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DESCRIPTION: 

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

Reconstruction of existing parking lots, construction of 
restroom, boardwalk, entrance kiosk and tum 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 tum-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. 

• 

• 
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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 tum 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 Pro.:ram. 

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. 

VI. 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 acijacent 
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/or the collection of litter . 

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

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

Section 30221 of the Coastal Act provides that: 

Ocean front/and suitable for recreational use shall be protected for 
recreational use and development unless present andforeseeablefuture 
demandfor 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/and 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 transit 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 to 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, tum 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 lot in 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 US. 
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 ofthe 
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: 

• Road is at Service Level A (ideal traffic movement) 70% of the time (255 days) 

• Road is at Service Level B 14% of the time (52 days) 

• Road is at Service Level C 14% of the time (49 days) 

• 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 ~~"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. 1 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 (I 00 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 Cany,on. 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 tum 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 of85 
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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that: 
C. Habitat Resources. Section 30240 of the Coastal Act provides 

(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. 

(b) Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade 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 ofthe butterfly and to revegetate disturbed areas 
with native species including seacliffbuckwheat, 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 Beachfacilities, as 
proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of Smith's 
blue butterfly. (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 ofthe CCMP . 
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Forest 
service 

Mr. Peter Douglas 
Executive Director 
CalifOrnia Coastal Comml8Sion 
4S Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

US FOREST SERVICE PAGE 02 

Los Padres 
National Forest 

Monterey Ranger District 
406 So. Mildred Ave. 
KJng City, CA 93930 
TEL (408) 38&-5434 
FAX (408) 385-0628 
TDD (408) 385-1189 

Reply to: 2300, Pfeiffer Beach 

Date: October, 16, 1997 

This letter addresses the Forest Service's proposed Pfeiffer Beach Day Use Area Rehabilitatton Project. I 
f881 It Ia imponant to clarify 88\ler'8l issues with the California Coastal Oommlasion (CCC) regarding the 
proposed project prior to the Public Heating and Consistency Determination sohacluled in November. 
1997, As this will be the third time the Forest S&r~ice has come before the ceo on tnls matter, It Is 
imperative that the Commissioners have a solid understanding of this project and the associated public 
benefits. 

I!Kitllng Uae • Sycamore Cenyon RDfffl Carrying capacity 

" 

• 

At the request of the Big Sur Multi-Agency Council and the CCC, the Forest Service prepared a Sycamcn • 
Canyon Road Transportation Analysis (1996). See enclosad copy of Sycamore Canyon Road Transporta-
tion Analysis. The analysis tNm included a Forest ServiCe Engineer and Recreation Planner, a California 
Coaatal Commission Planner, a Caftrans Trame Engineer, a Monterey OOI.IJ'lly Traffio Engineer, a California 
Department of ParkS and Recreation Ecologist, and a resident member of the Multi-Agency Ar:Msory 
COunciL Key findings and conciLISionS trom the analysis oan be summariZed as follows: 

1. The existing traffic Service Level on Sycamore Canyon Roaclla as follows: 
Service Level A (approximately 80 VPH both directions) .. 70')6 of the time or 255 ~r 
Service Level B (appi"'Jdnu.lely 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 drlfS/yr 
Service Level D (approximately 140 VPH both directions) • 2% ot 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 120VPH bOlh directions (SetVice LWei 0) , AllhOUgh the analysis recommendS 
ServiCe Level A (80 VPH bOth dlracllons), I have selected SeMoe Level B (100 VPH both dlreodons) 
because it proWJes adequate publictranlpol'tatlon safety, maintains the recreational route experienoe and 
accommodates aoceptable levels of public coastal aocess approximately 307 drlfS per year. 

3. The analysis reports that Sycamore Canyon Road can theOretically accommodate 150 VPH both 
directions (East and West, 7S vehicles each dtrection) With varying degrees of congestion and delay. There 
Is no history or documentation of a senous traffiC accidents aince the Forest Service assumed road 
maintenance responslbt11tles In 1972. The analysis alsO points out that necessary emergency response 
procedures can be accommodated even during peak traffic days. 

EXHIBIT NO. 3 

df: California Coaatal Co ' 

• 
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Douglas, Peter Page 2, October 16, 1997 

P8DUA Parldng capacity 

1. Traffic 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 dtqstyr, 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 tttat at 60 VPH (westbOund traffic, one way) ttte parking demand is 90 spaces. This 
indicates that the capacity of the parking facility 18 the limiting factor, not the capacity of the toad. 

3. Based on the analysis, PBOUA should accommodate between 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 dayslyr, or approximately 75% of the time. On the remaining 58 days, the peak demand wiU 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 driVfng. hiking and biking experience is maintained. 

Pro#)O*ed ProJect: 

PBDUA RehabiUtatlon. As desctibed in PBDUA EA (1997). I would like to clarify and emphasize the 
follo\VIng 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 pef'SOnl/vehlcte representing approximately 
217 PAOTS.) However, recant Forest Service research tor PBOUA indicates 3.0 persons/vehicle. Based on 
this new information and the need to scale down PBDUA rehabUitation efforts to mitigate forest resource 
Impacts and public concerns. the proposed project provides the Forest Sel'liee with an opportunity to 
provide a quality PBOUA recreation facility, while sustaining forest resources and promoting safe and 
reasonable access to Pfeiffer Beach. 

2. The canying capacity of Pfeiffer Beach is 215 PAOTS (FS, 1988) at peak use. Using 3 people per vehicle 
this equates to about 65 parking spaces supporting 195 PA01S (3 x 65 - 195 PAOTS). This supports FS 
management objectives (sustalnebility of ecosystem health) tor Pfeiffer Beech and the recommendations 
of the the transportation analysis team. 

Sycamore Canyon Road Tr1118portatlon Management Plad • Modlfted Option D 

1. RehabiUtadon of the PBDUA prc:Mdes a peak parking capacity of es 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. Trensportallon Managemert Plan - Option D. Option 0 was the highest rated transportation manage­
ment plan considered by the analysis team. Option 0 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 
for allowing emergency vehiCle access, and high for accommodating maximum numbem of persons at one 
time. 

a. Based on public input responding to the PBOUA Environmental Assessment (1997}, 1 modified the 
preferred Transportation Management Plan· Option D to more accurately reflect public comments and new 
information. Specifically, the modifications to Option Dare as follows; 

F~(4/88) 
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Douglas, Peter Page 3, October 16, 1997 

a. Option D would be modified to go directly to Stage 2. Stage 1 remains as originally Intended (manually 
operated sign) but Dy·pass&s the visitor honor system by having an attendant to enforce the sign on 
Sycamore Canyon Road (approximately 150 yards from the Highway 1 intersection} as the PDDUA parking 
capacity is reached. 

b. A tum-around lane is constructed at the second turnout just below HighWay 1. This represents a 
significant modification to Option 0 by incorporating the turn-around lane component of Option E. See 
enclosed Sycamore Canyon Road Tum-around Lane Conceptual. Forest Service would reconstruct exist­
ing turnout into a turnaround lane to facilitate 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 activaJy working with the locaJ 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-ot-way for this aspect of the project 

c. Forest Service would Implement PBDUA RehabUitation and Sycamore Canyon Road Transportation Plan 
{modified Option D) into phaees. Phase 1 consists of Implementing all aspects of modified OptiOn D, prior 
to commencing with PBOUA rehabilitation activities. This 'Will allow traffic management to be In place before 
PBDUA Is closed for re-construction. Phase 2 consists of rehabilitating the existing PBDUA facility. 

1l'le transportation management control plan addressed under modified Option D would be implemented 
prior to the rCH:Onstructlon of PBDUA when the facility will be closed to pubHc access. At that time the Forest 

• 

Service would start monitoring modified Option D to see how effective It Is tor control&ng traffic congestion • 
along Sycamore canyon Road. After PBDUA rehabilitation, transportation management would begin when 
the 65 space parking capacity is reached (which corresponc:la to Service Level 8). Slgnage, attendant and 
turnaround lane will preclude the traffiO volume on Sycamore Canyon Road to exceed Service Level B. 
Monitoring of Option o would be on-going. Modifications, as necessary, would be incorporated to mitigate 
traffic congestion. 

