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LOCATION: Sycamore Canyon Road and Pfeiffer Beach, Big Sur, Los
Padres National Forest, Monterey County (Exhibit 1)

DEVELOPMENT

DESCRIPTION: Reconstruction of existing parking lots, construction of
restroom, boardwalk, entrance kiosk and turn around, gate,
revegetation of disturbed areas, and implementation of
traffic management plan (Exhibit 2)

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:

1. CD-080-95, Consistency Determination by Forest Service for rehabilitation of
Pfeiffer Beach Day Use Area.

2. Pfeiffer Beach Day Use Rehabilitation Project, Environmental Assessment, June

. 1997.
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3. Sycamore Canyon Road/Pfeiffer Beach Transportation Analysis, September 1996.

4. Biological Opinion for the Pfeiffer Beach Rehabilitation Project, Monterey County,
California (1-8-95-F-33), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, July 3, 1995.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Forest Service submitted a consistency determination for the rehabilitation of
existing deteriorated recreational support facilities at Pfeiffer Beach in Big Sur.
Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of a boardwalk from the parking
area to the beach, relocation and expansion of bathrooms, repaving of existing parking
areas and access roads, construction of an entrance kiosk and turn-around, restoration of
one of the overflow parking areas (reducing the amount of parking), and implementation
of a traffic management plan. Based on public comments and a re-evaluation of the
project, the Forest Service modified its consistency determination to make the following
commitments: 1) a single stage transportation management proposal that includes signage
on Highway 1 and posting an attendant to enforce the sign; 2) construction of a turn
around lane on Sycamore Canyon Road just below Highway 1; and 3) implementation of
the transportation plan before the re-development of the recreational facility. Finally, the
Forest Service proposes to monitor the effectiveness of its transportation management
efforts.

The Commission previously objected to the Forest Service’s consistency determination
for the infrastructure and facilities improvements described in that project (CD-080-95),
because the improvements to the recreational support facilities in the area would have the
effect of drawing more people to the beach, and thus, add to an already serious traffic
problem. This existing problem interferes with the public’s ability to get to the shoreline
and represents a public safety issue because emergency vehicles may have difficulties
accessing this area during peak recreation periods. In objecting to the previous
consistency determination, the Commission found that, without traffic management, the
improvements would increase the traffic problem in a manner inconsistent with the access
policies of the California Coastal Management Program (CCMP). As a result of that
objection, the Forest Service agreed to prepare a transportation plan for Sycamore
Canyon Road, the only access road to Pfeiffer Beach. The Forest Service has completed
that transportation plan and has incorporated the recommendations of that plan into this
consistency determination. Additionally, the proposed project reduces the number of
designated parking spaces, but the reduction is necessary to protect natural resources and
the carrying capacity of the beach and Sycamore Canyon Road. Thus, the Forest Service
has modified the proposal, as requested by the Commission under Section 30214 of the
Coastal Act, to address critical transportation impacts and manage access in a manner
taking into account the various site’s constraints and unique features. Therefore the
proposed project is consistent with the access and recreation policies of the CCMP.




CD-047-97
Forest Service
Page 3

The project benefits habitat resources because the boardwalk will direct people away
from those areas containing those sensitive resources. The project is consistent with the
water quality policies of the Coastal Act, because the Forest Service will re-pave the
overflow parking lot using “best management practices” to direct runoff away from the
stream, and thus mitigate for an existing source of water quality degradation.
Additionally, the boardwalk will reduce erosion into the stream. Finally, the traffic
management program will reduce habitat impacts associated with indiscriminate parking.
Therefore, the project is consistent with the habitat and water quality policies of the
CCMP.

STAFF SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION:

I. Project Description.

The Forest Service proposes to reconstruct two parking areas within the Pfeiffer Beach
Day Use Area facility, providing up to 65 vehicle parking spaces and supporting
approximately 195 people at one time. The Forest Service will restore the remaining
existing overflow lot to natural conditions. The Forest Service proposes to repave the
existing Pfeiffer Beach connector road and construct a boardwalk from the main parking
lot to the beach and an entrance kiosk with a turn around lane and gate. Additionally, the
project includes the removal of the existing two-unit vault toilet, construction of a new
four unit restroom, a host site trailer pad, an information kiosk, a bike rack, and an
entrance gate and the installation of a public phone. Additionally, the project includes
implementation of a traffic management plan for Sycamore Canyon Road.

Based on public comments and a re-evaluation of the project, the Forest Service modified
its consistency determination to make the following commitments: 1) a single stage
transportation management proposal that includes signage on Highway 1 and posting an
attendant to enforce the sign; 2) construction of a turn around lane on Sycamore Canyon
Road just below Highway 1; and 3) implementation of the transportation plan before the
re-development of the recreational facility (Exhibit 3). Finally, the Forest Service
proposes to monitor the effectiveness of its transportation management efforts.

II. Status of Local Coastal Program.

The standard of review for federal consistency determinations is the policies of Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act, and not the Local Coastal Program (LCP) of the affected area. If the
Commission certified the LCP and incorporated it into the CCMP, the LCP can provide
guidance in applying Chapter 3 policies in light of local circumstances. If the Commission
has not incorporated the LCP into the CCMP, it cannot guide the Commission's decision,
but it can provide background information. The Commission has partially incorporated the
Monterey County LCP, including the Big Sur Segment, into the CCMP.
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III. Federal Agency's Consistency Determination.

The Forest Service has determined the project to be consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the California Coastal Management Program.

IV. Staff Recommendation:

The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following motion:

MOTION. I move that the Commission concur with the U.S. Forest Service’s
consistency determination.

The staff recommends a YES vote on this motion. A majority vote in the
affirmative will result in adoption of the following resolution:

Concurrence.
The Commission hereby concurs with the consistency determination made by the

Forest Service for the proposed project, finding that the project is consistent to the
maximum extent practicable with the California Coastal Management Program.

V1. Findings and Declarations:

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. Public Access and Recreation Resources. Section 30210 of the
Coastal Act provides that:

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 30213 of the Coastal Act provides that:
Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected,

encouraged, and where feasible, provided. Developments providing
public recreational opportunities are preferred,
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Section 30214 of the Coastal Act provides that:

(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) 1t 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 30221 of the Coastal Act provides that:
Ocean front 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
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accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the
area.

Section 30223 of the Coastal Act provides that:

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be
reserved for such uses, where feasible.

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act provides 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, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to
be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and,
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded
areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in
the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by
the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government shall be
subordinate to the character of its setting.

Section 30252 of the Coastal Act provides that:

The location and amount of new development should maintain and
enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision of
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, (5) assuring the potential for public trawsit for high
intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that
the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal
recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local park
acquisition and development plans with the provision of on-site
recreational facilities 1o serve the new development.
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Section 30253 of the Coastal Act provides, in part, that:

New Development shall:

(5)  Where appropriate, protect special communities and
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular
visitor destination points for recreational uses.

Section 30254 of the Coastal Act provides, in part, that:

Where existing or planned public works facilities can accommodate only a

limited amount of new development, services to coastal dependent land

use, essential public services and basic industries vital to the economic

health of the region, state, or nation, public recreation, commercial

recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by other
. development.

The Big Sur segment of the Monterey County’s LCP policy 4.1.3.A.5 provides, in part,
that:

Sycamore Canyon Road ... should be maintained at a level that resident and
visitor traffic can safely be accommodated. Improvements to the width or
alignment of these roads shall only be approved when negative visual and
environmental impacts will not result and where the improvements will not
adversely impact adjacent residents. Pedestrian access shall be provided where
feasible. Priority uses shall not be precluded on these roads by non-priority
developments.

Big Sur LCP policy 4.2.3 provides that:

Consideration should be given to regulating vehicular access to Pfeiffer
Beach on Sycamore Canyon Road during peak periods. A temporary gate
at Highway 1 operated by the parks and Recreation Department is a
possible approach. A shuttle service between Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park
and Pfeiffer Beach should also be considered.
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1. Character of the Area. Because of the very special nature of the Big
Sur Coast, the Commission has concerns about any activity that will affect the character
of this area. If the pristine and natural character of this portion of the coast is
significantly degraded, it would change this unique recreational resource. Therefore, the
Commission is evaluating the Forest Service’s proposed project for its effect on the
character of the Big Sur Coast.

Although the overall character of the Big Sur coast is a wild and natural shoreline, the
Forest Service has already improved the Pfeiffer Beach area to enhance the recreational
experience. There are existing paved parking and restrooms. The development proposed
by the Forest Service includes reconstruction of the paved parking, an increase in the size
of the restrooms, and the addition of a boardwalk. This development is consistent and
compatible with the character the existing developed recreational facilities at Pfeiffer
Beach. Additionally, the project will reduce the number of parking spaces from 85 to 65
and strictly limit access to the area based on parking capacity. Thus, the project will
reduce overcrowding, eliminate the need to park vehicles in non-designated areas, and
prevent over use of the beach. By reducing the number of cars and visitors, the Forest
Servicehas responded to the above-cited LCP planning mandateds to consider the area’s
carrying capacity and will improve the character of the area.

2. Facilities Improvements. The Forest Service proposes to improve existing
access facilities at Pfeiffer Beach. These access improvements include re-constructing
the existing parking areas, relocation and expansion of bathrooms, and construction of a
kiosk, turn around, gate, and boardwalk. These improvements support recreational use of
this beach. The bathroom expansion and relocation is necessary to meet existing demand.
Additionally, the existing location of the restrooms prevent adequate ventilation and the
new location will improve the ventilation of these facilities. The boardwalk will improve
access to the beach while minimizing impacts to habitat resources. There are sensitive
habitat areas and archaeological sites near the beach access trail. The boardwalk will
unobtrusively focus pedestrian traffic away from sensitive areas. Additionally, the
boardwalk will reduce erosion and compaction occurring at the beach trail. Finally, both
the bathroom and boardwalk will improve coastal access for persons with disabilities.
Finally, re-constructing the existing parking areas will improve parking in the area. The
main parking lot is in a deteriorated condition and in need of repaving. Additionally,
there are two existing overflow parking lots without striping. Disorganized parking in
these areas is chaotic and increases the traffic problems in the area. The Forest Service
will eliminate one of these overflow areas and pave and stripe the remaining lot. Thus,
the project will reduce existing parking and organize the remaining overflow lotin a
manner that will eliminate one of the factors contributing to the traffic problem.

