pay stations.
- Bodega Head is where the movement to preserve California's coast began. The symbolic, historic and
emotional value of Bodega Head is immeasurable. Charging fees here is not only in violation of the
Coastal Act guarantee of access to the coast, it violates the very spirit of California's coastal protection
ethic.
- Willow Creek is not a beach and merits separate consideration.
- Sonoma County is moving quickly to stop charging fees at beaches it operates. State beaches should
be consistent.
- This entire process lacks transparency. The public feels it is not being heard. DPR held no scoping
meetings and no public hearings. DPR convened a group of private local "stakeholders" to discuss its
proposal. The public was not invited. The public meeting held in Sebastopol on 2/17/16 was a disaster
and left hundreds of people frustrated and angry because DPR refused to take public comment. Couple
this with the recent removal of Dr. Lester as Executive Director of the Coastal Commission over
widespread public opposition, and one can easily see why the public feels it is being excluded from this
process. CEQA and the Coastal Act demand a better process which engages the public. Now we hear
the Coastal Commission may not hear this proposal at its April meeting in Santa Rosa and may
reschedule the hearing for a later date at some other location. I urge you to hear this proposal
somewhere in Sonoma County, whether at the April meeting or at some other time.
- Charging fees at beaches, particularly beaches such as Bodega Head which are important historic
places, will reduce access for low-income individuals and families.
- One of the obvious consequences of charging entrance fees at state beaches is that the public will
park on Highway 1. That is an environmental impact which cannot be mitigated. Cars parked along
Highway 1, which is narrow, winding, and lacks shoulders, pose a safety hazard for other drivers and
pedestrians. It will also cause visual impacts which cannot be reduced or mitigated.
- State parks along the North Coast have been subjected in recent years to funding cuts, closures, staff
cuts, reductions in hours and services, and partial closures. Many of our parks have a lengthy backlog of
needed improvements, upgrades, and maintenance projects. Many of our parks are now operated by
non-profit organizations which must rely on contributions from the local community. Our community
feels our state parks have been underserved or neglected for many years and this fee proposal adds
insult to injury. We know the fees collected will not be used to improve services at our local parks, but
will be used to support parks around the state, including parks which have much better services than
we enjoy at our local parks. As a result, the public feels this fee proposal is a means to produce revenue
for the state and has no nexus to the services provided at the parks producing the revenues or even the
parks within our region.
- Many questions remain unanswered. Among them are, how much revenue will be produced? How
much will it cost to install, operate, staff and maintain the fee-collection facilities? How much, if any, of
the revenue produced will be used to operate and maintain local state parks? How did DPR determine
the cost to operate and maintain local state beaches?
Thank you for your consideration,
Noreen Evans
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From: Jennifer Wheeler
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Free Beach Access
Date: Sunday, February 28, 2016 11:26:36 AM

Dear Coastal Commissioners,
I am 64 years old and have been going to beaches in California for over 50
years. The beach is my refuge. It is where I go to restore my faith in life,
ponder the great mysteries of this world and to forget my worries,
problems, and sufferings. 
I believe we all need an unfettered place to do these things. To have to pay
to get on a beach will undo the very thing we go out there for. Might as
well make a baby pay to be born, force a mountain lion to pay to eat a
deer, charge the sun for rising. We have an inalienable bithright, as a living
being on this planet to be able to have places to go where we don’t have to
pay just to see and visit them. The ocean is our birthright as living beings
on the planet and it is sacrilegious, unjust and just plain wrong to force
people to pay to walk on the sand, go in the ocean, and breathe the salt
air. 
When the coastal act was put in place, it was necessary because
development was taking away access to beaches. By charging money, State
Parks is doing the very thing that the Coastal Act was created to prevent.
The spirit of the law is to provide unfettered access to our coast. By
charging to access the beach, State Parks is putting up a barrier to the
coast.
I disagree with the premise that special groups should be given reduced
fees or free access. The ocean is there for us all and to start saying this one
or that one can have reduced or free payment sets up an unfair and unjust
system. It says that the state controls who gets to go onto the beach.  It
goes against the law that there should be access to the coast for all the
people. In fact, no beach presently charging should be doing so. All
beaches now charging fees need to be freed. We pay taxes and I want my
taxes to support free access to all beaches. I am sure there are other ways
to get money for state parks, but charging to get your feet wet at the beach
is not one of them.

Jennifer Wheeler
740 Elm Drive
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Petaluma, California 94952
kismet52@msn.com

CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION
ARTICLE 10  WATER

 SEC. 4. No individual, partnership, or corporation, claiming or

possessing the frontage or tidal lands of a harbor, bay, inlet,
estuary, or other navigable water in this State, shall be permitted
to exclude the right of way to such water whenever it is required for
any public purpose, nor to destroy or obstruct the free navigation
of such water; and the Legislature shall enact such laws as will give
the most liberal construction to this provision, so that access to
the navigable waters of this State shall be always attainable for the
people thereof.

Article 2. Public Access

Section 30210.
In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution,
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall
be provided FOR ALL THE PEOPLE consistent with public safety needs and the need to
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from
overuse.

We Are Tied to the Ocean

"It is an interesting biological fact that all of us have in our veins the exact
same percentage of salt in our blood that exists in the ocean, and therefore,

we have salt in our blood, in our sweat, in our tears. 
We are tied to the ocean. And when we go back to the sea--whether it is to

sail or to watch it--we are going back from whence we came."
- John F. Kennedy

A Gift From the Sea

"The sea does not reward those who are too anxious, too greedy, or too
impatient. One should lie empty, open, choiceless as a beach--waiting for a

gift from the sea."
- Anne Morrow Lindbergh

Sea Air Is Like a Quieting Thought

"I could never stay long enough on the shore; the tang of the untainted,
fresh, and free sea air was like a cool, quieting thought."

- Helen Keller
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Let the Sea Cleanse You

"When anxious, uneasy and bad thoughts come, I go to the sea, and the sea
drowns them out with its great wide sounds, cleanses me with its noise, and
imposes a rhythm upon everything in me that is bewildered and confused."

- Rainer Maria Rilke
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From: Erin Axelrod
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast Fee input
Date: Sunday, February 28, 2016 9:09:49 PM

Dear Coastal Commission,

As a 28+ year resident of Sonoma County, who is an active user of the coast and
who sustainably stewards this beautiful land through sustainable harvesting of
seaweed and fungi, I strongly support a public process for expressing opinions,
issues of concern and to satisfy CEQA. For this reason, I appreciate the opportunity
provided by the Coastal Commission staff to hear the public's views. I also applaud
the efforts by local State Park Superintendent Mike Lair and Environmental Scientist
Brendan O’Neil for holding a series of stakeholder meetings to make
recommendations that addressed many community issues. Their efforts resulted in a
reduction of proposed fee locations and did remove locations that have very few
services and present parking and safety issues.

I also am an advocate for a sustainable funding source to adequately support our
struggling State Park system. Such a funding source would alleviate the need for
new fees. Since park closures and service reductions became a reality, Stewards of
the Coast and redwoods, a local NGO, stepped up to operate Austin Creek SRA and
has also been paying to keep the Visitor Center and public restrooms open in Jenner.
Our local park management staff are gradually reopening service reduction areas but
this doesn’t mean there still isn’t a strain on the limited staff resources that are
available for maintaining these coastal facilities. 
 
I appreciate legislators, like Senator McGuire who are proponents of using tax
revenue from the eventual sale of legal marijuana to fund State Parks. It makes
sense considering the damage done by illegal pot grows on public lands and what it
has done to our natural resources in places like Austin Creek SRA and Salt Point SP.

I would encourage the Coastal Commission to delay their decision
for new Sonoma Coast fees until this proposal has a chance to
become the new funding source for our State Parks.

State Parks has provided no assurance that pocket beaches will not continue to be
subjected to seasonal or total closures even with new fees imposed at neighboring
beaches.

I do not support the transition of State Parks into a regressive based pay to play
business model where those with the least income pay the largest percentage of
their income to access public lands.  Instead of fees we need some progressive
legislation that generates sorely needed revenue for our Parks.

MOST IMPORTANTLY: This decision sets Statewide  precedent: …what happens here
will subsequently happen from the Oregon to Mexico  border  where gravel, non ADA
compliant lots with a maximum of pit toilets and seasonal trash collection will be
fee’d. This strongly concerns me.

Please do what is best for the majority of the users of these beautiful state parks,
and do not allow the weight of funding fall on the shoulders of single-pay users, but
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it is the responsibility for our leaders and legislators to produce comprehensive
regulatory reform to find new ways of funding state parks.

Thank you!

Erin Axelrod
Partner, LIFT Business Design
@erinaxelrod
erin@lifteconomy.com
707.332.1967

"It is amazing what you can accomplish if you do not care who gets the credit."
- Harry Truman
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From: Daniela Herman
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast Fee input
Date: Sunday, February 28, 2016 10:37:52 PM

Dear Coastal Commission,

As a lifelong resident of Sonoma County, who is an active user of the coast and who
sustainably stewards this beautiful land through sustainable harvesting of seaweed
and fungi, I strongly support a public process for expressing opinions, issues of
concern and to satisfy CEQA. For this reason, I appreciate the opportunity provided
by the Coastal Commission staff to hear the public's views. I also applaud the efforts
by local State Park Superintendent Mike Lair and Environmental Scientist Brendan
O’Neil for holding a series of stakeholder meetings to make recommendations that
addressed many community issues. Their efforts resulted in a reduction of proposed
fee locations and did remove locations that have very few services and present
parking and safety issues.

I also am an advocate for a sustainable funding source to adequately support our
struggling State Park system. Such a funding source would alleviate the need for
new fees. Since park closures and service reductions became a reality, Stewards of
the Coast and redwoods, a local NGO, stepped up to operate Austin Creek SRA and
has also been paying to keep the Visitor Center and public restrooms open in Jenner.
Our local park management staff are gradually reopening service reduction areas but
this doesn’t mean there still isn’t a strain on the limited staff resources that are
available for maintaining these coastal facilities. 
 
I appreciate legislators, like Senator McGuire who are proponents of using tax
revenue from the eventual sale of legal marijuana to fund State Parks. It makes
sense considering the damage done by illegal pot grows on public lands and what it
has done to our natural resources in places like Austin Creek SRA and Salt Point SP.

I would encourage the Coastal Commission to delay their decision for new
Sonoma Coast fees until this proposal has a chance to become the new
funding source for our State Parks.

State Parks has provided no assurance that pocket beaches will not continue to be
subjected to seasonal or total closures even with new fees imposed at neighboring
beaches.

I do not support the transition of State Parks into a regressive based pay to play
business model where those with the least income pay the largest percentage of
their income to access public lands.  Instead of fees we need some progressive
legislation that generates sorely needed revenue for our Parks.

MOST IMPORTANTLY: This decision sets Statewide  precedent: …what happens here
will subsequently happen from the Oregon to Mexico  border  where gravel, non ADA
compliant lots with a maximum of pit toilets and seasonal trash collection will be
fee’d. This strongly concerns me.

Please do what is best for the majority of the users of these beautiful state parks,
and do not allow the weight of funding fall on the shoulders of single-pay users, but
it is the responsibility for our leaders and legislators to produce comprehensive
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regulatory reform to find new ways of funding state parks.

Thank you for your time and work,

Daniela Herman

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Mikki Herman
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: NO FEES AT CA BEACHES
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 7:03:53 AM

Those It May Concern,

The coast is a culture unto itself. It's a place for a moment alone, a place for a family day, a place to
surf for a couple hours, to fish, to gather seaweed, to run for an hour in the evening, to hold hands
with someone and watch the sunset... The idea that a casual trip to the beach will now include a fee,
suppressing some people in this State from ever going or going infrequently is an extreme solution to a
problem which could easily be solved differently. Access to a beach is not the same as deciding to visit a
state forest or desert and the Coastal Commission should not delude itself that it's just another large
State Park in need of a fee. Senator Mike McGuire proposes using tax revenue from the sale of legal
marijuana to fund State Parks. This is an excellent source of the funding. The Coastal Commission needs
to delay their decision for new Sonoma Coast fees until there has been an opportunity to look at new
funding sources for our State Parks.

Sincerely,
Mikki Herman
PO Box 204
Guerneville, CA 95446
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From: talia herman
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please don"t charge a fee to go to our beaches
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 7:37:05 AM

To whom it may concern,

The coast is a culture unto itself. It's a place for a moment alone, a place for a family day, a place to
surf for a couple hours, to fish, to gather seaweed, to run for an hour in the evening, to hold hands
with someone and watch the sunset... The idea that a casual trip to the beach will now include a fee,
suppressing some people in this State from ever going or going infrequently is an extreme solution to a
problem which could easily be solved differently. Access to a beach is not the same as deciding to visit a
state forest or desert and the Coastal Commission should not delude itself that it's just another large
State Park in need of a fee. Senator Mike McGuire proposes using tax revenue from the sale of legal
marijuana to fund State Parks. This is an excellent source of the funding. The Coastal Commission needs
to delay their decision for new Sonoma Coast fees until there has been an opportunity to look at new
funding sources for our State Parks.

Sincerely,

Talia Herman

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Erica Brown
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Keep our State Beaches Free
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 8:14:29 AM

 
 
Thanks,
Erica Brown
Public Relations and Logistics

Did we provide you with excellent service?
We appreciate your business AND your referrals!
707-542-4773 ext. 205
707-542-1614 fax
2450 Bluebell Drive Suite C
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
www.summit-e.com
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From: Lev Woolf
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please Do Not
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 9:08:35 AM

I'm sorry it has come to this. We must stop trying to milk everything good in our little society, for
money.
 Please do not allow this measure to go through. Follow a higher ethic in allowing the coast to be
accessible for all, and not a financially gated or elite place of seclusion.
The coast is a culture unto itself. It's a place for a moment alone, a place for a family day, a place to
surf for a couple hours, to fish, to gather seaweed, to run for an hour in the evening, to hold hands
with someone and watch the sunset... The idea that a casual trip to the beach will now include a fee,
suppressing some people in this State from ever going or going infrequently is an extreme solution to a
problem which could easily be solved differently. Access to a beach is not the same as deciding to visit a
state forest or desert and the Coastal Commission should not delude itself that it's just another large
State Park in need of a fee. Senator Mike McGuire proposes using tax revenue from the sale of legal
marijuana to fund State Parks. This is an excellent source of the funding. The Coastal Commission needs
to delay their decision for new Sonoma Coast fees until there has been an opportunity to look at new
funding sources for our State Parks.

I trust you will do the right thing, in this case the conservative thing, and refrain from seeking to gain
more money for something humans have enjoyed for over 11,000 years.

Thank you

- Lev Woolf

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 269 of 476

mailto:levwoolf@gmail.com
mailto:SonomaStateParksAppeal@coastal.ca.gov


From: Jim@jimthornburg.com
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast access
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 9:16:05 AM

To whom it concerns,

As a long time visitor to the Sonoma Coast, I am writing to voice my opposition to the proposed new
pay kiosks on the Sonoma Coast.

In all my years of visiting (30+ years on a weekly basis) the free areas on the Sonoma Coastline, I have
yet to see a problem with the current system of (mostly) free access. I've seen almost no problems with
trash, human waste or vandalism. I personally have seen no problems with parking or overcrowding or
crime. In short, I've seen no problems that the pay kiosks and reduced access will solve.

The minor problems I have seen have been addressed and solved not by State Parks, but rather by
concerned locals who have organized clean-ups or worked to better define existing trails.

It seems very clear that the new pay-for-access kiosks are simply a corrupt way for State Parks to raise
more money for itself. Please correct me if I'm wrong, but it is my understanding that the money raised
by the kiosks does not go back to Sonoma Coast Parks (that makes sense since the coastline is clearly
doing fine under the current budget), but instead goes to a general fund for State Parks?

Clearly, that's not fair to the visitors and citizen-stewards of the Sonoma Coast.

Please, do the right thing and leave the people's coastline alone. Until the people prove they can't be
trusted to be good stewards of this coastline, there is absolutely no need for more State Park presence
and fees!
Sincerely,
Jim Thornburg
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From: LoisB226@comcast.net
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast Fee input
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 10:02:28 AM

February 29, 2016

Re: Fees for Sonoma Coast

Dear Sirs;

Wrights Beach and The Dunes State Beach are two beaches with

entrance fees, and are just not even places I consider going.  They are

just off the list, and out of my mind of choices.  I have not been to either

in more years than I can remember.  And this is an example of what

fees do to the concept of free access to the ocean.  

I have been a docent for Whale Watch for 22 years, and have a pass,

but that will end soon as my body, at 73, is challenged with pain

standing out on the rocks for hours.  And I am deeply saddened, and

even worried about how my life will change without the emotional relief

the ocean gives me, especially at Shell Beach and Bodega Head, both

places I can watch the ocean from easily.  The day use fees will make

these two or three visits a week a challenge to my retirement funds.  

Charging fees will put incredible numbers of cars parking along Hwy 1. 

I go to Foothill Co Park in Santa Rosa, and counted 18 cars one day

this week, parked along the residential street, instead of inside the park,

and this is a small park.  The additional cars clogging Hwy 1 access will

be incredible.  It is hard to drive along Hwy 1 traffic anyway, without the

addition of added cars parking that refuse to pay the fee.  I have the

feeling that the people on the board making this decision have not

bothered to be here on a sunny Sunday afternoon to try to drive along

Hwy 1 to experience this themselves.

Some of the comments from the meetings show a lack of connection to

or understanding of conditions here.  The question of how many have

worked the 200 hours to get a state pass, when our seasons to

volunteer are too short for that to be possible, is an example.  The
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coming in with fees for access, changes lives of people who have

moved here with desire to be next to the ocean, not next to a place to

have to pay to park.  The businesses I was told were not notified of the

meetings.  The inability to show figures for the costs of building and

manning three sites, vs the income, plus the inability to assure us that

our money will support more than the general fund, something none of

us can trust, is a real sign this is just looked at as a money grab.  

Please reconsider this decision to charge at these beaches, especially

after the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors voted this down 5 to

nothing.  Like what does our work getting all the signatures, and the

unanimous backing of the county mean?  

Lois Benson 

4890 Londonberrry Dr

Santa Rosa CA 95403
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From: Carly Lynne Nacmanie
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma County Coastal Access Proposal
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 10:41:36 AM

Dear Sonoma State Parks,

Please do not allow this measure to go through. Follow a higher ethic in allowing the
coast to be accessible for all, and not a financially gated or elite place of seclusion. 

The coast is a culture unto itself. It's a place for a moment alone, a place for a
family day, a place to surf for a couple hours, to fish, to gather seaweed, to run for
an hour in the evening, to hold hands with someone and watch the sunset... 

The idea that a casual trip to the beach will now include a fee, suppressing some
people in this State from ever going or going infrequently is an extreme solution to a
problem which could easily be solved differently. Access to a beach, to nature,
should not require a fee. 

Senator Mike McGuire proposes using tax revenue from the sale of legal marijuana
to fund State Parks. This is an excellent source of the funding. The Coastal
Commission needs to delay their decision for new Sonoma Coast fees until there has
been an opportunity to look at new funding sources for our State Parks.

I trust you will do the right thing and refrain from seeking to gain more money for
something to which all humans should have equal access. 

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Carly L. Nacmanie

Director at harmonygrows.com
Piano, Voice & Woodwind Teacher
Music Educator
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From: Kate Lundquist
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Stop proposal to charge for Sonoma coast beach access!
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 11:23:39 AM

Dear California Coastal Commissioners,

As a resident of the Sonoma coast for the past 18 years I am deeply troubled by the 
proposal to start charging for access to important coastal portions of our public trust. The 
coast has become the final frontier for those with limited incomes to access freely. I 
understand there are costs associated with maintaining signage, parking lots and steps to 
these areas and believe there are better ways to raise those funds.  

Charging for access to Shell Beach, Stump Beach, Bodega Head, Willow Creek and Goat Rock 
disproportionately impacts those that use those areas. There have been no analyses of what 
these impacts may be. I personally am on a limited income and visit all of those areas 
regularly and would have to avoid them during those leans times of the month. I implore 
you to reconsider this proposal and find better ways to cover the budget it takes to maintain 
these areas.

Sincerely,

Kate Lundquist
19100 Coleman Valley Road
Occidental, CA 95465
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From: Jane McDonough
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No fees for coastal access!
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 12:10:35 PM

The idea that a casual trip to the beach will now include a fee, suppressing some people in this State
from ever going or going infrequently is an extreme solution to a problem which could easily be solved
differently. Access to a beach is not the same as deciding to visit a state forest or desert and the
Coastal Commission should not delude itself that it's just another large State Park in need of a fee.
Senator Mike McGuire proposes using tax revenue from the sale of legal marijuana to fund State Parks.
This is an excellent source of the funding. The Coastal Commission needs to delay their decision for new
Sonoma Coast fees until there has been an opportunity to look at new funding sources for our State
Parks.

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 275 of 476

mailto:jemcd1@comcast.net
mailto:SonomaStateParksAppeal@coastal.ca.gov


From: Richard Charter
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Oppose State Parks Beach Fees on Sonoma Coast, comment letter
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 12:26:48 PM
Attachments: StateParksFeesCCCToFfinal1.pdf
Importance: High

Dear Commissioners:

As a forty-year resident of the Sonoma Coast, I am submitting the
attached comments in opposition to the flawed proposal by California
State Parks to impose new access fees at Goat Rock, Stump Beach,
Willow Creek, and Bodega Head.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Richard Charter

--
****************************************************

Richard Charter
Senior Fellow
The Ocean Foundation
707 875-2345
707 875-3482

****************************************************

email: waterway@monitor.net
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COASTAL COORDINATION PROGRAM 
 
 
 


February 29, 2016 
 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Via email to: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 
 
Re: Please Oppose State Park Beach Fees on the Sonoma Coast  
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the pending appeal related to California State 
Parks’ attempt to impose new entry fees to unimproved day use gravel parking lots on the 
Sonoma Coast. 
 
Taken in context, it is important to remember that the Bodega Head Nuclear Power Plant was 
the epicenter of one of the iconic battles that started the modern day conservation movement, 
and the entire Jenner estuary adjacent to Goat Rock was once supposed to be dredged and the 
gravel then hauled away by barge to build the Bay Area Rapid Transit system.  Protracted 
organized opposition by the public stopped both of these inappropriate proposals and then 
public money was used to purchase both locations and put them into the State Park system so 
that similar future threats of coastal industrialization would not arise.  
 
Public funding was also used to purchase other parklands along the Sonoma Coast, during 
several different time periods. 
 
The efforts of a group called Citizens Organized to Acquire Access to State Tidelands, or 
COAAST, started out to prevent a proposed private subdivision at Sea Ranch from 
completely blocking public access to the spectacular coast there, and those grassroots efforts 
in turn snowballed into a statewide public campaign leading to the passage of Proposition 20 
and the creation of the Coastal Act and the Coastal Commission.  This was the last ballot 
measure in California to have an all-volunteer public collection of the necessary signatures to 
qualify the item for the ballot. 
 







In light of these underlying events, it is easy to see why the public is now wondering why, in 
the lingering wake of an embarrassing scandal over fiscal malfeasance by the higher-ups at 
California State Parks, the public would now be expected by State Parks to pay for simple 
unimproved day use with portable toilets and gravel parking lots on lands that the public 
purchased for State Parks.  The public saved these places, then bought the land and put it into 
State Parks, then passed the Coastal Initiative to ensure their access to these lands in 
perpetuity, so it seems obvious why the public now cannot understand why they are supposed 
to pay to go look at them. 
 
Some key points on the State Parks proposal now at hand: 
 
(1) State Parks has not even considered that there will inevitably be displacement of large 


numbers of coastal visitors from proposed new pay sites to already-overcrowded sites 
elsewhere on the Sonoma Coast, exceeding all available spaces in capacity-limited 
parking lots and the ability of other sites to safely accommodate these newly-displaced 
visitors without damage to public trust resources. 
 


(2) State Parks’ new fee proposal will unfairly result in substantially diminished coastal 
access by low-income visitors, by minorities, and by those in need of ADA access. 
 


(3) State Parks has failed to comply with CEQA requirements for a full analysis of 
cumulative impacts and proposed mitigations for their proposed new policies and fee-
collection installations.  The State Parks proposal is missing the required EIR that 
needs to fully disclose the extent of, and secondary impacts from, the presently-
proposed Parks fee plan.  No requisite “Scoping” process has been conducted, and no 
Tribal consultation process has been initiated. 
 


(4) State Parks has failed to quantify the inevitable loss of revenues to local coastal 
businesses if Park access fees are implemented as proposed. 
 


(5) Reputable studies of the type of fee-collection devices now being proposed by State 
Parks for the Sonoma Coast caution that such machines should not be deployed in any 
area prone to vandalism, a common night-time occurrence at unpatrolled locations 
along the Sonoma Coast for decades. 
 


(6) State Parks’ fee proposal is inevitably going to result in illegal roadside parking on 
sensitive vegetation, trammeling of sensitive ESHA habitats, and an unpreventable 
intrusion of new cross-country pedestrian trails through wetlands and unstable soils as 
frustrated visitors proceed to access long-accustomed beaches and headlands on foot. 
 


(7) State Parks has failed to offer any prospective mitigations for their proposed new entry 
stations and fee-collection devices on the inevitable blockage of traffic flows on public 
roadways in an area plagued during many Holiday weekends with stopped traffic 







backups that already extend for miles and last for hours.  Inevitable increases in 
emergency response time for public safety agencies along the coast need to be 
considered as part of comprehensive traffic planning by State Parks before further 
obstacles and impediments to traffic flow are arbitrarily put in place. 


 
(8) State Parks has failed to consider the impact of that agency’s removal of trash 


receptacles and permanent closure of restrooms and the resulting effect of such 
closures on nearby beaches and natural ESHA areas identified in the Sonoma County 
LCP at Duncans Landing and elsewhere.   


 
Please support the County of Sonoma’s adopted concerns and oppose State Parks’ fee 
proposal. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 


 
 
Richard Charter 
Senior Fellow 
The Ocean Foundation 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


1320 19th Street, NW, Fifth Floor, Washington, DC  20036 
202.887.8992  www.oceanfdn.org  







 
 

COASTAL COORDINATION PROGRAM 
 
 
 

February 29, 2016 
 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Via email to: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 
 
Re: Please Oppose State Park Beach Fees on the Sonoma Coast  
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the pending appeal related to California State 
Parks’ attempt to impose new entry fees to unimproved day use gravel parking lots on the 
Sonoma Coast. 
 
Taken in context, it is important to remember that the Bodega Head Nuclear Power Plant was 
the epicenter of one of the iconic battles that started the modern day conservation movement, 
and the entire Jenner estuary adjacent to Goat Rock was once supposed to be dredged and the 
gravel then hauled away by barge to build the Bay Area Rapid Transit system.  Protracted 
organized opposition by the public stopped both of these inappropriate proposals and then 
public money was used to purchase both locations and put them into the State Park system so 
that similar future threats of coastal industrialization would not arise.  
 
Public funding was also used to purchase other parklands along the Sonoma Coast, during 
several different time periods. 
 
The efforts of a group called Citizens Organized to Acquire Access to State Tidelands, or 
COAAST, started out to prevent a proposed private subdivision at Sea Ranch from 
completely blocking public access to the spectacular coast there, and those grassroots efforts 
in turn snowballed into a statewide public campaign leading to the passage of Proposition 20 
and the creation of the Coastal Act and the Coastal Commission.  This was the last ballot 
measure in California to have an all-volunteer public collection of the necessary signatures to 
qualify the item for the ballot. 
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In light of these underlying events, it is easy to see why the public is now wondering why, in 
the lingering wake of an embarrassing scandal over fiscal malfeasance by the higher-ups at 
California State Parks, the public would now be expected by State Parks to pay for simple 
unimproved day use with portable toilets and gravel parking lots on lands that the public 
purchased for State Parks.  The public saved these places, then bought the land and put it into 
State Parks, then passed the Coastal Initiative to ensure their access to these lands in 
perpetuity, so it seems obvious why the public now cannot understand why they are supposed 
to pay to go look at them. 
 
Some key points on the State Parks proposal now at hand: 
 
(1) State Parks has not even considered that there will inevitably be displacement of large 

numbers of coastal visitors from proposed new pay sites to already-overcrowded sites 
elsewhere on the Sonoma Coast, exceeding all available spaces in capacity-limited 
parking lots and the ability of other sites to safely accommodate these newly-displaced 
visitors without damage to public trust resources. 
 

(2) State Parks’ new fee proposal will unfairly result in substantially diminished coastal 
access by low-income visitors, by minorities, and by those in need of ADA access. 
 

(3) State Parks has failed to comply with CEQA requirements for a full analysis of 
cumulative impacts and proposed mitigations for their proposed new policies and fee-
collection installations.  The State Parks proposal is missing the required EIR that 
needs to fully disclose the extent of, and secondary impacts from, the presently-
proposed Parks fee plan.  No requisite “Scoping” process has been conducted, and no 
Tribal consultation process has been initiated. 
 

(4) State Parks has failed to quantify the inevitable loss of revenues to local coastal 
businesses if Park access fees are implemented as proposed. 
 

(5) Reputable studies of the type of fee-collection devices now being proposed by State 
Parks for the Sonoma Coast caution that such machines should not be deployed in any 
area prone to vandalism, a common night-time occurrence at unpatrolled locations 
along the Sonoma Coast for decades. 
 

(6) State Parks’ fee proposal is inevitably going to result in illegal roadside parking on 
sensitive vegetation, trammeling of sensitive ESHA habitats, and an unpreventable 
intrusion of new cross-country pedestrian trails through wetlands and unstable soils as 
frustrated visitors proceed to access long-accustomed beaches and headlands on foot. 
 

(7) State Parks has failed to offer any prospective mitigations for their proposed new entry 
stations and fee-collection devices on the inevitable blockage of traffic flows on public 
roadways in an area plagued during many Holiday weekends with stopped traffic 
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backups that already extend for miles and last for hours.  Inevitable increases in 
emergency response time for public safety agencies along the coast need to be 
considered as part of comprehensive traffic planning by State Parks before further 
obstacles and impediments to traffic flow are arbitrarily put in place. 

 
(8) State Parks has failed to consider the impact of that agency’s removal of trash 

receptacles and permanent closure of restrooms and the resulting effect of such 
closures on nearby beaches and natural ESHA areas identified in the Sonoma County 
LCP at Duncans Landing and elsewhere.   

 
Please support the County of Sonoma’s adopted concerns and oppose State Parks’ fee 
proposal. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Richard Charter 
Senior Fellow 
The Ocean Foundation 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1320 19th Street, NW, Fifth Floor, Washington, DC  20036 
202.887.8992  www.oceanfdn.org  
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From: clausenmarcy@aol.com
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast Fee input
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 7:11:28 PM

Dear Sirs :

 I support state parks and frequently visit and camp , especially in Sonoma County. I

support a fee that will cover costs and maintain services and keep our parks open. I

Most importantly, we need a stable funding source for state parks, such as Oregon's

separate trust fund, and hope this will be considered soon.There needs to be ample

and easy opportunities for public input to this process. 

Marcy Clausen

5044 Deerwood Drive, santa Rosa , Ca. 95403
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From: Connie Bowen
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 10:09:50 PM

no fees for the Sonoma County beaches…it is unthinkable that the beaches would not be free to all.
Connie Bowen
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From: Lisa Love
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Free Beach Access Please
Date: Monday, February 29, 2016 10:20:30 PM

Greetings,
I am a low income mother of three kids.  I can only afford the gas money from Sebastopol to the coast
once every month or two.  Their favorite beach is Doran but we never go because I don't have the
extra dollars for parking.  Instead we visit Bodega Head & Goat Rock.  Please keep them free.  We don't
get to have many fun experiences. 
Lisa Olson
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From: Constance Miles
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: having to pay to play on the coast
Date: Tuesday, March 01, 2016 6:13:02 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

I oppose the idea of folks having to pay for beach access. This should be free to everyone - regardless
of socio-economic status. Charging would inhibit access to folks who can't afford it, to families who
have a joyous time together out in nature and may live in the city, with little open land nearby. It
would limit access to seniors, to immigrants, to the disabled, to all folks with a limited income, where
food needs must come before recreational expenses. Everyone has a right to enjoy the ocean, the
beach, the magnificence of our Sonoma County coast.

Please don't let fees be charged for coastal access.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Constance Miles
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From: Theresa Seaton
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No beach fees!
Date: Tuesday, March 01, 2016 6:27:04 AM

Our basic rights are free access to our beautiful coast as God intended!!NO BEACH FEES!

Sent from my iPhone
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From: NORMA JELLISON
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee Proposal Appeal
Date: Tuesday, March 01, 2016 8:42:56 AM
Attachments: Sonoma Coast State Park Fees Appeal CCC on Ltrhd March 2016.doc

Nancy et al-

 

Attached is my comment letter.

I am sending it by US Mail as well.

 

Thank you for your efforts in this regard.

 

Sincerely,

 

 

Norma Jellison

 
Norma
A new ethic for the ocean where the ocean is not seen as a commodity we own but as a community
of which we are a part.
The sea is worth saving for its own sake. Bill Ballantine NZ 
And take this to the land as well.
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NORMA L JELLISON





P O BOX 1636  BODEGA BAY, CA 94923


Home Phone/Fax (707) 875-3799


NORMALJ@SONIC.NET


March 1, 2016


California Coastal Commission


45 Fremont St #2000


San Francisco CA 94105


SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 


RE: Sonoma State Parks Appeal 


Chair Kinsey and Commissioners:


Two sections of the Coastal Act are critical considerations regarding the fee proposal before you for the Sonoma Coast State Parks. The first, Section 30210 Access, in fact refers to the California Constitution -  Article X Section 4 of the California Constitution. Section 4 of the California Constitution not only precludes the exclusion of the right of way to tidal lands for public purposes, it directs the Legislature to enact laws that give the most liberal construction to the section so that access to the navigable waters of the State are always attainable for the people. Section 30210 of the Coastal Acts says in carrying out Section 4 of the California Constitution "...maximum access shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people... ". (emphasis added)


A second relevant section of the Coastal Act is Section 30213, which requires lower cost visitor and recreational facilities be protected, encouraged and where feasible, provided.    


I point out these 2 sections of the California Coastal Act in particular as they have much  relevance to this fee proposal. At its heart, the fee proposal is an impediment to access to tidal lands - the coast, our California commons, and is a social justice issue. 


Sonoma County beaches provide free access to the ocean and the out of doors for a large population that depends on free access to recreational opportunities. Collecting fees has an oversized burden for these Environmental Justice Communities of Concern.


The $3/hour; $8/day fee proposed will disproportionately impact low income communities in Sonoma County. Many who live along the lower Russian River are low income, fixed income individuals, including many senior citizens, who go to the beach and/or walk the Kortum Trail as their only affordable recreation. 

Both access points to the Kortum Trail, named in honor of Bill Kortum's dedication to unimpeded coastal access, would ironically be fee access only. Goat Rock State Beach and the Kortum Trail are the most direct; accessible coastal access points for those who live along the lower Russian River and well as for thousands of Californians who travel to the coast from inland areas. For many, fees to access these Sonoma Coast State Parks areas would preclude their access to the coast.   


Similarly, people of color; especially Latino families from the county's inland cities - Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Sonoma simply do not have the money to pay the access fees. They depend on access to the coast for a free outdoor experience. The Sonoma County coast is accessible only by motor vehicle - a half hour to one hour trip. There is no transit of consequence as Mendocino County Transit operates one trip per day north and one south between Santa Rosa and Mendocino. Thus, the cost of gas already poses a significant cost of access to the coast for these Environmental Justice Communities of Concern.   Talk of "working to find 


Unlike in Southern California, where transit is available to the beach and dense urban communities paralleling Route One provide multiple opportunities to park and easily walk to the beach to avoid parking fees, this is not the case along the Sonoma Coast. The inevitable avoidance of fee areas would result in overflow of the, for now, free pocket beach gravel parking lots. Parking on minimal shoulders and walking on the narrow, curvy two lane Highway One is dangerous. Even more dangerous, social trails down hazardous erodable cliffs would not only have negative impacts to ESHA areas on those coastal cliffs, falls and the inevitable cliff rescues would create an added burden for local fire and emergency response personnel.          


The citizens of California saved the coast, their taxes purchased the land and put it into trust in the hands of State Parks, passing the Coastal Act, a citizen initiative, to protect the coast in perpetuity. To now ask the public to pay to access what they fought to protect access to is more than disconcerting. It is an affront. 


We recognize there is a shortage of funding for California's parks. The pattern of dis-investment in Parks is long running. The portion of general fund monies supporting the State Park's budget has been halved in little over a decade. 


As with prior governors, the Resources Agencies - State Parks in particular - have not been a priority in this governor's budgets. The recommendations of Parks Forward to turn parks over to the private sector or public private partnerships are short sighted. 


State Parks are every bit as important state infrastructure as roads and bridges.  Both bring economic vitality to the state. For every dollar that funds the parks, $2.35 is returned to the state's General Fund through economic activities in the communities surrounding the parks.


It is time for the Legislature to reverse this dis-investment trend. And it is incumbent on the Coastal Commission to uphold the Coastal Act and guarantee access to the coast for all, regardless of social or economic status. 


Efforts to "encourage" monthly free days on the weekend and a reasonably priced local pass are empty words. Asking for accountability for the monies collected and expenditures, in support of fees, are other empty words. Permit conditions in Southern California regarding collections and expenditures have not been adhered to by State Parks.  No accounting has been forthcoming from State Parks in the 4 years since the Southern California permit was approved with those conditions. 


Despite the fact that this fee proposal was in consideration for three years and a budget of potential income and expenditures was asked for by the Commission one year ago when the appeal first came before you, State Parks has yet to be able to answer simple questions about how much money they expect from the fee proposal, how much it will cost to implement and what the money might be spent on if, as suggested, it stays local. There is no reasonable expectation that any permit conditions enacted this time around, would be adhered to either.


I strongly urge you to turn down this fee proposal in its current form. The public process for something as precedent setting as this fee proposal has been virtually non existent, save for a meeting called by your Commission staff. This, after State Parks denied public comment to the hundred plus people who came out on a rainy nite, with one week advance notice, by calling the meeting they hosted an Open House. 


The fee proposal sets a precedent of great import and impact becauss 2/3 of the California coast is owned by State Parks! 


We have been told that State Parks will issue an Initial Study, likely before you take this matter up in April. State Parks staff further stated that the Initial Study is precedent to issuing a Mitigated Negative Declaration. This despite, in its appeal last April, it relied on PRC Section 30603 (a) (5) calling the project a major public works project. A rather amazing assertion that a IS/MND is now appropriate, lacking environmental assessment of the proposed major public works project to so determine. All without a Public Scoping meeting, which State Parks feels is unnecessary because of the MND.  


There has been no real effort to identify funding avenues to overcome the need for regressive fees. A dedicated vehicle license fee funding sources for State Parks should be investigated. While that measure failed when first tried, the fee was too high and was rolled out at the on set of a recession.  Similarly, some have suggested use of a portion of ORV set asides to fund State park operations.  In short, there has been no effort to identify a better method to restore funding for the State Parks and the state beaches that belong to every Californian. 


Please embrace your obligations to the Coastal Act to ensure access for all to the coast.  


Please deny this fee proposal as inconsistent with the intent and meaning of the California Coastal Act. 


Yours truly,


Norma L Jellison

Norma L Jellison

Bodega Bay Resident and Coastal Advocate




NORMA L JELLISON 
 

P O BOX 1636  BODEGA BAY, CA 94923 
Home Phone/Fax (707) 875-3799 

NORMALJ@SONIC.NET 

 
 
March 1, 2016 
 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St #2000 
San Francisco CA 94105 
 
SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov  
 
RE: Sonoma State Parks Appeal  
 
Chair Kinsey and Commissioners: 
 
Two sections of the Coastal Act are critical considerations regarding the fee proposal before you 
for the Sonoma Coast State Parks. The first, Section 30210 Access, in fact refers to the 
California Constitution -  Article X Section 4 of the California Constitution. Section 4 of the 
California Constitution not only precludes the exclusion of the right of way to tidal lands for 
public purposes, it directs the Legislature to enact laws that give the most liberal construction to 
the section so that access to the navigable waters of the State are always attainable for the people. 
Section 30210 of the Coastal Acts says in carrying out Section 4 of the California Constitution 
"...maximum access shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities shall be 
provided for all the people... ". (emphasis added) 
 
A second relevant section of the Coastal Act is Section 30213, which requires lower cost visitor 
and recreational facilities be protected, encouraged and where feasible, provided.     
 
I point out these 2 sections of the California Coastal Act in particular as they have much  
relevance to this fee proposal. At its heart, the fee proposal is an impediment to access to tidal 
lands - the coast, our California commons, and is a social justice issue.  
 
Sonoma County beaches provide free access to the ocean and the out of doors for a large 
population that depends on free access to recreational opportunities. Collecting fees has an 
oversized burden for these Environmental Justice Communities of Concern. 
 
The $3/hour; $8/day fee proposed will disproportionately impact low income communities in 
Sonoma County. Many who live along the lower Russian River are low income, fixed income 
individuals, including many senior citizens, who go to the beach and/or walk the Kortum Trail as 
their only affordable recreation.  
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Both access points to the Kortum Trail, named in honor of Bill Kortum's dedication to 
unimpeded coastal access, would ironically be fee access only. Goat Rock State Beach and the 
Kortum Trail are the most direct; accessible coastal access points for those who live along the 
lower Russian River and well as for thousands of Californians who travel to the coast from 
inland areas. For many, fees to access these Sonoma Coast State Parks areas would preclude 
their access to the coast.    
 
Similarly, people of color; especially Latino families from the county's inland cities - Santa Rosa, 
Rohnert Park, Sonoma simply do not have the money to pay the access fees. They depend on 
access to the coast for a free outdoor experience. The Sonoma County coast is accessible only by 
motor vehicle - a half hour to one hour trip. There is no transit of consequence as Mendocino 
County Transit operates one trip per day north and one south between Santa Rosa and 
Mendocino. Thus, the cost of gas already poses a significant cost of access to the coast for these 
Environmental Justice Communities of Concern.   Talk of "working to find  
 
Unlike in Southern California, where transit is available to the beach and dense urban 
communities paralleling Route One provide multiple opportunities to park and easily walk to the 
beach to avoid parking fees, this is not the case along the Sonoma Coast. The inevitable 
avoidance of fee areas would result in overflow of the, for now, free pocket beach gravel parking 
lots. Parking on minimal shoulders and walking on the narrow, curvy two lane Highway One is 
dangerous. Even more dangerous, social trails down hazardous erodable cliffs would not only 
have negative impacts to ESHA areas on those coastal cliffs, falls and the inevitable cliff rescues 
would create an added burden for local fire and emergency response personnel.           
 
The citizens of California saved the coast, their taxes purchased the land and put it into trust in 
the hands of State Parks, passing the Coastal Act, a citizen initiative, to protect the coast in 
perpetuity. To now ask the public to pay to access what they fought to protect access to is more 
than disconcerting. It is an affront.  
 
We recognize there is a shortage of funding for California's parks. The pattern of dis-investment 
in Parks is long running. The portion of general fund monies supporting the State Park's budget 
has been halved in little over a decade.  

As with prior governors, the Resources Agencies - State Parks in particular - have not been a 
priority in this governor's budgets. The recommendations of Parks Forward to turn parks over to 
the private sector or public private partnerships are short sighted.  

State Parks are every bit as important state infrastructure as roads and bridges.  Both bring 
economic vitality to the state. For every dollar that funds the parks, $2.35 is returned to the 
state's General Fund through economic activities in the communities surrounding the parks. 

It is time for the Legislature to reverse this dis-investment trend. And it is incumbent on the 
Coastal Commission to uphold the Coastal Act and guarantee access to the coast for all, 
regardless of social or economic status.  
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Efforts to "encourage" monthly free days on the weekend and a reasonably priced local pass are 
empty words. Asking for accountability for the monies collected and expenditures, in support of 
fees, are other empty words. Permit conditions in Southern California regarding collections and 
expenditures have not been adhered to by State Parks.  No accounting has been forthcoming 
from State Parks in the 4 years since the Southern California permit was approved with those 
conditions.  
 
Despite the fact that this fee proposal was in consideration for three years and a budget of 
potential income and expenditures was asked for by the Commission one year ago when the 
appeal first came before you, State Parks has yet to be able to answer simple questions about 
how much money they expect from the fee proposal, how much it will cost to implement and 
what the money might be spent on if, as suggested, it stays local. There is no reasonable 
expectation that any permit conditions enacted this time around, would be adhered to either. 

 

I strongly urge you to turn down this fee proposal in its current form. The public process for 
something as precedent setting as this fee proposal has been virtually non existent, save for a 
meeting called by your Commission staff. This, after State Parks denied public comment to the 
hundred plus people who came out on a rainy nite, with one week advance notice, by calling the 
meeting they hosted an Open House.  

The fee proposal sets a precedent of great import and impact becauss 2/3 of the California coast 
is owned by State Parks!  

We have been told that State Parks will issue an Initial Study, likely before you take this matter 
up in April. State Parks staff further stated that the Initial Study is precedent to issuing a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration. This despite, in its appeal last April, it relied on PRC Section 
30603 (a) (5) calling the project a major public works project. A rather amazing assertion that a 
IS/MND is now appropriate, lacking environmental assessment of the proposed major public 
works project to so determine. All without a Public Scoping meeting, which State Parks feels is 
unnecessary because of the MND.   

There has been no real effort to identify funding avenues to overcome the need for regressive 
fees. A dedicated vehicle license fee funding sources for State Parks should be investigated. 
While that measure failed when first tried, the fee was too high and was rolled out at the on set 
of a recession.  Similarly, some have suggested use of a portion of ORV set asides to fund State 
park operations.  In short, there has been no effort to identify a better method to restore funding 
for the State Parks and the state beaches that belong to every Californian.  
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Please embrace your obligations to the Coastal Act to ensure access for all to the coast.   

Please deny this fee proposal as inconsistent with the intent and meaning of the California 
Coastal Act.  

Yours truly, 

Norma L Jellison 

Norma L Jellison 

Bodega Bay Resident and Coastal Advocate 
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From: Pat Westman
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Patty Westman
Subject: Sonoma Coast Fee input
Date: Tuesday, March 01, 2016 5:09:31 PM

Dear Coastal Commission,

I am writing to let you know that I strongly appose additional fees at any more

beaches on the Sonoma Coast.

Although State Parks is in need of a larger budget, this proposal would most likely

NOT make a dent in their budget shortfalls, and at the same time, would be a very

bad idea for this county. Currently, we don't even know how fees at 6 additional

"beach parks" would help state parks, because even after several years of pursuing

this project, they still have not given the public or the contributing stakeholders any

budget and revenue numbers.

My objections to the fee proposal are the following:

State Parks has not prepared the CEQA Initial Study, and therefore cannot address

the environmental impact this fee proposal would have. Yet, at the 2/17/16 meeting in

Sebastopol, DPR representatives said that a mitigated Negative Declaration will be

prepared. That is like a researcher who writes the conclusion to a study without

conducting the study! This is an unacceptable practice, and State Parks must be

called out on this and required to comply with all CEQA rules and procedures before

they move one step closer to charging fees.

Access to the beaches will be limited by imposing fees, and therefore will be in

violation of the California Coastal Act. As you know, visitors to the Sonoma Coast

must take a car to get there. Once there, the majority of the actual beaches require a

strenuous walk up and down sand dunes or narrow, steep paths cut into the cliffs.

Only a handful of beaches have an easier access. One is Doran Beach, which

 already charges a fee. The other is Goat Rock beach, now on the list for adding fees.

By charging admission to visit Goat Rock beach, State Parks would be severely

limiting actual beach access to the elderly, disabled, the very young, and just plain

folks who might not be in the best physical condition. I can't even imagine the long

lines to get in on a warm sunny day if they start charging fees. It will be backed up

onto Highway 1. Have you ever seen the line of cars to get into Doran Beach on a

nice day? That park gets full and closes shortly after 12:00 noon on a popular day.

Goat Rock will be the same. So  yes, people will pay the fee to go there, but it is not

fair. You can't even swim at those beaches, the surf is too rough,

State Parks also wants to charge fees to enter tiny little Shell Beach. This small trail

head on the Kortum Trail must remain open and free to everyone and anyone who

cares to visit. By charging fees at both Shell Beach and Goat Rock, State Parks

would have effectively limited access to most of the Kortum Trail. The only other

parking area on the trail is a tiny gravel spit above (fee-based!) Wrights Beach. I can't

help but think, what would the late Bill Kortum make of all of this? A man who
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dedicated his life to stewardship of this coastline and who's legacy is the incredible

and breathtaking Kortum Trail.  This issue also is of great concern to the rock

climbing groups who access Sunset Rocks via the trail. How very, very sad that Parks

wants to charge admission for the public to use the trail.  The parking lot at Shell

Beach is so small you can't get more than a couple of dozen cars in there at one

time. Would Parks be paving over part of the coastal prairie to help raise revenue?

Who knows, because Parks has not come up with any explanations or details.

Bodega Head is a very special place, and possibly the birthplace of the American

environmental movement, starting with anti-nuclear proponents. Thanks to the

dedication and service for almost 10 years by many Sonoma County residents, they

were successful in preventing the most egregious assault on the California coast by

halting the construction of a nuclear power plant. Charging admission now for the

sunset views, access to the headland trails, and access to the fisherman's memorial

is an affront to humanity. Just because a place is popular does NOT make it ok to

charge admission. State Park needs to show some respect.

Next of concern is public safety. Many people will try to avoid paying fees at all costs,

and will park anywhere they can along Highway 1, on cliff edges, in resident's

driveways. Walking along the highway poses great physical danger. Traffic flow will

be impacted by more cars parked on the highway, fender benders will increase,

and bicyclists will be put into even further danger.

In addition to the physical and property damage risks noted above, the delicate

coastal environment is put at risk when people trample through prairies and dunes to

get to the beach to avoid paying a fee. Wildflowers, native plants, nesting birds and

other creatures will be displaced. These actions  will also obstruct and spoil the

incredible views that make our Sonoma Coast so very special.

Aside from denying beach access to those unable or unwilling to pay for parking,

even if you are able to pay the admission price, there is no guarantee that the beach

will be open. State Parks likes to put up iron gates at their fee beaches so they can

control when people get to visit. Parks has not addressed what hours the beaches

will be open, or if there will be iron gates blocking all of the fee beaches. A locked

beach is the ultimate in limiting access. Here is an example. Last summer, my

husband and I wanted to go surf fishing at Bodega Dunes State Beach, where a fee

is already charged. After consulting the tide tables we determined that we should be

at the beach before 7 am to take advantage of the tide coming in. When we got to the

beach and paid our fee, we drove to the entrance and found that the beach was

closed! Big iron gates blocked the driveway. We had to wait until almost 8:00 am for a

park service employee to unlock the beach. Considering the budget problems parks

has, I would envision many days of closed beaches due to staffing problems.

And some final thoughts. How will State Parks address future fees? Today the

proposal is for $8.00 per day. We KNOW that number will increase in time. And if this

proposal goes forward, can Parks just add more parking lots, beaches, and cliff over-

looks to the fee areas without another review? I am  very nervous that Parks will also

want to charge admission to the South Salmon Creek beach very soon. Will the self
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service fee machines only accept credit and debit cards?  How will Parks provide

computer security to ensure that card numbers aren't stolen or hacked in the

machines? What safeguards are in place? Will cash be accepted? Keep in mind that

many low income people may not have credit or debit cards. Even people with cards

might not be taking them to the beach. Who will be patrolling the parking lot every 15

minutes to ticket those who have over-stayed the "free" 15 minute visit or surf check?

How will they know who is there for 15 minutes and who is there for a day without

paying?  Who issues the tickets?

Thank you for this opportunity to address these issues of great concern to me and my

family.  We moved to California a little over 6 years ago from the land-locked state of

Wisconsin. Sonoma County became our 1st choice in location because it is on the

ocean. We visited Bodega Bay the day after we arrived in the state, and have been

going back 3-6 times every month. It is the most affordable activity in the Bay area for

us 99%-ers. Please don't let State Parks take that away from us.

Best Regards,

Patricia Westman

2212 Firwood Avenue

Santa Rosa, CA 95403

707-541-6411
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From: David McClary
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No fees at Sonoma County Coast
Date: Tuesday, March 01, 2016 9:12:52 PM

I am a docent with the whale watch program at Bodega Head and would not be able
to continue to volunteer because the fees would be out of my budget, not to
mention the large number of people who visit who would not be able to because
they are in the same position as I am. I strongly oppose the plan to charge to visit
"OUR" coast.

Dave McClary
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From: Bob Beauchamp
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Beaches/Nancy Cave
Date: Wednesday, March 02, 2016 4:02:40 AM

    Greeting: The notion that we (the poor and middle class), should be required to pay a fee, especially
those so exorbitant as currently proposed, on those few occasions  when we want to find some
unspoiled, not-privately-owned, natural setting (even for 20 minutes) is an American, capitalist, greed-
based travesty. When does such indifferent cruelty get noticed by our leadership, and corrective
measures taken?
   Sincerely, Robert Beauchamp
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From: Sue Bates-Pintar
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma County Beach park fees
Date: Wednesday, March 02, 2016 9:34:44 AM

Please do NOT impose further parking fees on our Sonoma County parks- but
especially those that really provide no amenities for the public. Its tax money that
will not necessarily even benefit the parks you are taxing. It's unfair.

The coast is for everyone- not just people with money for parking. There are many,
many families of very limited means who count on exposing their children to the
beauty and joys of the coast- and thereby engendering a love and appreciation of it.

We must have each generation exposed so they will protect and value the coast in
the future.

Thank you!
 
Sue Bates-Pintar
Petaluma
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From: Darris
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast proposed beach access fees
Date: Wednesday, March 02, 2016 1:37:41 PM

To Whom it May Concern:

As a Bodega Bay resident, a mother and a life long beach advocate, I do not support
the "pay to play" business model that State Parks is proposing for our Sonoma coast
beaches.

I walk our beaches several times a week to enjoy the beauty of nature and pick up
bags of trash. As a teen from a troubled home I went to the beach often to escape
the uncertainty of my home life. Being at the beach was calming and grounding . . .
access to the beach literally saved my life. 

As a single mom the beach provided a place to go where me and my young son
could play and reconnect. A place where we could find peace and escape from an
abusive home life. The beach, once again, literally saved my life.

Now as an adult I am privileged and grateful to live on the Sonoma Coast. I talk to
young people, single mom's and families about their experience at the ocean and I
often hear stories much like my own. 

One group that I haven't seen represented in the letters I've read and meetings I've
attended regarding State Park beach fees is teens and young adults. Teens have little
to no place to freely and legally congregate to enjoy one another and nature. Young
adults just starting off in life are barely making rent. I see these groups at the beach
and know how they will be impacted. If as a teen, young adult and single mom, I had
to pay for access to the beach, I would not have been able to afford the fees. 

I understand State Parks is struggling with their budget but it doesn't appear that
much creativity has been applied to find funding. I would buy a $20 Sonoma Coast
State Parks pass. There are people who would put in volunteer hours for free access
to State parks. Creative thinking is what's needed.

I urge you to uphold the spirit and intent of the California Coastal Act for free beach
access for all. 

Thank you for your consideration.
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Sincerely yours,

Darris. B. Nelson

--------------------------------------------

..·  `·.  ><((((º> ..· 

http://mamalovesthebeach.blogspot.com
Mama Loves the Beach is also on Facebook!
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From: Jeff Pintar
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Appeal of CA"s Proposed Parking Fees For Sonoma County Beaches
Date: Wednesday, March 02, 2016 9:01:59 PM

We support the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors in their appeal of the State’s proposal to
implement parking fees for Sonoma County Beaches and the California Constitution and the state’s 1976
Coastal Act encourage “maximum access” to beaches and make no exceptions for financial hardship on
the state’s part.

Jeff Pintar
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From: Godie Gale
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Manned and un-manned pay stations on the coast
Date: Thursday, March 03, 2016 1:53:46 PM
Attachments: cccbeach fees pg 1.pdf

ccc beach fees pg 2.pdf
cccbeach fees pg 3.pdf
BofS Beach Fees pg 1.pdf
BofS Beach Fees pg2.pdf

Attached are my objections to the State Parks proposal to charge fees at the ocean.

I am a property owner in Sonoma County where my Board of Supervisors has

rejected the above mentioned proposal.

State Parks has appealed you, the CA Coastal Commission.

Please consider my comments when you are reviewing the state's appeal.  Thank

you.

Godie Gale, 4981 Conch Ave. Bodega Bay, CA 94923

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 299 of 476

mailto:godiegale@yahoo.com
mailto:SonomaStateParksAppeal@coastal.ca.gov



























A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 300 of 476



A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 301 of 476



A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 302 of 476



A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 303 of 476



A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 304 of 476



From: Bev Alexander
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please NO PARKING FEES!
Date: Thursday, March 03, 2016 5:16:30 PM

Please do NOT impose further parking fees on our Sonoma County parks- but especially those that really
provide no amenities for the public. Its tax money that will not necessarily even benefit the parks you
are taxing. It's unfair.

The coast is for everyone- not just people with money for parking. There are many, many families of
very limited means who count on exposing their children to the beauty and joys of the coast- and
thereby engendering a love and appreciation of it.

We must make sure that every generation has access so they will love and protect our coastline into the
future.

Thank you!

Beverly Alexander
Petaluma

-- 
Everything you see has its roots in the unseen world. The forces change yet the
essence remains the same. - Rumi
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From: Amy Fonarow
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please do not impose more parking fees on Sonoma County Beaches
Date: Saturday, March 05, 2016 3:22:02 AM

Aloha!

I am originally from the Marin and Sonoma County areas, and I now live on Maui.  I
know how important beach access is for stress relief and reconnecting with this
gorgeous  planet of ours.

Oftentimes, the worries I seek to relieve stem from a lack of money.  I go to the sea
to remind myself of what is important and beautiful in life.  I soak up the negative
ions created by the waves crashing, breathe in the salt air, and receive reminders of
the natural forces beyond my control.  I leave the shore a better citizen than when I
arrived. 

If this experience were taken away from me . . . if I couldn't quite make it to the
water's edge because I couldn't afford the parking fees . . . if nature were no longer
free, I would feel extremely frustrated and angry.  These emotions would lower my
general mood as well as my ability to be productive. Being at the beach buoys my
spirits!

I understand that you are seeking more cash, but please keep in mind that happier
people are more productive.  Happy people work harder, make more money, and
pay more taxes, often because they have something like saltwater and sand beneath
their feet to look forward to at the end of the day.

I respectfully request that you do not impose new parking fees on any Sonoma
County beaches. We'd all be better off with free access to these beautiful coastal
lands.

Mahalo nui loa (thank you very much) for your time and consideration regarding this
important matter.  My best to you and yours!

Sincerely,
Amy Fonarow

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Amy Fonarow
Writer - Editor- Technical Journalist
808.838.9527

Though pleas'd to see the dolphins play
I mind my compass and my way

~Matthew Greene
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From: Jim Martin
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Tax and spend CA government
Date: Saturday, March 05, 2016 11:31:57 AM

     I'm a 62 year old 3rd gen Californinan.    Atter travelling through other states

across this country.   I'm about to move... 
 
 You're taxing us beyond reason...  now this plan to pay to park at more beach

access points.    

      I see State operated camp spots that charge over 35 dollars/ night to sleep on 

dirt...  with  restrooms that are disgusting !   

    I've seen hotel rooms along the interstate for less money than that.
 
    What exactly does our property taxes provide ?    Besides funding for your

exhorbitant salary and benefits.   
 
 
 
 
Jim Martin

 www.santacruzkayaks.com

831 661 0947
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From: Karen Guma
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: fees for beach access
Date: Monday, March 07, 2016 6:04:16 PM

Please do NOT impose further parking fees on our Sonoma County parks-
but especially those that really provide no amenities for the public.
Its tax money that will not necessarily even benefit the parks you are
taxing. It's unfair.

The coast is for everyone- not just people with money for parking. There
are many, many families of very limited means who count on exposing
their children to the beauty and joys of the coast- and thereby
engendering a love and appreciation of it.

We must have each generation exposed so they will protect and value the
coast in the future.

Thank you!

Karen Guma
Petaluma, CA
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From: paul brewer
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No parking fees for our beaches.
Date: Wednesday, March 09, 2016 9:14:14 PM

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposals for instigating parking

fees at our Sonoma county beaches. The very idea is an outrage. 

The beaches belong to everyone, not just those that can afford to pay a fee.  

Government should be doing everything in it's power to ENCOURAGE people to 

use and enjoy the great natural wonder that  is our coastline, rather than putting up

 obstacles, in the form of fees,  that many (myself included)  will be unable to afford.

I am urging you to do everything in your power to prevent this obscene money-grab

by the Coastal Commission.  The beaches and coastline are not  like some

amusement park

that can be owned and sold.  They belong to every American citizen. Please put a

stop to this insane plan to charge for visiting our God given coast.

Thank  you.

Sincerely,

Paul Brewer. 
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From: Markin Whitman
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: reduce or eliminate Sonoma Coast SP fee expansion
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 7:01:52 AM

Coastal Commission Staff:

I am writing to join the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors in opposing
the fee expansion at Sonoma Coast SParks

While I recognize and applaud that the earlier proposal has been
downsized, this proposal is wrong for the people of California and for
the vibrancy of the Sonoma Coast.

1. The timing is wrong - Crab fisheries has been closed for the first
time ever and the salmon season is not looking good. We need to
encourage, not discourage, locals and tourist alike in accessing the
coast  thus aiding the coastal economy.

2. The fee expansion, is, in effect, a regressive tax - This hits poorer
people harder AND discourages them from the healthy and low-impact
activities of walking coastal trails, getting fresh air and viewing
wildlife.  With an obesity crisis, especially among the lower incomes,
discouraging people from using the coast will result in increased health
issues and costs. I get a State Park Poppy pass each year so it won't
affect me but I know many people in limited budgets cannot afford that.

3. It limits coastal access - this is the opposite of one of the main
goals of the Coastal Commission. This strip of beaches was set up with
the idea that they would remain free - State Parks is reneging  on that
promise to the people of Sonoma County.

4. Options to private cars for these sites do not exist or are very
limited. Unlike many popular beaches is California, there really is no
alternative to using a car for access (and thus the need to park). The
bus goes by here once a day and travels a limited route. Getting to
Bodega Head from the bus route would require several miles of walking
along a busy road.