Since the August13 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 facilitated 
by Comnissloner Dave Potter 8J1d was very productive from the standpoint of identifying and discussing 
the property owners specific issues and concerns with the proposal. A aecond 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 sa.mmary, the Forest Service teals that the proposed project provldaa a quality recreational experience, 
while maintaining adequate and safe public access for both lOcal residents and forest visitors. I bellave 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 Plan. I believe we have, in good faith, 
worked With the CCC and locaf Sycamore Canyon Road residents to develop a project that wiN be 
successful. To not rehabilitate PBDUA concurrent with the traffic management plan as proposed would 
perpetuate the unacceptable existing conditions, and would not be in the public interest. I look forward 
to the November CCC meeting, and a Consistency Determination vote on the proposed project. 

Sincerely, ;:1 
-:?~~~ 
BRUCE EMMENS 
District Ranger 

Caring for the lAnd mel s.rvtng PMple 
FS-6200-28b(4JB8) • 
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E.xecuttve Summary 

Thls report Is comprised of two matn componems: 

A. Section I - Development of options to manage the Sycamore Canyon Road. 

B. Section II - Traffic analysis for the Sycamore Canyon Road. 

A. Development ot optiom to mlltJtlge the Sycamont Canyan Road. 

l.oS Padres national Forest has derermined that the Pfailfer Beech Day Use Area represents a major 
recreation facility on the Big Sur Coast, and lntend9-to keep It open to the public indefinitely. Futther· 
more, the Ager'lf:;f has determined that the support faciRty is due for nthabilltatlon. 
The rehabilitation effort shoUld be Implemented to protect the Visual and physical resources, While 
making the facility suitable for pubRc use. 
The rehabilitation effort ia not intended to increase use or the site from it's current level. The facilities 
should be constructed for a 2()..year life, 

The Sycamore canyon Aoad; which iS the only access to Pfeiffer Beach, has beeome the subject of 
great concem, becauSe of the peak traffic demands WhiCh occur periodically. 

A multi-agency task toroe was created 10 develop ideas on tne management of the Sycamore Canyon 
Road The team developed the following management options: 

Option •A• - Convert Sycamore canyon Road tQ hike/bike trail for visitors. 

Option •a• - Discourage uee of private vehlcleJEncourage use of shuttle. 

Option •c• . Improve Sycamore Canyon Road to County standard, and encourage 
Countytomalntainit. 

Option -o• -Minimum intervention/Two stage system. 

Option •e• - Install fiJIIy automated controls. 

These options were rated using evaluation oriterla devetoped by the team •. and scored, using the 
non-nume~ system of low, medium and high. · 

The option with the most numbet of •high' a• and the IMst number of "tows• was option •o•, Minimum 
Intervention/Two stage system. 

The analysis team determined that the current situation of lOt8Uy unrestricted access on Sycamore 
Canyon Road is unacceptable, and recommendS that one Of the options is Implemented prior to, or 
concurrent with. the rehabilitation project. 

iii 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

10/16/1997 15:33 4083850628 US FOREST SERVICE PAGE B5 

B. Traffic analyslc lor Sycamore Canyon Road. 

a. Road Carrying Capacity. 

Using the available traffic data. the Analysis Team developed the road carrying capacity tor 
Sycamore Canyon Road. 
With no access restrictions. the traffic situation on the Sycamore Canyon Road is currently 
cnaracterized as follows: 

Service level A ""' 70% (255 days) 
Service level B -= 14% (52 days) 
Service level C"" 14% {49 days) 
Service level D ""' 2% (9 days) 

It was determined that the Sycamore Canyon Road could accomodate a peak load of 150 VPH 
(both directions), with lJatYing degrees of congestion and delays. 
However, the Analysis Team recommends that service levei"A" should become the goal in order 
to maintain a quatity experience level while driving from Hwy.1 to Pfeiffer Beach. and to facUitate 
multiple modes ot trave~ such as hiking and biking. 

b. Capacity of parking facility 

The available traffic data indicates that the peak parking demand on weekdays and even 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 time, the peak parking demand has 
been observed tO be in excess of 154. This level of peak demand usually lasts a few hours on 
peak use days. 

The regressiOn analysis indicates that the parking facUlty can be as much as 90 spaces, while 
allowing a peak of 60 VPH (westbound direction). 

This Indicates that the parking facility is the limiting factor, and not the capacity ot tne road. tt 
has been determined that an 87 space parking tadllty is the maximum available space. 

&!sed on the regression analysis and the parking demand data obtained during the traffic 
surveys, the capacity of the parking facility should be between 45 and 87 spaces, with an 
adequate number of toilets to accomodate the medlan use level. •· 
The lOwest level or development (45 parking spaces), woUld assure that the driving experience 
from Hwy.1 to Pfeiffer Beach, becomes part of the recreation experience, and make the road 
more inviting to hiking and biking use. 

iii i 
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Baoll:g.round. 

ThQ Pfeiffer Beach Day U&e Area rehabilitation project was proposed by the U.S. 
Fo~est service in 1995. Tbe project proposal was developed with the oversight 
of a steering committee, compose4 of key staff and line officers of the Los 
Padres National Forest. 
The project proposal consiste~ of improvements to the Pfeiffer Beach support 
facility, but excluded consideration to the traffic situation on the Sycamore 
Canyon Road. 
The local public articulated conce%na regarding the traffic issue during 
seeping and during the public review process. The decision notice was 
subsequently formally appealed, and withr:lrawn by the Forest Service. 

The decision to aasemble an ad hoc team composed of representatives from the 
Big Sur multi-agency council meml:le:r:ship, was made as a result of strong 
opposition of the Pfeiffer Beach Rehabilitation project by the local publi~. 
The Forese Service agreed to withdraw the decision notice, and conduct a 
transportation analysis to develop an array of managem~t optio~ for the 
Sycamore Canyon Road. This decision was readhed following the coastal 
Commission vote to object to the Forest Servi~e consistency statement for the 
project. 
~ the process of developing the management opeiona for the sycamore Canyon 
Road, it became clear that it would be very helpful to obtain some traffic data 
on which to base the level of development at Pfeiffer Beach. 
It was discovered that there was some traffic data available. This data was 
collecead by a local resident in Sepember 1994. The team decided to conduct 
additional traffic surveys. Section II of this report was prepared by using all 
of the available traffic data. 

Objective• For The ~yais Te.a. 

The objectives for the analysis t&Alll were as follows: 

1. Develop management options for moving people from Hwy.l to Pfeiffer 
Beach, including assessment of the pros and cons of each, such as, 
politics, feasibility, cost, implementation timeframes, maximum number of 
persons at one time (PACT}, l~l of development, service vehicle access, 
emergency vehicle a~ceas, resi~ent access, potential for growth, 
concessionaire acceptance, etc. 

2. Develop t.h~ most feasible options eo implementat;Lon detail.·. 

3. Develop evaluation criteria. 

4. Evaluate each of the management optiOP$. 

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. 

i. Determine the parking demand fer the Pfe~ffer Beach Day Use Area. 

1 
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The analysis team was composee of the following: 

Tony Varia, Civil Engineer 
u.s. Forest service 
406 South Mildred Ave. 
King City, ca. 93930 
406-lEJ.$-5434 

Mar~ha Amundsen, Recreation Planner 
o.s. Forest Service 
406 South Mildred Ave. 
Kin~ City, ca. 93930 
408-385-5434 

Lee Otter, ~lanner 
Ca1ifornia Coastal Commission 
725 Front St., Suite 300 
Santa cruz, Ca. 95060 
408-427-4963 

Nevin Sams, Traffic Engineer 
cal trans 
P.O. Box 8114 
san Luis Obispo, ca. 93403 
805-54:!:1·30~7 

Ken Gray, Ecologist 
cali~. Dept. of Parks And Recreation 
22.1.1 Garden R.oad. 
Monterey, Ca. 93940 
408-64.9-2862 

George Divine, Senior Traffic Engineer 
Monterey County Dept. of PUblic Works 
::n.a East Ali.sal 
Salinas, Ca. 93901 
40S-755·4937 

Barbara Woyt•, Resident Member of The MUlti-A~eney Advisory council 
P.O. Box ~20 
Big Sur, Ca. 93920 
408-66'7-2309 

* Barbara Woyt became a member o~ the team after the first meeting . 

