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Chapter 1        Introduction 

 
PURPOSE OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
 
This report has been prepared to respond to comments submitted on the 
February 2004 Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
Point Sur State Historic Park.  The Draft EIR identifies the potential 
environmental consequences associated with implementation of the Preliminary 
General Plan.  This document responds to comments on the Preliminary General 
Plan/Draft EIR and makes revisions, as necessary, in response to these 
comments or to clarify any previous errors, omissions, or misinterpretations of 
material in the plan. 
 
This document, together with the Preliminary General Plan/Draft EIR, constitutes 
the Final EIR upon certification by the Department of Parks and Recreation that 
the Final EIR is complete and adequate under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS  
 
The California Department of Parks and Recreation is the lead agency for 
preparation of the General Plan.  Lead agencies are required to consult with 
other public agencies having jurisdiction over a proposed project, and to provide 
the general public with an opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. 
 
In accordance with CEQA, Section 21091 and State CEQA Guidelines, Section 
15073, the Preliminary General Plan/Draft EIR for Point Sur State Historic Park 
was circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period.  During this 
review period, public agencies, private groups and associations, and individuals 
were provided the opportunity to review and comment on the contents of the 
document, including the evaluation of potential project-related environmental 
impacts and proposed mitigation. 
 
The public was advised of the availability of the Preliminary General Plan/Draft 
EIR through public notices, articles in the Big Sur Roundup newspaper, notice at 
a Big Sur Multi-Agency Council meeting, a Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR) newsletter, and notification on the DPR web site.  The public notice 
(Notice of Availability) was posted in the local newspaper, the Monterey Herald.  
Copies of the Preliminary General Plan/Draft EIR were also available for review at 
the following locations:  California State Parks – Monterey District Office, Big Sur 
Station, Monterey Library, Carmel Library, Big Sur Library, and on the above 
listed web site. 
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On February 11, 2004, the California Department of Parks and Recreation 
(Department) released to the general public and public agencies the Preliminary 
General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report for Point Sur State Historic 
Park (Park).  The proposed General Plan will guide future management direction 
at the Park.  It contains a comprehensive and integrated set of park-wide goals 
and guidelines for the long-term management of the Park that focus on 
protection of natural and cultural resources, enhancements to visitor use and 
opportunities, and improvements to administration and operations of the Park. In 
addition, the General Plan provides recommendations for improving the entrance 
to the park and parking off of Highway 1, improving a tour staging area for the 
Light Station, interpretive programs of plant and animal habitats, and limited 
beach access.  The plan also proposes a Natural Preserve north of the base of 
Moro Rock. 
 
The Preliminary General Plan/ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
contains the environmental analysis of potentially significant effects of the 
proposed project.  Together, the DEIR and this response to comments document 
constitute the final environmental impact report (FEIR) for the project. 
 
In accordance with Public Resources Code §21091 and CEQA Guidelines §15087, 
a 45-day public review period for the DEIR was provided.  The public review 
period ended March 26, 2004. On February 17, 2004, a public meeting was held 
in the Big Sur Lodge Conference Room at Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park to discuss 
the Preliminary General Plan and associated analysis in the DEIR.  Oral 
comments and suggestions to the Preliminary General Plan/Draft EIR were heard 
and were considered; however, the commenters were encouraged to provide 
written comments on the Preliminary General Plan/ DEIR before the end of the 
comment period.  During the public review period, a number of comments to the 
General Plan’s Goals and Guidelines were received from public agencies, private 
groups, and individuals.  This document provides responses to written comments 
received during the 45-day public review period. 
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All comments on the Preliminary General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, and the responses thereto, are presented in this document, which is 
organized as follows: 
 

 Chapter 1 (Introduction) provides a brief overview of the proposed 
project, describes the requirements under CEQA for responding to public 
comments received on the DEIR, and describes the organization of the 
FEIR. 

 
 Chapter 2 (Response to Comments) provides a list, in table format, of all 

written comments received on the Preliminary General Plan and Draft 
Environmental Impact Report during the public review period and after 
the close of the public comment period. The commenters letters are 
presented first and then a written response made to each comment 
follows directly after each letter received. 

 
 Chapter 3 provides a reproduction of portions of the Preliminary General 

Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report with revisions to text and 
graphics made either in response to comments or based on Department 
staff-directed changes that were made to update and/ or revise the 
document. 

 
The focus of the response to comments is on the disposition of significant 
environmental issues that have been raised in the comments, as specified by 
CEQA Guidelines §15088(b), but also includes responses to pertinent planning 
considerations for the implementation of the proposed General Plan. 
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Chapter 2      Response to Comments 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter provides a list of all public comments received on the Preliminary 
General Plan/ Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) during the public 
review period, which ended on March 26, 2004.  Section 2.1 focuses on written 
comments (i.e., letters, comment forms, and e-mail correspondence), and 
provides a table indicating the commenter/ agency that prepared written 
comments, the date the comment(s) were made, individual comment numbers, 
and the topic(s) raised in the comment (see Table 2-1).  Responses to each 
individual comment are numbered correspondingly. 
 
LIST OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PRELIMINARY GENERAL 
PLAN AND DRAFT EIR BEFORE THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
March 26, 2004. 
 
Table 2-1 indicates the letter number, commenter, date of correspondence, 
comment number assigned, and the comment topic assigned for each written 
comment received on the DEIR.  The letters are numbered sequentially by date 
received.  The letter numbers are then used as a prefix for individual comments, 
which are also numbered sequentially after the prefix.  For example, comment 
1.1 is the first comment of letter 1, comment 1.2 is the second comment of the 
same letter, etc. 
 

Table 2-1 
Written Comments Received on the Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR 

Letter Commenter/Agency Letter 
Date 

Comment
Number 

Topics 

1.1 Provide a range of use 
1.2 Expand on LUP 
1.3 Hydrology 
1.4 Aesthetics 
1.5 Plant Life 
1.6 Potable/Non-Potable water 
1.7 Main Gate Entrance 
1.8 Visitor Parking 
1.9 Public Access Goal 
1.10 Goal for LCP/BSLUP/CIP 
1.11 Aesthetics/ Screen Parking 
1.12 Growth Impacts 
1.13 Hydrology 
1.14 Land Use Planning 

1 Eric Lee, Monterey 
County Planning and 
Building Department, 
Coastal Office 

February 
18, 2004 

1.15 Future Plans 
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1.16 Implementation Plan 
1.17 Future Permitting Plans 

   

  
2.1 Potable Water 
2.2 Fiscal Analysis 
2.3 Threats to Existing Dune Habitat 
2.4 Grant of and Easement 
2.5  NavFac Critical Viewshed 
2.6 Replacement Fencing at NAVFAC 
2.7 Prevent Erosion from Run-off 
2.8 Omit Goals that Seek Expansion 
  
3.1 Affordable Housing 
  
  
4.1 Protecting Snowy Plover Habitat 
  
  
  
  
5.1 DPR Recognizes CCLK 
5.2 Public Safety at NAVFAC 
5.3 Reuse of Buildings at NAVFAC 
  
6.1 Lead Base Paint Abatement  
  
  
  
7.1 Lack of OCEN Recognition 
  
  
  
  
  
8.1 Supplemental DEIR 
8.2 Pt Sur SHP Not Listed with OHP 
8.3 Lighthouse  Not Classified 
8.4 Cultural Preserve 
8.5 Cultural Preserve Alternative 
8.6 Correct Native American History 
8.7 Grants for Historical Preservation 
8.8-1 Exec Summary European, Why? 
8.8-2 Declaration Of Purpose European
8.8-3 Issues of Known Concern Euro. 
8.8-4 No Amer. Indian concerns listed 
8.8-5 Preferred Alternative not cultural 

2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
6 
 
 
 
 
7 
 
 
 
 
 
8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Aengus L. Jeffers, Law 
Offices of Horan, Lloyd, 
Karachale, Dyer, 
Schwartz, Law & Cook, 
Monterey, CA 
 
 
 
 
John Laird, Assembly 
Member, Twenty-
Seventh District 
 
Kriss Neuman, Biologist, 
PRBO Conservation 
Science 
 
Douglas G. Williams, 
Chairman, Central Coast 
Lighthouse Keepers 
(CCLK) 
 
Denise Tsuji, Unit Chief, 
Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 
 
Lorraine “ Rain Cloud” 
Escobar, OCEN Interim 
Vice-Chair, Office of 
Ohlone/Costanoan 
Esselen Nation 
 
Noel Oard Mapstead, 
Carmel 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

March 
26, 2004 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
March, 
26 2004 
 
 
March 
18, 2004 
 
 
 
March 
24, 2004 
 
 
 
March 
15, 2004 
 
 
 
March 
24, 2004 
 
 
 
