
Sept. 30, 2015 
 
TO: Lisa Posternak 
 Sandi Potter 
 Jennifer Barrett 

 
Re: Preliminary Draft Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan update 
 

The Local Coastal Plan (LCP) is based on Coastal Act of 1976 thanks to the dedication 
and commitment of many of Sonoma County’s early coastal advocates.  An update is 
required, consistent with the Coastal Act’s legislation. 

While California’s coastline is as varied as anywhere on the planet, protection of the 
unique characteristics of each reach is required.  Included in the legislation is 
examination of the elements that make up the unique character of the coastal zone 
from Mexico to Oregon, 

ARTICLE 5, the LAND RESOURCES Section spells out the areas for protection: 

30240 Environmentally sensitive habitat areas; adjacent developments  
30241 Prime agricultural land; maintenance in agricultural production  
30241.5 Agricultural lands; determination of viability of uses; economic feasibility 
evaluation  
30242 Lands suitable for agricultural use; conversion  

30243 Productivity of soils and timberlands; conversions  
30244 Archaeological or paleontological resources 
 

Legislative findings and declarations must be made in consideration of:  
▪ ecological balance 
▪ economic development 
▪ including the goals of: 

(a) Protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of 

the coastal zone environment and its natural and artificial resources.  

(b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone resources 
taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of the state.  

(c) Maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize public recreational 
opportunities in the coastal zone consistent with sound resources conservation 

principles and constitutionally protected rights of private property owners.  

(d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over 
other development on the coast.  

3 (e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing procedures 
to implement coordinated planning and development for mutually beneficial 

uses, including educational uses, in the coastal zone. 

Plus other requirements, including implementation of the plan, housing, and other uses of 
lands in the county preparing the LCP.  The California Coastal Commission also provides 
Guidelines. 

The proposed draft Sonoma County LCP is being revised to include language consistent 
with General Plan 2020.  While consistency is required and desirable, it does not reach 

the standard of the Coastal Act to preserve the unique character of the coastal zone.  



Rather, it blends the standards and character of the rest of Sonoma County with the 
coastal areas.       

Sonoma County’s coastal zone has a range of characteristics that are not the same as 
inland areas.  From the southern rangelands, coastal prairies and agricultural uses, 
through the villages, the mouth of the Russian River, the rolling hills, timber lands, coastal 

bluffs and the mouth of the Gualala – each reach requires a considered approach to 
achieve the legislative goals of the Coastal Act, unlike the requirements for other land 
types. 

As a first step, mapping is much more sophisticated than was available in previous 
updates and offers a great opportunity to address the Coastal Act goals.  Lydar 
mapping, ESHA mapping (sensitive habitat areas), soils types, grassland coverage, 

wetlands, waterways, water availability, current uses and a comprehensive examination 
of human uses would provide guidance to decisions made regarding the coastal zone.  
Integrating the multiple existing resource studies would inform the baseline data.  We 
would be negligent to ignore the advantages current mapping technology provides. 

The fishing industry is key to our coastal economy, and to our food security.  Draft 

language is inconsistent when discussed relative to support services.  In one place on-
shore support should be located in or near Bodega Bay.  In another, fishery support 
services are allowed in agricultural zones.  Perhaps the intent is to allow both, but that 
should be made clear.  If, as is being proposed in San Diego, a large fish farm is 
proposed, this potential on-shore support and the siting would have different impacts 

and should be considered. 
 

Protection of natural resources cannot be achieved unless natural resources are 
identified and specific language regarding coastal natural resources included.  The 
types of resources and protections may vary from those available inland. Coastal 
resources should be enumerated and required protections established. 
 

Focus on the outer continental shelf is essential, as are on-shore support services.  While 
the language indicates opposition to offshore drilling, it isn’t prohibited, nor is on-shore 

support, which would surely affect the likelihood of drilling.  Pipes are discussed as the 
choice of delivery, while the coast of California has experienced pipeline failure.  No 
mention is made of offshore wave or wind energy development potentials or 
requirements for examination of potential impacts of the offshore operations, or support 
facilities on-shore.  Development of alternative energy sources is certainly worthwhile 
when it is possible to guarantee protections. 