Shell Beach and Bodega Head, in particular, provide access to enticing
hiking trails and Shell Beach has unique climbing activities at Sunset
Rocks in addition to as well known tidepooling: I remember studying at
these two sites when at Bodega Marine Lab. Those studies helped shape my
career in natural resources.  The next generation should have as good an
opportunity to learn, know and love the Sonoma Coast.

I realize State Park budget is having difficulties ( one reason I buy a
pass each year). However, this is the wrong place and the wrong time to 
expand fees for revenue.

If some fee expansion must go forward, I implore:

- Let it be on Freezeout Creek and Willow Creek.
- Make the hours of operation for weekends only so low-income locals
have access on weekdays to their backyard creeks and beaches
- If Bodega Head goes to fees, keep Hole-In- the-Head lot free

Thanks for listening to my comments in protest of the fee expansion.
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Denying this expansion will serve California now and into the future.

Sincerely,
Markin Whitman
Sonoma County resident since 1989

===========================
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From: Jennifer LaPorta
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No fees at beaches!!!!!
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 8:25:12 AM

I am dismayed to read about the proposal to start charging fees at the beaches on
the Sonoma Coast.

Please do not start charging fees for beach access along the Sonoma Coast!!!!!!  I
am retired and cannot afford it .

When and where is the public Hearing in Santa Rosa in April?
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From: tomla
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fw: No fees at beaches. they limit low income access
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 9:03:15 AM

Dear Commissioners,

I read about the proposal to start charging parking fees at the beaches on the

Sonoma Coast.

Please do not start charging fees for beach access along the Sonoma Coast! This will

really restrict access for my poorer neighbors who are just getting by as it is.  It'd be a

shame for their memories of the beach to be in postcards.   If you do go through with

this plan, at least have discounted motorcycle parking spaces as well.  

thanks,

Tom laporta
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From: Pierre Delacroix
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: this isn"t "progress"
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 3:15:41 PM

I'm sorry to hear that you are considering charging fees at Bodega Head
and other spots along the Sonoma coast.  As a long time resident of
Santa Rosa, I think that our coast should remain accessible to all,
including many low income workers in the area for whom the $8 parking
fee might be a deterrent to a day of family fun.

If you must charge a fee, why not make it a more reasonable $3 ? Few
people stay on the coast for a full day...most leave after an hour or so.

If these fees were used locally to repair our county's roads this scheme
of yours would make a lot more sense to me.

Thanks      - PD
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From: Dan Gilliland
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: parking fees on the beach
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 4:19:21 PM

To whom it concerns,

 

I am a resident of Cotati, Ca, Sonoma County.

 

I implore the committee to not implement the beach restriction on our coast, and also not put in self-

pay parking meters.

 

Our world and state and county are becoming just one big place for the governments to steal and

pillage from its residents and this situation fits in right smack dab in the middle,

 

There is no reason to do this, It does not make it better for the public, it does not enhance the

experience, it does not add value, so please just say no!!!!

 

 

Daniel Gilliland

east Cotati Ave.

Cotati, Ca.  94931
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From: Jackie Braun
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Letter
Date: Thursday, March 10, 2016 5:12:27 PM

Please do not institute parking fees for beaches.  Surely there must be some place
on this planet for people with limited incomes to enjoy natural beauty without cost.

Jackie Braun
Sebastopol
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From: Harvey
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Parking fees for the Sonoma Coast
Date: Friday, March 11, 2016 10:47:14 AM

Please oppose the proposal before the California Coastal Commission to charge for access to significant
portions of the Sonoma Coast.  Our 2 year old son loves to go to the beach, and paying for parking
would make it more difficult for us to do that. 

Thank you for your kind consideration of this matter.

Harvey Sherman

 Love and compassion are necessities, not luxuries. Without them humanity cannot survive." —Dalai
Lama
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From: Michael Lockert
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: charging for coastal access
Date: Friday, March 11, 2016 11:26:51 AM

Dear Commissioners,
     As a native Californian I find it shocking and beyond belief that the Coastal
Commission is even considering charging residents for access to Sonoma County
beaches, or any coastal beaches for that matter.
     The Commission is purposed with the task of protecting the coast and
guaranteeing access for all citizens, not just those who can afford to pay fees. From
1989 til 2013, the top 1% of households in Sonoma County saw their income grow
by over 40%, while the remaining 99% saw a 10.4 % drop. All over California the
statistics are similar. so now the Commission wants to increase the cost of enjoying
our coast, making it more of a burden for the bottom 99%.  This is cruel and unfair.
    Please show some backbone and defend the principles that form the core purpose
that Californians intended by creating the Coastal Commission.  

Thanks you,
Michael Lockert
Sonoma County 
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From: Michelle Irwin
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma County State Parks Appeal for Iron Rangers
Date: Friday, March 11, 2016 4:00:16 PM

Nancy Cave et al

Coastal Commission

San Francisco, CA 94118

Dear Commissioner Cave and all members of the Coastal Commission:

As activist decendants of Bill Kortum, West County residents of Sonoma County will
not allow our public beach and coastal access to be any less than available to
all....for free, for those who wish to partake of Nature's beauty. The "Presentation"
to our community, the meeting held recently, in Sebastopol was a sham. The State
Park presentators were ill-prepared, looking like deer caught in the headlights. The
presenters could not offer any information regarding budgetary benefit to fee
collection at our local beaches and picnic areas. They could not get past an
incomplete sentence regarding sharing of "process"... how about some facts? Such
as impact on our fragile coast line, lack of concern for social equity and affordability
of recreation on our PUBLIC land.

One of the attendees had succinctly boiled down the issue to a placard reading "El
Mar es por TODO" The ocean is for EVERYBODY. That placard helped voice our
concerns, as there was no avenue presented for public comment at the meeting. If
that meeting was intended to be informational, the way it was handled was a
travesty.

Why not go back to the state budget and look at how revenue could be generated
without use of an access fee (pay to play) on the coast. How about an additional
surcharge on gas purchases? a .05% surcharge on wine sales in Sonoma County? or
a slight increase in hotel tax and have the millions of tourists who visit Sonoma
County help pay for the upkeep of our beach parking lots, restrooms, salaries of
attendants, etc. Without a budget sheet presented at last week's meeting in
Sebastopol, how can you expect to convince any of the West County residents of
any fiduciary benefits of the beach admission fees?

I hope that the appeal to your Commission by the State Parks is a dissmal failure,
just like the "dismally inept presentation" I witnessed last week. Activists from our
neck of the woods will be further motivated to a call for action at your front door on
Bush Street. Based on the "process" on the matter thus far, most citizens here feel
that our only recourse is actionable legal filings to halt the poorly planned proposal
to take our coastal access away from the citizens.

Please, use the skills and determination of the Coastal Commission to request the
State Parks to go back to the drawing board and be creative. Many alternatives are
available to the present land grab and less than equal pay to play ideas that have
been proposed thus far. Members of our community would be happy to brainstorm
with you and end this folly of inept and unfair approach to fund raising.
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I must admit, after hearing and seeing reports of the recent CCC meeting in Santa
Monica, I feel we need to look at the Mission Statement of the CCC to ascertain IF
the CCC is actually protecting our coasts the way intended.

Most Sincerely,

Michelle K. Irwin,
Jenner Resident

michelle.irwin@gmail.com

-- 
Michelle K. Irwin
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From: Shannon
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: PLEASE DON"T CHARGE FOR PARKING
Date: Saturday, March 12, 2016 6:48:38 PM

Hi there,

My name is Shannon Hoekstra and I was born and raised in Sonoma County. Growing up I would go
with my friends to the Russian River and beaches as this was the only place we could go enjoy
ourselves and especially visit with nature and not have to worry about not having enough money. 

As an adult now I am an avid kayaker and would be so disappointed to find out locals, kids and the rest
of us who cannot afford many luxuries would be prevented or obstructed from being able to visit these
beloved places because we simply cannot afford to park there.

So basically only people who have money are permitted to visit public land and have the best parking
space?

Please think of those who are less fortunate and show everyone that money is not everything. Unless
you are planning on accepting EBT at the pay stations then you will see a big drop tourists and the like.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Shannon Hoekstra

Sent from my iPhone
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From: carolyn_atwood
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma coastal accdcess fee proposal
Date: Sunday, March 13, 2016 10:08:45 AM

As a local climber and member of the American Alpine Club and the Access fund, I
oppose the sonoma coastal access fee proposal. It will severely restrict ir eliminate
accecc to coastal rock climbing that has been enjoyed safely and sustainably by the
local climbing community for many years.
Carolyn Atwood
650 228 6813
La Honda CA

Sent from the Samsung Galaxy Rugby Pro, an AT&T LTE smartphone
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From: Betsy McConnell
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma County beach fees
Date: Sunday, March 13, 2016 3:16:41 PM

I am writing to protest against the State Parks plan to install kiosks and charge
parking fees for use of State Park Beaches.  As a resident of, and long time
homeowner in Sonoma County, it is important to me to keep the beaches
free.  If the state needs more money to operate the beaches, then perhaps
some other monies—like the TOT tax in Sonoma county (so the tourists who
don’t have to pay our huge property taxes and cost of living expenses in
California can help pay to enjoy or precious coast) can kick in and be used, or
state general funds, or even only make out of state cars pay….something.
Thank you for your consideration
Elizabeth D McConnell
Monte Rio,  Ca  95462

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 323 of 476

mailto:edmcconnell@sbcglobal.net
mailto:SonomaStateParksAppeal@coastal.ca.gov


From: Ellen Thwaites Brockman
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fees
Date: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 8:31:05 AM

Please do not make our beaches accessible only if you can afford it.

Excuse my fat thumbs,
Sent from my iPad
On the run.
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From: sulkyteen agegirl
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: please no pay stations!
Date: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 10:43:32 AM

Please do not install pay stations at beaches along the Sonoma County coast.

This will reduce access to our beaches.

Thank you.
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From: Irene Barnard
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Say no to parking fees!
Date: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 2:25:00 PM

Hello:

I'd like to express my (and my husband's) strong opposition to the plan to put in
place parking fees at state parks and beaches along the Sonoma Coast. As you
know, the cost of living is already untenable for many longtime (and new) residents
of our county; therefore, being able to enjoy nature should continue to be free of
charge, as it is one of the few remaining treasures that provide all these at once:
inspiration, relaxation, rejuvenation, physical exercise/fitness, and education about
the natural world.

Thanks very much,
Irene Barnard, Bill Peterson
Santa Rosa, CA
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From: Vesta Copestakes
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Costal Beach Access Fees - possible solution
Date: Wednesday, March 16, 2016 4:35:35 PM

Nancy Cave 

California Coastal Commission 

45 Fremont Street Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Nancy Cave and the Coastal Commission,

I have an idea that I think could raise money to maintain our most popular beaches while 

benefitting local artists and artisans along the California Coast. 

Instead of IRON RANGERS, use that location for a Portable Merchant Trailer.

The trailer would be a small store on wheels so it does not have to remain at the beach entrance 

every day and night. It can be brought home at night and during days when selling goods would 

be difficult because of bad weather or poor beach attendance. Small trailers that can be pulled 

behind a pickup truck would suffice.

The trailer would sell items where a percentage of sales would go to maintain the staff of the 

trailer and the trailer itself, the artists who supply the goods to be sold - and the State Beach it is 

supporting. This would function i the same way a Visitors Center functions but be small and 

portable. It could be set up next to restrooms just as easily as at the entrance to a beach park.

ITEMS SOLD could be:

• post cards and greeting cards of images created by local photographers and artists of our 

beautiful coast, critters, etc.

• Jewelry that features coast, beach, sea life themes

• stuffed animals of coastal critters

• wind mobiles of coastal critters

• books on sea life, coastal restoration, etc. with educational content

• maps and guides to beach access, trails, etc.

• binoculars and other ways to see distant sea life

• puzzles and games of coastal images

• kites and wind toys

• souvenirs

The trailer would take up about the same about of space as an iron ranger

Because it would be staffed and removed at night it would not be subject to vandalism

It would allow beach access to EVERYONE yet people who have money and desire to purchase 

the goods would be paying the fees to keep the park maintained.

I doubt anyone would have objections to this way of raising money. It would provide one or more 

local jobs, support local artists and promote coastal environmental awareness. I think this could 

be a win/win for everyone.

In Sonoma County this could probably be run by the Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods who 

already run two Visitors Centers and a mobile educational truck.

Please consider this option for supporting our FREE Beaches.

Thank you,

Vesta Copestakes
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Forestville, Sonoma County beach lover

Vesta Copestakes, publisher

The Sonoma County Gazette

6490 Front Street #300

Forestville, CA 95436

http://www.sonomacountygazette.com/

707-887-0253

FAX: 707-820-8127

Cell: 707-889-0069

COMING UP:
APRIL celebrates Mother Earth - Our Home - distributes March 30

Calendar - Articles - Columns - Due  March 14 - 18
Advertisers: Due March 14 - 25  Press Ready Art by Mar 25

MAY - Community Values - distributes April 27

Calendar - Articles - Columns - Due  April 11 - 15
Advertisers: Due April 11 - 22  Press Ready Art by April 22

34,000 magazines distributed to almost 1000 Newsstands, Cafe's, Restaurants & Shops COUNTY-WIDE 
(estimated more than 130,000 readers in-print and on-line) 
THANK YOU everyone for making the Gazette #2 in Sonoma County for readership both in print and 
online!
For a complete list of distribution locations, and PRODUCTION SCHEDULE…please visit our web site

FREE Reading....100% Advertiser Supported!
WRITTEN BY READERS
http://www.facebook.com/Sonoma.County.Gazette

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 328 of 476

http://www.sonomacountygazette.com/
http://www.sonomacountygazette.com/cms/pages/sonoma-fin-page-Find-the-Gazette.html
http://www.sonomacountygazette.com/cms/pages/sonoma-adt-page-Advertise.html
http://www.facebook.com/Sonoma.County.Gazette


From: Rod Hanson
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Parking fees
Date: Friday, March 18, 2016 5:27:13 PM

I strongly oppose charging fees for access and parking at state beaches.

Rod Hanson
707 632-5931
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From: JAMES HENDY
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: acces fees at beaches
Date: Sunday, March 20, 2016 11:36:21 AM

Hi:
    I have been a volunteer at somoma state coast park for ten years. it seems that many of the visitors
are from out of sonoma county. they are on an outing from the bay area or on vacation from other
parts of the state, country or foreign countries. I believe they should pay a fee on some beaches.
however, a day at the beach from santa rosa, petaluma. etc is not an expensive outing. It should not
be assumed that making this short trip means that 8$ would be meaningless. I think sonoma county
residents should be able to go to their beaches for free. I know it is a state park but it is called sonoma
county state beaches.
   I haven't seen anything about one charge ea day for entry to all fee areas on the sonoma county
beach. does this go without saying. I wonder.
                                                                              Roz Hendy
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From: Richard Fairfield
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Savita Wilder; Jim@pfpros.com; Erik Cason
Subject: sonoma coast parking
Date: Monday, March 21, 2016 9:48:43 AM

Dear State Parks,    Please do not start charging parking fees at the
beaches because:

1.  there is no revenue to cost analysis
2.  no study to determine what demographics will have reduced access
3.  no input from educational and sports organizations    
4.  totally inadequate environmental impact study

Thank you,  Richard Fairfield Santa Rosa
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From: Beth Thorp
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast Fee Collection Proposal
Date: Wednesday, March 23, 2016 11:40:29 AM

To Whom It May Concern,

I am against this whole plan in it’s entirety, but as a homeowner on Willow Creek Road, I am very
concerned about the change this would make on this road. The county road leading up to the state
park boundary is very narrow. As it is, cars need to pull over to let another car pass, as the road is not
wide enough for two cars to pass in multiple areas. I am concerned that increased traffic to this new
park site would create a difficult traffic situation for all involved.

I feel as though the park would need to widen the road leading into the park. In addition to that, since
there are no existing facilities at Willow Creek, there would be a need to install bathrooms etc. And
what would happen to the parking area that is now considered the ‘put in’ that lands before the pay
station site? Would people just be parking there and walking into the park? Or worse yet, parking all
along the road to avoid a parking fee inside the park?

Somehow the money that would be needed to put into the Willow Creek area, seems to offset the
‘income generating factor.’ Obviously, I am not your accountant or controller, so I cannot really weigh in
on that. I do however feel this would negatively impact the Willow Creek area.

Please consider my thoughts as a concerned citizen.

Beth Thorp
P. O. Box 185
Jenner, CA 95450
707-363-1583
beththorp@mac.com
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From: Katie Goodwin
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Thomas Addison; Brady Robinson; Erik Murdock
Subject: Access Funds Comments on the Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee Proposal
Date: Thursday, March 24, 2016 9:15:05 AM
Attachments: Access Fund Comments on Sonoma Coast State Park Fee Proposal.pdf

Dear Ms.Cave,

Please consider the Access Fund's comments on the Sonoma Coast State Park's Fee
Proposal (see attached). Thank you for your review of our comments.   Please feel
free to contact me directly with any questions or comments.

Best Regards,
Katie

Katie Goodwin
Public Lands Associate ¦ Access Fund
Direct: (303) 552-2843 General: (303) 545-6772
Facebook | Twitter | Instagram
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March 24, 2016 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Nancy Cave 
45 Fremont Street #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Submitted via email:  SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 
     
 
RE: Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee Proposal 
 


The Access Fund appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee 
Proposal. We greatly appreciate the proposed changes to the Fee Proposal which we understand 
remove the proposed kiosk location at Goat Rock Beach.  That kiosk location would have 
eliminated roadside parking areas essential for climber’s access to Sunset Rock. Sunset Rock is a 
significant climbing resource for San Francisco Bay area climbers. The Sonoma Coast State Parks 
offer a wide range of recreational opportunities for multiple user groups.  While positive changes 
have been made to the Fee Proposal that directly benefit climbers, we continue to believe that 
imposing fees is inappropriate, both for other user groups as well as climbers.   
 
The Access Fund 
The Access Fund is a national advocacy organization whose mission keeps climbing areas open 
and conserves the climbing environment. A 501(c)(3) non-profit and accredited land trust 
representing millions of climbers nationwide in all forms of climbing—rock climbing, ice climbing, 
mountaineering, and bouldering—the Access Fund is the largest US climbing advocacy 
organization with over 13,000 members and 100 local affiliates. The Access Fund provides 
climbing management expertise, stewardship, project specific funding, and educational outreach. 
For more information about the Access Fund, visit www.accessfund.org. 
 
COMMENTS 
 
The Fee Proposal has been continually evolving making public comments to the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) difficult. The latest Fee Proposal was released on March 15, 20161. The Fee 
Proposal includes changes to the original Fee Proposal based on public comments. We are 
pleased access and parking for Sunset Rocks will not be blocked by a fee kiosk. However the 


                                                           
1 California Coastal Commission De Novo Application Background and Project Description, Day Use Fee Collection 
Device Proposal, March 2016 
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current Fee Proposal includes limited and fragmented public scoping, and does not align with 
Coastal Act Policies. Moreover the implementation of this Fee Proposal would set an 
inappropriate precedence for user fees for California State Parks. 
 
Rock Climbing at Goat Beach-Sunset Rocks 
We are delighted that the proposed development of the three lane manned kiosk on Goat Rock 
Beach Road (Figure 1) was removed from the Fee Proposal in response to public comments.2 
The previous proposal would have 
eliminated all essential parking 
and limit current trail access to 
Sunset Rocks, which is a significant 
and historic climbing resource for 
the San Francisco Bay area rock 
climbers.  Sunset Rocks offer a 
short approach to a variety of top-
rope routes and boulder problems 
ranging from V0-V10 making this a 
great climbing destination for 
beginners and expert climbers 
alike.  


Photo: Sunset Rocks, Credit: Jerry Dodrill. 


 


 
Figure 1. Overview of previously-proposed kiosk at Goat Rock Road, Sunset Rocks parking and 


access3 
                                                           
2 Day Use Parking Fee Collection Proposal, Sonoma Coast SP and Salt Point SP, California State Parks. March 2016. 
Section 2.8 Public Comments and State Parks Responses. 
3 Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee Proposal, Entrance Station Concept Goat Rock Road, February 17, 2016. Labels 
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Recommendations  
 
The Fee Proposal was developed with limited and fragmented public scoping and does not align 
with Coastal Act Policies. We recommend additional user groups including the climbing 
community continue to be involved in the Fee Proposal planning in an organized manner. The 
introduction of fees to the selected coastal areas is contrary to the California Coastal 
Commissions mandate to maximize access to the public and will disproportionately affect 
economically disadvantaged users throughout the Sonoma Coast State Parks. ‘The location and 
amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast ’ .4  In 
addition  ‘Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities and housing opportunities for persons and 
families of low or moderate income, as defined by Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code, 
shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided..’. 5  
 
The State Park’s appeal to the California Coastal Commission is viewed by the community as an 
attempt to take jurisdiction away from the Sonoma County government who unanimously denied 
this Fee Proposal’s coastal development permit. Allowing this Fee Proposal to go into effect 
would set an inappropriate precedent for new user fees at State Parks throughout all of 
California. We recommend that this Fee Proposal not be approved in its current form, adequate 
time should be given to the public to respond to the latest Fee Proposal, and additional public 
scoping should be conducted to include input from recreational users and the general public. 
 
Access Fund Assistance   
 
The climbing community and the Access Fund are ready, willing, and able to help the State Park 
improve trails or other management needs.  The local climbing community has a long history of 
positive environmental stewardship, and collaboration with other organizations to protect this 
wonderful portion of the coast.  At the Access Fund we strive to work with locals to address those 
needs, and providing training on planning and stewardship best practices to keep those areas 
healthy.   
 


 
 
 


*     *     * 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                           
denoting current trail and parking added. 
4 Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan, Section VII. Development, Coastal Act Policies 30252 
5 Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan, Section VII. Development, Coastal Act Policies 30213 
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments on the Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee 
Proposal. The Access Fund has the experience, local contacts, and resources to help planners 
craft alternatives that encourage climbing while sustaining the health, diversity and productivity 
of the State Parks. The Access Fund looks forward to participating throughout the planning 
process. Please keep us informed as the planning process proceeds. Finally, we truly appreciate 
the efforts of the Coastal Commission staff to seek input from diverse groups and interests in 
response to the State Parks proposal.  Feel free to contact me via telephone (303-552-2843) or 
email (katie@accessfund.org) to discuss this matter further.   
 
Best Regards,   
   


 
Katie Goodwin 
Public Lands Associate 
The Access Fund   
  
Cc:  Brady Robinson, Access Fund, Executive Director   
 Erik Murdock, Access Fund, Policy Director 
 Tom Addison, Access Fund, California Regional Coordinator 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

March 24, 2016 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Nancy Cave 
45 Fremont Street #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Submitted via email:  SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 
     
 
RE: Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee Proposal 
 

The Access Fund appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee 
Proposal. We greatly appreciate the proposed changes to the Fee Proposal which we understand 
remove the proposed kiosk location at Goat Rock Beach.  That kiosk location would have 
eliminated roadside parking areas essential for climber’s access to Sunset Rock. Sunset Rock is a 
significant climbing resource for San Francisco Bay area climbers. The Sonoma Coast State Parks 
offer a wide range of recreational opportunities for multiple user groups.  While positive changes 
have been made to the Fee Proposal that directly benefit climbers, we continue to believe that 
imposing fees is inappropriate, both for other user groups as well as climbers.   
 
The Access Fund 
The Access Fund is a national advocacy organization whose mission keeps climbing areas open 
and conserves the climbing environment. A 501(c)(3) non-profit and accredited land trust 
representing millions of climbers nationwide in all forms of climbing—rock climbing, ice climbing, 
mountaineering, and bouldering—the Access Fund is the largest US climbing advocacy 
organization with over 13,000 members and 100 local affiliates. The Access Fund provides 
climbing management expertise, stewardship, project specific funding, and educational outreach. 
For more information about the Access Fund, visit www.accessfund.org. 
 
COMMENTS 
 
The Fee Proposal has been continually evolving making public comments to the California Coastal 
Commission (CCC) difficult. The latest Fee Proposal was released on March 15, 20161. The Fee 
Proposal includes changes to the original Fee Proposal based on public comments. We are 
pleased access and parking for Sunset Rocks will not be blocked by a fee kiosk. However the 

1 California Coastal Commission De Novo Application Background and Project Description, Day Use Fee Collection 
Device Proposal, March 2016 
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current Fee Proposal includes limited and fragmented public scoping, and does not align with 
Coastal Act Policies. Moreover the implementation of this Fee Proposal would set an 
inappropriate precedence for user fees for California State Parks. 
 
Rock Climbing at Goat Beach-Sunset Rocks 
We are delighted that the proposed development of the three lane manned kiosk on Goat Rock 
Beach Road (Figure 1) was removed from the Fee Proposal in response to public comments.2 
The previous proposal would have 
eliminated all essential parking 
and limit current trail access to 
Sunset Rocks, which is a significant 
and historic climbing resource for 
the San Francisco Bay area rock 
climbers.  Sunset Rocks offer a 
short approach to a variety of top-
rope routes and boulder problems 
ranging from V0-V10 making this a 
great climbing destination for 
beginners and expert climbers 
alike.  

Photo: Sunset Rocks, Credit: Jerry Dodrill. 

 

 
Figure 1. Overview of previously-proposed kiosk at Goat Rock Road, Sunset Rocks parking and 
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2 Day Use Parking Fee Collection Proposal, Sonoma Coast SP and Salt Point SP, California State Parks. March 2016. 
Section 2.8 Public Comments and State Parks Responses. 
3 Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee Proposal, Entrance Station Concept Goat Rock Road, February 17, 2016. Labels 
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Recommendations  
 
The Fee Proposal was developed with limited and fragmented public scoping and does not align 
with Coastal Act Policies. We recommend additional user groups including the climbing 
community continue to be involved in the Fee Proposal planning in an organized manner. The 
introduction of fees to the selected coastal areas is contrary to the California Coastal 
Commissions mandate to maximize access to the public and will disproportionately affect 
economically disadvantaged users throughout the Sonoma Coast State Parks. ‘The location and 
amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast ’ .4  In 
addition  ‘Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities and housing opportunities for persons and 
families of low or moderate income, as defined by Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code, 
shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided..’. 5  
 
The State Park’s appeal to the California Coastal Commission is viewed by the community as an 
attempt to take jurisdiction away from the Sonoma County government who unanimously denied 
this Fee Proposal’s coastal development permit. Allowing this Fee Proposal to go into effect 
would set an inappropriate precedent for new user fees at State Parks throughout all of 
California. We recommend that this Fee Proposal not be approved in its current form, adequate 
time should be given to the public to respond to the latest Fee Proposal, and additional public 
scoping should be conducted to include input from recreational users and the general public. 
 
Access Fund Assistance   
 
The climbing community and the Access Fund are ready, willing, and able to help the State Park 
improve trails or other management needs.  The local climbing community has a long history of 
positive environmental stewardship, and collaboration with other organizations to protect this 
wonderful portion of the coast.  At the Access Fund we strive to work with locals to address those 
needs, and providing training on planning and stewardship best practices to keep those areas 
healthy.   
 

 
 
 

*     *     * 
 
 
 
 
 
 

denoting current trail and parking added. 
4 Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan, Section VII. Development, Coastal Act Policies 30252 
5 Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan, Section VII. Development, Coastal Act Policies 30213 
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments on the Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee 
Proposal. The Access Fund has the experience, local contacts, and resources to help planners 
craft alternatives that encourage climbing while sustaining the health, diversity and productivity 
of the State Parks. The Access Fund looks forward to participating throughout the planning 
process. Please keep us informed as the planning process proceeds. Finally, we truly appreciate 
the efforts of the Coastal Commission staff to seek input from diverse groups and interests in 
response to the State Parks proposal.  Feel free to contact me via telephone (303-552-2843) or 
email (katie@accessfund.org) to discuss this matter further.   
 
Best Regards,   
   

 
Katie Goodwin 
Public Lands Associate 
The Access Fund   
  
Cc:  Brady Robinson, Access Fund, Executive Director   
 Erik Murdock, Access Fund, Policy Director 
 Tom Addison, Access Fund, California Regional Coordinator 
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From: Vertex Climbing
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fee Proposal Concerns
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 10:23:39 AM

Dear Nancy and the CA State Parks,

My name is Kevin Radle, general manager of the local climbing gym Vertex here in
Santa Rosa. I am writing to you today to express my concerns regarding the State
Parks recent fee proposal plan. 

Vertex opened in 1995, and since opening we've offered youth programs and
summer camps, both of which programs we take the participants climbing outdoors
to the Sunset Rocks at Goat Rock beach periodically. Sunset rocks has been a
significant resource to the climbing community here, and there are few other
locations for beginners and young climbers to practice outdoor rock climbing. 

Vertex is currently partnered with the B-Rad Foundation (501c3 non-profit) which
provides under privileged and at-risk youth opportunities to try rock climbing. The
proposed fee kiosks at Goat Rock and all the other proposed locations would be
detrimental to our climbing programs ability to continue hosting outdoor climbing
days. On a more personal level, it would also be devastating for low income or at-
risk members of our community to access this limited coastal resource. One should
not be required to pay to visit public beaches. 

The proposed fees are not consistent with the Coastal Commission's mandate to
provide maximum access to the community. To me that is the sole reason why the
CCC should exist, and it would be a failure of the CCC and the State Parks to restrict
public access via mandatory daily parking fees. In addition, day use fees for
unimproved roadside parking sites with no amenities is not appropriate.

Thank you in advance for listening and I hope the voice of our community is heard. 
--
Kevin Radle
General Manager
Vertex Climbing Center
(707) 573-1608
3358A Coffey Ln.
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

 Vertex's website
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From: Matt Fabiano
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Opposed to beach fees
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 11:36:23 AM

Dear Nancy,

I am writing you today to oppose the planned beach fees along the Sonoma County 
Coast. I believe the coast should be available to all and that State Parks has not 
evaluated the cost of pay stations and has inflated the amount of revenue they will 
receive.

Sincerely yours,

Matt Fabiano

Matthew Fabiano Writer/Producer

CULTURE POP FILMS      

MEDIA FOR THE MASSES 
Web   Facebook  Twitter 
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From: Jodi Stone
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Keep our Sonoma Coast Beaches accessible to all
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 11:39:40 AM

Dear Nancy,

I am writing you today to oppose the planned beach fees along the Sonoma County

Coast. I believe the coast should be available to all and that State Parks has not

evaluated the cost of pay stations and has inflated the amount of revenue they will

receive.

Sincerely yours,

Jodi Stone
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From: Alden Olmsted
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Dear Nancy I oppose the beach fees
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 11:47:31 AM
Attachments: Coastal Commission.pdf

Attached photo:

Salmon Creek Gold ©2016 Alden Olmsted

Alden Olmsted
Local Art & Landscape Photography
aldenolmsted.com 
T: 707.799.7663 

 Facebook |  Twitter
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Alden John Olmsted 
Filmmaker/ Photographer/ Activist 


P.O. Box 1142 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 


707.799.7663 
alden.olmsted@gmail.com 


March 25, 2016 


California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Nancy Cave 
45 Fremont Street #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 


Dear Nancy, 


	 I am writing you today to vigorously oppose the planned beach fees along the 
Sonoma County Coast.  California State Parks has not released the cost of  installation of  
the kiosks or the pay station technology, and has inflated the revenue to be collected.   


	 My father, John Olmsted, who was the first botanist at Golden Gate Park, built 
two of  our CA state parks - Jug Handle Natural Reserve in Mendocino, and the 
wheelchair accessible Independence Trail in Nevada City.  While my dad was doing this 
my mom raised us on a single parent salary in Sonoma, but she never let us feel 
underprivileged -   she worked hard to provide and to show us California - including our 
beautiful coast.  My mom would not be able to afford $8 per visit or $195 per year, and 
free days do not always work for working parents.  Access to our coast is legislated to us 
all, and there are many other sources to raise the $1.5 million suggested by these fees. 


	 Places like Central Park (designed by my cousin Frederick Law Olmsted), Griffith 
Park in Los Angeles - the largest urban park in the U.S., Golden Gate park, and many 
others, allow people of  all ages and income levels to enjoy and receive the qualities that 
time in nature provides.  Please do the right thing for Sonoma County residents and 
coastal visitors from around the world and keep our beaches free. 


	 In 2011 I raised money to assure that 11 of  the 70 intended state parks to close 
would in fact remain open.  I did this $1 at a time and sent a message to state parks that 
we deserve responsible management of  our parks, which includes creative strategies to 
raise funds.  There’s nothing new or creative about a blatant money grab. 


Sincerely yours,







Alden John Olmsted 
Filmmaker/ Photographer/ Activist 

P.O. Box 1142 
Santa Rosa, CA 95402 

707.799.7663 
alden.olmsted@gmail.com 

March 25, 2016 

California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Nancy Cave 
45 Fremont Street #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Nancy, 

	 I am writing you today to vigorously oppose the planned beach fees along the 
Sonoma County Coast.  California State Parks has not released the cost of  installation of  
the kiosks or the pay station technology, and has inflated the revenue to be collected.   

	 My father, John Olmsted, who was the first botanist at Golden Gate Park, built 
two of  our CA state parks - Jug Handle Natural Reserve in Mendocino, and the 
wheelchair accessible Independence Trail in Nevada City.  While my dad was doing this 
my mom raised us on a single parent salary in Sonoma, but she never let us feel 
underprivileged -   she worked hard to provide and to show us California - including our 
beautiful coast.  My mom would not be able to afford $8 per visit or $195 per year, and 
free days do not always work for working parents.  Access to our coast is legislated to us 
all, and there are many other sources to raise the $1.5 million suggested by these fees. 

	 Places like Central Park (designed by my cousin Frederick Law Olmsted), Griffith 
Park in Los Angeles - the largest urban park in the U.S., Golden Gate park, and many 
others, allow people of  all ages and income levels to enjoy and receive the qualities that 
time in nature provides.  Please do the right thing for Sonoma County residents and 
coastal visitors from around the world and keep our beaches free. 

	 In 2011 I raised money to assure that 11 of  the 70 intended state parks to close 
would in fact remain open.  I did this $1 at a time and sent a message to state parks that 
we deserve responsible management of  our parks, which includes creative strategies to 
raise funds.  There’s nothing new or creative about a blatant money grab. 

Sincerely yours,
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From: Gina Fabiano
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No Beach Fees!!
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 1:54:46 PM

March 25, 2016

California Coastal Commission
Attn: Nancy Cave
45 Fremont Street #2000
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Ms Cave,
I am writing you today to oppose the planned beach fees along the Sonoma County 
Coast. 

I believe the coast should be available to all and that State Parks has not evaluated 
the cost of pay stations and has inflated the amount of revenue they will receive.

This is what makes California so great - why restrict it to only those who can afford 
it.

It is discrimination!

Sincerely yours,

Gina Fabiano
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From: Clare Najarian
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: attn: Nancy Cave NO CHARGES TO SEE OUR STATE BEACHES....E VER!!
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 2:43:42 PM

DEAR NANCY CAVE,

PLEASE FORWARD MY TOTAL OPPOSITION TO THE CHARGING OF FEES AT BODEGA HEAD,

GOAT ROCK, SHELL BEACH, AND STUMP BEACH.   NO NO NO NO NO NO NO  (DO YOU GET

MY DRIFT?)  NO NO NO 

 

NOT EVER……..

 

THE COASTAL COMMISSION DOES NOT HAVE THE CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO CHARGE THE

PUBLIC FOR ACCESS TO THESE JEWELS OF THE SONOMA COAST.   THE PEOPLE HAVE THE

RIGHT TO FREE ACCESS IN PERPETUITY!!

YOU REPRESENT A VERY SORRY GROUP OF PEOPLE WHO SIMPLY DO NOT GET IT.   DID

ANY OF YOU LISTEN TO THE PEOPLE AT TWO PREVIOUS MEETINGS IN SEBASTOPOL AND

SANTA ROSA?   WHAT DON’T YOU GET???

WE WILL NOT PAY….EVER….WE WILL NOT PAY….EVER

 

THE PEOPLE HAVE A RIGHT TO THESE JEWELS OF NATURE; THE STATE AND COASTAL

COMMISSION DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO CHARGE…..EVER.

 

I WILL NEVER PAY TO SEE A SUNSET AT BODEGA HEAR, I WILL NEVER PAY TO TAKE MY

GRANDCHILDREN FOR A WALK AT SHELL BEACH OR GOAT ROCK, I WILL NEVER PAY TO FOR

ACCESS TO STUMP BEACH….EVER!!!!

 

SHAME ON ALL OF YOU, THE COASTAL COMMISSION, THE GOVERNOR, AND ALL THAT

WOULD LEVY THIS ATROCIOUS FEE ON THE PUBLIC.

 

DO YOUR JOB, NANCY AND REPRESENT THOSE WHO DO NOT WANT THIS FEE.  IT IS AN

EGREGIOUS MOVE ON THE PART OF THOSE WHO THINK THEY HAVE THE ANSWERS AND

WHO THINK THEY HAVE THE POWER.  THE PEOPLE HAVE THE POWER AND IF IT TAKES A

LOT PUBLIC OPPOSITION TO   MAKE THESE ATROCIOUS FEE COLLECTING STATIONS GO

AWAY….LET’S HOPE FOR THE BEST.
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From: Charles Thorell
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: no beach fees
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 3:18:11 PM

March 25, 2016

California Coastal Commission

Attn: Nancy Cave

45 Fremont Street #2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Nancy,

I am writing to let you know of my opposition to the planned beach fees along the

Sonoma County Coast. I believe this area should be available to all and that State

Parks has not evaluated the cost of pay stations and has inflated the amount of

revenue they will receive

Sincerely,

Charles Thorell
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From: Vince Sugrue
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Goat Rock Fee Proposal
Date: Friday, March 25, 2016 10:04:37 PM

To whom it may concern,

As someone looking to move to buy a house and start a family in the Sonoma County area, I would like
to express the importance of keeping the coastal access areas free of charge and a public good that our
taxes can pay for. I've made tons of memories along the Sonoma coast, and it is the coast that inspires
me to want to move to the area. I want others to share in this feeling, and because certain areas, such
as goat rock, are free to the public right now, they have an amazing opportunity to experience and build
a better appreciation for nature. Please reject the Sonoma Coast fee proposal.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

- Vince Sugrue
925-487-1194
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From: Sonic
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fee at coastal parks
Date: Saturday, March 26, 2016 11:22:45 AM

 I support keeping coastal access free and no iron Rangers alone California. Coast.

From Chet.
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From: ceaview63@comcast.net
To: Cave, Nancy@Coastal; SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Ainsworth, John@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal
Subject: Re: Sonoma Coast Surfrider Comments to CCC on SP Fee Proposal
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 11:22:41 AM
Attachments: SCSF CCC Comments for 4-13-16.docx

Observations on ADA grading.docx
State Parks Parking Lot Site Plans.pdf

Dear Nancy
Please find attached comments from Sonoma Coast Surfrider Foundation
recommending denial of  DPR's Day Use Parking Fee Collection Devise
Proposal.  Included in the attachments are comments and diagrams regarding
observations on ADA compliance for the proposed areas. I hope this is of
help in preparing staff recommendations and finalizing your report.
Sincerely,
Cea Higgins
Policy & Volunteer Coordinator
Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider Foundation
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S.

March 22, 2016



Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager

North Central Coastal District

California Coastal Commission

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast



The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal:

· Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements, 

· Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act,

· Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and

· Is the result of a flawed public process



Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees. 

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.  

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as:

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.”

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma Coast. 



(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA compliance requirements). 

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit. 

Natural Resources: 

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as: 

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices” 

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  resources.  

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible.

Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance:

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the coast. 

The Coastal Act provides:

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall be provided for all the people…

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities. 

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15) 

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be spent at the locations generating the income.



Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use.

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the same time limiting public access. 

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under §1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  (http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.  

A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.  

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve.

For example:

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance and use with the pass is still subject to available space.

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the fee.

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable conditions”.

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays.

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass.

		





According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have applications available for the special passes in any other language but English. 

Negative Precedent:

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that “these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County.

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP.

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern:

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying reasoning to limit access. 

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East Parking lot.

· In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well.

· In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and “undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.  

· DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.  



· §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection.

· In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets 

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and other amenities.

· Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not explain this anywhere in their application.



Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented:

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved.

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not be measured or reported.

Public & Stakeholder Process:

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed because:

· Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in being included. 

· Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal. 

· In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the “…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is what caused the contention. 

· The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper notice or the time required to comment fully on it.

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application.

Thank you,

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                           

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal: 

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements:

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs to be provided at each location. 

· Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,900 square feet.

· Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,150 square feet.

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet. 

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building and APPM pad = 750 square feet.

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related accessibility standards.



Spencer Nilson, 



Spencer Nilson

AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier)

Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and 

enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 

chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S. 

March 22, 2016 

 

Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager 

North Central Coastal District 

California Coastal Commission 

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219 

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast 

 

The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal 

to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at 

Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with 

Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and 

resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal: 

• Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the 

impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements,  

• Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act, 

• Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and 

• Is the result of a flawed public process 

 

Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as 

the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete 
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disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 

exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized 

by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving 

necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that 

would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the 

fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees.  

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of 

the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal 

which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.   

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as: 

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  

Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete 

and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.” 

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA 

compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be 

analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a 

provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee 

collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical 

design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces 

commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect 

accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by 

State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”   

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal 

resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be 

determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance 

requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma 

Coast.  
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(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA 

compliance requirements).  

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be 

conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit.  

Natural Resources:  

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as:  

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public 

alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) 

existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices”  

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to 

more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking 

areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use 

and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are 

in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts 

public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  

resources.   

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be 

conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the 

States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act 

for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible. 
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Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance: 

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, 

no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to 

visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the 

coast.  

The Coastal Act provides: 

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 

Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall 

be provided for all the people… 

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 

feasible, provided. 

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the 

imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to 

limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees 

would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities.  

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 

3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma 

Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the 

very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct 

connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at 

Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15)  

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals 

that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be 

implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee 

generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the 

Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state 

park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation 

by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be 

spent at the locations generating the income. 
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Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to 

protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the 

revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces 

and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use 

of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on 

ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use. 

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource 

degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of 

barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors 

to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or 

time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they 

would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  

The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act 

and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance 

the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public 

use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas 

which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to 

coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the 

unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved 

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the 

same time limiting public access.  

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income 

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are 

relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  

However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the 

household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under 

§1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is 

inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  

According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  

(http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material 

living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in 

California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.   
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A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the 

affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.   

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of 

special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate 

in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve. 

For example: 

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available 

costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance 

and use with the pass is still subject to available space. 

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% 

discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an 

ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the 

fee. 

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably 

discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable 

conditions”. 

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or 

older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays. 

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must 

be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get 

a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and 

anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass. 

 According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant 

portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough 

disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help 

for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income 

level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at 

minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by 

the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also 

DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have 

applications available for the special passes in any other language but English.  
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Negative Precedent: 

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from 

Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that 

“these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their 

decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide 

precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma 

County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out 

the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot 

afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to 

public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already 

applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County. 

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP 

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its 

analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply 

with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and 

that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the 

density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be 

development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new 

development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP. 

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern: 

• §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to 

establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated 

in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 

Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years 

beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or 

arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many 

vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a 

counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without 

remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and 

unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying 

reasoning to limit access.  
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• §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more 

vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they 

have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore 

channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of 

peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East 

Parking lot. 

• In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" 

DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing 

Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas 

with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total 

number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of 

these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State 

Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a 

distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the 

general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing 

and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside 

parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well. 

• In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park 

DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed 

parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” 

and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee 

location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account 

for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and 

“undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” 

although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is 

no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to 

define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities 

provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.   

• DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce 

people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid 

paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside 

ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” 

Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous 
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parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which 

is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.   

 

• §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where 

patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new 

parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these 

locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach 

the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that 

have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer 

trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there 

are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase 

their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection. 

• In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets  

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees 

are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  

However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the 

collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale 

free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, 

Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and 

other amenities. 

• Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited 

because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the 

application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not 

explain this anywhere in their application. 
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Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented: 

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned 

upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including 

impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring 

data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, 

DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to 

show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies 

need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved. 

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State 

Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this 

proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been 

incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or 

approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions 

imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this 

current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not 

be measured or reported. 

Public & Stakeholder Process: 

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed 

because: 

• Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such 

as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the 

stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in 

being included.  

• Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even 

though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in 

uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the 

planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and 

implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal.  

• In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the 

“…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its 

vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public 
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comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is 

what caused the contention.  

• The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper 

notice or the time required to comment fully on it. 

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application. 

Thank you, 

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                            

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           
Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair 
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal:  

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I 
have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements: 

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for 
determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of 
parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity 
data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs 
to be provided at each location.  

o Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces 
including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan 
Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and 
APPM pad = 1,900 square feet. 

o Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 
1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. 
Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 
1,150 square feet. 

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing 
paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM 
pad = 640 square feet.  

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be 
a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a 
necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving 
condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved 
parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways 
and APPM pad = 640 square feet.  

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving 
area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet.  

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and 
APPM pad = 240 square feet.  

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
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gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square 
feet.  

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved 
and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 
accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 
accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom 
building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building 
and APPM pad = 750 square feet. 

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To 
construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes 
Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by 
the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for 
a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall 
employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct 
plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related 
accessibility standards. 

 

Spencer Nilson,  
 
Spencer Nilson 
AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier) 
Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair 
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From: ceaview63@comcast.net
To: Cave, Nancy@Coastal; SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Ainsworth, John@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal
Subject: Re: Sonoma Coast Surfrider Comments to CCC on SP Fee Proposal
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 11:23:47 AM
Attachments: SCSF CCC Comments for 4-13-16.docx

Observations on ADA grading.docx
State Parks Parking Lot Site Plans.pdf

Dear Nancy
Please find attached comments from Sonoma Coast Surfrider Foundation
recommending denial of  DPR's Day Use Parking Fee Collection Devise
Proposal.  Included in the attachments are comments and diagrams regarding
observations on ADA compliance for the proposed areas. I hope this is of
help in preparing staff recommendations and finalizing your report.
Sincerely,
Cea Higgins
Policy & Volunteer Coordinator
Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider Foundation
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S.

March 22, 2016



Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager

North Central Coastal District

California Coastal Commission

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast



The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal:

· Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements, 

· Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act,

· Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and

· Is the result of a flawed public process



Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees. 

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.  

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as:

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.”

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma Coast. 



(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA compliance requirements). 

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit. 

Natural Resources: 

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as: 

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices” 

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  resources.  

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible.

Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance:

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the coast. 

The Coastal Act provides:

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall be provided for all the people…

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities. 

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15) 

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be spent at the locations generating the income.



Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use.

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the same time limiting public access. 

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under §1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  (http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.  

A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.  

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve.

For example:

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance and use with the pass is still subject to available space.

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the fee.

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable conditions”.

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays.

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass.

		





According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have applications available for the special passes in any other language but English. 

Negative Precedent:

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that “these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County.

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP.

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern:

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying reasoning to limit access. 

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East Parking lot.

· In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well.

· In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and “undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.  

· DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.  



· §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection.

· In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets 

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and other amenities.

· Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not explain this anywhere in their application.



Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented:

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved.

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not be measured or reported.

Public & Stakeholder Process:

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed because:

· Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in being included. 

· Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal. 

· In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the “…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is what caused the contention. 

· The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper notice or the time required to comment fully on it.

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application.

Thank you,

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                           

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair







11



image2.jpeg



image3.jpeg



image4.jpeg



image5.jpeg



image1.jpeg




Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal: 

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements:

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs to be provided at each location. 

· Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,900 square feet.

· Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,150 square feet.

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet. 

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building and APPM pad = 750 square feet.

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related accessibility standards.



Spencer Nilson, 



Spencer Nilson

AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier)

Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and 

enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 

chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S. 

March 22, 2016 

 

Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager 

North Central Coastal District 

California Coastal Commission 

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219 

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast 

 

The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal 

to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at 

Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with 

Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and 

resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal: 

• Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the 

impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements,  

• Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act, 

• Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and 

• Is the result of a flawed public process 

 

Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as 

the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete 
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disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 

exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized 

by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving 

necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that 

would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the 

fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees.  

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of 

the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal 

which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.   

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as: 

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  

Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete 

and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.” 

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA 

compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be 

analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a 

provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee 

collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical 

design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces 

commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect 

accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by 

State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”   

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal 

resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be 

determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance 

requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma 

Coast.  
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(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA 

compliance requirements).  

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be 

conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit.  

Natural Resources:  

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as:  

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public 

alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) 

existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices”  

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to 

more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking 

areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use 

and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are 

in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts 

public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  

resources.   

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be 

conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the 

States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act 

for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible. 
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Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance: 

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, 

no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to 

visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the 

coast.  

The Coastal Act provides: 

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 

Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall 

be provided for all the people… 

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 

feasible, provided. 

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the 

imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to 

limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees 

would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities.  

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 

3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma 

Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the 

very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct 

connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at 

Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15)  

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals 

that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be 

implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee 

generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the 

Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state 

park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation 

by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be 

spent at the locations generating the income. 
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Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to 

protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the 

revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces 

and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use 

of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on 

ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use. 

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource 

degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of 

barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors 

to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or 

time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they 

would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  

The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act 

and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance 

the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public 

use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas 

which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to 

coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the 

unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved 

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the 

same time limiting public access.  

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income 

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are 

relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  

However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the 

household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under 

§1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is 

inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  

According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  

(http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material 

living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in 

California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.   
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A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the 

affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.   

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of 

special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate 

in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve. 

For example: 

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available 

costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance 

and use with the pass is still subject to available space. 

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% 

discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an 

ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the 

fee. 

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably 

discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable 

conditions”. 

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or 

older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays. 

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must 

be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get 

a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and 

anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass. 

 According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant 

portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough 

disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help 

for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income 

level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at 

minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by 

the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also 

DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have 

applications available for the special passes in any other language but English.  
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Negative Precedent: 

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from 

Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that 

“these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their 

decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide 

precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma 

County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out 

the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot 

afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to 

public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already 

applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County. 

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP 

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its 

analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply 

with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and 

that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the 

density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be 

development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new 

development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP. 

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern: 

• §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to 

establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated 

in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 

Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years 

beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or 

arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many 

vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a 

counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without 

remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and 

unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying 

reasoning to limit access.  
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• §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more 

vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they 

have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore 

channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of 

peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East 

Parking lot. 

• In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" 

DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing 

Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas 

with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total 

number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of 

these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State 

Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a 

distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the 

general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing 

and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside 

parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well. 

• In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park 

DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed 

parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” 

and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee 

location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account 

for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and 

“undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” 

although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is 

no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to 

define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities 

provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.   

• DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce 

people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid 

paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside 

ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” 

Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous 
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parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which 

is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.   

 

• §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where 

patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new 

parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these 

locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach 

the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that 

have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer 

trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there 

are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase 

their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection. 

• In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets  

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees 

are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  

However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the 

collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale 

free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, 

Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and 

other amenities. 

• Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited 

because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the 

application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not 

explain this anywhere in their application. 
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Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented: 

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned 

upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including 

impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring 

data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, 

DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to 

show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies 

need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved. 

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State 

Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this 

proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been 

incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or 

approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions 

imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this 

current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not 

be measured or reported. 

Public & Stakeholder Process: 

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed 

because: 

• Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such 

as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the 

stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in 

being included.  

• Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even 

though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in 

uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the 

planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and 

implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal.  

• In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the 

“…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its 

vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public 
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comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is 

what caused the contention.  

• The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper 

notice or the time required to comment fully on it. 

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application. 

Thank you, 

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                            

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           
Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair 
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal:  

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I 
have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements: 

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for 
determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of 
parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity 
data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs 
to be provided at each location.  

o Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces 
including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan 
Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and 
APPM pad = 1,900 square feet. 

o Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 
1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. 
Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 
1,150 square feet. 

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing 
paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM 
pad = 640 square feet.  

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be 
a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a 
necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving 
condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved 
parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways 
and APPM pad = 640 square feet.  

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving 
area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet.  

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and 
APPM pad = 240 square feet.  

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
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gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square 
feet.  

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved 
and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 
accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 
accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom 
building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building 
and APPM pad = 750 square feet. 

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To 
construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes 
Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by 
the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for 
a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall 
employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct 
plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related 
accessibility standards. 

 

Spencer Nilson,  
 
Spencer Nilson 
AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier) 
Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair 
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From: sonomacoastsurfrider@comcast.net
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal; Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Cc: Ainsworth, John@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal
Subject: Re: Sonoma Coast Surfrider Comments to CCC on SP Fee Proposal
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 11:24:33 AM
Attachments: SCSF CCC Comments for 4-13-16.docx

Observations on ADA grading.docx
State Parks Parking Lot Site Plans.pdf

Dear Nancy
Please find attached comments from Sonoma Coast Surfrider Foundation
recommending denial of  DPR's Day Use Parking Fee Collection Devise
Proposal.  Included in the attachments are comments and diagrams regarding
observations on ADA compliance for the proposed areas. I hope this is of
help in preparing staff recommendations and finalizing your report.
Sincerely,
Cea Higgins
Policy & Volunteer Coordinator
Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider Foundation
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S.

March 22, 2016



Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager

North Central Coastal District

California Coastal Commission

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast



The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal:

· Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements, 

· Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act,

· Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and

· Is the result of a flawed public process



Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees. 

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.  

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as:

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.”

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma Coast. 



(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA compliance requirements). 

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit. 

Natural Resources: 

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as: 

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices” 

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  resources.  

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible.

Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance:

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the coast. 

The Coastal Act provides:

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall be provided for all the people…

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities. 

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15) 

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be spent at the locations generating the income.



Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use.

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the same time limiting public access. 

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under §1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  (http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.  

A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.  

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve.

For example:

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance and use with the pass is still subject to available space.

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the fee.

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable conditions”.

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays.

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass.

		





According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have applications available for the special passes in any other language but English. 

Negative Precedent:

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that “these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County.

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP.

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern:

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying reasoning to limit access. 

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East Parking lot.

· In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well.

· In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and “undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.  

· DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.  



· §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection.

· In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets 

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and other amenities.

· Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not explain this anywhere in their application.



Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented:

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved.

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not be measured or reported.

Public & Stakeholder Process:

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed because:

· Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in being included. 

· Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal. 

· In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the “…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is what caused the contention. 

· The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper notice or the time required to comment fully on it.

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application.

Thank you,

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                           

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal: 

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements:

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs to be provided at each location. 

· Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,900 square feet.

· Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,150 square feet.

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet. 

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building and APPM pad = 750 square feet.

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related accessibility standards.



Spencer Nilson, 



Spencer Nilson

AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier)

Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and 

enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 

chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S. 

March 22, 2016 

 

Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager 

North Central Coastal District 

California Coastal Commission 

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219 

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast 

 

The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal 

to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at 

Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with 

Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and 

resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal: 

• Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the 

impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements,  

• Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act, 

• Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and 

• Is the result of a flawed public process 

 

Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as 

the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete 
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disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 

exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized 

by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving 

necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that 

would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the 

fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees.  

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of 

the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal 

which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.   

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as: 

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  

Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete 

and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.” 

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA 

compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be 

analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a 

provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee 

collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical 

design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces 

commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect 

accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by 

State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”   

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal 

resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be 

determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance 

requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma 

Coast.  
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(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA 

compliance requirements).  

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be 

conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit.  

Natural Resources:  

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as:  

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public 

alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) 

existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices”  

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to 

more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking 

areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use 

and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are 

in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts 

public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  

resources.   

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be 

conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the 

States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act 

for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible. 
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Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance: 

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, 

no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to 

visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the 

coast.  

The Coastal Act provides: 

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 

Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall 

be provided for all the people… 

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 

feasible, provided. 

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the 

imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to 

limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees 

would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities.  

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 

3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma 

Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the 

very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct 

connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at 

Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15)  

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals 

that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be 

implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee 

generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the 

Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state 

park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation 

by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be 

spent at the locations generating the income. 
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Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to 

protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the 

revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces 

and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use 

of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on 

ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use. 

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource 

degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of 

barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors 

to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or 

time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they 

would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  

The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act 

and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance 

the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public 

use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas 

which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to 

coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the 

unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved 

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the 

same time limiting public access.  

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income 

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are 

relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  

However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the 

household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under 

§1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is 

inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  

According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  

(http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material 

living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in 

California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.   
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A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the 

affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.   

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of 

special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate 

in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve. 

For example: 

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available 

costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance 

and use with the pass is still subject to available space. 

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% 

discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an 

ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the 

fee. 

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably 

discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable 

conditions”. 

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or 

older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays. 

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must 

be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get 

a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and 

anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass. 

 According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant 

portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough 

disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help 

for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income 

level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at 

minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by 

the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also 

DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have 

applications available for the special passes in any other language but English.  
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Negative Precedent: 

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from 

Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that 

“these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their 

decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide 

precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma 

County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out 

the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot 

afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to 

public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already 

applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County. 

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP 

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its 

analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply 

with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and 

that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the 

density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be 

development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new 

development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP. 

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern: 

• §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to 

establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated 

in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 

Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years 

beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or 

arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many 

vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a 

counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without 

remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and 

unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying 

reasoning to limit access.  
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• §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more 

vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they 

have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore 

channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of 

peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East 

Parking lot. 

• In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" 

DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing 

Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas 

with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total 

number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of 

these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State 

Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a 

distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the 

general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing 

and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside 

parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well. 

• In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park 

DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed 

parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” 

and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee 

location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account 

for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and 

“undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” 

although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is 

no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to 

define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities 

provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.   

• DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce 

people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid 

paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside 

ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” 

Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous 
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parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which 

is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.   

 

• §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where 

patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new 

parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these 

locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach 

the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that 

have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer 

trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there 

are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase 

their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection. 

• In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets  

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees 

are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  

However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the 

collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale 

free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, 

Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and 

other amenities. 

• Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited 

because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the 

application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not 

explain this anywhere in their application. 
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Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented: 

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned 

upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including 

impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring 

data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, 

DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to 

show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies 

need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved. 

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State 

Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this 

proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been 

incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or 

approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions 

imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this 

current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not 

be measured or reported. 

Public & Stakeholder Process: 

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed 

because: 

• Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such 

as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the 

stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in 

being included.  

• Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even 

though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in 

uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the 

planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and 

implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal.  

• In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the 

“…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its 

vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public 

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 403 of 476



comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is 

what caused the contention.  

• The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper 

notice or the time required to comment fully on it. 

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application. 

Thank you, 

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                            

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           
Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair 
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal:  

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I 
have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements: 

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for 
determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of 
parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity 
data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs 
to be provided at each location.  

o Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces 
including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan 
Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and 
APPM pad = 1,900 square feet. 

o Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 
1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. 
Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 
1,150 square feet. 

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing 
paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM 
pad = 640 square feet.  

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be 
a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a 
necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving 
condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved 
parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways 
and APPM pad = 640 square feet.  

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving 
area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet.  

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and 
APPM pad = 240 square feet.  

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
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gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square 
feet.  

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved 
and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 
accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 
accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom 
building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building 
and APPM pad = 750 square feet. 

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To 
construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes 
Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by 
the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for 
a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall 
employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct 
plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related 
accessibility standards. 

 

Spencer Nilson,  
 
Spencer Nilson 
AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier) 
Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair 
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From: sonomacoastsurfrider@comcast.net
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Re: Sonoma Coast Surfrider Comments to CCC on SP Fee Proposal
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 11:25:36 AM
Attachments: SCSF CCC Comments for 4-13-16.docx

Observations on ADA grading.docx
State Parks Parking Lot Site Plans.pdf

Dear Nancy
Please find attached comments from Sonoma Coast Surfrider Foundation
recommending denial of  DPR's Day Use Parking Fee Collection Devise
Proposal.  Included in the attachments are comments and diagrams regarding
observations on ADA compliance for the proposed areas. I hope this is of
help in preparing staff recommendations and finalizing your report.
Sincerely,
Cea Higgins
Policy & Volunteer Coordinator
Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider Foundation
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S.

March 22, 2016



Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager

North Central Coastal District

California Coastal Commission

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast



The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal:

· Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements, 

· Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act,

· Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and

· Is the result of a flawed public process



Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees. 

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.  

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as:

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.”

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma Coast. 



(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA compliance requirements). 

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit. 

Natural Resources: 

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as: 

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices” 

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  resources.  

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible.

Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance:

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the coast. 

The Coastal Act provides:

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall be provided for all the people…

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities. 

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15) 

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be spent at the locations generating the income.



Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use.

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the same time limiting public access. 

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under §1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  (http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.  

A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.  

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve.

For example:

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance and use with the pass is still subject to available space.

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the fee.

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable conditions”.

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays.

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass.

		





According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have applications available for the special passes in any other language but English. 

Negative Precedent:

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that “these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County.

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP.

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern:

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying reasoning to limit access. 

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East Parking lot.

· In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well.

· In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and “undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.  

· DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.  



· §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection.

· In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets 

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and other amenities.

· Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not explain this anywhere in their application.



Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented:

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved.

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not be measured or reported.

Public & Stakeholder Process:

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed because:

· Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in being included. 

· Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal. 

· In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the “…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is what caused the contention. 

· The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper notice or the time required to comment fully on it.

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application.

Thank you,

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                           

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal: 

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements:

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs to be provided at each location. 

· Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,900 square feet.

· Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,150 square feet.

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet. 

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building and APPM pad = 750 square feet.

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related accessibility standards.



Spencer Nilson, 



Spencer Nilson

AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier)

Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and 

enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 

chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S. 

March 22, 2016 

 

Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager 

North Central Coastal District 

California Coastal Commission 

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219 

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast 

 

The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal 

to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at 

Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with 

Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and 

resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal: 

• Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the 

impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements,  

• Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act, 

• Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and 

• Is the result of a flawed public process 

 

Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as 

the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete 
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disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 

exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized 

by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving 

necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that 

would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the 

fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees.  

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of 

the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal 

which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.   

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as: 

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  

Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete 

and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.” 

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA 

compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be 

analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a 

provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee 

collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical 

design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces 

commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect 

accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by 

State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”   

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal 

resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be 

determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance 

requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma 

Coast.  
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(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA 

compliance requirements).  