3. Traffic. The Coastal Act protects public access resources from impacts
associated with increases in traffic and requires management access opportunities in a
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manner that takes into account, among other things, public safety. Increases in traffic
congestion make it more difficult for the public to drive to coastal recreation areas, and
thus can interfere with public access to the shoreline. The Big Sur Coast LCP expresses
the need to reserve limited highway capacity for recreational traffic and minimizes non-
priority uses that would use up traffic capacity. Additionally, the LCP also identifies a
serious traffic issue concerning Sycamore Canyon Road, the only access road to Pfeiffer
Beach. The LCP states that:

Sycamore Canyon Road, a private one-lane road over which the U.S.
Forest Service holds easements for public access to Pfeiffer Beach, is
carrying traffic during peak use periods that exceeds its safe capacity.
This is leading to conflicts between recreational and residential traffic.

In reviewing the earlier consistency determination for the facilities' improvement portion
of this project, the Commission found that it would improve the recreational facilities at
Pfeiffer Beach and would draw more people to Pfeiffer Beach. Thus, the project would
increase traffic on Sycamore Canyon Road. This increase in traffic would further
exacerbate congestion on an already unsafe road and interfere with the ability of
emergency vehicles to get into the area. Therefore, the Commission found that that
project would affect traffic by allowing it to further exceed the road’s safe capacity.
Additionally, the Commission found that the traffic impacts generated by that project
were inconsistent with the access policies of the Coastal Act. The Commission also
found that the project would be consistent with the CCMP if the Forest Service prepared
and implemented a transportation plan for Sycamore Canyon Road as part of the project.

The Forest Service recently completed a transportation analysis for Sycamore Canyon
Road (Exhibit 4). The study is the product of a team made up of representatives of the
Forest Service, Coastal Commission, Caltrans, California Department of Parks and
Recreation, Monterey County, and the public. In that study, the analysis team concluded
that “the road appears to handle the traffic demand most of the time, but there are about
50 days per year where the peak demand exceeds the prudent capacity of the road.”
(Transportation Analysis, page 18.) The transportation plan describes the service level of
Sycamore Canyon Road as follows:

e Road is at Service Level A (ideal traffic movement) 70% of the time (255 days)
e Road is at Service Level B 14% of the time (52 days)
e Road is at Service Level C 14% of the time (49 days)

e Road is at Service Level D (worst traffic congestion) 2% of the time (9 days)
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(Transportation Analysis, page 18.)

The study concludes that the maximum number of vehicles that the road can reasonably
accommodate is 150 vehicles per hour in both directions. (Transportation Analysis, page
16.) The study includes the following conclusion concerning road capacity:

To remain within the acceptable traffic service level range, the peak
allowable capacity should not exceed 120 VPH [Vehicles Per Hour] (both
directions).

However, the Analysis Team recommends that service Level “A” should
become the goal in order to maintain the quality experience level while
driving from Hwy. 1 to Pfeiffer Beach, and to facilitate multiple modes of
travel, such as hiking and biking.

To meet this goal, the maximum allowable traffic flow should be no
more than 40 VPH (Westbound) or 80 VPH (both directions).

(Emphasis added, Transportation Analysis, page 19.)

The study also concludes that parking capacity rather than road capacity is the major
factor adversely affecting traffic. In evaluating the relationship between parking and
traffic, the plan contains a conclusion that states:

Based on the empirical data that is available, the Analysis Team
recommends that the capacity of the parking facility is between 45 and 87
spaces ....

The lowest level of development (45 parking spaces) would assure that the
driving experience from Hwy. I to Pfeiffer Beach, becomes part of the
recreation experience, and make the road more inviting to hiking and
biking use. (Transportation Analysis, page 19.)

Despite the recommendations within the Transportation Study, the Forest Service
proposal allows for 65 parking spaces, which will reduce the existing capacity by 20
spaces. This level of use will generate a maximum traffic level of approximately 100
VPH, which is higher than the ideal goal recommended in the study. This level of use is
less than then maximum capacity of the road (120 VPH) identified in the analysis, and
thus within the carrying capacity of the road. The Forest Service believes that the parking
capacity provides a balance between the recreational experience of the Sycamore Canyon
Road and maximizing public access to the shoreline. Since the level of use proposed by
the Forest Service (100 VPH) is less than the maximum capacity of the road (120 VPH),
the project will not adversely affect access to the coast. In fact, the project will reduce
road use and improve access to the shoreline. Therefore, the Forest Service’s decision to
increase the level of use over the ideal level recommend in the transportation analysis will
not adversely affect coastal resources.
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To ensure that vehicular use does not exceed road capacity, the Transportation Analysis
includes consideration of the following traffic management alternatives.

A. Convert Sycamore Canyon Road to hike/bike trail
B. Discourage use of private vehicle and encourage use of shuttle

C. Improve Sycamore Canyon road to County standards and encourage county to
maintain it;

D. Minimum intervention/two stage approach
E. Install fully automated controls.

The team used fifteen criteria to rate the alternatives. Based on this rating process, the
team selected alternative D (minimum intervention/two stage approach) as the preferred
alternative. The Forest Service modified the alternative to have it fully implemented in a
single phase. This alternative includes a manually operated wood sign near the
intersection of Highway 1 and Sycamore Canyon. The sign will inform the public
whether the road is open or closed depending on the availability of parking spaces.
Additionally, the Forest Service will enforce the sign’s restrictions by stationing an
additional employee near the intersection of Highway 1 and Sycamore Canyon Road.
The Forest Service also modified this alternative to include a turn around lane on
Sycamore Canyon Road, just west of Highway 1. Finally, the Forest Service agreed to
implement the transportation plan before constructing the recreational facilities
improvements (Exhibit 3). This traffic management alternative also requires continued
monitoring of traffic on Sycamore Canyon Road. If monitoring demonstrates that this
alternative fails to adequately manage traffic, the Forest Service will reconsider other
alternatives identified in the plan.

The Commission finds that the proposed project will improve traffic conditions on
Sycamore Canyon Road, and thus improve public access to the shoreline. Currently, the
Forest Service does not manage parking or traffic in this area. The Forest Service
estimates that the site currently has the parking capacity of 87 vehicles. However, the
Forest Service has data indicating that as many as 154 cars have parked in the area, which
results in indiscriminate parking creating traffic congestion and pedestrian safety
concerns. Additionally, the unmanaged parking causes environmental impacts such as
soil compaction, increased erosion, and vegetation trampling. The proposed project will
reduce the parking capacity from 87 vehicles to 65 and strictly enforce vehicular access to
Sycamore Canyon Road based on parking capacity. These measures will significantly
reduce the traffic impact and improve public access to the shoreline.
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4. Parking. The proposed project results in a reduction in currently
available parking. At Pfeiffer Beach, there is an estimated parking capacity of 87
vehicles. Additionally, the Forest Service allows indiscriminate parking to occur at any
area that will accommodate a vehicle. The indiscriminate parking has resulted in as many
as 154 vehicles parking within the Pfeiffer Beach facility. The proposed project will
reduce the designated parking capacity to 65 vehicles and, through vehicular access
management based on parking capacity, eliminate the practice of indiscriminate parking.
Since there is no other road access or parking facilities for Pfeiffer Beach, the project will
reduce the overall number of cars that will be able to gain access to the only parking area
during peak periods, and thus reduce ability of the public to get to the shoreline.

Sections 30210 and 30214 of the Coastal Act allow the Commission to consider access
management measures that are necessary to protect the carrying capacity of the beach or
other natural resources. The Forest Service proposes the reduction in parking for several
reasons. First, and primary, the current parking situation results in significant traffic
delays during peak periods. The traffic delays interfere with access to the shoreline, as
well as interfering with access by emergency vehicles and local residents.

Additionally, the purpose of the parking restrictions is, in part, to protect natural
resources and maintain the carrying capacity of the beach. The indiscriminate parking
results in significant habitat impacts. People park in any area able to accommodate a
vehicle regardless of habitat impacts. Sycamore Canyon contains sensitive habitat areas
including riparian and stream resources and endangered species habitat. The uncontrolled
parking results impacts to most of these habitat areas. The measures proposed by the
Forest Service to manage indiscriminate parking are necessary to protect habitat
resources.

The Forest Service has also determined that the existing improved parking capacity of 85
vehicles may allow for public use of Pfeiffer Beach at a level greater than the carrying
capacity of that beach. Considering the size and expected public use of this beach, the
Forest Service determined the recreational carrying capacity of Pfeiffer Beach is 215
people at one time (EA, page 11). Current transportation data suggests an average of
three people per vehicle for traffic into Pfeiffer Beach (pers. comm. William Metz,
USFS). If the Forest Service maintains current levels of designated parking, then a
maximum of 261 people could use the beach at one time. This maximum use would
exceed the Forest Service estimated carrying capacity of 215 people at one time.
Considering this data, the reduction in parking is also necessary to maintain the carrying
capacity of the beach.

5. Conclusion. In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed
improvements will support public access to the shoreline and recreational use of the
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coastal zone. Additionally, the proposed improvements will not affect the visual and
recreational character of Pfeiffer Beach or the Big Sur Coast. These improvements will
benefit public use of Pfeiffer Beach by improving the infrastructure and other facilities
and enhancing handicapped access. Additionally, the Forest Service proposes to manage
traffic, as directed by the Commission and mandated under Section 30214, to address
critical transportation issues and improve access in a manner taking into account the
various site’s constraints and unique features. Finally, the proposed parking restrictions
are necessary to protect coastal resources, including access to the shoreline, beach
carrying capacity, and habitat resources. Therefore, the Commission finds the project
consistent with the access and recreational policies of the CCMP.

B. Water Quality. Section 30231 of the Coastal Act provides that:

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,
wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health
shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among other
means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and
entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water
supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams.

Past management practices of the Forest Service have adversely affected water quality of
Sycamore Creek. Specifically, the Forest Service has graded and eventually paved (with
chip seal) the overflow parking lots. However, the Forest Service did not design these
modifications with “best management practices” and as a result they allow non-point
source pollution to degrade the water quality of the stream.

The proposed project involves the re-paving of one of the existing overflow parking areas
and restoring the other overflow area to natural conditions. The Forest Service has
designed the repaving to minimize water quality impacts. Specifically, the Forest Service
designed the proposed project with eighteen separate “best management practices.”

These “best management practices” include erosion control plans, slope stabilization,
control of drainage, and control of construction in streamside management zones. These
“best management practices” will prevent polluted runoff from the re-surfaced areas from
significantly degrading water quality of the stream. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the proposed project is consistent with the water quality policies of the CCMP.
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C. Habitat Resources. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act provides
that:

(a) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on such
resources shall be allowed within such areas.