 
March 
25, 2004 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

8.8-6 No Cultural Preserve 
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8.8-7 No ethno-history at Pt Sur listed 
8.8-8 No Lighthouse Indian history 
8.8-9 Pt Sur not classified SHP 
8.8-10 American Indian awareness? 
8.8-11 American Indian Cultural Park? 
8.8-12 American Indians help with GP? 
8.8-13 American Indians ownership  
8.8-14 No American Indian History 
8.8-15 American Indians ownership 
8.8-16 Commenter Left Blank 
8.8-17 Pico Blanco  
8.8-18 American Indian Tours at Pt Sur 
8.8-19 Beaches American Indian History 
8.8-20 American Indian Biotic Uses 
8.8-21 Value of  ethno- history at Pt Sur 
8.8-22 Why only euro-maritime history 
8.8-23 Esselen publications used 
8.8-24 Esselen People interview for GP. 
8.8-25 Esselen People cultural listed? 
8.8-26 Esselen People  material cultural 
8.8-27 Esselen People decendants 
8.8-28 List Esselen People descendants? 
8.8-29 Esselen descendants thriving? 
8.8-30 Esselen descendants homeland 
8.8-31 Rumsen and Salinian contacted? 
8.8-32 Esselen homeland theirs? 
8.8-33 No continuum of history 
8.8-34 Known American Indian Culture? 
8.8-35 Archaeological v.s. Prehistoric 
8.8-36 Archaeological the only history? 
8.8-37 American Indian history separate 
8.8-38 American Indians not included 
8.8-39 American Indians not people 
8.8-40 American name for Moro Rock? 
8.8-41 Spanish first at Moro Rock? 
8.8-42 Did American Indians disappear 
8.8-43 Did American Indians disappear 
8.8-44 Name of period from 1793 -1834 
8.8-45 American Indians excluded 
8.8-46 American Indians and El Sur 
8.8-47 American Indians own homeland 
8.8-48 American Indians own any land 
8.8-49 History of American Indian Land 
8.8-50 American Indians 1866-1886? 
8.8-51 American Indians 1885-1939 
8.8-52 American Indians 1939-present 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 8.8-53 Define 5th period 
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8.8-54 Current religious Esselen Practice
8.8-55 American Indian and SHPO 
8.8-56 Pt. Sur SHP not classified 
8.8-57 DEIR excludes American Indian 
8.8-58 Amer. Indian history continuity 
8.8-59 Amer. Indian history interpretive 
8.8-60 Amer. Indian history recorded? 
8.8-61 Amer. Indian history exhibits 
8.8-62 DEIR excludes American Indian 
8.8-63 Amer. Indian history theme 
8.8-64 DEIR excludes American Indian 
8.8-65 DEIR excludes cultural preserve 
8.8-66 Amer. Indian history district 
8.8-67 Amer. Indian history potential 
8.8-68 SHPO – American Indian Lands 
8.8-69 Cultural Significance explored? 
8.8-70 DEIR excludes cultural preserve 
8.8-71 Esselen descendants still steward 
8.8-72 DPR the only stewards? 
8.8-73 DEIR excludes American Indian 
8.8-74 DEIR excludes cultural preserve 
8.8-75 Has DPR contacted native Amer? 
8.8-76 American Indian not recognized 
8.8-77 Explain first people as stewards 
8.8-78 Descendants secondary theme? 
8.8-79 DPR partnerships 
8.8-80 DEIR excludes cultural preserve 
8.8-81 DEIR excludes American Indian 
8.8-82 DEIR excludes American Indian 
8.8-83 DEIR excludes Indian culture 
8.8-84 Extend comment period 
8.8-85 SDEIR – not planned 
8.8-86 SDEIR - circulation 
8.8-87 Notification of FEIR 
  
  
9.1 Change paragraph on 2-29 
9.2 Native American cultural issues 
9.3 First sighting of Moro Rock 
9.4 Harrington’s info interpretive 
9.5 Native Amer. at Moro Rock 
9.6 Native Amer. land claims 
9.7 Has no right to gift property 
9.8 Supplemental DEIR considered? 
9.9 Has no right to gift property 
9.10 No new housing proposed 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Candace Cate, Trust 
Administrator/Interim 
TTEE, Esselen Children 
Trust of 1990 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
March 
23, 2004 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 9.11 Maritime history at the Park Unit 



Point Sur State Historic Park  

Prepared by California State Parks Central Service Center · Monterey California · August 2004 
Page 8 

9.12 PtSSHP not a cultural preserve 
9.13 Environmental laws of 1950’s? 
9.14 Archaeological sites at Pt Sur? 
9.15 PtSSHP not a cultural preserve 
9.16 Only 1 Preferred Alternative 
9.17 DPR’s Mission 
  
10.1 Thank you for your support 
10.2 Western snowy plover habitat 
  
  
11.1 Local community impact 
11.2 Shortage of affordable housing 
  
  
12.1 Team appreciates your support 
  
  
  
13.1 DEIR is too general 
13.2 Protection of the viewshed 
13.3 “level of visual intrusion” 
13.4 Berming would look unatural 
13.5 Proposed road link in viewshed 
13.6 Visibility of admin bldgs in view 
13.7 Restore the Navy buildings 
13.8 Sunset housing after upgrades 
13.9 More local citizen input 
  
14.1 Thank you for your support 
  
  
15.1 Follow LCP policies 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10 
 
 
 
11 
 
 
 
 
12 
 
 
 
 
13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14 
 
 
 
15 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kelly Sorenson, Executive 
Director, Ventana 
Wilderness Society 
 
Alan Perlmutter, Big Sur 
River Inn, Big Sur, CA 
 
 
Ralph Norman Channell, 
Captain, U.S. Navy 
Retired, Carmel, CA 
 
 
Mary Trotter, Big Sur, CA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Lorri Lockwood, Big Sur, 
CA 
 
Rick Hyman, California 
Coastal Commission 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
March 
25, 2004 
 
 
March 
26, 2004 
 
 
 
March 
25, 2004 
 
 
 
March 
26, 2004 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
March, 6, 
2004 
 
 
March, 
26, 2004 
 

  

 



Point Sur State Historic Park  

Prepared by California State Parks Central Service Center · Monterey California · August 2004 
Page 9 

General Response to Commenters 
 
The General Plan serves as a first tier Environmental Impact Report as defined in 
Section 15166 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  
The analysis of broad potential environmental impacts will provide the basis for 
future second level environmental review, which will provide more detailed 
information and analysis for site-specific developments and projects.  This 
General Plan is a broad policy document that sets the direction and provides a 
vision for the park’s management and development.  General plans provide 
general direction for the park while avoiding specific details that could change 
before a project could be funded and implemented.  The purpose of the plan is 
to provide a framework for the park’s development, on-going management, and 
public use.  The goals and guidelines presented in the General Plan are designed 
to guide resource stewardship, facility development and interpretation, and 
future land use management for the park.  For further discussion, please refer to 
page 1-5, Purpose of General Plans, in the Preliminary General Plan/ Draft EIR. 
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Response to Letter 1: Eric Lee, Monterey County Planning and Building 
Inspection Department, Coastal Office 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information on the DEIR. 
 
General Comments 
 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) understands the role that the 
Monterey County’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP) assumes in regards to the planning 
and the permitting of future developments in the coastal zone.  DPR has been 
working with the County as the Land Use Plan (LUP) update evolves for the Big 
Sur Coast in an effort to assure consistency between the (LUP) and the Pt. Sur 
General Plan.  We will continue to submit comments and recommendations 
where we believe inconsistencies might occur with language of the LUP.  The 
LUP provides the basis for the preparation of the implementing ordinances, 
which together comprise the LCP.  Once these have been certified by the Coastal 
Commission, coastal development permit authority is transferred to the County 
for most development permits.  The commission retains permit authority for 
areas not yet completely certified, areas of original permit jurisdiction (tide lands, 
submerged lands, public trust lands, etc.), and areas where a Public Works Plan 
has been approved by the commission or where a Public Works Plan is approved 
by the commission at a future date. 
 
Reading the existing Draft LUP, it is not entirely clear how the County might 
interpret various policies that may appear to conflict.  Policies that encourage 
employee housing, improve aesthetics, prohibit parking, etc. would need to be 
prioritized or possibly dealt with as in other specific geographical areas on the 
Big Sur Coast.  In some areas and neighborhoods, the County gets more specific 
as to how these policies would be interpreted for that specific area.  At Pt. Sur 
SHP it could be helpful to DPR and the County to be more specific as to how you 
would recommend we remove houses and vegetation that have blocked potential 
views, yet keep existing housing for employees; remove vegetation, but screen 
the houses that are kept; provide parking, but not build berms or plant 
vegetation to screen the parking; etc.  Without further clarification of these 
policies, they could be interpreted differently over time by county staff and DPR, 
Planning Commission members, members of the Board of Supervisors, and 
certainly, the public. 
 
We would like to continue working with the County to clarify both our General 
Plan and the County’s LUP, as it relates to State Parks, so that future Coastal 
Permit Applications or the approval of a Public Works Plan can be handled 
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efficiently.  If we can make our plans clear and consistent it would aid DPR, the 
County, and the Coastal Commission in the case of any Coastal Development 
Permits that may be appealed to the commission. 
 
Specific Comments 
 
1.1 To clarify the possible water supply sources intended for Point Sur 

SHP, please refer to the Potable and Non-Potable Water section in the 
General Plan, Chapter 4, page 4-23.  The introductory paragraph states 
that during the general plan process, a study was made to evaluate 
possible fresh water sources for the park.  It was determined that possible 
water supply sources for Point Sur SHP are intended to be from ground 
water supplies either at Andrew Molera SP and/or at Point Sur SHP.  Test 
wells are currently being made to determine the best location. 

 
1.2 The commenter refers to the Aesthetic Goals and Guidelines of the DEIR 

as the guidance for aesthetic visual impacts for future development.  The 
DEIR does provide for additional guidance from Goals and Guidelines for 
minimum visual impact on page 4-35 (The NAVFAC) and on page 4-40 
(Existing Employee Housing Units at NAVFAC).  No new structures are 
proposed in the DEIR, so lighting would remain the same as it is at the 
employee housing area (interior or down lighting).  Parking areas will not 
be lit as the park is open dawn to dusk only, and the cyclone fencing 
around NAVFAC will be replaced with a suitable park-like fencing to 
exclude the neighboring land owner’s cattle.  Please refer to General 
Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional project level information. 

 
1.3 The first Goal in the Plant Life Goals and Guidelines on page 4-11 states 

that State Parks will protect and perpetuate the native vegetation of the 
Park and, where possible, rehabilitate the native vegetation of the Park.  
These issues are also addressed in the Guidelines on page 4-39.  
However, DPR also recognizes the possibility that non-native plants (trees 
included) that are also non-invasive, may remain at the NAVFAC site to 
provide elements such as screening of existing buildings and screening 
existing parking areas.  The DEIR proposes additional Monterey cypress 
tree plantings to extend the existing stands of Monterey cypress that will 
establish a vegetative screening of the remaining buildings and parking 
areas.  Monterey cypress trees (non-native) will be used as they are a 
widely used tree that performs well on the Big Sur Coast and adds a 
distinct beauty to the pristine views.  The trees will be planted well below 
Highway 1 elevation next to the buildings.  As they mature, the overall 
height will not impact the views of the Pacific Ocean from Highway 1.  In 
the Existing Employee Housing Units at NAVFAC on page 4-40, a guideline 
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specifically recommends that the existing cypress trees that screen the 
employee housing from Highway 1 be maintained. 

 
1.4 The General Plan refers to the current water usage as being limited to 

park staff and the residents in 11 of the 24 housing units.  Currently the 
potable water source is from trucked-in bottled water, about 100 gallons 
per week.  The buildings have been occupied since the 1950s and 
although changes in occupancy levels have occurred, we do not anticipate 
an increase in the overall use from the historic use levels.  This was 
addressed in the environmental analysis in the General Plan (page 5-31, 
Hydrology) and was determined not to be a significant impact. 