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be 

conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit.  

Natural Resources:  

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as:  

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public 

alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) 

existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices”  

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to 

more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking 

areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use 

and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are 

in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts 

public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  

resources.   

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be 

conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the 

States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act 

for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible. 
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Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance: 

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, 

no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to 

visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the 

coast.  

The Coastal Act provides: 

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 

Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall 

be provided for all the people… 

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 

feasible, provided. 

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the 

imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to 

limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees 

would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities.  

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 

3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma 

Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the 

very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct 

connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at 

Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15)  

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals 

that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be 

implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee 

generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the 

Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state 

park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation 

by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be 

spent at the locations generating the income. 
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Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to 

protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the 

revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces 

and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use 

of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on 

ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use. 

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource 

degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of 

barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors 

to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or 

time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they 

would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  

The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act 

and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance 

the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public 

use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas 

which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to 

coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the 

unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved 

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the 

same time limiting public access.  

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income 

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are 

relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  

However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the 

household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under 

§1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is 

inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  

According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  

(http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material 

living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in 

California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.   
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A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the 

affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.   

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of 

special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate 

in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve. 

For example: 

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available 

costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance 

and use with the pass is still subject to available space. 

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% 

discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an 

ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the 

fee. 

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably 

discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable 

conditions”. 

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or 

older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays. 

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must 

be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get 

a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and 

anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass. 

 According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant 

portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough 

disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help 

for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income 

level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at 

minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by 

the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also 

DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have 

applications available for the special passes in any other language but English.  
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Negative Precedent: 

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from 

Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that 

“these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their 

decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide 

precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma 

County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out 

the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot 

afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to 

public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already 

applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County. 

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP 

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its 

analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply 

with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and 

that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the 

density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be 

development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new 

development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP. 

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern: 

• §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to 

establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated 

in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 

Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years 

beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or 

arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many 

vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a 

counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without 

remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and 

unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying 

reasoning to limit access.  
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• §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more 

vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they 

have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore 

channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of 

peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East 

Parking lot. 

• In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" 

DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing 

Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas 

with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total 

number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of 

these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State 

Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a 

distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the 

general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing 

and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside 

parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well. 

• In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park 

DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed 

parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” 

and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee 

location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account 

for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and 

“undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” 

although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is 

no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to 

define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities 

provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.   

• DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce 

people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid 

paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside 

ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” 

Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous 
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parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which 

is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.   

 

• §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where 

patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new 

parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these 

locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach 

the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that 

have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer 

trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there 

are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase 

their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection. 

• In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets  

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees 

are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  

However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the 

collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale 

free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, 

Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and 

other amenities. 

• Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited 

because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the 

application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not 

explain this anywhere in their application. 
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Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented: 

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned 

upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including 

impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring 

data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, 

DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to 

show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies 

need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved. 

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State 

Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this 

proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been 

incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or 

approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions 

imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this 

current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not 

be measured or reported. 

Public & Stakeholder Process: 

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed 

because: 

• Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such 

as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the 

stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in 

being included.  

• Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even 

though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in 

uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the 

planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and 

implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal.  

• In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the 

“…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its 

vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public 
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comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is 

what caused the contention.  

• The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper 

notice or the time required to comment fully on it. 

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application. 

Thank you, 

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                            

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           
Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair 
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal:  

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I 
have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements: 

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for 
determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of 
parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity 
data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs 
to be provided at each location.  

o Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces 
including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan 
Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and 
APPM pad = 1,900 square feet. 

o Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 
1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. 
Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 
1,150 square feet. 

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing 
paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM 
pad = 640 square feet.  

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be 
a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a 
necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving 
condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved 
parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways 
and APPM pad = 640 square feet.  

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving 
area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet.  

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and 
APPM pad = 240 square feet.  

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
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gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square 
feet.  

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved 
and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 
accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 
accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom 
building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building 
and APPM pad = 750 square feet. 

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To 
construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes 
Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by 
the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for 
a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall 
employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct 
plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related 
accessibility standards. 

 

Spencer Nilson,  
 
Spencer Nilson 
AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier) 
Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair 
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From: sonomacoastsurfrider@comcast.net
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Re: Sonoma Coast Surfrider Comments to CCC on SP Fee Proposal
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 11:36:22 AM
Attachments: SCSF CCC Comments for 4-13-16.docx

Observations on ADA grading.docx
State Parks Parking Lot Site Plans.pdf

Dear Nancy
Please find attached comments from Sonoma Coast Surfrider Foundation
recommending denial of  DPR's Day Use Parking Fee Collection Devise
Proposal.  Included in the attachments are comments and diagrams regarding
observations on ADA compliance for the proposed areas. I hope this is of
help in preparing staff recommendations and finalizing your report.
Sincerely,
Cea Higgins
Policy & Volunteer Coordinator
Sonoma Coast Chapter of Surfrider Foundation
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S.

March 22, 2016



Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager

North Central Coastal District

California Coastal Commission

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast



The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal:

· Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements, 

· Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act,

· Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and

· Is the result of a flawed public process



Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees. 

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.  

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as:

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.”

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”  

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma Coast. 



(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA compliance requirements). 

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit. 

Natural Resources: 

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as: 

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices” 

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  resources.  

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible.

Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance:

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the coast. 

The Coastal Act provides:

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall be provided for all the people…

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided.

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities. 

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15) 

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be spent at the locations generating the income.



Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use.

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the same time limiting public access. 

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under §1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  (http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.  

A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.  

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve.

For example:

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance and use with the pass is still subject to available space.

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the fee.

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable conditions”.

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays.

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass.

		





According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have applications available for the special passes in any other language but English. 

Negative Precedent:

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that “these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County.

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP.

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern:

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying reasoning to limit access. 

· §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East Parking lot.

· In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well.

· In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and “undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.  

· DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.  



· §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection.

· In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets 

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and other amenities.

· Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not explain this anywhere in their application.



Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented:

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved.

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not be measured or reported.

Public & Stakeholder Process:

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed because:

· Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in being included. 

· Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal. 

· In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the “…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is what caused the contention. 

· The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper notice or the time required to comment fully on it.

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application.

Thank you,

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                           

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal: 

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements:

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs to be provided at each location. 

· Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,900 square feet.

· Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 1,150 square feet.

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 640 square feet. 

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet. 

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square feet. 

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building and APPM pad = 750 square feet.

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related accessibility standards.



Spencer Nilson, 



Spencer Nilson

AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier)

Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair
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The Surfrider Foundation is a non-profit grassroots organization dedicated to the protection and 

enjoyment of our world’s oceans, waves and beaches. The Surfrider Foundation now maintains over 90 

chapters and 250,000 members, supporters, and activists in the U.S. 

March 22, 2016 

 

Attention:  Nancy Cave, District Manager 

North Central Coastal District 

California Coastal Commission 

Re: A-2-SON-13-0219 

California State Parks’ Proposed Fee Collection on the Sonoma Coast 

 

The Sonoma Coast Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation recommends denial of the State Park’s proposal 

to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at 

Salt Point State Beach Park. Surfrider has enjoyed a longstanding cooperative relationship with 

Department of Parks & Recreation; however our organization’s mission to preserve coastal access and 

resources prevents us from supporting this proposal because the submitted proposal: 

• Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any analysis of the 

impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and Coastal Act requirements,  

• Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act, 

• Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims, and 

• Is the result of a flawed public process 

 

Inadequate CEQA analysis:  While we recognize that the Coastal Commission's staff report is used as 

the equivalent to CEQA, the fact that the required information and analysis necessary for complete 
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disclosure is not available to the commission's staff requires that this project be denied. The 2012 

exemption for the original proposal submitted to Sonoma County PRMD which is now being re-utilized 

by DPR to satisfy CEQA guidelines in this current proposal did not account for the grading or paving 

necessary to reach ADA compliance, did not account for the change in intensity or density of use that 

would result from imposition of fees, did not identify natural resources to be managed or protected in the 

fee areas, and did not identify impacts to natural resources as a result of new fees.  

Therefore, if the original CEQA exemption was determined to be inadequate to meet the actual scope of 

the original proposed project, there is no possibility that it could be adequate for the current proposal 

which now includes ADA compliance and claims of the necessity of fees to manage resources.   

The original Notice of Exemption described the nature and purpose of the project as: 

“…installing 14 self-pay stations and fee signage within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks.  

Installation consists of; excavation of holes (maximum 3’ depth X 2’ width), iron rangers set in concrete 

and sign posts in crushed rock and backfilled with native soil.” 

This description does not include the scope of development involved in grading/paving for ADA 

compliant parking and pathways or the impacts associated with this level of development which should be 

analyzed as part of CEQA review. The project description in this revised proposal now includes a 

provision that includes ADA accessible parking and routes between the accessible parking spaces and fee 

collection stations. §3.1 of the current proposal under Project Description now acknowledges the physical 

design features required for “Construction of the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces 

commensurate with parking lot capacity” & “Construction of ADA compliant concrete paths to connect 

accessible parking with fee stations.”  §5.3. ADA Accessibility provides: “Each project undertaken by 

State Parks must be designed and implemented to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act.”   

However, there is no analysis of the level of grading or paving required and the impacts to coastal 

resources from the grading.  Without such information the impacts to coastal resources cannot be 

determined.  In addition, the current State Park Site plans do not fully meet ADA compliance 

requirements. DPR currently fails to provide individuals with disabilities adequate access to the Sonoma 

Coast.  
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(See attached State Parks Site Plan analysis with noted deficiencies and comments regarding ADA 

compliance requirements).  

Therefore, a complete analysis of the impacts of grading and paving to achieve ADA compliance must be 

conducted as part of the project’s analysis prior to approval of a permit.  

Natural Resources:  

The original justifications for an exemption were listed as:  

“project consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities, minor public 

alterations…….and construction or placement or minor structures accessory to (and appurtenant to) 

existing facilities included as “installation of signs” and “installation of fee collection devices”  

The current proposal in § 1.0 states that “The proposed project would provide State Parks the ability to 

more effectively manage vehicular parking during peak use periods on up to 8 existing day use parking 

areas in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park, as necessary to better accommodate use 

and prevent deterioration of natural resources” however there is no analysis of what natural resources are 

in a given area, where these unidentified resources are located in relation to parking areas, what impacts 

public use has on those unspecified resources, or how limiting access will protect the unspecified  

resources.   

Therefore, an analysis that comprehensively identifies natural resources to be protected must be 

conducted as part of any submittal to the Coastal Commission and completed prior to approval of the 

States Parks proposal. Without such information a determination of the justification under the Coastal Act 

for imposition of fees based on the necessity to protect natural resources is not possible. 
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Public Access & Coastal Act Compliance: 

The Sonoma Coast is a “car dependent for access” coastline. There exists no viable public transportation, 

no urban areas adjacent to coastal access, and no safe means of access by biking or walking. In order to 

visit the Sonoma Coast beaches, one has to drive and park.  Charging for parking is charging to access the 

coast.  

The Coastal Act provides: 

•Section 30210: Access: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 

Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted and recreational opportunities, shall 

be provided for all the people… 

•Section 30213:  Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where 

feasible, provided. 

Revenue generation is not legally recognized as a factor in the Coastal Act to limit public access and the 

imposition of parking fees for the purposes of revenue generation is insufficient justification on its own to 

limit maximum access opportunities to the coast. DPR claims under §2.5 that newly implemented fees 

would enhance public access by providing better services and amenities.  

As reported in the Commission’s “Appeal Staff Report; Substantial Issue Determination” dated April 

3, 2015: “…it is not so clearly demonstrated that fees collected under State Parks’ proposed Sonoma 

Coast project would result in proportionate increases in services that would enhance public access at the 

very same State Park units on the Sonoma Coast” unless “Parks can demonstrate that there is direct 

connection between the fees proposed through the denied project and resultant actions/improvements at 

Sonoma County coastal State Parks units” (page 15)  

DPR has failed to show this connection in the current proposal or how they will meet target revenue goals 

that would result in funds generated from fees actually being utilized in the areas where fees will be 

implemented.  Public Resource Code 5010.7 requires that funds must be used towards further “fee 

generating” projects rather than applied to deferred maintenance or enhancing services throughout the 

Park including those not generating income. In fact, under §2.5 DRP states that “fees collected at state 

park units are deposition in the State Parks and Recreation fund which is available upon appropriation 

by the legislature".  There is no guarantee that this will occur nor any guarantee, if appropriated, will be 

spent at the locations generating the income. 
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Additionally, the current proposal advocates that fees will be used to limit public access as a means to 

protect coastal resources.  In § 4.3 Consistency with the California Coastal Act, DPR states that the 

revised plan will “maintain maximum public access”.  How can limiting the number of parking spaces 

and eliminating free ones maintain public access when this stretch of coast can only be reached by the use 

of private cars?  This statement is also inconsistent with the stated goal of the project to reduce impacts on 

ESHA by reducing over-all public access and use. 

§5.1 ESHA: Fees will be utilized “as a tool to achieve that balance. If overuse results in resource 

degradation, the plan calls for implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of 

barriers; surface treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors 

to other areas. Other methods include regulations including limiting the number of people, location or 

time of use.”   DPR fails to explain any of the specifics of the implementation measures or how they 

would reduce resource degradation rather than expand it by creating new, uncontrolled parking areas.  

The only method appears to be reduction in usages, which is totally inconsistent with both the Coastal Act 

and DPR's own statement in § 5.5 where they specifically state that after an initial decrease in attendance 

the attendance will "rebound".  If the primary means to reduce resource degradation is by reducing public 

use and such use "rebounds" then there will be no benefit to the resources.  In fact, by creating new areas 

which the public will use when their current free parking areas are closed to them, the net impact to 

coastal resources will be a negative one.  DPR's suggestion that those parking along several of the 

unpaved areas will be subject to payment of fess is without any clue as to how that would be achieved 

Therefore, it is difficult to reconcile DPR’s conflicting claims that fees enhance public access while at the 

same time limiting public access.  

Disproportionate Impact to Youth, Elderly, and Low Income 

The current proposal states under § 1.5 Economic Impact  that “Household incomes for visitors are 

relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 15% earning less than $40,000.”  

However there is no citation that verifies the source of these statistics  nor any indication if it includes the 

household incomes for the visitors from the San Joaquin and Sacramento Valleys which it states under 

§1.5 make up the majority of users. Sonoma Coast Surfrider also challenges this assertion by DPR as it is 

inconsistent with our observations as well as data available on demographics of visitors to the coast.  

According to  Measure of America “A Portrait of Sonoma County”  

(http://www.measureofamerica.org/sonoma/ ),  the 2014 median earnings, the main gauge of material 

living standards in this report, are $30,214 annually in Sonoma County which is on par with earnings in 

California which is significantly lower than what DPR reports.   
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A significant portion of users to the coast are minorities, low income, youth, and the elderly and not the 

affluent as portrayed in DPR statistics and consist of both a local population as well as inland visitors.   

State Parks responds to concerns about disproportionate impacts to these communities with the offer of 

special passes to offset these impacts.  The current special & discounted passes available are inadequate 

in offsetting the impacts to the groups they purportedly serve. 

For example: 

1.  “GOLDEN POPPY VEHICLE DAY USE ANNUAL PASS – the lowest price pass available 

costs $125.00 yet is not valid at the high demand Southern California Beach Parks and admittance 

and use with the pass is still subject to available space. 

2. DISABLED DISCOUNT PASS –costs $3.50; however, this pass only entitles the bearer to a 50% 

discount for vehicle day use.  Those with physical disabilities will require a path of travel from an 

ADA compliant parking space to the APM fee collection machine and still need to afford ½ the 

fee. 

3. DISTINGUISHED VETERAN PASS - No Fee (Lifetime Pass) only applies to “honorably 

discharged” veterans and excludes veterans who are “generally discharged under honorable 

conditions”. 

4. LIMITED USE GOLDEN BEAR PASS –costs $20.00 for seniors (persons 62 years of age or 

older) but only works during Non-Peak Season so can’t be used during summer or holidays. 

5. GOLDEN BEAR PASS – costs $5.00 for any qualifying person.  To qualify a single person must 

be making less than $11,328 or $21,012 for married persons and must submit a tax return and get 

a sign off from their caseworker if receiving SSI. These rates are less than minimum wage and 

anyone earning more that this is not eligible for the discounted pass. 

 According to realistic incomes levels of Sonoma Coast State beach users and visitors there is a significant 

portion of the population that falls between qualifying for these special passes and those having enough 

disposable income to pay fees to access the coast.  The GOLDEN BEAR PASS does not provide any help 

for those who need it the most and the application process is difficult and degrading.  The annual income 

level cap means that only those who cannot afford a car might be able to get it.  Those who are working at 

minimum wage and need it the most do not qualify.   Even when qualifying, public access is limited by 

the conditions of the passes themselves and the proposal’s aims to limit access even for pass holders. Also 

DPR’s website to apply for special passes, even though available in other languages, does not have 

applications available for the special passes in any other language but English.  
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Negative Precedent: 

The Commission determined that the justification for finding substantial issue to remove jurisdiction from 

Sonoma County in April 2015 was because the fee proposal had STATEWIDE implication and that 

“these types of statewide issues warrant the Commissions involvement”.  Utilizing this basis for their 

decision means that the current proposal and result in Sonoma County has the potential to set statewide 

precedent which will be followed along the entire coast of California.  Approval of fees in Sonoma 

County paves the way to implement fees at unpaved parking areas with minimal amenities through-out 

the California coastline currently free and providing alternative access to the coast for those that cannot 

afford to pay for higher developed coastal access lots.   The negative and disproportionate impact to 

public access which the Coastal Act exists to prevent is at issue with this proposal.  DPR has already 

applied for the right to implement fees at undeveloped parking areas in Mendocino County. 

Failure to Comply with the Provisions of the Certified LCP 

DPR states in §4.2 that the project is consistent with the Sonoma County LCP however, the County in its 

analysis made it clear that there are numerous provisions of the LCP that the project does not comply 

with. In particular, DPR states that the LCP merely states "No change" to the current access available and 

that this does not include the imposition of fees.  However, under the Coastal Act any change in the 

density or intensity of use is considered development.  Therefore the project is considered to be 

development under the Coastal Act and "no change" means no change in development.  Any new 

development is thus inconsistent with the LCP and requires an amendment to the LCP. 

Inconsistencies and Unsubstantiated Data in Proposal of Concern: 

• §1.4 Visitor Data states that monitoring of vehicle counts utilizing TRAFx data counters to 

establish baseline visitation data began in May 2015. Prior to this time DPR has repeatedly stated 

in public hearings that baseline data did not exist. The proposal; however, includes a chart in §1.3 

Visitation to Sonoma Coast State Park showing “free day use” statistics for fiscal years 

beginning 2000/2001 through 2013-2014 without explaining how that data was determined or 

arrived at.  In addition, DPR states that the “method of tracking” does not identify how many 

vehicles enter versus exit in an hour and only provides the raw data of vehicles triggering a 

counter.”  What they do not acknowledge is how many vehicles are entering and exiting without 

remaining or actually using the area. The visitation numbers reported are ambiguous and 

unverified however they are being relied upon to determine revenue goals and justifying 

reasoning to limit access.  
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• §1.4 Visitor Data states that on certain heavily impacted days at Bodega Head there are more 

vehicles visiting the Park then parking spaces available.  What DPR fails to mention is that they 

have closed Bodega Head East Lot with 100 parking spaces for over 4 years and therefore 

channeled all cars to the Bodega West lot.  All data gathered for Bodega Head and the impacts of 

peak use reported are inaccurate as there are no traffic counts for utilization of Bodega Head East 

Parking lot. 

• In Appendix A "Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park" 

DPR indicates 2,414 existing parking stalls. This statistic is being used in § 2.1 Existing 

Conditions to help support the statement that DPR is challenged to staff and maintain these areas 

with current revenue generation. We want to point out that 482 "parking stalls" (20%) of the total 

number are roadside shoulders barely a car width and simply dirt without vegetation. Many of 

these shoulders are in obscure locations such as "Cemetery" and "Orchard" at Fort Ross State 

Historic Park and several miles from beach access at the proposed new fee locations. It is a 

distortion of actual circumstances to imply that they offer viable free parking opportunities for the 

general populace using Sonoma Coast State Beaches or adding to DPR's hardship of park staffing 

and maintenance. It should also be noted that DPR recommends installing signage at roadside 

parking adjunct to fee'd parking lots to inform people there is a fee to park there as well. 

• In Appendix A Parking Overview in Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park 

DPR depicts a graph which shows that Salt Point lot currently has fees in 82% of developed 

parking areas, will fee under the proposal an additional 11% when adding the “Stump Beach lot” 

and leave only 7% of possible access to the coast as free.  The inclusion of Stump Beach as a fee 

location leaving only 7% free access opportunities  not only exemplifies DPR’s failure to account 

for public access impacts but also shows that DPR changes the definition of “developed” and 

“undeveloped” throughout the proposal.   DPR classifies Stump Beach lot as “developed” 

although Appendix F Associated Projects reveals that the restroom is non-functioning, there is 

no potable water, and grading/paving would be required for ADA compliance.  DPR fails to 

define the parameters of what constitutes “developed” v. “undeveloped lots” and “amenities 

provided” is inconsistent and malleable to suit DPR’s justifications for implementing fees.   

• DPR claims that installation of the fee collection device in certain locations will not induce 

people to park outside of the day use parking area in areas that have never seen parking, to avoid 

paying fees because the shoulders on SR 1 in the vicinity have “dense vegetation, roadside 

ditches, or other topography that severely limits the ability for creation of shoulder parking.” 

Historic practices show otherwise and visitors avoiding fees will continue to seek out dangerous 
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parking or parking in sensitive habitat to avoid fees resulting in additional resource damage which 

is not accounted for in any analysis of the net impact of the project.   

 

• §2.7 “Traffic and Parking Impacts” DPR recognizes that there “a few locations where 

patron may elect to park informally and walk-in rather than pay a day-use fee, creating new 

parking areas and associated social trails through sensitive habitats” and cites one of these 

locations as Shell Beach.  Later in the proposal in §5.1 ESHA DPR states that at Shell Beach 

the “fee collection devices will not induce people to park outside of the day use areas that 

have never seen parking, to avoid fees” If DPR is already aware of areas where volunteer 

trails through sensitive areas exists then rather than utilizing this as a justification that there 

are “no new” impacts, DPR should be seeking ways to protect these areas rather than increase 

their usage by adjacent installation of fee collection. 

• In §4.3. CONSISTENCY WITH THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT, DPR interprets  

§30214 to mean that there must be some “limits to free and unrestrained access” and that fees 

are being implemented in an area where there is “Wholesale free-for-all beach access”.  

However, §30210 place only four limitations on the requirement for maximum access and the 

collection of fees is not one of them.   Currently on the Sonoma Coast there is not wholesale 

free access as DPR charges at Bodega Dunes, Wrights Beach, Reef, Fort Ross, Gerstle Cove, 

Woodside, and Fisk Mill locations which are staffed parks with camping, programming, and 

other amenities. 

• Appendix D Response to Comment 5 provides that public access will not be limited 

because “… fees will only be charged during peak use times.” In other portions of the 

application DPR does not limit the collection of fees to peak times only. DPR does not 

explain this anywhere in their application. 
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Failure to meet Commission’s conditions in other areas where fees have been implemented: 

In other areas of California where the Commission has approved fee permits, approval was conditioned 

upon DPR “monitoring and periodically reviewing the implementation of any new fee program including 

impacts on coastal access and annually reporting to the commission available and relevant monitoring 

data and evaluation including but not limited to daily attendance and impacts to public access.” To date, 

DPR has failed to comply with these reporting requirements and no evaluation has been conducted to 

show if the higher fees had an impact on coastal access or what groups were most affected. These studies 

need to be conducted by Parks and evaluated by the Commission before further fees are approved. 

In the current proposal DPR claims in §4.5. Consistency with the 2013 Agreement between State 

Parks and CCC that “State Parks has incorporated all the measures recommended therein in this 

proposed project” and that “to the extent that the approaches are applicable, they have been 

incorporated into the Revised Fee Proposal.” DPR does not list specifically which measures or 

approaches have been integrated into the revised proposal.  In addition if DPR has not met the conditions 

imposed in other areas, there is little reason to believe that conditions will be complied with under this 

current permit if approved and impacts to public access and environmental resources will most likely not 

be measured or reported. 

Public & Stakeholder Process: 

While appreciating State Parks efforts to gather public and stakeholder input, the process was flawed 

because: 

• Many affected groups whose access rights will be disproportionately impacted by new fees, such 

as Latinos, Native Americans, and low & limited income communities were not included in the 

stakeholder process even though representatives were available and expressed their interest in 

being included.  

• Throughout the stakeholder process, there was never attendance by state level DPR staff even 

though their presence was continually requested by the groups involved.  This resulted in 

uncertainty as to which proposal was being evaluated. This caused an unreasonable delay in the 

planning and notice of the actual goal of the stake holder process which was to design and 

implement a public forum to gather community input on the proposal.  

• In §2.7 Public Outreach Efforts DPR claims that at the open house on February 17th the 

“…meeting quickly became contentious and State Parks was never able to fully articulate its 

vision” however what they fail to mention is that State Parks’ staff were refusing to allow public 
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comment as promised to stakeholders prior to the forum and expected by the attendees-this is 

what caused the contention.  

• The proposed project is continually changing without the ability of the public to have proper 

notice or the time required to comment fully on it. 

For the above reasons, Sonoma Coast Surfrider is recommending denial of DPR’s de Novo Application. 

Thank you, 

Cea Higgins                                                                                                                          Spencer Nilson                                                                                                                            

Sonoma Coast Surfrider                                                                                            Sonoma Coast Surfrider           
Policy and Volunteer Coordinator                                                                                                          Chair 
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Observations on ADA grading/paving requirements for State Parks fee proposal:  

After review of State Parks proposed parking improvements and the associated construction I 
have the following observations regarding ADA parking and pathway requirements: 

1. Unpaved gravel lots at Bodega Head East and Bodega Head West pose a conundrum for 
determining the correct number of accessible parking spaces based on the total number of 
parking spaces provided. The best solution is to use State Parks own parking capacity 
data for each location. When this is done it indicates that more accessible parking needs 
to be provided at each location.  

o Bodega Head East: 101 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces 
including 1 van accessible stall - only 2 accessible spaces are shown on Site Plan 
Sheet L-1. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and 
APPM pad = 1,900 square feet. 

o Bodega Head West: 92 total parking spaces requires 4 accessible spaces including 
1 van accessible stall - only 3 accessible spaces are shown on Site plan Sheet L-2. 
Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways and APPM pad = 
1,150 square feet. 

2. Shell Beach: 38 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-3 shows the required 2 accessible spaces. Existing 
paved parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM 
pad = 640 square feet.  

3. Blind Beach: 18 total parking spaces requires 1 accessible parking space which would be 
a van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-4 shows 1 accessible space but does not show a 
necessary walkway in front of parking space and out of drive area. Also, existing paving 
condition is not barrier-free so accessible parking zone should be repaved. Existing paved 
parking lot gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways 
and APPM pad = 640 square feet.  

4. Goat Rock South: 112 total parking spaces requires 5 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-5 shows 5 accessible spaces. Estimated grading/paving 
area for walkways and APPM pad = 300 square feet.  

5. Goat Rock North: 65 total parking spaces requires 3 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-6 shows 3 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
gets slightly reconfigured and restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and 
APPM pad = 240 square feet.  

6. Arched Rock View: 26 total parking spaces requires 2 accessible spaces including 1 van 
accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-7 shows 2 accessible spaces. Existing paved parking lot 
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gets restriped. Estimated grading/paving area for walkways and APPM pad = 240 square 
feet.  

7. Stump Beach: Existing gravel parking lot is not scheduled for paving. If it were paved 
and striped it could offer between 16 and 20 total parking spaces which would require 1 
accessible parking space including 1 van accessible stall. Site Plan Sheet L-8 shows 1 
accessible space. Site Plan Sheet L-8 also shows a new single-occupancy restroom 
building. Estimated grading/paving area for parking spaces, walkways, restroom building 
and APPM pad = 750 square feet. 

The cumulative grading/paving area for the proposed project is roughly 5,860 square feet. To 
construct the ADA parking spaces and walkways to the strict tolerances for allowable slopes 
Civil Engineering Drawings will be necessary. The building permit process should be defined by 
the Coastal Commission's review of the application in order to have the checks and balances for 
a Code-complying outcome. California Civil Code Section 55.53 states that a local agency shall 
employ or retain a building inspector who is a Certified Access Specialist (CASp) to conduct 
plan permitting and construction inspection for compliance with State construction-related 
accessibility standards. 

 

Spencer Nilson,  
 
Spencer Nilson 
AIA (American Institute of Architects), CCS (Certified Construction Specifier) 
Sonoma Coast Surfrider Chair 
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From: SCCA
To: Cave, Nancy@Coastal; SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: lorenzo.cordova@asm.ca.gov; jim.wood@asm.ca.gov; ed.sheffield@asm.ca.gov; marc.levine@asm.ca.gov;

mike.mcguire@sen.ca.gov; chris.rogers@sen.ca.gov; jerry.brown@gov.ca.gov
Subject: Sonoma County Conservation Action Comments RE: Sonoma Coast Beach Fees
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 3:16:27 PM
Attachments: SCCA Commnets_Sonoma Coast Beach Fees to CCC_3.26.16.pdf

Dear Nancy Cave, Steve Kinsey, and CA Coastal Commissioners,

 

Please find attached Sonoma County Conservation Action’s comments opposing the CA State Parks

proposal to place fees on the Sonoma Coast.

 

Thank you,

 

Dennis Rosatti

Executive Director

 

Sonoma County Conservation Action

540 Pacific Ave. Santa Rosa, CA 95404

(707) 571-8566 main office line

www.conservationaction.org
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Steve Kinsey, Chair      March 26, 2016 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
 
Re: Proposed Sonoma County Beach Fees 
 
Dear Chairman Kinsey and Commissioners: 
 
Sonoma County Conservation Action (SCCA) is a 501c (4) organization whose mission 
is to protect and enhance the resources of Sonoma County. We were founded by former 
Sonoma County Supervisor Bill Kortum who died last year. Bill played a leading role in 
the fight for coastal access first in Sonoma County, then throughout the state with the 
passage of Proposition 20 and the Coastal Act. Bill was instrumental in the acquisition 
of Salt Point State Park, whose Stump Beach is now being targeted for fees. The Kor-
tum Trail, named in his honor, runs parallel to the oceans in Sonoma Coast State Park. 
Its north and south trailheads ironically are among the areas proposed for new fees. So-
noma County’s policy to stringently enforce coastal access is no accident, it took years 
of struggle and the commitment of thousands of individuals and great leaders like Bill 
Kortum. 
 
SCCA strongly supports the principle of “maximum public access,” which is embedded 
in both the California Constitution and the Coastal Act. The County of Sonoma’s Local 
Coastal Plan (LCP) was written with this in mind, and its Local Access and Recreation 
Plan, relies on no fees for several of the beaches under consideration to meet this goal.  
It is very disturbing that the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) is attempting to 
sidestep the Coastal Commission approved LCP, and that DPR’s rationale is not sup-
ported by the Coastal Act. DPR objective is to “increase revenues.” Yet DPR’s need for 
revenue generation is not a legally recognized factor to limit maximum public ac-


cess, according to Sections 30210 and 30214 of the Coastal Act. (DPR claims these 
funds will go to maintain local state beaches and protect resources, but according to the 
state’s revenue generation “rebate” formula, if DPR does not meet its local revenue tar-
get, no funds would come back to the local parks, and at best, after taking out funds go-
ing directly to DPR, only a small portion of the fees collected would be returned to the 
local state beaches.)  
 
It should be noted that the project originally denied by Sonoma County is not the project 
being brought before the Commission for approval. DPR modified the project when it 
brought it to the Commission for Substantial Issue determination in April 2015, changed 
it again when it presented it to the public in January 2016 (at a meeting where no public 
comment was taken), and revised it for a third time in its March 2016 report to the Com-
mission. Fee areas have changed through deletions and additions; they never before dis-
cussed shoulder parking at Bodega Head; automated fee devices have replaced iron 
rangers and manned fee collection stations; and hourly and demand pricing has been in-
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troduced. How can the Commission consider an appeal of a project that is not the project denied by the 
County of Sonoma? The proper course would be to either reject this appeal or send this significantly changed 
project back to the County of Sonoma for a new LCP consistency review. 
Price alone will dissuade many individuals and families from accessing our beaches.  DPR itself estimates 
that there would immediately be a 25 percent drop off on use of the new pay lots.  Yet DPR claims that there 
are enough free spaces remaining to meet access requirements – and then they seek to reduce the number of 
those spaces in their latest project modification which eliminates free shoulder parking at Bodega Head and 
Goat Rock. 
 
DPR has stated that the purpose of the latest project modification is to address public safety and resources 
protection concerns, concerns that would be largely nonexistent without the imposition of new parking fees 
that will encourage visitors to park outside of established lots. DPR does not quantify how many free spaces 
will be eliminated but it is clear that public access will be further reduced. Charging for or prohibiting parking 
at the closer-in shoulder sites will also mean those seeking free parking will have to park further away, de-
creasing access for families and disabled visitors.  
 
Free roadside spaces do not always provide access, especially for the infirm and disabled. For example the 
walking distance from the entrance to Goat Rock to the beach is 2 miles (a 4 mile round trip). Parking would 
be Highway 1, along a dangerous curved section.  The walk-in would entail navigating several steep slopes.  
As noted above, DPR has stated its intention to prohibit parking or charge for parking at currently free spaces 
close to some of the fee collection areas. What this will do is push visitors seeking free parking even further 
away from access trails resulting in longer, and in some cases more dangerous walks from cars to the parks. 
And if accidents at Highway 1 pullouts do occur in the future, it is likely that there will be pressure to create 
new no parking zones, which would further limit access.  
 
The Department argues that its pass program would ensure that that beaches would remain affordable. DPR 
does have discounted passes, only $3.50 for disabled, but it only covers half of the parking fee (as an aside 
there appears to be no plans to use new revenues to improve disabled access to beaches). The limited Golden 
Bear Pass is $20 for seniors, but can’t be used from Memorial Day to Labor Day or on holidays; the Golden 
Bear Pass for economically disadvantaged is $5.00, but eligibility is limited to those earning a fraction of 
minimum wage. If you are a former P.O.W., a disabled veteran or a Congressional Medal of Honor winner 
you may be eligible for a free pass, other veterans need not apply. Apparently DPR assumes that the majority 
of the working poor can afford to lay down $195.00 for the State Park premium pass or $125.00 for its passes 
that do not cover popular southern California beaches (neither pass provides parking for all of the State 
Parks). The least expensive pass may be DPR’s proposed $50 regional pass, which hopefully will allow park-
ing at the 3 Sonoma County state beaches - at a price several other states charge for their all state park passes 
- though DPR has yet to specify what it will cover. 


 
Some supporters of the park fees have alluded that Sonoma County, by retaining a historical tradition and 
protecting its LCP, is not willing to pay its fair share to keep up our parks.  The fact is, that Sonoma County 
residents have made extraordinary generous contribution to our state park system.  The Willow Creek unit 
acquisition was not possible without the Sonoma County Agricultural and Open Space District’s contribution 
of $10,225,000 (more than half of the purchase price) and The District’s funds come from sales taxes col-







540 Pacific Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95404 


scca@ConservationAction.org 


Phone:  (707) 571-8566  ·   Fax:  (707) 571-1678 


www.ConservationAction.org 


lected in Sonoma County. The District contributed $350,000 to maintain Willow Creek, while Land Paths, a 
Sonoma County non-profit, has organized hundreds of volunteers to build trails and protect resources. Stew-
ards of the Coast and Redwoods and the Fort Ross Conservancy have coordinated volunteers and raised 
funds to keep parks open and maintain and protect parks and offer educational programs at all three state 
coastal parks.  
 
Other Sonoma County non-profits and hundreds of volunteers have also stepped up in DPR’s time of need 
to keep open the Petaluma Adobe, Jack London State Historical Park and Sugarloaf State Park. And, as 
DPR has noted in its March report, fees are collected at several state beach sites offering amenities. While 
Sonoma County residents are asking to keep our beaches free, they are not asking for something for noth-
ing.  
 
Meanwhile DPR is locking up Stump Beach, one of the more isolated beaches on the Sonoma Coast which 
provides needed recreation space for a small coast and ridge community, to collect a projected annual reve-


nue of $3,549. Given that State Parks has sought and won a Substantial Issue determination from the Com-
mission, this miserly approach, if approved, is likely to be repeated at every isolated gravel lot in the state. 
Sadly there has been lack of support in Sacramento for restoring greatly reduced General Fund allocations 
to the State Parks and Recreation Fund (SPRF), while revenue generation and local non-profit support is 
seen as the panacea for State Parks financial woes. As the Parks Forward Commission recognized, local 
revenue generation may play a part in bolstering DPR’s finances, but to achieve financial stability there 
needs to be a statewide funding program. Yet after more than a decade of State Park’s financial crisis, the 
administration and the legislature has not undertaken even a study of statewide programs that have served 
other states well, including low cost universal pass programs, small add-ons to licenses or vehicle registra-
tions, allocations of hotel and gas tax revenues (a portion of gas tax revenues are already allotted to state off 
road vehicle parks, which are awash with funding) and establishment of resort amenities where appropriate. 
Instead, the Commission is being asked to interject itself into an approved Local Coastal Plan because of 
DPR’s lack of funding and policy options.  
 
The California Coastal Commission has the responsibility of guaranteeing maximum public access to our 
coast. It is a terrible affront to the residents of the state who have fought so hard for the right of coastal ac-
cess when private interests attempt to lock up the coast; it is even more intolerable when the government 
erects barriers to the public commons, our state beaches and evades the Coastal Act to do so. We urge the 
Commission to reject DPR’s application. 
 
Sincerely, 


 


 
 


Dennis Rosatti 
Executive Director 


cc:   CA Coastal Commission Members        Governor Jerry Brown 
       State Senator Mike McGuire        Assemblyman Jim Wood 
       Assemblyman Marc Levine 
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Steve Kinsey, Chair      March 26, 2016 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
 
Re: Proposed Sonoma County Beach Fees 
 
Dear Chairman Kinsey and Commissioners: 
 
Sonoma County Conservation Action (SCCA) is a 501c (4) organization whose mission 
is to protect and enhance the resources of Sonoma County. We were founded by former 
Sonoma County Supervisor Bill Kortum who died last year. Bill played a leading role in 
the fight for coastal access first in Sonoma County, then throughout the state with the 
passage of Proposition 20 and the Coastal Act. Bill was instrumental in the acquisition 
of Salt Point State Park, whose Stump Beach is now being targeted for fees. The Kor-
tum Trail, named in his honor, runs parallel to the oceans in Sonoma Coast State Park. 
Its north and south trailheads ironically are among the areas proposed for new fees. So-
noma County’s policy to stringently enforce coastal access is no accident, it took years 
of struggle and the commitment of thousands of individuals and great leaders like Bill 
Kortum. 
 
SCCA strongly supports the principle of “maximum public access,” which is embedded 
in both the California Constitution and the Coastal Act. The County of Sonoma’s Local 
Coastal Plan (LCP) was written with this in mind, and its Local Access and Recreation 
Plan, relies on no fees for several of the beaches under consideration to meet this goal.  
It is very disturbing that the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) is attempting to 
sidestep the Coastal Commission approved LCP, and that DPR’s rationale is not sup-
ported by the Coastal Act. DPR objective is to “increase revenues.” Yet DPR’s need for 
revenue generation is not a legally recognized factor to limit maximum public ac-

cess, according to Sections 30210 and 30214 of the Coastal Act. (DPR claims these 
funds will go to maintain local state beaches and protect resources, but according to the 
state’s revenue generation “rebate” formula, if DPR does not meet its local revenue tar-
get, no funds would come back to the local parks, and at best, after taking out funds go-
ing directly to DPR, only a small portion of the fees collected would be returned to the 
local state beaches.)  
 
It should be noted that the project originally denied by Sonoma County is not the project 
being brought before the Commission for approval. DPR modified the project when it 
brought it to the Commission for Substantial Issue determination in April 2015, changed 
it again when it presented it to the public in January 2016 (at a meeting where no public 
comment was taken), and revised it for a third time in its March 2016 report to the Com-
mission. Fee areas have changed through deletions and additions; they never before dis-
cussed shoulder parking at Bodega Head; automated fee devices have replaced iron 
rangers and manned fee collection stations; and hourly and demand pricing has been in-
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troduced. How can the Commission consider an appeal of a project that is not the project denied by the 
County of Sonoma? The proper course would be to either reject this appeal or send this significantly changed 
project back to the County of Sonoma for a new LCP consistency review. 
Price alone will dissuade many individuals and families from accessing our beaches.  DPR itself estimates 
that there would immediately be a 25 percent drop off on use of the new pay lots.  Yet DPR claims that there 
are enough free spaces remaining to meet access requirements – and then they seek to reduce the number of 
those spaces in their latest project modification which eliminates free shoulder parking at Bodega Head and 
Goat Rock. 
 
DPR has stated that the purpose of the latest project modification is to address public safety and resources 
protection concerns, concerns that would be largely nonexistent without the imposition of new parking fees 
that will encourage visitors to park outside of established lots. DPR does not quantify how many free spaces 
will be eliminated but it is clear that public access will be further reduced. Charging for or prohibiting parking 
at the closer-in shoulder sites will also mean those seeking free parking will have to park further away, de-
creasing access for families and disabled visitors.  
 
Free roadside spaces do not always provide access, especially for the infirm and disabled. For example the 
walking distance from the entrance to Goat Rock to the beach is 2 miles (a 4 mile round trip). Parking would 
be Highway 1, along a dangerous curved section.  The walk-in would entail navigating several steep slopes.  
As noted above, DPR has stated its intention to prohibit parking or charge for parking at currently free spaces 
close to some of the fee collection areas. What this will do is push visitors seeking free parking even further 
away from access trails resulting in longer, and in some cases more dangerous walks from cars to the parks. 
And if accidents at Highway 1 pullouts do occur in the future, it is likely that there will be pressure to create 
new no parking zones, which would further limit access.  
 
The Department argues that its pass program would ensure that that beaches would remain affordable. DPR 
does have discounted passes, only $3.50 for disabled, but it only covers half of the parking fee (as an aside 
there appears to be no plans to use new revenues to improve disabled access to beaches). The limited Golden 
Bear Pass is $20 for seniors, but can’t be used from Memorial Day to Labor Day or on holidays; the Golden 
Bear Pass for economically disadvantaged is $5.00, but eligibility is limited to those earning a fraction of 
minimum wage. If you are a former P.O.W., a disabled veteran or a Congressional Medal of Honor winner 
you may be eligible for a free pass, other veterans need not apply. Apparently DPR assumes that the majority 
of the working poor can afford to lay down $195.00 for the State Park premium pass or $125.00 for its passes 
that do not cover popular southern California beaches (neither pass provides parking for all of the State 
Parks). The least expensive pass may be DPR’s proposed $50 regional pass, which hopefully will allow park-
ing at the 3 Sonoma County state beaches - at a price several other states charge for their all state park passes 
- though DPR has yet to specify what it will cover. 

 
Some supporters of the park fees have alluded that Sonoma County, by retaining a historical tradition and 
protecting its LCP, is not willing to pay its fair share to keep up our parks.  The fact is, that Sonoma County 
residents have made extraordinary generous contribution to our state park system.  The Willow Creek unit 
acquisition was not possible without the Sonoma County Agricultural and Open Space District’s contribution 
of $10,225,000 (more than half of the purchase price) and The District’s funds come from sales taxes col-A-2-SON-13-0219 
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lected in Sonoma County. The District contributed $350,000 to maintain Willow Creek, while Land Paths, a 
Sonoma County non-profit, has organized hundreds of volunteers to build trails and protect resources. Stew-
ards of the Coast and Redwoods and the Fort Ross Conservancy have coordinated volunteers and raised 
funds to keep parks open and maintain and protect parks and offer educational programs at all three state 
coastal parks.  
 
Other Sonoma County non-profits and hundreds of volunteers have also stepped up in DPR’s time of need 
to keep open the Petaluma Adobe, Jack London State Historical Park and Sugarloaf State Park. And, as 
DPR has noted in its March report, fees are collected at several state beach sites offering amenities. While 
Sonoma County residents are asking to keep our beaches free, they are not asking for something for noth-
ing.  
 
Meanwhile DPR is locking up Stump Beach, one of the more isolated beaches on the Sonoma Coast which 
provides needed recreation space for a small coast and ridge community, to collect a projected annual reve-

nue of $3,549. Given that State Parks has sought and won a Substantial Issue determination from the Com-
mission, this miserly approach, if approved, is likely to be repeated at every isolated gravel lot in the state. 
Sadly there has been lack of support in Sacramento for restoring greatly reduced General Fund allocations 
to the State Parks and Recreation Fund (SPRF), while revenue generation and local non-profit support is 
seen as the panacea for State Parks financial woes. As the Parks Forward Commission recognized, local 
revenue generation may play a part in bolstering DPR’s finances, but to achieve financial stability there 
needs to be a statewide funding program. Yet after more than a decade of State Park’s financial crisis, the 
administration and the legislature has not undertaken even a study of statewide programs that have served 
other states well, including low cost universal pass programs, small add-ons to licenses or vehicle registra-
tions, allocations of hotel and gas tax revenues (a portion of gas tax revenues are already allotted to state off 
road vehicle parks, which are awash with funding) and establishment of resort amenities where appropriate. 
Instead, the Commission is being asked to interject itself into an approved Local Coastal Plan because of 
DPR’s lack of funding and policy options.  
 
The California Coastal Commission has the responsibility of guaranteeing maximum public access to our 
coast. It is a terrible affront to the residents of the state who have fought so hard for the right of coastal ac-
cess when private interests attempt to lock up the coast; it is even more intolerable when the government 
erects barriers to the public commons, our state beaches and evades the Coastal Act to do so. We urge the 
Commission to reject DPR’s application. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Dennis Rosatti 
Executive Director 

cc:   CA Coastal Commission Members        Governor Jerry Brown 
       State Senator Mike McGuire        Assemblyman Jim Wood 
       Assemblyman Marc Levine 
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From: Pat Bocca
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fee proposal for Sonoma County beaches
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 4:04:32 PM

Please do everything you can to defeat the proposal to charge a fee for people to go to the
beach!  We have lived in Sebastopol since 1966 and visit the coast every week.

There have already been laws passed stating that beach access is a "public right"...not based upon
affordability.  It is the people who live in high density housing who most need and desire the space and
unlimited expanse for their children to play and for their enjoyment on days off.  It is also the seniors
who access the beaches on weekdays...they will be the next most affected if these fees are charged to
their limited incomes.

Has anyone who made this decision ever driven up this section of the coast?  If the fees are in place,
the masses of families who can't afford it will figure a way to go to the other beaches with smaller
parking areas...thereby creating an enormous parking situation along the roads and in nearby
neighborhoods.  Then there will be not only cars, but also groups of people walking on the roads to the
beach access points.  It's going to be a huge mess.  There is no public transportation here!

Please let common sense prevail and vote down these fees and protect our coast.

Thank you,
Al and Pat Bocca

Sent from my iPad
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From: Deb Preston
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fees at Sonoma County Beaches
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 8:45:08 PM

As a resident of west Sonoma County, I oppose all efforts in put in place mandatory
fees for coastal access.

Going for a walk on the beach is one of the few free entertainments left. Imposing
fees will encourage beach access to be an activity for the elite, not for the average
working-class or under-employed person. Yes, I realize that not all beaches will be
'taxed', only the most popular ones. And yes, I realize State Parks is an under-
funded entity but I would appreciate some creative thinking instead of going
immediately to fee imposition. I have not heard what other options have been
considered. 

Unrestricted access to the coastline is our birthright as Californians. With the
massive development projects on the Southern California coast, more and more of
our precious resource is being given away to rock stars and real-estate moguls.
Before long there will be little left, and we'll have to pay to visit as if it were a
theme park. 

Also, there is no doubt that once a fee structure is imposed, it will just keep on
going up when times get tough.

Please keep the Sonoma Coast free to all.

Sincerely,
Deborah E. Preston
5391 Lone Pine Rd, Sebastopol
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From: Sashwa Burrous
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please Oppose State Parks Beach Fee Proposal - Letter - SBurrous
Date: Monday, March 28, 2016 10:25:01 PM
Attachments: PleaseOpposeStateParksProposal_SBurrous_Letter-2.pdf

Hi Nancy,
My letter is attached as a PDF. 
Thank you!
Sashwa

-- 
Sashwa Burrous
www.sashwa.com
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TO: 
California Coastal Commission  
45 Fremont Street #2000  
San Francisco, CA 94105 


 
Re: Please Oppose State Park Beach Fees on the Sonoma Coast  
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 


Thank you for being open to public comment and hearing the voice of the locals 
here in Sonoma County.  I was born and raised here in west Sonoma County. Growing up 
in this area I have found that some of my biggest teachers and inspirations have been 
the woods and the water. Currently living in the wooded hills of Occidental on Coleman 
Valley road, I find myself roaming the coastline 3-5 times a week, looking for waves and 
connecting to the ocean that brings me so much joy.  


 
A few months back I was told by a friend that CA State Parks has yet another 


proposal that aims to reduce access to our coastline by charging vehicles to park along 
the coast..  A similar proposal to the one which was unanimously voted down by our 
Supervisors. Seeing that we have very poor public transit in this county, our only way to 
access the coast is by car. By charging to park, this proposal clearly violates the Local 
Coastal Plan - which states that the county must take “all necessary steps to protect and 
defend” the rights of people to access the coast. 
 


The history of the Sonoma Coast shows us that this proposal will not slip through 
without a fight. Local environmental movements have stopped almost every plan that 
compromises the integrity of our coastline, starting with Bodega Head nuclear power 
plant, to recent proposals for sewage plants along our coast.  Keep in mind that these are 
the same movements, which some would say, led to the creation of organizations such 
as the California Coastal Commission. 
 


Since hearing about this proposal our community has been working together to 
educate each other on the issues. A group of us created a simple website 
www.freeourcoast.com  which simplly shows people how to get involved. Through 
posters/flyers, short films, social media and conversation we have gathered over 1,500 



http://www.freeourcoast.com/





signatures with hundreds of followers all opposing the plan by the CA State Parks, and 
this is just start.   I feel that I can speak for the community by saying it is not alright to 
commodify the small portion of our county which is preserved as our commons, our 
open space, for all of us to share.  
 


I know that this land takes time and money to maintain, we have many solutions 
which don’t involve iron rangers / parking meters along our coast.. One small example of 
this is Sonoma County Parks offering to manage Bodega Head, one of our favorites sites 
which is hugely affected by this proposal.  
 


Please support the County of Sonoma’s decision by voting NO on this proposal. 
 


Thank you 
 
Sashwa Burrous 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 


 







 

TO: 
California Coastal Commission  
45 Fremont Street #2000  
San Francisco, CA 94105 

 
Re: Please Oppose State Park Beach Fees on the Sonoma Coast  
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 

Thank you for being open to public comment and hearing the voice of the locals 
here in Sonoma County.  I was born and raised here in west Sonoma County. Growing up 
in this area I have found that some of my biggest teachers and inspirations have been 
the woods and the water. Currently living in the wooded hills of Occidental on Coleman 
Valley road, I find myself roaming the coastline 3-5 times a week, looking for waves and 
connecting to the ocean that brings me so much joy.  

 
A few months back I was told by a friend that CA State Parks has yet another 

proposal that aims to reduce access to our coastline by charging vehicles to park along 
the coast..  A similar proposal to the one which was unanimously voted down by our 
Supervisors. Seeing that we have very poor public transit in this county, our only way to 
access the coast is by car. By charging to park, this proposal clearly violates the Local 
Coastal Plan - which states that the county must take “all necessary steps to protect and 
defend” the rights of people to access the coast. 
 

The history of the Sonoma Coast shows us that this proposal will not slip through 
without a fight. Local environmental movements have stopped almost every plan that 
compromises the integrity of our coastline, starting with Bodega Head nuclear power 
plant, to recent proposals for sewage plants along our coast.  Keep in mind that these are 
the same movements, which some would say, led to the creation of organizations such 
as the California Coastal Commission. 
 

Since hearing about this proposal our community has been working together to 
educate each other on the issues. A group of us created a simple website 
www.freeourcoast.com  which simplly shows people how to get involved. Through 
posters/flyers, short films, social media and conversation we have gathered over 1,500 
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signatures with hundreds of followers all opposing the plan by the CA State Parks, and 
this is just start.   I feel that I can speak for the community by saying it is not alright to 
commodify the small portion of our county which is preserved as our commons, our 
open space, for all of us to share.  
 

I know that this land takes time and money to maintain, we have many solutions 
which don’t involve iron rangers / parking meters along our coast.. One small example of 
this is Sonoma County Parks offering to manage Bodega Head, one of our favorites sites 
which is hugely affected by this proposal.  
 

Please support the County of Sonoma’s decision by voting NO on this proposal. 
 

Thank you 
 
Sashwa Burrous 
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From: Dyana Foldvary
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: coastal fees
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 10:22:05 AM

To whom in charge of this:
I am against charging fees for our state beaches and local parks.
This puts a hardship of those with low incomes and I feel access
to our coast is a right all should have.

Although I am against any fees, perhaps you could also consider if such a fee was to be implemented
to include the regional parks pass as payment for the coastal parking lots.

regards
Dyana Foldvary
7381 Hidden Lake Rd
Forestville, CA 95436
age 67
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From: Peggy Kuhn
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Proposed Fees Sonoma County Coast
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 11:59:53 AM

RE: PROPERLY IMMUNE FROM VIOLATION 

To All Whom It May Concern:

There's something to be said – something that is worth so much more than “the bottom line”.

So much of value has been taken away from our blessed lifestyle living here in Northern California,

Sonoma County specifically. (We won't go there). Then to lose the opportunity to freely take in all that

the coast has to offer – no matter what is going on in one's life . . . there are no words to express the

overall embracing effect - for me and for every single person who has had the opportunity to take the

ocean in all it's glory. Do you realize there are some children or senior citizens who have never seen

the Pacific Ocean?

Not everyone's pockets are lined with money. But more importantly, how can something so inviolate

have a dollar sign fronting it?

I understand the need of expenses. There has to be a way to create funds (donation boxes?) but not

as to violate the integrity of the openness of the coast?

Otherwise what is the purpose of the Coastal Commission?

Thank you for your consideration, 

Peggy Kuhn

 5936 Van Keppel Road

 Forestville CA 95436
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From: Kaelyn Sophia Ramsden
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please Keep Our Beaches Open To All
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 12:53:02 PM

Dear Coastal Commissioners, 

Thank you for the work you do as advocates of our California coast line. You are at
the front lines of preserving one of the worlds most pristine, most ecologically
diverse and adored coast lines, and for all the work that entails I am deeply grateful.

My name is Kaelyn Ramsden and I am a school teacher at Harmony Elementary and
Salmon Creek Middle school; both public and charter schools that parallel Salmon
Creek and are known for the ways in which we connect classroom curriculum to
stewardship activities around our campus and within our local community.

We believe that children learn best if their education is connected to the places, the
environments, that they know and love. 

After years of bringing classes out to Goat Rock for beach clean ups, trail
maintenance and stewardship days the children at our school, from the youngest to
the oldest, have developed a strong connection to these locations.

This connection leads a child to beg their family to take them to the beach the next
possible weekend. This connection leads a child to pick up trash when they get to
the beach because when we love something, we care about its health. 

These children do not come from affluence. Many of them would fall into the large
number of families and individuals whose access to these unique beaches would be
cut off entirely if fees were applied.

With continued free access these children at my school, and so many others in
Sonoma County, will grow up having had countless memorable experiences at our
beaches that will shape their decisions as leaders and stewards of the future.

The State Parks Proposal cannot be the only solution to an issue that these
children's families had no part in creating - in fact, it is these families who contribute
tax dollars every year towards keeping our open- spaces protected, maintained and
as the term implies OPEN to all. 

These locations do not have free parking alternatives beyond the park limits as do
exist elsewhere along the California coast. Nor are there public transportation
options to the coast to help cut costs for a beach excursion. 

Our community does not view this as an unfortunate but necessary step to
maintaining our state beaches. Our community sees this as yet another way in
which we are being divided. 

Within the decision that lies in front of you there is a big opportunity. An opportunity
to strengthen community by keeping the coast accessible to ALL people, or to divide
community by instating new fees.

I urge you to consider not just your own access but that of the many families that
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visit, steward, and create memories each weekend at our Sonoma Coast beaches. 

Please stand with the parents, teachers, children, elders, and teens of our
community in saying No to the State Parks Proposal.

Thank you for for your time and consideration,

Kaelyn Ramsden

A-2-SON-13-0219 

Exhibit 11 

Public Correspondence 

Page 471 of 476



From: Bay Area Climbers Coalition
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: RE: Bay Area Climbers Coalition Comments on the Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee Proposal
Date: Tuesday, March 29, 2016 5:22:52 PM
Attachments: BACC Comment Letter-CCC and Sonoma Coast.pdf

California Coastal Commission

Attention: Nancy Cave

45 Fremont Street #2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear California Coastal Commission,

The Bay Area Climbers Coalition appreciates the opportunity to provide a comment letter 

regarding the Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State Park Day Use Parking Fee Collection Device 

Proposal (Fee Proposal).

Please find our Comment Letter attached. 

All the Best,

Matt Ulery

President - Bay Area Climbers Coalition
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956 62nd Street, Unit 10 


Oakland,, CA. 94608  
http://www.bayareaclimberscoalition.org 
bayareaclimberscoalition@gmail.com 


 


 
March 29, 2016 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Nancy Cave 
45 Fremont Street #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Submitted via email: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 
 
RE: Bay Area Climbers Coalition Comments on the Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee 
Proposal 
 
The Bay Area Climbers Coalition appreciates the opportunity to provide a comment letter 
regarding the Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State Park Day Use Parking Fee Collection Device 
Proposal (Fee Proposal).  We appreciate that State Parks modified the Fee Proposal to remove 
the proposed kiosk location at the Goat Rock Beach entrance as this kiosk location would have 
eliminated the roadside parking areas that are essential for reasonable access for climbers and 
other user groups to Sunset Rocks. Although this modification to the Fee Proposal directly 
benefits climbers at Sunset Rocks, we continue to oppose the Fee Proposal. 
 
 
The Bay Area Climbers Coalition 
 
The Bay Area Climbers Coalition is a volunteer run 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization focused on 
preserving access to our local outdoor areas by actively fostering positive relationships with land 
managers, hosting stewardship events, and providing educational programming for the climbing 
community. We hosted 13 stewardship focused events last year which engaged 435 volunteers 
and provided 1,484 hours of volunteer service to support climbing areas throughout the Bay 
Area. We are also the official “Local Climbing Organization” of the Access Fund for the San 
Francisco Bay Area  the Access Fund is the largest US climbing organization with over 11,000 
members and 100 affiliates. 
 
For more information about the Bay Area Climbers Coalition, please visit: 
http://bayareaclimberscoalition.org/  
 
 
Comments 
 
The Fee Proposal has been continually evolving making public comments to the California 
Coastal Commission (CCC) difficult. The latest Fee Proposal was released on March 15, 2016.  
 


 
Bay Area Climbers Coalition, Inc. 


A 501(c)3 Charity 
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The Fee Proposal includes changes to the original Fee Proposal based on public comments. 
We are pleased access and parking for Sunset Rocks will not be blocked by a fee kiosk. 
However the current Fee Proposal includes limited and fragmented public scoping, and does 
not align with Coastal Act Policies. Moreover the implementation of this Fee Proposal would set 
an inappropriate precedence for user fees for California State Parks. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Fee Proposal was developed with limited and fragmented public scoping and does not align 
with Coastal Act Policies. We recommend additional user groups including the climbing 
community continue to be involved in the Fee Proposal planning in an organized manner. The 
introduction of fees to the selected coastal areas is contrary to the California Coastal 
Commissions mandate to maximize access to the public and will disproportionately affect 
economically disadvantaged users throughout the Sonoma Coast State Parks. ‘The location and 
amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast ’ .4  In 
addition  ‘Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities and housing opportunities for persons and 
families of low or moderate income, as defined by Section 50093 of the Health and Safety 
Code, shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided..’. 5  
 
The State Park’s appeal to the California Coastal Commission is viewed by the community as 
an attempt to take jurisdiction away from the county government who unanimously denied this 
Fee Proposal’s coastal development permit. Allowing this Fee Proposal to go into effect would 
set an inappropriate precedent for new user fees at State Parks throughout all of California. We 
recommend that this Fee Proposal not be approved in its current form, adequate time should be 
given to the public to respond to the latest Fee Proposal, and additional public scoping should 
be conducted to include input from recreational users and the general public. 
 
 


4 Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan, Section VII. Development, Coastal Act Policies 30252 
5 Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan, Section VII. Development, Coastal Act Policies 30213 


 
 
 
Bay Area Climbers Coalition Assistance 
 
The Bay Area Climbers Coalition is ready, able, and willing to provide assistance and leadership 
with the improvements of trails and other stewardship related projects for Goat Rock Beach. Our 
organization has proven experience working with land management agencies and the resources 
to rally the climbing community to provide volunteer support for any size project that could be 
needed at Goat Rock Beach.  
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We would also like to thank everyone at the California Coastal Commission for their hard work, 
passion, and dedication with hearing all of the opinions and viewpoints of the different user 
groups whom recreate at these amazing outdoor spaces.   
 
Please feel free to reach out to me directly if you wish to discuss how the Bay Area Climbers 
Coalition can be of help.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Matt Ulery 
President  Bay Area Climbers Coalition 
matthew.ulery@gmail.com 
Mobile  925.389.8596 
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March 29, 2016 
 
California Coastal Commission 
Attention: Nancy Cave 
45 Fremont Street #2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Submitted via email: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 
 
RE: Bay Area Climbers Coalition Comments on the Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee 
Proposal 
 
The Bay Area Climbers Coalition appreciates the opportunity to provide a comment letter 
regarding the Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State Park Day Use Parking Fee Collection Device 
Proposal (Fee Proposal).  We appreciate that State Parks modified the Fee Proposal to remove 
the proposed kiosk location at the Goat Rock Beach entrance as this kiosk location would have 
eliminated the roadside parking areas that are essential for reasonable access for climbers and 
other user groups to Sunset Rocks. Although this modification to the Fee Proposal directly 
benefits climbers at Sunset Rocks, we continue to oppose the Fee Proposal. 
 
