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APPENDIX E 
 

Modified Redesign Alternative 
Average Daily Visitation by Park Area 

Calculations 
 
(Sources:  ATE, 2010 and MRCA, 2010) 
 
 
Existing Average Daily Visitation (ADV) By Park Area  
 
Ramirez Canyon Park: ADV provided by MRCA, 2009. 
 
Escondido Canyon Park: ADV derived from 11/20/2006 Crain Traffic Study & 2010 
ATE Traffic Study (14 spaces x 1.5 persons/vehicle x 1.8 vehicles/ space/ day).  
 
Latigo Trailhead: ADV provided by MRCA, 2009. 
 
Corral Canyon Park: ADV derived from October 2009 ATE Parking Analysis & 2010 
ATE Traffic Study (14 spaces x 1.5 persons/ vehicle x 1.8 vehicles/ space/ day).  
 
Malibu Bluffs: ADV derived from 11/20/2006 Crain Traffic Study & 2010 ATE Traffic 
Study (0.1 parking space/acre x 79.8 acres x 1.5 persons/vehicle x 1.8 vehicles/ space/ 
day). 
 
 
New Additional Average Daily Visitation (ADV) By Park Area  
 
Weighted Average Method (weekday and weekend) 
 
Ramirez Canyon Park:  

Non-Event: ADV derived from 2010 ATE Traffic Study [5 (76 weekday ADT / 2 
x 1.5 persons/vehicle) + 2 (138 weekend ADT / 2  x  1.5 
persons/vehicle)] / 7 days = 70 persons.  

 
Event: Phase 1: Derived from MRCA: [(40-person gatherings 2 

times/week) + (15 staff/day) + (200-person special event occurring 
6 times per year / 365 days)] = 29 persons. 
 
Phase 2: Derived from MRCA: [(40-person gatherings/day) + (15 
staff/day) + (200-person special event occurring 16 times per year / 
365 days) + (40-person tours occurring 12 times per month)] = 80 
persons. 

 
 
Escondido Canyon Park:  

Non-Event: ADV derived from Existing ADV above and 2010 ATE Traffic Study 



[5 (61 weekday ADT / 2  x  1.5 persons/vehicle) + 2 (90 weekend 
ADT / 2  x  1.5 persons/vehicle)] / 7 days = 52 persons. 

 
Event: Not applicable. 

 
Latigo Trailhead:  

Non-Event: ADV derived from 2010 ATE Traffic Study [5 (14 weekday ADT / 2 
x 1.5 persons/vehicle) + 2 (21 weekend ADT / 2 x 1.5 
persons/vehicle)] / 7 days= 12 persons. 

 
Event: Not applicable. 
 
 

Corral Canyon Park:  
Non-Event: ADV derived from Existing ADV above and 2010 ATE Traffic Study 

(new) [5 (41 weekday ADT / 2 x 1.5 persons/vehicle) + 2 (45 
weekend ADT / 2  x  1.5 persons/vehicle)] / 7days = 32 persons. 

 
Event: Not applicable. 

 
 
Malibu Bluffs:  

Non-Event: ADV derived from Existing ADV above and 2010 ATE Traffic Study 
(new) [5 (90 weekday ADT / 2 x 1.5 persons/vehicle) + 2 (97 
weekend ADT / 2 x 1.5 persons/vehicle)] / 7days = 69 persons. 

 
Event: Not applicable. 

 
 

Modified Redesign Alternative 
 

Average Daily Visitation by Park Area
(includes adjacent trail systems) 

Location 
Existing  

Average Daily  
Visitation 

New 
Add’l 

Average Daily 
Visitation 

Total 
Average Daily Visitation 

BASELINE 1:  
Recreation/ 

Administration 

BASELINE 2:  
Vacant 

Residential 

Ramirez Canyon Park 
Baseline 1: 27 
Baseline 2: 0 

Phase 1: 99 
Phase 2: 150 

Phase 1: 126 
Phase 2: 177 

Phase 1: 99 
Phase 2: 150 

Escondido Canyon 
Park 

38 0 0 0 

Latigo Trailhead 0 12 12 12 
Corral Canyon Park 38 32 32 32 
Malibu Bluffs 22 65 65 65 

Total 125/98 208/259 235/286 208/259 
Source:  ATE, 2010 and MRCA, 2010. 
 



 

APPENDIX F 
County of Los Angeles Fuel Modification Plan 

Guidelines and Desired Plant List 



 





































































 



 

APPENDIX G 
Example Optional Fire Shelter Specifications 
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Alternative Project Analysis Memoranda  
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    M E M O R A N D U M  

 

TO:  

FIRM:  

FROM: Mike Huff 

DATE: July 20, 2010, 2010 

SUBJECT: Malibu Parks Public Access Restoration/Enhancement Plan – 

2002 LCP Alternative 

  

PROJ. #: 4835-2 

 

The Fire Protection Plan (FPP) prepared for the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan – Public Works 

Plan by Dudek encompasses important fire protection policies, features, and processes that will be provided for 

the Proposed Project.  Three other alternatives have been analyzed with regard to fire safety.  This 

memorandum addresses the 2002 LCP Alternative compared to the Proposed Project and provides analysis and 

conclusions necessary for inclusion in the project Environmental Impact Report.   