 
1.5 The commenter questions, if one of the two access entrances to the site is 

found unnecessary, whether one would be eliminated.  As stated in the 
DEIR, page 4-32, the plan proposes to establish a main gate entrance off 
Highway 1 which would reduce the need for the current (the only other 
entrance) entrance just north of the NAVFAC.  However, a second 
entrance will always be necessary for staff and emergency use.  The DEIR 
does not propose any other entrance uses or abandonment.  Please refer 
to General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter 
for additional project level information. 
 

1.6 The DEIR does not propose any new parking facilities.  The plan does, 
however, propose use of existing parking facilities.  See pages 4-32 (Goals 
and Guidelines Visitor Parking), 4-27 (Figure #10, Visitor Parking & Tour 
Staging Area) and 4-32(Guideline 2).  Aesthetic visual impact will be 
minimized because new facilities are not proposed in the Plan and with 
the proposed removal of several buildings the viewsheds will be 
enhanced.  As previously discussed in response 1.3, Monterey cypress 
plantings will be used to provide additional vegetative screening to the 
existing stands of trees.  An aerial photograph showing the existing stand 
cypress trees is on page 1-4, Figure #2, Site Map, and appear as darker 
clusters that surround the buildings at the NAVFAC.  Additionally, the 
reference to 30 – 50 cars is based on the current parking lot capacity. 

 
1.7 The commenter would like the DEIR to include a section addressing public 

access and outlining the basic goals and guidelines.  Additionally, the 
commenter wants a Public Access Plan prepared to the local coastal 
program requirements.  The Plan addresses Public Access in a series of 
Goals and Guidelines on pages 4- 31,-33 in Visitor Use Development.  The 
provision for additional visitor use and access is a cornerstone of the plan. 
 
A specific Public Access Plan is not part of the DEIR as it is the first tier 
Environmental Impact Report.  Future second level environmental review 
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will provide more detailed information and analysis for site-specific 
developments and projects.  The Department believes that this General 
Plan, along with any subsequent project development plans for the 
NAVFAC site, which are subject to future coastal development permits, will 
satisfy the Coastal Act and the County’s intent for access management at 
this location. 
 

1.8 Please refer to our General Comments on consistency of State Park 
developments with local coastal plans and policies.  It is in the best 
interest of DPR to continue working with the County to clarify the intent 
and opportunities of both our General Plan and the County’s LUP so that 
future Coastal Permit Applications or the approval of a Public Works Plan 
can be handled efficiently. 

 
Environmental Analysis Section 
 
1.9 The commenter wishes to clarify page 5-8 Aesthetics also includes any 

development or vegetation within the park that would interfere with the 
views of the ocean is potentially significant as well.  The comment has 
been noted.  In response to the commenter’s concern that page 5-9 does 
not include other issues, please note that in Chapter 5, page 9, the list 
does include development of new facilities with a discussion of 
inappropriate lighting that could create significant adverse visual impacts 
within the park. 

 
1.10 The commenter would like DPR to consider berming and native vegetation 

to be used to screen parking areas provided that suitable areas outside of 
the critical viewshed are not available.  In the Mitigation section beginning 
on  page 5-9, DPR identifies that appropriate native plant species and/or 
site grading should be used to screen or soften the visual effect of Parking 
areas, appropriate visitor facilities, roads and trails, buffer any intrusive or 
distracting views and activities outside Park boundaries, and enhance 
scenic views.  As stated in the Plan, the Department was not able to 
identify any suitable parking areas outside the critical viewshed that could 
serve visitors to the park.  Therefore, DPR will consider the use of 
vegetation and site grading, where appropriate and necessary, to reduce 
visual impacts of site structures and parking areas and in a manner 
consistent with the Big Sur LUP. 

 
1.11 The commenter would like DPR to provide additional information on why 

growth impacts are not significant.  DPR recognizes the concern of the 
potential impact to the local community and better accommodation for 
visitor use.  As noted on pages 2-49, 4-43, 4-44, and 5-24 of the Plan, this 
concern is recognized by DPR as well, and planning efforts will be 
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consistent with the Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan and the Monterey County 
General Plan.  In addition, the General Plan has provisions for assessing 
visitor use and how it impacts the Park’s resources.  (See page 4-43,-44 
Allowable Use Intensity.)  This section of the Plan describes the Park’s 
goal to minimize the impact of visitor use and allow for the protection of 
its natural and cultural resources.  Currently the Park serves 5-6,000 
visitors per year and provides 3-6 regularly scheduled and specially 
scheduled tours and events at the Lighthouse weekly with weekends year 
round.  A significant increase in the number of visitors to Big Sur, solely 
because of implementation of the Plan, is not anticipated.  Therefore, the 
future impact to the local community and local businesses would remain 
relatively the same as it is today. 

 
1.12 The commenter would like DPR to clarify the feasibility of future water 

sources and why the development would not significantly impact water 
sources.  As stated on 4-7, paragraph 3:  Infrastructure, during the 
General Plan process, many water concepts were studied.  It goes on to 
state that plans are being made to upgrade the water supply to Pt. Sur 
off-site at Andrew Molera State Park.  We have also determined, just 
recently, that the water supply will have to come from offsite as the 
ground water supply will need additional treatment prior to use.  This, 
then, would not have a significant impact to the water quality at Pt. Sur.  
Additionally, the DEIR proposes adaptive reuse and demolition of existing 
buildings at the NAVFAC facility (pages 4-35 through 4-40).  This would 
actually have a net increase in the water quality as it would lessen storm 
water run-off from the existing facilities that have been or will be removed 
and would have no significant impact to the water quality at Pt. Sur.  
Although water quality might not change, our water usage would certainly 
increase with development from present levels.  The water usage, 
however, would still be below the level of usage during NAVFAC’s peak 
operation.  Therefore, increased water usage isn’t seen as a significant 
impact on water resources, as previously stated in Response 1.4. 

 
1.13 The General Plan is very clear on the intended use of the 24 existing 

housing units (see Figure #10 and Table 4, page 4-37).  No additional 
employee housing is addressed in the General Plan as the plan states that 
the 24 housing units will remain until other facilities become available.  As 
low cost housing becomes available in the Big Sur area, DPR will consider 
relocating the employees to housing locations outside the park, and begin 
the process of removal of the existing residences from Point Sur SHP. 

 
The use of permanent and seasonal housing at Point Sur will not result in 
an increase in the number of DPR employees.  It does provide the 
opportunity for relocating current employees from other areas within the 
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Sector (see pages 3-11 through 3-15 for further discussion).  The existing 
employee housing units at Point Sur are single family residences suitable 
for family use.  The standard maximum occupancy for each residence is 
two times the number of bedrooms plus one.  Most residents have 
significantly fewer than this number residing in their house.  Based on the 
maximum number allowed per residence and excluding the residence used 
as a CHP office, the highest potential number of occupants in the single 
family residence area, if all 23 units were occupied to the maximum, 
would be 161.  In addition, the Bachelor’s Officer Quarters has been 
identified for potential use as temporary employee housing.  This type of 
housing is suitable for single employees only, not family.  If the BOQ is 
not used, it may be necessary to house some single seasonal employees 
in the single family residences. 

 
Other Comments 
 
1.14 Please refer to the General Comments on major development and local 

policies.  It is in the best interest of DPR to continue to work with the 
County to clarify both our General Plan and the County’s LUP so that 
future Coastal Permit Applications or the approval of a Public Works Plan 
can be handled efficiently.  The unit management plans discussed on 
pages 4-42 through 4-45 will be developed as funding and time permits.  
There is not a timeline identified for their development. 

 
1.15 Our General Plan is a long range plan that is not tied to specific funding or 

priorities for implementation.  An implementation plan could only be 
developed as future funding for capitol improvements and staffing for 
operations becomes available.  The General Plan allows for some flexibility 
of future management actions and planning considerations as conditions 
may change and more detailed analysis is completed. 

 
1.16 Please refer to the General Comments on major development and local 

policies.  It is in the best interest of DPR to continue to work with the 
County to clarify both our General Plan and the County’s LUP so that 
future Coastal Permit Applications or the approval of a Public Works Plan 
can be handled efficiently. 
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Response to Letter 2:  Aengus L. Jeffers, Law Offices of Horan, Lloyd, 
Karachale, Dyer, Schwartz, Law & Cook, Incorporated 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information. 
 
2.1 The commenter has indicated that the General Plan needs to make 

creation of a potable water supply a priority action.  The Department of 
Parks and Recreation (DPR) recognizes the importance of establishing a 
reliable potable water supply prior to implementing portions of the 
General Plan.  As the commenter has indicated, the General Plan includes 
Goals and Guidelines (page 4-23 Infrastructure and 4-23 Potable and Non-
Potable Water) that relate to the future development of the park.  
Additionally the Plan also states the need to provide such water whether 
or not facility and housing use is expanded beyond current levels (page 3-
14, paragraph 1).  Currently, DPR is in the process of investigating an off-
site reliable potable water supply east of Highway 1 at Andrew Molera 
State Park.  Future plans will include infrastructure to transport the water 
to the Park unit. 

 
2.2 The commenter would like the General Plan to include a Fiscal Analysis 

that would evaluate prudent fiscal planning as it relates to the state’s 
budget shortfall for the feasibility of the General Plan implementation.  
DPR recognizes the importance of establishing sound budgetary analysis 
prior to any project level plan implementation.  However, the General Plan 
serves as a first tier Environmental Impact Report that does not have the 
specific level of detail required to create this type of budgetary analysis 
(page 1-5 Purpose of a General  Plan).  When DPR begins the process of 
project level development, this kind of budgetary analysis and information 
will be evaluated and presented in the state and local public planning 
process. 

 
2.3 The commenter believes the General Plan’s proposal to allow public access 

to existing dune and beach habitat does not avoid threats to that habitat.  
The commenter goes on to state that the El Sur Ranch’s philosophy is that 
the dune and beach areas are best enjoyed by sight, not by foot. DPR 
recognizes the significant resource value that the dune and beach areas, 
both public and private, provide the state park visitor and the need to 
protect this habitat.  The General Plan proposes to designate the area 
north of the Moro Rock as a Natural Preserve (page 4-29 through 4-31).  
As designated, this allows for the highest level of resource protection 
within a state park.  The Goal and Guideline in the General Plan that 
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relates to the beach access at the North and South beaches at the base of 
Moro Rock, (page 4-33, paragraph 1) refers to the guided beach access, 
not to a specific level of controlled access by park staff.  The Natural 
Preserve designation and Western Snowy Plover Management Plan will 
determine the level of control that the park staff will need to take to 
ensure protection and preservation of the beach habitat.  As noted on 
page 4-28, any amount of proposed beach access will require a long-term, 
multi-faceted management approach. 