 
The Bay Area Climbers Coalition 
 
The Bay Area Climbers Coalition is a volunteer run 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization focused on 
preserving access to our local outdoor areas by actively fostering positive relationships with land 
managers, hosting stewardship events, and providing educational programming for the climbing 
community. We hosted 13 stewardship focused events last year which engaged 435 volunteers 
and provided 1,484 hours of volunteer service to support climbing areas throughout the Bay 
Area. We are also the official “Local Climbing Organization” of the Access Fund for the San 
Francisco Bay Area  the Access Fund is the largest US climbing organization with over 11,000 
members and 100 affiliates. 
 
For more information about the Bay Area Climbers Coalition, please visit: 
http://bayareaclimberscoalition.org/  
 
 
Comments 
 
The Fee Proposal has been continually evolving making public comments to the California 
Coastal Commission (CCC) difficult. The latest Fee Proposal was released on March 15, 2016.  
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The Fee Proposal includes changes to the original Fee Proposal based on public comments. 
We are pleased access and parking for Sunset Rocks will not be blocked by a fee kiosk. 
However the current Fee Proposal includes limited and fragmented public scoping, and does 
not align with Coastal Act Policies. Moreover the implementation of this Fee Proposal would set 
an inappropriate precedence for user fees for California State Parks. 
 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Fee Proposal was developed with limited and fragmented public scoping and does not align 
with Coastal Act Policies. We recommend additional user groups including the climbing 
community continue to be involved in the Fee Proposal planning in an organized manner. The 
introduction of fees to the selected coastal areas is contrary to the California Coastal 
Commissions mandate to maximize access to the public and will disproportionately affect 
economically disadvantaged users throughout the Sonoma Coast State Parks. ‘The location and 
amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast ’ .4  In 
addition  ‘Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities and housing opportunities for persons and 
families of low or moderate income, as defined by Section 50093 of the Health and Safety 
Code, shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided..’. 5  
 
The State Park’s appeal to the California Coastal Commission is viewed by the community as 
an attempt to take jurisdiction away from the county government who unanimously denied this 
Fee Proposal’s coastal development permit. Allowing this Fee Proposal to go into effect would 
set an inappropriate precedent for new user fees at State Parks throughout all of California. We 
recommend that this Fee Proposal not be approved in its current form, adequate time should be 
given to the public to respond to the latest Fee Proposal, and additional public scoping should 
be conducted to include input from recreational users and the general public. 
 
 

4 Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan, Section VII. Development, Coastal Act Policies 30252 
5 Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan, Section VII. Development, Coastal Act Policies 30213 

 
 
 
Bay Area Climbers Coalition Assistance 
 
The Bay Area Climbers Coalition is ready, able, and willing to provide assistance and leadership 
with the improvements of trails and other stewardship related projects for Goat Rock Beach. Our 
organization has proven experience working with land management agencies and the resources 
to rally the climbing community to provide volunteer support for any size project that could be 
needed at Goat Rock Beach.  
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We would also like to thank everyone at the California Coastal Commission for their hard work, 
passion, and dedication with hearing all of the opinions and viewpoints of the different user 
groups whom recreate at these amazing outdoor spaces.   
 
Please feel free to reach out to me directly if you wish to discuss how the Bay Area Climbers 
Coalition can be of help.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Matt Ulery 
President  Bay Area Climbers Coalition 
matthew.ulery@gmail.com 
Mobile  925.389.8596 
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From: Kim Atkinson
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: do not impose parking fees on Sonoma coast 
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 3:59:24 PM

With the economic conditions as they are, low and medium income people like 
myself need to have access to nature for recreation with out having to pay extra 
fees.

Your own research shows that people avoid the beaches where they have to pay.  
All the iron rangers are going to do is exclude the people who need the natural 
recreation the most.

Please find another way to balance your budget.

Kim

Kim Atkinson
PO Box 703 Sebastopol CA 95473
www.pulsewave.com

"Those that say something cannot be done should not impede those already doing it"
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Date Action Description 
February 2014 CCC request for 

information 
CCC staff requests additional information related to the project and the 
appeal contentions including: a map of the distribution of existing free and 
proposed new fee locations, alternative parking or free parking options 
including roadside pullouts, alternative access routes to the shoreline, 
statistical evidence to support the claim that minimal impacts to attendance 
would result from fees, monitoring program to document adverse 
environmental impacts, and information about Bodega Dunes. 

February 2014 DPR submission DPR responds to CCC staff’s request for information with a general parking 
map but none of the other requested information. 

March 2014 DPR to CCC 
Communication 

DPR indicates they would be supplying the additional information requested 
by the CCC staff in February of 2014. 

May 2014 CCC-County Site 
Visit 

CCC staff tours Sonoma County beaches with County  

June 2014 CCC-DPR Site Visit CCC staff tours Sonoma County beaches with DPR  
October 2014 DPR to CCC 

Communication 
DPR contacts CCC staff about proceeding forward on the appeal, requests to 
hold both SI and De Novo at the Commission hearing in December.  

October 2014 CCC to DPR 
Communication 

CCC hearing in December was rescheduled to a non-local hearing. CCC staff 
indicates to DPR the SI portion of the hearing would be scheduled for April 
2014 in Marin County.  

3/26/2015 DPR submission Memo submitted from DPR to CCC staff with additional project information 
describing important aspects not included in the original proposal including: 
flexible fee schedule, change from iron rangers to APPMs, and indication that 
the APPM provided a way to capture data on changes to usage. The 
information still did not include all of the information requested in February 
of 2014.  

4/14/2015 Commission 
action 

Commission hearing in Marin County. Commission found SI on statewide 
significance and took jurisdiction over the CDP.  

4/14/2015 Commission 
request for 
information 

Commission requests additional information before de novo hearing can 
proceed including: data on existing usage on parking lots and pullout areas, 
evaluation of expected changes in usage, mitigation measures, the proposed 
program for use of the additional anticipated revenue, and information 
regarding facility and amenity improvement for Sonoma County coastal 
parks.  

4/14/2015 Commission 
request for 
coordination  

Commission requests better engagement with the public. Commission directs 
DPR to work with CCC staff and the public. Commission directs CCC staff to 
work with DPR and the County. 

June of 2015 CCC to DPR 
Communication 

CCC staff requests that DPR monitor baseline conditions starting immediately 
at the proposed fee sites and referred them to information requests from the 
SI hearing. 

June of 2015 DPR to CCC 
Communication 

DPR indicates a preference at this time for a December 2015 hearing and 
asked for a list of deadlines in order to make that hearing. 

June of 2015 DPR monitoring DPR began monitoring at a subset of the proposed fee lots only. No 
monitoring of other parking areas or potential impacts occurred. 

June of 2015 CCC to DPR 
Communication 

In approach of December hearing, CCC staff communicates to DPR that they 
needed data a few months in advance of hearing and invites them to submit 
on an ongoing basis. 
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Date Action Description 
June of 2015 CCC to DPR 

meeting request 
CCC staff attempts to coordinate meetings between CCC staff, DPR and the 
County to flesh out concerns and how the public participation process would 
go.  

June of 2015 DPR to CCC 
communication 

DPR indicates unavailability to meet until late August or September. 

7/12/2015 DPR to CCC 
communication 

DPR questions the necessity of the interagency meeting with DPR, CCC staff 
and the County. DPR indicates they would initiate the public meetings. 

7/13/2015 CCC to DPR 
communication 

CCC confirms intent of the CCC staff, DPR and County meeting, and asks to be 
included in the process DPR was moving forward with. 

7/16/2015 DPR to CCC 
communication 

DPR identifies interested stakeholder groups and indicates that they plan to 
hold meetings. 

7/20/2015 -
7/22/2015 

CCC to DPR 
communication 

CCC staff requests a meeting with the County and DPR. DPR does not commit 
to a date. 

August 2015 Loss of DPR Staff Communication on hold due to the unexpected passing of a DPR staff 
member 

Early September 
2015 

CCC to DPR 
communication 

CCC staff reached out to DPR again about holding the meeting between DPR, 
CCC staff and the County and getting the public outreach underway. 

Late September of 
2015 

DPR to CCC 
communication 

DPR proposes the DPR, CCC staff and County meeting for October and state 
they had begun the public meetings. 

10/14/2015 CCC to DPR 
communication 

Ongoing discussion between CCC and DPR on purpose of the CCC staff, DPR 
and County meeting; parties unable to resolve specific meeting purpose, so it 
was canceled; CCC proposes another CCC staff, DPR and County meeting but 
was told by DPR that they had already been meeting with the County 
separately. 

10/27/2015 CCC to DPR letter At DPR request, CCC staff sent a letter of outstanding informational needs 
and deadlines to make the April hearing. 

October - 
November 2015 

CCC to DPR 
communication 

DPR and CCC staff again try to schedule a CCC staff, DPR and County meeting. 
Meeting ultimately scheduled for January 7th. 

October- 
December 2015 

Stakeholder 
meetings 

DPR plans stakeholder meetings themselves and CCC attends a majority of 
meetings. 

12/1/2015 CCC to DPR 
communication 

CCC staff sends email outlining timeline to make April hearing, benchmarks 
noted include: CCC/County/DPR meeting, public workshops, fieldtrips, and 
wrap up and production of staff recommendation. 

1/3/2016 DPR to CCC 
communication 

DPR cancels January 7th CCC staff-DPR-County meeting. Meeting rescheduled 
for January 14th 

1/13/2016 CCC-DPR-County 
meeting 

DPR cancels January 14th CCC staff-DPR-County meeting and expressed 
unwillingness to meet with the County and CCC at the same time 

2/1/2016 Stakeholder 
meetings 

DPR holds additional stakeholder meetings and CCC attends 

2/3/2016 Stakeholder 
meetings 

DPR presents draft modified project at stakeholder meeting including: fees at 
8 of the original locations, adding 3 new fees at three new sites, and adding 3 
kiosks. 
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Date Action Description 
2/17/2016 DPR hosts public 

workshop 
DPR hosts public workshop to present modified project proposal including: 
flexible fee schedule, low income pass, rerouting fund from free to fee 
beaches, implementing a Sonoma Coast Advisory Group to maintain public 
involvement; new project proposes fees at 8 original locations, added 3 new 
fees at three new sites, 3 kiosks; meeting evidenced limited opportunity for 
public to voice concerns and DPR did not record public comment. 

2/22/2016 CCC-DPR site 
visit/meeting 

DPR and CCC staff tour Sonoma County beaches. 

2/23/2016 CCC-County site 
visit/meeting 
 

CCC staff and County staff tour Sonoma County beaches. 

2/23/2016 CCC staff hosts 
public workshop 
in Santa Rosa 

CCC staff hosts public meeting to hear concerns; new issues arising on new 
proposal from the public. 

2/23/2016 CCC to DPR 
communication 

CCC communicates to DPR issues arising that need to be addressed and 
information needs they still haven't met. 

2/29/2016 CCC-DPR-County 
meeting 

CCC staff, County, and DPR meeting occurs; DPR presents current proposal 
and CCC staff asked for that submittal in writing; potential concerns around 
CEQA and informational needs raised; discussion of alternatives and potential 
partnerships to share management of some parks occurred. DPR indicates 
they still wanted to go to April CCC hearing and decides to modify project to 
take out new fee areas and kiosks. 

3/4/2016 CCC to DPR 
communication 

At DPR request, CCC staff sends DPR a list of concerns including requests to 
address outstanding SI information needs, and reiteration of those concerns 
expressed on 2/17 and 2/29 (including public participation and CEQA ) 

3/21/2016 DRP submission DPR submits revised project materials 4 days before the first mailing date for 
production for the April CCC hearing. The proposal covers a portion of the 
information needs previously requested by CCC staff.  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
PHONE: (415) 904-5260 
FAX: (415) 904-5400 

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV 

Memorandum April12, 2016 

To: Commissioners and Interested Parties 

FROM: Dan Carl, North Central Coast District Deputy Director 

North Central Coast District 

Re: Additional Information for Commission Meeting 

Wednesday, April13, 2016 

Agenda Applicant 
Item 

Description 

W17a 

W16a 

W17a 

A-2-SON-13-0219 
California Dept of Parks and 
Recreation, Sonoma County Staff Report Addendum 

Appeal No. A-2-PAC-15-0046 Correspondence, Victor Carmichael, 
Blackman/ O'Connell, Pacifica Committee to Save the Fish and Bowl 

A-2-SON-13-0219 
California Dept of Parks and 
Recreation,Sonoma County Email, Michelle Irwin 

Email, Mary Williams & Peter Elias 
Email, Andrea Granahan 
Correspondence, George Capone Ill 
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1-10 

11-12 
13-14 
15-18 
19 



Email, Gerry Schultz 
Email, Rue 
Email, Clare Najarian 
Email, John Vilkaitis 
Email, Matthew & Marilyn Flores 

Correspondence, Brian Whistler 
Correspondence, Darren Wiemeyer, 
President, Rock Ice Mountain Club, 
Email, Reuben Weinzveg 

Email, Mark Feldman 
Correspondence, Katie Anderson 
Correspondence, Gail M. Adams 
Correspondence, Daniel Clark 
Correspondence, Suzanne Doyle, Chair, 
Sonoma Group, Sierra Club 

Correspondence, Teri Lunn 
Correspondence, Matthew Lunn 
Correspondence, Jacquie Lunn 
Correspondence, Remberto Majano 

Email, Lars Langberg 
Correspondence, Peter Lit & Darcie Mahoney 

Correspondence, Barbara Delonno 
Correspondence, Cynthia Strecker 
Email, Michael Von der Porten 

Email, Robin Rudderow 
Correspondence, Randy & Carol Evans 
Email, Dan York, The Wildlands Conservancy 
Email, Dan Gjerde, Chair, Mendocino County 

Board of Supervisors 
Email, Kathleen Flynn 

Email, Kathie Lowrey 
Email, Norma Jellison 
Email, Connie Bowen 

Email, Kent Littleton 
Email, Ceci Smart 
Email, Glynis Seiderer 
Email, Dough Wheatley & Judith Day 

Email, Clare Najarian 
Correspondence, Jacques Levy 

Correspondence, Linda Curry 
Email, Robin Hoegerman 
Email, Brian Leubitz 
Email, Terri Moon 
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22 
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101 
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148 
149 
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155-156 
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From: Michelle Irwin
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal; SonomaCoastFees@Parks
Subject: Sonoma Coast proposed parking fees
Date: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 9:35:39 PM

My response to the revised State Parks proposal is to suggest a moratorium or
denial of the fee collection proposal to the CA Coastal Commission. An item listed in
the proposal plans for the fee collection boxes along the Sonoma Coast stated:

"Form a Sonoma Coast Advisory Group to build and maintain community
involvement with broad representation, including members from the conservation
and recreation communities, tourism and economic development, relevant public
agencies, and political representatives."

In my opinion, creating the proposed Sonoma Coast Advisory Group should be the
first course of action, not the last in a list with an attempt to make the proposed
actions sound inclusive. I continue to wonder how the 'Stakeholders', as they are
called, were chosen? by what process? There have been limited public opinion
options. More public information is required from a broader dissemination of the fee
collection proposal to a larger cross-section of Sonoma County residents.

I consider myself to be a stakeholder as a property owner in Jenner. I have seen no
budgets, blueprints or explanations of mitigating safety issues surrounding the
proposed project. As locals know, along the coast on a busy day visitors park in very
inappropriate and unsafe areas. With a fee required to park, visitors won't even wait
for a full lot to park elsewhere, but will avoid the fee by parking along narrow, busy
roadways, cliff-side, rocky edges, opening their car doors with pets, children and
distracted adults spilling out into dangerous driving and hazardous walking
conditions.

With local observation of the CA State Park system here at the coast, two winters
have passed recently with no services including parking in our favorite areas of Goat
Rock. It is difficult without my access to a proposed budget to see if fee-based
usage of public land will work any better than it hasn't over the past decade. Other
revenue streams should be tapped before balancing the Parks budget on the backs
of local residents and economically challenged families who often drive out to the
coast for relief from scorching hot weather in Santa Rosa and other areas east of the
cool coast. Why not propose a tax on wine, or on tourist accommodations? A quarter
of a percent (.025) per tourist dollar spent would no doubt give State Parks the
income needed. But after the scandal of millions of dollars squirreled away, off and
behind the budget of the CA Parks system, one might not be surprised by the
public's reticence to offer control of parking fees amidst questionable budgetary
practices.

So why is the proposed Sonoma Coast Advisory Group not the first item of the
project to be achieved? To me, that would make more sense to have a more
representative and broader input of 'Stakeholders' on this issue.

In conclusion, I believe that more stakeholders should be better informed and given
the opportunity to be able to express their views, as well as other revenue streams
need to be creatively and thoughtfully investigated before this proposal is brought
again before the CA Coastal Commission.
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Given the State Parks' budgetary track record, I am not confident that throwing
money into an "Iron Ranger" for usage fees is the answer to State Park budgetary
needs along our beautiful Sonoma Coast.

As stated in the latest proposal "in an effort to balance the needs of the local
community, the requirements of the California Coastal Act, and the mission of State
Parks to provide recreational opportunities while protecting natural and cultural
resources" the data, sources of revenue, impact on a diverse economic populace,
and impact on environmentally sensitive areas, it is my opinion these needs should
be determined before any decision is made on this proposal.

Sincerely,

Michelle K. Irwin

Jenner resident
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From: Mary Williams
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Please vote "NO" on proposed fee access to Sonoma Coast State Beaches
Date: Thursday, March 31, 2016 10:48:02 AM

California Coastal Commission

Nancy Cave, North Central Coast District Manager

45 Fremont Street Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

 

Dear Members of the California Coastal  Commissions,

 

We urge you to vote against the California State Parks’ proposal to institute fees for
access to our Sonoma Coast State Beaches.

 

We are residents of land that adjoins the Goat Rock State Beach.  Anyone
who visits this beach frequently, as we do, cannot help but recognize that it is
heavily utilized by families from our Santa Rosa and wine country Hispanic
community, many of whom would likely be unable to afford to continue to enjoy
access to this beautiful beach.  Access fees are regressive and unfairly impact
the poorest members of our society, who deserve, like all of us, the opportunity
to access and enjoy nature.

 

It is also likely that institution of fee access at beaches with developed parking lots,
such as Goat Rock, Blind Beach, Shell Beach, etc., will serve to increase the burden
of cars parking at other less developed access sites along Highway 1.  One has only
to visit Armstrong Woods State Park and witness the long lines of cars parked
precariously alongside the road outside the park entrance to recognize the inevitable
efforts of the public to avoid paying access fees.   Along Highway 1 such “fee
avoidance” parking will constitute a traffic hazard, not only to drivers on this
busy corridor, but also to people entering and exiting their vehicles.  Moreover, the
instability of this coastline is obvious to all.  One has only to drive past Gleason
Beach to appreciate the natural forces at work that destabilize this fragile
landscape.  The additional burden of roadside parking that the fee access points
would encourage will surely act as an additional destructive force on the
stability of our coastline.

 

The California Coastal Commission was constituted to protect this shared resource
against unfettered private development.  This proposed fee access, although led by a
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department of the state government, will have the same inhibitory and restrictive
effect on public access, as would a private commercial development.  A “No” vote
on this initiative is clearly in keeping with the Coastal Act and duties of
this Commission.

 

Sincerely,

 

 

Mary L. Williams, M.D.                                                          

Peter M. Elias, M.D.

 

9538 Goat Rock Rd.

Jenner CA 95450

 

elias.williams1@gmail.com
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From: navgal@earthlink.net
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Charging at state beaches - a local historu
Date: Thursday, March 31, 2016 4:43:19 PM

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

I have been a journalist in Sonoma County for 35 years. I began covering State  Parks attempts to

charge to go to the beach in 1983 when they attempted to make Goat Rock, one of our sacred spots in

Sonoma County, into an overflow RV parking lot so they could charge us all to go there. 

In 1990 things reached a very ugly head when Mr. R. Hanshew was made the district superintendent. 

The Coastal Commission was formed to protect our access to our coastline. That goes for low income

families as well as those that can afford to pay fees. 

I recently reread all the past coverage of parks as I am writing a book about many of the syories I

covered through the years. Here is the chapter that includes the last State Parks attempted takeover of

our coast. (Names have been changed to protect the guilty).

Please stop this one for the California public that relies on you.

Sincerely,

Andrea Granahan

When a Wanna-Be General Took Over our Parks

The agency that has caused the most problems for the northern California coast is State Parks. The

agency leaders seem to have the attitude that they own the beaches and don’t seem to realize that we

pay our taxes to them to act as stewards, not land barons. Since way back in 1983 they have tried to

make us pay them to go to the beach.

California State Parks tends to be underfunded but there is a host of local volunteers who do such

things as clean up the beaches, maintain trails and such. In Sonoma County there are important spots

such as Bodega Head in Bodega Bay where memorials have always been held for those lost at sea,

mostly those from our commercial fishing community.

There is also Goat Rock where the river meets the sea. It was sacred to the Pomo Indians and it is

sacred to many of the rest of us. Memorials are often held there as well. It’s also a favorite sunset

watching spot. The Harbor Seals haul out to give birth at the end of the point on a long stretch of

beach below the rock where the Russian River ends. They are guarded by yet more volunteers.

Sunset at the beach is important to everyone, not just the locals. The coast is a major resource for

lower income families especially because the sunset is free.

Most of the beaches are “undeveloped”, not offering services such as campgrounds. Even the

campgrounds had been free to those who walked, not drove in, and did not spend the night.

In 1983 State Parks wanted to declare the parking lot at Goat Rock as “overflow RV camping” so they

could charge everyone for going there. It was proved that they only needed extra campsites three

weekends a year but would be charging everyone year round. When the county supervisors denied

them a permit to erect payment kiosks they backed off and instead developed a full service

campground at Salt Point farther north. But Parks didn’t give up on trying to grab the locals’ money.

In 1990 we were unlucky enough to get assigned a wanna-be army general for a state parks

supervisor in our county.

Our new director, let’s call him Mr. G for general, thought he owned the coast as his private manor. He

got a low rent house at the coast, was paid well enough he also owned other homes, one in

Sacramento from which he commuted to the coast in his private airplane. Nice work if you can get it.

Parks had a policy that promoted those who had more people under them, had more armed people

15

mailto:navgal@earthlink.net
mailto:SonomaStateParksAppeal@coastal.ca.gov
marellano
Typewritten Text
W17a



under them, and who carried arms themselves. In fact, the decision to arm rangers had sent the budget

soaring because that entailed 400 hours of law enforcement training, earlier retirement, regular re-

training sessions, and more expensive equipment. It also gave armed personnel more rights than

ordinary employees, making firing them very expensive. Until then rangers had called in the local law

enforcement, Sheriff’s deputies or Highway Patrol officers, when there were serious problems. Our real

cops were very efficient.

A lot of us had been dismayed that the local rangers were armed at all. We had raised our kids to think

rangers were like Smokey the Bear, protecting forests and watching out for the animals, not cops.

Some of those dismayed were the rangers themselves, many who had joined the service because they

were naturalists and did not relish carrying a gun. Some of them quit.

Now Mr. G wanted everyone, even secretaries armed. He also wanted to employ armed lifeguards – a

whole life guard service, in fact.  He figured he needed 7.7 more employees with special boat

equipment. The general also wanted to be an admiral apparently. Astonishingly he wanted to arm the

lifeguards which left the residents puzzled as to how efficient a lifeguard could be if he had to secure

his weapon in his vehicle before diving in after a drowning person. Swimming is not a common activity

in our wild north Pacific anyway. There are a few tame beaches, most of which are in the county park

system. Our brave ‘Viking” surfers who always wore wetsuits were the ones who took on the rip tides

and rogue waves.

The price tag was calculated at more than a half million dollars. To pay for all these grandiose dreams

Mr. G decided to start charging to have coastal access even for those just walking to the beach. The

ambitious general did not imagine he would now face an army of rebellion.

Mr. G applied for a county permit to erect “iron rangers”, toll booths up and down the entire coast

under his management. The county turned him down. Instead, in September, he had his crew build

portable toll booths that could be towed to the entrances of the beaches. The public promptly

nicknamed them “Phantom Toll Booths” after the popular book by Norton Juster.

Mr. G made the mistake of first attempting to block the way to Bodega Head. A local fisherman’s wife,

Bev Burton, an active member of the various fishing groups, showed up with a bunch of protestors

carrying signs. “Give us back our Head”, “This is where we honor our dead” and such. The local

surfing community joined them carrying signs like “Free Our Beaches”. No one paid to go to the beach

that day. A whistle blower in the State Parks Service who despised Mr. G began telling protestors

where the phantom toll booths would be each weekend. No phantom toll booth came without its

protestors. Bumper stickers saying "Free Our Beaches" were printed and appeared everywhere.

For an entire fall protestors showed up with regularity. It became a major weekend activity. Bev

brought a barbecue and began cooking up fish for those protesting. Musicians joined the throng and

provided entertainment from time to time. Students from the colleges nearby, beach clean-up

volunteers, environmental leaders, and more groups joined in the picketing.  

I used a lot of sunscreen but still got sunburned from covering the constant protests. The surfers joined

forces and formed a non-profit to fight to keep beaches open, clean and free. Local politicians joined

the protestors. A jazz band showed up to play at a toll booth one weekend. Barbara Dane had been

part of the famous Battle of Bodega Head when locals saved the coast from an atomic power plant in

the 60s. She had a hit song back then written by Lu Watters called “Blues Over Bodega”. She came to

sing it again. “This Beach is Our Beach” became a new anthem among the protestors.

Then someone following a toll booth being towed realized the trailers towing them were actually illegal

and the booths swinging wildly from one side of the road to another were dangerous to oncoming

traffic. The Highway Patrol was called in and Parks got cited. One of the rangers refused to drive them

and was put under “house arrest” by Mr. G.

Mr. G retaliated against the protestors by using his armed lifeguards as a private security force. The

lifeguards began issuing traffic tickets outside park boundaries to locals who were protest leaders. One

scientist from the Bodega Marine Lab filed harassment charges with the state. The county supervisor
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Ernie Carpenter publicly said “Parks is becoming a para-military force.”

When the supervisor gave a speech at a gathering by a toll booth, Mr. G threatened to arrest him for

“inciting a riot.” “What riot? I am just speaking to my constituents about their legitimate concerns,”

retorted the supe.

Mr. G got a nice juicy promotion since he had so many armed people working under him. He got so

carried away with his new powers, he got in trouble with the county when a woman was injured in the

parks and he did not trigger the 911 emergency system. 

Instead he sent his armed rangers to offer assistance. She needed hospitalization, and local EMTs at

the fire station were not called into action, so it was a much longer time for her to get help than was

necessary.

The bullying lifeguards became more and more unpopular and were nicknamed “the Dune Goons” by

locals. At Christmas time there were a couple hundred children at the Grange Hall for a big party and

they were awaiting Santa’s arrival. An intern of mine, a small woman named Dodie had volunteered to

accompany Santa dressed as a giant grape jellybean because a jellybean company was sponsoring

part of the event,  sending candy for the kids. Dodie offered to drive Santa in style to the Grange Hall.

Who wouldn’t want to be driven around by a sweet-natured, giant jellybean?

As Santa and Dodie were nearing the Grange Hall one of the lifeguards stopped the vehicle and

wanted to ticket Santa because he had stood up to make a grand entrance. Santa protested and the

irate lifeguard threatened to haul him in for resisting arrest. Then Dodie got out in her jellybean suit and

began sweet-talking the lifeguard. People had come out into the street to witness the bizarre encounter

and were jeering or laughing. Suddenly the lifeguard realized how ridiculous he looked arguing with a

giant purple jellybean. Dodie was explaining she couldn’t drive more than 12 miles an hour in the big

costume without wind pulling her right out of the jeep and Santa was in no danger. The lifeguard,

getting more and more self-conscious, finally relented and the happy kids got their candy.

Santa was quoted as saying about the overly zealous lifeguard, “Well, he won’t have any presents from

Santa this year!”

Things heated up when the state director of Parks, Mr. G’s big boss, showed up to hold a meeting.

The protestors showed up outside the Parks headquarters. State and local politicians attended.  At the

close of the meeting the state director came out to announce that a compromise had been reached

and the beaches would remain free to the public for at least the next three months. Cheers rose from

the crowd.

But that wasn’t the end of Mr. G. He still used his lifeguards to try and bully the locals. He threatened

to close down various parks. But fate was closing in on Mr. G.

On the international level, Iraq invaded Kuwait and Operation Desert Storm ensued. Mr. G had claimed

to be in the Army Reserve. His employers and his wife believed him, so accepted his once a month

weekend absences, and two weeks a year he still got paid while he took off for trainings. Then the

reserve unit he claimed to be part of was called up by the Army for the action in Iraq. Mr. G was

revealed as a fraud. He had been spending all that time with a sweetie, not the Army.

We all thought Armygate would be the death knell to Mr. G’s career and even thought he could be

prosecuted for fraud. But it turned out Parks had shot itself in the foot by giving Mr. G a gun.

Because he had peace officer status he was entitled to a special hearing and he was still being paid

while on administrative leave for months waiting for the hearing. The public was outraged.  Bev, Dodie,

several protest leaders and I showed up for the hearing much to the chagrin of Mr. G and the surprise

of the administrative judge – administrative hearings are not usually popular public venues. Mr. G did

not lose his job, but was demoted as low as the state could demote him with about half the salary, and

rumor had it he did lose his wife. The lifeguards backed down and quit harassing locals when a new

director for the county parks was appointed.
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But the state went through with hearings before the Coastal Commission still wanting to charge the

public. At first the state Attorney General ruled it violated the famous Coastal Act that voters had

passed in the 70s. In the meantime, Sonoma County had inspired the counties to the south and north

to rise in rebellion. In Sonoma County the supervisors drew from a rainy day fund to shell out $97,000

for a year of free beaches – the amount Parks was sure they would have collected. Other counties

didn’t have the money for the bailout and kept fighting. The Coastal Commission was presented with a

petition against beach fees signed by 12 mayors of coastal cities.

“Balance your budget on something more substantial than children with sand buckets,” said Phil

McGilvery, representing the cities.

People began sending envelopes of sand to then Governor Pete Wilson in protest of beach fees. When

a few thousand of them arrived at the Capitol the janitors had to work overtime vacuuming.

Parks appealed the AG’s decision and the commission finally caved and said they had a right to

charge. The public felt betrayed. A memo to the head of the Parks was leaked that said beach

attendance was down and there had been “a lack of focus on interpretive programs.” The focus was

still on armed lifeguards. Parks backed off for a while but to this day still keeps trying to charge the

public.

The coast still has armed lifeguards, a legacy from a wanna-be general. But on the other hand the

surfers have remained organized and become an important political force where the beaches are

concerned. They often rescue those in trouble at sea (usually hit by a rogue wave and pulled out )

probably more efficiently than the lifeguards.

The fishing community raised money to build a monument to those lost at sea on Bodega Head. Parks

Service fought them on erecting it, but a state Senate hearing forced them to back down. Walkers can

still enter the parks free. Whenever the Parks Service thinks about charging for undeveloped beach

access those making the proposals learn the history of Mr. G and the months of protests, and someone

is sure to sing “This Beach is Our Beach”. But the issue does keep rearing its ugly head and someone

always asks “I gotta pay to see the sun set?!”
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From: Gerry Schultz
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Tom Lynch; Efren Carrillo
Subject: Re: HEARING NOTICE - CDP - California Department of Parks and Recreation Application No. A-2-SON-13-0219

(Automatic Pay Parking Machines & Parking Lot Improvements)
Date: Friday, April 01, 2016 5:21:28 PM

Although I am unable to be at this meeting....please note:

For 3 years I have vigorously fought against this proposal.

I even sent a list of 12 alternatives to Iron Rangers.

I suggest the Parks Dept. use the $54 million dollars they "found" to
maintain these locations.

Gerry Schultz
Executive Director
California Redwood Chorale (501c3)
Tax ID # 91 - 1805049
www.californiaredwoodchorale.org
Facebook: California Redwood Chorale

 

On Fri, Apr 1, 2016 at 4:51 PM, SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
<SonomaStateParksAppeal@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:

**** Please see attached for full hearing notice ****

 

Date: April 1, 2016

 

IMPORTANT PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

Coastal Permit Application

 

California Department of Parks and Recreation CDP Application No. A-2-SON-13-
0219

 

Public hearing and action on request by California Department of Parks and
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Recreation to approve installation of automatic pay parking machines and related
parking lot improvements at eight locations within Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State
Parks.

 

HEARING DATE AND LOCATION:

 

DATE:            Wednesday, April 13, 2016                         ITEM NO:      W17a

TIME:             9:00 a.m

PLACE:          Veteran’s Memorial Auditorium

                        1351 Maple Ave., Santa Rosa, CA 95404

PHONE:         (415)-407-3211 [phone number will only be in service during the
meeting]
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From: Rue
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Subject: Re: HEARING NOTICE - CDP - California Department of Parks and Recreation Application No. A-2-SON-13-0219 

(Automatic Pay Parking Machines & Parking Lot Improvements)
Date: Saturday, April 02, 2016 11:41:27 AM

Thank you for this notification.

I have circulated it, and am receiving many questions about the time item W17a is 
likely to be heard.  Earlier notifications had indicated a 2:00 pm hearing time.

Could you clarify at what hour (approximately) the CDP application, Item W17a will 
be heard, please?

Thank you very much for any light you can shed on this.  I'll circulate the time 
people should plan to attend.  Many people are interested because of work 
schedules.

have a wonderful spring weekend,
Rue

On Apr 1, 2016, at 4:51 PM, SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal wrote:

**** Please see attached for full hearing notice ****

 
Date: April 1, 2016

 
IMPORTANT PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

Coastal Permit Application
 
California Department of Parks and Recreation CDP Application No. A-2-
SON-13-0219
 
Public hearing and action on request by California Department of Parks and 
Recreation to approve installation of automatic pay parking machines and 
related parking lot improvements at eight locations within Sonoma Coast 
and Salt Point State Parks.
 
HEARING DATE AND LOCATION:
 
DATE:            Wednesday, April 13, 2016                         ITEM NO:      W17a
TIME:             9:00 a.m
PLACE:          Veteran’s Memorial Auditorium
                        1351 Maple Ave., Santa Rosa, CA 95404
PHONE:         (415)-407-3211 [phone number will only be in service during 
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From: Clare Najarian
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: RE: HEARING NOTICE - CDP - California Department of Parks and Recreation Application No. A-2-SON-13-0219

(Automatic Pay Parking Machines & Parking Lot Improvements)
Date: Saturday, April 02, 2016 2:09:06 PM

I greatly protest the proposal to charge fees at designated beaches of the Sonoma Coast.  I completely

disagree with the installation of pay stations and related parking lot improvements.  The public should

not have to pay to play at our beloved spots on the Sonoma Coast.  It is against the California

Constitution to charge the public to access Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock, Stump Beach etc. 

The California Dept. of Parks and Recreation should withdraw Application No. A-2-Son-13-2019

immediately.  This proposal is an egregious affront to children, parents, and seniors because the

California Dept. of Parks and Recreation cannot do a better job of managing its finances. 

 

NO TO YOUR FEES;  NO TO YOUR NOT LISTENING TO THE PEOPLE; NO TO THE GOVERNOR

WHO HELPED PUT THIS IN ACTION; NO TO THE COASTAL COMMISSION…..

 

Nooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

From: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal [mailto:SonomaStateParksAppeal@coastal.ca.gov] 
Sent: Friday, April 01, 2016 4:51 PM
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: HEARING NOTICE - CDP - California Department of Parks and Recreation Application No. A-2-
SON-13-0219 (Automatic Pay Parking Machines & Parking Lot Improvements)
 

**** Please see attached for full hearing notice ****

 
Date: April 1, 2016

 
IMPORTANT PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

Coastal Permit Application
 
California Department of Parks and Recreation CDP Application No. A-2-SON-13-0219
 
Public hearing and action on request by California Department of Parks and Recreation
to approve installation of automatic pay parking machines and related parking lot
improvements at eight locations within Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State Parks.
 
HEARING DATE AND LOCATION:
 
DATE:            Wednesday, April 13, 2016                         ITEM NO:      W17a
TIME:             9:00 a.m
PLACE:          Veteran’s Memorial Auditorium
                        1351 Maple Ave., Santa Rosa, CA 95404
PHONE:         (415)-407-3211 [phone number will only be in service during the meeting]
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From: javilk
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Re: HEARING NOTICE - CDP - California Department of Parks and Recreation Application No. A-2-SON-13-0219

(Automatic Pay Parking Machines & Parking Lot Improvements)
Date: Saturday, April 02, 2016 10:03:27 PM

      So you are deliberately picking a time when most people who work CAN
NOT attend to tell you they do not like the idea.

      Free parks encourage people to interact with nature, to see that we
are part of a larger continuum of beings.

      I am a systems analyst by trade.  Cold, dry stuff.  I spend a lot of
time working with computers and interacting very little with nature.  But
being an analyst, I like to analyze the animals I meed in nature.

      I have made friends with some of the seagulls.  Seagulls live up to
32 years, have a society, care for their offspring for four or more years.
They may not be anywhere near as smart as we are, but they are
intelligent, have unique personalities, and have some care for others, be
they seagulls or humans.  Yes, some of them do try to cheat us at times;
but not all of them.

      My life was saved by some owls one night when a mountain lion "had an
issue" with me.  Dozens of owls started hooting in synchrony with the
noisemaking I was doing to "dissuade" the mountain lion.  He looked at the
owls, looked at me sharply, then slunk away.  Why did the owls help me?
Because when I lived in the woods, I played tone games with them,
whistling tunes, letting them do the refrain.  They accepted me as part of
their community.

      Those things are not that unusual where people interact with wildlife
in a respectful manner.

      We need more exposure to nature, not less, especially our children.
Nature teaches us compassion.  We need more of that very badly in the
cities. Charging admission dissuades people from going to the beach and
the forest and interacting with nature.  We need to encourage people to
seek out nature, not discourage them; especially those who just don't have
much money.  Put a donation pot up with no fixed fee request.  Some will
give more, some will give nothing.

-JVV- (jvv@Vilkaitis.com)
John V. Vilkaitis, Senior Consultant
408-705-2284  Cell
707-634-7110  Cell
800-965-1102  Direct toll free

On Fri, 1 Apr 2016, SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal wrote:

> **** Please see attached for full hearing notice ****
> ________________________________
>
> Date: April 1, 2016

24

mailto:mall-net@mall-net.com
mailto:SonomaStateParksAppeal@coastal.ca.gov
marellano
Typewritten Text
W17a



>
> IMPORTANT PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE
> Coastal Permit Application
>
> California Department of Parks and Recreation CDP Application No. A-2-SON-13-0219
>
> Public hearing and action on request by California Department of Parks and Recreation to approve
installation of automatic pay parking machines and related parking lot improvements at eight locations
within Sonoma Coast and Salt Point State Parks.
>
> HEARING DATE AND LOCATION:
>
> DATE:            Wednesday, April 13, 2016                         ITEM NO:      W17a
> TIME:             9:00 a.m
> PLACE:          Veteran's Memorial Auditorium
>                        1351 Maple Ave., Santa Rosa, CA 95404
> PHONE:         (415)-407-3211 [phone number will only be in service during the meeting]
>
>
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From: Brian Whistler
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fees for parking lots
Date: Sunday, April 03, 2016 3:34:07 PM

To whom It may concern,

The proposed parking lot fees at 8 of our beaches (and I believe the entrance to Willow Creek
watershed) would be cost prohibitive to many people here in west county who are low income and rely
heavily on free access to our coast to recreate and be renewed by visiting our beaches. As a 42 year
resident, I have always prided our county on keeping the beach access free, making it possible for our
most vulnerable residents to continue to recreate in an increasingly expensive place to live. Rents and
the cost of living have skyrocketed, but at least a hard working person making minimum wage can still
bring their family to the beach for an outing.

The folks at the Coastal Commission don't get it: it you are not one of those folks who is counting
pennies every week pay their bills and feed their family, then you can't possibly understand that $8 can
make the difference between having decent meal or going without.

Charging a flat entrance fee is a hardship to many low income families in west county. It's going to
have a Negative impact on people's health, as they will opt out of a trip to the coast, instead choosing
to stay at home in front of the tube if fees are charged.

And the idea of having to pay multiple fees if one decides to go beach hopping is unconscionable. As is
the absurd notion of charging by the hour. The beach experience can't be commodified, like parking at
a theater parking lot. When one goes to the coast, one doesn't want to feel they have to leave at a
certain time. Sometimes, it's a quick pop out to the the sunset after work- (something that would be
untenable at $8 a pop,) sometimes it's a luxurious hang at the beach with family and friends. All should
be free to everyone!

Charging a fee to gain access areas where one can hike is reprehensible. There is so little hiking
available in west county, (really only 3 decent places including Armstrong.) Willow Creek is my personal
mainstay. I go there around 5 times a week. It has kept me sane though severe illness, loss of my
father and other personal losses. I can't afford to pay $40 a week to take a walk! Same goes for my
alternative, the trail to the Pomo Canyon at Shell Beach. If you take these away from us regulars who
can't afford to join a gym, you are in effect negatively affecting our health. Which ultimately will cost
the county, especially  for those who rely on county health systems.  Please don't make us pay for what
is ours.

I understand there are laws dating back to the 1970s that uphold our right to have free access to the
coast. I am going to research it and invoke them at the upcoming meeting. I'm sure you're aware of
them.

Our Sonoma county coast is sacred land to the Pomo and Miwok Indians. It is sacred land to me! The
idea of monetizing it is repugnant to me beyond measure. It offends me to the core.

Lastly, I am sure that there are less radical ways to make up the deficit in our funding of our county
parks. If asked, people would be only too glad to contribute. Please consider an alternative to iron
Rangers.

I also see this proposal as a move towards deregulating our coasts for other uses such as future
development etc. I want to see northern California coast to continue to be protected and free for all
visitors in perpetuity. And free!

Sincerely,
Brian Whistler
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From: reuben weinzveg <preserveruralsonomacounty@gmail.com 
Date: April 4, 2016 at 7:29:41 PM PDT 
To: mmcclure@co.del-norte.ca.us, Greg.cox@sdcounty.ca.gov, cgroom@smcgov.org, 
Roberto.Uranga@longbeach.gov, mluevanocoastal@gmail.com 
Subject: 17(a) support of staff recommendation to deny Sonoma Coast fee proposal 

A-2-SON-13-0219 (California Department of Parks and Recreation, Sonoma Co.) 
 
Dear Commissioners McClure, Cox, Groom, Uranga & Luevano: 
  
I am Treasurer of Neighbors to Preserve Rural Sonoma County.  We have 1,975 
members and supporters wish to comment regarding Agenda Item 17(a) the proposal 
by State Parks to institute fees on Sonoma Coast State Park beaches and the reasons 
that you should not approve these fees. 
  
We support the Commission staff recommended denial of the State Parks Fee proposal 
because we agree that there are not adequate facts provided by State Parks to show 
that there will not be  significant impacts to public access or the sensitive coastal 
environment of the Sonoma Coast.  Without these facts, there cannot be a proper 
decision to vote to approve fees.  
 
State Parks, in addition, has not shown the proposed fiscal advantage to Parks by the 
assessment of these fees.  Costs for iron rangers and staffing and enforcement may 
well be more costly than the proposed revenue.  Parks has not shown this budget 
publicly and this should be done, especially in light of the past financial management 
problems of State Parks that has been well documented in the last few years. 
  
Our membership will be personally effected by these fees because all of our members 
are car dependent for access since Sonoma County has no coastal bus service to most 
of the beaches and the cost of fees will prohibit access to many of our members who 
are of limited means. 
  
We may not be able to speak at the hearing on the 13th, so please read our comment letter into 
the record regarding this matter. 
  
Sincerely 
Reuben Weinzveg, Treasurer 
707-695-6023 
--  
Neighbors to Preserve Rural Sonoma County  (PRSC) 
 
We are a 100% volunteer organization. Please consider making a donation to help us 
advance our mission. Donations can be made by sending your tax deductible checks 
made out to Sonoma County Tomorrow (our fiscal sponsor), c/o PRSC, P. O. Box 983, 
Sebastopol, Ca. 95473. Or donating online via 
Paypal  http://preserveruralsonomacounty.org/donate/   
 
Visit our website at -  http://www.preserveruralsonomacounty.org 
Like us on Facebook - https://www.facebook.com/preserveruralsonomacounty 
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From: Lars Langberg
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Re: A-2-SON-13-0219 CA State Parks Proposed Fee
Date: Wednesday, April 06, 2016 12:49:04 PM

Attention: Nancy Cave, District Manager,
 
I am writing in reference to the State Park's proposal to implement fees at Bodega Head, Shell
Beach, Goat Rock State Beach, & Stump Beach parking area at Salt Point State Beach Park.
My name is Jasper Langberg and I am in eigth grade at SunRidge School in Sebastopol, CA. I
visit the beaches in Sonoma County almost every weekend and have enjoyed free access to
the beach my whole life. I personally believe that everyone should have the abillity to visit our
beautiful beaches without having to pay a fee. For some families, this fee would limit there
ability to enjoy this natural resources. I don't think its fair to limit to a whole group of people
who can't afford the cost, no matter how little.
 
The beach can be a really good place to forget some of your money problems, but putting
financial limits on the very people who need this opportunity to relax and forget does not
seem fair.
 
I support the Surfrider Foundation recommendation of denial of the State Park’s proposal to
implement fees for the following reasons: 

 Proposal provides inadequate information of the specifics of the project or any
analysis of the impacts and fails to meet both CEQA and   Coastal Act requirements, 
    Is a violation of public access provisions of the Coastal Act,

 Contains numerous inconsistencies and unsubstantiated data to support DRP’s claims,
and

 Is the result of a flawed public process

Sincerely,
 
Jasper Langberg
 
 
 
Lars Langberg Architects
108 Petaluma Avenue
Sebastopol, CA 95472
(707) 823-9899
www.larsarchitects.com
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From: robin@bodegamoon.net
Subject: Opposition to Sonoma Coast Fee Collection Project
Date: Thursday, April 07, 2016 6:16:43 PM
Attachments: RudderowOppositionToCoastalCmsn.pdf

Attached please find my opposition to the Sonoma Coast Fee Collection Project.

Thank you, Robin Rudderow

*********************************

Robin Rudderow

P.O. Box 1525

Bodega Bay, CA  94923

415-298-6925

robin@bodegamoon.net
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Item No. W17a - 4/13/2016
CA Coastal Commission
Appl No. A-2-SON-13-0219
Opposition to Sonoma Coast Fee


 Collection Project
By Robin Rudderow


I am opposed to fee collection devices at the 8 proposed locations on the Sonoma
Coast.


1.  State Parks proposal is scaled back.


It is good that State Parks has withdrawn the proposal to have attended entrance
stations at Bodega Head and Goat Rock.


2.  Parking fees at Southern California Beaches are avoided by parking on highway -
this is not an option at the Sonoma Coast.


We are often reminded that State Park beaches in Southern California charge parking
fees, and that Sonoma Coast beaches should chip in their fair share.  I am informed
that the parking lots of Southern California beaches are frequently less than full, and
that beach goers instead park for free on the highway.  Attached is a Google Earth
photo of Malibu Lagoon State Beach.  The parking lot, which charges $10 per car, is
less than half full, yet cars line both sides of the highway for quite a distance away from
the beach.  This is unsafe as it encourages people to walk along and cross the
highway, when there is a safer, and empty, parking lot they could use.


People parking at the Sonoma Coast beaches outside the parking lots will cause
significant environmental damage.  Attached are Google Earth photos of Bodega Head
and Goat Rock.  The roads leading up the parking areas are barely two lanes.  There
are a few turn out spots, but nowhere for people to park along the side of the road
without damaging the roadside flora and fauna.  Yet, people will try to park on the side
of the road to avoid the parking fee as they do in Southern California.


3.  Charging at some of the beaches will negatively impact the other beaches on the
Sonoma Coast.


Charging money to park at some beaches will cause people to go to other beaches in
the area that do not charge, causing overcrowding and congestion in the lots where
there are no collection devices.  This will result in less than anticipated revenue for the
devices and overcrowding at beaches that do not charge for parking.


4.  Beaches must be preserved for all to use.


Charging money for people to visit our coast beaches is a step backward in the
progress we have made in protecting and preserving our beaches.  







The $3/hour; $8/day fee proposed will disproportionately impact low income
communities in Sonoma County.  Public Resources Code § 30213,  Low cost
recreational facilities, requires that “Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public
recreational opportunities are preferred.”  


The California Constitution, Article X, Section 4, requires that access to the beaches of
California “shall be always attainable for the people.”  Charging parking fees will result
in beaches being unattainable for some.


5.  Financial considerations remain vague.


Coastal residents and visitors pay substantial California state income taxes, property
taxes, and sales taxes that should be used to preserve the parks.  Asserting that this is
a larger policy issue beyond the scope of this project is disingenuous.


6.  History is not on the side of charging for use of Sonoma Coast Beaches.


Imagine the Sonoma Coast beaches in the 1860s, just after the Bear Flag Revolt, when
the State of California was settling into its existence.  It was here that Honoria Tuomey
was born in 1866 on the Buckhorn Ranch on Coleman Valley Road, and here that she
made her mark by assuring that our beautiful coastline was preserved as a part of the
California State Parks.


While it took the efforts of many Sonoma County residents, including Howard
McCaughey, the unofficial “mayor” of the coastal communities, to have our coastline
declared a park, in 1928 Honoria Tuomey was named an official adviser to the State
Parks Commission and she recommended that the Sonoma Coast be included in the
State Parks system.


Honoria Tuomey recognized the significance of the Sonoma Coast for its history.  The
Coast Miwok cared for the Sonoma Coast for thousands of years, living lightly on the
land that housed and fed them in comfort and peace.  From 1811 to 1833, the Russian
American Company claimed Bodega Bay as their Port Rumiantsev and the area north
of Russian River as their Fort Ross, then in 1834 Yankee Captain Stephen Smith
received a grant from the Mexican Government for the 35,000 acre Rancho Bodega,
which encompassed the entire Sonoma Coast from the Russian River to the Estero
Americano.


In the late 1800s Rancho Bodega was carved up into many ranches.  The stunning
beauty of the Sonoma Coast was threatened as it was parceled out to private
ownership.  Through the amazing foresight of Honoria Tuomey and others,
development on the Coast was stopped and the Sonoma Coast was preserved and
protected for all to share.


The late 1950's and early 1960's saw Bodega Bay’s successful challenge to PG&E’s
attempt to put a nuclear power plant on our beautiful coast.  For over 50 years coastal
residents and visitors have breathed the clear free air that was preserved by the efforts
of the many who love the coast.  State Parks and the Coastal Commission are urged to







work with those of us who are passionate about the coast.


7.  A suggestion to enforce current laws and raise revenue


The parking lots at Bodega Head and Goat Rock are overly congested on pleasant
weather days.  If State Parks will patrol these lots and enforce current parking (by
ticketing those who park outside the approved spaces) and anti-litter laws, State Parks
will raise needed income and restore order to these sometimes chaotic parking lots.


Robin Rudderow


P.O. Box 1525 (125 Taylor Street)


Bodega Bay, CA 94923


robin@bodegamoon.net


Bodega Bay resident and homeowner since 2005


Attorney at law


Archivist, Rancho Bodega Historical Society (views expressed herein are my own)
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Malibu Lagoon State Beach - Google Maps https://www.google.com/maps/place/Malibu+Lagoon+State+Beach/@34.0358812,-118.679853...


1 of 2 4/7/2016 11:54 AM







Bodega Head - Google Maps https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bodega+Head/@38.3053053,-123.0651013,1159m/data=...


1 of 2 4/7/2016 10:10 AM







Goat Rock Beach - Google Maps https://www.google.com/maps/place/Goat+Rock+Beach/@38.4392364,-123.123472,2295m/da...
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Item No. W17a - 4/13/2016
CA Coastal Commission
Appl No. A-2-SON-13-0219
Opposition to Sonoma Coast Fee

 Collection Project
By Robin Rudderow

I am opposed to fee collection devices at the 8 proposed locations on the Sonoma
Coast.

1.  State Parks proposal is scaled back.

It is good that State Parks has withdrawn the proposal to have attended entrance
stations at Bodega Head and Goat Rock.

2.  Parking fees at Southern California Beaches are avoided by parking on highway -
this is not an option at the Sonoma Coast.

We are often reminded that State Park beaches in Southern California charge parking
fees, and that Sonoma Coast beaches should chip in their fair share.  I am informed
that the parking lots of Southern California beaches are frequently less than full, and
that beach goers instead park for free on the highway.  Attached is a Google Earth
photo of Malibu Lagoon State Beach.  The parking lot, which charges $10 per car, is
less than half full, yet cars line both sides of the highway for quite a distance away from
the beach.  This is unsafe as it encourages people to walk along and cross the
highway, when there is a safer, and empty, parking lot they could use.

People parking at the Sonoma Coast beaches outside the parking lots will cause
significant environmental damage.  Attached are Google Earth photos of Bodega Head
and Goat Rock.  The roads leading up the parking areas are barely two lanes.  There
are a few turn out spots, but nowhere for people to park along the side of the road
without damaging the roadside flora and fauna.  Yet, people will try to park on the side
of the road to avoid the parking fee as they do in Southern California.

3.  Charging at some of the beaches will negatively impact the other beaches on the
Sonoma Coast.

Charging money to park at some beaches will cause people to go to other beaches in
the area that do not charge, causing overcrowding and congestion in the lots where
there are no collection devices.  This will result in less than anticipated revenue for the
devices and overcrowding at beaches that do not charge for parking.

4.  Beaches must be preserved for all to use.

Charging money for people to visit our coast beaches is a step backward in the
progress we have made in protecting and preserving our beaches.  
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The $3/hour; $8/day fee proposed will disproportionately impact low income
communities in Sonoma County.  Public Resources Code § 30213,  Low cost
recreational facilities, requires that “Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public
recreational opportunities are preferred.”  

The California Constitution, Article X, Section 4, requires that access to the beaches of
California “shall be always attainable for the people.”  Charging parking fees will result
in beaches being unattainable for some.

5.  Financial considerations remain vague.

Coastal residents and visitors pay substantial California state income taxes, property
taxes, and sales taxes that should be used to preserve the parks.  Asserting that this is
a larger policy issue beyond the scope of this project is disingenuous.

6.  History is not on the side of charging for use of Sonoma Coast Beaches.

Imagine the Sonoma Coast beaches in the 1860s, just after the Bear Flag Revolt, when
the State of California was settling into its existence.  It was here that Honoria Tuomey
was born in 1866 on the Buckhorn Ranch on Coleman Valley Road, and here that she
made her mark by assuring that our beautiful coastline was preserved as a part of the
California State Parks.

While it took the efforts of many Sonoma County residents, including Howard
McCaughey, the unofficial “mayor” of the coastal communities, to have our coastline
declared a park, in 1928 Honoria Tuomey was named an official adviser to the State
Parks Commission and she recommended that the Sonoma Coast be included in the
State Parks system.

Honoria Tuomey recognized the significance of the Sonoma Coast for its history.  The
Coast Miwok cared for the Sonoma Coast for thousands of years, living lightly on the
land that housed and fed them in comfort and peace.  From 1811 to 1833, the Russian
American Company claimed Bodega Bay as their Port Rumiantsev and the area north
of Russian River as their Fort Ross, then in 1834 Yankee Captain Stephen Smith
received a grant from the Mexican Government for the 35,000 acre Rancho Bodega,
which encompassed the entire Sonoma Coast from the Russian River to the Estero
Americano.

In the late 1800s Rancho Bodega was carved up into many ranches.  The stunning
beauty of the Sonoma Coast was threatened as it was parceled out to private
ownership.  Through the amazing foresight of Honoria Tuomey and others,
development on the Coast was stopped and the Sonoma Coast was preserved and
protected for all to share.

The late 1950's and early 1960's saw Bodega Bay’s successful challenge to PG&E’s
attempt to put a nuclear power plant on our beautiful coast.  For over 50 years coastal
residents and visitors have breathed the clear free air that was preserved by the efforts
of the many who love the coast.  State Parks and the Coastal Commission are urged to

128



work with those of us who are passionate about the coast.

7.  A suggestion to enforce current laws and raise revenue

The parking lots at Bodega Head and Goat Rock are overly congested on pleasant
weather days.  If State Parks will patrol these lots and enforce current parking (by
ticketing those who park outside the approved spaces) and anti-litter laws, State Parks
will raise needed income and restore order to these sometimes chaotic parking lots.

Robin Rudderow

P.O. Box 1525 (125 Taylor Street)

Bodega Bay, CA 94923

robin@bodegamoon.net

Bodega Bay resident and homeowner since 2005

Attorney at law

Archivist, Rancho Bodega Historical Society (views expressed herein are my own)
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Malibu Lagoon State Beach - Google Maps https://www.google.com/maps/place/Malibu+Lagoon+State+Beach/@34.0358812,-118.679853...

1 of 2 4/7/2016 11:54 AM

130



Bodega Head - Google Maps https://www.google.com/maps/place/Bodega+Head/@38.3053053,-123.0651013,1159m/data=...

1 of 2 4/7/2016 10:10 AM
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Goat Rock Beach - Google Maps https://www.google.com/maps/place/Goat+Rock+Beach/@38.4392364,-123.123472,2295m/da...

1 of 2 4/7/2016 10:12 AM
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From: Cave, Nancy@Coastal
To: Arellano, Melisa@Coastal
Subject: FW: Comments regarding State Parks proposal to charge fees at Sonoma County beaches
Date: Friday, April 08, 2016 7:09:49 PM

 
 

From: Kathleen Flynn [mailto:katty100@icloud.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 08, 2016 6:57 PM
To: mmcclure@co.del-norte.ca.us
Cc: Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Subject: Comments regarding State Parks proposal to charge fees at Sonoma County beaches
 
Hello Commissioners,
 
I have attended the last two meetings regarding the above proposal and am writing to you to
implore you to uphold the decision of the staff of the coastal commission and deny Parks and
Rec's proposal for new fees  at Sonoma County's free beaches. For starters, I think you should
know that this issue has practically no coverage in the local newspaper or on the local radio
station.  
 
I live along the lower Russian River, am a retired school teacher on a fixed income, and
enjoy the Goat Rock beach several times a week with my husband, my family, friends
and dog.  We often meet there for picnics, celebrations and even memorial services.  We held
our children's birthday parties there.  It is a very special place for me and my family.

Personally, my lifestyle will deteriorate dramatically if there are charges at this beach.

Aside from that, the following is a list of my major concerns regarding this proposal:

Passage of this proposal will set a precedent for increased fees and place more
beaches in jeopardy of  fees in the future.

This proposal would deny local, low income beach lovers use of the beaches that
have always been free.  (It appears that every 10 years or so this charging issue
gets raised again.)

Traffic, especially parking, on Highway One will be increased by those who
cannot pay the fees:  beach lovers will park on the highway and walk across this
delicate ecosystem to access the beach. OR there will be "No Parking" signs all
along this pristine coastal highway.

Families, tourists, rock climbers, surfers, bicyclists, picnickers, hikers, all those
that use and love these beaches, will find their recreational activities
compromised by traffic jams and parking fees.
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Originally, this property was purchased by the residents of this county in order to
protect it from development and was then turned over to the parks department to,
along with other reasons, assure free and unlimited access for the people to our
beaches.

There is very little, if any, public transportation to this area.  So everyone has to
drive a car to get there, forcing each to pay the fees.  These fees would make
hosting a child's birthday party there prohibitive.

Finally, where is the Environmental  Impact Report for this vulnerable area?
 And, even more importantly, when will the compulsory scoping session be
scheduled? It seems all the meetings are "hush, hush" , and the people are told
they cannot verbally address this issue  (in fact, were directed to take their
concerns to tables scattered around the room, many of which were unmanned).  It
appears to be a sneaky money grab by State Parks and in violation of the original
intentions of the people of Sonoma County who purchased this property and
turned it over to Parks and Rec to assure free access to beaches for all.  
 
Please uphold the No Fees on Sonoma State beaches and stand with the decision
of our local supervisors and the staff of the Coastal Commission.  Please uphold
the integrity of why this  property was originally purchased by the residents of
Sonoma County:  so that it may forever be accessed free to the people.
 
Sincerely,

Kathleen Flynn, Retired public school teacher and senior citizen
POB 857, 7989 Old Beedle Road

Monte Rio, CA 95462
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From: Kathie Lowrey
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Cc: DSK; SonomaCoastFees@Parks
Subject: Sonoma Coast State Parks Fee Collection De Novo Application
Date: Friday, April 08, 2016 3:15:19 PM
Attachments: Submittal for CCC 04-13-16 Hearing.pdf

Good afternoon, Nancy and Co.,

Attached please find comments prepared by David Kenly and me regarding the above-
referenced project. We focused our comments on the lack of proper CEQA review and 
process because your 4/1/16 Staff Report about  the de novo application is so well done. 
Kudos for the thorough and well thought out analysis! Your attention to detail and 
responsive commitment to ensuring public input are very much appreciated. You bring 
reality to the goal of agencies and the public working together collaboratively. 

State Parks' position that the 2012 NOE is sufficient is indicative to us of how differently we 
view the potential impacts along the coast. For example, my firm just completed permit 
acquisition and assisted Sonoma County with CEQA review for the Jenner Headlands 
Preserve parking lot north of Jenner. During project development, we were required to 
conduct on-site surveys and prepare reports of biological and cultural resources, wetland 
delineation, visual and traffic studies, consultation with Caltrans and with local Native 
American Tribes, etc. Granted this is a new, 30-space feature, but I would expect State Parks 
to at least provide a visual study that superimposes proposed infrastructure onto the 
landscape and considers glare and graffiti, as well as a study about potential roadside 
parking and signage. It is interesting to me that State Parks provided comments to Sonoma 
County during circulation of the  IS/MND urging us to provide protection of the delicate 
coastal bluffs on State Park property across the street, which makes total sense but seems a 
little out of whack with their own proposed actions.

At any rate, thank you again for your efforts. I'm not exactly sure I'm looking forward to the 
hearing next week, but I am looking forward to seeing you again. Please enjoy a lovely 
weekend.

Best regards,
Kathie (and David)

Kathie Lowrey, Principal/Senior Environmental Planner
Prunuske Chatham, Inc.
707.849.1192 cell
707.824.4601 ext. 105
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The	  following	  is	  provided	  by	  Kathie	  Lowrey	  and	  David	  Kenly	  to	  augment	  CCC	  Staff	  Report	  W17a	  dated	  4/1/2016	  
and	  to	  support	  our	  position	  that	  the	  Sonoma	  Coast	  State	  Parks	  Fee	  Collection	  Stations	  Project	  is	  not	  ready	  for	  a	  
CCC	  Board	  hearing	  or	  approval	  because	  State	  Parks	  has	  not	  complied	  with	  CEQA.	  Issues	  below	  only	  examples.	  	  