(6) 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 such areas, and shall
be compatible with the continuance of such habitat areas.

The project area contains sensitive dune, riparian, and stream resources. The Forest
Service has designed the proposed project to avoid any adverse effects on these resources.
Except for the proposed boardwalk, the Forest Service will limit the project to already
developed areas that do not contain any sensitive habitat resources.

On the other hand, the Forest Service will construct the proposed boardwalk outside the
existing development footprint. One of the purposes of this boardwalk, however, is to
reduce impacts to sensitive resources from existing public access routes. Currently,
public access routes go through and are next to sensitive resources of the area and public
use of these routes has resulted in degradation of these resources. The Forest Service
proposed to construct the boardwalk, in part, to minimize habitat impacts. Additionally,
it has designed the boardwalk to avoid existing resources and to become the primary
access route from the parking lot to the beach. Thus it will reduce the ongoing
degradation of sensitive resources.

Finally, the proposed project will improve habitat protection by eliminating the existing
indiscriminate parking that occurs after the existing parking lots are full. That
indiscriminate parking occurs on any area that can accommodate a vehicle regardless of
any habitat impacts. This type of parking results in adverse impacts to riparian, stream,
meadow, and other upland habitats. As part of the proposed project, the Forest Service
will manage traffic on Sycamore Canyon Road in a manner that reflects the designated
parking capacity. In other words, the Forest Service will discourage vehicle use of
Sycamore Canyon Road if the parking lot is full. Such management practices will reduce
the indiscriminate parking and benefit habitat resources. In evaluating, the project the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service concluded that the project “will result in less impact upon
riparian habitat and increased protection of riparian and aquatic areas.” (Letter dated
September 19, 1997, Exhibit 5.)

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service also analyzed the project for effects on the federally
listed species. The two species of concern are the California red-legged frog (Rana
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aurora draytonii), currently listed as threatened, and the Smith’s blue butterfly
(Euphilotes enoptes smithi), listed as endangered. The Service concludes that the
proposed project will not affect the California red-legged frog. (Letter dated September
19, 1997, Exhibit 5.) With respect to the Smith’s blue butterfly, the Fish and Wildlife
Service determined that project will not adversely affect the butterfly, because the Forest
Service's proposes to minimize the take of the butterfly and to revegetate disturbed areas
with native species including seacliff buckwheat, host plant for the butterfly.
Considering these facts, the Fish and Wildlife Service concludes that:

After reviewing the current status of Smith’s blue butterfly, the
environmental baseline for the action area, the effects of the proposed
Pfeiffer Beach rehabilitation, and the cumulative effects, it is the Service’s
biological opinion that rehabilitation of the Pfeiffer Beach facilities, as
proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Smith’s
blue burterfly. (Biological Opinion, page 6)

In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed project will not only avoid
impacts to sensitive resources, it will reduce ongoing degradation. Therefore, the
Commission finds the proposed project consistent with the habitat policies of the CCMP.
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Forest Los Padres Monterey Ranger District
Service Natlonal Forest 408 So. Miidred Ave.,
King City, CA 93930
TEL (408) 385-5434
FAX (408) 385-0628

TOD (408) 385-1189

Reply to: 2300, Pleiffer Beach
Date: QOctober, 18, 1097

Mr. Peter Douglas

Executive Director

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremom Street, Suite 2000

San Francisoo, CA 94105-2219

Dear Mr. Douglas:

This letter addresses the Forest Service's proposed Pfeiffer Beach Day Use Area Rehabilitation Project. |
feel it is imponant to clarify several issuss with the California Coastal Commission (CCC) regarding the
proposed project prior to the Public Hearing and Consistency Determination scheduled in November,
1897, As this will be the third time the Forest Sarvice has come before the CCC on this matter, it is
imperative that the Commissioners have a solid understanding of this project and the associated public
benefits.

Existing Use - Sycamore Canyon Road Carrying Capacily

At the request of the Big Sur Multi-Agency Council and the CCC, the Forest Service prepared a Sycamore
Canyon Road Transportation Analysis (1996). See enclosad copy of Sycamore Canyon Road Transporta-
tion Analysis, The analysis team included a Forest Service Engineer and Recreation Planner, a California
Coastal Commission Planner, a Caltrans Traffic Engineer, a Momeray County Traffic Engineer, a Calfornia
Depantment of Parks and Recreation Ecologist, and a resident member of the Multi-Agency Acvisory
Council. Key findings and conclusions from the analysis can be summarized as follows:

1. The existing traffic Service Level on Sycamore Canyon Road ia as follows:

Service Level A (approximately 80 VPH both directions) = 70% of the time or 255 days/yr
Service Level B (approximately 100 VPH both directions) = 14% of the time or 52 days/yr
Service Level C (approximately 120 VPH both directions) = 14% of the time or 49 days/yr
Service Lavel D (approximately 140 VPH both directions) = 2% of the time or 9 days/yr

2. The analysis concludes that to remain within an acceptable traffic Service Level range, a peak allowable
capacity should not exceed 120 VPH both directions (Service Level C) , Athough the analysis recommends
Service Level A (80 VPH both directions), | have selected Service Level B (100 VPH both directions)
because it provides adequate pubiic transportation safety, maintains the recreational route experience and
accommodates acceptable levels of public coastal access approximately 307 days per year.

3. The analysis reports that Sycamore Canyon Road can theoretically accommodate 150 VPH both
directions (East and Wast, 75 vehicles each direction) with varying dagrees of congestion and delay. There
is no history or documentation of a serious traffic accidents gince the Forest Service assumed road
maintenance responsibilities in 1672, The analysis aiso points out that necessary emergency response
procedures can be accommodated even during peak traffic days.

EXHIBIT NO. 2
APPLICATIO .
Qbrdf"}"%lh{? :
@ Caring for the Land and Serving People 3 Dad s< ’

€& caitornia Coastal Comiiasion
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Douglas, Peter Page 2, October 16, 1997
PBDUA Parking Capacity

1. Traftic surveys indicate peak parking demand on weekends is less than 60 spaces, accounting for about
307 days/yr or 75% of the time. On the remaining 58 days/yr, or about 25% of the time, the peak demand
has been observed to be in excess of 154 parking spaces. This condition exists a few hours per day on
the peak use days.

2. The analysis shows that at 60 VPH {westbound traffic, one way) the parking demand is 90 spaces. This
indicates that the capacity of the parking facility Is the limiting factor, not the capacity of the road.

3. Based on the analysis, PBDUA should accommodate betwean 60 and 87 parking spaces. A 60 space
parking facility appears to be adequate for all weekends, sundays and midweek holidays which account
for 307 days/yr, or approximately 75% of the time. On the remalning 58 days, the peak demand will exceed

60 parking spaces,

4, The analysis recommends the PBDUA parking capacity should be between 45 and 87 parking spaces.
A lower level of development assures the driving, hiking and biking experience is maintained,

Proposed Project:

PBDUA Rehabilitation. As described in PBDUA EA (1997). | would like to clarify and emphasize the
following points:

1. Currently, the Forest Service manages PBDUA for approximately 87 parking spaces which equates to
261 PAOTS. [Originally, the 87 parking spaces reflected 2.5 persons/vehicie represanting approximately
217 PAOTS.] However, recent Forest Service research for PBDUA indicates 3.0 persons/vehicle, Based on
this new information and the need to scale down PBDUA rehabilitation efforts to mitigate forast resource
impacts and public concems, the proposed project provides the Forest Service with an opportunity to
provide a quality PBDUA recreation faciilty, while sustaining forest resources and promating safe and
reasonable access to Pfeiffer Beach,

2, The carrying capacity of Pieiffer Beach is 215 PAOTS (FS, 1986) at peak use. Using 3 people per vehicle
this equates to about 65 parking spaces supporting 195 PAOTS (3 x 85 = 195 PAOTS). This supports FS
management objectives (sustainahility of ecosystemn health) for Pfeiffer Beach and the recommendations
of the the transportation analysis team.

Sycamore Canyon Road Transportation Management Plan - Modified Option D

1. Rehabilitation of the PBDUA provides a peak parking capacity of 85 parking spaces, which equates to
a peak hourly flow of approximately 100 VPH both directions. This correlates directly to a Service Level B,
which Is the preferred traffic Service Level,

2 Transportation Management Plan - Option D. Option D was the highest rated transportation manage-
ment plan considered by the analysis team. Option D rated high for residents right to access, high for full
public access with existing easement, medium for meeting Local Coastal Plan, high for adaptability for
change of conditions, medium for acceptance of local residents, medium for acceptance of visitors, high

:pr allowing emergency vehicie access, and high for accommodating maximum numbers of persons at one
ime.

3. Based on public input responding to the PBDUA Environmental Assessment (1987), | modified the
preferred Transportation Management Plan - Option D to more accurately refiect public comments and new
information. Specifically, the modifications to Option D are as foliows:

@ Cating for the Land and Serving Pecple
FS-8200-28b{4/88)



18/16/1997 15:53 4083850628 US FOREST SERVICE PAGE ©4

@

Douglas, Peter Page 3, October 16, 1987

a. Option D would be modified to go directly to Stage 2. Stage 1 remains as originally intended (manually
operated sign) but by-passes the visitor honor system by having an attendant to enforce the sign on
Sycamore Canyon Road (approximately 160 yards from the Highway 1 intersection) as the PDDUA parking
capacity is reached.

b. A turn-around lane is constructed at the second tumout just below Highway 1. This represents a
significant modification to Option D by incorporating the turn-around lane component of Option E. See
enclosed Sycamore Canyon Road Turn-around Lana Conceptual. Forest Setvice would reconstruct exist-
ing turnout into a turnaround lane to facliitate the tuming around of PBDUA destined vehicles. This would
prevent vehicles from accessing Sycamore Canyon Road once the PBDUA parking capacity is reached,
significantly reducing potential traffic congestion within the Sycamore Canyon Road corridor,

The Forest Service is actively working with the local Sycamore Canyon property owner and Caltrans and
have reached agreement in concept on the need for the tum-around lane. Discussions are underway to
acquire the necessary rights-of-way for this aspect of the project.

¢, Forest Service would implement PEDUA Rehabilitation and S8ycamore Canyon Road Transportation Pian
(modified Option D) into phases. Phase 1 consists of implomenting all aspects of modified Option D, prior
to commencing with PBDUA rehabilitation activities. This wil! allow traffic management to be in place before
PBDUA is closed for re-construction. Phase 2 consists of rehabilitating the existing PBDUA facility.