2 
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The following process was used by the analysis team to conduct the a.~alysis: 

A. Oefine objectives for the group. 
-Give background on the project proposal and primary o~jections by 
the public. 
-Discuss the Sycamore Canyon Road accesa situation. 
-Display proposed timeline desired by the steering committee. 
-Develop and agr~e on a process for the analysis. 

B. Generaee alternatives to transport people from Bwy.~ to Pfeiffer Beach, 
givin9 proper consideration to the visitor/re•idant mix. 

c. Allow each team member to select their favorite management option. and 
develop it to implementation detail. 

n. Develop evaluation criteria. 

E. Evaluate each management option devel~d by the team members, on a 
relative seale. 

F. Conduct a representative traffic survey on Sycamore Canyon Road to 
determinethe use pattern at Pfeiffer aeach oay Ose Area. 

G. SUbmit result& of the analysis to the Forest Steering Committee in 
repore form. 

PAGE 88 

The following opeions to manege the syeamora canyon Aoad vere developed by ~e 
analysis team, using the process described above. 
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Option ~A". 
Con~art Sycamore Canyon road to hika/bike trail for visitors . 

Description of system: 

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

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

PAGE 09 

B. Recreational visitors would only be allowed to enter Sycamore Canyon road on 
foo~ or on a bicycle. 
They would anter the trail system at Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park, the nis Sur 
Station, and at ventana Inn. They would be allowed to park at these various 
trail head facilities. 

c. Persons with disabilities would be allowed to drive to the beach. 

Facilities ueaded: 

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 
side of Hwy. ~. to point accross from Sycamore canyon ~oad (1 mile). Also, 
constructing a trail from Ventata Inn to the same point (1 mile) . 
Then constructing an underpass under Hwy.l to allow hikers ~d bikers Qafely 
unoer the highway on to sycamore canyon Road. 
The sycamore Canyon Roa~ would be turned into a trail tor visitors, and remain 
a motor vehicle access road for tbe residents, their guests and commercial 
traffic servins the residents. 

B. Install a gate at highway 1 that would allow free resident access, but 
restrict all other traffic. 
Construct a pedestrian and bicycle bypass around the gate. 

C. The parking area at tbe beach would accomodate a few vehieles, and bicycles. 
The toilets and the trail improvements to the beaeh would be constructed. 

**Estimated ~ost of improvements for acoeaa (less cost of project); 

A. construct 4 miles of trail, 
20000 LF ® $10 e $ 200,000 

B. Construct underpass at Hwy.l = $ 400,000 
c. Construct automated gate and signs at Bwy.l $ ~2S,OOO 
D. Misc. equipment and supplies • $ 25,000 

~~--------
Total Estimated Cost of Improvements ~ $ 750,000 

** See pagA 9 . 

4 
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Option •s•. 
Discourage use of private vehicle/Encourage use of shuttle. 

This option consists of controlling access to Sycamore Canyon ~oad by staffin~ 
it on Bwy.l and at the entry to the parking area. The person •t the parking 
area would he in contact with the person at the highway eo determine how many 
vehicles would be allowed on the rca~. An entry fee woul~ ~e collected at the 
highway. 

A shu'C.tle bus would be use4 at peak periods. This option would explore the 
possi~ility of encouraging local businesses to conduct the shuttle operation as 
part of a service package to their guests and other visitors. A shuttle service 
could be operated by anyone of a number of entities to provide a public service 
in conjunction with their buainess, or for a profit. 

The focus of this op~ion is co try to discourage unplanned and excessive 
vehicle use of Sycamore canyon Roa~ by providing alternative mo~es of access, 
an~ to charge a :fee to ~ive to the beach. 

Pa~ilitiea naeaed1 

A. Provide sta~f (ccncassionnaire) to control acces• on Sycamore Canyon aoad. 
Equip staff with reliable two-way radio. 

B. Inscall gate and ::sign on Hwy.l. S:l.gn would be automate~ to info:rm the using 
public when parking area iA full and advice thae the road is temporarily 
closed. 

c. Construct parking area ooceptually as currently propos~. to acoomodate the 
design PAOT. 

A. Install two gates and automated sign. 
B. Misc. equipment and supplie~ 

Total Estimated Cost of Improvements 

c. Operating cos~; 
2 personne~ for ~SO days/year 
Vehicles and equipment 

Total Yearly Operating Cost 

** See page 9. 

- $ 50,000 
.. $ 25,000 

= $ 75,000 
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'"' $ 20,000 
.. $ 20,000 

.. $ 40,000 
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Option MC" • 
~mp~cve Sycamore Canyon road to County standard, and encoura~e County to 
maintain (follo~ L~ direction). 

Descript~on of ayatem: 
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This option would call for improving the Sycamore Canyon Road to meet ~he 
requirements on the Monterey County Dept. of Public Works (see appendix "2 11 ), 

and to aneourage Monterey County to aecep~ the road as a fully dedicated county 
road, and maintain it as such. 
The required width for a rural sidehill cul-de-sac road, serving more than 5 
acres, is 20 feet overall, according to Monterey CQUnty. 
As a dedicated county road, Sycamore canyon Road would be treated as any oehar 
county road, and provide unrestricted access to residents and visitors alike. 

•aeilitiaa needed: 

Improving sycamore Canyon Road to Monterey county standard will require the 
following: 

1. Widen the road to a minimum of 20 feet finished width. 
2. Construct drainage structures con$istent with the characteristics o£ the 
road. 
3. Construct a structural section capable of handling the ~olume and type 
of traffic that will be prevalent on the road. 
4. Install traffic signs and other device~ as required. 
$. The parking area and •ssociated facilities would be constructed ae 
proposed. 

*• Ba~imated coat of impr~ts for access (leaa coat of project): 

A. Widen road to 20 foot width - $ 300,000 
B. construct drainage structures = $ 250,000 
c. surface entire road (2.2 miles) 

5,000 tons of A/C@ $45.00/ton = $ 225,000 
8,000 tons of A/B @. $30.00 ~ $ 240,000 

D. Signing & other de~ices e $ 35.000 
E. Misc. materials and construction = $ 50,000 

~ 

----------
Totai Estimated Cost of Improvements • $ 1,100,000 

Note; This option is by direction of the Land and aesource Management Plan 
(~), but inconsistent with the Local Coastal Plan . 

6 
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Opt:ioll "b•. 
Min~ intervention/two stage •Y•~em. 

Desc~ipeio~ of system: 

This syseem would require lite~e or no permanent improvements. It consists of a 
two stage approaeh, and would on~y he implemeneed as needed. 
Bistorical1y, the demand tends to exceed the eapaciey ot the faci~ities, about 
SO days per year. 

Stage 1 - Stase l condsts of installing a simple sign at Hvy _ 1. The sign 
would be hand operated eo say either: 

ROAD CLOSED or :R.OAD OPli:N 

This sign would be operated by an attendant, who would change the reading on 
the $1gn as conditions change in the parking area. 

Stage 2 .. If the honor system method proposed above fails, stage 2 would be 
impleme:a.ted. 
Stage 2 would require the use of a sign and an attendant to enforce the sign. 
Implementation of stage 2 will require a minimum of two people; one at the 
entrance to sycamore canyon Road at Kwy .1, and anoeher at the entrance to the 
park~g area, to monitor the oc~an~. They wi~l communicate with hand held 
radios. The perlilon at HWy .l will change the reading on the sign as conditions 
at the p&rki~g area change. 

In the event that both stage 1 and stage 2 fail to accomplish the desired 
results, a system such as the one desc~ibed in Option KE", is rec~ended. 

~acilitiea needed: 

A. Manually operated wooden eigu capable of dis~~aying a number of messages. 

B. Personnel with hand hel6 two way radios. 

C!. The parking area at the beach would be mil1ima.lly improved with a small 
~oilet building, and some type of aecessible trail to the beaeh. The other two 
(overflow) parking ~eas should be restored to natural. 
It is recommended that all terrain wheelchairs are considered to c~ry people 
with disabilities to the beach. 

•• zat1mat.d cost of improvemanta for access {less eoat of ~oject); 

A. Cost of improvements: sign at Hwy l 

B. Operating cost: 
2 personnel for 150 day/year 
Vehicl•• and equipment 

Total Yearly Operating Cost 
** See page 9. 
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"' $50,000 
== $25,000 

... $75,000 

.. $ 1,000 
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Option "E" 

~ully automated e~ntrols. 