Use	  of	  State	  Parks’	  2012	  categorical	  exemption	  finding	  is	  not	  appropriate:	  
The	  March	  2016	  de	  novo	  application	  states	  that	  the	  revised	  fee	  proposal	  is	  consistent	  with	  CEQA,	  and	  the	  notice	  
of	  exemption	  filed	  in	  2012	  remains	  valid.	  The	  2012	  finding	  was	  based	  on	  Classes	  3,	  4,	  and	  11;	  see	  Appendix	  C.	  
However,	  the	  2012	  finding	  does	  not	  provide	  adequate	  CEQA	  review	  because:	  	  
1. Cat.Ex.	  Classes	  3	  and	  4	  are	  subject	  to	  the	  exception	  found	  in	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  §15300.2(a),	  which	  requires	  a	  


public	   agency	   to	   consider	  where	   a	   project	   is	   located.	   The	   project	   area	   is	   described	   in	   the	   application	   as	  
“unspoiled	   Sonoma	  Coast	   vistas,”	   “wild	  beaches,”	   and	   “rugged	   scenery,”	   and	   the	  new	  project	  description	  
proposes	  placement	  of	   pay	  machines	   (APPM)	  and	   signage	   at	   8	   sites.	   Photos	   1-‐3	  were	   taken	  on	  April	   6-‐7,	  
2016;	  Photos	  2	  and	  3	  are	  from	  the	  angles	  found	  on	  the	  site	  plans	  in	  Appendix	  E	  for	  placement	  of	  the	  APPMs.	  
When	  viewed	  with	  the	  photos	  on	  Sheet	  C1	  of	  the	  site	  plans	  in	  mind,	  it	   is	  only	  reasonable	  to	  conclude	  that	  
installation	  of	  such	  new	  infrastructure	  would	  result	  in	  an	  adverse	  change	  in	  the	  panoramic	  vistas.	  	  


2. Guidelines	  §15300.2(c)	   states:	   “a	   categorical	   exemption	   shall	   not	  be	  used	   for	   an	  activity	  where	   there	   is	   a	  
reasonable	  possibility	   that	   the	   activity	  will	   have	   a	   significant	   effect	   on	   the	  environment	  due	   to	   	   “unusual	  
circumstances,”	  such	  as	  the	  unusually	  undeveloped	  Sonoma	  Coast.	  Additionally,	  although	  Hwy.	  1	   is	  not	  a	  
designated	   scenic	   highway,	   its	   pristine	   scenic	   values	   would	   seem	   to	   invoke	   the	   spirit	   of	   the	   §15300.2(d)	  
exception	  that	  disallows	  use	  of	  any	  categorical	  exemption	  for	  projects	  that	  might	  damage	  scenic	  resources.	  


3. The	   statement	   in	   Section	   4.1	   that	   installation	   of	   fee	   collection	   devices	   is	   exempt	   from	  CEQA	  pursuant	   to	  
Guidelines	  §15311	  is	  misleading;	  the	  Class	  11	  exemption	  is	  specifically	  for	  accessory	  structures	  to	  “existing	  
commercial,	  industrial,	  or	  institutional	  facilities,”	  not	  a	  wildland	  like	  the	  Sonoma	  Coast.	  	  


4. The	  statutory	  exemption	  cited	  in	  Section	  4.1	  (Guidelines	  §15273)	  applies	  to	  “establishment	  …	  or	  approval	  of	  
rates,	   tolls,	   fares,	   and	   other	   charges	   by	   public	   agencies,”	  not	   physical	   changes	   to	   the	   landscape	   such	   as	  
signs	  and	  new	  “social”	  trails	  that	  may	  result	  in	  adverse	  impacts	  on	  sensitive	  resources.	  	  


5. The	  definition	  of	  a	  “significant	  effect”	  (Guidelines	  §15382)	  cited	  in	  Section	  4.1	  is	  both	  correct	  and	  germane	  
(i.e.,	   “a	   significant	   effect	   is	   a	   substantial,	   or	   potentially	   substantial,	   adverse	   change	   in	   any	  of	   the	  physical	  
conditions	  within	  the	  area	  affected	  by	  the	  project,	  including	  land,	  air	  water,	  minerals,	  flora,	  fauna,	  ambient	  
noise,	  and	  objects	  of	  historic	  or	  aesthetic	  significance”).	  However,	  there	  is	  no	  documentation	  that	  potential	  
impacts	  on	  flora	  and	  fauna	  from	  “social”	  trails	  have	  been	  considered,	  and	  no	  measures	  to	  protect	  and	  avoid	  
impacts	  on	  sensitive	  biological	  resources	  are	  included	  in	  Project	  Requirements	  Section	  3.4	  that	  would	  allow	  
a	  finding	  that	  no	  significant	  effects	  would	  occur.	  	  


6. The	  discussion	  of	  expected	  changes	  to	  environmentally	  sensitive	  habitat	  areas	  (ESHA)	   in	  Section	  5.1	  states	  
that	  new	  signage	  will	  help	  limit	  illegal	  parking	  and	  the	  creation	  of	  illegal	  trails	  through	  sensitive	  habitats	  and	  
requests	  the	  CCC	  to	  include	  a	  condition	  requiring	  all	  visitors	  to	  pay	  a	  fee.	  It	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  enforce	  such	  a	  
requirement	  without	  proper	  notification	  (i.e.,	   signs),	  yet	  no	  study	  is	  provided	  to	  support	  a	  finding	  that	  no	  
potentially	  adverse	  changes	  to	  the	  environment	  would	  occur	  from	  new	  signage.	  The	  existing	  blight	  of	  signs	  
between	  the	  Salmon	  Creek	  Ranger’s	  Station	  and	  the	  north	  Salmon	  Creek	  parking	  lot	  is	  a	  good	  harbinger	  of	  
the	  potential	  effects	  of	  such	  a	  requirement.	  	  


PRC	  §21083.9	  requirements	  regarding	  public	  scoping	  meetings	  have	  not	  been	  met:	  
1. Public	   Resource	   Code	   (PRC)	   §21083.9(a)(2)	   states	   that	   a	   meeting	   is	   required	   for	   projects	   of	   “statewide,	  


regional,	  or	  areawide	  significance.”	  This	  project	  was	  determined	  to	  be	  “of	  statewide	  importance”	  when	  the	  
CCC	  agreed	  to	  hear	  State	  Parks’	  appeal	  of	  Sonoma’s	  County’s	  decision.	  Public	  scoping	  is	  required.	  


2. PRC	  §21083.9(a)(1)	  requires	  a	  lead	  agency	  to	  hold	  a	  public	  meeting	  for	  projects	  that	  may	  affect	  highways	  or	  
other	  facilities	  under	  the	   jurisdiction	  of	  Caltrans	   if	  so	  requested	  by	  the	  department.	  No	   information	  about	  
consultation	  with	   Caltrans	   is	   provided	   in	   the	   de	   novo	   application.	   Any	  measures	   required	   by	   Caltrans	   to	  
address	  potential	  effects	  on	  public	   safety,	   introduction	  of	  hazardous	  materials	   into	   the	  environment	   from	  
leaking	  vehicles	  along	  the	  roadsides,	  etc.,	  are	  not	  known	  and,	  therefore,	  have	  not	  yet	  been	  considered.	  	  


Submitted	  04/08/16	  by	  Kathie	  Lowrey	  (Kathie@pcz.com)	  and	  David	  Kenly	  (davidkenly@exede.net).	  







	  


	  


	  
	  	  


	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  


	  


	  
	  
	  
	  


Photo	  1:	  	  Entering	  Sonoma	  Coast	  State	  Park	  along	  Goat	  Rock	  Road.	  Note	  vista	  
unimpeded	  by	  no	  parking	  signs	  


Photos	  2	  and	  3:	  Proposed	  ATTM	  placement	  sites	  at	  Blind	  Beach	  Overlook	  (left)	  and	  Goat	  Rock	  Overlook	  (right).	  
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The	  following	  is	  provided	  by	  Kathie	  Lowrey	  and	  David	  Kenly	  to	  augment	  CCC	  Staff	  Report	  W17a	  dated	  4/1/2016	  
and	  to	  support	  our	  position	  that	  the	  Sonoma	  Coast	  State	  Parks	  Fee	  Collection	  Stations	  Project	  is	  not	  ready	  for	  a	  
CCC	  Board	  hearing	  or	  approval	  because	  State	  Parks	  has	  not	  complied	  with	  CEQA.	  Issues	  below	  only	  examples.	  	  

Use	  of	  State	  Parks’	  2012	  categorical	  exemption	  finding	  is	  not	  appropriate:	  
The	  March	  2016	  de	  novo	  application	  states	  that	  the	  revised	  fee	  proposal	  is	  consistent	  with	  CEQA,	  and	  the	  notice	  
of	  exemption	  filed	  in	  2012	  remains	  valid.	  The	  2012	  finding	  was	  based	  on	  Classes	  3,	  4,	  and	  11;	  see	  Appendix	  C.	  
However,	  the	  2012	  finding	  does	  not	  provide	  adequate	  CEQA	  review	  because:	  	  
1. Cat.Ex.	  Classes	  3	  and	  4	  are	  subject	  to	  the	  exception	  found	  in	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  §15300.2(a),	  which	  requires	  a	  

public	   agency	   to	   consider	  where	   a	   project	   is	   located.	   The	   project	   area	   is	   described	   in	   the	   application	   as	  
“unspoiled	   Sonoma	  Coast	   vistas,”	   “wild	  beaches,”	   and	   “rugged	   scenery,”	   and	   the	  new	  project	  description	  
proposes	  placement	  of	   pay	  machines	   (APPM)	   and	   signage	  at	   8	   sites.	   Photos	   1-‐3	  were	   taken	  on	  April	   6-‐7,	  
2016;	  Photos	  2	  and	  3	  are	  from	  the	  angles	  found	  on	  the	  site	  plans	  in	  Appendix	  E	  for	  placement	  of	  the	  APPMs.	  
When	  viewed	  with	  the	  photos	  on	  Sheet	  C1	  of	  the	  site	  plans	  in	  mind,	  it	   is	  only	  reasonable	  to	  conclude	  that	  
installation	  of	  such	  new	  infrastructure	  would	  result	  in	  an	  adverse	  change	  in	  the	  panoramic	  vistas.	  	  

2. Guidelines	  §15300.2(c)	   states:	   “a	   categorical	   exemption	   shall	   not	  be	  used	   for	   an	  activity	  where	   there	   is	   a	  
reasonable	  possibility	   that	   the	   activity	  will	   have	   a	   significant	   effect	   on	   the	  environment	  due	   to	   	   “unusual	  
circumstances,”	  such	  as	  the	  unusually	  undeveloped	  Sonoma	  Coast.	  Additionally,	  although	  Hwy.	  1	   is	  not	  a	  
designated	   scenic	   highway,	   its	   pristine	   scenic	   values	   would	   seem	   to	   invoke	   the	   spirit	   of	   the	   §15300.2(d)	  
exception	  that	  disallows	  use	  of	  any	  categorical	  exemption	  for	  projects	  that	  might	  damage	  scenic	  resources.	  

3. The	   statement	   in	   Section	   4.1	   that	   installation	   of	   fee	   collection	   devices	   is	   exempt	   from	  CEQA	  pursuant	   to	  
Guidelines	  §15311	  is	  misleading;	  the	  Class	  11	  exemption	  is	  specifically	  for	  accessory	  structures	  to	  “existing	  
commercial,	  industrial,	  or	  institutional	  facilities,”	  not	  a	  wildland	  like	  the	  Sonoma	  Coast.	  	  

4. The	  statutory	  exemption	  cited	  in	  Section	  4.1	  (Guidelines	  §15273)	  applies	  to	  “establishment	  …	  or	  approval	  of	  
rates,	   tolls,	   fares,	   and	   other	   charges	   by	   public	   agencies,”	  not	   physical	   changes	   to	   the	   landscape	   such	   as	  
signs	  and	  new	  “social”	  trails	  that	  may	  result	  in	  adverse	  impacts	  on	  sensitive	  resources.	  	  

5. The	  definition	  of	  a	  “significant	  effect”	  (Guidelines	  §15382)	  cited	  in	  Section	  4.1	  is	  both	  correct	  and	  germane	  
(i.e.,	   “a	   significant	   effect	   is	   a	   substantial,	   or	   potentially	   substantial,	   adverse	   change	   in	   any	  of	   the	  physical	  
conditions	  within	  the	  area	  affected	  by	  the	  project,	  including	  land,	  air	  water,	  minerals,	  flora,	  fauna,	  ambient	  
noise,	  and	  objects	  of	  historic	  or	  aesthetic	  significance”).	  However,	  there	  is	  no	  documentation	  that	  potential	  
impacts	  on	  flora	  and	  fauna	  from	  “social”	  trails	  have	  been	  considered,	  and	  no	  measures	  to	  protect	  and	  avoid	  
impacts	  on	  sensitive	  biological	  resources	  are	  included	  in	  Project	  Requirements	  Section	  3.4	  that	  would	  allow	  
a	  finding	  that	  no	  significant	  effects	  would	  occur.	  	  

6. The	  discussion	  of	  expected	  changes	  to	  environmentally	  sensitive	  habitat	  areas	  (ESHA)	   in	  Section	  5.1	  states	  
that	  new	  signage	  will	  help	  limit	  illegal	  parking	  and	  the	  creation	  of	  illegal	  trails	  through	  sensitive	  habitats	  and	  
requests	  the	  CCC	  to	  include	  a	  condition	  requiring	  all	  visitors	  to	  pay	  a	  fee.	  It	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  enforce	  such	  a	  
requirement	  without	  proper	  notification	  (i.e.,	   signs),	  yet	  no	  study	  is	  provided	  to	  support	  a	  finding	  that	  no	  
potentially	  adverse	  changes	  to	  the	  environment	  would	  occur	  from	  new	  signage.	  The	  existing	  blight	  of	  signs	  
between	  the	  Salmon	  Creek	  Ranger’s	  Station	  and	  the	  north	  Salmon	  Creek	  parking	  lot	  is	  a	  good	  harbinger	  of	  
the	  potential	  effects	  of	  such	  a	  requirement.	  	  

PRC	  §21083.9	  requirements	  regarding	  public	  scoping	  meetings	  have	  not	  been	  met:	  
1. Public	   Resource	   Code	   (PRC)	   §21083.9(a)(2)	   states	   that	   a	   meeting	   is	   required	   for	   projects	   of	   “statewide,	  

regional,	  or	  areawide	  significance.”	  This	  project	  was	  determined	  to	  be	  “of	  statewide	  importance”	  when	  the	  
CCC	  agreed	  to	  hear	  State	  Parks’	  appeal	  of	  Sonoma’s	  County’s	  decision.	  Public	  scoping	  is	  required.	  

2. PRC	  §21083.9(a)(1)	  requires	  a	  lead	  agency	  to	  hold	  a	  public	  meeting	  for	  projects	  that	  may	  affect	  highways	  or	  
other	  facilities	  under	  the	   jurisdiction	  of	  Caltrans	   if	  so	  requested	  by	  the	  department.	  No	   information	  about	  
consultation	  with	   Caltrans	   is	   provided	   in	   the	   de	   novo	   application.	   Any	  measures	   required	   by	   Caltrans	   to	  
address	  potential	  effects	  on	  public	   safety,	   introduction	  of	  hazardous	  materials	   into	   the	  environment	   from	  
leaking	  vehicles	  along	  the	  roadsides,	  etc.,	  are	  not	  known	  and,	  therefore,	  have	  not	  yet	  been	  considered.	  	  

Submitted	  04/08/16	  by	  Kathie	  Lowrey	  (Kathie@pcz.com)	  and	  David	  Kenly	  (davidkenly@exede.net).	  
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Photo	  1:	  	  Entering	  Sonoma	  Coast	  State	  Park	  along	  Goat	  Rock	  Road.	  Note	  vista	  
unimpeded	  by	  no	  parking	  signs	  

Photos	  2	  and	  3:	  Proposed	  ATTM	  placement	  sites	  at	  Blind	  Beach	  Overlook	  (left)	  and	  Goat	  Rock	  Overlook	  (right).	  
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From: NORMA JELLISON
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Agenda Item 17a State Parks Fee Proposal
Date: Friday, April 08, 2016 7:06:14 PM
Attachments: State Parks Fee Proposal 17a CCC Agenda April 13 2016.docx

I wrote another one. Know its late, but oh well.

 

 

 
Norma
A new ethic for the ocean where the ocean is not seen as a commodity we own but as a community
of which we are a part.
The sea is worth saving for its own sake. Bill Ballantine NZ 
And take this to the land as well.
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NORMA L JELLISON



P O BOX 1636  BODEGA BAY, CA 94923

Home Phone/Fax (707) 875-3799

NORMALJ@SONIC.NET



April 8, 2016



California Coastal Commission

45 Fremont St #2000

San Francisco CA 94105



SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal.CA.gov 



RE: Sonoma State Parks Appeal - Agenda Item W 17a April 13, 2016

       A-2-SON-13-0219 Fee Collection Program  



Chair Kinsey and Commissioners:



I strongly urge you to deny the appeal of State Parks and concur with your staff's recommendation of Denial.   



This letter adds to mine dated March 1 on this appeal. My initial letter was written prior to the State's application, forwarded to Commission staff at the last minute on March 25th, and which, once again, changed the project from the first change made at the initial appeal hearing last April (2015). 



My points in the initial letter stand. They address many global and significant issues regarding the proposal to charge to access the public commons of the Sonoma Coast State Park beaches.  



Allow me to state, as an aside, that I have been a State Parks volunteer for over 20 years, given a Poppy Award last year in recognition of exceptional volunteer service and signifying over 200 volunteer hours.  I have volunteered, and still do, on the very beaches at issue.  



Regarding this most recent project application, I submit to you that it is lacking in sufficient factual information and evidence to support its case. I further submit to you that the lack of facts does not allow you to make a finding in its favor. Rather, without sufficient information and factual evidence, you must find the project application deficient and concur in the staff recommendation to deny the appeal.



Others have pointed out the inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the State's application.

 I would give as examples in my concurrence with those assertions, the following examples:



1)  In the EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, statements include "...annual visitation of 3.8 million people..."  In 1.3 VISITATION TO SONOMA COAST STATE PARK, the statement is "Annually, Sonoma Coast and Salt Point SPs receive approximately 3,000,000 and 275,000 visitors, respectively...." (emphasis added) The chart titled Sonoma Coast SP Visitation in the same section 1.3, on next page from prior citation, shows a 2013-2014 Total (Paid Day Use + Free Day Use + Camping)  of 3,522,265. In my rounding that is 3.6M. 



I recognize these may not be seen as significant inconsistencies (3.8 vs 3 vs 3.6), but when considered as an example of facts dispersed throughout the application, begins to exemplify how the factual basis of this report is deficient and lacking.   



2) Also, in the EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, the description of the parks dispersed along the 31.5 miles of the Sonoma Coast fails to note that a preponderance are gravel pullouts and gravel parking lots w/ no amenities, save an occasional pit toilet enclosure.



3)  Further, in the EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, in listing the parks that currently charge an access fee, it fails to state that these 7 areas listed all include campgrounds & located past fee collection entrance stations, an important distinction regarding charging fees.    



4) Finally, relative to the EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, the 5th paragraph last sentence "Many beaches remain free of charge including the popular four-mile stretch form South Salmon Creek to Duncans Cove." fails to note that a) several of those areas were closed until very recently and b) have few or no amenities (a pit toilet RR at North Salmon Creek and Portuguese Beach only). 



Apropos to the equity issue I discuss in my original letter, example of comments included here for reference: 

The $3/hour; $8/day fee proposed will disproportionately impact low income communities in Sonoma County. Many who live along the lower Russian River are low income, fixed income individuals, including many senior citizens, who go to the beach and/or walk the Kortum Trail as their only affordable recreation. 

Similarly, people of color; especially Latino families from the county's inland cities - Santa Rosa, Rohnert Park, Sonoma simply do not have the money to pay the access fees. They depend on access to the coast for a free outdoor experience. The Sonoma County coast is accessible only by motor vehicle - a half hour to one hour trip. There is no transit of consequence as Mendocino County Transit operates one trip per day north and one south between Santa Rosa and Mendocino. Thus, the cost of gas already poses a significant cost of access to the coast for these Environmental Justice Communities of Concern. 



I note the lack of factual information regarding incomes in Sonoma County and the asserted profiles of visitors to the Sonoma Coast State Park beaches. 



Section 1.5 ECONOMIC IMPACT cites information "Household income for visitors are relatively high with 57% earning over $75,000 annually and only 40% earning less than $40,000." 





This introductory paragraph goes on to say vehicle license plates surveys show "majority of visitors are from Sacramento and Northern San Joaquin Valley..."  The  citation for the income figures is "(NOAA 2015)".  



In the bibliography, the citation for NOAA 2015 is to Socioeconomic Profile of Recreation Users of the California Northern Central Coast Region, Greater Farallones National Marine Sanctuary and the northern portion of Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, 2011. Silver Spring : US Dept of Commerce. 



Unfortunately, the data is for Marin County, whose population demographics, as well as visitor demographics is not comparable to Sonoma County or its visitor demographics. 



Using US Census Quick Facts pages, I find the following to be the case regarding income levels of cited “majority of visitors are from Sacramento and San Joaquin Co“:



Sacramento County: Median household income (in 2014 dollars). 2010-2014 $55,615 (18.1% in poverty) 

		

		







San Joaquin County: Median household income (2014 dollars) 2010-14  $53,250 (20.7% persons in poverty).

 

Thus, once again, the facts in the State Park application are questionable at best and misleading. Nor can they be relied on with respect to impact of these fees being negligible. 



My observations from many years volunteering at Goat Rock State Beach as a Seal Watch docent and at Bodega Head as a Whale Watch docent is that many, many people who come to the beaches, to picnic, to the overlooks or to hike are minorities, low income, youth and the elderly, rather than the affluent portrayed in the economic impact section. 



Further, much is made in the application of reduced cost annual passes for low income and seniors.



The low income passes are not of much help to a majority of low income people, who make well above the $11,000 maximum one can make to get a low income pass. The application itself is not available on line in Spanish and it requires one be able to  afford to take time off to get your case worker to certify you are telling the truth about your income and sign the form!



What about the working poor who make above the income threshold, or families who are struggling to pay rent and feed their family for whom buying gas to go to the beach is all they can afford? And now the cost of a day at the coast includes a fee to do so.  



And seniors need not show up between Memorial Day and Labor Day, as their Golden Bear senior passes are not good then. So, seniors on fixed income are shut out of many nearby access points, because they cannot afford to pay to play during peak season!



I could go on and on with lack of facts, inaccurate facts and inconsistencies. However, I will end this letter with my two fold concern that this proposal disproportionately blocks access to the coast for minorities and people of limited means in contravention to the Coastal Act requirement of maximum access AND it blocks access to portions of the coast that are unique to Sonoma County.  



In closing, the application by State Parks is deficient and does not contain the necessary facts to allow you make any finding other than DENIAL. 



Sincerely,



Norma Jellison

Bodega Bay Resident and Coastal Advocate



c: Nancy Cave, NCC District Director
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From: Connie Bowen
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fees for beach access in Sonoma County
Date: Friday, April 08, 2016 11:12:46 PM

I strongly oppose! Our beaches that we have paid money towards protecting such be free access to the
public.
Connie Bowen
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From: Kent Littleton
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Fees
Date: Saturday, April 09, 2016 9:31:03 AM

Our parks are very important to our family's health. It gives us a moment to reflect and enjoy what God
has provided. If fees are to be needed it should be on a voluntary basis so that less fortunate can enjoy
the peace that parks can provide.  Accountability for state funding needs to be looked at as I recall an
unexpected discovery was made a couple of years ago that revealed a surplus of funds that was out of
site from you, but resulted in the closing of some of our parks along highway one. These parks are an
attraction for many of our visitors to our state and these fee stations are an affront to their welcome.
Please consider my purposal for a voluntary support system if our state tax structure won't allocate
needed funding?  Kent Littleton, Gualala, CA 95445

Sent from my iPad
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From: CECI
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: FREE THE SONOMA COAST
Date: Sunday, April 10, 2016 3:20:28 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

This is a note to register my opposition to the proposed

fees of the Sonoma Coast Beaches.

PLEASE DO NOT DO IT!

I am on a limited budget and this would make the trip

out to the coast a worthless proposition.  It is bad

enough that the gas prices are so high.  By the time I

save up enough gas money, with your proposal, I wont

be able to go to the beach once I get there.  Besides,

everyone I have grown up with here in the county have

been paying for these beaches to remain free all of our

lives.  It is not morally responsible to ignore all we have

put before and start making us pay again and again for

what we already have.

PLEASE.....FREE OUR SONOMA COAST BEACHES.

Thank you and 

Lots of Blessings

Ceci

Ceci Smart

9550 Rio Vista Rd.

Forestville, CA 95436
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From: Glynis Seiderer
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast State Parks - Fee Proposal
Date: Sunday, April 10, 2016 4:30:42 PM

I have no qualms with charging non-residents to enjoy our beaches but to
charge residents is unconscionable. Come up with a fair method to allow us,
residents, to enjoy what we already help support. Eight dollars is highway
robbery to put it mildly.
Please reconsider this decision.
Glynis
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From: dougwheatley@comcast.net
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Iron Rangers
Date: Sunday, April 10, 2016 9:58:32 PM

Dear Coastal Commission:

Please consider alternatives to "Iron Rangers" on Sonoma County beaches. The

problems with fee entry are that they reduce attendance of regular visitors, especially

low/medium income; and they confuse and irritate new visitors who encounter

payment hassles (no correct change, didn't bring credit/debit card or checkbook for a

beach day).

The other major problem is that people will try to park outside the fee area, causing

traffic hazards and increased numbers of pedestrians of all ages on the highway. And

finally, to deal with the new traffic and parking problems there will be incurred costs

and blight of "no parking here to there" signs.

One option for increasing revenue would be to install for-profit, fundraising shops

similar to the Visitor Center at Jenner.

Thank you.

Doug Wheatley and Judith Day
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From: Cave, Nancy@Coastal
To: Arellano, Melisa@Coastal
Subject: FW: firing of charles Lester and NO ON BEACH ACCESS FEES IN SONOMA COUNTY
Date: Monday, April 11, 2016 1:43:16 PM

For the DD report - Nancy
 

From: Ainsworth, John@Coastal 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 1:41 PM
To: Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Subject: FW: firing of charles Lester and NO ON BEACH ACCESS FEES IN SONOMA COUNTY
 
 

From: Clare Najarian [mailto:armen@sonic.net] 
Sent: Monday, April 11, 2016 1:35 PM
To: Ainsworth, John@Coastal
Subject: firing of charles Lester and NO ON BEACH ACCESS FEES IN SONOMA COUNTY
 
Mr. Ainsworth,

 

1)  It’s too bad that the coastal commission couldn’t listen to over 30,00 emails regarding the firing of

Charles Lester; it serves to increase the amount of public distrust in the board of commissioners.  It is

my hope, that you who are taking over his job will stick to the environmental issues that Mr. Lester

spent so much time protecting and strengthening.  Remember Mr. Ainsworth; the California coast is not

an area of developmental privilege.  It is an area that should be consistently, completely, and

intelligently preserved for the citizens of this state.   I will wait to see what decisions you foster in your

role as to judgment of your capacity to take care of the California coast and to stop unnecessary and

greedy developers from taking that land away from total public access.

 

2)  The meeting this coming Wednesday in Santa Rosa regarding the charging of fees for coastal

access is an example of egregious decision making on the part of California State Parks, and

according to an article in our local paper, the Coastal Commission is not in favor of this action.  If

Charles Lester were still heading this commission as executive director as he should be, we would be

assured that this could not possibly happen.  With you now an appointed authority which I deeply

question, it would behoove you to protect the Sonoma Coast from this type of fee collection.  The

California State Parks has a seamy reputation as far as finances are concerned, and I would ask you to

make sure that the Coastal Commission stops this charging the public to go to the beach!

 

Please convey my wishes to the rest of your board, and remember, public perception of the integrity of

the Coastal Commission is up for grabs…we don’t trust any of you right now, we need to see examples

of your commitment to “free access” for our beaches.  As I have said so often:

 

I WILL NEVER PAY TO SEE A SUNSET AT BODEGA HEAD; I WILL NEVER PAY TO TAKE MY

GRANDCHILDREN TO WALK THE TRAIL OF SHELL BEACH;I WILL NEVER PAY TO VISIT GOAT

ROCK OR STUMP BEACH.   EVER!!!

 

Seniors, children, families, the disabled, the poor, etc……do not like being marginalized…..we do not

want to pay to play….ever

 

Thank you for your consideration!

Clare Najarian

357 Neva St.

Sebastopol, CA  95472
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California Coastal Commission 
Attn: Nancy cave 
45 Fremont St. #2000 
San Franc\sco, CA 94105 

April 7, 2016 

RE: A-2-SON-13-0219 

Dear Ms. Cave 

Opposed to parking fees. 

RECEIVED 
APR 1 1 2016 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

NORTH CENTRAL COAST 

Please accept my gratitude for the thoughtful and thorough analysis presented in 
your staff report to the Coastal Commission about parking fees for Sonoma Coast 
beaches. I can only hope since it was pubUshed on April 1, that it is indeed no joke. 

As a lifelong resident of California, I have been sad witness to the ever diminishing 
access to natural resources for the average California dtizen or visitor. Indeed I 
collected signatures for Proposition 20 before I went away to USAF and then 
provided comments and action in the development of the California Coastal Act in 
1976, and the first Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan in 1980. 

I have been proud witness and supporter to folks like Bill Kortum and Chuck 
Rhinehart who led the charge against privatizing the coast at Sea Ranch and 
ensuring that all Californians have access to state tidelands. I was privileged and 
fortunate to conduct two oral history videos with Bill and Chuck where they 
explained their work in defense of the coast. Sadly they are not here to once again 
voice so eloquently why the coast is important to all of us, not just those fortunate 
enough to afford coastal property. Our local fight for the coast is one reason the 
Coastal Commission came into being. 

Perhaps, my own family situation can help to iflusttate the point. As a chird, r used 
to look forward to going to the coast at least once a week. There is no better 
environment for an ages to recharge their batteries. Any baby can experience the 
wonder, while play in the sand is a great way for any age to release energy and 
reconnect with family, friends and the Earth. Any senior can enjoy the coast by 
simply sitting and watching the birds and waves. As a child, I remember the coast 
from Oregon to Mexico being available to anyone who had 15 cents for a gallon of 
gas. Anyone could pull over and picnic as long as you picked up your trash. 

Since my teenage years, I no longer visit beaches south of San Francisco, but I 
know from friends and relatives who still live south that almost all beach access is 
very much more controlled and charged for than it was in 1950s and '60s. Beaches 
of the central and south coast are very tame and easy physical access. The north 
coast is a very different kettle of fish as was so aptly described in your staff report. 
Private vehicle access is mandatory to enjoy the beaches in Sonoma County. 

While I was raising my own children in '70s and '80s, a trip to the coast was still the 
most favorite family recreation, only by then we could only afford to visit the beach 
once a month because of increases in fuel and housing costs. Now my grandson, 
who is the 7th generation born in California and about the same age as I was when 
I collected signatures for Prop 20, can only afford to visit 4-6 times a year because 
trying to make a living in California has become more than a full time preoccupation 
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for most of us. Our family has always worked, served in every branch of the 
military, and never spent time on welfare or in jail. When we have been fully 
emproyed, we have bought parks passes and donated time and money to rocar 
parks. Our family has been doing a beach deanup as a family outing in September 
for over 50 years now. 

Adding the expense ofparking fees would curtail what limited access we enjoy now. 
I urge the ~ommission to acknowledge that $8 might not be alot of money to folks 
eamirw- ?ve.r $.~00tq:y~ butt~~ average family that is trying to subsist on $50K or 
less is~.goin·g to have to stretdl an already taut budget to afford the 'luxury' of going 
to the coast. For seniors on fixed income, it is a deal breaker and no choice to 
decide between maintaining a roof over your head or going to the coast. 

The proposed fees already rankle in that this conversation has been going on with 
State Parks for over 30 years now. What part about the coast being accessible to 
everyone do they not understand? They keep coming back with different plans or 
slightly modified plans. Every proposal has conflicts with the Coastal Act and the 
local coastal plan. Does the law mean anything? 

One of my saddest memories of providing nature interpretation to children at 
Bouverie Preserve was encountering several children, even those who are not 
Latino or living in Roseland, who had been born and raised in Sonoma County and 
yet had never been to the coast. Why not start some kind of beach shuttle service 
to raise access for all families in Sonoma County? 

Why not recognize the need to provide access and plan for that by using some of 
the lands that have come under State jurisdiction to establish and maintain bicycle 
and pedestrian friendly access to the coast where people that are not in cars do not 
have to take their life in their hands to utilize alternative transportation. 

Why not charge folks for rescue and support services when they put themselves 
and others in jeopardy by not respecting our fierce coast? Folks of modest means 
are not going to be jeopardizing themselves or their family in the same way that 
spoiled brats expect instant rescue if they can get a signal on their cell phone. 

Why not make your vehicle registration your proof of parking fee? If you are 
paying taxes and living in Sonoma County, you are probably paying at least $51</ 
year in fees to local government. 

No expansion of beaches with parking fees means NO! There is no community 
support for this initiative because it is blatantly and inherently wrong! 

Respectfully yours, 

·~~ 
Linda Curry 
1015 Bush St., 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404 

PS. Not having a process for electronic comments is ridiculous in this day 
and age where so many folks have internet access. 
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From: robin hoegerman
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma coast fees
Date: Monday, April 11, 2016 7:39:31 AM

This letter below was sent a year ago and still the Cal Coast Com can't decide. 

It's SIMPLE if it is a gravel or 1/2 paved parking lots with pit toilets, no water or a
gravel pull off it is not worth $8 a day or $3 a hour.  To have a Iron ranger or worse
a pay booth. This  will just stop the good people of California from enjoying our
California coast.  Maybe you should look at all the coast and make more free access
not less.  And DON"T let them put up no parking signs to force people into the lots. 
Do you job and keep the California coast free.
Again Robin Hoegerman 4-11-2016

California Coastal Commission

Please DO NOT approve the Iron Rangers for the Sonoma coast. As a Sonoma
country resident, California native for over 60 years we should keep access to the
coast and beaches free! By the State Parks installing Iron Rangers this access will be
closed to many Californians just because it will be another 'fence' to cross.

A lot of the proposed locations are just gravel pull offs along PCH/ Hwy 1 and if we
are lucky a pit toilet, not much for the proposed $3 per hour! Right now a lot of the
time they are locked, even though they have been there for years.

Again NO to Iron Rangers, here in Sonoma County and all of the California.

Roinn Hoegerman
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From: Brian Leubitz
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast State Parks - Fee Proposal. No Iron Rangers.
Date: Monday, April 11, 2016 1:32:29 PM

Hi -

I am a frequent beach goer at Sonoma Coast State Beach, and a homeowner near Portuguese Beach.
This access fee not only decreases public access, but will also increase parking activity on residential
streets along the coast.

As pointed out by Commission staff, this proposal that was rejected by County Supervisors, has not
been thoroughly considered by State Parks.

You should reject these Iron Rangers, as the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors did.

Thank you,

Brian Leubitz
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From: Terri Moon
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Sonoma Coast State Parks - Fee Proposal
Date: Monday, April 11, 2016 1:47:08 PM

Please help keep access to our Sonoma Coast free to the public.  Our coastline is an 
important community resource and needs to be available and accessible to all.

With gratitude for your consideration,
Terri Moon
____________________________________

Terri Moon, MS, CCA, 

CMT License # 44387

Wellbeing Catalyst

707-709-8574

www.terrimoon.com
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From: Irene Barnard
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: No Iron Rangers on the Sonoma Coast!
Date: Monday, April 11, 2016 2:37:50 PM

Hi:

I, together with my husband, wanted to register our strongest opposition to the
proposed pay stations/machines along the Sonoma Coast. It is crucial to poor and
working families to be able to access the coast as easily as wealthier people; it is a
natural resource we all should share and protect together! (this includes protection
from development that may be harmful to the environment and/or public access to
the coast)

Thanks,
Irene Barnard and Bill Peterson
Santa Rosa, CA
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From: Kruse, Darcy
To: SonomaStateParksAppeal@Coastal
Subject: Objection to Application for Parking Fees at Sonoma County Coast
Date: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 11:37:00 AM

To whom it may concern,
 
Please note that approving the application for parking fees at Sonoma County coast could negatively
impact Sonoma County’s revenues from tourists. I’m a Placer County, CA, resident and we regularly
take weekend trips 2.5 hours away to Sonoma County because of the free beach access. While
visiting the beaches, we also infuse the county with money for lunches, dinners, wineries, hotel
stays, and shopping in Sebastopol, Petaluma, Santa Rosa, or other Sonoma County towns where we
otherwise wouldn’t go. If you remove the free access to Sonoma County’s beaches, families may
either no longer travel to or take many fewer trips to the county, which would be harmful to the
county’s economy.
 
Sincerely,
Darcy Kruse
 

Application No. A-2-SON-13-0219 (California Department of Parks and

Recreation, Sonoma Co.)
Application of California Dept. of Parks and Recreation to institute parking fee program within multiple

State Park units across 35 miles of Sonoma County coast. The program includes installation of self-

service automatic payment machines (charging $8 fee per day), signs, fencing, and related

development (including ADA improvements) at State Parks facilities at Bodega Head, Goat Rock, Shell

Beach, and Stump Beach along the shoreline of Sonoma County. (NC-SF) 
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From: Cave, Nancy@Coastal
To: Arellano, Melisa@Coastal
Subject: FW: Permit Number A-2-SON-13-0219
Date: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 9:14:42 AM
Attachments: Exh. H_Proposed Approval Conditions.docx.rtf

DPR Comment Letter A-2-SON-13-0219.pdf
Exh. A_Coastal Parking Fees.pdf
Exh. B_1995 monitor report.pdf
Exh. C_DN 2007-05 Native American Consult.pdf
Exh. D_Native American Letters.pdf
Exh. E_CHP.pdf
Exh. F_Sheriff.pdf
Exh. G_APM Data Analysis.pdf
Exh. H_Proposed Approval Conditions.docx.rtf

 
 

From: Lynch, Tara@Parks 
Sent: Friday, April 08, 2016 5:48 PM
To: Ainsworth, John@Coastal; Pederson, Chris@Coastal; Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Cc: Allen, Rory@Parks
Subject: Permit Number A-2-SON-13-0219
 
Dear Mr. Ainsworth, Mr. Pederson, and Ms. Cave,
 
Please find attached the California Department of Parks and Recreation’s letter dated April 8, 2016
and Exhibits A-H submitted in response to the California Coastal Commission Staff Report dated
April 1, 2016 for Permit Number A-2-SON-13-0219.
 
Thank you very much.
 
Sincerely,
Tara Lynch
 
Tara E. Lynch, Chief Counsel

California State Parks

1416 Ninth Street, Room 1404-6

Sacramento, California 95814

(916) 653-8744 Telephone

(916) 653-1819 Facsimile

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged

information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient. Unauthorized interception, review, use, or disclosure is

prohibited and may violate applicable laws including, but not limited to, the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you

are not the intended recipient, please immediately contact the sender and destroy all  copies of the communication.
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
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Appeal Filed: 7/8/2013

49th Day: Waived

Staff: 

Staff Report: 4/1/2015

Hearing Date: 4/13/2015



PROPOSED MOTION TO APPROVE:

REGULAR CALENDAR



Appeal No.:	A-2-SON-13-0219



Applicant:	California Department of Parks & Recreation



Location:	Sonoma County 



Local Decision: 	Coastal development permit application number CPH12-0004 denied by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments on January 17, 2013, and that denial upheld through an appeal to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors on June 18, 2013.



Project Description:	At 8 State Parks parking areas (South Goat Rock, North Goat Rock, Arched View, Blind Beach, Shell Beach, Bodega East, Bodega West, and Stump Beach) located within Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park.  Project Description: Install 8 automated payment machines (APMs) and signage and sign posts within existing parking areas. 



Recommendation:	Approval with conditions.







SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION:
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I.	MOTION AND RESOLUTION



Motion:



I move that the Commission approve the de novo application for Coastal Development Permit Application Appeal No. A-2-SON-13-0219 subject to the following conditions



Resolution:



The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment.



II.	STANDARD CONDITIONS



This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions:



1.	Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment.  The permit is not valid and development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging  receipt  of  the  permit  and  acceptance  of  the  terms  and  conditions,  is returned to the Commission office.



2.	Expiration.  If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application.  Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.



3.	Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission in collaboration with State Parks’ Director.



4.	Assignment.  The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.




5.	Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.    These terms  and  conditions  shall  be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 





III.	SPECIAL CONDITIONS



This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:



1.   Permit Authorization.  This permit shall be automatically renewed by operation of this approval every three years, starting from the date of the first Commission approval of CDP A-2-SON-13-0219, unless the Executive Director expressly seeks a resolution from the Commission to either amend or revoke this CDP not less than 180 days prior to such automatic renewal.  This permit is for installation and operation of the 8 proposed APMs in general accordance with the proposed flexible fee collection program and sample fee schedule identified by State Parks (Exhibit 1). State Parks shall endeavor to maximize visitation while addressing the need for increased revenue streams to support park facility management and operations through flexible fee implementation, and shall incorporate the following measures:



a.   Provide hourly rate options at all locations 7 days a week, including holidays not to exceed $3.00/hour and a flat daily rate of $8.00/day which pass will allow a purchaser to park at any day use area within Sonoma County for the entire calendar day upon which it was purchased;

b.   Reduce or eliminate hourly fees during off-peak days, or other low demand periods;

c.   Provide areas within parking lots for short-term free parking (30 minutes) for stops to check the surf or engage in other similar activities. Peak days may be any day from March 1 to November 31, or any day where the temperature reaches or is projected to reach 68 degrees.  Peak days may also include Memorial Day, the Fourth of July, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, Christmas, or Easter.  

d.   Provide free disability parking for citizens with appropriate disability placards.  

e.   Provide public information at each location or at the Park entrance on how to purchase available state parks passes for low-income patrons, veterans, and other disadvantaged persons, and about any immediate discounts available. 



2.   Access Monitoring Requirement.  State Parks shall monitor the implementation of the proposed parking and fee collection program for the duration of this permit authorization as follows. Within 180 days of Commission action, State Parks shall provide the following information to the Executive Director:



a.   Baseline data and analysis done currently to develop the State Annual Statistical Report;

b.   Baseline data of park and parking lot use prior to operation of the APMs on five selected days as follows: (1) an off-peak week day, (2) an off-peak weekend, (3) a peak weak day, (4) a peak weekend, and (5) Memorial Day, the Fourth of July, or Labor Day. 

c.   Any data collected and analysis performed from use of the APMs at other parks prior to this permit authorization;



Within the first year of implementation of fee collection, State Parks shall provide to the Executive Director for review and written concurrence, a final report identifying its monitoring results in a format that analyzes the effect of operation of the APMs on parking, park visitation, revenues and public access by comparing baseline use to new use.  Information used to develop the monitoring program shall include, but not be limited to, the following:



d.   Data/analysis currently included in the CSP Annual Statistical Report;

e.   Collection of daily attendance figures post installation of the APMs on at least five day types that shall include: (1) an off-peak week day, (2) an off-peak weekend, (3) a peak weak day, (4) a peak weekend, and (5) a holiday that matches the holiday selected for the collection of the baseline data.  

f.	Parking fees assessed and collected including mode (daily, hourly, holiday, etc.) and amount of fee on each of those day types being analyzed;

g.   Parking lot usage, vacancy and/or turnover rates, and other data relevant to understanding visitation patterns on those specified days;

h.   Analysis of the relationship of use fees to park attendance and parking lot use based on the comparison of pre and post installation of the APMs;

i.	Available information regarding factors such as weather, water quality, water temperature, surf conditions, etc. that may affect visitation patterns;

j.   Use of annual passes, senior/disabled or other discounts across the state parks system;

k.   Parking violations or tickets issued;

l.   Special events.



c. Environmental Monitoring and Reporting. State Parks has determined this project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (see section IV.F), and that there will be no significant new impacts as a result of this proposal, even if more patrons begin to resort of use of existing informal and overflow parking areas.  This is because, such areas are already heavily used on peak days, and are designed to allow sufficient ingress and egress by emergency vehicles without directing persons or vehicles into sensitive areas or habitat. However, State Parks is committed to quarterly review of any new use of these areas, and will provide analysis to the Commission annually on whether environmental changes are happening as a result of such unanticipated reliance on these parking areas.   



IV.	FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS





A.	PROJECT LOCATION, BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION



Procedural Background: On May 31, 2012, California State Parks (CSP) submitted an application to Sonoma County for a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) to install 14 self-pay station collection devices and necessary appurtenant signs at various sites within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks. On January 17, 2013, the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments (BZA) considered the pay-station project and denied CSP’s application, on the basis that installation of the pay-stations is inconsistent with the 1976 Coastal Act, which encourages “maximum access” to coastal beaches. As a result of this finding, and based on additional reasons, the BZA found that the proposal was inconsistent with its certified local coastal development plan (LCP).



California State Parks appealed the Board of Zoning Adjustment’s decision to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors (Board) and on June 18, 2013 the Board denied the appeal of that decision, also on the premise that charging a fee would restrict the “maximum” access required per California Constitution Article X, Section 4 and Section 30210 of the 1975 California Coastal Act. CSP is appealing the Board’s decision to the California Coastal Commission on the grounds that the proposed pay stations are both consistent with the County’s LCP and on the basis that they are also consistent with the Coastal Act itself. The County’s decision to deny State Parks a permit based on its finding of reduced public access cannot reasonably be supported, and in fact is contradicted by its own revenue collection at beaches in the area. State Parks submits there are Substantial Issues the Board failed to consider that have the potential to set a regional and potentially state-wide precedent, and CSP will demonstrate pay station installation will not result in damage to coastal resources, and will actually enhance public access to the coastline within Sonoma County, consistent with both the Coastal Act and the LCP. 



On April 15, 2015, the Commission found a substantial issue of statewide importance.



Project Location: Sonoma County.  See Exhibit 1, Exhibit 2 (Staff Report Finding and Recommending a Substantial Issue).  



Project Description: Installation of 8 APMs at beaches in Sonoma County consistent with State Parks proposed Appeal.  (See Exhibit 1, Exhibit 2 (Staff Report Finding and Recommending a Substantial Issue), Exhibit 3 (picture of the APMs) which is incorporated by reference.  



B. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT JURISDICTION



Pursuant to the California Coastal Act, a coastal development permit is required for any “development,” unless specifically exempted under a variety of provisions or procedures set forth in the Coastal Act or pursuant to other provisions of law.  If a local entity has a certified local coastal plan in place, the Commission may only review and overturn its decision to deny a coastal development permit if there is a substantial issue, and the Commission finds that the application is consistent with the local coastal plan and the Coastal Act.  If the Commission finds this appeal presents a substantial issue, it shall consider de novo whether the proposal is consistent with the certified LCP and with the Coastal Act itself.  



The Commission’s regulatory jurisdiction, as well as that of local governments in the coastal zone, derives from its mandate to assure that new development is consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act. One of the Commission’s most fundamental legislative mandates is to protect and expand public access to and along the coast and to guarantee the public’s Constitutional right to access state tidelands through the implementation of the Coastal Act (Public Resources Code sections 30210-30214). Thus, the Commission has a long history of assuring through its planning and regulatory process that existing public access to the sea is not closed or adversely impacted by new development; that where appropriate, new access and recreation is provided, including as mitigation for development impacts; and that prescriptive public rights to access the shoreline are protected.



The Commission also has a mandate to assure that public access is provided and managed in relation to the needs of all citizens, and to protect private rights, natural resources, and public safety. Hence, the Commission has long been involved in evaluating and resolving conflicts between competing uses, and in evaluating proposals that might affect the public’s ability or costs of getting to the coast, to assure that the public’s fundamental rights for coastal access, and the legislative mandates of the Coastal Act, are met.



For purposes of the Commission’s permitting requirements in cases like this, new development includes the placement of physical structures, such as a parking kiosk, pay machine, or meters, but also includes changes in the “intensity of use of water or access thereto” (PRC 30106). Clearly the placement of a physical barrier would change the ability to access the water, but the Commission also has long applied the Coastal Act definition of development to activities that may not involve any physical development but yet may affect access to the water. This includes both user access fees and general restrictions on the hours of access or the types of users that may be allowed to use

or park in an area that provides access to the shoreline (e.g. beach curfews, residential-only parking zones, etc.).



The Commission’s jurisdiction with respect to parking regulation and fees was specifically affirmed in the case of Surfrider Foundation v. CCC (1994) 26 Cal.App.4th 151), which concerned the installation of Iron Rangers in Sonoma County. In responding to Surfrider’s main contention that proposed State Park fees would impede access to the coast, the court addressed the legislative intent of the Coastal Act and concluded:



…the concerns placed before the Legislature in 1976 were more broad-based than direct physical impedance of access. For this reason we conclude the public access and recreational policies of the Act should be broadly construed to encompass all impediments to access, whether direct or indirect, physical or nonphysical.  The Coastal Act also expressly requires all state agencies to comply with the Act (Pub. Res. Code 30003)   and clarifies that all state agencies shall carry out their duties and responsibilities in conformity with the Coastal Act and that Coastal Act policies should guide state functional planning in the coastal zone. Pub Res Code 30402, 30403.  See also Govt. Code section 65036.





Although the Commission need only establish a change in intensity of use or access to water to invoke its jurisdiction, the Commission also has exercised its administrative discretion and provided guidance concerning when a change in access fees (such as new or increased parking fees) might be considered a substantial change that would likely trigger a coastal development permit (see

October 1993 memo to Planning Directors of Coastal Cities and Counties and other interested persons Exhibit 4). As applied to the subject APMs, the proposed fee structure is new, and thus subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction. Beyond the physical installation, therefore, the APMs and their associated fees program have the potential to affect the intensity of use and access to beaches and state waters and are thus subject to the Commission’s regulatory authority over new development.



C. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION



The California Coastal Act requires the Commission to maximize opportunity for coastal access and contains the following relevant policies:



Section 30210:  In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.



Section 30211: Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the

sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.



Section 30212.5: Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area.

Section 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged,, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred. …



Section 30220: Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses.



Section 30221: Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and development …



Other Coastal Act policies also are relevant to the public recreational access issues presented by the proposed project, including:



Section 30240 (b): Development in areas adjacent to…parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those…recreation areas.



Section 30252: The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non- automobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public transportation,….



Among the most important goals and requirements of the Coastal Act is the mandate to protect, provide, enhance, and maximize public recreational access opportunities to and along the coast consistent with strong resource conservation principles. Within this guiding framework, the protection of and priority for lower cost visitor and recreational facilities is explicitly identified. The beaches at issue here provide a broad array of recreational opportunities spanning Sonoma County’s coastline. They are primarily only accessible by car, and are located in areas of the County not fully developed.  





Parking Fee Collection Program



The facts provided by State Parks about the program proposed would allow State Parks to manage coastal access to its beaches with the goal of maximizing public access and protecting lower cost visitor and recreational opportunities on public land, while recognizing recent legislative direction to State Parks to create new and more sustainable sources of revenue streams to fund facility management and operations throughout the State Park system.  The Coastal Commission finds this to be consistent with the Coastal Act.



In its proposal, State Parks has identified in a flexible fee schedule that will provide a range of options for day use; may reduce or eliminate fees during off-peak periods; has provided some areas within parking lots for short-term free parking for brief stops; is not increasing the daily flat rate on holidays, allows its daily pass to be used at all Sonoma beaches, and included hourly holiday rates; and promotion of annual regional passes and discount rates for seniors, the disabled, veterans and low-income income persons.  It is also retaining a significant percentage of free parking.  Special Condition #1 provides flexibility, and incorporates the above parameters into the approved fee collection program.



The Commission believes an hourly parking rate option is beneficial and would allow short-term visitors the opportunity to enjoy the sunset or engage in recreational activity such as a walk or jog on the beach, without incurring the expense of the full day fee.  The flat fee program offers visitors an alternative to access the park by motor vehicle for a full day, or any of the other beaches without having to pay additional hourly costs.



As was established by the Commission in Southern California at San Clamente State Beach in or around June of 2013, parking lots with hourly rates are “inherently a lower-cost visitor and recreational opportunity, and the Commission has found a blend of hourly and day-use fees is supported by the Coastal Act.”  For example, the Commission found in June of 2013, that the Day Use blufftop parking lot in San Clamente was benefited by an hourly rate given the day use rate of $15 dollars.  It noted that this hourly option allowed neighborhood and regional use that would otherwise have been deterred.  Similarly, if found the Calafia lot in that same hearing was a popular location for direct beach access and its proximity to the Coastal Trail, thus necessitating shorter term parking options for local and regional users.   It noted a historic and currently provided hourly rate option at those Southern beach lots was “highly suitable to [those locations] and its replacement with a flat rate would be a significant impact to lower-cost recreational opportunities and access and would likely result in adverse spill-over effects on the adjacent neighborhoods.”  



Just as was the case in Southern California, Parks believes offering a low-cost hourly options in Sonoma will allow regional use in short spurts for things like running, end-of-day hikes, and sunset/sunrise visits, while day rates would provide a capped and fixed fee, allowing visitors to determine the length of their trip and the most cost-efficient approach for it.  

To provide additional opportunities for visitation, State Parks will expand and continue to promote the sale of annual regional passes.  At kiosks staffed by park workers, and online, State Parks provides discounts for certain groups of visitors, including an immediate $1 discount for senior citizens over 62 and a 50 percent discount for disabled persons who have a Department- issued pass.  In the case of Sonoma, State Parks is providing full free parking to disabled patrons. 

The maintenance of these lower-cost options for beach access is a specific concern to assure that rates are not driven solely by increased demand, such as holidays or peak season, such that some segments of the population are priced out of recreational opportunities at the coast.





Hours of Operation/Beach Closures

As stated above, one of the Commission’s most fundamental legislative mandates is to protect and expand public access to and along the coast and to guarantee the public’s Constitutional right to access state tidelands through the implementation of the Coastal Act.  See, Cal. Const. Article X, Section 4.

 This permit application does not address the hours of operation of the parking lots and beach closures. In its application and as part of the ongoing coordination effort with Commission staff, State Parks staff has indicated they shall consider supplemental means that increase visitation including extending park hours, parking lot hours and operations, and will work with Commission staff separately to address any closures or restrictions on actual access to and along the beach shoreline that may be in place as a result of budget shortfalls or other management needs.  Commission staff anticipates that this discussion will proceed as part of the statewide commitment to addressing these types of issues.



Conclusion

As conditioned, the proposed project to install 8 APMs and institute a new flexible fee schedule, including hourly and flat rates, has the potential to expand visitation, improve public access, and increase revenue.  Through ongoing reporting and collaboration, the Commission will have the ongoing opportunity to review and reconsider this permit, which will automatically renew itself absent a decision by Commission staff to review it. The Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with the public access and recreational policies of the Coastal Act.





D. VISUAL IMPACTS



Coastal Act Section 30251 requires that “the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas….”



The APMs would be installed at the entrance to or in paved parking lots. The machines stand about 54 inches off the ground. In some cases, the APMs are accompanied by a poles to mount informational signs and provide a location for solar collectors, which power some of the machines. Given this limited footprint, and the proposed location, the Commission finds that the proposed APMs will have a less than significant visual impact on the coastal area. Therefore, installation of the proposed APMs is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251.





E. CHAPTER 3 STANDARD OF REVIEW



The Commission certified the Land Use Plan for the Sonoma County in 2001.  As conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and with the certified Land Use Plan for the area.  Approval of the project, as conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the Sonoma County to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3.






F. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)





Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent with any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment.



State Parks, acting as lead CEQA agency, determined that the proposed installation was categorically exempt from CEQA (pursuant to CEQA guidelines 15303, 15304, and 15311) and the fee program was statutorily exempt (pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080), and thus the Department did not identify any significant adverse environmental effects from the proposed project.  The Coastal Commission’s review and analysis of coastal development permit applications has been certified by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQA.  All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings above. All above Coastal Act findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference.



State Parks has concluded that there will be no significant impacts relative to baseline use that would affect special habitat areas or other off-road areas.  State Parks is committed to engaging in visual monitoring on a quarterly basis, which analysis it will provide to Commission staff, to make sure overflow parking is not being used in a manner that would result in changes to the baseline environment.  As such, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects which approval of the proposed project, as conditioned, would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA.  Thus, as conditioned, the proposed project will not result in any significant environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A).







APPENDIX A







Substantive File Documents:

Coastal Permit Application File Number A-2-SON-13-0219 .

California State Park System Statistical Reports 2013-2014 Fiscal Years California State Parks – Pass Descriptions – Department website: http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1049   which has been viewed by or shown to Commission staff. 

California State Parks – Day Use Fees by Geographical Region  – Department website: files/Current_GeoLoc%20web_day%20use.pdf.  " http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/737/files/Current_GeoLoc%20web_day%20use.pdf.   
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Local Governments 


 
City Meters APM Kiosk Fees /hour Fees/day 


Del Mar X X  $3.00  


Oceanside X X  $2.00 $5-$8 


Newport Beach X  X $1.50 $15.00 


San Clemente  X  $1.50  


Dana Point    $1.00  


Laguna Beach X X ? $1.25-2.25 $7/day 


Huntington 
Beach 


X X  $1.50 $15.00 


Seal Beach  X  $3.00/2hours  


Long Beach X ? ? unkn unkn 


San Pedro unkn unkn unkn $1.00  


Rancho Palos 
Verdes 


unkn unkn unkn  $5.00 


Terrance  X   Varies 
seasonally 
$2.00-7.00 


Redando Beach X X  $0.25/15 
minutes 


$2.00/hour  
(Summer)  


$1.50/hour 
(winter) 


Hermosa Beach X   Unkn  


Manhattan 
Beach 


 X  $1.50  


Santa Monica X  X unkn $6.00-$15.00 


Malibu Unkn Unkn Unkn  $3.00-10* 


LA County Unkn Unkn Unkn  $3.00-15.00 


Orange County  X   $1.00 


Santa Barbara 
County 


 Unkn Unkn  $10.00 


Pismo Beach  X  $1.00  


Capitola X     


City of 
Monterey 


X X  $1.50 $10 


Santa Cruz  X X   


Humboldt 
County  


Unkn Unkn Unkn  $2.00 


Pacifica  X   $8.00/day 
$4.00/4 hours 


Sonoma County Unkn Unkn Unkn  $7.00 
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Coastal State Parks1 


 
Bolsa Chica SB 


Bolsa Chica Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
Border Field SP 


Border Field Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $5.00 $5.00 
Cardiff SB 


Cardiff Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $10.00 $15.00 
Carlsbad SB 


Tamarack Lot Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 
Crystal Cove SP 


Crystal Cove Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
Carpinteria SB 


Carpinteria Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Doheny SB 


Doheny Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 


El Capitan SB 
El Capitan Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Emma Wood SB 
Emma Wood Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Half Moon Bay SB 
Half Moon Bay Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Huntington SB 
Huntington Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 


Malibu Lagoon SB 
Malibu Lagoon Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $12.00 $12.00 


Manresa SB 
Manresa Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


McGrath SB 
McGrath Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Natural Bridges SB 


Natural Bridges Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
New Brighton SB 


New Brighton Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Oceano Dunes SVRA 


Oceano Dunes Paid Vehicle Undeveloped Parking $5.00 $5.00 
Pescadero SB 


Pescadero Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Pismo SB 


Pismo Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Pomponio SB 


                                                           
1 Based on information from:http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/737/files/Current_web_day%20use.pdf 
(4/8/16) 



http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/737/files/Current_web_day%20use.pdf
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Pomponio Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Refugio SB 
Refugio Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Robert H. Meyer Memorial SB 
Robert H. Meyer Memorial Paid Vehicle Undeveloped Parking $8.00 $8.00 


San Buenaventura SB 
Main Day Use Lot Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $5.00 


Pier Lot Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
San Clemente SB 


San Clemente Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
San Elijo SB 


San Elijo Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $12.00 $8.00 $15.00 
San Onofre SB 


San Onofre Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
Seacliff SB 


Seacliff Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


San Gregorio 
San Gregorio Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Silver Strand SB 
Silver Strand Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 $15.00 


South Carlsbad SB 
South Carlsbad Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $10.00 $15.00 


Sunset SB 
Palm Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Torrey Pines SB 
Torrey Pines Beach Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $12.00 $20.00 


Tomales Bay SP 
Tomales Bay Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Prairie Creek Redwoods SP 
Prairie Creek Redwoods Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Salt Point SP 


Salt Point Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Point Mugu SP 


La Jolla Paid Vehicle Undeveloped Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Mugu Beach Paid Vehicle Undeveloped Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Sycamore Canyon Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $12.00 $12.00 
Sycamore Cove Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $12.00 $12.00 


MacKerricher SP 
MacKerricher Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


China Camp SP 
Back Ranch Developed Parking $5.00 $5.00 


Crystal Cove SP 
Crystal Cove Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 Paid Vehicle 
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Moro Campground (beach day use area) Paid Vehicle Developed Parking 


$15.00 $15.00 
Big Basin Redwoods SP 


Big Basin Main Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 Paid Vehicle 
Rancho del Oso Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Limekiln SP 
Limekiln Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Gaviota SP 
Gaviota Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Julia Pfeiffer Burns SP 
Julia Pfieffer Burns Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Fort Ross SHP 
Fort Ross Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 Paid Vehicle 


Reef Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Del Norte Coast Redwoods SP 


Del Norte Coast Redwoods Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Leo Carrillo SP 
Leo Carrillo Developed Parking $12.00 $12.00 


Point Lobos SNR 
Point Lobos Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 


Patrick's Point SP 
Patrick's Point Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Morro Bay SP 
Morro Bay Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 


Portola Redwoods SP 
Portola Redwoods Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 





































State of California - The Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 


MANUAL 


DEPARTMENTAL NOTICE No. 2007- 05 Operations 
SUBJECT CHAPTER 


Native American Consultation Policy & Implementation 
Procedures 


0400 Cultural Resources (old 
DOM 1600) 


ISSUED EXPIRES REFERENCE 


November 16, 2007 When incorporated 
The Cultural Resources sections of Old DOM 
1600 & the Resource Management Directives 
(1979) 


DPR 375 (Rev. 10/2001)(Word 6/25/2002) 
 


WHEN APPLICABLE, ENTER THE NUMBER AND DATE OF THIS DEPARTMENTAL NOTICE IN THE MARGIN OF THE 
MANUAL PAGE, ADJACENT TO THE SECTION(S) AFFECTED BY IT. 
 