The transpontation management control plan addressed under modified Option D would be implemented
prior to the re-construction of PBDUA when the facility will be closed to public access. Atthat time the Forest
Service would start monitoring modified Option D to see how effective it is for controlling traffic congestion
along Sycamore Canyon Road. After PBDUA rehabllitation, transportation management would beginwhen
the 65 space parking capacity is reached (which corresponds to Service Level B), Signage, attendant and
tumaround lane will preciude the traffic volume on Sycamore Canyon Road to exceed Service Level B.
Monitoring of Option D would be on-going. Modifications, as necessary, would be incorporated to mitigate
traffic congestion.

Since the August 13 CCC hearing on the subject, the Forest Service met on September 19 with members
and representatives of the Sycamore Canyon Property Owners Association. This meeting was facllitated
by Commissioner Dave Potter and was very productive from the standpoint of identifying and discussing
the property owners specific issues and concerns with the proposal. A second meeting is scheduled for
October 29 at PBDUA to resolve as many issues and concems as possible and hopefully gain their support
for the proposal.

In summary, the Forest Service fesis that the proposed project provides a quallty recreational experience,
while maintaining adequate and safe public access for both local residents and forest visitors. | believe the
proposed project is consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the California Coastal Act, Big Sur
Coastal Land Use Plan and Monterey County Coastal Implementation Pian. | believe we have, in good faith,
worked with the CCC and local Sycamore Canyon Road residents to develop a project that will be
successful. To not rehabilitate PBDUA concurrent with the traffic management plan as proposed would
perpetuste the unacceptable existing conditions, and would not be in the public interest. | look forward
to the November CCC meeting, and a Consistency Determination vote on the proposed project.

Sincerely,
Gt |

BRUCE EMMENS
District Ranger

@ Caring for the Land snd Serving Peopls
F&-6200-26b(4/88)
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Executive Summary

This report s comprised of two main components:
A. Section | - Development of options to manage the Syeamore Canyon Road.
B. Saction Il - Traffic analysis for the Sycamore Canyon Road.

A Developmerit of options to manage the Sycamore Canyon Road.

Los Padres national Forest has detarmined that the Pleiffer Baach Day Use Area represents a major
recragtion facility on the Blg Sur Coagt, and intends-to keep it open to the public indefinitely, Furthar-
more, the Agency has determined that the support faciilty is due for rehabilitation.

The rehabilitation effort should be implemented 1o protect the visual and physical resources, while
making the facility suitable for public use.

The rehabilitation effort is not intended to increase use of the site from it's current level. The facilities
should be constructed for a 20-year life.

The Sycamore Canyon Road, which is the only access 0 Pleitfer Beach, has become the subject of
great concern, because of the peak traffic demands which oceur periodically.

A mutti-agency task force was created to develop ideas on the management of the Sycamore Canyon
Road. The team devaloped the following management options:

Option A" - Convent Sycamore Canyon Road 1o hike/bike trail for visitors.

Option “B* - Discourage use of private vehicla/Encourage use of shuttle,

Option *C* - Improve Sycamore Canyon Road to County standard, and encourage
County to maintain it

Option *D* - Minimum intervention/Two stage system.
Option *E* - instafi fully automatad controls.

These options were rated using evaluation criterla developed by the team, and scored, using the
non-numerical systam of low, medium and high.

The option with the most number of *high's® and the least number of *low’s* was option *D*, Minimum
intervention/Two stage system.

The analysis team determined that the current situation of totally urrestricted access on Sycamora
Canyon Road is unacceptable, and recommands that one of the options is implemerted prior to, or
concurrant with, the rehabilitation project.
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B. Traffic analysis for Sycamore Canyon Rosd,

a. Road Carrying Capacity.

Using the available traffic data, the Analysis Team developed the road canying capacity for
Sycamore Canyon Road,
With no access restrictions, the traffic situation on the Sycamore Canyon Road Is currently
characterized as follows:

Service level A = 70% (255 days)
Satvice level B = 14% (52 days)
Service level C = 14% (48 days)
Service level D = 2% (9 days)

It was determined that tha Sycamore Canyon Road could accomodate a peak joad of 150 VPH
(both directions), with varying degrees of congestion and delays.

Howaever, the Analysis Team recommends that service level "A® shouid become the goal in order
1o maintain a quality experience level while driving from Hwy. 1 to Pfeiffer Beach, and to facilitate
multipie modes of travel, such as hiking and biking.

b. Capacity of parking facility

The available traffic data indicates that the peak parking demand on weskdays and aven on
typical sundays, is less than 60 spaces. This accounts for about 307 days per year, or 75% of
the time. On the remaining 58 days, or about 25% of the tima, the peak parking demanc has
been cbserved 1o be in excess of 154. This level of peak demand usually lasts a faw hours on
peak use days.

The regrmmn analysis indicates that the parking facility can be as much as 90 spaces, while
allowing a peak of 68 VPH (westbound direction).

This indicates that the parking facility is the limiting factor, and not the capacity of the road. it
has been determined that an 87 space parking facility is the maximurn available space.

Based on the regression analysis and the parking demand data obtained during the traffic
surveys, the capacity of the parking facility shouid be between 45 and 87 spaces, with an
adequate number of toilets to accomodate the medlan use level,

The iOwest level of development (45 parking spaces), would assure that the driving experience
from Hwy.1 to Pleiffer Beach, becomes part of the recreation axperience, and make the road
more inviting to hiking and biking use.

iiii
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Background.

The pPfeiffer Beach Day Use Area rehabilivation project was proposed by the U.S. .
Forest Sexrvice in 1995. The project proposal was developed with the ovexsight

of a steering committee, composed of key sgtaff and line officers of the lLos

Padres National Forest.

The proisct proposal consisted of improvements to the Pfeiffer Beach support

facility, but excluded comsideration to the traffic situaticn on the Sycamore

Canyon Road.

The local public articulated concexns regarding the traffic issve during

scoping and during the public review process. The decision notice was

subsequently formally appealed, and withdrawn by the Porest Service.

The decision to agsemble an ad hoc team composed of represantatives from the
Big Sur multi-agencey council membership, was made as a xesult of strong
opposition of the Pfeiffer Beach Rehabilitation project by the local publie,
The Forest Service agreed to withdraw the decisgion notice, and conduct a
transportation analysis to develop an array of management options for the
Sycamore Canyon Road. This decision was reached following the Coastal
Cowmmiseion vote to object to the Foregt Service consistancy scatement for the
project.

In the process of develcoping the management options for the Sycamore Canyon
Road, it became clear that it would be very helpful %o cbtain some traffic data
on which to bagse the level of devalopment at Pfeiffer Beach.

It wag discovered that there was some traffic data available, This data was
collected by a local resident in Sepember 1994, The team decided to conduct
additional traffic gurveys. Sectiom II of this report was prepared by using all
of the available traffiec data.

Cbhjectivas For The Analysis Taam.

The cbjectives for the analysis team were as follows:
1. Develop management options for moving people from Hwy.l to Pfeiffar
Beach, including assessment of the pros and c¢ons of each, such as,
politics, feazibility., cost, implemencation timeframes, maximum aumber of
persons at cne time (PAOT), level of development, service vehicle access,
emeyxgency vehicle access, resident access, potential for growth,
conceggionaire acceptance, ete.
2. Develop the most feasible options to implementation detail.
3. Develop evaluation ¢riteria.
4. Evaluate each of the management opticns.
5. Define a project proposal with each of the options.

6. Perform a representative traffic survey to determine the road carrying
capacity based on empirical data.

7. Determine the parking demand for the Pfeiffer Beach Day Use Area.
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Analysis Team Compositien.
. The analysis team was composed of the following:

Tony Varia, Civil Engineer
U.5. Forest Service

406 Scuth Mildred Ave.
King City, Ca. 33930
408-385-5434

Martha Amundsen, Recreation Plannex
U.S. Forest Service 3

406 South Mildred Ave.

King City, Ca. 93530

408-385-5434

Lee Otter, Planner
California Coastal Commission
728 Front 8t., Suite 300
Santa ¢ruz, Ca. 95060
408-427-4863

Nevin Sams, Traffic Engineer
Caltrans
P.O. Box 8114

San Luis Obispe, Ca, 93403
B05~548~3017

Ken Gray, Ecolegist

Calif, Dept. of Parks And Recreation
2241 Garden Road

Monterey, Ca. %3940

40B-649-2862

George Divine, Seniox Traffic Engineer
Monterey County Dept. of Public Works
312 East Alisal

Balinas, Ca. 93501

408-755-4937

Barbara Woyt+*, Resident Member of The Multi-Agency Advisory Council
P.O. Box 120

Big Swr, Ca. 93920

408-667-2309

* Barbara Woyt became a member of the team after the f£irst meeting.
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Process Used By The Analysia Taam.
The following process was used by the analysis team to conduet the analysis:

A. Define obhijectives for the group.
~Give background on the project proposal and primary objections by
the publie.
-Discuss the Sycamore Canyon Road access situation.
-Display proposed timeline desired by the steering committee,
-Develop and agree on a3 process for the analysis.

B. Generate alternatives to transport pecple from Bwy.l to Pfeiffer Beach,
giving proper congideration to the visitor/resident mix.

C. Allow each team member to select theiy favorite management option, and
develop it to implementation detail.

D. Develop evaluation criteria.

£. Evaluate sach management option developed by the team members, on a
relative scala.

F. Conduct a representative traffic survey ¢on Sycamore Canyon Road to
determinethe use pattern at Pfeiffer Reach Day Use Area.

G. Submit results of the analysis to the Forest Steering Committee in
report form.

BCT - G ONS

The following options to manage the Sycamore Canyon Road were developed by the
analysis team, using the process described above.

B3
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Qption "Av,
Convert Sycamore Canyon road to hike/bike trail for vipitors.

Dsacription of system:

This system consists of phasing Sycamore Canyon Road inte a hiking and biking
trail, after the improvements are completed.
The ultimate system would function as follows:

A. Regidents, guests and commercial enterpriges serving the area
residents,would be allowed to drive to their destination without restriction.

B. Recreational visitors would only be allewed to enter Sycamore Canyon road on

foor or on a bicyele.
They would enter the trail system at Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park, the Big Sur
Staticn, and at Ventana Inn, They would be allowed to park at these various

trail head facilities.

C. Persong with disabilities would be allowed te drive to the beach.

Pacilities needad:

A. This option is predicated on extending the Mount Manuel Trail from the State
Park (2 miles), the Pine Ridge Trail from the Big Sur Station, along the East
gide of Hwy. 1, to point acexoss from Sycamore Canyon Road (1 mile). Also,
conscructing a trail from Vencata Inn to the same point (1 mile).