 

The following are the key similarities and differences from a fire protection perspective: 

 

Ramirez Canyon Park (2002 LCP Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

No campsites vs. 5 campsites  

5 day-use picnic areas vs. no picnic areas  

No restroom facility vs. 3 new restroom facilities 

68 total parking spaces vs. 73 total parking spaces, including for disabilities 

No Via Acero access improvements vs. Via Acero Ingress/Egress Emergency Access Improvements 

Retrofit existing structures to 7A codes vs. Retrofit existing structures to 7A codes 

 

Escondido Canyon Park (2002 LCP Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

No campsites vs. 13 campsites 

20 new parking spaces vs 17 new parking spaces 

No camp host accommodation vs 1 RV camp host accommodation 

1 new restroom facility vs 3 new restroom facilities 

 

Latigo Trailhead (2002 LCP Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

No campsites (picnic tables replace) vs. 5 campsites 

2 new parking spaces vs. 9 new parking spaces 

No camp host accommodations vs. 1 RV camp host accommodation 

No new restroom facility vs. 1 new restroom facility 

 

Corral Canyon Park (2002 LCP Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

11 campsites (no camping in Area 2) vs. 16 campsites (including Area 2) 

No fire engine shed vs. 1 fire engine shed 

 

1 camp host accommodation vs. 1 camp host accommodation 

2 total new restroom facilities (one single, one double) vs. 2 total new restroom facilities (2 single) 

1 optional fire shelters vs. 2 optional fire shelters 
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Malibu Bluffs (2002 LCP Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

38 campsites vs. 32 campsites 

36 new parking spaces vs. 52 new parking spaces 

2 new camp host accommodations vs. 3 new camp host accommodations 

1 pedestrian bridge between Areas 1 and 2 vs. up to 2 vehicle bridges connecting Areas 1 and 2 

No day use picnic areas vs. 1 day use picnic area 

8 new restroom facilities vs. 7 new restroom facilities 

2 fire engine sheds vs. 3 fire engine sheds 

2 optional fire shelter vs. 3 optional fire shelters 

 

The primary difference between the Proposed Project and the 2002 LCP Alternative in each of the Park 

facilities is the number of campsites and parking areas.  There will be a higher number of camping opportunities 

with the Proposed Project.  Another key difference is the improved access to Ramirez Canyon Park on Via 

Acero Road that will occur with the Proposed Project but not with the 2002 LCP Alternative.  A third key 

difference is the inclusion of a 10,000 gallon water tank by Camp Area 1 in Corral Canyon Park with the 

Proposed Project but not with the 2002 LCP Alternative.  All other important fire protection measures will be 

equivalent. 

 

Based on these project differences, the proposed policies, features, and processes described in the Proposed 

Project’s FPP are applicable, without significant revision, to the 2002 LCP Alternative.   

 



      
   4835-2 
   1 July 2010 
 

 

 
    M E M O R A N D U M  

 

TO:  

FIRM:  

FROM: Mike Huff 

DATE: July 20, 2010 

SUBJECT: Malibu Parks Public Access Restoration/Enhancement Plan – 

Redesign Alternative 

  

PROJ. #: 4835-2 

 

The Fire Protection Plan (FPP) prepared for the Malibu Parks Public Access Enhancement Plan – Public Works 

Plan by Dudek encompasses important fire protection policies, features, and processes that will be provided for 

the Proposed Project.  Three other alternatives have been analyzed with regard to fire safety.  This 

memorandum addresses the Redesign Alternative compared to the Proposed Project and provides analysis and 

conclusions necessary for inclusion in the project Environmental Impact Report.   

 

The following are the key similarities and differences from a fire protection perspective: 

 

Ramirez Canyon Park (Redesign Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

3 campsites vs. 5 campsites  

27 new parking spaces (no parking at Lauber) vs. 36 new parking spaces (parking at Lauber) 

Lauber Road emergency access improvements and limited public access vs. Via Acero emergency access 

improvements 

1 camp host accommodation vs. 1 camp host accommodation 

3 new restroom facilities vs. 3 new restroom facilities 

Retrofit existing structures to 7A codes vs. Retrofit existing structures to 7A codes 

 

Escondido Canyon Park (Redesign Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

4 campsites vs. 13 campsites 

20 new parking spaces vs. 17 new parking spaces 

1 camp host accommodation vs. 1 camp host accommodation 

2 new restroom facilities vs. 3 new restroom facilities 

 

Latigo Trailhead (Redesign Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

3 campsites vs. 5 campsites 

2 new parking spaces vs. 9 new parking spaces 

 

No camp host accommodation vs. 1 camp host accommodation 

1 new restroom facility vs. 1 new restroom facility 

 

Corral Canyon Park (Redesign Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

11 campsites (no camping in Area 2) vs. 16 campsites (including Area 2) 

18 new parking spaces vs. 18 new parking spaces 

1 camp host accommodation vs. 1 camp host accommodation 

2 new restroom facilities vs. 2 new restroom facilities 

1 fire engine shed vs. 1 fire engine shed 

1 optional fire shelter vs. 2 optional fire shelters 
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   2 July 2010  

 

Malibu Bluffs (Redesign Alternative vs. Proposed Project) 

33 campsites vs. 32 campsites 

30 parking spaces vs. 52 parking spaces 

1 pedestrian bridge between Areas 1 and 2 vs. up to 2 vehicle bridges connecting Areas 1 and 2 

No day use picnic areas vs. 1 day use picnic area 

2 camp host accommodations vs. 3 camp host accommodations 

7 new restroom facilities vs. 7 new restroom facilities 

3 fire engine sheds vs. 3 fire engine sheds 

3 optional fire shelters vs. 3 optional fire shelters 

 

 

The primary difference between the Proposed Project and the Redesign Alternative in each of the Park facilities 

is the number of campsites and parking areas.  There will be a higher number of camping opportunities with the 

Proposed Project.  Another key difference is the improved access to Ramirez Canyon Park on Via Acero Road 

that will occur with the Proposed Project but not with the Redesign Alternative.  All other important fire 

protection measures will be equivalent. 

 

Based on these project differences, the proposed policies, features, and processes described in the Proposed 

Project’s FPP are applicable, without significant revision, to the Redesign Alternative.   
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