This Departmental Notice has been re-created for transmittal in electronic format.  The original notice was signed by 
Theodore Jackson, Jr. – Deputy Director for Park Operations. 
 
The purpose of this Departmental Notice is to set forth the Department’s policy for consultation 
with Native California Indians*1 regarding activities that affect matters relating to their heritage, 
sacred sites, and cultural traditions.  This Departmental Notice is effective immediately and until 
incorporated into the Department Operations Manual (DOM). 
 
See “Definitions of Key Terms” for definitions used in this Departmental Notice. 
 
 
LEGAL AUTHORITY 
 
The Department is required, by state and federal laws and regulations, to protect and preserve 
Native American resources within the State Park System.  Departmental policy also provides 
specific guidelines, stated in the Resource Management Directives concerning the involvement 
of Native California Indian groups in all plans and practices that have impacts on the Native 
American resources under the Department’s stewardship.  The Federal laws related to Native 
American resources that may apply to the Department include:  The National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. § 470 et seq.); The National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.); the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
(ARPA) (16 U.S.C. § 470aa et seq.); Executive Order No. 13007, 61 Fed. Reg. 26771 (May 24, 
1996) regarding Indian Sacred Sites; the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (16 
U.S.C. § 469 et seq.); the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. § 
3001 et seq.); and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. 1996).  State laws 
and regulations related to Native American resources that may apply to the Department include:  
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Cal. Pub. Resources Code §21000 et seq.); 
Native American Historical, Cultural, and Sacred Sites (Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 5097 et 
seq.); Historical Resources (Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 5020 et seq.); Preservation of 
Significant Archaeological Resource Areas and Associated Artifacts (Cal. Pub. Resources Code 
§ 5079.60 et seq.); Removal, Destruction, Mutilation of Human Remains (Cal. Health & Saf. 
Code § 7050.5 et seq.); Destruction of Archaeological Sites and Caves (Cal. Pen. Code §§ 622 


                                            
1 The intent of the Department’s policy is to consult with both federally and non-federally recognized tribes or 
groups of Native California Indian people, which, in this Departmental Notice, may be referred to as ‘tribe’ or 
‘group’.  Additionally, the Department recognizes that some tribal territories cross present international and 
state boundaries.  It is the intent of the Department to include such tribes in consultation regarding activities 
within such geographic areas. 
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½ & 623); Investigation, Excavation and Preservation of Historic or Prehistoric Ruins (Cal. Wat. 
Code § 234); Government Code Sections regarding disclosure of archaeological site information 
(Cal. Gov. Code §§ 6253, 6254, & 6254.10.); and Title 14, California Code of Regulations § 
4307 regarding Geological Features; and Governor’s Executive Order No. W-26-92 
[management of significant heritage resources under jurisdiction of state agencies] April 8, 1992.  
Within the Department see Resource Management Directives #50, #52, and #71.  Recent 
legislation regarding disclosure of information and consultation by local governments with Native 
California Indian tribes can also be found in Civil Code Section 815.3; Government Code 
Sections 65040.2, 65092, 65351, 65352, 65352.3, 65352.4, 65560, and 65562.5 (also known as 
Senate Bill No. 18 (2003-2004 Regular Session)).   
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Since at least 1979, with the issuance of the Department’s Resource Management Directives, it 
has been the informal guidance of California State Parks to strive for open communication and 
ongoing consultation with Native California Indians on matters relating to their heritage, sacred 
sites and cultural traditions.  This Departmental Notice is intended to establish a process of 
consultation between Native California Indian tribes and California State Parks by clearly 
defining the circumstances under which consultation should occur and the process of such 
consultation including the timing of consultation with project development, the negotiation 
process, or when to consider consultation ‘concluded’ with regard to a specific issue.   
 
 
NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION POLICY 
 
The Department recognizes its special responsibility as the steward of many sites of cultural and 
spiritual significance to living Native peoples of California.  Therefore, it is the policy of California 
State Parks to engage in open, respectful, ongoing consultation with appropriate Native 
California Indian tribes or groups in the proper management of areas, places, objects or burials 
associated with their heritage, sacred sites and traditional cultural properties or cultural traditions 
in the State Park System. 
 
The primary responsibility for Native American consultation is vested in the District 
Superintendent in each park district.  This Departmental Notice outlines nine primary areas 
where consultation is appropriate, but other areas for this type of dialogue may include aspects 
of park operations such as visitor use, interpretation, facility maintenance, special events, 
prescribed burning, and resource management.  District Superintendents will annually report to 
the Department Preservation Officer a summary of consultations with local Native California 
Indian tribes that occurred in their districts.  This information will be compiled in the Annual 
Report on Historic Preservation Activities, which is submitted by the Department to the Office of 
Historic Preservation (see Departmental Notice 2004-2). 
 
Prior to implementing projects or policies that may have impacts to Native California Indian sites 
within the State Park System, the Department will actively consult with local Native California 
Indian tribes regarding the protection, preservation and/or mitigation of cultural sites and sacred 
sites in the State Park System.  Consultation between local Native California Indian tribes and 
California State Parks is required in the following nine areas of activity:  1) acquisition of 
properties where cultural sites are present; 2) during the General Plan process and/or 
development of Management Plans; 3) planning, design, and implementation of capital outlay 
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and other public works and development projects; 4) issues of concern identified by the tribes; 5) 
plant and mineral gathering by Native people; 6) access to Native California Indian ceremonial 
sites; 7) archaeological permitting; 8) mitigation of vandalism and development of protective 
measures at Native California Indian sites; and 9) when using the Native voice in presenting the 
story of  Native California Indian people in park units.  
 
 
CONSULTATION PROCESS AND PROCEDURE OUTLINE 
 
Guiding Thought:  Consultation is a process in which both the Native California Indian tribe and 
California State Parks invests time, effort, and understanding to seek a mutually respectful 
resolution for the purpose of preserving or mitigating impacts to a cultural place, site, object or 
human burial where feasible. 
 
A.  California State Parks initiates contact with Native California Indian tribes: 
 


1. When a project area has been identified in one or more of the nine different areas of 
activity described above, District personnel shall request, and obtain, from the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) the Native American Consultation List for the 
effected area (the District should regularly coordinate with the NAHC to maintain an 
accurate list). 


 


2. District personnel shall then contact each group or tribe listed for the appropriate area 
requesting a consultation.  Written notice should be used (in some circumstances by 
certified mail with return receipt requested) – but this does not preclude contact in 
person, by telephone, FAX, or e-mail.  Personal follow up contact to any of the above 
methods is highly encouraged to increase successful information sharing and 
understanding. 


 
In the event written notice is used, such notices should be concise, clear, and informative 
to ensure understanding by all parties, and contain the following information: 
 
a. A clear statement of the purpose of the consultation, inviting the Native California 


Indian tribe to consult and re-enforcing the importance of the tribe’s participation in 
working to identify, protect and preserve their heritage and traditions. 


 


b. A narrative description of the proposed activity, project, acquisition area, or General 
Plan.  In the case of vandalism, the site of the crime and extent of damage. 


 


c. Maps clearly showing detail of the geographic area(s) described in the narrative.  
Maps should be of reasonable scale with sufficient references for easy identification 
of the affected area(s). 


 


d. The deadline (date) by which California State Parks requests the tribe to agree to 
consultation with District personnel.  The tribe shall have 90 days from the date of the 
notice to request consultation. 


 


e. Contact information of representatives of California State Parks to whom the tribe 
should respond. 


 


f. Technical reports, including summaries of cultural resources reports and 
archaeological reports applicable to the area, if available. 
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g. Information on proposed or potential grading or other ground-disturbing activities, if 
applicable (this may be included in the project description). 


 
3. Subject to confidentiality procedures, it is advised that the District and the tribe maintain 


clear records of communications, including letters, telephone calls, faxes, and e-mails.  
Both parties may send notices by certified mail and keep logs of telephone calls, faxes 
and e-mails.  A file of returned or unanswered correspondence shall be retained by the 
District in order to verify efforts to communicate.  Documentation of notification and 
consultation request will be included in the California State Parks public record (with the 
exception of any sensitive, confidential elements pursuant to laws and regulations; 
litigation holds or on-going investigations that may preclude such public release). 


 


4. California State Parks shall provide additional information about the proposed project, 
General Plan, or event, if available, if so requested by the tribe.  In the event new 
information is discovered regarding a proposed project, California State Parks may 
consider extending the 90-day timeframe for the tribe to review the new information and 
respond accordingly. 


 


5. If the tribe does not respond within the 90 days or declines consultation, consultation will 
be considered waived.  However, both parties will retain the right to re-open consultation 
efforts at a later date if warranted. 


 
B.  Native California Indian tribe initiates contact with California State Parks: 


 


1. If a Native California Indian tribe requests consultation for the purpose of identifying, 
preserving, protecting cultural sites, traditional cultural properties, sacred sites, or 
gathering areas; mitigating impacts to cultural resources; or entry for gathering certain 
plants or minerals, the consultation shall begin within a reasonable period of time, but no 
later than 90 days from the request for consultation.  The goals of such consultation 
include: 


 


a. For all parties to recognize cultural places that are essential elements of Native 
California Indian tribal culture, traditions, heritages and identities. 


 


b. To establish meaningful dialogue between California State Parks and local Native 
California Indian tribal governments in order to identify and take into consideration 
cultural places on State park lands. 


 


c. To avoid potential conflicts over the preservation of Native California Indian cultural 
places by ensuring that both California State Parks and tribal governments have 
information available early in the land use planning process. 


 


d. To encourage the preservation and protection of Native California Indian cultural 
places on State park land by avoiding them or developing appropriate management 
for them in project planning, design and development when possible and minimizing 
both primary and secondary impacts. 


 


e. To facilitate the development of proper treatment and management plans to preserve 
Native California Indian cultural places. 


 


f. To enable Native California Indian tribes to enter into cooperative agreements with 
California State Parks to act as caretakers of their cultural places. 


 


When is Consultation Concluded?  When engaging in consultation, both California State 
Parks and Native California Indian tribal representatives should consider leaving the process 
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open-ended to allow ample opportunity for mutual agreement to be reached.  Some 
consultations will involve highly sensitive and complex issues that cannot be resolved in a short 
period of time.  Consultation may require a series of meetings before a mutually acceptable 
agreement may be achieved.  One method of efficient consultation would be to schedule 
quarterly meetings for on-going dialogue.   
 
While consultation may be on-going, with regard to any individual project, consultation should be 
considered concluded at the point in which: 
 


• The parties to the consultation come to a mutual resolution concerning the appropriate 
measures for preservation or mitigation; or 


 


• Either California State Parks or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, 
concludes that the parties are at an impasse and resolution cannot be reached 
concerning the appropriate measure(s) of preservation or mitigation. 


 
When a mutual resolution is reached, a Memorandum of Agreement2 may be written and the 
project will proceed implementing the measures agreed upon.   
 
If an impasse is declared, written documentation of all efforts and alternatives shall be forwarded 
to the Departmental Preservation Officer (DPO) for review.  The Department Preservation 
Officer may recommend mitigation or preservation measures for the project, alternatives to the 
project, abandonment of the project, or proceeding with the project as planned and shall forward 
such recommendation with the reasons therefore, along with all documents, to the Director for 
the final decision regarding the project. 
 
 
DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS USED IN THIS DEPARTMENTAL NOTICE 
 
“Consultation” means the timely and active process of seeking, discussing, and considering the 
views of the participants to obtain a mutually respectful resolution for the treatment of heritage 
sites, objects, or human remains. 
 
“Cultural sites” are those places or areas where gathering, ceremonies, everyday living, or burial 
of the dead would occur.  A village site would be an example; however other types of places 
may also be identified by the tribe. 
 
“Gathering area” means any area where traditional food, plants, or other natural materials that 
are used in a traditional practice by a Native California Indian group are gathered, collected, 
assembled, or maintained. 
 
 


“Native American Consultation List” means the list developed and maintained by the NAHC 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65352.3 – as outlined in the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research’s Tribal Consultation Guidelines – Supplement to General Plan 
Guidelines, November 14, 2005, that identifies for local governments California Native American 


                                            
2 For large, complex projects, the Department recommends the parties execute a Memorandum of Agreement 
detailing the agreed upon measure(s) of preservation or mitigation.  However, a Memorandum of Agreement 
may not be necessary for smaller, less complex projects where the documentation of the consultation process 
is sufficient. 







 6


groups to be notified or consulted about proposed local land use planning decisions for the 
purpose of protecting traditional cultural places and sacred. 
 
“Department Preservation Officer” means the Department Director or designee assigned to 
coordinate State Park cultural preservation activities.  Currently this position is held by the chief 
of the Archaeology, History and Museums Division (Governor’s Executive Order No. W-26-92 
[management of significant heritage resources under jurisdiction of state agencies] April 8, 
1992). 
 
“Native California Indian group” means a California Indian tribe, band or nation recognized by 
the NAHC. 
 
“Project”, for the purposes of this Departmental Notice, is any activity that has potential to cause 
an adverse effect on Native American archaeological and ethno-historical sites, objects or 
burials. 
 
“Traditional Cultural Property” is as defined in National Register Bulletin #38, Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties:  “A traditional cultural 
property…can be defined generally as one that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register 
because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are 
rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural 
identity of the community.” 
 
“Sacred Sites” are places of spiritual/religious significance to a tribe where religious ceremonies 
are practiced or which are central to their origins as a people; but sacred sites may also include 
those areas where California Native people gather food, medicine, or materials for cultural 
purposes.  It is always up to the tribe to determine whether or not a site is sacred.  A list of 
Sacred Sites is maintained by the NAHC - that office will provide a contact person who is 
qualified to discuss any sacred site issues in an identified project area. 
 
 
Other Key Terms Not Included – Provided for Clarification 
 
“Most Likely Descendent (MLD)” means the Native California Indian group or person(s) that the 
Native American Heritage Commission designates as most likely descended from ancestral 
Native Americans in an area or region of California (Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 5097.94a &  
5097.98).  The MLD List is not distributed by the NAHC.  Groups or people on this list would only 
be contacted to develop agreements with regard to specific human burials or grave goods 
discovered during the course of a project. 
 
“Native American monitor” means a person who is hired to monitor archaeological resources 
during a project.  Preference for these positions should be given to California Native Americans 
culturally affiliated with the project area.  The monitor should be familiar with local ancestral 
California Native American village sites and cultural practices, and follow the “Guidelines for 
Monitors/Consultants of Native American Cultural, Religious and Burial Sites” (approved Sept. 
13, 2005) prepared by the NAHC (available on their website 
www.nahc.ca.gov/guidelines4mon.html). 
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QUESTIONS 
 
If you have questions regarding this notice, its implementation, interpretation, application or 
deviation, contact the Cultural Resources Programs Supervisor, Archaeology, History and 
Museums Division, John Foster at (916) 4529, or JFost@parks.ca.gov. 
 
 
 
 
Theodore Jackson Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Park Operations 
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Allen, Rory@Parks


From: Palacio, Michael@CHP
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2016 11:56 AM
To: Lair, Mike@Parks
Cc: Harvey, Shawn@CHP; Laurie, Sean@CHP
Subject: RE: Fee Proposal


Mike, 
 
My apologies as I meant to send this information out to you a while ago and got sidetracked.   
 
After talking with my two officers on the coast they are in agreement that parking along the coast, especially 
during the holiday weekends, is challenging to say the least. One of the biggest parking issues is the fact that 
several spots along the coast are closed during certain times of the year, and unfortunately this does not stop 
the public from coming out and illegally parking. The officers constantly address the situation and educate the 
public about legal parking at every opportunity, but feel it will continue to be an ongoing issue. 


 
The officers have heard many complaints from the public about the fees and have experienced many people 
simply parking on Hwy 1, or other roads, to avoid the fees.  The parking situation on the coast has worsened 
over the years (in many areas - mainly due to several locations that are now closed to the public).   
 
The Stump Beach location is an example of a problem area and although there is a reasonable gravel parking 
area across SR-1, from the proposed pay-area, this parking area is less than 100 feet north of a blind and 
nearly-90 degree turn of SR-1 n/b.   Pedestrian traffic currently crosses at that point in the highway, and that 
ped. traffic will likely increase significantly once the park-and-pay system gets implemented.   It would be a 
good idea to have a clearly painted crosswalk on SR-1 at the north end of the non-pay parking area.  A marked 
cross walk would encourage more pedestrians to cross at the safer north end, allowing n/b approaching 
vehicles rounding that blind turn a little more time/distance to yield if necessary. 


 
If you’d like me to draft something in writing with departmental stationary, to make it more formal, I can.  I hope 
this helps and feel free to call me any time you’d like to discuss things. 
 
Mike 
 
Michael Palacio, Captain 
California Highway Patrol 
Santa Rosa Area 
6100 Labath Avenue 
Rohnert Park, CA 94928 
(707) 588-1400 
    


         
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is 
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate 
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. 
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From: Lair, Mike@Parks  
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2016 9:19 AM 
To: Palacio, Michael@CHP 
Subject: RE: Fee Proposal 
 
Hi Mike, 
Just wanted to check in with you to see if you were able to get with staff and discuss the Fee Collection Device locations. 
If so, was there any concerns from your end. I wanted to update our proposal before the meeting on the 13th.  
 
Thank you in advance, 
 
Mike 
 


From: Palacio, Michael@CHP  
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2016 2:03 PM 
To: Lair, Mike@Parks 
Subject: RE: Fee Proposal 
 
Mike, 
 
Don’t mention it and I’ll discuss this with my staff next week and send you back a reply by the following week of 
the 21st, if that works? 
 
Take Care, 
 
Mike 
 
Michael Palacio, Captain 
California Highway Patrol 
Santa Rosa Area 
6100 Labath Avenue 
Rohnert Park, CA 94928 
(707) 588-1400 
    


         
 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is 
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate 
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. 
 


From: Lair, Mike@Parks  
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2016 11:30 AM 
To: Palacio, Michael@CHP 
Subject: Fee Proposal 
 
Captain Palacio, 
Thanks for taking my call this morning. As I mentioned on the call I don’t think this will impact CHP but take a look at the 
proposal and see what you think. If you have any questions or concerns I would be happy to meet with you to discuss 
further.  
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If you could send back a response in an  email or letter so that I can document we have contacted your office regarding 
the proposal I would appreciate it.  
 
I look forward to meeting you in person at some point.  
 
Thanks again, 
Mike 
 
Mike Lair 
District Superintendent 
Sonoma Mendocino Coast District 
25381Steelhead Blvd. 
P.O. Box 152 
Duncans Mills, CA 95430 
Office 707‐865‐3121 
Fax     707‐865‐2046 
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Allen, Rory@Parks


From: Andrea Salas <Andrea.Salas@sonoma-county.org>
Sent: Sunday, March 13, 2016 1:51 PM
To: Lair, Mike@Parks
Cc: Dave Berges; James Naugle; Jerry Turney
Subject: RE: Fee Collection Devices.


Hello Mike, 
 
Hope all is well with your group.  I sent your email to our 3 resident deputy posts and to Lt. Naugle who oversees our 
work location.  The feedback we got was that some of the Bodega Bay communities are concerned with park visitors 
using the adjacent neighborhoods to park in rather than having to pay the fee.   
 
These communities will be looking for some parking enforcement in response.   Deputy Turney who is our Bodega Bay 
Deputy has received the following concerns: 
 
(These are the "Iron Rangers" that are being installed. These have been very controversial with the locals. They are angry 
about having to pay to park at local beaches and believe that out of towners will be parking in their neighborhoods to 
avoid the fees. Carmet and Surena Del Mar.) 
 
I think we all understand that the State is entitled to fee whatever property they control, if at all possible, mitigating the 
impacts to the adjacent neighborhoods would be welcomed.  
 
I’m including Deputy Turney on this email chain.  If you would like to contact him.  He has local contacts that may or may 
not assist you.   
 
Take care and good luck with the project.  
 
 


Sergeant A. Salas #442 
Sonoma County Sheriff's Office 
Patrol Division: River Sub Station 
Field Training Program 
2796 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA. 95403 
Phone:  707-565-2650 / 869-0202 
Fax: 707-869-9253 
	


	
 
Confidential Communication 
The information in this email is confidential and as such may be protected by law, per 832.7 of the California Penal 
Code.  If you are not the intended recipient please contact sender and delete this email.   
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From: Lair, Mike@Parks [mailto:Mike.Lair@parks.ca.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2016 12:24 PM 
To: Andrea Salas 
Subject: Fee Collection Devices. 
 
Hi Andy, 
Mike Lair with California State Parks. As I am sure you are well aware that State Parks is proposing installing Fee 
Collection Devices at certain locations along the Sonoma Coast. The locations starting south and moving north are 
Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock and Stump Beach up at Salt Point. All devices will be installed on State Park 
property and will be in the parking lots at said locations. We have been asked by Coastal Commission to reach out to the 
Sheriff’s office and CHP to see if they have any concerns.  I have attached a  short description for your review. If you 
can’t  comment on it could you forward it on to who may be able to review and comment on the proposal. I am working 
on a short timeline and would appreciate the help.  
I would be happy to talk to you about it too, my contact information is below.  
 
Thanks Andy, 
 
Mike 
 
Mike Lair 
District Superintendent 
Sonoma Mendocino Coast District 
25381Steelhead Blvd. 
P.O. Box 152 
Duncans Mills, CA 95430 
Office 707‐865‐3121 
Cell      707 322‐9604 
Fax     707‐865‐2046 
 








State of California 
Department of Parks & Recreation 


Orange Coast District 
 


White Paper 
CONDITIONS OF PERMITS PERTAINING TO AUTOMATED PAY MACHINES OPERATED BY STATE PARK UNITS 


WITHIN ORANGE AND SAN DIEGO COUNTIES 
 


BACKGROUND: 
On September 11, 2013 California Coastal Commission provided the Orange Coast District of the Department 
of Parks & Recreation (DPR) a Notice of Intent to Issue Permit for three permits (Application No. 5-13-0349, 
50, 51).  These permits provided DPR authority to install Automated Pay Parking Machines (APMs) at San 
Onofre State Beach, San Clemente State Beach, and Crystal Cove State Beach.  To date no hard copy of any 
permit has been provided to DPR. 
 
APMs are currently installed at the following locations: 
 


San Onofre State Beach 
• San Onofre Bluffs (Day Use and Campground) 
• San Onofre Surf Beach (Day Use) 
• Trestles Parking Area (Day Use) 


 
San Clemente State Beach 


• San Clemente State Beach (Day Use and Campground) 
• Calafia Parking Area (Day Use) 


 
Crystal Cove State Park 


• Reef Point Parking Area (Day Use) 
• Moro Campground (Day Use and Campground) 
• Moro Parking Area (Day Use) 
• Los Trancos Parking Area (Day Use) 
• Pelican Point Parking Area (Day Use) 


 
Each permit contained standard boiler plate language pertaining to coastal development permitting; however, 
an additional 14 “conditions” were found within the permit, under SPECIAL CONDITIONS; Section 2. 
Monitoring Requirement.  The conditions are as follows: 
 


a. Data and analysis done currently to develop the DPR Annual Statistical Report; 
b. Available baseline data of park and parking lot use prior to operation of the APMs; 
c. Any data collected and analysis performed from use of APMs prior to this permit authorization; 
d. Data/analysis currently included in the DPR Annual Statistical Report; 
e. Collection of daily attendance figures; 
f. Parking fees assessed and collected including mode (daily, hourly, holiday, etc.) and amount of fee; 
g. Parking lot usage, vacancy and/or turnover rates, and other data relevant to understanding visitation 


patterns; 
h. Analysis of the relationship of use fees to park attendance and parking lot use; 
i. Available information regarding factors such as weather, water quality, water temperature, surf 


conditions, etc.  that may affect visitation patterns; 
j. Use of annual passes, senior/disabled or other discounts;  







k. Parking violations or tickets issued; 
l. Special Events. 
m. Demographic information about who is using each of the parks; 
n. Impacts of changes in parking fees on off-site parking on adjacent highways, streets, roads, or 


neighborhoods.  Consult with Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol about parking problems 
outside of the parks. 


 
These above conditions were heavily debated by the District when first introduced and it should be noted 
conditions l. through m. were presented to the District after the Commission had voted to approve the 
application for permit.  Considering these items were added after the final vote for approval was recorded by 
the Commission and for reasons which will be addressed within this document, the District is unable to 
complete these and other actions the conditions suggest. 
 
During the month of November 2013 the District met with Coastal Commission staff to discuss some of the 
topics and presented baseline data and explanations of the APM program.  The below information is provided 
as an introduction to processes and a follow-up to that meeting. 


DISCUSSION: 
a. Data and analysis done currently to develop the DPR Annual Statistical Report; 


The Department currently prepares an “Annual Statistical Report” with the purpose of providing 
information on the basic parameters of the California State Park System for a specific period of time.  
The report is completed annually and spans a period of July 1 through June 30.  The statistics are based 
on total visitation and revenue collection with no ability to “Drill Down” to how a specific visitor 
utilized the park or by what avenue revenue was collected. 
 
Excerpts from the DPR Statistical Reports: 


 
2013/14 VISITOR ATTENDANCE REVENUE 


 Paid Day 
Use 


Free Day 
Use 


Camping TOTAL User Fees Concessions Miscellaneous TOTAL 


San Onofre 1,306,855 305,901 216,824 1,829,580 $3,498,925 $459 $0 $3,088,975 
San Clemente 220,145 9,469 235,059 464,673 $2,323,201 $10,158 $245 $3,648,047 
Crystal Cove 1,136,638 415,454 113,284 1,665,376 $3,877,460 $299,551 $1,244 $4,178,255 
 


2012/13 VISITOR ATTENDANCE REVENUE 
 Paid Day 


Use 
Free Day 


Use 
Camping TOTAL User Fees Concessions Miscellaneous TOTAL 


San Onofre 1,107,276 289,363 218,049 1,614,688 $3,242,480 $357 $0 $3,242,837 
San Clemente 144,933 53,726 203,406 402,0655 $2,021,621 $21,516 $0 $2,043,137 
Crystal Cove 1,021,665 294,435 106,103 1,422,203 $3,430,983 $243,807 $0 3,674,790 
  


2011/12 VISITOR ATTENDANCE REVENUE 
 Paid Day 


Use 
Free Day 


Use 
Camping TOTAL User Fees Concessions Miscellaneous TOTAL 


San Onofre 1,072,057 264,476 196,270 1,532,803 $2,936,557 $0 $0 $2,936,557 
San Clemente 97,800 142,388 194,117 434,305 $1,991,026 $15,516 $0 $2,006,542 
Crystal Cove 948,988 302,745 112,449 1,364,182 $2,872,920 $208,555 $25 $3,081,500 
 
From these reports the District is credited with showing a 22.07% increase in visitation and a 35.59% increase 
in revenues from day use collections. 
 







 
b. Available baseline data of park and parking lot use prior to operation of the APMs; 


The District has attempted to dissect revenue collection in an effort to meet the mandates of AB 1478, 
as well as, to increase visitation to specific park units.  The District has created a spreadsheet entitled 
“OCD Revenue Analysis” which is updated by the 15th of each month.  The Data has been retrieved and 
recorded from fiscal 2008/09 to present. 
 
This data was presented to Commission staff at the November 2013 meeting.  The District 
demonstrates an average of a 12.4% increase in total “Day Use” collections across the District.  
Between 2013 and 2014 San Onofre State Beach posted an increase of approximately 11.76%, San 
Clemente 58.1%, and Crystal Cove State Park a 22.46% increase in Day Use revenue collections. 
  


c. Any data collected and analysis performed from use of APMs prior to this permit authorization; 
The District provided a presentation of data that may be retrieved from the APMs during the 2013 
meeting; however, the District stated diminished staffing levels and the lack of the appropriate 
software made extracting data requested to be too time consuming without some type of additional 
funding support. 
 
The District does run random “spot testing” to analyze how visitors utilize the parking program. This 
data includes average number of hours paid for, length of stay, and how the park is utilized (i.e. days 
which lack visitation, or what times the park unit is most heavily visited). 
 
A demonstration of what is provided by the machine can be accessed by notifying the District. 
 


d. Data/analysis currently included in the DPR Annual Statistical Report; 
Please see “Condition a.” The DPR Statistical Report is a public document and easily found on the DPR 
website.  Commission staff is welcome to hard copies of the DPR 449- Daily Visitor Attendance Record 
at the conclusion of each calendar year for the year previous.  These documents cannot be made 
available electronically. 
 


e. Collection of daily attendance figures; 
Park and Recreation Departments throughout the world have a difficult time accounting for daily 
attendance figures.  DPR owned park units are not an exception.  Many, if not all, park units have 
fenceless borders, and provide access to anyone so long as parking or public transit is available inside 
or outside the unit.  All park units use due diligence to collect attendance figures, however, it should 
not be considered an exact science. 
 
The District, for the purposes of providing data requested by the Conditions of Permit count vehicles as 
part of the data analysis.  This formula provides a more accurate account of how day use and pass sales 
equate to visitation per vehicle.   
 







 
 
 


 In 2008/09 a total of 80,722 day use passes were sold through State Park Day Use revenue collection 
 areas.  In 2013/14 day use revenue tickets sold more than doubled to 170,515. For 2014/15 the District  
 demonstrates a 4.50% increase of the same time period in 2013/14. 
 
 This information can be found on the District’s “OCD Revenue Analysis” spreadsheet. 
 


f. Parking fees assessed and collected including mode (daily, hourly, holiday, etc.) and amount of fee; 
The District has utilized a “flexible fee schedule” as a pricing index for all Day Use lots housing APMs.  
No parking area has the same pricing, or do days of the week, or months of the year.  Rather, fees are 
set to increase visitation, while capturing the most revenue agreeable to the consumer.  Hourly options 
are included in the pricing structure as a consumer choice. 
 
Below is an example of how a flexible fee schedule may work: 


Park Unit or 
Area 


Hourly Rate 
Peak Season 


Hourly Rate 
Off-Season 


Max Day Use 
Rate 


4th July Holiday 
Rate 


Specific Project Pricing 


Calafia $2.00 $1 - $2.00 $15.00 $20.00 Flat $3.00 per Hr. / No Max Rate 
Los Trancos $5.00 $5.00 $15.00 $20.00 Flat Concession Validation Program 


Trestles $3.00 $2.00 $15.00 $3.00 Hourly $3.00 per Hr. / No Max Rate 
 


 
g. Parking lot usage, vacancy and/or turnover rates, and other data relevant to understanding 


visitation patterns; 
The District may be able to provide some information with proper staffing levels and with the 
necessary program software.  At present, the District is only able to perform “Spot Checks” concerning 
lot usage and turnover rates. 
 


h. Analysis of the relationship of use fees to park attendance and parking lot use; 
The District has done an outstanding job of providing analysis of how “flexible fee schedules” increase 
visitation, while increasing revenue streams.  Hourly and Off-season pricing allow all visitors access to 
parks and maintain turnover in parking areas, which can create greater visitation per day to each park 
unit as experienced at Crystal Cove State Park’s Historic District. 
 
It should be noted the District began a “Pay by Phone” (PBP) pilot program within Huntington State 
Beach, providing hourly parking options to all visitors through the use of their personal cell phone 
device.   
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The District chose to offer this service without an APM installation do to the laborious, time 
consuming, and notable constraints of the Coastal Commission Application for Permit process, as well 
as, the conditions placed on the current APM program. 
 
Parking is offered to visitors of Huntington State Beach during the off-season, as well as, Monday 
through Wednesday during peak season at an hourly rate of $2.00 per hour by paying for parking 
through the PBP program.  During its first full year, the Park Unit increase revenues by 4.08%.  Day Use 
ticket sales rose by more than 6.98% during the same time period. 
 


i. Available information regarding factors such as weather, water quality, water temperature, surf 
conditions, etc.  that may affect visitation patterns; 
The District has a “Proud Partnership” agreement with Surfline which can provide weather and surf 
data for the last 50 years.  Currently the Department does not have the IT staffing to support merging 
the data bases to properly analyze how surf and weather patterns affect day use revenues.  
Anecdotally, the District can correlate good weather with good visitation and poor weather or surf with 
a downturn in visitation.   
 


j. Use of annual passes, senior/disabled or other discounts;  
Currently the Department has no way to track the use of passes within the park system.  The District 
has been able to analyze Pass sales and Pass sale revenue trends.  All of this information may be found 
on the OCD Revenue Analysis spreadsheet. 
 


k. Parking violations or tickets issued; 
The District has recorded all absentee citations issued to vehicles in the field; however, staffing levels 
and a lack of IT employees thwarted progress to merge this information with the current OCD Revenue 
Analysis spreadsheet. 
 
It should be noted that any “park yourself” program requires additional enforcement to ensure 
compliance.   
 
The District can provide absentee citation records from the time the permit was approved to present. 
 


l. Special Events. 
The Department is unclear of what this condition was meant to track or record.  Currently, the 
Department operates under an MOU with the Coastal Commission to permit and operate our own 
special events program.  The District currently collects $1.7 million in gross revenue from special events 
hosted on those properties managed, as well as, continues to build new constituents through 
spectators or participants in those events learning about and utilizing our park units. 
 


m. Demographic information about who is using each of the parks; 
Currently the Department cannot find a vendor or program which can track demographic information 
pertaining to who is utilizing the park unit.  The District is currently tracking zip codes from on-line 
Annual Day Use Pass Sales through a “Proud Partnership” program, however, these sales account for 
less than 1% of all passes sold solely in the Orange Coast District. 
 


n. Impacts of changes in parking fees on off-site parking on adjacent highways, streets, roads, or 
neighborhoods.  Consult with Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol about parking problems 
outside of the parks. 







The District has completed two studies, both during the 4th of July holiday (2013 and 2014) concerning 
impacts to local neighborhoods and local roadways as it pertains to parking fees being collected within 
the Calafia Parking Area.  Both studies found no additional impacts to local roadways during this busy 
holiday weekend. 
 
One major concern with this specific condition is that Caltrans and Highway Patrol are not the 
managing authorities of any local roadway areas around Orange County Parks.  The District works with 
more than seven separate municipalities and two counties all of which are dependent on tourism and 
understand the benefits both monetarily and through visitation, as well as, the impacts of having world 
class beach units operated within their boundaries. 
 


CONCLUSION: 
The Orange Coast District was and still is opposed to the conditions set forth by the Coastal Development 
Permit as it requires the District to provide items which are simply not attainable or unnecessary when 
demonstrating how visitation and revenue may be analyzed to insure coastal access is provided to all 
Californians.   
 
The District has and continues to express coastal access is at the forefront of our Mission.  Through this permit 
process DPR has demonstrated the ability to both increase visitation and revenues, while maintaining access 
to the coastline for all Californians. 
 
With that said, the District has pulled together data for more than six years which allows management to 
make positive business decisions which attract visitors, as well as, allows for intelligent price structuring of day 
use, overnight camping experiences, and park amenities and programs.  We, the Orange Coast District would 
be more than happy to provide a demonstration of our programs and spreadsheets, as well as, a tour of our 
dynamic park units to all. 
 
The District has implemented several other programs in both an effort to maximize revenue streams, as well 
as, increasing visitation to these high profile Southern California recreational areas without a need for any 
coastal development permits: 
 


• Implementation of Debit/Credit Card Terminals: The District is responsible for being the first DPR 
managed property to deploy Debit/Credit card readers throughout our revenue program offices.  More 
than 30 readers are available to the public as an alternative payment option to cash currency or 
personal check. 
 


• Electronic Report of Collections: The District is currently piloting an on-line report of revenue 
collections entitled the E156/EROC.  This process of providing electronic tracking of revenue will allow 
for greater accountability of revenue streams, provide additional data concerning our revenue 
collections, and reduce staff time by an estimated 10,000 hours annually. 


 







• Implementation of Pay By Phone Programs: The Pay By Phone program offers visitors the option to 
pay fees through the use of their personal cell phone device.  Currently the program is offered at San 
Onofre State Beach, San Clemente State Beach, Huntington State Beach, Bolsa Chica State Beach and 
will be expanded to Doheny in the Fall of 2015.   


 
• Creation of the “Expand your Experience” Pass for Underserved Students:  In an effort to reach our 


underserved populations and draw a connection to our Parks, the District launched the “Expand your 
Experience” pass program which provides one free day use voucher to urban area students who 
participate in District Interpretive programming.  Students are encouraged to talk about their 
experiences and the knowledge gained through their park activities and bring their families back for a 
self-guided recreational experience. 


 
• Junior Lifeguard Family Passes: The District piloted a very successful Junior Lifeguard Program Family 


pass which provides a “Jr. Guard” Program participant the opportunity to purchase discounted park 
pass allowing the student and family to explore the park unit where the program is offered outside of 
program specific hours.  Families are encouraged to utilize the beach for recreational activities to instill 
the skills and knowledge provided through the program. 


 
• Special Event “Pre-Sale” Parking Passes: The District provides some opportunities for special event 


promoters and permittees to purchase day use passes at a discounted rate if paid for prior to the event 
date.  This allows small venue weddings, banquets, and athletic events to offer these discounts to 
attendees or participants. 


 
• Consignment of Annual Day Use Pass Sales through Proud Partnerships: The District is currently 


offering DPR Annual Day Use Passes on consignment through a Proud Partnership with Surfline, an on-
line surf forecasting business.  The partnership provides the full face value of the pass to be collected 
by the Department with a small service fee to cover credit card transactions and processing of Surfline.  
DPR retains management of the passes, collects email addresses and other information from the pass 
purchaser, as well as, records the zip codes of all inquiries.  The District also receives advertising 
banners on several areas of the web site. 


 
• Alternative Overnight Accommodations: The District has several concession partnerships which 


provide trailer and recreational vehicle rentals for visitors who may not wish to tent camp or simply 
cannot afford to own their own RV.  The District is expanding this program to host a vintage trailer 
rental concession within San Clemente by the Summer of 2014.  With this program restored trailers 
from the 1950-70’s will be offered to visitors to rent as overnight accommodations, as well as, 
providing a fantastic interpretive display of the bygone era of camping simply. 


 
• Expanded FamCAMP opportunities: The District participates in the DPR’s Office of External Affairs 


“FamCAMP” program which provides underserved youth groups the opportunity to participate in 
overnight camping experience by providing low cost group sites and all the necessary equipment to 
camp including tents, sleeping bags, stoves, and cookware.  The District recently relocated the camp 







area to a larger and more suitable location within San Clemente State Beach and is now able to host 
more students annually. 
 


• Continuance of DPR Discount Pass and the Volunteer In Parks Programs:  The District, through the 
policies of the DPR, continues to provide many offerings of discounted day use passes including Golden 
Bear, Limited Golden Bear, Disabled Veteran’s Pass, Memorial and Veteran’s Day  Free Day Use to all 
Active and Retired Military men and women, Disabled Discount Pass, and the Volunteer in Parks 
Program. 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

PHONE: (415) 904-5260

FAX: (415) 904-5400

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

W17a

Appeal Filed: 7/8/2013

49th Day: Waived

Staff: 

Staff Report: 4/1/2015

Hearing Date: 4/13/2015



PROPOSED MOTION TO APPROVE:

REGULAR CALENDAR



Appeal No.:	A-2-SON-13-0219



Applicant:	California Department of Parks & Recreation



Location:	Sonoma County 



Local Decision: 	Coastal development permit application number CPH12-0004 denied by the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments on January 17, 2013, and that denial upheld through an appeal to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors on June 18, 2013.



Project Description:	At 8 State Parks parking areas (South Goat Rock, North Goat Rock, Arched View, Blind Beach, Shell Beach, Bodega East, Bodega West, and Stump Beach) located within Sonoma Coast State Park and Salt Point State Park.  Project Description: Install 8 automated payment machines (APMs) and signage and sign posts within existing parking areas. 



Recommendation:	Approval with conditions.







SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION:
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I.	MOTION AND RESOLUTION



Motion:



I move that the Commission approve the de novo application for Coastal Development Permit Application Appeal No. A-2-SON-13-0219 subject to the following conditions



Resolution:



The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.  Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts of the development on the environment.



II.	STANDARD CONDITIONS



This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions:



1.	Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment.  The permit is not valid and development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging  receipt  of  the  permit  and  acceptance  of  the  terms  and  conditions,  is returned to the Commission office.



2.	Expiration.  If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application.  Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time.  Application for extension of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.



3.	Interpretation.  Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission in collaboration with State Parks’ Director.



4.	Assignment.  The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.




5.	Terms and Conditions Run with the Land.    These terms  and  conditions  shall  be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 





III.	SPECIAL CONDITIONS



This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:



1.   Permit Authorization.  This permit shall be automatically renewed by operation of this approval every three years, starting from the date of the first Commission approval of CDP A-2-SON-13-0219, unless the Executive Director expressly seeks a resolution from the Commission to either amend or revoke this CDP not less than 180 days prior to such automatic renewal.  This permit is for installation and operation of the 8 proposed APMs in general accordance with the proposed flexible fee collection program and sample fee schedule identified by State Parks (Exhibit 1). State Parks shall endeavor to maximize visitation while addressing the need for increased revenue streams to support park facility management and operations through flexible fee implementation, and shall incorporate the following measures:



a.   Provide hourly rate options at all locations 7 days a week, including holidays not to exceed $3.00/hour and a flat daily rate of $8.00/day which pass will allow a purchaser to park at any day use area within Sonoma County for the entire calendar day upon which it was purchased;

b.   Reduce or eliminate hourly fees during off-peak days, or other low demand periods;

c.   Provide areas within parking lots for short-term free parking (30 minutes) for stops to check the surf or engage in other similar activities. Peak days may be any day from March 1 to November 31, or any day where the temperature reaches or is projected to reach 68 degrees.  Peak days may also include Memorial Day, the Fourth of July, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, Christmas, or Easter.  

d.   Provide free disability parking for citizens with appropriate disability placards.  

e.   Provide public information at each location or at the Park entrance on how to purchase available state parks passes for low-income patrons, veterans, and other disadvantaged persons, and about any immediate discounts available. 



2.   Access Monitoring Requirement.  State Parks shall monitor the implementation of the proposed parking and fee collection program for the duration of this permit authorization as follows. Within 180 days of Commission action, State Parks shall provide the following information to the Executive Director:



a.   Baseline data and analysis done currently to develop the State Annual Statistical Report;

b.   Baseline data of park and parking lot use prior to operation of the APMs on five selected days as follows: (1) an off-peak week day, (2) an off-peak weekend, (3) a peak weak day, (4) a peak weekend, and (5) Memorial Day, the Fourth of July, or Labor Day. 

c.   Any data collected and analysis performed from use of the APMs at other parks prior to this permit authorization;



Within the first year of implementation of fee collection, State Parks shall provide to the Executive Director for review and written concurrence, a final report identifying its monitoring results in a format that analyzes the effect of operation of the APMs on parking, park visitation, revenues and public access by comparing baseline use to new use.  Information used to develop the monitoring program shall include, but not be limited to, the following:



d.   Data/analysis currently included in the CSP Annual Statistical Report;

e.   Collection of daily attendance figures post installation of the APMs on at least five day types that shall include: (1) an off-peak week day, (2) an off-peak weekend, (3) a peak weak day, (4) a peak weekend, and (5) a holiday that matches the holiday selected for the collection of the baseline data.  

f.	Parking fees assessed and collected including mode (daily, hourly, holiday, etc.) and amount of fee on each of those day types being analyzed;

g.   Parking lot usage, vacancy and/or turnover rates, and other data relevant to understanding visitation patterns on those specified days;

h.   Analysis of the relationship of use fees to park attendance and parking lot use based on the comparison of pre and post installation of the APMs;

i.	Available information regarding factors such as weather, water quality, water temperature, surf conditions, etc. that may affect visitation patterns;

j.   Use of annual passes, senior/disabled or other discounts across the state parks system;

k.   Parking violations or tickets issued;

l.   Special events.



c. Environmental Monitoring and Reporting. State Parks has determined this project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (see section IV.F), and that there will be no significant new impacts as a result of this proposal, even if more patrons begin to resort of use of existing informal and overflow parking areas.  This is because, such areas are already heavily used on peak days, and are designed to allow sufficient ingress and egress by emergency vehicles without directing persons or vehicles into sensitive areas or habitat. However, State Parks is committed to quarterly review of any new use of these areas, and will provide analysis to the Commission annually on whether environmental changes are happening as a result of such unanticipated reliance on these parking areas.   



IV.	FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS





A.	PROJECT LOCATION, BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION



Procedural Background: On May 31, 2012, California State Parks (CSP) submitted an application to Sonoma County for a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) to install 14 self-pay station collection devices and necessary appurtenant signs at various sites within Salt Point and Sonoma Coast State Parks. On January 17, 2013, the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments (BZA) considered the pay-station project and denied CSP’s application, on the basis that installation of the pay-stations is inconsistent with the 1976 Coastal Act, which encourages “maximum access” to coastal beaches. As a result of this finding, and based on additional reasons, the BZA found that the proposal was inconsistent with its certified local coastal development plan (LCP).



California State Parks appealed the Board of Zoning Adjustment’s decision to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors (Board) and on June 18, 2013 the Board denied the appeal of that decision, also on the premise that charging a fee would restrict the “maximum” access required per California Constitution Article X, Section 4 and Section 30210 of the 1975 California Coastal Act. CSP is appealing the Board’s decision to the California Coastal Commission on the grounds that the proposed pay stations are both consistent with the County’s LCP and on the basis that they are also consistent with the Coastal Act itself. The County’s decision to deny State Parks a permit based on its finding of reduced public access cannot reasonably be supported, and in fact is contradicted by its own revenue collection at beaches in the area. State Parks submits there are Substantial Issues the Board failed to consider that have the potential to set a regional and potentially state-wide precedent, and CSP will demonstrate pay station installation will not result in damage to coastal resources, and will actually enhance public access to the coastline within Sonoma County, consistent with both the Coastal Act and the LCP. 



On April 15, 2015, the Commission found a substantial issue of statewide importance.



Project Location: Sonoma County.  See Exhibit 1, Exhibit 2 (Staff Report Finding and Recommending a Substantial Issue).  



Project Description: Installation of 8 APMs at beaches in Sonoma County consistent with State Parks proposed Appeal.  (See Exhibit 1, Exhibit 2 (Staff Report Finding and Recommending a Substantial Issue), Exhibit 3 (picture of the APMs) which is incorporated by reference.  



B. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT JURISDICTION



Pursuant to the California Coastal Act, a coastal development permit is required for any “development,” unless specifically exempted under a variety of provisions or procedures set forth in the Coastal Act or pursuant to other provisions of law.  If a local entity has a certified local coastal plan in place, the Commission may only review and overturn its decision to deny a coastal development permit if there is a substantial issue, and the Commission finds that the application is consistent with the local coastal plan and the Coastal Act.  If the Commission finds this appeal presents a substantial issue, it shall consider de novo whether the proposal is consistent with the certified LCP and with the Coastal Act itself.  



The Commission’s regulatory jurisdiction, as well as that of local governments in the coastal zone, derives from its mandate to assure that new development is consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act. One of the Commission’s most fundamental legislative mandates is to protect and expand public access to and along the coast and to guarantee the public’s Constitutional right to access state tidelands through the implementation of the Coastal Act (Public Resources Code sections 30210-30214). Thus, the Commission has a long history of assuring through its planning and regulatory process that existing public access to the sea is not closed or adversely impacted by new development; that where appropriate, new access and recreation is provided, including as mitigation for development impacts; and that prescriptive public rights to access the shoreline are protected.



The Commission also has a mandate to assure that public access is provided and managed in relation to the needs of all citizens, and to protect private rights, natural resources, and public safety. Hence, the Commission has long been involved in evaluating and resolving conflicts between competing uses, and in evaluating proposals that might affect the public’s ability or costs of getting to the coast, to assure that the public’s fundamental rights for coastal access, and the legislative mandates of the Coastal Act, are met.



For purposes of the Commission’s permitting requirements in cases like this, new development includes the placement of physical structures, such as a parking kiosk, pay machine, or meters, but also includes changes in the “intensity of use of water or access thereto” (PRC 30106). Clearly the placement of a physical barrier would change the ability to access the water, but the Commission also has long applied the Coastal Act definition of development to activities that may not involve any physical development but yet may affect access to the water. This includes both user access fees and general restrictions on the hours of access or the types of users that may be allowed to use

or park in an area that provides access to the shoreline (e.g. beach curfews, residential-only parking zones, etc.).



The Commission’s jurisdiction with respect to parking regulation and fees was specifically affirmed in the case of Surfrider Foundation v. CCC (1994) 26 Cal.App.4th 151), which concerned the installation of Iron Rangers in Sonoma County. In responding to Surfrider’s main contention that proposed State Park fees would impede access to the coast, the court addressed the legislative intent of the Coastal Act and concluded:



…the concerns placed before the Legislature in 1976 were more broad-based than direct physical impedance of access. For this reason we conclude the public access and recreational policies of the Act should be broadly construed to encompass all impediments to access, whether direct or indirect, physical or nonphysical.  The Coastal Act also expressly requires all state agencies to comply with the Act (Pub. Res. Code 30003)   and clarifies that all state agencies shall carry out their duties and responsibilities in conformity with the Coastal Act and that Coastal Act policies should guide state functional planning in the coastal zone. Pub Res Code 30402, 30403.  See also Govt. Code section 65036.





Although the Commission need only establish a change in intensity of use or access to water to invoke its jurisdiction, the Commission also has exercised its administrative discretion and provided guidance concerning when a change in access fees (such as new or increased parking fees) might be considered a substantial change that would likely trigger a coastal development permit (see

October 1993 memo to Planning Directors of Coastal Cities and Counties and other interested persons Exhibit 4). As applied to the subject APMs, the proposed fee structure is new, and thus subject to the Commission’s jurisdiction. Beyond the physical installation, therefore, the APMs and their associated fees program have the potential to affect the intensity of use and access to beaches and state waters and are thus subject to the Commission’s regulatory authority over new development.



C. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION



The California Coastal Act requires the Commission to maximize opportunity for coastal access and contains the following relevant policies:



Section 30210:  In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.



Section 30211: Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the

sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.



Section 30212.5: Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area.

Section 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged,, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred. …



Section 30220: Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses.



Section 30221: Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for recreational use and development …



Other Coastal Act policies also are relevant to the public recreational access issues presented by the proposed project, including:



Section 30240 (b): Development in areas adjacent to…parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those…recreation areas.



Section 30252: The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non- automobile circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving the development with public transportation,….



Among the most important goals and requirements of the Coastal Act is the mandate to protect, provide, enhance, and maximize public recreational access opportunities to and along the coast consistent with strong resource conservation principles. Within this guiding framework, the protection of and priority for lower cost visitor and recreational facilities is explicitly identified. The beaches at issue here provide a broad array of recreational opportunities spanning Sonoma County’s coastline. They are primarily only accessible by car, and are located in areas of the County not fully developed.  





Parking Fee Collection Program



The facts provided by State Parks about the program proposed would allow State Parks to manage coastal access to its beaches with the goal of maximizing public access and protecting lower cost visitor and recreational opportunities on public land, while recognizing recent legislative direction to State Parks to create new and more sustainable sources of revenue streams to fund facility management and operations throughout the State Park system.  The Coastal Commission finds this to be consistent with the Coastal Act.



In its proposal, State Parks has identified in a flexible fee schedule that will provide a range of options for day use; may reduce or eliminate fees during off-peak periods; has provided some areas within parking lots for short-term free parking for brief stops; is not increasing the daily flat rate on holidays, allows its daily pass to be used at all Sonoma beaches, and included hourly holiday rates; and promotion of annual regional passes and discount rates for seniors, the disabled, veterans and low-income income persons.  It is also retaining a significant percentage of free parking.  Special Condition #1 provides flexibility, and incorporates the above parameters into the approved fee collection program.



The Commission believes an hourly parking rate option is beneficial and would allow short-term visitors the opportunity to enjoy the sunset or engage in recreational activity such as a walk or jog on the beach, without incurring the expense of the full day fee.  The flat fee program offers visitors an alternative to access the park by motor vehicle for a full day, or any of the other beaches without having to pay additional hourly costs.



As was established by the Commission in Southern California at San Clamente State Beach in or around June of 2013, parking lots with hourly rates are “inherently a lower-cost visitor and recreational opportunity, and the Commission has found a blend of hourly and day-use fees is supported by the Coastal Act.”  For example, the Commission found in June of 2013, that the Day Use blufftop parking lot in San Clamente was benefited by an hourly rate given the day use rate of $15 dollars.  It noted that this hourly option allowed neighborhood and regional use that would otherwise have been deterred.  Similarly, if found the Calafia lot in that same hearing was a popular location for direct beach access and its proximity to the Coastal Trail, thus necessitating shorter term parking options for local and regional users.   It noted a historic and currently provided hourly rate option at those Southern beach lots was “highly suitable to [those locations] and its replacement with a flat rate would be a significant impact to lower-cost recreational opportunities and access and would likely result in adverse spill-over effects on the adjacent neighborhoods.”  



Just as was the case in Southern California, Parks believes offering a low-cost hourly options in Sonoma will allow regional use in short spurts for things like running, end-of-day hikes, and sunset/sunrise visits, while day rates would provide a capped and fixed fee, allowing visitors to determine the length of their trip and the most cost-efficient approach for it.  

To provide additional opportunities for visitation, State Parks will expand and continue to promote the sale of annual regional passes.  At kiosks staffed by park workers, and online, State Parks provides discounts for certain groups of visitors, including an immediate $1 discount for senior citizens over 62 and a 50 percent discount for disabled persons who have a Department- issued pass.  In the case of Sonoma, State Parks is providing full free parking to disabled patrons. 

The maintenance of these lower-cost options for beach access is a specific concern to assure that rates are not driven solely by increased demand, such as holidays or peak season, such that some segments of the population are priced out of recreational opportunities at the coast.





Hours of Operation/Beach Closures

As stated above, one of the Commission’s most fundamental legislative mandates is to protect and expand public access to and along the coast and to guarantee the public’s Constitutional right to access state tidelands through the implementation of the Coastal Act.  See, Cal. Const. Article X, Section 4.

 This permit application does not address the hours of operation of the parking lots and beach closures. In its application and as part of the ongoing coordination effort with Commission staff, State Parks staff has indicated they shall consider supplemental means that increase visitation including extending park hours, parking lot hours and operations, and will work with Commission staff separately to address any closures or restrictions on actual access to and along the beach shoreline that may be in place as a result of budget shortfalls or other management needs.  Commission staff anticipates that this discussion will proceed as part of the statewide commitment to addressing these types of issues.



Conclusion

As conditioned, the proposed project to install 8 APMs and institute a new flexible fee schedule, including hourly and flat rates, has the potential to expand visitation, improve public access, and increase revenue.  Through ongoing reporting and collaboration, the Commission will have the ongoing opportunity to review and reconsider this permit, which will automatically renew itself absent a decision by Commission staff to review it. The Commission finds that the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with the public access and recreational policies of the Coastal Act.





D. VISUAL IMPACTS



Coastal Act Section 30251 requires that “the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas….”



The APMs would be installed at the entrance to or in paved parking lots. The machines stand about 54 inches off the ground. In some cases, the APMs are accompanied by a poles to mount informational signs and provide a location for solar collectors, which power some of the machines. Given this limited footprint, and the proposed location, the Commission finds that the proposed APMs will have a less than significant visual impact on the coastal area. Therefore, installation of the proposed APMs is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251.





E. CHAPTER 3 STANDARD OF REVIEW



The Commission certified the Land Use Plan for the Sonoma County in 2001.  As conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and with the certified Land Use Plan for the area.  Approval of the project, as conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the Sonoma County to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3.






F. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)





Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent with any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment.



State Parks, acting as lead CEQA agency, determined that the proposed installation was categorically exempt from CEQA (pursuant to CEQA guidelines 15303, 15304, and 15311) and the fee program was statutorily exempt (pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080), and thus the Department did not identify any significant adverse environmental effects from the proposed project.  The Coastal Commission’s review and analysis of coastal development permit applications has been certified by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQA.  All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings above. All above Coastal Act findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference.



State Parks has concluded that there will be no significant impacts relative to baseline use that would affect special habitat areas or other off-road areas.  State Parks is committed to engaging in visual monitoring on a quarterly basis, which analysis it will provide to Commission staff, to make sure overflow parking is not being used in a manner that would result in changes to the baseline environment.  As such, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects which approval of the proposed project, as conditioned, would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA.  Thus, as conditioned, the proposed project will not result in any significant environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A).







APPENDIX A







Substantive File Documents:

Coastal Permit Application File Number A-2-SON-13-0219 .

California State Park System Statistical Reports 2013-2014 Fiscal Years California State Parks – Pass Descriptions – Department website: http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=1049   which has been viewed by or shown to Commission staff. 

California State Parks – Day Use Fees by Geographical Region  – Department website: files/Current_GeoLoc%20web_day%20use.pdf.  " http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/737/files/Current_GeoLoc%20web_day%20use.pdf.   
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
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A-2-SON-13-0219 

Re: Sonoma Coast State Park Parking Fees - Permit Number A-2-SON-13-0219 

"In an ideal world, people should not have to pay a fee to enjoy the coast. But 
we do not live in an ideal world. Most of us can only get to state park beaches 
in automobiles, which must be parked. At those beaches there must be 
parking tots, restrooms, trash receptacles and the like, which cost money to 
maintain. Like so many other public agencies, the Department has suffered 
budget cuts. Sources of additional funding must be found, or some state park 
beaches might have to be closed, precipitating a genuine access problem. 
The Department has looked to parking fees for additional funding. That is an 
unpleasant fact of life in California in the 1990's. It is not a violation of CEQA 
or the Coastal Act." 

(Surfrider Foundation v. California Coastal Com., (1994) 26 Cai.App.4th 151, 158-
159.) 

These words were true in 1994, and they remain true today. It is not ideal, but in order to 
enjoy the coast - parking lots, restrooms, and trails -to provide lifeguards and rangers -to 
preserve and protect natural and cultural resources, the public beneficiaries of these parks 
must be willing to help pay the fees necessary to ensure their sustainability. Funding for 
parks, locally, regionally, and at the state level has continued to decrease. In 1980, 90% of 
the funding for the State Park system came from the general fund, today this percentage is 
23%, as the needs of other essential programs including foster care, health care, and 
education outpace the availability of funding. The California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) can no longer sustain the State Park system solely on general fund 
dollars, or ensure the level of service Californians expect without a consistent source of 
revenue. Voters have recently rejected new taxes to support parks. As a result of this, the 
Legislature has determined that one solution is revenue generation, including parking fees.1 

Presented with this unfortunate reality, the DPR has embarked on an ambitious 
modernization and system-wide transformation. To help meet the new revenue generation 
mandate, the DPR proposes to begin collecting parking fees at 8 locations along the 
Sonoma coastline to help fund existing public safety, visitor amenities, and natural resource 

. stewarpship. This fee collection ensures the users of Sonoma Parks pay for their upkeep. 
,. 

1 See, SB 1018 (2012). 
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They are also balance the scale of equitability-ensuring that low-income users in other 
parks in Southern California are not subsidizing the use of all users in Sonoma. The 
application before the California Coastal Commission (Commission) now only proposes 
Automated Payment Machines (APM) at 8 locations (South Goat Rock, North Goat Rock, 
Arched View, Blind Beach, Shell Beach, Bodega East, Bodega West, and Stump Beach). 
The proposed fees· would not exceed $8.00 a day, or $3.00 per'hour, including a free 30-
minute surf check, and could be adjusted to during off-season use, or when reasons 
justifying adjustment warrant it. The $8.00 day fee would also allow access at all state 
parks on the date of purchase. The APMs will accept both cash, credit and debit cards. 
After input from Commission staff and meetings with stakeholders the application no longer 
proposes parking fees or kiosks at six other previously included locations. 

The DPR is the largest single provider of public recreation along California's coast.2 The 
DPR manages roughly 23% of the California coastline. The California State Park system 
includes over 280 miles of coastline, in addition to 970 miles of lake and rivers, 15,000 
campsites, and 4,500 miles of trails. Over 67 million people visit the State Park system 
each year. On the Sonoma coastline, the DPR is one of the few providers of restrooms 
and public facilities that allow extended trips to this remote stretch of coastline. Visitors 
from across the state, especially low income visitors, rely on these types of facilities when 
visiting a beach after long car trips, and are in fact able to access and enjoy these special 
locations because there are services of this sort available to them. DPR's rangers and 
lifeguards are frequently the first responders to this rugged and remote area, and have an 
intimate knowledge of local conditions and dangers they pose to recreational user. DPR 
supports these services through the general fund and revenue generated at other beaches 
and parks across the State Parks system. However, this is no longer a sustainable or 
feasible funding strategy, nor one deemed equitable. Parks that are unable to become 
more self-sufficient run the risk of withering and falling into disrepair and eventually disuse. 
The current funding situation creates an incentive to improve services and increase visitor 
levels at revenue generating parks and a disincentive to expand, repair, or invest in 
beaches where revenue generation is being prohibited. The unintended consequences of 
such a lop-sided funding system forwards neither the DPR's mission to provide "high
quality outdoor recreation" nor the Coastal Act's goal to maximize and protect recreational 
opportunities along the coast. 

The DPR has long had authority to "collect fees .. .for the use of any park system area, the 
amount to be determined by the department."3 This application for APMs is mandated by 
more recent state law. Specifically, the recently amended Public Resources Code section 
5010.7, which requires the implementation of a "statewide electronic fee collection 
system that includes installation of modern fee collection equipment ... that will enable park 
users to pay fees with commonly used form of electronic fund transfers, including, but not 
limited to, credit and debit card transactions." (Emphasis added.) In 2012, SB 1018 
directed the DPR to "maximize revenue generation activities that are consistent with the 
mission of the department. .. All such revenue generation activities should be viewed 
as complementary to the public investment in the department and provides 

2 1999 Public Access Action Plan, available at http://www.coastal.ca.gov/access/accesspl.pdf. 
3 Public Resources Code§ 5010 (effective 1939) 
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significant public recreational opportunities ... " (Emphasis added.). The legislature 
specifically directed that "[t]he revenues could be generated through the collection of 
entrance and parking fees and other. projects and activities that may assist each district in 
building additional program capacity or maintaining or expanding visitor services and 
amenities that are consistent with the respective missions and purposes of the department 
or its units." (Emphasis added.) These statutes make it clear that: (1) the Legislature has 
directed DPR to create a modern statewide fee collection system; (2) the DPR is directed to 
"maximize" revenue generation; (3) the statewide fee system can include entrance and 
parking fees; (4) the revenue from these fees should be viewed as providing for significant 
recreational opportunities; and (5) the parking fee amounts are at the DPR's discretion. 