Then counstructing an underpass under Hwy.)l to allow hikera and bikers safely
under the highway on to Sycamore Canyon Road.

The Syecamore Canyon Road would be turned into a trail for visitors, and remain
a motor vehicle access road for the residents, their guests and commercial
traffic serving the residents.

B. Install a gate at highway 1 that would allow free resident access, but
regtrict all ether traffic.
construct a pedestrian and bicycle bypags around the gate.

C. The parking area at the beach would accomodate a few vehieclesg, and bicveles.
The toilets and the trail improvements to the beach would he constructed.

** Estimated cost of improvaments for access (less cost of projuct):

A. Construct 4 miles of trail,

20000 LF @ $10 a § 200,000

B, Construct undetpasa at Hwy.l = § 400,000
C. Construct automated gate and signs at Bwy.l = $ 125,000
D. Mise. equipment and supplies = § 25,000
Teral Estimated Cost of Tmprovements = 8§ 750,000

*+ See page 9.

83
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Optiocn *B". :
piscourage use of private vehicle/Encourage use of shuttle.

Depcription of systam:

This option consists of controlling access to Sycamore Canyon Road by staffing
it on Bwy.1 and at the entry to the parking area. The person ar the parking
araa would be in contact with the person at the highway to detearmine how many
vehicles would be allowed on the road. An entry fee would be collected at the
highway.

A shurtle bua would be used at peak periods. This option would explors the
possibility of encouraging lecal businesses to conduct the shuttle cperation as
part of a seryvice package to their guests and other vigitors. A shuttle service
could be opersved by anyone of a number of entities to provide a2 public servics
in conjunctien with their business, or for a preofirc.

The focus of this optiom is to tzy to discourage unplanned and excessive
vehicle use of Sycamore Canyon Road by providing alternative modes of access,
and to charge a fee to drive to the beach.

Facilities naedad:

A. Provide staff (cencessionnaire) to eontrol access on Sycamore Canyon Road.
Equip staff with reliable two-way radio.

B. Install gate and sign on Hwy.l. Sign would be automated to inform the using
public when parking area 3s full and advice that the road is temporarily
cloged,

€. Construct parking area cocsptually as @wrrently proposed, to actomodate the
design PACT.

% Bgtimatad cost of improvements for access (less cost of project):

A. Install two gates and automated gign. = § 20,000
B. Misc. equipment and supplies = 8§ 20,000

Total EBatimated Cost of Improvements = $ 40,000

C. Operating cost:
2 persennel for 130 daya/year = $ 50,000
Vehicles and equipment = § 25,000

- .- py

Total Yearly Operating Cost = § 75,000

** See page 9.
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Option *C¢,
. Improve Sycamere Canyon road to County standard, and encourage County to
maintain (follow LRMP direction).

Deaecription of syatem:

This option would call for improving the Sycamore Canyon Road to meet the
requirements on the Monterey County Dept. of Public Works (see appendix "8%)},
and to encourage Menterey County to accept the rxoad as a fully dedicated county
road, and maintain it as such.

The recgquired width for a rural sidehill cul-de-sac road, gerving more than 5
acres, is 20 feet overall, according to Monterey County.

As a dedicared county road, Sycamore Canyon Road would be treated as any other
county road, and provide unrestricted access Lo residents and visitors alike.

Pacilities needed:

Improving Sycamore Canyon Road to Monterey County standard will require the
following:
1, Widen the road te a mindmum of 20 feet finished width.
2. Construct drainage structures consistent with the characteriztics of the
road.
3. Construcet a structural section capable of handling the volume and type
of traffiec that will be prevalent on the road.
4. Install traffic aigns and other devices as reguired.
5. The parking area and associated facilities would be constructed as

. proposed.

*+ Bptimated cost of improvements for access (less cost of project):

300,000

A, Widen road to 20 foot width =
= 250, 000

5
B. Construct drainage structures $
C. Surface entire road {2.2 miles)
$§ 225,000
]
5
$

5,000 tons of A/C @ $45.00/cton =
8,000 tons of A/B @. $306.00 = 240,000
D. Signing & other devices = § 35,000
E. Misc. materials and censtruction = 50, 000
Total Estimated Cost of Improvements = $ 1,100,000

Note: This cption is by direction ¢f the Land and Resource Management Plan
(LBMP}, but inconsistent with the Local Coastal Plan.

** See page 9.
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Option ®bh®.
Minimm intervention/two stage eystem.

Description of system:

This system would require little or no permanent improvements, It consists of a
two stage approach, and would only be implemented asg needed.

Histoxrically, the demand tends to exceed the capacity of the facilities, about
50 davs per year.

Stage 1 - Stage 1 censists of installing a gimple sign at Hwy.1l. The sign
would be hand ¢perated to zay eithexr:

ROAD CLOSED or ROAD OPEN

This sigm would be operated by an attendant, who would change the reading on
the sign as conditions change in the parking avea.

Stage 2 ~ If the honor system method proposed above fails, stage 2 weuld be
implemented.

Stage 2 would reguire the use of a sign and an attendant to enforce the zign.
Implementation of stage 2 will regquire a minimum of two people; one at the
entrance to Sycamore Canyon Road at Hwy.l, and another at the entrance to the
parking area, to monitor the oceupancy. They will communicate with hand held
radios. The person at Hwy.l will change the reading on the sign as conditions
at the parking area change.

In the event that both stage 1 and stage 2 fail to accomplish the desired
results, & system such as the one described in Option "E*, is regommended.

Pacilities needed:

A. Manually operated wooden sigun capable of displaying a number of messages.
B. Personnel with hand held two way radios.

¢. The parking area at the beach would be minimally improved with a small
toiler building, and some type of accessible trail to the beach. The other two
{overflow) parking aweas should be restored to natural.

It is roacommended that all terrain wheelchairs are considered to carry people
with disabilities to the beach. )

*» Eptimated cost of improvements for access (less cost of project):

A, Cost of improvements: sign at Hwy 1 = § 1,000
B. Operating cost:

2 pexsomnel for 150 day/vear = $50,000

Vehicles and equipment = 8§28, 000

Total Yearly Operating Cost = 575,000

** See page 9.
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Opticon *E®
Fully automated controls,

Description of system:

A. The gystem will consist of a fully automated enrry control device, that
will allow a prederexmined number of wvisitor vehicles per given unit of time,
and unlimited resident access. It will also allow resident guest and service
vehicle access, as well as on-demand emexgency vehicle access.

B. In addition to vehicle accaess, there could be shuttle sexvice, operated by a
concessionnaire, whereby the shuttle would run at some designated interval

between pickup pointg along highway 1 and Pfeiffer Beach.
The cost of the shurcle would have to be considerably legs than the vehicle fea

{less than 1/4), in order to encourage use.

This would require develaping a parking area on highway 1 for people to use.
The larges turnout on Hwy. 1, just North ¢f the Sycamore Canyon Road
inrersection might be a pogsibility.

Resident and guest agcess:

- Regidents will be allowed to enter and exit at all times by entering a code

on the key pad,
- Ragident gquests will be allowed to enter with approval of resident.

~ Bervice vehicles (delivery vehicles, contractors, etc.) will be allowed to
enter with approval of resident, unless the vehicle serves a number of people,
in which case they may apply for cheir own access pass.

Visitory access:

Recreationigts will be charged a pre-determined fee to enter the site. The
visitor will be instructed to deposit the fee in the electronic booth (billg or

¢oins) .
At this point, two things may ocour:

1. The booth accepts the fee, issue a ticket, and allow the visito¥ to enter.

This will be the case most of the time.
The vigitor will be asked to display the ticket that was issued on the
dashboard of his car. Failure to do so may rasult in a citation.

2. If the parking area is full, or if it is desired to limit the number of
vehicles on that day, the booth will not accept the fee, and will display a
digital message instructing the visitor on how to proceed,

Walk-in visivoers or visitors on bicycles will be allowed to enter at all times
without a fee.
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Facilities needed:

A. At the pecond turnout just halow Hwy 1.

1. Regonstruct turnaround by improving existing turnout and widening the road
about 10 feet ¢n the South side. It may he necessary to acquire additional
right of way at this location.

2. Ingrall a steel gate in narrow section ¢f road just below turnout.

3. Install electronic antry booth 8¢ that it is accessible to drivers entering
Sycamore Canyon Road from Bwy. 1.

B. At the entry to tha parking asrea.

2., Install a vehicle counter that is capable of counting vehicles entering and
exiting the parking area, and transmitting this-informaticn to the entry booth
near the highway.

2. Construct a bicycle/pedestrian bypass .so that the vehicle counter is not
activated,

3. Construct parking area aa currently designed, except to add bicycle racks
for at least 12 bikes, and a loading/unloading area for the shuttle bus.

C, On the road.
1. Underground power f£rom the nearest power pele to the entry booth.

2. A signal wire installed on the side ¢f the road between the antry booth and
the vehicle counter.

3. Install "No Parking” signs on the road for at least 1/2 mile f£from the
rfeffer Beach parking area, to assure that all visitors are acknowleged by the
counter at the entry, and to keep all turnouts available for passing.

¥*» Estimated comt of improvements for accasg (less coat of project):

A. Electronic equipment, including power supply. = $150, 000
B. Sigmal wire from Hwy.l to parking area. ‘
12,000 L¥ @ §5.00 = § 60,000

C. Vehicle counter at parking area. = § 10,000
D. Misc. eguipment & supplies. = § 10,000
Total Estimated Cost of Improvements = $230,000

** The estimated costs represent approximations, used to make very general
comparigsons. These estimates do not include the cost of the project itself, nor
do they include the staffing costs.
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©! The following evaluation criteria was developed by the analysis team:

Cost (Low coatt = High; High cost = Low) .
a., capital investment

5. operation and maintenancs
Tachnically feasiblae,

Pragervas resident’s right to access.

Full public accass with existing eagsement (all transportation medes) .

Maets Land and Resource Maoagement Plag (LRMD) .

. Meakts Local Coastal Plan (LO9). -

Adaptibility to change of conditiona.

Abilicy to charge user fzeg - maeet the Land and Water Conservation Fund
Act (LWCFA) . ;

Accaprance of lowal residanrcs.
Acceptancs of vigitors.
Allows emergency vehicle aceass.

Protects resource values, i.e., wetland habitat, natural bhabitat, visual,
axchaelogical, cultural, recreational qualikty,

Base of implemencation.
Compatible with concessiopaire operatiom.