 
2.4 The commenter has expressed the willingness to continue discussions for 

granting an easement for direct access from the NAVFAC area to the Moro 
Rock in conjunction with staging tours to the Light Station Complex.  The 
General Plan proposes a potential road connection (page 4-27, Figure 
#10) that demonstrates a graphic representation of the proposed road 
connection (an “S” shaped line).  The commenter would like Figure #10 to 
clearly define this “S” shaped line as a “Representation of a Potential Road 
Connection” and that a specific road connection will be discussed and 
defined with the Ranch.  As discussed with the commenter during an April 
28th meeting, the above mentioned “S” shaped line is not the Plan’s 
proposed road easement, but a representation of connectivity to the 
existing road easement from NAVFAC.  DPR will continue discussions with 
the adjacent property owner to define a more specific road connection. 

 
2.5 The commenter believes that the history of the NAVFAC does not justify 

the impact on the critical viewshed that retention and reuse of any 
NAVFAC buildings would have.  In assessing the buildings at the former 
Point Sur NAVFAC, the challenge was to try to understand their exact level 
of historic significance.  Through the findings of the State Office of Historic 
Preservation, as well as several qualified historians and consultants, their 
historic significance was determined.  The findings indicate, while NAVFAC 
bases similar to Point Sur played an important role all across the world in 
the Cold War era, this specific SOSUS site at Point Sur did not retain 
sufficient integrity, nor was it at a level of sufficient association with an 
important Cold War-era event to warrant complete preservation.  That 
said, the NAVFAC is a part of the continuing maritime and military 
presence at Point Sur SHP, and its part of the history at Point Sur is 
important enough to retain some buildings for interpretive and educational 
reasons.  DPR deemed the site culturally, if not precisely historically, 
significant.  The future goals for the retained NAVFAC buildings do not 
include restoration, but rehabilitation which gives wider latitude in their 
adaptation and reuse.  These new uses may include future interpretation, 
administration, housing and maintenance.  Page 4-35 and the tables that 
follow are intended to discuss DPR’s decision-making in regard to the 
future disposition of the buildings at NAVFAC. 
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2.6 The commenter would like the General Plan to include replacement of the 
fence around the NAVFAC.  DPR recognizes the importance of controlling 
the trespassing of the park visitor on private land and also the importance 
of working with the Ranch to develop a safe exclusion for the grazing 
operations of the Ranch from the NAVFAC area.  The General Plan 
proposes a guideline to replace existing chain link fencing with a more 
suitable ranch fence (page 4-39, paragraph 10).  In addition, fencing is 
also addressed on page 4-13 and 4-14. 

 
2.7 The commenter would like the General Plan to take all actions to prevent 

erosion from storm water run-off.  DPR recognizes the importance of 
controlling erosion from storm water run-off to the ocean and adjacent 
lands.  As the commenter points out, the General Plan addresses this 
issue with a Goal and Guideline (page 4-10).  However, the commenter 
would like the goal to be more specific.  This degree of specificity would 
be addressed more appropriately when actual project work is considered.  
The General Plan further identifies in Chapter 5, page 5-19 through 5-22, 
the significance of the controlling erosion from storm water run-off to the 
ocean and adjacent lands.  Page 5–21, paragraph 5, Mitigation, states 
that the Department will comply with all applicable water quality control 
standards as contained in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central 
Coast Basin (Basin Plan).  Additionally, the Goal and Guideline (page 4-23 
Water Quality, paragraph 5) proposes the need for upgrading existing 
storm water facilities to comply with current non-point source pollution 
guidelines. 

 
2.8 The commenter requests that the General Plan omit Goals and Guidelines 

which seek to expand the park.  The commenter would like the Goals and 
Guidelines in Adjacent Land Use page 4-41 to be reworded to explicitly 
exclude any expansions based on acquiring private property.  The 
commenter goes on to say, “If there exists any design to condemn the 
Ranch it should be openly disclosed rather than framed within a vague 
Adjacent Land Use policy.”  The Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), like all State Park 
DEIRs, needs to be a flexible document that allows for future park 
expansion not realized today.  Any opportunity that may become available 
in the future for park expansion through collaboration with adjacent 
owners will be through mutual willingness of all parties. 
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Response to Letter 3:  John Laird, Assemblymember, California 
Legislature 
 
3.1 Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Draft 

General Plan.  The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) shares your 
concern on the serious shortage of employee housing in the Big Sur area. 
We are currently in discussions with the County of Monterey and the 
California Coastal Commission to determine a clear direction for the Big 
Sur Coast Land Use Plan (LUP) and the Monterey County Local Coastal 
Plan (LCP) in terms of the rehabilitation and long term use of the 
employee housing at the NAVFAC area. 

 
As the Big Sur Coast LUP and the Monterey County LCP become finalized and 
clearer as to the employee housing at Pt. Sur, DPR will pursue opportunities to 
rehabilitate and use the existing employee housing. 
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Response to Letter 4:  Kriss Neuman, PRBO Conservation Science 
 
4.1 Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park 

Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 
Please refer to General Response to Commenters at the beginning of 
this chapter for additional information. 

 
The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) recognizes the sensitivity of the 
western snowy plover and its habitat.  DPR understands the comments and 
recommendations presented in your letter.  As noted on page 4-28 of the 
General Plan, any amount of beach access will require a long-term, multi-faceted 
management approach and likely consultation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.  Your comments will be considered in developing a western snowy 
plover management plan for the Park (see page 4-15).  DPR understands that 
successful management of the beaches at Point Sur State Historic Park will 
require future planning efforts and well-informed management decisions. 
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Response to Letter 5:  Doug Williams, CCLK Chairman 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information. 
 
5.1 The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) also recognizes the 

immense contributions that the Central Coast Lighthouse Keepers (CCLK) 
make to Point Sur State Historic Park.  Without the support of an actively 
involved non-profit group such as CCLK, park operations and public 
services would be significantly diminished.  The General Plan team was 
very aware of the difficulties of conducting tours in the present conditions.  
Access to the park is and will continue to be limited in some respects, 
although the proposed use of the NAVFAC parcel to act as a tour staging 
area will alleviate some of the more dangerous aspects of providing tours 
at Point Sur.  We believe this use will enhance the overall interpretation of 
both the Light Station and the former naval facility. 

 
5.2 Your input as to the safety, public access to NAVFAC and the disposition 

and future use of buildings #105, #107, and #110 with adjacent parking 
areas will be valuable when future decisions affecting those structures are 
made.  See pages 4-31 and 4-32 Visitor Development Goals and 
Guidelines. 
 

5.3 In response to your suggested reuse of existing buildings, please refer to 
pages 4-32 Visitor Center and 4-36 Adaptive Use Table.  We cannot 
overemphasize the importance of gathering and integrating your “on the 
ground” and day-to-day experience into future plans concerning park 
operations. 

 
Thank you again for your support, and we look forward to working closely 
together in implementing the goals and guidelines of the Point Sur SHP General 
Plan. 
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Response to Letter 6:  Denise Tsuji, Department of Toxic Substances 
Control 
 
6.1 Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park 

Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  
Please refer to General Response to Commenters at the beginning of 
this chapter for additional information. 

 
Thank you for providing the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 
with information on your Voluntary Cleanup Program.  DPR recognizes the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control’s role in the cleanup of sites 
where hazardous substances have been released. 

 
DPR currently follows and plans to follow in the future all existing laws 
and regulations regarding toxic substances including lead, asbestos, and 
pesticides.  In regards to existing structures at Point Sur State Historic 
Park, lead and asbestos sampling and abatement will be performed as 
necessary.  The General Plan is intended to provide general mitigation 
measures for a first tier of environmental review.  A more detailed level of 
environmental analysis will be applied for actual projects in subsequent 
environmental documents. 
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Response to Letter 7: Lorraine Escobar, Ohlone/Costanoan Esselen 
Tribe 

7.1 Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park 
Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  
Please refer to General Response to Commenters at the beginning of 
this chapter for additional information. 

 We received comments about this Preliminary General Plan from several 
Native American individuals and groups who have connections with this 
area.  Upon reconsideration, it appears inappropriate to mention only the 
Ohlone/Costanoan Esselen Nation (OCEN) in this context, and the 
paragraph on Page 2-29 will be altered as follows: 

Point Sur SHP is in either Esselen territory (Breschini 
and Haversat 1994) or the Costanoan area known as 
Sargenteruc (Millikin 1990). Very little ethnographic 
data was recorded for this area, and what was 
recorded presents conflicting views. Mission records 
show that people from both the Rumsen and the 
Esselen were absorbed into the mission sphere. 
Although some thought at one time that the Esselen 
were extinct (Kroeber 1925:544), succeeding 
generations of the descendents of these early people 
thrive and continue to pass on their heritage and 
maintain have an active interest in their ancestral 
homelands.  The self-identified Ohlone/Costanoan-
Esselen Nation is an organized tribal council seeking 
to gain federal recognition.  More than half of its 
enrolled members reside in Monterey and San Benito 
counties.  There are several groups seeking Federal 
recognition as tribes. 

The main purpose of Point Sur Historic State Park is to preserve the 
maritime and military history of these facilities.  There currently is no 
physical evidence of Native American occupation or use of Moro Rock or 
the NAVFAC area that could provide the basis for demonstrating Native 
American culture.  As noted on page 3-3 of the Plan, however, “…DPR 
recognizes that an area’s cultural siginificance to Native Americans is not 
solely dependent upon the presence/absence of achaeologial artifacts.  
There is a need to understand and document the cultural significance of 
the Park and surrounding area to indigenous people.”  This can be 
accomplished only through collaboration with interested Native American 
individuals and groups. 

It is appropriate to interpret the lifeways of the people who lived in this 
region before written history commenced, as cited in the Goals and 
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Guidelines on page 4-20 of the Plan.  Native American cultural issues are 
interpreted to various extents at many State Parks.  When it becomes 
possible to do so at Point Sur SHP, DPR will consult with interested Native 
Americans (including OCEN) to develop interpretive materials related to 
the Esselen and Costanoan people. 