1. Parking fees do not conflict with the Coastal Act or restrict maximum access. 

As the Commission itself has found in numerous instances, including at these same 
beaches in 1992, fees are not proxies for reduced access. Fees are currently charged at 
approximately 24% of California beaches.4 Many local governments and several state · 
parks currently charge parking fees at beaches.5 As the Commission has previously found, 
properly designed parking fees do not have long term impacts on visitation and the State 
Park Pass Program ensures access for low-income park users. (See, Surfrider Foundation 
v. California Coastal Com., (1994) 26 Cai.App.4th 151.) The key provisions of the Coastal 
Act have not changed since the 1994 decision, nor has the geography or rural nature of 
Sonoma itself. The same types of evidence on which the DPR relied on in 1992, and which 
the Surfrider court_found to be adequate evidence in 1994, are just as relevant today. This 
is further demonstrated by the long standing practice throughout the state of local 
governments charging parkin~ fees at coastal recreational facilities. At least 28 cities and 
counties charge parking fees. It is safe to assume that this practice is consistent with the 
Coastal Act as the Commission has certified many of these local governments' LCPs, often 
with much less evidence and effort at "proving a negative," than its staff have demanded of 
Parks staff during this permit process .. Indeed, Sonoma County still charges $7.00 for 
vehicle parking at 7 county beaches, including: Dorian Beach7

; Bird Walk Coastal Access 
Trai18

; Westside Regional Park9
; Stillwater Cove Regional Park10

; Bluff Top Sea Ranch 
Access Trai1; 11 Gualala Point Regional Park12

; and Walk On Beach Sea Ranch Access 

4 S~e, http://beachapedia.org/State _of_ the _Beach/State _Reports/CA/Beach_Access 
5 Footnote 23 of the staff report states that Commission staff has been unable to determine if other Sonoma area State 
Parks with existing fee programs are compliant with the Coastal Act. To clarify, DPR provided Commission staff with 
records of Reef CG improvements, permit no. 85-so-184 (approved 1 0-24-85); Fort Ross Kiosk and improvements, permit 
nos. 93-305 and 9-10-93; Sal Point Development (Woodside, Grestle, N&S Fisk Mill), permit no. 184-78; and Wrights 
Beach (aka Cypress Dunes) Permit No. 11809 CP 143. · 
6 Summary of Coastal Parking Fees- Exhibit A 
7 $7.00 per vehicle (http://parks.sonomacounty.ca.gov/Get Outdoors/Parks/Doran Regional Park.aspx). 
8 $7.00 per vehicle and $1 per person for vehicles with 10 or more people · 
~http://parks.sonomacounty.ca.gov/Get Outdoors/Parks/Bird Walk Coastal Access Trail.aspx) 

· $7.00 per vehicle (http://parks.sonomacounty.ca.gov/Get Outdoors/Parks/Westside Regional Park.aspx) 
10 $7.00 per vehicle (http://parks.sonomacounty.ca.gov/Get Outdoors/Parks/Stillwater Cove Regional Park.aspx) 
11 $7.00 per vehicle and $1 per person for vehicles with 10 or more people 
~http://parks.sonomacounty.ca.gov/Get Outdoors/Parks/Bluff Top Sea Ranch. Access Trail.aspx) 
2 7.00 per vehicle and $1 per person for vehicles with 10 or more people 

(http://parks.sonomacounty.ca.gov/Get Outdoors/Parks/Gualala Point Regional Park.aspx) 
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Trail. 13 Several of these county fee areas are within a figurative stone's throw of free state 
parks, roadside parking, and turnouts. Further, the DPR's commitment to flexible seasonal 
pricing and hourly rates, low income passes, state-wide passes, and an intended regional 
pass would provide better access than the County's current fixed fees, and a better tailoring 
to community needs and low income patrons. 

Finally, parking trends across the State Park System once fees are established do not 
deter long-term use if paired with a range of reasonably priced parking passes that ensure 
equitable access for low income patrons-- passes which State Parks presently makes 
available and has detailed in its appeal. For all these reasons, State Parks believes that 
public access at Sonoma Coast SP will continued be to be maximized. 

2. The Sonoma Coast SP parking fee program is consistent with section 30210. 

The Commission staff report recognizes that maximum access must be provided in a 
manner consistent with: (1) public safety; (2) public rights; (3) private property rights; (4) 
and protection of natural resources. The policy of maximum access is not one that can be 
rigidly or uniformly applied-facts surrounding each permit request must be considered in 
their entirety in order to consider whether access is even an issue. The staff states that the 
DPR has not argued for establishment of a parking fee program under any of these four 
factors. To the contrary, the very reason for the proposed parking fees is to: (1) maintain 
emergency first-response services, including rangers and lifeguards; (2) maintain public 
visitor facilities, many of which are crucial for long car trips to the beach; (3) maintain 
natural resource projects and stewardship; and ( 4) manage and reduce overuse of fragile 
areas.14 "The objective of this Fee Proposal is to increase revenues through the collection 
of day use parking fees to help offset the cost of maintenance and resource protection 
activities."1 The DPR has provided detailed budget information on the current costs of 
providing public safety, public amenities, and natural resource protection. The current 
budget figures represent the limited and minimal services currently available. The 
application also provides estimates of how additional funds could be spent to maintain and 
improve public safety, visitor services, and natural resource stewardship. The service
based budgets for Sonoma Coast SP enclosed in the de novo application capture the 
DPR's ideal level of staffing and operation if fully funded. 

Existing DPR free parking areas are already distributed over 35 miles of Sonoma County 
coastline yet overcrowding is already a recognized issue. In fact, the 2001 Sonoma County 
LCP itself noted that on about ten weekends per year, the demand for facilities exceeds the 
supply. Keeping parking free to the public will not mitigate an impact that is already 
occurring. AMPs will allow State Parks to use parking fees to reduce overcrowding at 
impacted facilities, redistribute overflow, and increase visitor turnover at these popular 
sites, thereby maximizing access. Staff seems to believe that their "concerns" on the issue 
of overflow parking amount to evidence, however, this is simply not correct. The AMPs will 
ensure that visitors use the parking fairly and that there is a way to mitigate and protect the 

13 $7.00 per vehicle 
~http://parks.sonomacounty.ca.gov/Get Outdoors/Parks/Walk On Beach Sea Ranch Access Trail.aspx) 
4 De Novo Application March 2016 p. 31-33, 36, 

15 De Novo Application March 2016 section 1.1, p. 3. · 
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resources where parking facilities exist. Staffs concerns appear to be with existing 
conditions, not the proposal itself. 

3. Section 30213 encourages lower cost visitor recreation facilities but does not 
require free recreation facilities. 

Page 35 of the Commission staff report finds that the proposed parking fee locations will no 
longer provide the public with free facilities and therefore is inconsistent with section 30213 
of the Coastal Act. However, section 30213 states: "[l]ower cost visitor and recreational 
facilities shall be protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided." This provision 
does not require free access, only lower cost facilities. Inherent in this provision is the 
recognition that reasonably priced recreation facilities are consistent with the Coastal Act. 
The DPR has provided data on the current user.population and demographics and 
demonstrated that existing park passes and the proposed day use and hourly fees continue 
to protect and encourage lower cost recreational facilities. Additionally, now that the scale 
of the application has been reduced ( 14 sites to 8), over 41% of the DPR's existing parking 
spaces within in coastal Sonoma County will remain free-a fact that was not mentioned or 
acknowledged by staff. It should also be noted that Sonoma County has evidently not 
found that its fee program negatively impacts low-income access to the County coastal 
parks as it still charges parking fees in the same geographic area and with the same visitor 
demographics. The DPR, on the contrary, has a low-income $5/year pass. 

State Parks offers a range of annual park pass options to encourage use by persons with 
financial or physical limitation, and for regional users looking to maximize cost. For 
example, the Golden Bear Pass allows full access, and is available for a $5 processing fee 
to any qualifying person receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI) [CA State Welfare 
and Institutions Code§ 12200]; any person receiving aid under the applicable aid codes in 
the CaiWORKS Program, or any person 62 years of age or older with income limitations. 
The Golden Bear pass entitles the bearer and spouse or registered domestic partner entry 
to most State Park operated units where vehicle day use fees are collected at no charge .. 
State Parks also offers the limited Golden Bear Pass for $20 to any person aged 62 or 
older. This pass entitles the holder and spouse or registered domestic partner entry to 
most State parks operated units during non-peak season where vehicle day use fees are 
collected at no charge. If a person does not qualify for one of these passes, State Parks 
also offers the Golden Poppy pass, available to everyone, at a cost of $125 which provides 
entry into most parks in the State Park System with the exception of Hearst Castle and the 
southern California beaches. These passes are available at local State Park offices 
throughout the state.16 

The State Park pass program has been a growing success and has become a model for 
numerous county and regional park pass programs. No other entity provides the same 
level of comprehensive access for low income persons. And value-for-value, the state park 
pass, offering annual admittance to nearly 110 parks with fees, is hard to beat. 

In the past, the Commission has found that a combination of these park passes and 

16 For more information on park passes see http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page id=1 049. 
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reasonable day use or hourly fees are consistent with the Coastal Act, providing lower cost 
visitor recreational facilities. It is concerning that the same park pass system that was 
relied upon originally in 1992 and was considered sufficient as recently as 2013, is now 
dismissed as insufficient. 

4. The proposed parking fee program does not require amendment of the Sonoma 
County LCP. 

Sonoma County has argued that the proposed fee program is inconsistent with the certified 
LCP and would require an amendment. Specifically, the County has argued that the LCP's 
recommendation of "no change" at certain state parks indicates that any change to the 
parking areas would require a LCP amendment. This is simply not true. First, the "no 
change" language is found in Figure V-1 of the LCP, referred to as the "ACCESS PLAN 
DESCRIPTION AND RECOMMENDATIONS".17 Each entry includes a "discussion" of the 
current use for a site and description of existing facilities and "recommendations" for access 
and visitor improvements (such as new trails, new restrooms, clearing). It is clear from the 
section header "description and recommendations" that the "no change" language are 
recommendations not prohibitions. Specifically, the recommendations for Shell Beach is 
not simply "No change", but rather "No change in vertical access" (emphasis added) and 
"Develop a trail connection and staircase, as appropriate between Shell Beach and Wright 
Beach."18 The recommendation for Goat Rock is simply "No change". 19 The 
recommendations for Stump Beach are "No changes (parking, picnic, and pit toilet facilities 
are located just west of the highway with trail leading to the sandy beach)". Finally, the 
Sonoma County LCP clearly does not prohibit parking fees, and has not prevented other 
visitor improvements built since certification of the LCP. For several decades, the County 
itself collected parking fees at coastal access sites. The LCP contains no mention of fee 
collection at current county fee sites, such as Doran,20 Stillwater,21 Westside,22 or 
Gualala,23 therefore it is reasonable to assume that the County would not have to amend 
the LCP to add or remove these fees. While the County has recently eliminated several fee 
collection sites, the County still charges $7.00 per vehicle at 7 County beaches, including 
sites adjacent to state parks. The County fee program does not provide flexible seasonal 
pricing or an hourly rate option. 

· 5. The Coastal Act does not require parking revenue to be reinvested back into the 
local park 

The staff report disparages the proposed fee program because the DPR cannot legally 
guarantee that revenue will be re-invested at Sonoma Coast SP, nor should the 
Commission demand circumvention of the Constitutional provisions that vest budget 

17 Sonoma County LCP, V-14 (2001 ). 
18 Sonoma County LCP, V-27. 
19 Sonoma County LCP, V-26 through V-27. 
20 Sonoma County LCP, V-30 & v-44 (2001 ). 
21 Sonoma County LCP, V-20 & V-41. 
22 Sonoma County LCP, V-30 & V-44. 
23 Sonoma County LCP, v-14 
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development in the Legislature and Governor. 24 The DPR would like to first address the 
misconception that the Coastal Act requires revenue collected at coastal facilities to be 
directly reinvested into those facilities. The Coastal Act contains no such provision 
regarding the deposit or expenditure of funds. Therefore, to the extent that the staff report 
recommended denial of the DPR's application because the DPR is unable to guarantee 
where revenue will be spent, the DPR objects to the legal basis for such a requirement. 

Even if the Coastal Act did require that the parking revenue be spent at Sonoma Coast SP, 
other state laws prohibit DPR from making such guarantees. Pursuant to Public Resources 
Code section 5010, "[a]ll revenues received by the department shall be paid into the State 
Treasury to the credit of the State Parks and Recreation Fund [SPRF]." SPRF is a 
statewide fund used to support the entire state park system, including: coastal parks; desert 
parks; sierra parks; state recreation areas; and state museums. DPR does not control the 
expenditure of SPRF and relies on allocations and budgets approved by the Governor and 
the Legislature. It is the Legislature, and Governor, not the Coastal Commission, that are 
vested with the Constitutional authority to develop an allocate appropriations from the 
general fund and SPRF, and to make the discretionary decisions about implementing those 
funded programs consistent with Legislative directive. (See, Cal Canst. Art. IV-V.) In the 
past, the Commission has objected to plans to close coastal parks- and demanded that 
the DPR continue to expend general funds dollars to keep these parks open. The 
Commission cannot have it both ways, maintaining that it alone has final authority to close 
a coastal park but prohibiting the DPR from generating revenue to support these same 
coastal parks. The Legislature did not intend non-coastal state parks to subsidize the 
operation of coastal state parks. Nor has the Legislature intended that the low-income 
beach users of Southern California would continue to subsidize the low-income beach 
users of Northern California. 

The Legislature has recently created incentives for those state parks that generate 
revenue. As of 2012, Public Resources code section 5010.7 now allows 50 percent of 
revenue generated by a park district to be returned to that district, so long as the district 
meets its revenue goals. In the COP application, the DPR has tried to clearly explain how 
this change in law and the new parking fees would benefit the Sonoma-Mendocino Coast 
District. For the first time, state park districts will be rewarded and provided with 
guaranteed funding based on their revenue. However, without the ability to generate 
revenue, Sonoma Coast SP risks losing access to the newly created State Parks Revenue 
Incentive Subaccount. State parks that are unable to meet their revenue goals will not 
receive these additional funds, and any revenue they did raise would be returned to the 
subaccount. Currently, operation of Sonoma Coast SP is subsidized, in part, by revenue 
generated by other state parks. Once other state park districts are successful in meeting 
their revenue goals and 50 percent of their revenue is returned, there may be less funding 
available to support non-revenue generating state park units, such as Sonoma Coast SP. 

24 Page 7 notes that "the degree to which these fees will be plowed back into these parks is unclear." Page 29 notes that 
"[i]lnstituting new fees where there were previously no fees may have adverse effects on visitation levels in specific 
locations and can serve to adversely affect public access, particularly when the revenues are not necessarily plowed back 
into the facilities where they are collected." Page 39 notes that "[u]nlike the other COP approvals, [the Linda Mar COP] 
requires 100% of the revenue collected to be spent directly on managing and improving the Linda Mar beach experience 
for those who use the beach." 
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The DPR has not arbitrarily chosen to institute fees only in Sonoma. The statewide plan is 
based on identifying parks with high operation costs and low revenue generation. 
Throughout the state, the DPR is preparing and implementing fee collection and revenue 
generation programs. The DPR is spreading the user responsibility to support the State 
Park System equitably, so specific user groups or regions do not unfairly support others, or 
conversely, specific regions do not enjoy a free-ride on the back of other paying users. The 
Sonoma Coast SP application should also be viewed in the big picture. In 1992, the DPR 
faced a similar funding crisis and received approval to install iron rangers in Sonoma 
County. Ultimately, the DPR never took advantage of the permits under an agreement with 
Sonoma County in exchange for in lieu payments. By 1995, Sonoma County had stopped 
making in lieu payments and DPR began exploring alternative funding options, a date that 
ironically coincided with the permit's natural expiration.25 Flat forward 20 years, decreasing 
general fund support and new legislative mandates, the DPR was forced to reconsider 
plans to collect parking fees at Sonoma Coast SP. Coastal Commission staff has 
conveniently forgotten their own precedent on this issue, taking a 180 degree view as to 
whether fees are viable or possible in these parks in a manner consistent with the Coastal 
Act, without explanation and without substantial evidence to support their contentions. 

6. At the April2015 hearing the Commission asked for: (1) data on existing use of 
proposed parking areas; (2) evaluation of expected changes in usage with fees; 
(3) anticipated use of revenue in Sonoma; and (4) to the extent possible, 
additional information regarding facilities improvements. 

a. · Summary of data on existing use of proposed parking areas. 

The DPR utilized TRAFx data counters to collect the number of vehicle trips at North 
Salmon, School House Beach, Bodega Head, Goat Rock, and Willow Creek since May 
2015. Additional traffic counters were later installed in October 2015 at Portuguese Beach 
North/South and Shell Beach. TRAFx devices record vehicles entering and exiting the 
area. This method does not identify how many vehicles enter verses exit in an hour; it 
provides only the raw data of the total number of vehicle trips during an hour. A TRAFx 
device is not perfect but represents the best practicable technology available to accurately 
calculate vehicular visitation. The cost of this type of data collection is not cheap; each 
TRAFx device costs several thousand dollars. It is not economically feasible to install 
monitors at every parking lot, pullout, and illegal parking ·area - or collect data over for 
multiple years. Furthermore, TRAFx devices could not be installed at every location due to 
costs and site specific limitations. For example, several sites of interest were too close to 
the highway to allow accurate collection, as highway traffic would generate false visits. 
Some of the traffic counters were vandalized and some were simply stolen further 
complicating the challenge and cost of collecting this data. 

In spite of the limitations, DPR was able to collect much useful data. DPR found a spike in 
visitation occurs during the summer, coinciding with the warmest temperatures of the year. 
The Bodega Head and Goat Rock areas see between 15,000 and 20,000 visitors during 

25 Third Annual Coastal Fee Collection Impact Monitoring Report- Exhibit B. 
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the summer months. On an average day, visitors began to arrive at 8:00 a.m. and visitation 
peaks between 12:00 p.m. and 2:00 p.m. when approximately 60 vehicles per hour move 
through the busiest day use areas. Saturdays and Sundays are the busiest days of the 
week, with an average vehicle count of approximately 650 per day at Goat Rock. A warm 
summer holiday, such as July 4th or Labor Day, will bring over 2,000 vehicles into the 
Bodega Head area where there are fewer than 200 parking spaces. Thus, over 5,000 
people In 1 ,800 vehicles currently search for a parking space in one of the four Goat Rock 
day use parking areas. Data was presented in sections 1.4 and Appendix B (total car 
counts included in revenue projection figures) of DPR's de novo application 

b. Evaluation of expected changes in usage with fees 

The DPR has found that where these devices have been installed, new fees only cause a 
temporary deterrence, and that over a long period baseline usage goes largely unchanged. 
Additionally, flat fees and hourly rates combined can have the effect of producing more 
parking opportunity. For example, visitors will ih some cases opt to select an hourly ticket 
that more accurately reflects their anticipated time at the beach, thus freeing up spaces for 
later users. Additionally1 because of the popularity of these beaches and the fact that the 
DPR offers a host of choices for annual and use passes. Moreover, access to the State 
Parks Revenue Incentive Subaccount will allow services to be enhanced (such as 
restrooms, parking capacity lots, and trails), visitors will be even more likely to come and 
enjoy these beaches, particularly where lack of facilities like bathrooms and other basic 
necessities are currently creating a deterrent. 

As noted in Appendix B of the de novo application, the DPR anticipates a 25% reduction in 
visitation numbers initially after upon fee implementation. This evaluation was based by the 
DPR's recent experience ·with initiating parking fees in the Orange Coast District. At the 
Orange Coast District the visitor levels began to rise again within 12 months. The· initial 
decrease also resulted in an increase in pass sales. The DPR anticipates that the same 
trends would follow the initiation of parking fees in Sonoma County. 

c. Anticipated use of revenue on the Sonoma coastline. 

This was addressed in detail in Section 2.5 of the de novo appeal. As discussed earlier, 
and in light of the restrictions of Public Resources Code section 5010, the DPR cannot 
make absolute guarantees regarding the exact expenditure of any of its collected revenue. 
However, Public Resources Code section 5010.17 promises a new method of ensuring 
revenue dollars are reinvested into the parks that generate revenue. If Sonoma Coast SP 
becomes eligible for funds from the State Parks Revenue Incentive Subaccount, this 
revenue would be spent to reopen closed restrooms, eliminate seasonal closures of 
restrooms, resume full trash collection, improve current cleaning, and fund full public safety 
and natural resource staff. 

d. Further information regarding facilities improvements. 

As discussed earlier, and in light of the restrictions of Public Resources Code section 5010, 
the DPR cannot make guarantees regarding the exact expenditure of any of its collected 
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revenue. However, Public Resources Code section 5010.17 promises a new method of 
ensuring revenue dollars are reinvested into the parks that generate revenue. If Sonoma 
Coast SP becomes eligible for funds from the State Parks Revenue Incentive Subaccount, 
this revenue would be spent to timely replace damaged or worn restrooms, repair and 
enhance gravel and paved parking areas, enhance ADA compliance, and add additional 
trail capacity. The facility improvements related to the project (striping, ADA improvements, 
etc.) are clearly spelled out in Appendix E of DPR's de novo application 

7. At the request of the Commission, the DPR engaged in additional outreach and 
public participation. 

Beginning in July 2015, State Parks convened the Sonoma Coast Fee Issue Working 
Group consisting of the DPR, County of Sonoma (Supervisor Carrillo, Permit Resource 
Management Department, and Sonoma County Regional Parks), Sonoma County Surfrider 
Foundation, Sonoma County Conservation Action, Coastwalk, Bodega Bay Fire 
Department, and Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods. The group met seven times to 
discuss the DPR's need for the project, site characteristics, proposed fees and passes and 
other opportunities to address concerns that have been raised by stakeholders. Meetings 
were held on July 15, 2015; October 12, 2015; November 23, 2015; December 14, 2015; 
January 6, 2016; January 20, 2016; February 3, 2016; and a public meeting was held on 
February 17, 2016. 

8. The DPR has reduced the proposed parking fee program. 

After these numerous stakeholder meetings, the DPR modified and adapted its proposal to 
best fit the unique Sonoma Coast line. The DPR has reduced the number of proposed 
parking fee lots by nearly 43%, reduced from 14 to 8. The manner of fee collection was 
updated from the traditional "iron ranger'' to a modern, technology-based fee collection 
device that can accept credit cards and cash and gather accurate usage data. The DPR 
has modified the fee schedule with a variety of fee options based on the amount of time a 
parking facility is used. These changes speak to concerns for maximizing access in that 
the APM's offer more payment options and the hourly rate & surf check provide free or 
lower cost options for coastal access in these areas. The proposal no longer includes 
entrance kiosks. Finally, the proposal includes a 30-minute free surf check, to 
accommodate surfers, fishermen, sunset viewers, and bathroom breaks. These changes 
were made in response to what DPR heard from the public and Commission staff. The 
DPR now proposes a substantially reduced proposal that has removed locations where 
traffic and neighborhood concerns were identified. Many beaches remain free of charge. 

9. The proposed parking fee program would not impair Native American access to 
sacred sites. 

In several footnotes the staff report noted concerns regard in~ Native American access to 
sacred places, including seaweed gathering for ceremonies. 6 The DPR takes its 
responsibilities to Native American tribes very seriously and wishes to ensure the record is 

26 See Staff Report Fns. 7 & 23. 
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accurate. In 2007, the DPR adopted one of the first and most robust state department 
Native American consultation policies.27 Under this policy, the DPR consults with Native 
American tribes: (1) before acquisition of properties where cultural sites are present; (2) 
during the General Plan process and/or development of Management Plans; (3) planning, 
design, and implementation of capital outlay and other public works and development 
projects; (4) issues of concern identified by the tribes; (5) plant and mineral gathering by 
Native people; (6) access to Native California Indian ceremonial sites; (7) archaeological 
permitting; (8) mitigation of vandalism and development of protective measures at Native 
California Indian sites; and (9) when using the Native voice in presenting the story of Native 
California Indian people in park units. Effective July 2015, Assembly Bill 52 (AB52) 
requires consultation during the CEQA process with Native American tribes who have 
requested project notices. 

The DPR practices on-going Native American consultation with two specific Native 
American entities in the Sonoma area, the Kashia Band of Porno Indians of the Stewarts 
Point Rancheria, and the Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria.28 This ongoing and 
project specific Native American consultation did not result in any concerns about DPR's 
day use parking fee proposal. However, consultation is on-going to identify all concerns 
that Native American entities may have regarding this proposed project. The DPR has 
established protocols in the event of the discovery of human remains. In short, the DPR is 
committed to ensuring tribal access to public lands for ceremonial and traditional practices. 
Based on the record and available information, the proposed fee program would not impair 
Native American access to sacred sites or traditional gathering. , and this is simply an 
unsubstantiated claim without further information in the staff report designed to sway 
Commissioners without basis. 

10~ The parking fee program is compliant with CEQA. 

In 2012, the. DPR concluded that the proposal was exempt from CEQA-a determination 
that was not challenged. While not required by CEQA, the DPR prepared and published a 
notice of exemption (NOE) in 2012. The 2012 NOE claimed the fee collection devices were 
exempt under sections 15303 (new small structures), 15304 (minor alterations to land), and 
15311 (accessory structures) of the CEQA Guidelines. The fee program itself is statutorily 
exempt from CEQA.29 In February 2016, when the DPR was contemplating kiosks, the 
DPR was preparing an Initial Study/Negative Declaration for the installation of the kiosks. 
However, after the kiosks were removed from the project there was no further need to 
conduct additional CEQA review by either DPR or the Commission itself in its functional 
capacity. 

11. The DPR did consult with CHP 

At the request of the Commission staff, the DPR contacted the CHP for comments on 
March 11, 2016. The CHP responded on April 6, 2016, noting a preexisting problem of 

27 Native American Consultation Policy & Implementation Procedures, Departmental Notice 2007-05- Exhibit C. 
28 Native American Consultation Letters- Exhibit D. 
29 Public Resource Code§ 21080 (b); tit. 14 C.C.R. § 15273. 
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illegal parking along the highway. The CHP noted the receipt of "many complaints from the 
public about the fees" suggesting that many people park on the highway to avoid fees. 
Specially, the CHP statec;t that "The parking situation on the coast has worsened over the 
years (in many areas - mainly due to several locations that are now closed to the public)." 
The CHP mentioned Stump Beach as a location of concern, as there is an existing gravel 
lot near a blind corner were pedestrians currently cross the road. CHP was concerned that 
parking fees would encourage additional pedestrian traffic. CHP re9ommended a painted 
cross walk to encourage pedestrians to cross at a safer location. Unfortunately, DPR did 
not receive these comments in time to incorporate them into its application. 

Stump Beach is the only proposed fee area directly adjacent to the highway. From FY 
2011-2012 through FY 2013-2014, Stump Beach was closed year round and visitors to this 
area used the pull-out mentioned to access Stump Beach. DPR reopened Stump Beach 
during the 2014 .. 15 FY. Stump Beach is a small parking area that fills quickly. Even after 
Stump Beach was reopened, on a typical day, the DPR still finds cars parked both in the 
pull out and in the designated parking area. Illegal parking is an issue whether or not the 
DPR charges fees at this location. Hourly parking fees would encourage turnover and 
provide more visitors with safe parking. The DPR intends to work with CHP and Caltrans to 
address this pre-existing situation. The CHP's responses are attached as an exhibit.30 

12. The DPR did consult with CaiTrans 

DPR Chief Deputy Director, Liz McGuirk, held a meeting with CaiTrans. To date, CaiTrans 
has provided no written comments. 

13. The DPR did consult with the county Sheriff 

At the request of the Commission staff, the DPR contacted the County Sheriff for 
comments on March 10, 2016. The Sherriff's office responded on March 13, 2016. The 
primary feedback was: "These [iron rangers] have been very controversial with the locals. 
They are angry about having to pay to park at local beaches and believe that out of towners · 
[sic] will be parking in their neighborhoods to avoid the fees ... if at all possible, mitigating 
the impacts to the adjacent neighborhoods would be welcomed." The DPR has attempted 
to incorporate these concerns and mitigation in its reduced proposal by eliminating 
proposed fees at parking areas close to residential subdivisions. The Sherriff's Office 
responses are attached as an exhibit31 

14. The DPR did consult with Sonoma County 

The late DPR Superintendent Burko made several attempts to meet one-on-one with 
Sonoma County. The Sonoma-Mendocino Coast District has met with county officials 
during stakeholders meetings, including 2 meetings at Senator McGuire's office (October 
12, 2015, and August 8, 2015). 

3° CHP Comments - Exhibit E. 
31 County Sheriff Comments, Exhibit F. 
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15.1t is expensive to operate remote recreation facilities in the coastal environment. 

Sonoma Coast SP presents numerous unique operational challenges. First, the visitor 
facilities are remote and dispersed; requiring more staff, or more staff hours, to patrol and 
maintain each of the far flung sites. Instead of relying on fixed towers or central visitor 
centers or ranger stations, DPR lifeguards and rangers rely on patrol vehicles. Restroom 
facilities cannot be simply connected to sewer systems; but instead require constant 
pumping. Further, the rugged marine environment and heavy visitation take their toll on 
facilities. Salt, winds, and surf cause rapid damage and corrosion. Both visitors and the 
environment cause wear and tear o·n roads, parking areas, railings, tr~ils, day-use areas, 
and rest facilities. The DPR cannot continue to provide this level of service if support from 
the general fund continues to decline and revenue generated at other districts is reinvested 
where the funds are raised. 

In the March 2016 de novo application, DPR estimated that the 2013/2014 revenue for 
Sonoma Coast SP was $768,878, but the operation costs for Sonoma Coast SP was 
$4,020,656. For that fiscal year Sonoma Coast SP ran on an operational loss of 
$3,251,778. Further, the DPR estimated that the annual operational costs for Goat Rock, 
Shell Beach, Bodega Head, and Stump Beach were $1,320,902.00 ($52,812 for 
environmental resource protection; $319,640 for maintenance; $29,547 for interpretation 
and education; $851,373 for public safety; and $68,530 for cultural resource protection). 
These areas currently generate no revenue. In the future, these costs are anticipated to 
rise as visitor levels continue to increase and sea level rise threatens visitor facilities. 

16. The DPR has developed effective mitigation to avoid spill over impacts. 

The staff report indicates concern that the existing practice of visitors parking along the 
highway and cut outs as overflow parking will worsen as the public seeks to avoid fees. 
Indeed, the 2001 Sonoma LCP recognized this trend even before the DPR proposed this 
fee program. The only fee location adjacent to the state highway is Stump Beach. As 
identified by the CHP, motorists already park illegally along the highway outside of Stump 
Beach. The other proposed fee sites are well within park boundaries and unlikely to impact 
the highway .. To prevent resource degradation, DPR currently utilizes a combination of low 
barriers and signage at the Bodega Head, Shell Beach, and Goat Rock areas. In the event 
of overuse and resource degradation, the Sonoma Coast SP General plan calls for 
implementation of measures including: facility design; installation of barriers; surface 
treatments; area or facility closure; change in access locations, or redirection of visitors to 
other areas.32 Further, within the program the DPR has proposed new signage to limit 
illegal parking and the creation of illegal trails through sensitive habitat. Section 5.1 of the 
de novo application contains an in-depth discussion of the potential impacts to each 
location and available mitigation. Finally, the future and hypothetical illegal acts ofthe 
public should not serve as a reason to prohibit otherwise lawful development. 

32 Sonoma Coast SP General Plan (2007) (available at 
http://www. parks.ca.gov/pages/21299/files/sonoma%20coast%20final%20gp%20and%20eir%205-07 -2%20cover
chap%203. pdf.) 
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17.DPR does not need to take the modified program back before Sonoma County. 

The reduced parking fee program is still before the Commission on de novo review. At the 
April 15, 2015, Commission hearing, the Commission found that the appeal raised a 
substantial issue. The modification and reduction of the proposal at behest of public input 
and recommendations by Commission staff does not require it to be re-submitted to the 
Sonoma County planning commission. 

18. The DPR has re-opened closed state parks in Sonoma County. 

The staff report notes that several DPR parks are closed and requests an update on plans 
to re-open these facilities. Specifically, footnote 23 stated: "DPR's website for Sonoma 
Coast State Park indicates that Bodega Head East, Russian Gulch Day Use, Vista Point 
Day Use, Porno Canyon Environmental Campground and South Salmon Creek parking are 
currently closed to the public. Within Salt Point State Park, the Kruse Day Use area is a 
pack-in/pack-out facility with no trashcans or restrooms available. Woodside Camping area 
is also closed." Prior to the recession (FY 2009-201 0), when the service reductions were 
first implement there were no seasonal closures of day use facilities on the Sonoma Coast. 
In recent years Seasonal closures to campgrounds were common, based on environmental 
and weather concerns (i.e. Willow Creek adjacent to the Russian River which floods) or low 
demand (Woodside, Reef Campground, Porno Canyon). The DPR is happy to announce 
that Woodside Campground33

, the Russian Gulch Day Use, Campbell Cove, Blind Beach, 
Vista Point Day Use,34 Porno Canyon Environmental Campground, and South Salmon 
Creek parking are all currently open. The DPR plans to have Bodega Head East reopened 
by May 1, 2016. While these facilities are open for public use, certain services such as 
restrooms and trash collection remain limited. Seasonal closures at some facilities remain 
likely without the generation of additional revenue. 

19. The DPR is developing a Sonoma regional state park permit. 

The DPR is currently planning to introduce a regional Sonoma State Park Pass that would 
increase regional recreation opportunities and encourage park visitation. However, 
creating a regional pass is not an easy task or one that can be completed overnight. The 
pass is currently modeled after the Tahoe Regional Vehicle Day Use Annual Pass, which 
was the result of a multiyear process. The Tahoe Regional Pass provides yearly access to 
several popular parks including D.L. Bliss SP, Ed Z'Berg Sugar Pine Point SP, Emerald 
Bay SP, Kings Beach SRA, and Donner Memorial SP. This new pass would be the first 
state park pass for a county region. Specifics, such as the cost, number of parks, and 
where the passes would be sold, are all details that still must be determined. While DPR is 
still pursuing this exciting innovation, the DPR objects to the implication that this is a 
requirement for Coastal Act compliance. Requiring the creation ofa county-wide park pass 
is beyond the Commission's authority under the Coastal Act. 

20. The DPR has provided preliminary post-fee visitation data from Southern 

33 http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page id=453. 
34 The Vista Point restroom is currently closed. 
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California parks and is committed to developing mutually agreed upon reporting 
methods. 

The Orange Coast District was the first DPR district to implement the new statewide fee 
collection system ~nd the Electronic Receipt of Collections ( eROC) system. The eROC 
was first deployed at Orange Coast District on March 1, 2015. Since that time, eROC has 
been deployed in all districts. eROC allows digital collection of visitor numbers tracking 
trends in real-time. The eROC reconciles electronically with the banks regarding cash and 
credit card deposits. This new system has required staff to adapt, modify and try different 
methods of program implementation. The Orange Coast District has submitted its 
preliminary 2013-2014 data to best comply with the applicable permit conditions.35 The 
Orange Coast District is still compiling the 2014-2015 data and hopes that the new eROC 
system and pending modernizations will improve the detail and speed of this information. 
As the scope and detail of the collected data improves, the Orange Coast District believes 
that it can develop a reporting method that the Commission will accept. It should also be 
noted that a majority of local governments that charge parking fees at coastal access points 
have not been required to conduct baseline data collection or been required to develop 
monitoring and reporting programs. These appear to be permit conditions primarily 
targeted at the DPR and DPR facilities managed by other entities. 

In conclusion, the DPR hopes that the Commission will carefully consider the important 
regional and statewide implications of this application. In an ideal world, state parks and 
beaches would be free and there would be ample parking and facilities available for all. But 
we inhabit a reality where there is not enough parking spaces to accommodate the public, 
especially on busy summer days, and in order to support the beaches and parks that we 
are inclined to love to death -we are expected to pay our fair share. If the Commission 
decides to approve this project, the DPR has prepared the attached proposed motion and 
conditions.36 

If you have any questions please contact staff counsel Rory Allen, at (916) 653-6862 or 
rory .allen@parks. ca.gov. · 

Sincerely, 

~E. 
Tara E. Lynch 
Chief Counsel 

Enclosures: Exhibits A-H 
Cc: 

Chris Pederson, Chief Counsel 
Nancy Cave, North Central District Manager 

35 APM Data Analysis- Exhibit G. 
36 Proposed Motion and Conditions- Exhibit H. 
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Coastal Vehicle Fees 

Coastal State Parks1 

Bolsa Chica SB 
Bolsa Chica Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
Border Field SP 
Border Field Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $5.00 $5.00 
Cardiff SB 
Cardiff Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $10.00 $15.00 
Carlsbad SB 
Tamarack Lot Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 $10.00 
Crystal Cove SP · 
Crystal Cove Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
Carpinteria SB 
Carpinteria Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Doheny SB 
Doheny Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
El Capitan SB 
El Capitan Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Emma Wood SB 
Emma Wood Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Half Moon Bay SB 
Half Moon Bay Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Huntington SB 
Huntington Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
Malibu Lagoon SB 
Malibu Lagoon Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $12.00 $12.00 
Manresa SB 
Manresa Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
McGrath SB 
McGrath Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Natural Bridges SB 
Natural Bridges Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
New Brighton SB 
New Brighton Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Oceano Dunes SVRA 
Oceano Dunes Paid Vehicle Undeveloped Parking $5.00 $5.00 
Pescadero SB 
Pescadero Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Pismo SB 
Pismo Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Pomponio SB 

1 Based on information from:http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/737/files/Current web day%20use.pdf 
(4/8/16) 
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Coastal Vehicle Fees 

Pomponio Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Refugio SB 
Refugio Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Robert H. Meyer Memorial SB 
Robert H. Meyer Memorial Paid Vehicle Undeveloped Parking $8.00 $8.00 
San Buenaventura SB 
Main Day Use Lot Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $5.00 
Pier Lot Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
San Clemente SB 
San Clemente Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
San Elijo SB 
San Elijo Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $12.00 $8.00 $15.00 
San Onofre SB 
San Onofre Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 
Seacliff SB 
Seacliff Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
San Gregorio 
San Gregorio Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Silver Strand SB 
Silver Strand Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 $15.00 
South Carlsbad SB 
South Carlsbad Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $10.00 $15.00 
Sunset SB 
Palm Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Torrey Pines SB 
Torrey Pines Beach Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $15.00 $12.00 $20.00 
Tomales Bay SP 
Tomales Bay Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Prairie Creek Redwoods SP 
Prairie Creek Redwoods Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Salt Point SP 
Salt Point Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Point Mugu SP 
La Jolla Paid Vehicle Undeveloped Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Mugu Beach Paid Vehicle Undeveloped Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Sycamore Canyon Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $12.00 $12.00 
Sycamore Cove Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $12.00 $12.00 
MacKerricher SP 
MacKerricher Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
China Camp SP 
Back Ranch Developed Parking $5.00 $5.00 
Crystal Cove SP 
Crystal Cove Developed Parking $15.00 $15.00 Paid Vehicle 
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Coastal Vehicle Fees 

Moro Campground (beach day use area) Paid Vehicle Developed Parking 
$15.00 $15.00 
Big Basin Redwoods SP 
Big Basin Main Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 Paid Vehicle 
Rancho del Oso Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Limekiln SP 
Limekiln Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Gaviota SP 
Gaviota Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Julia Pfeiffer Burns SP 
Julia Pfieffer Burns Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Fort Ross SH P 
Fort Ross Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 Paid Vehicle 
Reef Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Del Norte Coast Redwoods SP 
Del Norte Coast Redwoods Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Leo Carrillo SP 
Leo Carrillo Developed Parking $12.00 $12.00 
Point Lobos SNR 
Point Lobos Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
Patrick's Point SP 
Patrick's Point Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Morro Bay SP 
Morro Bay Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $8.00 $8.00 
Portola Redwoods SP 
Portola Redwoods Paid Vehicle Developed Parking $10.00 $10.00 
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STATE .OF CAliFORNIA-,11-iE RESOURCES AGeNI./ 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAl COAST AREA OffiCE 
72.5 FRONJ STREET, STE. 300 
SANl'A CRUZ, CA 95000 
(408) 427-4863 . . 

HEARING IMPAIRED, (41S) 904~S200 

Kenneth B. crones. Deputy Director 

April 12; 1995 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 
P.O. Box 942896 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

2e: XS-91~1 through 16 

near Mr. Jones: 

We have reviewed the Department's third (and final) monitoring 
report for the.fee· collection devices •. Based upon the information 
submitted, we concur with the Department's conclusion that where the. 
devices have been installed there has not been any significant 
impacts. . 

Thank you for your attention t.o the monitoring requirements imposed 
by the Commission. 

Sincerely, 

Linda Locklin 
Manager, Coastal Access Program 

LL/cm 
cc: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
0442a 

RECEIVED 

i:PR 1 9 1995 
RMD 

5-ltl7 

·j 
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fEB t 7 1995 

'l'be li:IDorable carl L. Williamsi Cbiti man 
aD4 'fla!lberS 

callfc>mia coastal o:mni ssion 
45 '.Fra11C1Dt st.raat, suite 2000 
San J'ra'no:l.sdo, califomia 94105 

.b -part of it. application tor DeW fee oollecti.Dg <levices in tba state• s 
cout:a1 Zcmei .tlle caJ.ifomia Depa.rt:aalt· of Parks .8114 Reat:eatiC11 ba4 ·pxq;!OS84 
1» prepma .zmnal xtp)rts '4escu::lbinq our ·<forts. to ~tor potential iJipcts 
to .t1le. ·~ emirataent· YCIU .win find the third of ·these reports 
attachect. . 1fe are pl~ to be able to iraf01lll1QU that. we bave been unable 
~ idezlf;i.fy aigxdficant. .... illlpacts zesulting f1'CG the· inst:a.liat:iou of the 
appt:OVed. &wloeso. 

You will fiD! tbat the ancl.ose4 repot:t 4ascJ:1beS more of the status of 
tbeaa pemita than was raqui3:e4 eitbar l:l,y our e;pUcation or by pemit. 
ccm4l.tian. :secauae of JOUr oont.b:aleCS. iDta'l:eSt m wa issue w ftl.t it 
~· to keep you ·:f.Df03:11184 DOt ODly. of our etto.rts to tJoctaent ilplct8 
po$~ bly caused by· tba i:a.stall:.ecs :fee OOlleetion &Nices am the' pUblic• a 
react:l.on to tbali, .but of our progmss :l.n ~impJ.ementing .our ~ta •. 

·If you .. baVe questions or ·would like. to discuss ·tbis Jlllltter fu:r:tber, 
please do 1»t Msitate to contact me at (916) 653-8288. 

cc: Dc1Uqlas P. Wheeler, Seareta:J:y for ReSoUrces 
Peter Do1lg'las, Executive Direotor, caJ.ifornia Coastal o::mni ssion 

lx:=c: B4 RaWlr1'0 
l3ob La :Belle 
Girl Drake 

m:r:llfl'il.giiDim:bcw 

I 

SURNAME 
OPR. 1~9A (~W. 2/78) 
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TBilQ) ANNtl'l\L. 
PARKim FEB IMPACT·. HlN:I'.roRnn RE:OORl' 

caiifor.nia Department of Parks and Recreation 

'INrH'JIXIC:l'ION: 'Dla california Department of Parks and Recn::eaticm BR>lled for 
aDd was granted coastal &welc::pDrmt pemits for a variety of park:i.nq fee 
collection deYices and the necessa.ty siqnirq at 16 ·locations (XB-91-1 through 
-16 and 6-93-216) within 11 units of the state Park System. As part of .its 
awUcat:i.ons, the Department pxcposed to D:mitor tbe effects, if alr'J, of the 
new park:i.nq fee collection~. ~ monitc::>rirq would inclUde i&m.tify:i.J:q 
wbere any new \'IDaUtborized trails bad been established in OJ:aer to ·avoid 
payi1:lg' parld.ng fees, as wen u tabUlat.inq and l:epOl:tiilg J.etters and phOne 
calls of adve:rse off-site~. Based upon an zmal:ysis of this · 
·infomation, we would identify specific mitigat.ion measUres, as we 4eem 
~te and feasible, such as iDstallinq fenees or signs to pnwent new 
trails Which iDight ~ seasitive :resources. 
A condition of pexmits :JS-91-12, 13, 1-l, 8D4 16 requires t:be Department to 
:include, as part of our :manitoxjng report, efforts WEI hail .·mac3e to ·il:Jaz:ease 
participation in Olir annnal and SJ?eedal ,pa$8 progxam. ~ permits bave DOt 
been exerciSed tat the .~ bas 90l'l& ahead. with ·i.DcreaSed efforts in · .. · 
respect to tbis pass prix.Jxam. 'l'be fou.owi.D; _pa:r:agrapbs constitute the · ,. 
Department of Parks and Rearea.tion•s ~ azmiml coastal parld.ng fee 
collection :b{>aot D:mitori.:nq reports to fulfill ·the ·1et1;ar of our 
;q:.plications aDd, as applicable, tha conditions of the pem:i.ts. 

~= AppUcaticms xs-9~-1 through X&--91""7 were a;proved in .June 
1991. ~cations :r.s-91-8 'through :r&-91..;11 and lCS-~1-15 ·'Wer9 app:tOV$d in. 
A1:r;lU9t 1991• · :roar ewJ.ica.1:iODs, :xs-91;..12 through X&-91-14 and. :x&-91-16 were 
c.W:tOVed in January l.992. )WUcatioD 6'-993-216 was app:coved on Mal;eh 17, 
1994. Tbese last five -wl.ications were ~ed ·for limited ·tezms and could 
only be used if a local aqenay faUed to ~ the Depa.rt:ment for· lost 
reveJmeS1 and were · turtber ocmditioned that a mnitorirq report be 
sul:.mittecS. TWo local agencies, the city of carlsbad anes the county of . 
sonana, ba4 initially paid fees to the Department in lieu of the pemits 
J:)einq carercised at tbe four sites. currently, only tba City of carlSbad 
ccmti mJU. to pay tlle in-lieu fee. 

:rNSTA.tJ:.oATI STATOS: Of tbe 17 Coastal Developnent. Pemits issued to this 
Depa.rt:men.t tor parking fee collection &!vices, we ·haVe chosen to exercise 
eight of them in five SOUt:hem calitoxnia locations and one in cent::ral 
callfomia. I:Dstallation of one of these &Jvioes, at san onofre state Beach, 
bas DOt been ~leted. Tbe Department generates about $300 1000 annual Jy 
fl:aa the seven pel:mits plus four other sites appl.'OVed loeally or t:ll:.t:o'ugh a 
PUblic WOrks Permit. 

As reporte4 to you in our Second AnnUal Report, the Department has elected 
not to exm:cise the six pemits at DrJ Lagoon (Humboldt LagOOnS state Park) , 
westport-Union tantHnq state Beach (two permits), Jl:q Handle state :ReserVe, 

.; 

'· 
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Tbi.rd 1mnUal Pa.rking' Fee Impact .Mollitorilq »sport 
ealifoxnia DEpart:ment of Parks aDd Recreation 
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~ 

:Russi an Gulch (soncDa coast state Beaob) , a:nd caq;it'el l cove (SonaDa state 
~) • !l'.be Department bas 4etArm:fMd tbat it lfOUld DOt :be em'IX'CDical.l.y 
feasible to cbal:qa· a parJc::iJq fee at these locations. Pelmits w:re DOt 
iDitially exeroise4 because t:be DeparbDellt J:eeeivect in lieu payllllints fl:al 
local aqencies ~ The Cklunty of ScDDa no lODJE!r makes a p8.l'IDQ!1t for the Goat 
Rock site (SODI:DII coast state .Beach). ;.be Department aid :not~ the 
pe:cnit at this location and allowed it to lapse pemUD] other"altemative 
fundilYJ c¢:icms beiiJq explol:ed. With tbe mandatory expil:ation of X&.-91•16, 
the Department cbo9e to lDake a new application of the 'lamarac1t site at 
carlsbad state Beach. 1'he City of carl.sba4 C:ontinues with an amnlal ~t 
for this site. 

RE'SOI4'S OH m.IRD· '.!!EM'S ~: IJ.1b.a Department mtmitoxs each location 
tor· the pxesence of new' ·trails to the ])each, Cllaiqes in parld.nq pattetos, new 
traffic prablems, and any oal1?lai.Jiba fraiL tbe public. ~ cont:.I.Duas to :be 
n0 new ~tal damaqe reported by the public or arpl.<:1.Y89S due to pew. 
trails. I;xlal offiCi~ ~:i:t no ~ traffic ptQbl.ems. 

S'l'ATQS Qr THE ~·s ~ PRJGm\M: As a condition of appl:O'Yal for 
tbe three deVices -t Sonaaa coast. state BeaCh and one at SOUth (:!ar].sbad state 
Beach, it was ·l:'eqUired that we .. report to the coastal o:mzrl ssion tbe 
Depart:m~mt•s at:t'Ort:s to int'oxm the public of t:be availatdlity of our pass 
progzams, trcmda in usage,. and our efforts to reimburse pass users tor the 
~ t:uxe of preri.ous. parJd.n,j £.-. 'l'hese four peo:mits ba.ve ·~. ~ 
exeroised. JJOWeVer, becaus$ of the O;xrmi ssion• s interest, t:beSe C03X:ernS are 
addressed hel:eUnder. 

As described to the coastal O;mnission 41lrinq the ·course of the heariraqs and 
in the first repor:t, the Depart:ment bas a Zl'l.ll1lbe.r of passes and cti.soounts 
Clesigned for tbe elderly, <'li.sablea, and those with low inocmes. 

AS menticmed in previous report, the. nepartment, in its ~zation, 
created two positions to focus on an outreach pxogram to ncm-tmdi.ticmal. 
users of state parks. These positions bava been intx:oducing non-traditional 
usez:s to. the ooastal units. 

CXH'!LQSICti: The DepartmeJ:xt of Pa:dts and Recreation is encou:raged by the 
general. aocept:anoe o~ its :fee scbednl e and parldnq :fee collection JDetbods. 
We bave been unable to ~:anent any adveJ::se impacts to tbe e:nviJ:ol:ment or 
cxmplaints about the parJt.ing fee collection. There baVe been no significant 
ob.ax¥JeS to the Department • s Fee Bobedttl e ill the last three years. Tbis can 
:be attributed to a ccd>inat.;l.on of contjnued tight oontl::ols on expenltitures 
and success ill Obtaini.nq tunas from other sou.rces with i&mtified impaets on 
the state Park System. The Depart:ment is camdtted to contimli.nq its 
monitoring pxooeaures and reporting to the coastal Ocmlrl.ssion on any :response 
actions tb:.r:cu.Jh 1994. 
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STATUS SUMMARY 
summary of Coastal Permits for Fee Collection 

February 17, 1995 

Date of Approval 
CEQA Notice Permit :f Location Tvoe of Devj;c~ Date. ~onditions status 

5-17-91 XS-91-1 Half Moon Bay SB Park-ur•self 6-11-91 1, 2 Installed 
c-- (Venice Beach) 7}91 

J._.~ -
5-17-91 XS-91-2 Malibu Lagoon SB Park-ur..:oself 6;...11-91 / 1, 2 Installed 

(.Beach Parking LOt) 8/91 

5-24-91 XS-91-3 South carlsbad SB Park-ur-self 6-11-91 1, 2 Installed 
{Ponto Beach} 6/92 

12-6-90 XS-91-4 Cardi.ff SB Park-ur-self 6-11-91 1, 2 Installed 
(N. Parking Lot) 10/91 

12-6-90 XS-91-5 Cardiff SB Park ... ur-self 6..o11-91 1, 2 Installed 
( s. Parking Lot) 10/91 

12-6-90 XS-91-6 Torrey Pines SB Park-ur-self 6-11-91 1, 2 Installed 
(N. Parking Lot) 8/91 

Ir··,6-90 XS-91-7 Torrey Pines SB Park-ur-self 6-11-91 l, 2 Installed 
(S •. Parking Lot) 7/91 

12-6-90 XS-91-8 Humboldt Lagoons SP Iron Rc:mger 8-lJ-91 2 Lapsed 
(Stone Lagoon) 

1-8-91 XS-91-9 Westport-Union Lndg. SB Iron Ranger 8-13-91 2 Lapsed 
(Howard Creek) 

· ... •. 
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~ .... .:.,.~~-..u~···,..; .. ·--,··--·;· .. · ... ·~~ --·-· ... 

Date of Approval 
CEO_A_N_otice Permit.# Loe_ation TvJ2e of Device Qate Conditions Status 

1-8--91 XS-91-10 Westport-Union Lndg. SB Iron Ranqer 8-13 ... 91 2 Lapsed 
(De Haven creek) 

1-8-91 XS-91-11 Jug Handle SR Iron Ranqer 8-13-91 2 Lapsed 

12-6-90 XS-91-12 sonoma Coast SB Iron Ranger 1-13-92 2, 3, 4, 5 Lapsed 
(Russian Gulch) ,.--

·' iL·6-9o XS-91-13 Sonoma Coast SB Park-ur-self 1-13-g2 I 2, 3, 4, 5 Lapsed 
(Goat Rock Beach) 

12-6-90 XS-91-14 Sonoma Coast SB Iron Ranger/ 1-13-92 2, 3, 4, 5 Lapsed 
(Kiosk (Campbell-Cove) Portable Kiosk 
5-24-91) 

12-6-90 XS-91-15 San Onofre sa Park-ur-self 8-13-91. 2 Effecuated 
(Trestles) . 7/93 

12-6-90 XS-91-16 Carlsbad SB Park'-ur'-self 1-13-92 2, 3, 4, 5 Lapsed 
(Tamarack) 

12-6-90 6-93--216 carlsbad sa Park-ur-self 3-17-94 4 Condi- ~n Lieu 
(Tamarack) tions 

{~ 
PWP 4-82-6 Crystal Cove SP ., .... (El Moro) Park-ur-self 4-29-91 All became 

(Los Trancos) -Park-ur-self 4-29-91 operational 
(.Pelican Point) -Park...;ur-self 4-29-91 5/91 

Note: In addition to the "Conditions of .Appro:v.al 11 below, the Department ag1::eed as part of its 
application submittal (except for the thr.e$ sites at Crystal cove and 6-93-216) to submit to the 
coastal commission three annual reports of its monitoring proqram. This monitoring would, at a 
minimum, identify new unauthorized trails, and tabulate letters and phone calls of complaint relative 
to the new devices. Based upon an analysis of this information, the Department would identify 
appropriate mitigation and·take corrective action it deems appropriate and feasible. 
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. . . 
1. Prior to traJJsmittal of the Coastal Developnent Permit, pexmittee shall 

sutait erideDce to t:be ExeCutive Dil:eetor tbat the Df;lpa.rtment bas bald 
public meetings to receive public input Oli t:h8 Department•• fee scbednle •.. 

2. 'l'h:1.s c::oasta1 DWelq:aent Permit is for the installation of fee collection 
&!rices for tba ~ o_f ~-cars. . . ~ . . . ' . 

3. By accept:anca of this pexmit, the awlicant agrees that tbe fee ooileotion 
dwices will C'Dly be used if a local agenay fails to execute an agreement 
re.im'barsi.ng' tbe Department for lost revenues .. 

4. '1'be armnal -=mit:.oriD;J report sball illCl:ude such information as: (1) the 
efforts t:be applicant bas made to. i:nfcmn a11 sectors of. the public ab:lut 
the availahfl:lty of al.tematives to collection Qf pa.rk::lD; fees ~ its 
annual and ·special pass programs; C2) baSeline infQXma.tion ou ~ Dtlllbers 
u4 ·types of passes currently bei:ng sold aDd tbe existence of any t:reDds. 
f!ftar iJIIpl~tatiou o~ the .fee col.leCtiou deVices, ~ (3) the ~forts 
~ applicant has ma.&J. to exploxe re:imbursement to day users. wbo were 
unable to pw:cbase_ mmual and special pa$Sfl5 at tbe time of t.be:ir ~ · 
visit ·and wbo subsequently purchased annual a:nd speoi.al. passes. 

s. This pemit is valid for two years; until January 13, 1994. 

1. tis pemit shall be limited to tbe use of the device for ooUeeting 
pal:ld.r.q fees ODl.Y. 

2. This pemit is valid for three years, until MarCh 17, l997. 

3. ~ J:)epartmallt sball sul:mit tbl:ee annual J:epO%'ts to the EXecative Dil:ector 
for J::eVi.W W appxoval 1 whi.cb D:XD.i,tor a:r1.'J adVerse impacts fl:aD. the 
illstal.la.tion of tbe Clevioa. Monitored impacts shall iDcl.uaa the 
estal:>li.sluent of unautborized trails in o~ to avoid paying the parJdD:J 
fee, and tawl.at:ion of,.any phone calls and letters of cauplaint fl:arl tbe 
public aiXl ~ public officials relative to adVerse off-site 
impacts. Mitigation measures shall be. i&mtified, such as installing" 
fences alld si~ to prevent new trails fran impa.cting resource areas. 

4. By acceptance of this petmit, the applicant agrees that tbe fee oollection 
device wiU only be used if tbe City fails to exeel.lte an agxeemaa.t 
reimbursirJq the Department tor lost mvenues. · 
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State of California -The Resources Agency MANUAL 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

DEPARTMENTAL NOTICE No. 2007-05 Operations 
SUBJECT CHAPTER 

Native American Consultation Policy & Implementation 0400 Cultural Resources (old 
Procedures DOM 1600) 
ISSUED EXPIRES REFI;':RENCE 

November 16, 2007 When incorporated 
The Cultural Resources sections of Old DOM 
1600 & the Resource Management Directives 
(1979) 

DPR 375 (Rev. 10/2001KWord 6/25/2002) 

WHEN APPLICABLE, ENTER THE NUMBER AND DATE OF THIS DEPARTMENTAL NOTICE IN THE MARGIN OF THE 
MANUAL PAGE, ADJACENT TO THE SECTION(S) AFFECTED BY IT. 

This Departmental Notice has been re-created for transmittal in electronic format. The original notice was signed by 
Theodore Jackson, Jr. - Deputy Director for Park Operations. 

The purpose of this Departmental Notice is to set forth the Department's policy for consultation 
with Native California lndians·1 regarding activities that affect matters relating to their heritage, 
sacred sites, and cultural traditions. This Departmental Notice is effective immediately and until 
incorporated into the Department Operations Manual (DOM). 

See "Definitions of Key Terms" for definitions used in this Departmental Notice. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

The Department is required, by state and federal laws and regulations, to protect and preserve 
Native American resources within the State Park System. Departmental policy also provides 
specific guidelines, stated in the Resource Management Directives concerning the involvement 
of Native California Indian groups in all plans and practices that have impacts on the Native 
American resources under the Department's stewardship. The Federal laws related to Native 
American resources that may apply to the Department include: The National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) (16 U.S.C. § 470 et seq.); The National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.); the Archaeological Resources Protection Act 
(ARPA) (16 U.S.C. § 470aa et seq.); Executive Order No. 13007, 61 Fed. Reg. 26771 (May 24, 
1996) regarding Indian Sacred Sites; the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act (16 
U.S.C. § 469 et seq.); the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (25 U.S.C. § 
3001 et seq.); and the American Indian Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C. 1996). State laws 
and regulations related to Native American resources that may apply to the Department include: 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Cal. Pub. Resources Code §21000 et seq.); 
Native American Historical, Cultural, and Sacred Sites (Cal. Pub. Resources Code § 5097 et 
seq.); Historical Resources (Cal. Pub. Resources Code§ 5020 et seq.); Preservation of 
Significant Archaeological Resource Areas and Associated Artifacts (Cal. Pub. Resources Code 
§ 5079.60 et seq.); Removal, Destruction, Mutilation of Human Remains (Cal. Health & Saf. 
Code§ 7050.5 et seq.); Destruction of Archaeological Sites and Caves (Cal. Pen. Code§§ 622 

1 The intent of the Department's policy is to consult with both federally and non-federally recognized tribes or 
groups of Native California Indian people, which, in this Departmental Notice, may be referred to as 'tribe' or 
'group'. Additionally, the Department recognizes that some tribal territories cross present international and 
state boundaries. It is the intent of the Department to include such tribes in consultation regarding activities 
within such geographic areas. 
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% & 623); Investigation, Excavation and Preservation of Historic or Prehistoric Ruins (Cal. Wat. 
Code§ 234); Government Code Sections regarding disclosure of archaeological site information 
(Cal. Gov. Code§§ 6253,6254, & 6254.10.); and Title 14, California Code of Regulations§ 
4307 regarding Geological Features; and Governor's Executive Order No. W-26-92 
[management of significant heritage resources under jurisdiction of state agencies] April 8, 1992. 
Within the Department see Resource Management Directives #50, #52, and #71. Recent 
legislation regarding disclosure of information and consultation by local governments with Native 
California Indian tribes can also be found in Civil Code Section 815.3; Government Code 
Sections 65040.2, 65092, 65351, 65352, 65352.3, 65352.4, 65560, and 65562.5 (also known as 
Senate Bill No. 18 (2003-2004 Regular Session)). 

BACKGROUND 

Since at least 1979, with the issuance of the Department's Resource Management Directives, it 
has been the informal guidance of California State Parks to strive for open communication and 
ongoing consultation with Native California Indians on matters relating to their heritage, sacred 
sites and cultural traditions. This Departmental Notice is intended to establish a process of 
consultation between Native California Indian tribes and California State Parks by clearly 
defining the circumstances under which consultation should occur and the process of such 
consultation including the timing of consultation with project development, the negotiation 
process, or when to consider consultation 'concluded' with regard to a specific issue. 

NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION POLICY 

The Department recognizes its special responsibility as the steward of many sites of cultural and 
spiritual significance to living Native peoples of California. Therefore, it is the policy of California 
State Parks to engage in open, respectful, ongoing consultation with appropriate Native 
California Indian tribes or groups in the proper management of areas, places, objects or burials 
associated with their heritage, sacred sites and traditional cultural properties or cultural traditions 
in the State Park System. 

The primary responsibility for Native American consultation is vested in the District 
Superintendent in each park district. This Departmental Notice outlines nine primary areas 
where consultation is appropriate, but other areas for this type of dialogue may include aspects 
of park operations such as visitor use, interpretation, facility maintenance, special events, 
prescribed burning, and resource management. District Superintendents will annually report to 
the Department Preservation Officer a summary of consultations with local Native California 
Indian tribes that occurred in their districts. This information will be compiled in the Annual 
Report on Historic Preservation Activities, which is submitted by the Department to the Office of 
Historic Preservation (see Departmental Notice 2004-2). 