Accomodates the maximum numbers of persons at one time (PAOCT).

Opeciong devaloped by taam:

1a}
i}
el

el

'Convert road to hike/bika trail.

Discourage use of private vebicla/encourage use of shuttla.
Improve road to County standazd/Counry road.

Migimm intexvencion /twe Staga system.

|E| Fully aucomated control system.
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Sycamore Canyon Road/Pfelifer Beach Analysls
Evaluation of Options
}cém’«-—» Y 18l {=1 ID{ 1€ REMARKS
-"i.— a Low a Med. lra.l.:;w a. High a Med, b=Additionat Staff Needed
b. Med. b, Med, b, Low b. Med. b. Med.
2 Med. Med Low Med Med |C}=Feasibie but Difficult
3 High High High High High
4. Low High High High High
5. Low High High High High
6. High Mad. Low. Mad. Med.
High Migh . | Med High High
8. Low High High High High
Med. Med. Low Medl Med.
10, Low Med, High Med. Med,
11, High High High High High
12 Med. Med, Low Med. Med. |A| =Assuming USDA-FS
Managsment:
13, Law Med. Low High High
14, Low Med. High High High
18, Med. High High High High |A|=Fees charged at
FS Boundaty
Rating Summary:
[A] High=4 Med=5 Llow=T7
|BY High=7 Med=9 Llow=0 ‘
|Ci High=8 Med=1 Low=7
|D| High=10 Med=6 Low=0
{E| High=9 Med=7 Low=0

/0%
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SECTION II - Traffic Analvagie

Descriprion of Prodect Area.

Sycamore Canyon extends from Hwy.l to Pfeiffer Beach, approximately 2.1 miles.
The road parallels the intermittent creek, and much of it is adjacent to the
creek separated by retaining walls.

The road serves approximately 55 residential parcels, 20% of which remain
undeveloped. It is unknown if Monterey County plans to issue the remaining

building permits.

Pfeiffer Beach has become an extremely popular destination attraction on the
Big Sur ¢oagt, for both local and out cof area visitors. The appeal is so great
that during times of total road ¢losures necespitvated by flood damage and
emergeny road repairs, many visitors choose to walk the 2.1 mile road to the
beach, rather than leave the area without viesiting PLeiffer Beach.

The Forest Service has not charged fees for day use, but with the advent of
concessionaire management, a parking fee will be charged effective in summer
1896, It is anticipated that the newly established fe¢ will have some effect on
the use pattern.

Physical Characteristics of Sycamore Capyon Road.

The Sycamore Canyon Road is esgentially a single lane road varying in width
from 12 feet to 24 feet, with about 40 wider spots which serve as turnouts.
The turmouts occur at unspecified interwvals, and vary in width and lemgth. The
turnouts were not engineered, and do not meet the Forest Service standard for
configquration or spacing along the road.

See exhibit "A* for standard turnout information.

The road is approximately 2.1 miles from Hwy.l to the parking area, at the end.
Tha posted maximum speed is 15 MPH., The road gradient varies from 2% to 12%,
Of the 2.1 miles, two way travel is possible in approximately 1.8 miles; the
rest of the road (0.3 miles), is too narrow to allow two way traffic. '
Conseguently, when two vehicle meet in these narrow areas, someone has to back
up to the nearast turnout or wide spot to allow the opposing vehicle to get by.

In oxder to grasp Sycamore Canyon Road in its proper perspective, one must have
a mental picture of Sycamore Canyon, which is the backdrop for the road.
Perhaps the best depiction of Sycamore Canyon was given by a local resident, as
follows:

“The 2.1 mile single lane road traverses a uniguely beautiful canyon where the
first homesteaders wade their home. The rich biodiversity offers the visitor an
opportunity to enjoy a seasonal cycle of natural viswval resources.

The top of the canyon is flanked by steep walle of ferns and heavily mossed bay
trees viewed through the dappled light. The blossoming of the huckeye trees
provides a sight/scent experience to rival any of the whole coast. Diverse
wildflowexs, ferns and berries occcur the full length of the intermittent
straam. The majestic redwoods of mid-canyon give way to the riparian fields
where the stream is lined by the syvcamore trees, for which this canyon is

11
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ramed. On the hills rising to the South, wind-shsared stunted redwood groves
attest to the powerful winds that mold this opening onto the beach and sea.

Willows protect the flood plain of the stream as it meanders to the estuary
providing habitat for the wetland wildlife species.®

In general, two way travel becomes difficult or impossible where the road is
less than 20 feet wide. The longest segment of narrow road {about 650 feer),
occurs about midway from SR 1 to Pfeiffer Beach. At this location, the road is
12 to 14 feer wide with one or two, very short, turnouts that will accomodate
one vehicle, Traffic jams are likely to occur in this area when three or more
vehicle clueters meet similiar cluasters traveling in the opposite direction.

The likelyhood of this condition ccourring is greater when the hourly traffic
volume surpasses 120 VPH (both directions).
Some other factory that may contribute to severe jamming or gridlock are:

1. Number of vshicles in the clusters.

2. Size of vehiclasg.

3. Driver alertness and driving experience.
. Weather conditions.

Road maintenance condition.

. Time of day and day of waek.

L A & A

It appears that the most severe congestion will occur when two or more factors
are present simultaneocusly.

Traffic Flow Information.

There are two sets of traffic data available for Sycamore Canyon Road, as well
23 some casual anecdotal cbaervations made by a numbey of individuals over the
years.

The firgt set of data was obtained by Howard Strohn, a resident of Syecamore
Canyon, who collected some excellent traffic information during the Labor Day
weekend in 18%4. Mr. Strohn took westbound traffic counts and parking ocoupancy
counts at Pfeiffer Beach, from August 31, 1594 to September 8, 199%4. This will
be referred to as the September 1994 traffic survey.

This data wag subsequently used to compile a report by a local citizen group
called “Coasgtwacch*. The report is called "A Coastwatch Report®, dated March
14, 1996 (a copy of this report is available from Coastwatch).

The Ceoastwatch Report makes a number of recommendations on the management
strategies of the Pfeiffar Beach Day Use Area, and Sycamore Canyon Road.

The yweport appears to have a number of incensistencies, which may hamper the
logical flow of conclusions and recommendaticns.

Some of these inconsistencies will be discussed in the pages that follow.

The data cbtained in the September 1994 survey will be uged in this raport, but
we cannot be assured of the methodeliogy or the accuracy of the data. The data
was collected by a single individual who made his observations from the
midpoint between Bwy.l and Pfeiffer Beach.

12
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The second set of data was obtained from May 17, 1995 to May 18, 1896, and May
25, 19396 rto May 28, 1996.

This is referred to as the May 19296 traffic survey.

The May 1996 traffic survey was conducred with Ferest Service staff, as part of
the overall effort of the Analysis Team to conduct the transportation analysis.

The following dara was cbtained in the May 1996 traffic survey:

A. Two way visual traffic counts near Hwy.l, documenting types of wvehicles
{(autos, trucks, ete.}, and number of occupants for all westbound vehicles,
from 8:00 AM to 8:00 PM., on all days.

B. Two way visual traffic counts at the entry to the parking area at
Pfeiffaer Beach, documenting types of vehicles, number of occupants in all
wegthound vehicles, and length of stay for gach vehicle, from 8:00 AM to
8:00 PM, on all days.

C. Hourly vehicle count in the parking areas from 8:00 AM to 8:00 PM, on
all days.

D. Two way visual traffic counts at the midpoint between Hwy.l and Pfeiffer
Beach, documenting types of vehicles, and number of occupants in all
westbound vehicles, during the peak traffic periods on selected days.

The main objective at this station was to wake viaual observation and video
documentation of majoxr traffic conflicts.

Analysia of Traffic Data.

The traffic data obrained in both the September 1994 and the May 1886 txaffic
surveys, i1s summarized in exhibits "B" and "C", respactively.

Although it is somewhat incongistent to make direct comparisons between the two
traffic surveys, because the data collection stations are not the same, the
aggumption will be made that the numbers collected at the midpoint in the
Septemher 1994 survey, represent the entire traffic¢ on the road, and equate to
the minbers collected at the entry near Hwy.l, in the May 1996 survey.

The traffic data was ceollected and displayed in vehicles per hour in each
direction, because the hourly traffic flow on Sycamore Canyon Road is much moxe
eritical than the average daily traffic (ADT), which is the average 24-hour
volume for a given period of time. Because Sycamore Canyon Road is a single
lane road with turnouts, it ig very susceptible to peak hour traffic conflicts,
and the hourly traffic volume is much more meaningful.

13
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Utilizing the data obtained in the September 1994 and the May 1996 traffic
surveys, and by using the principle of extrapolation, the following
cbaervations are made:

A. On a yearly basis, with the current situation of totally unrestricted
access, a motorist traveling the Sycamore Canyon Road, can expect to
experience the conditions described in the following chart:

{1} {2] [3] {4} [s}

Service Level Peak VPH No., of Days P=ak Parking Egcimared ¥ of
{Days) {Westbound) Predicted Demand Time Per Year

A (Weekdays) 37 285 54 70%

B (Sundays & Hol.) 49 s2 ’ 43 14%

C (Satuzrdays) 58 45 76 14%

D (3-Day Weekends) »60* 9 154 2%

* Note: In the current situation, with totally unrestricted access, there are
only a few hours per day that the one way traffic exceeds 60 VPH (See Exhibits

“BY and *C").

{1} see Exhibit "D" for description of service levels.

[2] These figures were obtained from the September 19894 or the May 1996 traffic
surveys.

[3] See exhibit *E" for clarificatioen.

[4] These figures were obtained from the Seprember 1994 or the May 15%6 traffic
survays.

[5] Figures are rounded off. See exhibit *E¥,

Interpreting The Chart:

As a way of interpreting the chart, on weekdays, which equates to 255 days/year
or 70% of the time, a motorist can expect gervice level A" conditions most of
the time.

Ont Sundays and mid-week holidays, which account for 52 days/vear, or 14% of the
time, the moborist can expect service level #B" conditions for parxt of the day.

On Saturdays, 49 days/year or 14% of the time, the motorist can expect service
level “"C" conditions for part of the day. ‘

on 3-day weekends, i.e., Memorial Day, Independence Day, and Labor Day, the
wmotorist can expect service level *D* conditions for part of the day.

It iz recognized that on Sycamore canyon Road, it may be necessary to back up

te alleow an uncoming vehicle to pass, under any service level, if twe vehicles
happen to meet in those narrow parts of the road previously described.