Several sources were consulted in the short ethnographic overview (see 
pages 6-4 and 6-5).  It is clear that the prehistory of the Big Sur area has 
not been rigorously studied.  The information that you forwarded is 
extremely interesting, and we look forward to working with you in the 
future. 
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Response to Letter 8:  Noel Oard Mapstead, Carmel 

Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information. 

The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) Mission Statement includes the 
protection of cultural resources. On page 4-16, the Plan states, “California State 
Parks will collaborate with local Native American groups and individuals to 
document the cultural significance of the Park and surrounding area to 
indigenous people.”  On the other hand, there are no known prehistoric cultural 
resources in Point Sur SHP, and it is not an appropriate location for a cultural 
preserve. 

8.1 The Environmental Analysis Section, Chapter 5, evaluates three 
alternatives for the CEQA process.  A supplemental draft EIR is not 
planned. 

8.2 Point Sur SHP has not been listed at the Office of Historic Preservation 
as a prehistoric site or through the Native American Heritage 
Commission as a traditional cultural site.  It does not contain known 
significant Native American resources.  If you have substantial 
evidence to the contrary, DPR, OHP and the NAHC would be interested 
in reviewing that evidence. 

8.3 Point Sur SHP has been classified as such by the Parks Commission, in 
the manner delegated to them by law (PRC §5019.50 and §5019.59).  
The classification statement declares that the main purpose of Point 
Sur Historic State Park is to preserve the maritime and military history 
of these facilities (See 8.8-1). 

8.4 There is no substantial evidence that would support establishing a 
cultural preserve at Point Sur SHP (See also 8.1 – 8.3 and 8.8-21). 

8.5 The Plan presents reasonable alternatives. Please refer to the 
Environmental Analysis in Chapter 5.  There is no basis for including a 
cultural preserve as an alternative for this unit (See 8.8-21). 

8.6 Native American cultural issues are interpreted to various extents at 
many State Parks, and it is appropriate to interpret the life ways of the 
people who lived in the Big Sur region before written history 
commenced at Point Sur SHP.  DPR will consult with interested Native 
Americans to develop interpretive materials related to the Esselen and 
Rumsen Ohlone people.  However, there currently is no physical 
evidence of Native American occupation or use of Moro Rock or the 
NAVFAC area that could provide material for demonstrating Native 
American culture. (See 8.8-21 and 8.8-59) 

8.7 PRC §5096.310 provides a little over $502 million for a variety of 
projects over a five-year period.  The largest portion of that money 
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($388 million) is earmarked for grants to local governments and 
agencies to improve their parks.  Only $18 million is designated for 
cultural and natural resource stewardship projects administered by 
DPR, and of necessity the funds available for cultural stewardship are 
spread thinly across many deserving projects in the state. 

8.8-1 Point Sur State Historic Park has been classified as such by the Parks 
Commission, in the manner delegated to them by law (PRC 5019.50 
and 5019.59).  The classification statement declares that the main 
purpose of Point Sur Historic State Park is to preserve the maritime 
and military history of these facilities. 

8.8-2 See above.  The focus of the General Plan is the unit itself, not the 
general area. 

8.8-3 The issues (discussed in the Executive Summary) are the 
administrative and interpretive concerns of this State Historic Park, and 
do include, “Preserve and interpret significant historic, cultural, and 
natural features.” 

8.8-4 Native American concerns previously raised with the Navy and Federal 
Government are not valid at the State Parks level (See also 8.8-11). 

8.8-5 Unlike projects under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
which analyzes the environmental impact of the project and 
alternatives at the same level of detail, the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) analyzes the project (the preferred alternative) and 
treats the other alternatives in a less detailed fashion. 

8.8-6 California Civil Code Title 14, Chapter 10, Section 4754 is simply a 
listing of historic units, and Point Sur SHP will be listed once the 
General Plan is accepted and as the statute is updated. 

8.8-7 The Parks Commission has designated this Park unit as a State Historic 
Park, and as such the focus of the unit is upon the historical events 
described in the classification statement.  At this time, DPR has no 
substantial evidence of a Native American presence at this unit more 
significant than any other site in the general area. 

8.8-8 The nomination to the National Register of Historic Places focused 
upon the maritime history that is inherent in a lighthouse property.  
There are no known tangible Native American cultural resources at 
Point Sur SHP. 

8.8-9 Point Sur State Historic Park has been classified as such by the Parks 
Commission, in the manner delegated to them by law (PRC 5019.50 
and 5019.59).  The classification statement declares that the main 
purpose of Point Sur Historic State Park is to preserve the maritime 
and military history of these facilities.  The unit will be listed in 
California Civil Code Title 14, Chapter 10, Section 4754 after 
acceptance of the General Plan and as the statute is updated. 
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8.8-10 The NAVFAC area contains no known tangible Native American cultural 
resources. 

8.8-11 A Native American cultural park would be more appropriate where 
there are known prehistoric cultural resources.  There are several such 
parks in California. 

8.8-12 The State of California had no part in Federal decisions prior to 
transfer of the property to the State.  There are several Native 
American groups and many more individuals interested in this area, 
and some of these chose to comment on the Plan.  The exact wording 
of the ethno-historic section was approved by Polomo John Brennan in 
an e-mail dated 9/6/2003. 

8.8-13 The Federal Government acquired Moro Rock and the right of way to 
access it from John Cooper in 1866.  The NAVFAC parcel was acquired 
in 1956.  The United States of America exercised complete dominion 
adverse to any aboriginal right of occupancy of the property.  The 
Federal government transferred the property to the State in 2000. 

8.8-14 For the purposes of wider discussion, the Plan did define the Big Sur 
area as delineated by the Carmel River in Monterey County to the 
north and San Carpoforo Creek in San Luis Obispo County to the 
south.  However, the Plan’s existing conditions refer to the park unit 
itself.  A discussion of the Native American ethnographic history is on 
pages 2-29 and 2-30. 

8.8-15 No easements have been granted, save for the Department of Defense 
and U.S. Coast Guard, to pursue their normal activities at their 
remaining facilities.  Utilities also have access to maintain their 
equipment.  To preserve the natural and cultural resources of Point 
Sur SHP and in consideration of hazardous materials and general 
safety concerns, the public is currently allowed use and entry only 
when entering as a participant in an approved public tour of the 
facilities accompanied by an agent or representative of the State, or 
when participating in restoration, housekeeping, maintenance or 
educational activities associated with operation of Point Sur State 
Historic Park or the federal facilities. 

8.8-16 (No comment received) 

8.8-17 Pico Blanco is mentioned on page 2-46 as a landmark, and is not a 
part of Point Sur SHP, the topic of the Plan. 

8.8-18 The tour subjects are related to the historic themes defined in the 
Park’s classification statement.  DPR does not require disclosure of its 
docents’ ethnicity, so it is unknown whether or not any docents are 
Native American.  All people who are willing to meet the requirements 
of the Park’s volunteer program are welcome to participate regardless 
of ethnicity. 
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8.8-19 Table 1, on page 2-7, lists beaches in the area that are open to the 
public.  None of these are within the Point Sur SHP, the topic of the 
Plan. 

8.8-20 The suggested topic is outside of the scope of the Plan. 

8.8-21 Cultural preserves are designated as such to protect outstanding 
resources, if the Park unit or portion thereof contains, according to 
PRC §5019.74, “such features as sites, buildings, or zones which 
represent significant places or events in the flow of human experience 
in California.”  This is not the case at Point Sur SHP. 

8.8-22 Point Sur State Historic Park has been classified as such by the Parks 
Commission, in the manner delegated to them by law (PRC 5019.50 
and 5019.59).  The classification statement declares that the main 
purpose of Point Sur State Historic Park is to preserve the maritime 
and military history of these facilities.  Designation of the uses 
represented by the built environment does not negate other 
comments.  For instance, although the area has long been used for 
cattle ranching, the unit does not represent historic or present-day 
ranching. 

8.8-23 The work you cite and several other publications were consulted in the 
preparation of the Plan (see Plan pages 6-4 and 6-5).  Breschini and 
Haversat (1994: 1) state, “Because of the early demise of the Esselen 
culture (which some place as early as the 1840s), little is known about 
many aspects of their lives.” 

8.8-24 See 8.8-12. 

8.8-25 No tense is adopted in the discussion on pages 2-29 and 2-30. 

8.8-26 All humans have material culture. 

8.8-27 The Plan notes on page 2-29 that self-identified Esselen people are 
living today. 

8.8-28 The Plan is not an appropriate vehicle for such a list.  This is outside 
the scope of the General Plan and Environmental Impact Report. 

8.8-29 As noted in 8.8-30, the wording of the cited paragraph has been 
changed. 

8.8-30 The cited paragraph on page 2-29 will be revised as follows: 

Point Sur SHP is in either Esselen territory (Breschini 
and Haversat 1994) or the Costanoan area known as 
Sargenteruc (Millikin 1990).  Very little ethnographic 
data was recorded for this area, and what was 
recorded presents conflicting views.  Mission records 
show that people from both the Rumsen and the 
Esselen were absorbed into the mission sphere. 
Although some thought at one time that the Esselen 
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were extinct (Kroeber 1925:544), succeeding 
generations of the descendents of these early people 
thrive and continue to pass on their heritage and 
maintain have an active interest in their ancestral 
homelands.  The self-identified Ohlone/Costanoan-
Esselen Nation is an organized tribal council seeking 
to gain federal recognition.  More than half of its 
enrolled members reside in Monterey and San Benito 
counties.  There are several groups seeking Federal 
recognition as tribes. 

 

8.8-31 The Plan states on page 2-29 that, “The Esselen, or their ancestors, 
may have been the first people to live along this section of the coast, 
as well as far to the north.  The Esselen likely were concentrated in 
this area when the Rumsen Ohlone (or Costanoan) expanded 
southward, culminating 2500 years ago.”  The intention of the phrase, 
‘this section of the coast,’ was describing the area around Point Sur. 
Note that in the paragraph in 8.8-30 the Rumsen Ohlone and Esselen 
are treated equally.  The Salinan people did not live around Point Sur. 
See also response to comment 8.8-12. 

8.8-32 The quote on page 2-29 refers to the general area where the 
forebears of the current Native American population carried on their 
existence.  Partnership is not mentioned on page 1-6.  As noted in 
8.8-30, the wording of the cited paragragh has been changed. 