Oeacription of systam; 

A. The system will consist of a fully automated ~~ry control device, that 
will allow a prede~ermined number of visitor vehicles per siven unit of tima, 
and unlimited resident access. It will also allow resident guest and service 
vehicle acces~. as well as on-demand emergency vehicle access. 

B. In addition to vehicle access, there could be shuttle service, operated by a 
concessionnaire, whereby the shuttle would run at some designated interval 
between pickup points alons highway 1 and Pfeiffer Beach. 
The cost of the shuttle would have to be considerably less than the vehicle fee 
(less tban ~/4}, in order to encourase use. 
This would require developing a parking area on~ighway l for people to use. 
The large turnout on a::wy. l, just North of the Sycam=re Canyon Road 
intersection might be a possibility. 

Resident and ~est access; 

- ~esidents will be allowed to enter and exit at all t~mes Dy entering a code 
on ehe key pad. 

- Resident guests will be allowed to enter with approval of resident . 

~ Service vehicles (delivery vehicles, contractors, etc.) will be allowed to 
enter with approval of residant, unless the vehicle se:ves a number of people, 
in which case they may apply for i::heir own .access pass. 

V~sit:.o:r access: 

Recreationist:.s will be charged a pre-determined fee to enter the site. The 
visitor will be instructed to deposit the fee in the electronic booth (bills or 
coins). 

At this point, two things may occur: 

1. The booth accepts the fee, issue a ticket, and allow the v~sitof to enter. 
This will be the case most of the time. 
The visitor will be asked to display the ticket that was iesued on the 
dashboard of his ear. Failure to do so may result 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 visitors or visitors on bicycles will be allowed to enter at all ~imes 
wit:hou.t a fee . 

8 
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A. At the second turnout ju•t below Hwy l. 

l. Reconstruct turnaround by improving existing ~urnout and widening the road 
about lO feet on the South side. It may be necessary to acquire additional 
right of way at this location. 

2. Install a steel gate in narrow section of road just below turnout. 

PAGE 14 

3. Install electronic entry booth so that it is accessible to drivers entering 
Sycamore Canyon :Road from B:wy. l.. 

a. At the 8Dt'.ry to tha parld.ngo az:ea. 

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

2. Construct a bicrycle/pedest=ian ~ss .so that the vehicle counter is not 
activat.ed. 

3. Construct parking area as currently designed, except to add bicycle racks 
for at least J.2 bikes, and a loading/unloadi:J.g area for the shuttle bus. 

c. oa. thlll! roacl. 

J.. Underground power from the nearest power pole to the e=.t:y booth. 

2. A signal wire installed on the siCle of the road between the entry booth and 
the vehicle counter. 

J, Install "NO Parking" signs on the road for at least ~/2 mile from the 
Pfeffer Beaeh parking area, to assure tbat all visitors are aaknowleged by the 
counter at the. entry, and to keep all turnout.s available for passing. 

A. Electronic equipment, including power supply. 
B. Signal wire fr~ Hwy.~ to parking area. 

~2,000 LF@ $5.00 
C. Vehicle counter at parking area. 
D. Misc. equipment & supplies. 

Total Estimated Cost of Improvements 

= $1$0, ooo •. 

• $ GO,OOO 
= $ J.O,OOO 
• $ J.O,OOO 

• $230,000 

•• The estimated costs represent approximations, used to make very general 
comparisons. These estimates do not incl~de the eost of ehe project itself, 
do they include the staffing costs. 
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'i !!valuation Criteriax 

; The following evalua~ion erieeria was developed by the analysis team: 

l. Cost (Low ~oa~ • High; Hi~h ~ost • Low). 
a. capital invest:.ment 
b. operation an~ maintenattea 

:z • Tec:hrdea.n y feasible. 

S •. Meets Laca.l Coast:al ilan (LO) • 

8. Ability to c.b.arg"e wser fees - meet: t:.ha t.axtd. and Wat:er ccm.se._-rova.t:ioz:~. Ftmcl 
Ac:t: (t.WCFA) • 

9. Acceptance of lo~a.l :esidatl.ts. 

u. Allows emergency velliele a.c:cess. 

12. Protects resOUJ:"ce values, i.e., wetland. l:labitac:, natural habitat:, visual., 
axc.baelog:i.~l, cul.t:ura.l, rec:-eat..:Loz:ral.. qual.it:y. 

l..3. E:ase of implem:ent:aticm. 

lS. AecOl!lod.ates tl:z.e maximum nUJZibar.s. of perscms at one time (PAO'l'l • 

Opti.ozw cillvelopad 1;ly taam: 

IAI 'Convert road. t~ hike/bike t::.ra.U. 

I a I JJisCQW:ag'l! u.se of pri vat:e vab.ic:ls/ e.c:c:nu:aga Will! of shut:t:le. 

I 1:11 Mi.:a.:i.mull\ inteX"V'ent:ion /btO scaqa sy&cem. 

lEI Fully aut.oma.c:e~ ecme..-ol sya1:em. 

lOt{ 
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• 
·'::'":'- _.. IAI 

r 

1. a. Low 
b. Med. 

:2. Med. 

3. High 

4. Low 

5. Law 

6. High 

7. High 

a. L.ow 

9. Med. 

10. Low 

11. High 

12. Med.. 

1a Low 

14. Low 

15. Meet. 

Rating summarr. 

IAI Htgh ... 4 

IBI High =-7 

\01 High- 8 

IDI High :ra: 10 

lEI High ::a 9 

Syeamore Canyon Road/Ptelffer Beach Analy81s 
Evaluation of Options 

fBI ICl IDI Ill RS4AAKS 

a. Med. a. L.ow a. High a. Med. bc=Addltlonat Staff Needed 
b. Mad. b.L.aw b. Med. b. Mad. 

Med Low Med Mad ICI•Feasible but Dlfftcult 

High High High High 

High High High High 

-H'tgh High High High 

Med. t.ow. Med. Wad. 

High ,. Med.. High High 

High Htgh High High 

Med. Low Mad. Mad. 

Meet. High Med. Med. 

High High High High 

Med. Low Mec:L Med. IAI•Assumtng USOA-FS 
Management· 

Med. l.ow High High 

Mad. High H"lgh High 

High High High High IAI •MMs Charged at 
FS Boundary 

Med=5 Low= 7 

Med-9 t.cw- 0 

Med ...... 1 law •T 

Med ..,;;:6 L.cw""' 0 

Mecl-7 L.ow ... 0 

• 

• 
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SECTZON II - Traffic Analysis 

Pes~r~ption of Project Area. 

sycamore canyon extends from awy.l to Pfeiffer Beach, approximately 2.1 miles. 
The road parallels :he i~~ermittene creek, and much of it is adjacent to t~e 
creek separated by retaining walls. 
The road serves approxima~ely 55 residential parcels, 20% of which remain 
undeveloped. It is unknown if Monterey County ?lans to issue the remair.ing 
building permits. 

Pfeiffer Beach bas become an extremely popular destination attraction on the 
Big sur coast, for both local and out cf area visitors. The appeal is so great 
that during times of total road closures necessitated by flood damage ~~d 
emergeny road repairs, many visitors choose to walk the 2.1 mile road to the 
beach, ra~her than leave the area without visiting Pfeiffer Beach. 
The Forest Service has not charged fees for day·use, bue with the advene o: 
concessionaire management, a parking fee will be charged effective in summe~ 
19~6. It is anticipated that the newly established fee will have some effect on 
the use pattern. 

The Sycamore canyon Road is essentially a single lane road varying in width 
from ~2 feet to 24 feet, with about 40 wider spots whioh serve ae turnouts. 
The turnouts occur at unspecified intervals, and vary in width and length. The 
turnouts were not engineered, and do not meet the Forest Service standard for 
configuration or spacing along the road. 
See e:d:l.il:>it "A" for estanda.rd turnout information. 