Resource management needs to include all resources, including but not limited to:  
timber, gravel, water (surface, ground and quality), soils, and environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas (ESHAs).  Resources unique to the coastal area should be given priority for 
protection and with the goal of sustainability. 

Timber conversions should not be allowed on Class I, II or III timber classifications. 

Vineyard development must comply, at a minimum, with the grading/VESCO Ordinance. 
Protection of Oak Woodlands and Class I, II, and III Timber classifications should be 
established from any intensification of use.  Currently Sonoma County protects Class I 
timberlands, but given the value of timber and forestlands, and our decreasing acreage, 
conversions are contrary to the protections required for unique lands in the coastal zone, 

and contrary to the goals set by the State and county relative to climate change 
impacts.  



Housing is as necessary for coastal areas as it is anywhere.  Development should occur 
where services and infrastructure are adequate at the time of proposal.  Water supply is 
described as adequate, however in Bodega Bay the new well was not constructed and 
water supply is limited unless or until additional supply is proven.  Other small towns in the 
coastal zone are also limited by water availability and inadequate infrastructure.   

In order to provide affordable housing, it must be built as each development is 
constructed.  Land costs and limited available lands at the density necessary for 
affordable housing challenge the longer-term plan to collect funding from development 
prior to land purchase and home building.  While it may serve different communities such 
as fishing, tourism, agriculture and other coastal area services, affordable housing in this 
area is as important as in any other. 

The prohibition of the use of Second Dwelling Units for Vacation Rentals is stated, 
however, no mention is made of the increasing use of second homes and the impacts 
on the communities, the narrow roads and more fragile environment.  Consideration 
should also be given to regulating the use of existing single-family dwellings on residential 
lands for vacation rentals. 
 

Definitions should be consistent throughout the document.  Charts use terms including 

“Visitor Serving Commercial” or “Commercial Tourist”, which do not seem to mean 
wineries, event centers or tasting rooms.  Commercial, visitor serving and tourism are used 
variously in the Coastal Act and in the Draft. 
 

The Coastal Act supports tourism and local economies while protecting the unique 
characteristics of the zone.  Multiple studies, including those done by the State of 
California, emphasize the economic value of natural areas, trails, streams, etc. as 

economic engines along the coast.  Preservation of these natural areas and vistas, with 
public access where appropriate, is a key part of our existing economic vitality and 
should be preserved.  Attention should be given to the economic value of these benefits 
as part of the unique value of our coastal zone. 
 

 “Agriculture” in the Glossary is defined as the production of [growing of] food, fiber and 
plant materials.  In other sections “agriculture” includes “processing of products grown in 

the local area”, which goes on to include products “processed in Sonoma County”.   
 

There is no discussion of the importation of raw materials for processing, or other supplies 
and the potential impacts. 
 

 “Agriculture” in the coastal zone needs to be closely defined so as to protect the 
attributes unique to the coastal zone. 
 

The LCP Agriculture Element begins to discuss the economic benefits of agricultural 
tourism – and to balance that against impacts, suggesting traffic as one on small coastal 
roads.  The Coastal Act calls out energy/transportation impacts in coastal areas.  The 

distances along our coastal rural roads, that are not allowed to be widened, create 
impacts that are increased due to the limited existing road system. 
 

The LCP cites challenges when a farmer lives and works on the property.  Allowances for 
farm families, and farm worker housing should be addressed.  It should be noted that this 
hardship is true when the farm or ranch is locally owned, which may not always be the 
case. 
 



The LCP cites Climate Change as an influence, and should consider predicted larger 
storm events, decreasing fog impacts, hotter, dryer seasons followed by the potential of 
more intensive storm events and the impacts on slope stability, soils, streams, recharge so 
necessary for agriculture, flora and fauna, and human uses.  An environmental 
assessment to determine scope of climate change and sea level rise impacts on coastal 

areas should be comprehensive prior to changes in uses.  This should include the benefits 
of rangeland grasses and timber on carbon sequestration.  Loss of coastal lands due to 
climate change and sea level rise impacts could have substantive economic impacts. 
 