8.8-33 See responses 8.8-21 and 8.8-22. 

8.8-34 The built environment referred to on page 2-30 refers to standing 
structures.  The unit contains no known Native American-related 
resources. 

8.8-35 Prehistoric refers to events that occurred in an area before written or 
pictorial documents were made.  Historic activities can also create 
archaeological resources, for instance, the collections from privy pits. 

8.8-36 Ethnography through direct interviews is an example of another way to 
acquire knowledge of Native American life ways, as in several of the 
cited texts, such as Kroeber (1925) and Millikin (1990). 

8.8-37 The historic overview discusses the written recorded history of Point 
Sur.  Pages 2-29 and 2-30 precede the history section, as Native 
American history preceded the European incursion. 

8.8-38 See 8.8-37. 

8.8-39 The Plan, page 2-29, discusses living Native Americans and their 
historic connection with the past. 

8.8-40 “Ex ‘sien” is attributed to the area by M. H. Harrington’s field notes. 
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8.8-41 As the Plan states on page 2-30:  “The first historic period sightings of 
Moro Rock along the Alta California coast were recorded by Spanish 
explorers during the 16th century.”  This statement does not deny 
prehistoric observation of the promontory. 

8.8-42 The Plan is necessarily limited to discussions related to the Point Sur 
SHP.  The larger history of the treatment and fortunes of Native 
Americans in the Big Sur area is beyond the scope of this General Plan. 

8.8-43 See 8.8-42. 

8.8-44 The historic periods discussed on pages 2-30 through 2-38 of the Plan 
highlight the periods of significant developments at Point Sur in 
relation to the chosen historical themes.  The focus of this discussion is 
the events of note at Point Sur. 

8.8-45 The history discussion is based on available documents.  The Native 
American presence in the area is generally transparent in historical 
documents.  The history periods are named, rather than numbered. 
See also 8.8-42. 

8.8-46 None that are documented. 

8.8-47 See 8.8-42, 8.8-44, and 8.8-45. 

8.8-48 See 8.8-42, 8.8-44, and 8.8-45. 

8.8-49 See 8.8-12, -13, -42, -44, and -45. 

8.8-50 See 8.8-42, 8.8-44, and 8.8-45. 

8.8-51 See 8.8-42, 8.8-44, and 8.8-45.  The periods are not numbered. 

8.8-52 See 8.8-42, 8.8-44, and 8.8-45.  The periods are not numbered. 

8.8-53 The periods are not numbered. 

8.8-54 If Native American people wish to share that information, they may do 
so in connection with the Guidelines listed on page 4-16. 

8.8-55 See pages 2-40 and 3-4.  In assessing the buildings at the former 
Point Sur NAVFAC, the challenge is to understand their exact level of 
historic significance.  The findings of the State Office of Historic 
Preservation, as well as several qualified historians and consultants 
held that while NAVFAC bases similar to Point Sur played an important 
role in the Cold War era, this specific SOSUS site at Point Sur did not 
retain sufficient integrity, nor was it at a level of sufficient association 
with an important Cold War-era event to warrant complete 
preservation.  That said, the NAVFAC is a part of the continuing 
maritime and military presence at Point Sur SHP, and its part of the 
history at Point Sur is important enough to retain a core number of 
structures for interpretive and educational reasons.  DPR deems the 
site culturally, if not historically, significant.  Native Americans have not 
figured prominently in the referenced historical events. 
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8.8-56 See 8.8-22. 

8.8-57 The purpose of the ‘continuity’ statement on page 2-43 was to 
underscore the historic themes that are the declared purpose of the 
Park unit.  Native American presence in the Big Sur area is described 
by the Plan, pages 2-29 and 2-30.  The physical evidence of a Native 
American presence does not exist within the boundaries of Point Sur 
SHP. 

8.8-58 See 8.8.42 and 8.8-57. 

8.8-59 Native American cultural issues are interpreted to various extents at 
many State Parks, and it is appropriate to interpret the life ways of the 
people who lived in the Big Sur region before written history 
commenced at Point Sur SHP.  As delineated on page 4-16, DPR will 
consult with interested Native Americans to develop interpretive 
materials related to the Esselen and Rumsen Ohlone people.  However, 
there currently is no physical evidence of Native American occupation 
or use of Moro Rock or the NAVFAC area that could provide the basis 
for demonstrating Native American culture. 

8.8-60 The 523-series of forms is designed for the recordation of the physical 
evidence of human activities. 

8.8-61 Materials available at Point Sur SHP are selected for their relevance to 
the themes being interpreted at the Park.  As interpretive themes 
change, so may the publications. 

8.8-62 See 8.8.42 and 8.8-57. 

8.8-63 References to “this plan with an Indian name” and page 2-49 are not 
clear.  The name of the unit and Plan are anglicized Spanish. 

8.8-64 There are no Native American sacred sites listed with the Native 
American Heritage Commission for this Park unit. 

8.8-65 See 8.8-21. 

8.8-66 See 8.8.42 and 8.8-57. 

8.8-67 See 8.8.42 and 8.8-57. 

8.8-68 Despite the provision in PRC §5079.20, the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) has received no funds from the Legislature to take such 
actions.  The Office of Historic Preservation is included in the 
Department of Parks and Recreation organization, but functions 
completely independently of Park Operations. 

8.8-69 On page 4-16, the Plan states, “California State Parks will collaborate 
with local Native American groups and individuals to document the 
cultural significance of the Park and surrounding area to indigenous 
people.” 

8.8-70 See 8.8-69 and 8.8-21. 
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8.8-71 The quote on page 3-5 reads, “There is also a need to expand 
interpretation of the Unit’s natural resources and the indigenous 
people who were the first stewards of these resources.”  While the 
DPR has been charged by the Legislature to be the steward of the 
natural and cultural resources within the State Parks system, lessons 
can be learned from traditional practices. 

8.8-72 DPR has been charged by the Legislature to be the steward of the 
natural and cultural resources within the State Parks system. 

8.8-73 The cited paragraph on page 3-16 is related to the continued operation 
of the Terminal Equipment Building by the Naval Postgraduate School 
for research purposes.  In the last paragraph on page 3-16, we do 
acknowledge the importance of coordinating future planning and 
actions to address regional issues, which includes working with Native 
Americans for interpretation of Native American history and the 
protection of known cultural resources on the Big Sur Coast. 

8.8-74 See 8.8-21 and 8.8-69. 

8.8-75 As explained in the Goals and Guidelines, page 4-16, it is intended that 
DPR will work to gather and coordinate this information in the future.  

8.8-76 The Light Station structures at Point Sur SHP have been granted the 
level of significance by placement on the National Register of Historic 
Places.  

8.8-77 The secondary theme on page 4-20 reads, “The indigenous people of 
Point Sur were the land’s first stewards, and today their descendants 
continue this connection.”  Native Americans continue their connection 
with the land through their beliefs, values and actions that keep their 
cultural heritage alive. 

8.8-78 The primary themes are built around the purpose of the Park, as set 
by the Parks Commission.  The lack of known tangible Native American 
cultural resources precludes elevating Native American themes to 
primary status. 

8.8-79 As the Plan states, DPR will look for opportunities with “other 
interested partners.” 

8.8-80 It has been demonstrated that Western snowy plovers nest on the 
Point Sur beach, and there is a compelling need for protected Western 
snowy plover habitat, as proposed for the Natural Preserve.  The State 
Historic Park classification affords adequate protection of cultural 
resources at Point Sur SHP.  Goals and guidelines are presented on 
page 4-16 that direct our Department to conduct archeological surveys 
and collaborate with local Native American groups and individuals to 
document the cultural significance of the park and surrounding area to 
indigenous people. 

8.8-81 Page 5-4 describes the central environmental themes and relates to 
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the physical resources of the Park unit.  It does promise to “Develop a 
Cultural Resource Management Plan to identify and prioritize key 
actions to achieve cultural resource preservation.” 

8.8-82 The conclusion is that DPR will be “implementing the General Plan 
guidelines” including those listed on page 4-16 (See 8.8-69).  DPR has 
prepared an adequate DEIR, and does not anticipate completing a 
supplement or subsequent document, although adoption of future 
plans and/or projects may trigger future CEQA documents. 

8.8-83 See 8.8.42 and 8.8-57. 

8.8-84 The comment period will not be extended at this time.  All comments 
that are received within a reasonable time prior to publication of the 
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) will be answered. 

8.8-85 Typically, DPR makes these documents available on a CD in order to 
reduce costs.  However, we will send you a hard copy of the FEIR as 
requested.  Copies of the FEIR will also be available for review at the 
DPR Central Service Center, Monterey District Office, Big Sur Station, 
Monterey Library, Carmel Library, Big Sur Library, and on the DPR web 
site. 

8.8-86 CEQA does not require a formal public review period for the FEIR.  
However, as stated in 8.8-85, the FEIR will be available for informal 
review prior to the Park and Recreation Commission hearing. 

8.8-87 The Notice of Determination (NOD) is filed with the State 
Clearinghouse within five days of the Commissioners’ approval of the 
Preliminary General Plan/ Final EIR.  Please contact the State 
Clearinghouse to confirm the date this notice is officially posted. 
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Response to Letter 9: Candace Cate, Trust Administrator/Interim TTEE, 
Esselen Children Trust of 1990 

Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park, Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information. 

9.1 Comments by several members of the public have stimulated the following 
change in the cited paragraph on page 2-29: 

Point Sur SHP is in either Esselen territory (Breschini 
and Haversat 1994) or the Costanoan area known as 
Sargenteruc (Millikin 1990).  Very little ethnographic 
data was recorded for this area, and what was 
recorded presents conflicting views.  Mission records 
show that people from both the Rumsen and the 
Esselen were absorbed into the mission sphere. 
Although some thought at one time that the Esselen 
were extinct (Kroeber 1925:544), succeeding 
generations of the descendents of these early people 
thrive and continue to pass on their heritage and 
maintain have an active interest in their ancestral 
homelands.  The self-identified Ohlone/Costanoan-
Esselen Nation is an organized tribal council seeking 
to gain federal recognition.  More than half of its 
enrolled members reside in Monterey and San Benito 
counties.  There are several groups seeking Federal 
recognition as tribes.  