The road is approximately 2.1 miles from HWy.l to the parking area, at the end. 
'l'he pasted maximum speed is lS MPH. The road gradient varies from 2\" to 12t. 
Of the 2.1 miles, two way travel is possible in approximately ~-Smiles; the 
rest of the road {0.3 miles), is too narrow to allow two way traffic. 
consequently, when two·vehicle meet in these narrow areas, someone has to back 
up to the nearest turnout or wide spot to allow ~~e opposing vehicle to get by. 

In order 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 uniquely beautiful canyon where the 
first homesteaders made their home. ~he rich biodiversity offers the visitor an 
opportunity to enjoy a seasonal cycle of natural visual resource~. 
The top of the canyon is flanked D¥ steep walls of ferns and heavily massed bay 
trees viewed through the dappled light. The blossoming of the buckeye trees 
provides a sight/scent experience to rival any of the whole coas~. Diverse 
wildflowers, ferns and berries occur the full length of the intermit~ent 
s~ream. The majestic redwoods of mid-eanyon give way to tbe riparian fields 
where the stream is lined by the sycamore trees, for which this canyon is 

11 
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r.amed. on the hills rising to the South, wind-sheared 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." 

PAGE 18 

In general, two way travel becomes di=fieul: or impossible where the road is 
less th~ 20 feet wide. The longest segment of narrow road (&bout 650 feet), 
occurs about midway from sa l to Pfei!fer Beach. At this location, the road is 
12 to 14 feet wide with one or ewo, very short, turnouts that will accomodate 
one vehicle. Traffic jams are likely to ocour in this area wben three or more 
vehicle clusters meet similiar clusters traveling in the opposite direction. 

The likelyhood of this condition occurring is greater when the hourly traffic 
·.rolume surpasses l20 VPH {:both directions). 
Some other fa~to~ that may contribute to severe jamming o~ g~idloek are: 

k. Number of vehi~lea in the clusters. 
2. Si~e of vehicles. 
3 • Driver alertnes& and. driving experience. 
4. Weather eonditio=s. 
s. Road maintenance cond.ition. 
Ei. Time of day an<i day of week. 

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

There are two sets of traffic data available for Sycamore Canyon Road, as ~ell 
as some casual anecdotal ol:lservaeions made by a number of individuals over the 
yaars. 
The first set of data was okltained ~y Boward Strohn, a reai~ent of Sycamore 
canyon, who collected Gome excellent traffic information during the Labor Day 
weekend in 19.94. Mr. Strolm took westbound traffic: counts am! parking occupancy 
ooun~s at Pfeiffer Beach, from August 31, 1994 to September 8, 1994. This will 
be referred. to as the September 1994 traffic survey. 
This data was subsequently used. to compile a report by a local citi%en group 
c:alled. "Coastwaeeh,.. The report is called "A Coas'twat.ch Report", dated March 
~4, l99G (a c:opy of t.his report is available from Coastwatch). 

The Coastwatch Report makes a number of recommendations on the managemene 
strategies of the Pfeiffer Beach Day Use Area, and Sycamore canyon Road. 
The report appears to have a number of inconsistencies, which may hamper the 
logical flow of conclusions and recommendations. 
some cf these inc:onsisteneies will be discussed in the pages that follow. 

The data obtained in the september ~994 survey will l:le used in 
we cannot be assured of the methodology or the accuracy o~ the 
was collected by a single individual who made his observa'tions 
midpoint between Hwy.l and ~feiffer Beach. 

12 
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The second set of data was obtained from May 17, 199~ to May 19, 1996, and May 
25, 1996 to May 28, 1996 . 

This is referred eo as the May l996 traffic survey. 

Th~ May 199S traffic survey ~as conducted with Forest Service staff, as part of 
the overall effort of the Analysis Team to conduct the transportation analysis. 

The following data was obtained in the May l996 ~raffic survey: 

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

B. TWo way visual traffic counta at the entry to the parkins area at 
Pfeiffer ~each, documL~ting types of vehicles, number of occupants in all 
westbound vehicles, and lensth of atay for each vehicle, from 8:00AM to 
8;00 PM, en all days. 

c. Hourly vehicle count in the parking area~ from 8!00 AM to e:OO PM, on 
all days. 

D. Two way visual traffic counts at the midpoint Detween Hwy.l and Pfeiffer 
Beach, documeneing eypes of vehicles, and nutnber of occupants .in all 
westbound vehicles, during the peak traffic periods on selected days. 
The main objective at ehis station was to make viaual observation and video 
documentation of major traffic conflicts . 

Ana~ys~s of ~raffia nata. 

The traffic data obtained in both the September l.994 and the May ~996 traffic 
surveys, is swmnarized in exhibits "B" and "C", respectively. 

Although it ia somewhat inconsistent to make direct comparisons between the two 
traffic surveys, because the data collection stations are not the same, che 
assumption will be made that the numbers collected at the midpoint in the 
September 1994 survey, represent the entire traffic on the road, and equate to 
the numbers collected at the enery near Hwy.l, in the May 1996 survey. 
The traffic data was collected and displayed in vehicles per hour in each 
d1reetion, because the hourly traffic flow on Sycamore Canyon Road is muoh mo~e 
critical 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 wich turnouts, it is vary susceptible to peak hour traffic conflicts, 
and the hourly traffic volume is much more meaningful . 

13 
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Utilizins the data obtained in the September 19~4 and the May ~99' traffic 
survey~. and by usins the principle o£ extrapolation, the following 
observations are made: 

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

[l.] (2] [31 [4} [$] 
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Service Level Peak VPH No. ot Days Peak Parking 1tseim.ated t of 
(Days) (Westbound) Predicted Demand 'l'im.e P•r Year 

A (Weekdays) 37 255 54 70% 

B ( Bund.ays & Hal. J u S2 43 14t 

c (Saturd.aye) 58 49 76 l.4ifr 

D (3-Day weekends) :..60"' 9 154 2t 

* Note: In the current situation, with totally unrestricted aecess, there are 
only a few hours per day that the one way traffic exceeds 60 VPX (See EXhibits 
"11" and 11 C11 ). 

£l.) See axhibit "D" for description of service levels. 
(~J ~hese figures were obtained from. the September li9~ or the May 1996 traffic 

surveys. 
(3] see exhi~it 11Ew for clarification. 
{4] These figures were obtained from the September 1994 or the May 1996 traffic 

survays. 
is] Figures are rounded off. See exhibit "E". 

%nterp~etiAg The ~t: 
As a way of interpreting the chart, on weekdays, which equates to 25! <:lays/year 
or 70t of the time, a motorist can expect service level "A" conditions most of 
the time. 

on Sunday$ and. mid-week holidays, which account for 52 days/yaar, or l.4t of the 
time, the motorist can .xpect service level "11" conditions for part of the day. 

On Saturdays, 49 days/year or l.4\ of the time, the motorist can expect service 
level "C11 conditions for part of the day. 

On 3 -day weekends, i.e. , Memorial Day, Independence Day, a.:nc.'l Labor Day, the 
motorist can expeet service level •o• conditions for part of the day. 

It is recognized that on sycamore canyon Road, it may be necessary to back up 
to allow an uneoming vehicle to pass, under any service level, if two vehicles 
happen to meet in those narrow parts of the road previously described. 
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B. Du~ing the May ~996 traffi~ sur,ey, we had one hour in excess of 120 VPH 
(both directions), and several hours approaching 120 VYH. ~here were no 
serious traffic conflic~s observed. The observations tr~t were made in Che 
mos~ constricted part of the road, at the midpoint, were that any traffic 
conflict was reso~ved within a matter of a zew seconds. 

During the course of the May l996 traffic survey, several potential 
conflicts were observed at the mid-point. Some involving small clusters of 
vehicles meeting oncoming traffic. 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 eo entering the 
narrow 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 dia not 
occur. 

There are alleged reports of severe traffic jams lasting several minutes, 
occurring when the hourly volume was considerably less than 120 VPH. 
ln the coas~waech report datea March 14, 1996, the following statement is 
made to describe the traffic situation at the midpoint of the road: 11 '1'he 
time length of jams can range from two to three minutes ana more. The peak 
time jam could be =ive to ten minutes, and occasional~y fifteen to twenty 
minutes." 

We can only assume that the term "jam 11 implies the length of time that the 
traffic congestion existed, and not time that opposing traffic is not 
moving past a given point . 