The LCP requires protection of agricultural operations through buffers, but doesn’t require 
protect of waterways, soil retention, or recharge areas for agricultural production, which 
is contrary to the Coastal Act, EPA and other Agency requirements. 
 

 “Support services” are defined as “Processing services, maintenance and repair of farm 

machinery and equipment, veterinary clinics, custom farming services, agricultural waste 
handling and disposal services, and other similar services”, in one LCP section. 
 

“Agricultural support services” are defined in another section as “maintenance and 
repair of farm machinery and equipment, veterinary clinics, custom farming services, 
agricultural waste handling and disposal services, and other similar services” (Policy C-
AR-4b) 
 

The LCP uses the word “support” as applied to wineries, tasting rooms, and visitor serving 
uses without distinction. 
 

 This is said to “ensure” that agriculture-related support uses on agricultural lands are 

allowed when demonstrated to be necessary for and proportional to agricultural 
production on site or in the local area.  
 

However “proportional” is not defined.  “Secondary” and “incidental” should be clarified 
in more specificity, and applied to projects on the site.  If the support service or use serves 
an industry, it should be proportional to the entire area’s needs (like a tractor or boat 
repair shop).  If proportional is to be applied to the site, greater clarity as to what 

proportion is desired would benefit the landowner, the county, and the communities.  
Synonyms for “proportional” do not describe anything beyond some relationality. 
 

Marketing is allowed, if grown or processed on site, yet marketing does not protect 
agricultural production, groundwater or the soils and needs to be clearly linked to 
coastal values.  Marketing of products processed in the coastal zone may not be linked 
to protection of the unique character of the zone, and should therefore be considered 

independently.  Products processed, but not grown on site, have added impacts and 
should be demonstrated to be beneficial to coastal values.  There are instances in the 
coastal zone where processing of agricultural production can only be done in the 
unique climate and this should be considered in relation to the farm or ranch. 
 

The LCP standard of “grown or processed in Sonoma County” for permitting should be 
correlated to requirements of the Coastal Act and protections of the unique coastal 

zone.  Limitation of transportation systems, water availability, and climate change 
impacts should be evaluated comprehensively rather than as projects are proposed. 
 

 “Processed in Sonoma County” does not provide protection for agricultural production 
(i.e. doesn’t protect the soils or water supply necessary in the production of food, fiber or 
plant materials). Uses are allowed with a permit if product is grown “or processed” in 



Sonoma County (not necessarily grown in the coastal area) while failing to acknowledge 
the unique history and potentials for agriculture in our coastal zone.  Our specialty 
agricultural enterprises should be supported and encouraged.     
 

“Primary”, “incidental”, “secondary”, “support”, “visitor serving” need clear and 
consistent definitions. 
 

The draft LCP mentions consideration of placing limitations on an agricultural support 
service facility is if there is potential for the support service to be converted to non-

agricultural uses “due to its location and access”.  Facilities such as a tractor repair shop 
could reasonably be converted if “proportional” to the community uses.  A 
winery/tasting room/event center could have a greater challenge for alternative uses 
that are specific to the unique Sonoma County coastal zone. 
 

New or expanded uses should demonstrate water availability over the life of the 
proposal, and prove no negative impact on groundwater, surrounding uses, and on 

surface water that relies on groundwater or on collection of runoff for water. 

Fires (wildfire, rangeland, etc.), geologic, flooding, and other hazards should be mapped 
and considered in light of increasing potential for serious consequences, especially when 
there is no realistic response that would address the impacts. 
 

I appreciate the amount of time, energy, focus and outreach PRMD staff has invested in 
this Draft and want to thank each of you that have been involved.   

As a citizen who appreciates the history our county has with the Coastal Act, and our 

communities’ multiple benefits from our coastal areas, it seems important to create the 
best Coastal Plan possible, as this may be in place for many years.  Thank you very much 
for taking the time to meet repeatedly in the coastal communities, and for your 
commitment.   

Please do not hesitate to be in touch with me if you need clarification or further 

information beyond this missive.  I’d be delighted to discuss anything you have an 
interest in.   

Most sincerely, 

Rue Furch 

 