9.2 Native American cultural issues are interpreted to various extents at many 
State Parks, and it is appropriate to interpret the lifeways of the people 
who lived in the Big Sur region before written history commenced at Point 
Sur SHP.  Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) will consult with 
interested Native Americans to develop interpretive materials related to 
the Esselen and Rumsen Ohlone people.  On page 4-16, the Plan states, 
“California State Parks will collaborate with local Native American groups 
and individuals to document the cultural significance of the Park and 
surrounding area to indigenous people.” 

9.3 The Plan states on page 2-30:  “The first historic period sightings of Moro 
Rock along the Alta California coast were recorded by Spanish explorers 
during the 16th century.”  This statement does not deny prehistoric 
observation of the promontory. 

9.4 Harrington’s information could contribute to the development of 
interpretive materials for Point Sur Historic State Park, as well as for 
several other State Parks along the Big Sur coast. 
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9.5 On page 1-5 the Plan describes the spirit of place of Moro Rock. 

9.6 As you note, neither of the major village sites nor the Sur Rancheria are 
located on Point Sur SHP.  It is not within the scope of this General Plan 
to review the wider topic of Native American land claims (See also 9.4 
and 9.7). 

9.7 Native American concerns previously raised with the Navy and Federal 
Government are not valid at the State Parks level.  The Federal 
government acquired Moro Rock and the right of way to access it from 
John Cooper in 1866.  The NAVFAC parcel was acquired in 1956.  The 
United States of America exercised complete dominion adverse to any 
aboriginal right of occupancy of the property.  The Federal government 
transferred the NAVFAC property to the State in 2000. 

9.8 Point Sur SHP has been a unit of State Parks since 1984 (see Plan page 2-
43).  A supplemental draft EIR is not being contemplated. 

9.9 This is a legal issue and as such, beyond the scope of the General Plan 
(See also 9.7). 

9.10 The Plan specifically does not suggest the construction of any new 
housing, merely rehabilitating the existing units. 

9.11 Point Sur State Historic Park has been classified as such by the Parks 
Commission, in the manner delegated to them by law (PRC 5019.50 and 
5019.59).  The classification statement declares that the main purpose of 
Point Sur Historic State Park is to preserve the maritime and military 
history of these facilities.  The focus of the General Plan is the unit itself, 
and not the general area. 

9.12 Point Sur SHP has not been classified as a cultural preserve.  While there 
may be undiscovered subsurface cultural resources at the former Navy 
facility, they have not as yet been discovered.  As described on page 2-30, 
Gary Breschini and Trudy Haversat conducted the only known 
archaeological survey at the NAVFAC.  They found no cultural resources. 
On page 4-16, the Plan proposes a goal of “Identify, document, and 
evaluate any additional archaeological cultural resources within the Park.” 

9.13 The environmental laws that now protect our environment and resources 
had not been enacted in the 1950s. 

9.14 There is currently no evidence of any archaeological sites at Point Sur 
SHP.  The nearest known sites are on private land, and not under the 
aegis of the DPR (see also 9.12). 

9.15 Cultural preserves are designated as such to protect outstanding 
resources, if the Park unit or a portion thereof contains, according to PRC 
§5019.74, “such features as sites, buildings, or zones which represent 
significant places or events in the flow of human experience in California.” 
There are no known archaeological sites at Point Sur SHP, and there is no 
basis for establishing a cultural preserve at Point Sur.  As Staff Counsel 
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Tara E. Lynch has explained to Mr. Fernandez previously (letters dated 
June 19 and December 8, 2003): 

Any aboriginal right of occupancy that 
Ohlone/Costanoan Esselen Nation may have had to 
the property has been extinguished by the United 
States of America’s exercise of complete dominion 
adverse to any aboriginal right of occupancy of the 
property.  This includes, but is not limited to, the 
United States of America’s use of the property as a 
Naval Facility and transfer of the property to DPR.  As 
such, neither the Ohlone/Costanoan Esselen Nation 
nor any of its members has an aboriginal right of 
occupancy to the property. 

9.16 Unlike projects under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) which 
analyzes the environmental impact of the project and alternatives at the 
same level of detail, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
analyzes the project and treats the alternatives in a less detailed fashion. 

9.17 Your comments are noted. 
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Response to Letter 10:  Kelly Sorenson, Ventana Wilderness Society 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information. 
 
10.1 Thank you for your support of the Point Sur State Historic Park Draft 

General Plan.  The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) recognizes 
the importance of the housing shortage for employees in Big Sur.  The 
General Plan addresses employee housing needs and the County’s 
requirements for employee housing in the Big Sur area, and it includes the 
goal to use available housing on-site until alternate employee housing can 
be provided off-site (see page 4-40 for more information). 

 
DPR acknowledges the importance of concessionaire contracts to State 
Parks and appreciates the unique interpretive and research collaboration 
we have with the Ventana Wilderness Society (VWS).  DPR knows the 
challenges VWS faces in providing housing for its internship program and 
will continue to work collaboratively with VWS, through the concession 
contract process, to find solutions where possible. 

 
10.2 Your comments regarding the Plan’s biological resources are appreciated. 

DPR recognizes the sensitivity of certain natural resources, including listed 
species like the western snowy plover and critical habitat, and the 
management challenges imposed by them (see pages 4-4, -13,-14).  DPR 
will continue to work with regulatory agencies and experts, such as VWS, 
in developing management plans. 
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Response to Letter 11:  Alan Perlmutter, Big Sur River Inn 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information. 
 
11.1 The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) recognizes your concern 

of the impact to the local community from increased park use and 
visitation.  As noted on page 2-49 of the Plan, this concern is recognized 
by DPR as well and planning efforts will be consistent with the Big Sur 
Coast Land Use Plan and the Monterey County General Plan.  In addition, 
the General Plan has provisions for determining visitor use and how it 
impacts the Park’s resources.  (See pages 4-43,-44, Allowable Use 
Intensity).  This section of the Plan describes the Park’s goal to minimize 
the impact of visitor use and allow for the protection of its natural and 
cultural resources.  Currently the Park serves 5-6,000 visitors per year.  
The DEIR proposes to improve the existing parking facilities not expand or 
increase existing parking.  While there may be an increase in the numbers 
of visitors to the park, a significant increase in the numbers of visitors to 
Big Sur solely because of implementation of the Plan is not anticipated. 
With implementation of the Plan, visitors who are already in the Big Sur 
region will have greater access to the park.  Therefore, the future impact 
to the local community and local businesses would remain relatively the 
same as it is today. 

 
11.2 Your comment regarding the shortage of affordable employee housing 

and the need to establish innovative mechanisms to provide such housing 
has been noted by DPR.  We are currently in discussions with the County 
of Monterey and the California Coastal Commission to determine a clear 
direction for Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan (LUP) and the Monterey County 
Local Coast Plan (LCP) in terms of the rehabilitation and long term use of 
the employee housing at the NAVFAC area.  As these regulatory 
documents are updated and finalized, there will be greater clarification in 
regards to the employee housing at Pt. Sur.  To the degree possible, DPR 
will pursue opportunities to rehabilitate and use the existing employee 
housing (see page 4-40, paragraph 1-6).  It is DPR’s desire to reduce the 
impact on the severely limited local housing market by continuing to 
provide housing for its permanent and seasonal employees.  DPR also 
recognizes the positive efforts you have made to promote your ideas to 
the community and the state government regarding the shortage of 
affordable employee housing over the recent years. 
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Response to Letter 12: Ralph Norman Channell, Carmel 
 
12.1 Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park 

Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  
Please refer to General Response to Commenters at the beginning of 
this chapter for additional information. 

 
The General Planning team is pleased that you support retaining the core 
buildings that make up the former Point Sur Naval facility (NAVFAC).  It is 
our intention to retain some of these structures and develop interpretive 
programs that fully explore the history of NAVFAC and the Cold War era, 
and also show how the SOSUS site integrates into the overall history of 
the park.  The tables on pages 4-36 and 4-37 propose the future uses for 
the NAVFAC buildings, some of which may be chosen to support visitor 
services and or interpret the history of the NAVFAC site. 

 
The General Plan also proposes to pursue future collaborative efforts with 
the Naval Postgraduate School and other affiliated agencies on 
educational programs that will highlight the Cold War era, among other 
topics.  The Goals and Guidelines on page 4-22 are very specific on that 
point. 

 
Thank you for your generous offer to assist the Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) in furthering the interpretation of NAVFAC.  We 
understand that you will be the subject of an oral history in the near 
future on the subject of NAVFAC, and we hope it will be the beginning of 
a long lasting partnership with DPR.  Your information concerning NAVFAC 
will provide the park with valuable information that is, as you know, very 
difficult to obtain. 
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Response to Letter 13:  Mary Trotter, Big Sur 

Thank you for taking the time to comment on the Point Sur State Historic Park 
Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please 
refer to General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter 
for additional information. 

13.1 The General Plan’s purpose is to establish overarching goals and 
guidelines that will help guide the development of future, and more 
specialized, management plans at Point Sur SHP.  The Department of 
Parks and Recreation (DPR) has had problems in the past when a 
General Plan recommendation was overly detailed and precise, without 
systematic analysis to support it, as many of these general plan 
directives were ultimately found to be unfeasible.  The section “Future 
Planning Efforts” on page 4-42 examines the roles of the General Plan 
and management plans. 

13.2 Protection of Big Sur scenic areas and compliance with both the Big Sur 
Land Use Plan and the Monterey County General Plan is very important 
to DPR.  In 2002 the Monterey District removed three buildings from the 
NAVFAC parcel.  This was the beginning of an effort to enhance the 
viewshed from scenic Highway One, as well as from viewpoints within 
Point Sur SHP.  There are discussions and specific goals and guidelines 
throughout the Plan that underscore the key value of scenic 
enhancement and preservation.  In Chapter 4 of the Plan, see pages 3, 
5, 18, 19, 35-40. 

13.3 DPR recognizes the importance of planning efforts being consistent with 
existing regulatory requirements (see page 2-49).  These requirements 
will continue to be addressed in actual project implementation. 

13.4 A word search of the Plan revealed no instance of the use of ‘berm’ or 
‘berming,’ although the Big Sur LUP does allow berming and native 
vegetation to be used to screen parking areas, provided that suitable 
areas outside of the critical viewshed are not available (LUP 3.2.5.E).  
The Department was not able to identify any suitable parking areas 
outside the critical viewshed that could serve visitors to the park.  The 
use of vegetation and site grading would be considered, where 
appropriate and necessary, to reduce visual impacts of site structures 
and parking areas, as indicated on page 5-9 of the General Plan and in a 
manner consistent with the Big Sur LUP. 