The analysis in the Coastwatch Report appears to lead the reaaer to 
conclude that 45 VPB was the maximum acceptable traffic flow in the narrow 
test section, when in fact, 92 VPH were observed going through during the 
time that the most congestion, jamming, and gridlock was described by the 
author. 

It must be understood that by allowing two-way traffic on a single lane 
road, some aegree of conflict is anticipated. 
In theory, these conflicts can be safely and quickly resolved by utilizing 
the avai~able turnouts. AS the traffic volume is allowed to get larger and 
larger, turnouts should be placed closer and closer, 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 fol~ow1ng aspects of safety deserve attention: 

1. Accident rate - Accident frequency is a critical measure of highway 
safety. Accident frequency is a good indicator of serious problemB on 
a segment of road or highway . 

15 
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Th• ~orest Servi~e is not aware of any serious vehicular accidents on 
sycamore Canyon Road since the Agency assumed responsibility in the 
early 1970's. This is not to say tha~ there haven't been minor 
encounters over the years, but if they did oec:ur, they were not 
reported to the Forest Service. 

2. Emergency vehicle response time - Emergency vehicle response to the 
beach or to a private residence, is a very serious concern. 
On Sunday, May 26, 1996, during the ~raffic survey, several test ~s 
of a small fire tanker trom Hwy.l to the beach were cQnducted. The 
te=.tt runs were cOD.ducted from 1: oo PM to 3: 00 PM, wb.:ich is the peak 
traffic period. 
The two directional traffic volumes during the runs were a1 follows: 
At 1:00 PM • 97 VPH; at 2:00 PM ~ 112 VPa; at 3:00 PM • ~22 vPH. 
Each time, it took about 11 minutes to travel the length of the road, 
without red lights and siren. 
It is speculated tbae the response ti~ would. ~ greater if the 
emez:1ency vehit:le was a fire truck. and. tha traffic volume was in 
excess of ~20 ~. 
!t is also speculated that in the event of a true emergency, by using 
red lishtl!!l ant:i siren, and controlling access at the highway, an 
emergency vehicle could still set through, because the siren would 
resound for a lo:ng distance down canyon, and eastbound drivers would 
tend to pull off in the turnouts and wait for the emergency ve~cle to 
pass. 
To increase the probability of quick emergency vehicle response, the 
Forest Service should stipulate that the conceasionaire receive 
training on handling emerseney situations, and have available at all 
times, means of oo~caeion. 

3. Safe traffic flow - As discussed earlier, a si=gle lane road is 
intended for relaeively low traffic volume•, and aa the traffic volume 
increases, some traffic conflict and congestion il fully expected. 
This congested condition does not, in itself, make the road unsafe. 

However, as the traffic volume approaches a oereain number, the number 
of conflicts increase, and safety can be jecpardiz~. 

It is, therefore, desirable to maintain the peak eraffic levels below 
a certain volume. This can be accomplished by implementing one of the 
management options outlined in Section I. of this :r:eport. 

It is recognized that totally unrestricted access on Sycamore Canyon 
Road with its present configuration, could result in an unacceptable 
condition ae certain peak use periods. 
Based on the traffic data that is a~ailable, and the profes$ional 
judgement of the Analysis Team, the maximum number of vehicles that 
the road can r:easonably accomodate is 150 vPH (J:)oth directions). 
This traffic volume is theoretically possible for a very 8hort 
duration, but should not be sustained for extended periods of eime. 
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Determination of Capacity of Tha Parking Facility • 

A. Relationship between traffic volume and ~ar~ing demand 

There is a direce correlation between traffic volume on the road, and 
parking demand, as exp~~ted. There is also a correlation between the 
weather conditions at the beach and the parking demand: visi~ors tend to 
stay longer when it's sunny and relatively warm and the wind is calm, and 
stay less when the weather is unpleasant or uncomfortable. Since the 
weather conditions at Pfeiffer Beach can be drastically different even on 
the same day, it is very difficult to make any predic:tions about the length 
of stay on any given day, with any degree 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 waa that the ext~emea ·~~e between 3 minutes and 4 
hou~s. The ma<'llan length of st.ay was 30 to Go minutes. 

B. Parking demand on yearly basis 

The pa~k1ng demand daea that was colle~ted in ehe May 19~6 and the 
September 1994 traffic surveys (see exhibits "F" and "F-1"), indicates that 
the peak pa~king demand during the weekdays and even on a normal sunday, is 
la$S than 60. The data also shows that the peak parking demand on a normal 
saeurday and. on at least t'WO days of 3-day weekends, is over 60. 
Assuming that this holds true for the entire year, the parking demand is 
less than 60 spaces for about 307 days per year, and more than 60 spaces 
for about 58 days per yea:r· (refer to exhibits "E", "F", and 11 F-l 11 ). 

C. RelatiOQ§hip between traffic flgy and parkipg demand 

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

This graph (exhibit "G"}, illustrates ~at for a peak hourly flow of 60 
VPH, whi.ch equates to t~affic service level c, the parking demand is about 
90 spaces. 
This graph is also useful in determining that the eapaeity of the parking 
facility is the limiting factor, not the capacity of the road. The road 
ca~rying capacity is greaeer than the capacity of ehe pa~king facility. 

Thie is demonstrated by the fact that on Sunday, September 4, 1~94, a near 
90 VPH rate was maintained for at least 3 consecutive hours, ~dicating 
that the~e was no backlash effeet operating. HaQ that been the case, the 
hourly counts would have diminished considerably. The vehicle count in the 
parking facility exceeded the capacity several times over . 
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Findlnga and Conclualona. 

A. Management Optiom for Sycamore canyon Road. 

riNDINGS: 

PAGE 24 

Los Padres National Forest has detennined that the Pfeiffer Beach Day Use Area represents a 
major recreation facility on the Big Sur Coast, and intends to keep It open to the public 
Indefinitely. 

Tile Sycamore Canyon Road is the only public access road to Pfeiffer Beach, as wen as the onJy 
access for about 40 developed residential parcels, and about 20 undeveloped 

Currently, there Is unrastricted access on Sycamore Canyon Road for both rasidents and 
visitors, except that motortwmes and trailers are not a.dYiced. 

The road appe;n to handle the traffic demand moat of the time, but there are about so days 
per year where the peak demand excteCis 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 acceptatlle, and developed fiVe 
options to deat with the traffic situation. 
These options were rated against a set of evaluation criteria. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

The An~s T..-n reeommends that one of the management options cJescrlbed In Section 1, 
is implemented prior to. or concurrem with, the rehabilltadon prOjeCt. 

B. Road Carrying Capacity. 

FINDINGS: 

' llllfi'• 

The available traftio data incfacates that under the current sitUation of UI"U'88tricted access, the 
traffiC service leVel on Sycamore canyon Road iS as folloWs: 
Service level A • 7C1J, (2SS days) 
Servioa level B • 14% (52 days) 
S81'Vice level c = 14CJt, (49 days) 
ServiCe level D ... 2% (9 days) 

There is no history or vehicular accidents on Sycamore Canyon Road. There has never been 
a documented report ot a serious traffic accident stnoe the Forest Service assumed road 
maintenance rasponslbillly In 1972. 

It is believed that t:1f using appropriate emergency response procedures, including making 
provisions for traffio to be blocked at the Pfeiffer Beach parking na during an incidBmt an 
emergency vehicle could travel from Hwy.1 to Pfeiffer Beach in aboUl11 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 degrees of congestion and delays. This traffic volume should 
not be sustained. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

In order to 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 set'lice level "A· should become the goal in order 
to maintain a quali1y 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 (West~ 
bound), or 80 VPH (both directions). 

C. Capacity of Parking Facility. 

FINDINGS: 

There is a direct correlation betWeen parking demand and traffic volume on the Sycamore 
Canyon Road. 

The traffic surveys indicate that the peak parking demand an weekdays 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 few hours per day on the peak days • 

A regression plot of peak hourly flow vs peak hourly parking demand, indicates that at 60 VPH, 
the parking demand Is 90 spaces. 
This analysis indicates that the capacity or the parking facility is the limiting factor, and not the 
capacity of the react 

Based on the regmssion analysl$ 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 detennined that the maximum number of parking spaces possible In the 
available area, is en spaces. 