Prior to implementing projects or policies that may have impacts to Native California Indian sites 
within the State Park System, the Department will actively consult with local Native California 
Indian tribes regarding the protection, preservation and/or mitigation of cultural sites and sacred 
sites in the State Park System. Consultation between local Native California Indian tribes and 
California State Parks is required in the following nine areas of activity: 1) acquisition of 
properties where cultural sites are present; 2) during the General Plan process and/or 
development of Management Plans; 3) planning, design, and implementation of capital outlay 
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and other public works and development projects; 4) issues of concern identified by the tribes; 5) 
plant and mineral gathering by Native people; 6) access to Native California Indian ceremonial 
sites; 7) archaeological permitting; 8) mitigation of vandalism and development of protective 
measures at Native California Indian sites; and 9) when using the Native voice in presenting the 
story of Native California Indian people in park units. 

CONSULTATION PROCESS AND PROCEDURE OUTLINE 

Guiding Thought: Consultation is a process in which both the Native California Indian tribe and 
California State Parks invests time, effort, and understanding to seek a mutually respectful 
resolution for the purpose of preserving or mitigating impacts to a cultural place, site, object or 
human burial where feasible. 

A. California State Parks initiates contact with Native California Indian tribes: 

1. When a project area has been identified in one or more of the nine different areas of 
activity described above, District personnel shall request, and obtain, from the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) the Native American Consultation List for the 
effected area (the District should regularly coordinate with the NAHC to maintain an 
accurate list). 

2. District personnel shall then contact each group or tribe listed for the appropriate area 
requesting a consultation. Written notice should be used (in some circumstances by 
certified mail with return receipt requested) - but this does not preclude contact in 
person, by telephone, FAX, or e-mail. Personal follow up contact to any of the above 
methods is highly encouraged to increase successful information sharing and 
understanding. 

In the event written notice is used, such notices should be concise, clear, and informative 
to ensure understanding by all parties, and contain the following information: 

a. A clear statement of the purpose of the consultation, inviting the Native California 
Indian tribe to consult and re-enforcing the importance of the tribe's participation in 
working to identify, protect and preserve their heritage and traditions. 

b. A narrative description of the proposed activity, project, acquisition area, or General 
Plan. In the case of vandalism, the site of the crime and extent of damage. 

c. Maps clearly showing detail of the geographic area(s) described in the narrative. 
Maps should be of reasonable scale with sufficient references for easy identification 
of the affected area(s). 

d. The deadline (date) by which California State Parks requests the tribe to agree to 
consultation with District personnel. The tribe shall have 90 days from the date of the 
notice to request consultation. 

e. Contact information of representatives of California State Parks to whom the tribe 
should respond. 

f. Technical reports, including summaries of cultural resources reports and 
archaeological reports applicable to the area, if available. 

3 

202



g. Information on proposed or potential grading or other ground-disturbing activities, if 
applicable (this may be included in the project description). 

3. Subject to confidentiality procedures, it is advised that the District and the tribe maintain 
clear records of communications, including letters, telephone calls, faxes, and e-mails. 
Both parties may send notices by certified mail and keep logs of telephone calls, faxes 
and e-mails. A file of returned or unanswered correspondence shall be retained by the 
District in order to verify efforts to communicate. Documentation of notification and 
consultation request will be included in the California State Parks public record (with the 
exception of any sensitive, confidential elements pursuant to laws and regulations; 
litigation holds or on-going investigations that may preclude such public release). 

4. California State Parks shall provide additional information about the proposed project, 
General Plan, or event, if available, if so requested by the tribe. In the event new 
information is discovered regarding a proposed project, California State Parks may 
consider extending the 90-day timeframe for the tribe to review the new information and 
respond accordingly. 

5. If the tribe does not respond within the 90 days or declines consultation, consultation will 
be considered waived. However, both parties will retain the right to re-open consultation 
efforts at a later date if warranted. 

B. Native California Indian tribe initiates contact with California State Parks: 

1. If a Native California Indian tribe requests consultation for the purpose of identifying, 
preserving, protecting cultural sites, traditional cultural properties, sacred sites, or 
gathering areas; mitigating. impacts to cultural resources; or entry for gathering certain 
plants or minerals, the consultation shall begin within a reasonable period of time, but no 
later than 90 days from the request for consultation. The goals of such consultation 
include: 

a. For all parties to recognize cultural places that are essential elements of Native 
California Indian tribal culture, traditions, heritages and identities. 

b. To establish meaningful dialogue between California State Parks and local Native 
California Indian tribal governments in order to identify and take into consideration 
cultural places on State park lands. 

c. To avoid potential conflicts over the preservation of Native California Indian cultural 
places by ensuring that both California State Parks and tribal governments have 
information available early in the land use planning process. 

d. To encourage the preservation and protection of Native California Indian cultural 
places on State park land by avoiding them or developing appropriate management 
for them in project planning, design and development when possible and minimizing 
both primary and secondary impacts. 

e. To facilitate the development of proper treatment and management plans to preserve 
Native California Indian cultural places. 

f. To enable Native California Indian tribes to enter into cooperative agreements with 
California State Parks to act as caretakers of their cultural places. 

When is Consultation Concluded? When engaging in consultation, both California State 
Parks and Native California Indian tribal representatives should consider leaving the process 
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open-ended to allow ample opportunity for mutual agreement to be reached. Some 
consultations will involve highly sensitive and complex issues that cannot be resolved in a short 
period of time. Consultation may require a series of meetings before a mutually acceptable 
agreement may be achieved. One method of efficient consultation would be to schedule 
quarterly meetings for on-going dialogue. 

While consultation may be on-going, with regard to any individual project, consultation should be 
considered concluded at the point in which: 

• The parties to the consultation come to a mutual resolution concerning the appropriate 
measures for preservation or mitigation; or 

• Either California State Parks or the tribe, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, 
concludes that the parties are at an impasse and resolution cannot be reached 
concerning the appropriate measure(s) of preservation or mitigation. 

When a mutual resolution is reached, a Memorandum of Agreement2 may be written and the 
project will proceed implementing the measures agreed upon. 

If an impasse is declared, written documentation of all efforts and alternatives shall be forwarded 
to the Departmental Preservation Officer (DPO) for review. The Department Preservation 
Officer may recommend mitigation or preservation measures for the project, alternatives to the 
project, abandonment of the project, or proceeding with the project as planned and shall forward 
such recommendation with the reasons therefore, along with all documents, to the Director for 
the final decision regarding the project. 

DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS USED IN THIS DEPARTMENTAL NOTICE 

"Consultation" means the timely and active process of seeking, discussing, and considering the 
views of the participants to obtain a mutually respectful resolution for the treatment of heritage 
sites, objects, or human remains. 

"Cultural sites" are those places or areas where gathering, ceremonies, everyday living, or burial 
of the dead would occur. A village site would be an example; however other types of places 
may also be identified by the tribe. 

"Gathering area" means any area where traditional food, plants, or other natural materials that 
are used in a traditional practice by a Native California Indian group are gathered, collected, 
assembled, or maintained. 

"Native American Consultation List" means the list developed and maintained by the NAHC 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65352.3 -as outlined in the Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research's Tribal Consultation Guidelines- Supplement to General Plan 
Guidelines, November 14, 2005, that identifies for local governments California Native American 

2 For large, complex projects, the Department recommends the parties execute a Memorandum of Agreement 
detailing the agreed upon measure(s) of preservation or mitigation. However, a Memorandum of Agreement 
may not be necessary for smaller, less complex projects where the documentation of the consultation process 
is sufficient. 
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groups to be notified or consulted about proposed local land use planning decisions for the 
purpose of protecting traditional cultural places and sacred. 

"Department Preservation Officer" means the Department Director or designee assigned to 
coordinate State Park cultural preservation activities. Currently this position is held by the chief 
of the Archaeology, History and Museums Division (Governor's Executive Order No. W-26-92 
[management of significant heritage resources under jurisdiction of state agencies] April 8, 
1992). 

"Native California Indian group" means a California Indian tribe, band or nation recognized by 
the NAHC. 

"Project", for the purposes of this Departmental Notice, is any activity that has potential to cause 
an adverse effect on Native American archaeological and ethno-historical sites, objects or 
burials. 

"Traditional Cultural Property" is as defined in National Register Bulletin #38, Guidelines for 
Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties: "A traditional cultural 
property ... can be defined generally as one that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register 
because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living community that (a) are 
rooted in that community's history, and (b) are important in maintaining the continuing cultural 
identity of the community." 

"Sacred Sites" are places of spiritual/religious significance to a tribe where religious ceremonies 
are practiced or which are central to their origins as a people; but sacred sites may also include 
those areas where California Native people gather food, medicine, or materials for cultural 
purposes. It is always up to the tribe to determine whether or not a site is sacred. A list of 
Sacred Sites is maintained by the NAHC - that office will provide a contact person who is 
qualified to discuss any sacred site issues in an identified project area. 

Other Key Terms Not Included- Provided for Clarification 

"Most Likely Descendent (MLD)" means the Native California Indian group or person(s) that the 
Native American Heritage Commission designates as most likely descended from ancestral 
Native Americans in an area or region of California (Cal. Pub. Resources Code§ 5097.94a & 
5097.98). The MLD List is not distributed by the NAHC. Groups or people on this list would only 
be contacted to develop agreements with regard to specific human burials or grave goods 
discovered during the course of a project. 

"Native American monitor" means a person who is hired to monitor archaeological resources 
during a project. Preference for these positions should be given to California Native Americans 
culturally affiliated with the project area. The monitor should be familiar with local ancestral 
California Native American village sites and cultural practices, and follow the "Guidelines for 
Monitors/Consultants of Native American Cultural, Religious and Burial Sites" (approved Sept. 
13, 2005) prepared by the NAHC (available on their website 
www. nahc.ca.gov/guidelines4mon. html). 
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QUESTIONS 

If you have questions regarding this notice, its implementation, interpretation, application or 
deviation, contact the Cultural Resources Programs Supervisor, Archaeology, History and 
Museums Division, John Foster at (916) 4529, or JFost@parks.ca.gov. 

Theodore Jackson Jr. 
Deputy Director 
Park Operations 
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State of California- The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. Box 942896- Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 

Northern Service Center 
One Capitol Mall, Suite 410 
Sacramento, California 95814 
(916) 445-8836 

February 26, 2016 

Lorin Smith, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Kashia Band of Porno Indians of the Stewarts Point Rancheria 
1420 Guerneville Road, Suite 3 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 

Dear Lorin, 

Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor 

Lisa Ann L. Mangat, Director 

The California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) proposes to install fee collection 
stations at up to 5 discontiguous locations in Sonoma Coast State Park (SCSP) and Salt Point 
State Park (SPSP) to comply with State Law mandating DPR to generate increased revenue to 
alleviate decreased General Fund support. The fee collection stations could be manifested as 
automatic pay parking machines (APPMs) or manned entry kiosks, or a combination of the 
two. APMs would be located at (from north to south), Stump Beach, Russian Gulch, South 
Goat Rock, North Goat Rock, Arched View, Blind Beach, Shell Beach, Portuguese Beach, 
Schoolhouse Beach, North Salmon, Bean Avenue/South Salmon, Campbell Cove, Bodega 
East, and Bodega West Day Use Parking areas. Additionally, manned entry kiosks would be 
located on Westshore Road at Bodega Head, Goat Rock Road, and on Willow Creek Road in 
the Willow Creek subunit. 

The self-pay stations proposed in the original project consisted of what DPR refers to as "Iron 
Rangers"; consisting simply of an square iron tube set in concrete 3' into the ground and 
extending from 32" to 38" above ground. CSP now installs electronic APPM at many of its 
busier parks, even in remote areas with limited infrastructure. APPMs are solar powered units 
which have Wi-Fi connectivity to allow for the purchase of day use access through the use of 
cash, debit, credit, and Pay Pass options. 

Work at each location may include: 

• Excavate an 18" diameter x 36" deep post hole, install APPM, secure and anchor with 
1yd3 of concrete; 

• Excavate 8, 18" diameter x 36" deep post holes, install bollards and backfill with 8yd3 of 
concrete; 

• Excavate 2, 8" diameter x 36" deep post holes, install informational and regulatory signs 
and backfill with 1 yd3 of concrete. Signage is installed on 6' high x 2" diameter break
away galvanized poles. Signage typically measures no more than 28" in width and no 
more than 84" above finished grade; 

• Construct accessible pad in front of APPM which entails removing approximately 72ft2 
of existing asphalt, grade to level and resurface with 4" of asphalt over 4" of compacted 
aggregate base; 
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• Construct 2 accessible parking spaces which will entail removing approximately 450ft2 

of existing asphalt, grading to level and resurface with 6" of asphalt over 6" of 
compacted aggregate base. 

State Parks is inquiring if you have any concerns, questions or comments regarding the 
proposed installation of automatic pay machines. This proposed project will be reviewed and 
permitted through Sonoma County and the California Coastal Commission within an Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared in March 2016. 

A cultural resources survey and inventory of the project area has been completed and 
no cultural resources have been identified within the proposed project area of potential 
effects. If you have any information regarding cultural resources or tribal cultural 
resources, questions, or would like to discuss this p,roject further please do not hesitate 
to call me at (916)-445-8104; or e-mail at Steve.Hilton@parks.ca.gov, 

Sincerely, 

. Steven M. Hilton, M.A. 
Associate State Archaeologist 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Northern Service Center 
One Capital Mall, Ste. 410 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-8104 
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_&State of California- The Resources Agency 

............. DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. Box 942896- Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 

Northern Service Center 
One Capitol Mall, Suite 41 0 
Sacramento, California 95814 
(916) 445-8836 

February 26, 2016 

Buffy McQuillen, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria 
6400 Redwood Drive, Suite 300 
Santa Rosa, CA 94928 

Dear Buffy, 

Edmund G. Brown, Jr., Governor 

Lisa Ann L. Mangat, Director 

The California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) proposes to install fee collection 
stations at up to 5 discoritiguous locations in Sonoma Coast State Park (SCSP) and Salt Point 
State Park (SPSP) to comply with State Law mandating DPR to generate increased revenue to 
alleviate decreased General Fund support. The fee collection stations could be manifested as 
automatic pay parking machines (APPMs) or manned entry kiosks, or a combination of the 
two. APMs would be located at (from north to south), Stump Beach, Russian Gulch, South 
Goat Rock, North Goat Rock, Arched View, Blind Beach, Shell Beach, Portuguese Beach, 
Schoolhouse Beach, North Salmon, Bean Avenue/South Salmon, Campbell Cove, Bodega 
East, and Bodega West Day Use Parking areas. Additionally, manned entry kiosks would be 
located on Westshore Road at Bodega Head, Goat Rock Road, and on Willow Creek Road in 
the Willow Creek subunit. 

The self-pay stations proposed in the original project consisted of what DPR refers to as "Iron 
Rangers"; consisting simply of an square iron tube set in concrete 3' into the ground and 
extending from 32" to 38" above ground. CSP now installs electronic APPM at many of its 
busier parks, even in remote areas with limited infrastructure. APPMs are solar powered units 
which have Wi-Fi connectivity to allow for the purchase of day use access through the use of 
cash, debit, credit, and Pay Pass options. 

Work at each location may include: 

• Excavate an 18" diameter x 36" deep post hole, install APPM, secure and anchor with 
1 yd3 of concrete; 

• Excavate 8, 18" diameter x 36" deep post holes, install bollards and backfill with 8yd3 of 
concrete; 

• Excavate 2, 8" diameter x 36" deep post holes, install informational and regulatory signs 
and backfill with 1 yd3 of concrete. Signage is installed on 6' high x 2" diameter break
away galvanized poles. Signage typically measures no more than 28" in width and no 
more than 84" above finished grade; 

• Construct accessible pad in front of APPM which entails removing approximately 72ft2 
of existing asphalt, grade to level and resurface with 4" of asphalt over 4" of compacted 
aggregate base; 
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• Construct 2 accessible parking spaces which will entail removing approximately 450ff 
of existing asphalt, grading to level and resurface with 6" of asphalt over 6" of 
compacted aggregate base. 

State Parks is inquiring if you have any concerns, questions or comments regarding the 
proposed installation of automatic pay machines. This proposed project will be reviewed and 
permitted through Sonoma County and the California Coastal Commission within an Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared in March 2016. 

A cultural resources survey and inventory of the project area has been completed and 
no cultural resources have been identified within the proposed project area of potential 
effects. If you have any information regarding cultural resources or tribal cultural 
resources, questions, or would like to discuss this project further please do not hesitate 
to call me at (916)-445-8104; or e-mail at Steve.Hilton@parks.ca.gov, 

Sincerely, 

Steven M. Hilton, M.A. 
Associate State Archaeologist 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Northern Service Center 
One Capital Mall, Ste. 410 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-8104 
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Allen, Rory@Parks 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Mike, 

Palacio, Michaei@CHP 
Wednesday, April 06, 2016 11:56 AM 
Lair, Mike@Parks 
Harvey, Shawn@CHP; Laurie, Sean@CHP 
RE: Fee Proposal 

My apologies as I meant to send this information out to you a while ago and got sidetracked. 

After talking with my two officers on the coast they are in agreement that parking along the coast, especially 
during the holiday weekends, is challenging to say the least. One of the biggest parking issues is the fact that 
several spots along the coast are closed during certain times of the year, and unfortunately this does not stop 
the public from coming out and illegally parking. The officers constantly address the situation and educate the 
public about legal parking at every opportunity, but feel it will continue to be an ongoing issue. 

The officers have heard many complaints from the public about the fees and have experienced many people 
simply parking on Hwy 1, or other roads, to avoid the fees. The parking situation on the coast has worsened 
over the years (in many areas - mainly due to several locations that are now closed to the public). 

The Stump Beach location is an example of a problem area and although there is a reasonable gravel parking 
area across SR-1, from the proposed pay-area, this parking area is less than 100 feet north of a blind and 
nearly-90 degree turn of SR-1 n/b. Pedestrian traffic currently crosses at that point in the highway, and that 
ped. traffic will likely increase significantly once the park-and-pay system gets implemented. It would be a 
good idea to have a clearly painted crosswalk on SR-1 at the north end of the non-pay parking area. A marked 
cross walk would encourage more pedestrians to cross at the safer north end, allowing n/b approaching 
vehicles rounding that blind turn a little more time/distance to yield if necessary. 

If you'd like me to draft something in writing with departmental stationary, to make it more formal, I can. I hope 
this helps and feel free to call me any time you'd like to discuss things. 

Mike 

Michael Palacio, Captain 
California Highway Patrol 
Santa Rosa Area 
6100 Labath Avenue 
Rohnert Park, CA 94928 
(707) 588-1400 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is 
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate 
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. 
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From: Lair, Mike@Parks 
Sent: Wednesday, April 06, 2016 9:19AM 
To: Palacio, Michaei@CHP 
Subject: RE: Fee Proposal 

Hi Mike, 
Just wanted to check in with you to see if you were able to get with staff and discuss the Fee Collection Device locations. 

If so, was there any concerns from your end. I wanted to update our proposal before the meeting on the 13th. 

Thank you in advance, 

Mike 

From: Palacio, Michaei@CHP 
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2016 2:03 PM 
To: Lair, Mike@Parks 
Subject: RE: Fee Proposal 

Mike, 

Don't mention it and I'll discuss this with my staff next week and send you back a reply by the following week of 
the 21 5\ if that works? 

Take Care, 

Mike 

Michael Palacio, Captain 
California Highway Patrol 
Santa Rosa Area 
6100 Labath Avenue 
Rohnert Park, CA 94928 
(707) 588-1400 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is 
solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate 
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. 

From: Lair, Mike@Parks 
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2016 11:30 AM 
To: Palacio, Michaei@CHP 
Subject: Fee Proposal 

Captain Palacio, 

Thanks for taking my call this morning. As I mentioned on the calli don't think this will impact CHP but take a look at the 

proposal and see what you think. If you have any questions or concerns I would be happy to meet with you to discuss 
further. 
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If you could send back a response in an email or letter so that I can document we have contacted your office regarding 

the proposal I would appreciate it. 

I look forward to meeting you in person at some point. 

Thanks again, 
Mike 

Mike Lair 
District Superintendent 
Sonoma Mendocino Coast District 
25381Steelhead Blvd. 
P.O. Box 152 
Duncans Mills, CA 95430 
Office 707-865-3121 
Fax 707-865-2046 

3 

213



Allen, Rory@Parks 

From: 
Sent: 

Andrea Salas <Andrea.Salas@sonoma-county.org> 
Sunday, March 13, 2016 1:51 PM 

To: Lair, Mike@Parks 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dave Berges; James Naugle; Jerry Turney 
RE: Fee Collection Devices. 

Hello Mike, 

Hope all is well with your group. I sent your email to our 3 resident deputy posts and to Lt. Naugle who oversees our 
work location. The feedback we got was that some of the Bodega Bay communities are concerned with park visitors 
using the adjacent neighborhoods to park in rather than having to pay the fee. 

These communities will be looking for some parking enforcement in response. Deputy Turney who is our Bodega Bay 
Deputy has received the following concerns: 

(These are the "Iron Rangers" that are being installed. These have been very controversial with the locals. They are angry 
about having to pay to park at local beaches and believe that out of towners will be parking in their neighborhoods to 
avoid the fees. Carmet and Surena Del Mar.) 

I think we all understand that the State is entitled to fee whatever property they control, if at all possible, mitigating the 
impacts to the adjacent neighborhoods would be welcomed. 

I'm including Deputy Turney on this email chain. If you would like to contact him. He has local contacts that may or may 
not assist you. 

Take care and good luck with the project. 

Sergeant A. Salas #442 
Sonoma County Sheriffs Office 
Patrol Division: River Sub Station 
Field Training Program 
2796 Ventura Avenue 
Santa Rosa, CA. 95403 
Phone: 707-565-2650 I 869-0202 
Fax: 707-869-9253 

-.~ 
Confidential Communication 
The information in this email is confidential and as such may be protected by law, per 832.7 of the California Penal 
Code. If you are not the intended recipient please contact sender and delete this email. 
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From: Lair, Mike@Parks [mailto:Mike.Lair@parks.ca.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2016 12:24 PM 
To: Andrea Salas 
Subject: Fee Collection Devices. 

Hi Andy, 
Mike Lair with California State Parks. As I am sure you are well aware that State Parks is proposing installing Fee 
Collection Devices at certain locations along the Sonoma Coast. The locations starting south and moving north are 
Bodega Head, Shell Beach, Goat Rock and Stump Beach up at Salt Point. All devices will be installed on State Park 
property and will be in the parking lots at said locations. We have been asked by Coastal Commission to reach out to the 
Sheriff's office and CHP to see if they have any concerns. I have attached a short description for your review. If you 
can't comment on it could you forward it on to who may be able to review and comment on the proposal. I am working 
on a short timeline and would appreciate the help. 
I would be happy to talk to you about it too, my contact information is below. 

Thanks Andy, 

Mike 

Mike Lair 
District Superintendent 
Sonoma Mendocino Coast District 
25381Steelhead Blvd. 
P.O. Box 152 
Duncans Mills, CA 95430 
Office 707-865-3121 
Cell 707 322-9604 
Fax 707-865-2046 
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State of California 

Department of Parks & Recreation 
Orange Coast District 

White Paper 
CONDITIONS OF PERMITS PERTAINING TO AUTOMATED PAY MACHINES OPERATED BY STATE PARK UNITS 

WITHIN ORANGE AND SAN DIEGO COUNTIES 

BACKGROUND: 
On September 11, 2013 California Coastal Commission provided the Orange Coast District of the Department 
of Parks & Recreation (DPR) a Notice of Intent to Issue Permit for three permits (Application No. 5-13-0349, 
50, 51). These permits provided DPR authority to install Automated Pay Parking Machines (APMs) at San 
Onofre State Beach, San Clemente State Beach, and Crystal Cove State Beach. To date no hard copy of any 
permit has been provided to DPR. 

APMs are currently installed at the following locations: 

San Onofre State Beach 
• San Onofre Bluffs (Day Use and Campground) 
• San Onofre Surf Beach (Day Use) 
• Trestles Parking Area (Day Use) 

San Clemente State Beach 
• San Clemente State Beach (Day Use and Campground) 
• Calafia Parking Area (Day Use) 

Crystal Cove State Park 
• Reef Point Parking Area (Day Use) 
• Moro Campground (Day Use and Campground) 
• Moro Parking Area (Day Use) 
• Los Trances Parking Area (Day Use) 
• Pelican Point Parking Area (Day Use) 

Each permit contained standard boiler plate language pertaining to coastal development permitting; however, 
an additional 14 "conditions" were found within the permit, under SPECIAL CONDITIONS; Section 2. 
Monitoring Requirement. The conditions are as follows: 

a. Data and analysis done currently to develop the DPR Annual Statistical Report; 
b. Available baseline data of park and parking lot use prior to operation of the APMs; 
c. Any data collected and analysis performed from use of APMs prior to this permit authorization; 
d. Data/analysis currently included in the DPR Annual Statistical Report; 
e. Collection of daily attendance figures; 
f. Parking fees assessed and collected including mode (daily, hourly, holiday, etc.) and amount of fee; 
g. Parking lot usage, vacancy and/or turnover rates, and other data relevant to understanding visitation 

patterns; 
h. Analysis of the relationship of use fees to park attendance and parking lot use; 
i. Available information regarding factors such as weather, water quality, water temperature, surf 

conditions, etc. that may affect visitation patterns; 
j. Use of annual passes, senior/disabled or other discounts; 
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k. Parking violations or tickets issued; 
I. Special Events. 
m. Demographic information about who is using each of the parks; 
n. Impacts of changes in parking fees on off-site parking on adjacent highways, streets, roads, or 

neighborhoods. Consult with Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol about parking problems 
outside of the parks. 

These above conditions were heavily debated by the District when first introduced and it should be noted 
conditions I. through m. were presented to the District after the Commission had voted to approve the 
application for permit. Considering these items were added after the final vote for approval was recorded by 
the Commission and for reasons which will be addressed within this document, the District is unable to 
complete these and other actions the conditions suggest. 

During the month of November 2013 the District met with Coastal Commission staff to discuss some of the 

topics and presented baseline data and explanations of the APM program. The below information is provided 

as an introduction to processes and a follow-up to that meeting. 

DISCUSSION: 

a. Data and analysis done currently to develop the DPR Annual Statistical Report; 
The Department currently prepares an "Annual Statistical Report" with the purpose of providing 
information on the basic parameters of the California State Park System for a specific period of time. 
The report is completed annually and spans a period of July 1 through June 30. The statistics are based 
on total visitation and revenue collection with no ability to "Drill Down" to how a specific visitor 
utilized the park or by what avenue revenue was collected. 

Excerpts from the DPR Statistical Reports: 

2013/14 VISITOR ATTENDANCE REVENUE 
Paid Day Free Day Camping TOTAL User Fees Concessions Miscellaneous TOTAL 

Use Use 
San Onofre 1,306,855 305,901 216,824 1,829,580 $3,498,925 $459 $0 $3,088,975 
San Clemente 220,145 9,469 235,059 464,673 $2,323,201 $10,158 $245 $3,648,047 
Crysta I Cove 1,136,638 415,454 113,284 1,665,376 $3,877,460 $299,551 $1,244 $4,178,255 

2012/13 VISITOR ATTENDANCE REVENUE 
Paid Day Free Day Camping TOTAL User Fees Concessions Miscellaneous TOTAL 

Use Use 
San Onofre 1 '107,276 289,363 218,049 1,614,688 $3,242,480 $357 $0 $3,242,837 
San Clemente 144,933 53,726 203,406 402,0655 $2,021,621 $21,516 $0 $2,043,137 
Crystal Cove 1,021,665 294,435 106,103 1,422,203 $3,430,983 $243,807 $0 3,674,790 

2011/12 VISITOR ATTENDANCE REVENUE 
Paid Day Free Day Camping TOTAL User Fees Concessions Miscellaneous TOTAL 

Use Use 
San Onofre 1,072,057 264,476 196,270 1,532,803 $2,936,557 $0 $0 $2,936,557 
San Clemente 97,800 142,388 194,117 434,305 $1,991,026 $15,516 $0 $2,006,542 
Crystal Cove 948,988 302,745 112,449 1,364,182 $2,872,920 $208,555 $25 $3,081,500 

From these reports the District is credited with showing a 22.07% increase in visitation and a 35.59% increase 
in revenues from day use collections. 
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b. Available baseline data of park and parking lot use prior to operation of the APMs; 
The District has attempted to dissect revenue collection in an effort to meet the mandates of AB 1478, 
as well as, to increase visitation to specific park units. The District has created a spreadsheet entitled 
"OCD Revenue Analysis" which is updated by the 15th of each month. The Data has been retrieved and 
recorded from fiscal 2008/09 to present. 

This data was presented to Commission staff at the November 2013 meeting. The District 
demonstrates an average of a 12.4% increase in total "Day Use" collections across the District. 
Between 2013 and 2014 San Onofre State Beach posted an increase of approximately 11.76%, San 
Clemente 58.1%, and Crystal Cove State Park a 22.46% increase in Day Use revenue collections. 

c. Any data collected and analysis performed from use of APMs prior to this permit authorization; 
The District provided a presentation of data that may be retrieved from the APMs during the 2013 
meeting; however, the District stated diminished staffing levels and the lack of the appropriate 
software made extracting data requested to be too time consuming without some type of additional 
funding support. 

The District does run random "spot testing" to analyze how visitors utilize the parking program. This 
data includes average number of hours paid for, length of stay, and how the park is utilized (i.e. days 
which lack visitation, or what times the park unit is most heavily visited). 

A demonstration of what is provided by the machine can be accessed by notifying the District. 

d. Data/analysis currently included in the DPR Annual Statistical Report; 
Please see "Condition a." The DPR Statistical Report is a public document and easily found on the DPR 
website. Commission staff is welcome to hard copies of the DPR 449- Daily Visitor Attendance Record 
at the conclusion of each calendar year for the year previous. These documents cannot be made 
available electronically. 

e. Collection of daily attendance figures; 
Park and Recreation Departments throughout the world have a difficult time accounting for daily 
attendance figures. DPR owned park units are not an exception. Many, if not all, park units have 
fenceless borders, and provide access to anyone so long as parking or public transit is available inside 
or outside the unit. All park units use due diligence to collect attendance figures, however, it should 
not be considered an exact science. 

The District, for the purposes of providing data requested by the Conditions of Permit count vehicles as 
part of the data analysis. This formula provides a more accurate account of how day use and pass sales 
equate to visitation per vehicle. 
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In 2008/09 a total of 80,722 day use passes were sold through State Park Day Use revenue collection 
areas. In 2013/14 day use revenue tickets sold more than doubled to 170,515. For 2014/15 the District 
demonstrates a 4.50% increase of the same time period in 2013/14. 

This information can be found on the District's 110CD Revenue Analysis" spreadsheet. 

f. Parking fees assessed and collected including mode (daily, hourly, holiday, etc.) and amount of fee; 
The District has utilized a 11flexible fee schedule" as a pricing index for all Day Use lots housing APMs. 
No parking area has the same pricing, or do days of the week, or months of the year. Rather, fees are 
set to increase visitation, while capturing the most revenue agreeable to the consumer. Hourly options 
are included in the pricing structure as a consumer choice. 

Below is an example of how a flexible fee schedule may work: 
Park Unit or Hourly Rate Hourly Rate Max Day Use 4th July Holiday Specific Project Pricing 

Area Peak Season Off-Season Rate Rate 
Calafia $2.00 $1 - $2.00 $15.00 $20.00 Flat $3.00 per Hr. I No Max Rate 

Los Trancos $5.00 $5.00 $15.00 $20.00 Flat Concession Validation Program 
Trestles $3.00 $2.00 $15.00 $3.00 Hourly $3.00 per Hr. I No Max Rate 

g. Parking lot usage, vacancy and/or turnover rates, and other data relevant to understanding 
visitation patterns; 
The District may be able to provide some information with proper staffing levels and with the 
necessary program software. At present, the District is only able to perform 11Spot Checks" concerning 
lot usage and turnover rates. 

h. Analysis of the relationship of use fees to park attendance and parking Jot use; 
The District has done an outstanding job of providing analysis of how /(flexible fee schedules" increase 
visitation, while increasing revenue streams. Hourly and Off-season pricing allow all visitors access to 
parks and maintain turnover in parking areas, which can create greater visitation per day to each park 
unit as experienced at Crystal Cove State Park's Historic District. 

It should be noted the District began a /(Pay by Phone" (PBP) pilot program within Huntington State 
Beach, providing hourly parking options to all visitors through the use of their personal cell phone 
device. 
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The District chose to offer this service without an APM installation do to the laborious, time 
consuming, and notable constraints of the Coastal Commission Application for Permit process, as well 
as, the conditions placed on the current APM program. 

Parking is offered to visitors of Huntington State Beach during the off-season, as well as, Monday 
through Wednesday during peak season at an hourly rate of $2.00 per hour by paying for parking 
through the PBP program. During its first full year, the Park Unit increase revenues by 4.08%. Day Use 
ticket sales rose by more than 6.98% during the same time period. 

i. Available information regarding factors such as weather, water quality, water temperature, surf 
conditions, etc. that may affect visitation patterns; 
The District has a "Proud Partnership" agreement with Surjline which can provide weather and surf 
data for the last 50 years. Currently the Department does not have the IT staffing to support merging 
the data bases to properly analyze how surf and weather patterns affect day use revenues. 
Anecdotally, the District can correlate good weather with good visitation and poor weather or surf with 
a downturn in visitation. 

j. Use of annual passes, senior/disabled or other discounts; 
Currently the Department has no way to track the use of passes within the park system. The District 
has been able to analyze Pass sales and Pass sale revenue trends. All of this information may be found 
on the OCD Revenue Analysis spreadsheet. 

k. Parking violations or tickets issued; 
The District has recorded all absentee citations issued to vehicles in the field; however, staffing levels 
and a lack of IT employees thwarted progress to merge this information with the current OCD Revenue 
Analysis spreadsheet. 

It should be noted that any "park yourself" program requires additional enforcement to ensure 
compliance. 

The District can provide absentee citation records from the time the permit was approved to present. 

I. Special Events. 
The Department is unclear of what this condition was meant to track or record. Currently, the 
Department operates under an MOU with the Coastal Commission to permit and operate our own 
special events program. The District currently collects $1.7 million in gross revenue from special events 
hosted on those properties managed, as well as, continues to build new constituents through 
spectators or participants in those events learning about and utilizing our park units. 

m. Demographic information about who is using each of the parks; 
Currently the Department cannot find a vendor or program which can track demographic information 
pertaining to who is utilizing the park unit. The District is currently tracking zip codes from on-line 
Annual Day Use Pass Sales through a "Proud Partnership" program, however, these sales account for 
less than 1% of all passes sold solely in the Orange Coast District. 

n. Impacts of changes in parking fees on off-site parking on adjacent highways, streets, roads, or 
neighborhoods. Consult with Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol about parking problems 
outside of the parks. 

220



The District has completed two studies, both during the 4th of July holiday (2013 and 2014) concerning 

impacts to local neighborhoods and local roadways as it pertains to parking fees being collected within 

the Calafia Parking Area. Both studies found no additional impacts to local roadways during this busy 

holiday weekend. 

One major concern with this specific condition is that Caltrans and Highway Patrol are not the 

managing authorities of any local roadway areas around Orange County Parks. The District works with 

more than seven separate municipalities and two counties all of which are dependent on tourism and 

understand the benefits both monetarily and through visitation, as well as, the impacts of having world 

class beach units operated within their boundaries. 

CONCLUSION: 

The Orange Coast District was and still is opposed to the conditions set forth by the Coastal Development 

Permit as it requires the District to provide items which are simply not attainable or unnecessary when 

demonstrating how visitation and revenue may be analyzed to insure coastal access is provided to all 

Californians. 

The District has and continues to express coastal access is at the forefront of our Mission. Through this permit 

process DPR has demonstrated the ability to both increase visitation and revenues, while maintaining access 

to the coastline for all Californians. 

With that said, the District has pulled together data for more than six years which allows management to 

make positive business decisions which attract visitors, as well as, allows for intelligent price structuring of day 

use, overnight camping experiences, and park amenities and programs. We, the Orange Coast District would 

be more than happy to provide a demonstration of our programs and spreadsheets, as well as, a tour of our 

dynamic park units to all. 

The District has implemented several other programs in both an effort to maximize revenue streams, as well 

as, increasing visitation to these high profile Southern California recreational areas without a need for any 

coastal development permits: 

• Implementation of Debit/Credit Card Terminals: The District is responsible for being the first DPR 

managed property to deploy Debit/Credit card readers throughout our revenue program offices. More 

than 30 readers are available to the public as an alternative payment option to cash currency or 

personal check. 

• Electronic Report of Collections: The District is currently piloting an on-line report of revenue 

collections entitled the E156/EROC. This process of providing electronic tracking of revenue will allow 

for greater accountability of revenue streams, provide additional data concerning our revenue 

collections, and reduce staff time by an estimated 10,000 hours annually. 
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• Implementation of Pay By Phone Programs: The Pay By Phone program offers visitors the option to 

pay fees through the use of their personal cell phone device. Currently the program is offered at San 

Onofre State Beach, San Clemente State Beach, Huntington State Beach, Balsa Chica State Beach and 

will be expanded to Doheny in the Fall of 2015. 

• Creation of the "Expand your Experience" Pass for Underserved Students: In an effort to reach our 

underserved populations and draw a connection to our Parks, the District launched the "Expand your 

Experience" pass program which provides one free day use voucher to urban area students who 

participate in District Interpretive programming. Students are encouraged to talk about their 

experiences and the knowledge gained through their park activities and bring their families back for a 

self-guided recreational experience. 

• Junior Lifeguard Family Passes: The District piloted a very successful Junior Lifeguard Program Family 

pass which provides a "Jr. Guard" Program participant the opportunity to purchase discounted park 

pass allowing the student and family to explore the park unit where the program is offered outside of 

program specific hours. Families are encouraged to utilize the beach for recreational activities to instill 

the skills and knowledge provided through the program. 

• Special Event "Pre-Sale" Parking Passes: The District provides some opportunities for special event 

promoters and permittees to purchase day use passes at a discounted rate if paid for prior to the event 

date. This allows small venue weddings, banquets, and athletic events to offer these discounts to 

attendees or participants. 

• Consignment of Annual Day Use Pass Sales through Proud Partnerships: The District is currently 

offering DPR Annual Day Use Passes on consignment through a Proud Partnership with Surfline, an on

line surf forecasting business. The partnership provides the full face value of the pass to be collected 

by the Department with a small service fee to cover credit card transactions and processing of Surfline. 

DPR retains management of the passes, collects email addresses and other information from the pass 

purchaser, as well as, records the zip codes of all inquiries. The District also receives advertising 

banners on several areas of the web site. 

• Alternative Overnight Accommodations: The District has several concession partnerships which 

provide trailer and recreational vehicle rentals for visitors who may not wish to tent camp or simply 

cannot afford to own their own RV. The District is expanding this program to host a vintage trailer 

rental concession within San Clemente by the Summer of 2014. With this program restored trailers 

from the 1950-70's will be offered to visitors to rent as overnight accommodations, as well as, 

providing a fantastic interpretive display of the bygone era of camping simply. 

• Expanded FamCAMP opportunities: The District participates in the DPR's Office of External Affairs 

"FamCAMP" program which provides underserved youth groups the opportunity to participate in 

overnight camping experience by providing low cost group sites and all the necessary equipment to 

camp including tents, sleeping bags, stoves, and cookware. The District recently relocated the camp 
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area to a larger and more suitable location within San Clemente State Beach and is now able to host 

more students annually. 

• Continuance of DPR Discount Pass and the Volunteer In Parks Programs: The District, through the 

policies of the DPR, continues to provide many offerings of discounted day use passes including Golden 

Bear, Limited Golden Bear, Disabled Veteran's Pass, Memorial and Veteran's Day Free Day Use to all 

Active and Retired Military men and women, Disabled Discount Pass, and the Volunteer in Parks 

Program. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 
JR., GOVERNOR 

EDMUND G. BROWN, 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 

PHONE: (415) 904-5260 

FAX: (415) 904-5400 

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV 

W17a 
Appeal Filed: 7/8/2013 
49th Day: Waived 
Staff: 
StaffReport: 4/1/2015 
Hearing Date: 4/13/2015 

PROPOSED MOTION TO APPROVE: 
REGULAR CALENDAR 

Appeal No.: 

Applicant: 

Location: 

Local Decision: 

Project Description: 

Recommendation: 

A-2-SON-13-0219 

California Department of Parks & Recreation 

Sonoma County 

Coastal development permit application number 
CPH 12-0004 denied by the Sonoma County 
Board of Zoning Adjustments on January 17, 
2013, and that denial upheld through an appeal 
to the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors on 
June 18, 2013. 

At 8 State Parks parking areas (South Goat Rock, 
North Goat Rock, Arched View, Blind Beach, 
Shell Beach, Bodega East, Bodega West, and 
Stump Beach) located within Sonoma Coast 
State Park and Salt Point State Park. Project 
Description: Install 8 automated payment 
machines (APMs) and signage and sign posts 
within existing parking areas. 

Approval with conditions. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION: 
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION 

Motion: 

I move that the Commission approve the de novo application for Coastal Development Permit 
Application Appeal No. A-2-SON-13-0219 subject to the following conditions 

Resolution: 

The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed 
development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development 
as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act 
and will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the 
area to prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act. Approval of the permit complies with the California Environmental 
Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have 
been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the 
development on the environment, or 2) there are no further feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts 
of the development on the environment. 

II. STANDARD CONDITIONS 

This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions: 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall 
not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, 
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is 
returned to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the 
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in 
a diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension 
of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date. 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved 
by the Executive Director or the Commission in collaboration with State Parks' Director. 

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files 
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 
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5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future 
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions. 

III. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions: 

1. Permit Authorization. This permit shall be automatically renewed by operation of this 
approval every three years, starting from the date ofthe first Commission approval of CDP A-
2-SON-13-0219, unless the Executive Director expressly seeks a resolution from the 
Commission to either amend or revoke this CDP not less than 180 days prior to such automatic 
renewal. This permit is for installation and operation of the 8 proposed APMs in general 
accordance with the proposed flexible fee collection program and sample fee schedule 
identified by State Parks (Exhibit 1 ). State Parks shall endeavor to maximize visitation while 
addressing the need for increased revenue streams to support park facility management and 
operations through flexible fee implementation, and shall incorporate the following measures: 

a. Provide hourly rate options at all locations 7 days a week, including holidays not to exceed 
$3.00/hour and a flat daily rate of$8.00/day which pass will allow a purchaser to park at any 
day use area within Sonoma County for the entire calendar day upon which it was purchased; 

b. Reduce or eliminate hourly fees during off-peak days, or other low demand periods; 
c. Provide areas within parking lots for short-term free parking (30 minutes) for stops to check 

the surf or engage in other similar activities. Peak days may be any day from March 1 to 
November 31, or any day where the temperature reaches or is projected to reach 68 degrees. 
Peak days may also include Memorial Day, the Fourth of July, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, 
Christmas, or Easter. 

d. Provide free disability parking for citizens with appropriate disability placards. 
e. Provide public information at each location or at the Park entrance on how to purchase 

available state parks passes for low-income patrons, veterans, and other disadvantaged 
persons, and about any immediate discounts available. 

2. Access Monitoring Requirement. State Parks shall monitor the implementation of the 
proposed parking and fee collection program for the duration of this permit authorization as 
follows. Within 180 days of Commission action, State Parks shall provide the following 
information to the Executive Director: 

a. Baseline data and analysis done currently to develop the State Annual Statistical Report; 
b. Baseline data of park and parking lot use prior to operation ofthe APMs on five selected days 
as follows: (1) an off-peak week day, (2) an off-peak weekend, (3) a peak weak day, (4) a peak 
weekend, and (5) Memorial Day, the Fourth of July, or Labor Day. 
c. Any data collected and analysis performed from use of the APMs at other parks prior 

to this permit authorization; 

Within the first year of implementation of fee collection, State Parks shall provide to the 
Executive Director for review and written concurrence, a final report identifying its monitoring. 
results in a format that analyzes the effect of operation of the APMs on parking, park visitation, 
revenues and public access by comparing baseline use to new use. Information used to develop 
the monitoring program shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 
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d. Data/analysis currently included in the CSP Annual Statistical Report; 
e. Collection of daily attendance figures post installation of the APMs on at least five day types 
that shall include: (1) an off-peak week day, (2) an off-peak weekend, (3) a peak weak day, (4) a 
peak weekend, and (5) a holiday that matches the holiday selected for the collection of the 
baseline data. 
f. Parking fees assessed and collected including mode (daily, hourly, holiday, etc.) and amount 

of fee on each of those day types being analyzed; 
g. Parking lot usage, vacancy and/or turnover rates, and other data relevant to understanding 

visitation patterns on those specified days; 
h. Analysis of the relationship of use fees to park attendance and parking lot use 
based on the comparison of pre and post installation of the APMs; 
1. Available information regarding factors such as weather, water quality, water temperature, 

surf conditions, etc. that may affect visitation patterns; 
j. Use of annual passes, senior/disabled or other discounts 
across the state parks system; 
k. Parking violations or tickets issued; 
1. Special events. 

c. Environmental Monitoring and Reporting. State Parks has determined this project is exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (see section IV.F), and that there will be no 
significant new impacts as a result of this proposal, even if more patrons begin to resort of use of 
existing informal and overflow parking areas. This is because, such areas are already heavily used 
on peak days, and are designed to allow sufficient ingress and egress by emergency vehicles 
without directing persons or vehicles into sensitive areas or habitat. However, State Parks is 
committed to quarterly review of any new use of these areas, and will provide analysis to the 
Commission annually on whether environmental changes are happening as a result of such 
unanticipated reliance on these parking areas. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. PROJECT LOCATION, BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION 

Procedural Background: On May 31, 2012, California State Parks (CSP) submitted an 
application to Sonoma County for a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) to install 14 self-pay 
station collection devices and necessary appurtenant signs at various sites within Salt Point and 
Sonoma Coast State Parks. On January 17, 2013, the Sonoma County Board of Zoning 
Adjustments (BZA) considered the pay-station project and denied CSP's application, on the 
basis that installation of the pay-stations is inconsistent with the 1976 Coastal Act, which 
encourages "maximum access" to coastal beaches. As a result of this finding, and based on 
additional reasons, the BZA found that the proposal was inconsistent with its certified local 
coastal development plan (LCP). 

California State Parks appealed the Board of Zoning Adjustment's decision to the Sonoma 
County Board of Supervisors (Board) and on June 18,2013 the Board denied the appeal ofthat 
decision, also on the premise that charging a fee would restrict the "maximum" access required 
per California Constitution Article X, Section 4 and Section 30210 of the 1975 California 
Coastal Act. CSP is appealing the Board's decision to the California Coastal Commission on 
the grounds that the proposed pay stations are both consistent with the County's LCP and on 
the basis that they are also consistent with the Coastal Act itself. The County's decision to 
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deny State Parks a permit based on its finding of reduced public access cannot reasonably be 
supported, and in fact is contradicted by its own revenue collection at beaches in the area. State 
Parks submits there are Substantial Issues the Board failed to consider that have the potential to 
set a regional and potentially state-wide precedent, and CSP will demonstrate pay station 
installation will not result in damage to coastal resources, and will actually enhance public 
access to the coastline within Sonoma County, consistent with both the Coastal Act and the 
LCP. 

On April15, 2015, the Commission found a substantial issue of statewide importance. 

Project Location: Sonoma County. See Exhibit 1, Exhibit 2 (Staff Report Finding and 
Recommending a Substantial Issue). 

Project Description: Installation of 8 APMs at beaches in Sonoma County consistent with State Parks 
proposed Appeal. (See Exhibit 1, Exhibit 2 (Staff Report Finding and Recommending a Substantial 
Issue), Exhibit 3 (picture of the APMs) which is incorporated by reference. 

B. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT JURISDICTION 

Pursuant to the California Coastal Act, a coastal development permit is required for any 
"development," unless specifically exempted under a variety of provisions or procedures set forth in 
the Coastal Act or pursuant to other provisions of law. If a local entity has a certified local coastal 
plan in place, the Commission may only review and overturn its decision to deny a coastal 
development permit if there is a substantial issue, and the Commission finds that the application is 
consistent with the local coastal plan and the Coastal Act. If the Commission finds this appeal 
presents a substantial issue, it shall consider de novo whether the proposal is consistent with the 
certified LCP and with the Coastal Act itself. 

The Commission's regulatory jurisdiction, as well as that oflocal governments in the coastal zone, 
derives from its mandate to assure that new development is consistent with the policies of the Coastal 
Act. One ofthe Commission's most fundamental legislative mandates is to protect and expand public 
access to and along the coast and to guarantee the public's Constitutional right to access state 
tidelands through the implementation ofthe Coastal Act (Public Resources Code sections 30210-
30214). Thus, the Commission has a long history of assuring through its planning and regulatory 
process that existing public access to the sea is not closed or adversely impacted by new 
development; that where appropriate, new access and recreation is provided, including as mitigation 
for development impacts; and that prescriptive public rights to access the shoreline are protected. 

The Commission also has a mandate to assure that public access is provided and managed in 
relation to the needs of all citizens, and to protect private rights, natural resources, and public 
safety. Hence, the Commission has long been involved in evaluating and resolving conflicts 
between competing uses, and in evaluating proposals that might affect the public's ability or costs 
of getting to the coast, to assure that the public's fundamental rights for coastal access, and the 
legislative mandates of the Coastal Act, are met. 

For purposes of the Commission's permitting requirements in cases like this, new development 
includes the placement of physical structures, such as a parking kiosk, pay machine, or meters, but 
also includes changes in the "intensity of use of water or access thereto" (PRC 30106). Clearly the 
placement of a physical barrier would change the ability to access the water, but the Commission 
also has long applied the Coastal Act definition of development to activities that may not involve 
any physical development but yet may affect access to the water. This includes both user access fees 
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and general restrictions on the hours of access or the types of users that may be allowed to use 
or park in an area that provides access to the shoreline (e.g. beach curfews, residential-only parking 
zones, etc.). 

The Commission's jurisdiction with respect to parking regulation and fees was specifically affirmed 
in the case of Surfrider Foundation v. CCC (1994) 26 Cal.App.4th 151), which concerned the 
installation of Iron Rangers in Sonoma County. In responding to Surfrider 's main contention that 
proposed State Park fees would impede access to the coast, the court addressed the legislative intent 
of the Coastal Act and concluded: 

... the concerns placed before the Legislature in 1976 were more broad-based than direct physical 
impedance of access. For this reason we conclude the public access and recreational policies of the 
Act should be broadly construed to encompass all impediments to access, whether direct or 
indirect, physical or nonphysical. 1 

Although the Commission need only establish a change in intensity of use or access to water to 
invoke its jurisdiction, the Commission also has exercised its administrative discretion and provided 
guidance concerning when a change in access fees (such as new or increased parking fees) might be 
considered a substantial change that would likely trigger a coastal development permit (see 
October 1993 memo to Planning Directors of Coastal Cities and Counties and other interested 
persons Exhibit 4). As applied to the subject APMs, the proposed fee structure is new, and thus 
subject to the Commission's jurisdiction. Beyond the physical installation, therefore, the APMs and 
their associated fees program have the potential to affect the intensity of use and access to beaches 
and state waters and are thus subject to the Commission's regulatory authority over new 
development. 

C. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION 

The California Coastal Act requires the Commission to maximize opportunity for coastal access 
and contains the following relevant policies: 

Section 30210: In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities 
shall be provided for all people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public 
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

Section 30211: Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the 
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use 
of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30212.5: Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including parking areas or 
facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and 
otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by the public of any single area. 
Section 30213: Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encouraged,, and, 
where feasible, provided Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 

1 The Coastal Act also expressly requires all state agencies to comply with the Act (Pub. Res. Code 30003) and 
clarifies that all state agencies shall carry out their duties and responsibilities in conformity with the Coastal Act and 
that Coastal Act policies should guide state functional planning in the coastal zone. Pub Res Code 30402, 30403. See 
also Govt. Code section 65036. 
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preferred. ... 

Section 30220: Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities that cannot 
readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such uses. 

Section 30221: Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protectedfor 
recreational use and development ... 

Other Coastal Act policies also are relevant to the public recreational access issues presented by the 
proposed project, including: 

Section 30240 (b): Development in areas adjacent to ... parks and recreation areas shall be sited 
and designed to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of those ... recreation areas. 

Section 30252: The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance public 
access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) providing 
commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas that will 
minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non- automobile circulation within the 
development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving 
the development with public transportation, .... 

Among the most important goals and requirements of the Coastal Act is the mandate to protect, 
provide, enhance, and maximize public recreational access opportunities to and along the coast 
consistent with strong resource conservation principles. Within this guiding framework, the 
protection of and priority for lower cost visitor and recreational facilities is explicitly identified. 
The beaches at issue here provide a broad array of recreational opportunities spanning Sonoma 
County's coastline. They are primarily only accessible by car, and are located in areas of the 
County not fully developed. 

Parking Fee Collection Program 

The facts provided by State Parks about the program proposed would allow State Parks to manage 
coastal access to its beaches with the goal of maximizing public access and protecting lower cost 
visitor and recreational opportunities on public land, while recognizing recent legislative direction to 
State Parks to create new and more sustainable sources of revenue streams to fund facility 
management and operations throughout the State Park system. The Coastal Commission finds this to 
be consistent with the Coastal Act. 

In its proposal, State Parks has identified in a flexible fee schedule that will provide a range of 
options for day use; may reduce or eliminate fees during off-peak periods; has provided some areas 
within parking lots for short-term free parking for brief stops; is not increasing the daily flat rate on 
holidays, allows its daily pass to be used at all Sonoma beaches, and included hourly holiday rates; 
and promotion of annual regional passes and discount rates for seniors, the disabled, veterans and 
low-income income persons. It is also retaining a significant percentage of free parking. Special 
Condition #1 provides flexibility, and incorporates the above parameters into the approved fee 
collection program. 

The Commission believes an hourly parking rate option is beneficial and would allow short-term 
visitors the opportunity to enjoy the sunset or engage in recreational activity such as a walk or jog 
on the beach, without incurring the expense of the full day fee. The flat fee program offers visitors 
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an alternative to access the park by motor vehicle for a full day, or any of the other beaches without 
having to pay additional hourly costs. 

As was established by the Commission in Southern California at San Clamente State Beach in or 
around June of2013, parking lots with hourly rates are "inherently a lower-cost visitor and 
recreational opportunity, and the Commission has found a blend of hourly and day-use fees is 
supported by the Coastal Act." For example, the Commission found in June of2013, that the Day 
Use blufftop parking lot in San Clamente was benefited by an hourly rate given the day use rate of 
$15 dollars. It noted that this hourly option allowed neighborhood and regional use that would 
otherwise have been deterred. Similarly, if found the Calafia lot in that same hearing was a popular 
location for direct beach access and its proximity to the Coastal Trail, thus necessitating shorter term 
parking options for local and regional users. It noted a historic and currently' provided hourly rate 
option at those Southern beach lots was "highly suitable to [those locations] and its replacement with 
a flat rate would be a significant impact to lower-cost recreational opportunities and access and 
would likely result in adverse spill-over effects on the adjacent neighborhoods." 

Just as was the case in Southern California, Parks believes offering a low-cost hourly options in 
Sonoma will allow regional use in short spurts for things like running, end-of-day hikes, and 
sunset/sunrise visits, while day rates would provide a capped and fixed fee, allowing visitors to 
determine the length of their trip and the most cost-efficient approach for it. 

To provide additional opportunities for visitation, State Parks will expand and continue to promote 
the sale of annual regional passes. At kiosks staffed by park workers, and online, State Parks 
provides discounts for certain groups of visitors, including an immediate $1 discount for senior 
citizens over 62 and a 50 percent discount for disabled persons who have a Department- issued 
pass. In the case of Sonoma, State Parks is providing full free parking to disabled patrons. 
The maintenance of these lower-cost options for beach access is a specific concern to assure that rates 
are not driven solely by increased demand, such as holidays or peak season, such that some segments 
of the population are priced out of recreational opportunities at the coast. 

Hours of Operation/Beach Closures 
As stated above, one of the Commission's most fundamental legislative mandates is to protect and 
expand public access to and along the coast and to guarantee the public's Constitutional right to 
access state tidelands through the implementation of the Coastal Act. 2 This permit application does 
not address the hours of operation of the parking lots and beach closures. In its application and as 
part of the ongoing coordination effort with Commission staff, State Parks staffhas indicated they 
shall consider supplemental means that increase visitation including extending park hours, parking 
lot hours and operations, and will work with Commission staff separately to address any closures or 
restrictions on actual access to and along the beach shoreline that may be in place as a result of 
budget shortfalls or other management needs. Commission staff anticipates that this discussion will 
proceed as part of the statewide commitment to addressing these types of issues. 

Conclusion 
As conditioned, the proposed project to install 8 APMs and institute a new flexible fee schedule, 
including hourly and flat rates, has the potential to expand visitation, improve public access, and 
increase revenue. Through ongoing reporting and collaboration, the Commission will have the 
ongoing opportunity to review and reconsider this permit, which will automatically renew itself 

2 See, Cal. Canst. Article X, Section 4. 
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absent a decision by Commission staff to review it. The Commission finds that the proposed 
project, as conditioned, is consistent with the public access and recreational policies of the 
Coastal Act. 

D. VISUAL IMP ACTS 

Coastal Act Section 30251 requires that "the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited 
and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas .... " 

The APMs would be installed at the entrance to or in paved parking lots. The machines stand about 
54 inches off the ground. In some cases, the APMs are accompanied by a poles to mount 
informational signs and provide a location for solar collectors, which power some of the machines. 
Given this limited footprint, and the proposed location, the Commission finds that the proposed 
APMs will have a less than significant visual impact on the coastal area. Therefore, installation of 
the proposed APMs is consistent with Coastal Act Section 30251. 

E. CHAPTER3 STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Commission certified the Land Use Plan for the Sonoma County in 2001. As conditioned, the 
proposed development is consistent with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act and with the certified Land 
Use Plan for the area. Approval of the project, as conditioned, will not prejudice the ability of the 
Sonoma County to prepare a Local Coastal Program that is in conformity with the provisions of 
Chapter 3. 
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F. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in 
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent 
with any applicable requirements ofCEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) ofCEQA prohibits a 
proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the 
activity may have on the environment. 

State Parks, acting as lead CEQA agency, determined that the proposed installation was 
categorically exempt from CEQA (pursuant to CEQA guidelines 15303, 15304, and 15311) and the 
fee program was statutorily exempt (pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21 080), and thus 
the Department did not identify any significant adverse environmental effects from the proposed 
project. The Coastal Commission's review and analysis of coastal development permit applications 
has been certified by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental 
review under CEQ A. All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings 
above. All above Coastal Act findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference. 

State Parks has concluded that there will be no significant impacts relative to baseline use that 
would affect special habitat areas or other off-road areas. State Parks is committed to engaging in 
visual monitoring on a quarterly basis, which analysis it will provide to Commission staff, to make 
sure overflow parking is not being used in a manner that would result in changes to the baseline 
environment. As such, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects which 
approval of the proposed project, as conditioned, would have on the environment within the 
meaning ofCEQA. Thus, as conditioned, the proposed project will not result in any significant 
environmental effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent 
with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A). 
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Substantive File Documents: 

APPENDIX 
A 

Coastal Permit Application File Number A-2-SON-13-0219 . 
California State Park System Statistical Reports 2013-2014 Fiscal Years California State 
Parks- Pass Descriptions- Department website: http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page id=l049 
which has been viewed by or shown to Commission staff. 
California State Parks- Day Use Fees by Geographical Region -Department website: 
http://www.parks.ca.gov/pages/737/files/Current GeoLoc%20web day%20use.pdf. 

235



236

marellano
Typewritten Text
W17a

marellano
Typewritten Text



237

marellano
Typewritten Text
W17a



From: Cave, Nancy@Coastal
To: Arellano, Melisa@Coastal
Subject: FW: Correct letter - Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria letter to Coastal Commission
Date: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 12:48:26 PM
Attachments: FIGR ltr - Coastal Comm 4.11.16.pdf

 
 

From: Angela Hardin [mailto:AHardin@gratonrancheria.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2016 12:47 PM
To: Cave, Nancy@Coastal
Subject: Correct letter - Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria letter to Coastal Commission
 
Dear Ms. Cave,
 
Please see letter attached from Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria to be read at tomorrow’s
meeting.
 
Sincerely,
Angela Hardin
 
 

 

Angela M. Hardin

Executive Assistant to Greg Sarris

Tribal Chairman

Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

6400 Redwood Drive, Suite 300 – Rohnert Park, CA  94928

P 707.566.2288   –   F 707.586.2983

Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria and Tribal TANF of Sonoma & Marin - Proprietary and Confidential
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This  transmittal is a confidential communication or  may otherwise be privileged. If you are not  the intended recipient, you are hereby
notified that you have received this transmittal in error and that any review, dissemination,  distribution or  copying of this transmittal is strictly prohibited.  If you have
received this communication in error,  please notify  this office, and immediately delete this message and all  its attachments, if any
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Dear Commissioner Mitchell,	

 	

We are 40 year residents of the Sonoma Coast and wish to speak to you 
regarding Agenda Item 17(a); the proposal by State Parks to institute 
fees on Sonoma Coast State Park beaches and the reasons that you 
should not approve these fees.	

 	

We support the Commission staff recommended denial of the State Parks 
Fee proposal because we agree that there are not adequate facts provided 
by State Parks to show that there will not be  significant impacts to 
public access or the sensitive coastal environment of the Sonoma Coast.  
Without these facts, there cannot be a proper decision to vote to approve 
fees.	

 	

We will be personally effected by these fees because we surf the coast 
on a regular basis. Many lower income families from our community 
will not be able to afford an $8.00 fee just to park their car and walk on 
the beach or hike on the coastal trails. We would like to emphasize that 
there are NO AMENITIES on the beaches in question aside from an 
outhouse.	

!
The real problem with our parks lies with the serial and chronic 
underfunding of them by our elected leaders. The percentage of  the 
General Fund’s contribution to our state parks has gone from 91% in 
1979, to 64% in 1999 and less than 24% today. General Fund dollars 
are our tax dollars, but the Legislature has chosen to devalue an 
important part of the state’s infrastructure in their budget negotiations 
and are now asking the public to subsidize parks again.	

 	

If you are not able to to honor my request for a direct communication 
which we have copied to Commission staff, please read my comment 
letter which we submitted for the record regarding this matter.	

!
Virginia Strom-Martin and Donald Martin	
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