14
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B. During the May 1996 traffic survey, we had one hour in excess of 120 VPH
{both directions)}, and several hours approaching 120 VPH. There were no
serious traffic conflic:ts observed. The chservations that were made in the
mosc constricted part of the road, at the midpoint, were that any traffic
conflict was resolved within a matter of a few seconds.

During the course of the May 1996 traffic survey, several potential
conflicts were observed at the mid-point. Some inveolwving small clusters of
vehicles meeting oncoming txaffic. This is considered a major ingredient in
the creation of a potential traffic jam or gridlock.

In all cases, the drivers resolved the conflicts expediently by utilizing
the small turnouts, waiting for oncoming traffic prior to entering the
narroew area, and in some cases, backing up to the nearest turnout to allow
oncoming traffic to pass.

In the seven days of the traffic survey, we were unable to capture any
video of major traffic conflicts, because, to our knowledge, they did not

occur.

There are alleged reports of severe traffic jams lasting several minutes,
o¢curring when the hourly volume was considerably less than 120 VPH.

In the Coastwatch report dated March 14, 1996, the following statement is
made to describe the traffic¢c situation at the midpoint of the xoad: "The
time length of jams can range from two to three minutes and more. The peak
time jam could be five to ten minutes, and occasionally fifteen to twenty
minutes."

We can only assume that the term "jam" impliaes the length of time that the
traffic congestion existed, and not time that opposing traffiec is not
moving pagt a given point.

The analysis in the Coastwatch Report appears to lead the xeadexr to
¢onclude that 45 VPE was the maximum acceptable traffic flow in the narrow
test section, when in fact, 92 VPH were cbserved going through during the
time that the most congestion, jamming, and gridlock was described by the
authoz.

It must be understood that by allowing two~way traffic on a single lane
road, gsome degree ©f conflict is anticipated.

In ctheory, these conflicts can be safely and quickly rasolved by utilizing
the available turnouts. As the traffic volume is allowed to get larger and
larger, turncouts should be placed closer and cloger, until, at some point,
the turnouts should be continuous, which produces a double lane road.

C. Safe carrying capacity - The issue of safe travel on Sycamore Canyon
Road has been raised.
The following aspects of safety deserve attention:

1. Accident rate ~ Accident frequency is a critical measure of highway

safety. Accident fregquency is a good indicator of serious problems on
a segment of road or highway.

15
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The Forest Serviee is not aware of any serious vehicular accidents on
Syramore Canyon Road since the Agency assumed responsibility in the
early 1870’s3. This is not to say that there haven’t been minor
encounters over the years, but if they did occur, they were not
reported te the Forest Service.

2. Emevgency vehicle response time - Emergency vehicle response %o the
beach or to a private residence, is a very serious concern.

On sunday, May 26, 1986, during the traffic survey, several test runs
of a small fire tanker from Hwy.l to the beach were conducted. The
test runs were conducted from 1:00 PM to 3:00 PM, which is the peak
erxaffic period.

The two directional traffig velumes during the runs were as follows:
At 1:00 PM = 57 VPH; at 2:00 PM = 112 VPH; at 3:00 PM = 122 VPH.

Each time, it took about 11 minutes to travel the length of the rcad,
without red lights and =siren.

It is speculated that the response time would be greater if the
emergency vehicle was a £ire truck, and the traffic velume was in
excess of 120 VPH.

It is also gpeculated that in the event of a true emergency, by using
ved lights and siren, and controlling access at the highway, an
emergency vehicle could still get through, because the siren would
resound for a long distance down canyon, and eastbound drivers would
tend to pull off in the turneouts and wait for the emergency vebicle to
pass.

To increase the probability of quick emergency vehicle rasponse, the
Forest Service should stipulate that the concessionaire receive
training on handling emergency situations, and have available at all
times, means of communicacion.

3. safe traffic flow - As discussed earlier, a single lape road is
intended for relatively low traffic volumes, and as the txaffic volume
increases, scme traffic conflict and congestion is fully expected.
This congested condition does not, in itself, wmake the road unsafe.

However, as the traffic volume approaches a certain number, the number
of conflicts increase, and safety can be jeopardized.

It is, therafore, dasirable to maincain the peak traffic levels below
a certain volume, Thiz can be accomplished by implementing one of the
management options outlined in Section I, ¢of this report.

It is recognized that totally unrestricted access on Sycamore Canyen
Road wirth its present confidquration, could zegult in an unacceptable
condition at certain peak use periods.

Basad on the traffic data that is available, and the professional
judgement of the Analysis Team, the maximum number of wvehiclea that
the road can reasonably accomodate is 150 VPH (doth directions).

This traffic volume is theoretically possible for a very shoret
duration, but should not be sustained for extended periods of time.

16
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Datermination of Capacity of The Parking Facility.

. 2. Relationship between traffic volume and parking demand

There iz & direscr correlation betwsen traffic volume on the road, and
parking demand, as expected. There is alsc a correlation between the
weather conditions at the beach and the parking demand; visicors tend to
stay longer when it’s sunny and relatively warm and the wind is calm, and
stay less when the weather is unpleassant or vacomfortable. fince the
waather condivions at Pfeiffer Beach can be drastically different even on
the same day, it is very difficulr to make any predictions akout the length
of stay of any given day, with any dagres of accuracy.

During the May 1996 traffic survey, the weather was probably typical in
terms of the mixture of foggy, overcast in the morning and sunny and
pleasant in the afternoon, and windy in late afternoon.

The observation made was that the extremes were between 3 minutesz and 4
hours. The median length of stay was 30 to 60 minutes.

B. Parking demand on yearly basis

The parking demand data that was collected in the May 1996 and the
September 1994 traffic surveys (8ee exhibits "P* and "F-1"), indicates that
the peak parking demand during the weekdays and even on a normal Sunday, is
lgss than 60. The data also shows that the peak parking demand on a normal
saturday and on at least two days of 3-day weekends, is over 60,

Asguming that this holds true for the entire year, the parking demand is
less than 60 spaces for about 307 days per yeaxr, and more than §0 spaces
for about 58 days per year (refer to exhibits "E®, "F", and "F-1").

A regression analysis was done using the peak westbound hourly flow for the
independent variable, and the peak parking demand for the same days, as the
dependent variable.

This graph {(exhibit "G*), illustratves that for a peak hourly flow of &0
VPH, which equates to traffic service level C, the parking demand is about
90 spaces.

This graph is also useful in determining that the capacity of the parking
facility is the limiting factor, not the capacity of the road. The road
carrying capacity is greater than the capacity of the parking facility.

This is demonstrated by the fact that on Sunday, Seprember 4, 1954, a near
50 VPH rate was maintained for at least 3 consecutive hours, indicating
that there was no backlash effect operating. Had that been the case, the
hourly counts would have diminished considerably. The vehicle counr in the
parking faeility exceeded the capacity several times over.

® v
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Findings and Conclusions.

A. Management Qptions for Sycamore Canyon Road,
FINDINGS:

Los Padres National Forest has determined that the Pfeitfer Beach Day Use Area represents a
major racraation faciiity on the Big Sur Coast, and intends to keep it open to the public
Indefinitaly.

The Sycamore Canyon Road is the only public access road to Pleifter Beach, as well as the only
access for about 40 developed residential parcels, and about 20 undeveloped.

Currently, themlsunmmictadaccessmé%ymmoreCmnRoadfcrbothragiMand
visitors, except that motorhomes and trailers are not adviced.

The road appears to handle the traffic demand most of the time, but there are about 50 days
per year where the peak demand exceeds the prudent capacity of the road.
This number may get larger in the next 20 years,

The analysis team determined that the current situation is not acceptable, and developed five
options to deal with the traffic situation,
These options were rated against a set of evaluation criteria.

CONCLUSIONS:

The Analysis Team recommends that one of the management options described in Section |, .
is implemented prior to, or concurrent with, the rehabilitation project.

B. Road Carrying Capacily. s
FINDINGS:

The available vaffic data indicates that under the current situation of unvestricted access, the
traffic service level on Sycamore Canyon Road is as follows:

Service level A = 70% (255 days)

Service level B = 14% (52 days)

Service levei C = 14% (49 days)

Setvics level D = 2% (8 days)

There is no history of vehicular accidents on Sycamora Caryon Roadl. There hias never been
a documemed report of a setious traflic accidernt since the Forest Service assumed road
maintenance responsibillty in 1972,

it is believed that by using appropriate emergency response procedures, including making
provisions for traffic 1o be blocked at the Pleiffer Beach parking area during an inciden, an
emergency vehicle could travel from Hwy.1 to Pleiffer Beach in about 11 minutes, even on peak
traffic days.
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It has been determined that the Sycamore Canyon Road could accomodate a peak load of 150
VPH (both directions), with varying degress of congestion and delays. This traffic volume should
not be sustained.

CONCLUSIONS:

In order 10 remain within the acceptable traffic service level range, the peak allowable capacity
should not exceed 120 VPH (both directions).

However, the Analysis Team recommends that service level "A” should become the goal in order
1o maintain a quality exparience level while driving from Mwy.1 to Pfeiffer Beach, and to facilitate
multiple modes of trave!, such as hiking and biking.

To meet this goal, the maximum allowable traffic fiow should be no more than 40 VPH (West-
bound), or 80 VPH (both directions).

C. Capacity of Parking Facility.

FINDINGS:

There is a direct correlation between parking demand and traffic volurne on the Sycamors
Canyon Road.

The traffic surveys indicate that the peak parking demand on weskdays and even on typical
Sundays is less than 60 spaces. This accounts for about 307 days or 75% of the time. On the
remaining 58 days, or about 25% of the time, the peak demand has been observed to be in
excess of 154 spaces. This condition only exists a féw hours per day on the peak days.

A regression plot of peak hourly flaw vs paak hourly parking demand, indicates that at 60 VPH,
the parking demand is 90 spaces.

This analysis indicates that the capacity of the parking facillty is the limiting factor, and not the
capacity of the road.

Based on the regression analysis and the parking demand data obtained during the traffic
surveys, the capacity of the parking facility should be between 60 and 87 spaces. The latest
design proposal determined that the maximum number of parking spaces possible in the
available area, is 87 spaces.