\ 

A 60 space parking facility appears to be adequate for all weekdays, sundays and midweek 
holidays, which account for 307 days per year, or approximately 75% of the time. 
On the remaining 68 days, the peak demand will exceed 60 parking spaces. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

Based on the empirical data that is available, the Anatysis Team recommends that 1he capacity 
of the parking facility is between 45 and 87 spaces, with an adequate number of toilets to 
accomodate the median use level, 
The lowest level of development (45 parking spaces) would assure that the driving experience 
from Hwy.1 to Pfeiffer Beach, becOmes part of the recreation experience, and make the road 
more inviting to hiking and biking use • 
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SYCAMORE CANYON ROAD 
TRAFFIC SURVEY-MAY 1996 
TOTAL VEHICLES PER HOUR (VPH) 

EXHIBIT "C" 

DAY 
J axx~;:fPp¥P-::-'Fltg;p-mDp,11:i:)-1Ff~ 13Xl~ 
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0~ 5 
I-..._._,. 10 
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1 

4 
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1 
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2 
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2Sl3!1Jf351 
27 1312 3)'1 

151.3841 Cl2 
10 279 286 

!314»1373 
22 1333 3l2 

z-14721· 483 
21 3lO 383 

~~~~ 
Zil-~221 
116 104 

HOURLYIOHWY I 
;TOTAL OIIEACH 
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EXB:tBrl' "E" 

• 
Breakdown of t.ypi.cal year: 

Ja])-w.Dlt 
B:01jo*PAII 3 -pAX '!!Jj'IJillim!S 

January (31) 22 4 4 l 

February (28) 20 4 4-

March (3:1.) 21 5 s 

April (30} 22 4 '.!< 

May (30) 22 3 J 

June (30) 20 5 5 

July (3l) 22 J 3 3 

A\\g'USt. (3J.) 22 5 4 • Saptembu (30) 20 3 4 

October (31) 23 4 4 

Novem'ber (30) 20 s 4 l 

December (31) 21 4 5 l 

Totals: 2SS 49 49 3 9 

' of Year 70t 14l' :a 

• 24 
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4083850628 
US FOREST SERVICE 

SYCAMORE CANYON ROAD 
TRAFFIC SURVEY 
PARKING DEMAND 

FRI SAT I SUN 
HOUR 5117 5118 5/19 

0800 4 0 2 

0900 2 2 3 

1000 3 9 9 

1100 5 15 43"" 

1200 7 41 30 

1300 6 57 36 

1400 10 aa 38 

1500 21 ee 30 

1600 30 7G 27 

1700 24 64 21 

1800 7 37 16 

1900 4 25 8 

2000 2 19 5 

TOTALS 125 MSO 225 

• -WEDDING PARiY 

I SAT 
5125 

1 

6 

- 6 

10 

30 

47 

as 

1QS 

104 

69 

52 

30 

18 

I 562 

..PEAK PARKING Of!MANO 

25 

SUN 
5126 

9 

10 

13 

23 

55 

85 

115 

110 

86 

75 

39 

18 

11 

649 

PAGE 31 

EXHIBIT up• 

I MON I TVE 
5/27 Sl28 

3 0 

4 1 

1 2 

8 e 

30 17 

39 26 

53 19 

53 17 

42 13 

28 8 

13 2 

8 . 
- -

282 111 
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PARKING AT PFEIFFJ;:R BEACH, LABOR DA Y'-WEEKEND •. 1994 _.;.PEAl< HOUR 
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--'3 -tiJ 
CD 

?a c. en 
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EXHIBIT "G" 

SYCAMORE CYN. RD./PFEIFFER BEACH 
RELATIONSHIP BElWEEN TRAFFI·C FLOW 

AND PARKING DEMAND 
180 

I I I I I 
I I I 9/14 / 

1.;: I 

I I I I ~ 
/ 14: I 

i 

I v I / 120 v 
...... ~1 

Ol 
-- l 

I 

~ • 5/26 
5/·3· / I 

9/5 r ~9/31 c:: 

£ eo 

60 v 
..... * 9~?16 v .... , ... 

2" I .... ..!. 
30 40 

L 
v t 5/18 

I 

50 60 70 80 

Peak Hour Flow (veh/hr) 
(WESTBOUND TRAFFIC) 

. 90 100 

•• 27 Nevin S'alll$ 
Tratfie Engineer 



10/16/1997 15:33 4083850628 US FOREST SERVICE PAGE 34 

.Appenclix •A". 

~elationabip between max. PAQT peak parkigg demand and peak ta&ff~= volume. 

The following rela;ionship must be in balance: 

(l.) (:l) (3) 

300 PAOT ~~------> 90 Parking Spaees -~------> lSO VPH (both directions) 

(1) I; was cleeermined ebat the recreation facility, i.e., Pfeiffe~ Beach, has 
the capacity to support a ~mum of 300 per5ons at one time (PAOT), without 
excessively impacting the resources that exist at the site. 
This uumber dictates the maximum size of the parkiDg area. 

(2) ASsumins 2.5 people per car, 
90 ears X 2.5 persons per ear • 225 persons at one time (PACT). 
22.5 :PAOT < 300 allowable PACT. 

(3) Ie is theoretically possible to move ~so vehicles per hour on a road like 
Sycamore Canyon Road, with varying degrees of congestion and poasible delays. 

The traffic on Sycamore Canyon Road consists of resident traffic and visitor 
traffic. 
There are an estimated 40 homes that depend on Sycamore canyon Road as their 
primary access. 

ASsume tbat 1/2 of 90 spaces are to be filled, and assume 1 trip for ~/2 the 
residents in any given peak hour. 

4! vPH (vis~~ors) + 20 VPH (residents) • 65 vPH (total vehicles per peak hour) 

65 VPH (westbound) ~ 130 VPH {both direction~) < ~so VPH (~o~h directions) 

ASeumi=g that during the peak periods, we5tbound traffic would be metered a 
maximum of l vehi.cle for every 30 sec. This would allow a. maximw11 of 120 VPH to 
enter. 

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

28 
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'~,~·~····· ;•:&·- ·-: ... 

,10 , 000 .,.ehi.c.l.a e.x:)acad in 20 Yt!.arS 
l. .,.SOO lef: t:tt=t:;;· mCwem.ec.:.a pe:a ri:;q 

'.C:I::f.s :rcaa-c :w so cl.as1.p.;r;e'14.lr7 ~ l!a1Sw 
Pla:9 P::eC:ia• Plan ol: laad. Cl.assi£1 cia:c::1cm 
Pla:l:l adcrpad. 'by ee· :aaam. of sa,.~ ... 
S, 000 v.l:d c les o::r: 'IIU:S.,...hut:. l.as dum 
!.-' ,ooo ~cU..e.:s. ~a. :t: za ,.~ 

ca lJ.ec;~ or c:..a:r-"}'. ~bic:da:z: ~ 
eht'QU!h a. sw:ui!:i. v:is:i.t:n:L &ad C:tae is = t: 
~a.c:aii '1:0 fHL.-.nt ·1n. the fu1::=-e u a·· --· 
ma:Ior scaet..: .· . . 
400 mrl.a V:ic oa o:c- raar:e· ~ or 
zoo tm:i.t::s ·-~· .. - --~ ·- -· • 
800 to .3,000 veb:f.c;'l,.e:s -=::o•G-=ad. i:. %Q yu;cs 

• • I t1. 

l.OC ·tm:it:s - ah'a:c:ed .br Z'ell1 d•tr:f a J. lc:n:s 
a::ui. prar.Ld.e. a.c:::.e:ss . to .am: -=:tl:& 1:!um. IOO 
~. ':. ~. ~ 

300 1:0 .L. 000 ~c:.le:s ~ac:.:sd. ::£.: lC y~ .. 

. -
30 u:a:i.1:3: ·or ~s -· b•s:f:=s· ad.. t:arm1 n3tes...:. 
cnt. t:!!.e sa.•. ~ss s-c:::aet: md. ..P~dJMs ·c..-:. 
a.=-ss t:a tr.ot: 'IDC:r:e dl&a; 30 .abu.e:ad, u:a::l.t3 .... 
Marfmsm .300 'VI:h:icles ~ec:ad 1n . .20 ye.acs · 

::- •. - ••••• _.,., -- -":"· """ ·--,.- _..._ ,. .......... I - . 
:t,t;' mdl!S orli!Ss 01.1 ~: .. ;~,i -~.,lci,;:_:-:-_. 
pm,..--d.a .access · 1:0 a l:i:III:Lt:aCi:a:a:abe:- af · .... 
.abu~ um.:s :mr:i. c::umo'C':: be ~- J:Q ·· 
ser.re a. s:rea::a=- tt.mll.b•r a:f <iwe..U:::.:g tm:i.t::s • 
'M!a:J:::==z 200 ~cl.as"'Cll.Jeir...ad ·iii 2.0~-····· 
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Appendix ''C" 

Modes of Travel tor Sycamore Canyon Road 

Highway 1 to Pfeiffer eeacn 

Ideas brainstonnea at meeting on January 16, 1996 at Conference F1oom, Multi-Agency Facility, Big Sur, 
California 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Improve toad to beach to eounty stand.ar'CS 

Vehicle access with a sign at Highway 1 indicating Full or Vacanr::f • 