A 80 space parking facillty appears to be adequate for all weekdays, sundays and midweek
holidays, which account for 307 days per yaar, or appraximately 75% of the time.
On the remaining 58 days, the peak demand will exceed 60 parking spaces.,

CONCLUSIONS:

Based on the empirical data that is available, the Analysis Team recommends that the capacity
of the parking faciiity is between 45 and 87 spaces, with an adequate number of toilets to
accomaodate the median use level,

The lowest level of development (45 parking spaces) would assura that the driving experience
from Hwy.1 to Pleiffer Beach, becomes part of the recreation experience, and make the road
more inviting to hiking and biking use.
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EXRIBIT "E"

Breakdown of typical year:

MID-WERK
MONTH NEEXDAYS SAT. SUN. HOLIDAYS
January {31) ' 22 4 4 i
Februaxy {(28) 20 4 4-
March (31) 21 5 5
April (30) 22 4 4
May (20) ' 22 3 3
Jgune {30} 20 8 5
July (31) 22 3 3
August (31} 22 5 4
Septembeyr {30) 20 3 4
Octoper {31) 23 4 4
November (30) 20 | L] 4 1
Decembexr (31) 21 4 5 1
Totals: 255 49 49 3
¥ of Year 70% 14% 14%
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®
SYCAMORE CANYON ROAD
TRAFFIC SURVEY EXHIBIT "F"
PARKING DEMAND
PRl | _SAT | SUN | SAT | SUN | MON I TUe
HOUR | 517 /18 R 5/25 | 5/26 5127 5728
0800 4 0 2 1 ) 3 0
0900 2 2 3 6 10 4 1
1000 3 8 ® -8 13 1 2
1100 5 15 43+ 10 23 8 é
1200 7 41 30 30 55 30 17
1300 8 57 36 47 85 39 26
1400 10 89 38 & 115 53 19
1500 21 88 30 108 110 53 17
1600 30 6 27 104 88 42 13
. 1700 24 7] 21 68 75 28 8
1800 7 37 16 52 39 13 2
1900 4 25 ] 30 18 8 -
2000 2 19 5 18 11 - .
TOTALS || 125 430 225 562 649 282 111
* -WEDDING PARTY
~-PEAK PARKING DEMAND
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EXHIBIT "g"

SYCAMORE CYN. RD./PFEIFFER BEACH

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TRAFFIC FLOW
AND PARKING DEMAND
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Appendix "Av,

Relationship between max. PAOT peak parking demand and peak traffic wvolume.

The following relationship must be in balance:

() (2) {3)
300 PAOT ~rwece-- > 90 Parking Spaces -------- > 150 VPE (both directions)

(1) It was determined that the recraation facility, i.e., Pfeiffer Beach, has
the capacity to support a maximum of 300 persons at one time (PAOT), without
excessively impacting the resources that exist at the site.

This number dictates the maximum size of the parking area.

{2) Assuming 2.5 people per car,
90 cazrs X 2.5 perscns per car = 225 persons at one time (PRAOT).
228 PAOT < 300 allowable PAOT.

{3) It is theoretically possible to move 150 vehicles per hour on a road like
Sycamore Canyon Road, with varying degrees of congestion and possible delays.

The traffic on $ycamore Canyon Road consists of resident traffic and visitor
traffic.

There are an estimated 40 homes that depend on Sycamore Canyopn Road as their
primary access.

Assume that 1/2 of 50 spaces are to be f£filled, and assume 1 trip foxr 1/2 the
residents in any given peak hour.

45 VPH (visitors) + 20 VPH (regidents) = 65 VPH (total vehicles per peak hour)
65 VPH (westbound) = 130 VPHE (both directions) <« 150 VPH (both directions)

Assuming that during the peak periods, westbound traffic would be merered a
maximum of 1 vehicle for every 30 sac. This would allow a maximum of 120 VPH to
enter.

@ 30 sec. intervals and @ 15 MPH, westbound vehicles would be separated by
approximately 600 feet, which would allow sufficient manuevering space £or two
way traffic.

28
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Appendix “C"

Mades of Travel for Sycamore Canyon Road
Highway 1 10 Pleiifer Beach

ideas brainstormea at meeting on January 16, 1986 at Conference Room, Muiti-Agency Facility, Big Sur,
Calfornia.

3 improve road to beach 16 county standards

. Vehicle access with a sign at Highway 1 indicating Full or Vacancy,
. Sigr/Fully automated using a token, i.s. airport parking.

. Token purchased at MAF

- Host staffed gate

* Shuttie using tumout at Highway 1 as terminal

. Car pool only (diamond lane)

- Virtual reaiity technology available at MAF instead of traveling road

. . Vehicie size restrictiens
. ® When parking iot full, allow onty 1 vehicle at a time to enter as 1 vehicie leaves
f - Improve number an¢ quality of umouts
. Restrict parking to designated parking areas
- No parking aiong read
e  More patrolfenforcement of illegal parking

* Restrict auto access during high fire danger/peak hazard periods, or when emergency vehicle
access/travel time exceeds 15 minute response.

- No change

- No change and residents use Clear Ridge Read
. Using fees to requiate volume of use

- Using keys ta requiate volume of use

. Use by raservation

] Watk-in/Blke use only

. . Waik-in/Bike plus residens and persons with disabilities
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Appendix "C"

L] Walk-in/Bike pius residerts,persons with disabilittes and shuttle

. Road with parailel hiking path

e  Parking lot near Highway 1

. Vehicle access but one way at 3 tme, La. Emer on hour, axit on 1/2 hour.
e  Signal Light

. Under pass at Mighway 1

» Undar pass at Highway 1, need t0 expand parking at MAF

. Off site-ticket sales for shuitte

. Hotels/Lodge/Motels/Campgrounds provids shuttie for their guests

- Several shuttie staps, i.8. Campgrounds, River Inn, Post Ranch, ete,

- Shuntte Onily

) At certzin times or day or on csriain days of the week, close to auto access,
L Shuttle during times when auto access is restricted

- Blke remal/bike surey rentais

e  Staffing at parking lot

e  DPR emplayes at Highway 1 waving people on, when fuil

] Valunteers to staff road at heavy uss times

32
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< Appendix "C"

|

AUTO USE
. No Change
. No parking along road
- More patrol/enforcement of llegal parking
. Restrict parking to designated areas
. Car pooling only (diarnond lane)
i * Vehicle access with 2 sign ar Highway 1 indicating when full or vacancy
g ¢ When parking iot is full, aliow only 1 vehicle & a time to enter, as 1 vehicle leaves.

. Staffing at parking lot
* A host at staffed gate
* Sign and fully automated system using tokens, Le, airport parking
- Tokens purchaesed at MAF
. Improve road 10 county standards
. ] improve number and guality of turmouts

. Vehicis access to one way at a time, i.e. enter on the hour, exit on 1/2 hour.
» Signal light
L] Vanhicle size resviction
. Use fees to regulate volume of use

* Use keys to regulate volume of use
. Use by reservation
1] DPR employee at Highway 1, waving pecple on when full
. Volunteers to staff road at heavy use times



US FOREST SERVICE

PAGE 4B L

=

18/16/1997 15:33 4083850628

Appendi x nc

NON-ALTO

. Vinual reality technalogy available at MAF instead of travaling road
. Wali-ir/Bike use only

. Underpmssatbﬁghwzy1

° UnderpassatHiglmayi,needtoexpandpaﬂdngarMAF

*  Bike remalioke surrey rentais ;

34
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Appendix “Cv

SHUTTLE

. Shuttle only

. Shuttle using tumout at Highway 1 as terminal

» Off site-ticket sales for shuttle

- Hatels/Moteis/Campground/Lodge provide shuttie for their guest

. Several shuttie stops, l.e. campgounds, River Inn, Post Ranch, etc,

35
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Appendix "C*

OTHER IDEAS/COMBINATION OF IDEAS

s A cerain times of day or on csnain days of the week ¢lose 1o auto access
] Shuttie during times when aume access is restricrad

. Parking lot near Highway 1

. Road with parafiel hiking path

. Restrict auto access during high fire danger/peak hazard periods, or when emérgancy vehicle
access/travel time excesds 15 minute response ‘

. No change and residents encouraged to use Clear Ricdge Roacd
. Walk-in/Bike access plus residents and persons with disabilities
. Walk-in/Bike access plus residents, persons with. disabilities, and shuttle.
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FISHANDWILDLIFE SERVICE :
Lo VcnmraF'uhandW'Idllﬁsomce 5
_ 2493 Portola Road, Suite B ST
V“'nn?:,@xfomxal 93003 |G e

EXHIBITNO. T~

-/

velte [ARHCEONIO | Septembeis, 1997

‘). DAL

A

. JeanineDerbyu- i ? ,.’ (_Q California Coastal Commission

Forest Supervisor: o
Los Padres National F orest i
6144 Calle Real

Goleta, Cahforma 93 T 17

VSubJect. - Pfelﬂ'erBeach Rehablhtatlon ProJect, Monterey County, Ca.hforma. :
DmMs Derby

. T.th S. Fish and. Wildlife Service (Serv1ce) has reviewed your request.for concurrence:that the-
biological opinion issued for the Pféiffér Beach Rehabilitation Project (1-8-95-F-33) in:-Monterey
County; California is still valid with recent modifications to the scope of the project. The:Forest.
Service has scaled down the level of modification of the existing project site-which will result.in..
less irpact upon riparian habitat.and increased protection of riparian and aquatic.areas. The-
project: modification will also result in-added rehabilitation of parking sites using native plants:.

The biological opinion analyzed the effects of the proposed project on the federally endangered
Smith’s blue butterfly (Euphilotes enoptes smithi). The California red-legged frog (Rana aurora
draytonii), currently listed as a threatened.species, was proposed for listing at ﬂxe time the
biological opinion was issued..

The Service has reviewed the environmental assessment for the Pf¢iffer Beach Day Use:
Rehabilitation Project; dated June 1997, and concurs that the terms and conditions of the existiné'
biological opinion are still valid for the amended proposal. We also concur that:the proposed.
action would not adversely affect the California red-legged frog and. further-consultation pursuant:
to section. 7 of the Endangered Species Act-of 1973, as:amended, is'not necessary. If the Forest
Service discovers new information that reveals effects of the proposed action that may adversely
affect the California red-legged frog, formal consultation should be reinitiated at that time.

The Service appreciates your efforts to develop a programmatic management plan, putsuant to
conservation recommendation number two, addressing the effects of ongoing land uses within
. the Los Padres National Forest which may pose the potential to affect host buckwheat plants
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usod by thc Smith’s blue butterfly. We Iook forward to rcvxewmg the programmatic
management plan and coordinating firther on this proposal. If you have a.ny questions, please
contact David Pereksta of my staff at (805) 644-1766..

Sincerely,

xaneK. Noda: Ty
eMSupmisor