Sign/Fully autOmated using a token, i.e. a.ir'Port parking • 

Token purchased at MAF 

Host staffed gme 

Shuttle using turnout at Highway 1 as terminal 

Car pool only (diamond lane) 

VirtuaJ reQJity tec:.nnclogy avaiiabte at MAF instead ot traveling road 

Vehicle siZe resttictions 

When parking Jot fuJJ, aJfow cnly 1 venicfe at a time to emer as 1 vehide leaves 

Improve number anc quality at turnouts 

Restrict parking to designated parking araas 

No parking· along road 

More pauol/entcrcement of illegal parking 

Restrict auto access during high fire dangedpeak hazard periods., or when emergency vehicle 
access/t'l'a\'et time exceeds 1 s minute response. 

• No change 

• No change and residents use Cleat Ridge Road 

• Using fees to regulate volume ot use 

• Using keys to regulate volume ot use 

• Use by reservation 

• Walk-in/Bike use only 

• Walk-in/Bike plus residerns and persons witt1 dl$ahilities 

31 
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• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Walk..jn/Sike pluS resideoas.persons with disabirltfes and shuttle 

Road witl'l par.iilel hiking path 

Parking lot near Highway 1 

Appendix 11 C" 

Vehicle access but one way at a time. i.e. ertter on hour. exit on 1/2 hour . 

Signet Wght 

Under pass at HighWay 1 

Under pas at Highway 1, need to expand parkin; at MAF 

Off sihHfcket ~JailS for shuttle 

Hotels/Lodge/Motels/Campgrounds provide shuttle tor their guestS 

Several shuttle stops. Le. campgrounds. River Inn. POSI Aanctl., etc. 

ShutUe Only 

M. certain times or dtJ¥ or on certain days Of the week. ctase to aura access. 

Shuttle during timas when auto access Is resttioted 

Bike rentaJibike· surrey renad$ 

Staffing at parking lot 

OPR empeQyee at Higttway 1 waving people on, when fUI 

Volunteers to staft' raad at heavy use times 

32 
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4083850628 

Appendix "C" 

ALITO USE 

• No Change 

• No parking along road 

• Mora patrOl/enforcement Of Illegal parking 

• Restrict parking to designated areas 

• Car poollng only (diamond lane) 

• Vehicle access wlrh a sign at HighYIS.y 1 indicating When full or vacancy 

• When parking lOt is full, atlow only 1 vehicle at a time to enter, as 1 vehicle leaves. 

• Staffing at parking lot 

• A host at sta(feCI gate 

• Sign and fully automated system using tokens, Le. airport parking 

• Tokens purchased at MAl! 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Improve road to county standardS 

Improve number and quality ct tUrnouts 

Vehicle access to one way at a time, Le. enter on the hour, exit en 1/2 hoUr . 

Signal light 

Vehicle SiZe restrictiOn 

Use tees to regulate volume of use 

Use keys to regulace voluma ot use 

Use t::lf raservation 

DPR emplOyee at Highway 1, waving people on when fUll 

Volunteers to Staff road at heavy use times 

33 



lB/16/1997 15:33 4883850628 US FOREST SERVICE 

Appendix "C" 

• 
NON-AUTO 

• Virtual reality technology available at MAF instead ot travering road 

• Walk-in/Bike use only 

• Under pass If Highway 1 

• Under pass ar Highway 1, need to expand parking a MAF 

• Bike rel"'fiaJJbnce surrey rentals 

• 

• 34 
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Appendix "C" 

• 
• Shut.tte only 

• Shuttie usmg 1Umout at Highway 1 as terminal 

• Oft site-tiCket sates for shuttle 

• Hotels/Motets/Campground/Lodge provide shuttle for their guest 

• Several shutlle stops. I.e. campgounds. _River Inn, Post Ranch, etc • 

• 

• 35 
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Appendix "C" 

• 
O'THER 105AS/COMBINAnON OF IDEAS 

• At certain times ot day or on certain days of the week otosa to auto access 

• Shuttle during times wnen :auto eccess is resr:ricted 

• Parldng lot near Highway 1 

• Road with parallel hiking path 

• Restrict auto access during high fire danger/peak hazard periods. or when emergency vehicle 
access/tt'aVet time exceeds 15 minute response 

• No change and I1IStdents encouraged to use Clellt Ridge Road 

• Walk-in/Bike access plus residents and persons With dlsabiiiCie8 

• Walk-in/Bike access ptus residents, persons with. disabilities, and Shuttle. 

• 

• 36 
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~/ ~iLjf~i;(}~fii~~t~:~·:~~~d·~~t:s Dep~~e~t:~!IIEor 
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. FISH AND WlLDLIFE SERVICE :-.·:.,. 
. Ventunii.Jh andVnJcllifc Offtcct :~::. :·,,. -:~:::, 

2493 Portola Road, Suite B . . . . . .. 
Ventur.r, Qdif'omia 93003 

~-· SEP 29REI!'D 
EXHIBIT NO. r;-

.I 

~ ~ ... ' 

At_Pff.I-~TJ~~NJ.J9. September 19, 1997 

,~.: ,f: ~··. 

J~_Derby ... \ ~ · . ~ .. _, ··? _ ·:,. 
Forest Supervisor. . .· . 

.. f.os Padres National Forest , · 
6144 calle Real. . . ·,.. ·. 
Goleta, ~o~a ~3117 .···· · 

..)1 '.t: 

'J-.... oQa,~ 
._, 

~ California Coastal Commission 

··:·· .. ··; 

Subject Pfeiffe~ Beach Rehabilitation Project, Monterey County~ California:· 

Dear Ms~ Derby: 

.. , ... 

The:U.S~ Fish· and. Wildlife Serviee (Service) has reviewed your requestfor concurrence:tha.tthe· 
biological opinion iSsued :'for-the Preitrer.Beach Rehabilitation.Project:(l-8.:.9s.:.F-33) · iil":Monterey 
County~Califomia.is still valid with.i.-ccent modifications to the scope of the project. The: Forest 
Service has scaled down the·level of .. modificationofthe existing project site wbich:.wiU. result. in .. 
1a,s impact upon. riparian habitat. and increased protection of riparian and aquatic. areas. The· 
project: modification win· also result in added rehabilitation· of parking sites using native plants;. 

The biological opinion analyzedthe effects of the proposed project on the federally endangered 
Smith's blue butterfly (Euphi/otes·enoptes smithz). The California red-legged frog.(Rana aurora 
draytonii), currently liSted as .a threatened.species. was proposed for listing at the time the 
uiological opinion·. was issued 

The· Service has reviewed the environmental assessment for the Pfeiffer Beach Day Use· 
Rehabilitation Project,. dated Jime 1997, and concurs that the terms and conditions of the existing· 
biological opinion are still valid. for the amended proposal. We also coD.CUr tbat:the proposed. 
action would.. not advet$ely affect. the California red~Iegged.Jrog and.further.:-consultation pursuant 
to section:.7oftheEndangered.SpeciesAct-of.1973~ as:amended; isnotnCcessary. Ifthe.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. pursuant 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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used by the Smith's blue butterfly. We look forward to reviewing the propammatic 
management plan and coordinating further on this proposaL If you bave any questions, please 
contact David Pereksta of my staff at (80S) 644-1766 .. 
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