13.5 The road connection between the NAVFAC area and the Schoolhouse 
site, as proposed in the General Plan, has not yet been designed.  The 
dashed line in Figure 10 is intended merely to represent the potential 
connection.  DPR proposes to add a description in the Legend of Figure 
#10 on page 4-27 that defines the “S” shaped line as a “Representation 
of a Potential Road Connection” and also add the statement in the text 
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frame of Figure #10 under Potential Road Connection “Continue 
discussions with the adjacent property owner to define a more specific 
road connection.”  When evaluating specific road connection locations, 
all considerations will be taken to minimize visibility from Highway 1 as 
well as other regulatory concerns.  Any new construction will be subject 
to public review through the CEQA process. 

13.6 DPR recognizes the importance of planning concerns extending beyond 
the scope of the immediate park unit, see page 2-29.  The General Plan 
includes Goals and Guidelines (page 4-41) that specifically address 
planning strategies in coordination with other Big Sur Sector State Parks 
and the need to work collaboratively with all stakeholders.  Efforts in the 
early 1990s to develop a General Plan for all of the Big Sur State Parks 
were unsuccessful.  This Plan acknowledges and addresses the 
administration and housing needs of the entire Big Sur Sector.  Adaptive 
reuse of existing facilities rather than construction of new facilities and 
infrastructure is more cost effective and feasible at this time.  In 
addition, adaptive reuse of some NAVFAC structures facilitates the 
protection and interpretation of the historical base.  Point Sur SHP is 
currently closed to the public at night, except for special tours and 
events, and the Plan does not propose to add any additional after-hours 
operations. 

13.7 In assessing the buildings at the former Point Sur NAVFAC, the 
challenge was to try to understand their exact level of historic 
significance.  The findings of the State Office of Historic Preservation, as 
well as several qualified historians and consultants, held that while 
NAVFAC bases similar to Point Sur played an important role all across 
the world in the Cold War era, this specific SOSUS site at Point Sur did 
not retain sufficient integrity, nor was it at a level of sufficient 
association with an important Cold War-era event, to warrant complete 
preservation.  That said, the NAVFAC is a part of the continuing 
maritime and military presence at Point Sur SHP, and its part of the 
history at Point Sur is important enough to retain for interpretive and 
educational reasons.  DPR deemed the site culturally, if not precisely, 
historically significant.  The future goals for the NAVFAC buildings do not 
include restoration, but rehabilitation, which gives wider latitude in their 
adaptation and reuse.  These new uses may include future 
interpretation, administration, housing and maintenance.  Page 4-35 and 
the tables that follow are intended to discuss DPR’s decision-making in 
regard to the future disposition of the buildings at NAVFAC.  The Plan’s 
recommendations include both retention and demolition of buildings. 

13.8 DPR is currently in discussions with the County of Monterey and the 
California Coastal Commission to determine a clear direction for Big Sur 
Coast Land Use Plan (LUP) and the Monterey County Local Coastal Plan 
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(LCP) in terms of the rehabilitation and long term use of the employee 
housing at the NAVFAC area.  As these regulatory documents are 
updated and finalized, there will be greater clarification in regards to the 
employee housing at Pt. Sur.  To the degree possible, DPR will pursue 
opportunities to rehabilitate and use the existing employee housing.  
(See Page 4-40, paragraph 1-6).  It is DPR’s desire to reduce the impact 
on the severely limited local housing market by continuing to provide 
housing for its permanent and seasonal employees in the most 
appropriate locations.  As noted on page 3-14 in the Plan, infrastructure 
investment (sewer, water, electrical and gas systems, waste disposal, 
and drainage) is needed whether or not facility and housing use is 
expanded beyond current levels.  DPR is an equal opportunity employer 
and residency is not a factor in hiring.  Hiring employees who do not 
require state housing is an operational benefit, not a hiring criterion. 

13.9 In preparing the Plan, DPR participated in multi-agency public meetings 
and open house, conducted two public meetings and provided additional 
opportunities through printed and web-based mediums by which the 
public could become informed, involved and provide input.  All input has 
been considered, evaluated, and, where appropriate, incorporated.  As a 
result, the Plan is a much stronger document.  DPR appreciates the 
interest and help of all the public, including the local community.  This 
Plan is an attempt to meld all public interests with the Park 
Commission’s directives for the unit. Copies of all correspondence 
received during the CEQA review period will be included in the Final EIR. 

13.10 DPR will continue our ongoing dialogue with the Coastal Commission, 
Monterey County and the public as specific management plans are 
prepared and projects are proposed and designed.  The park contains 
significant natural and cultural resources that require special 
stewardship. 
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Response to Letter 14:  Lorri Lockwood, Big Sur  
 
Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information. 
 
14.1 The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) would also like to thank 

you for your support of the General Plan’s natural resource inventory and 
documentation.  We have noted your suggestion to use this information 
as a visitor information booklet and education guide. 
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Response to Letter 15:  Rick Hyman, Deputy Chief Planner, Central 
Coast District, California Coastal Commission 
 
Thank you for your comments on the Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary 
General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information on the DEIR. 
  
General Comments 
 
The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) recognizes the effort that the 
Coastal Commission has made to communicate their concerns during the general 
plan process for Point Sur State Historic Park.  Your input along the way has 
helped shape the Plan into a document that will meet the public’s need for a 
state historic park that interprets the natural and cultural history of the 
Lighthouse Complex and the Naval Facility in the Big Sur Coastal area. 
 
State Parks will continue to work with the Coastal Commission during the 
development of Point Sur State Historic Park and Monterey’s Local Coastal 
Program (LCP). 
 
Specific Comments 
 
15.1 The Coastal Commission staff has expressed their concerns that our 

Department should follow LCP polices regarding new development in the 
viewshed, providing screening of parking facilities that serve the Point Sur 
Lighthouse and minimizing the impacts to the viewshed by removing 
buildings that are not useful and evaluate alternate sites for relocating 
employee housing. 

 
Most recently, the local Coastal Commission staff focused on similar issues 
concerning the lack of the General Plan recognizing the value of the 
beauty along the Big Sur coastline, the long term goal for viewshed 
restoration, the need to provide for public access, the immediate need for 
employee housing rehabilitation and infrastructure upgrades at the 
NAVFAC without deteriorating the critical viewshed.  

 
More importantly, the Coastal Commission staff has been very clear with 
DPR in presenting both verbally and in writing their issues and concerns 
with the Point Sur General Plan during the planning process.  The Plan’s 
content has evolved and changed during that process to insure that their 
issues and concerns were met. 
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Below is a summary of how the DEIR addresses these concerns 
throughout the Plan.  In addition there are staff-directed changes to the 
Plan following the summary. 

 
Summary – Please refer to the Chapters and pages listed under each 
numbered concern. 
 
1. Recognition of the value of the Big Sur coast line and long term 

viewshed restoration: 
 

Executive Summary, Issues of Known Concern, bullet #2 and #4 
Introduction, Purpose Acquired, bullet #3, page 1-5 
Existing Conditions, Existing Facilities, paragraph 4, page 2-5 
Park Summary, Aesthetic Resources, paragraph 1, 2 and 3, page 2-46 
Issues and Concerns, Aesthetic Resource Issues, pages 3-4 and 3-5 
The Plan, Preferred Alternative, page 4-3 
Goals and Guidelines, Aesthetic Resources, pages 4-17 and 4-18 and 

Visitor Parking, page 4-32, Guideline 2. 
 
2. Employee Housing infrastructure upgrades for immediate staff use, 

protecting the viewshed with additional landscape screening and 
long term relocation off site: 

 
Introduction, Purpose Acquired, bullet #2, page 1-5  
Existing Conditions, Existing Facilities, paragraph 3 and 5, page 2-5 
Issues and Concerns, Facilities and Employee Housing, pages 3-11, 12 
Goals and Guidelines, Visitor Use and Development, pages 4-22, 23 

and Existing Employee Housing Units at NAVFAC, page 4-40 
 
3. Provide for Public Access: 
 
Issues and Concerns, Visitor Use and Development, pages 3-7 and 3-8 
The Plan, Preferred Alternative, page 4-3 
Goals and Guidelines, The Beach and Dune Area, page 4-28 
 
In addition to the referenced pages, the General Plan consolidates all of 
these issues addressed in Figures #9 and #10 on pages 4-26 and 4-27. 

 
Staff-Directed Changes (Underlined) 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, page 2, paragraph 2 
 
The General Plan establishes an overall long-range purpose and vision for the 
future of Point Sur SHP.  The Department also recognizes the value of the 
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pristine vistas along the Big Sur coast line and the need to provide for long term 
viewshed restoration at Pt. Sur SHP.  Specific goals and supporting guidelines 
further clarify the vision for the future of the Park.  The goals and guidelines are 
designed to rectify the currently identified critical issues described below, while 
providing a solid foundation for continued resource protection, preservation, and 
rehabilitation, as well as facility development and resource interpretation at the 
Park.  They also serve as design and implementation guides for subsequent 
management and development plans within the three planning areas of the Park 
Unit:  Light Station, NAVFAC, and the Beaches. 
 
 
PLAN SUMMARY – The Preferred Alternative page 4-3 
 
This alternative will preserve and interpret the historic Light Station complex and 
Naval Facility site and provide public access to both properties.  Equally as 
important, the preferred alternative recognizes the importance of enhancing and 
restoring the open vistas at the Park.  The main visitor access and parking for 
this unit will be provided at the Naval Facility site, where some remaining 
buildings will be adapted for interpretation, staff housing and administrative 
purposes. 
 
Objectives: 

 Preserve and interpret significant historic, cultural, and natural features,  
 Establish a main park entrance at the former Naval Facility, to 

accommodate visitors and enhance interpretive opportunities at Point Sur 
State Historic Park, 

 Enhance the Highway 1 viewshed and open space corridor, while keeping 
existing landscape screen features of the former Naval Facility. 

 Provide safe parking and a tour staging area at the former Naval Facility 
to accommodate Lightstation tours as well as self-guided tours of the 
former Naval Facility, and the beaches, 

 Provide limited beach access, and preserve and interpret significant plant 
material and animal habitats. 

 
Please refer to Chapter 3 (page 109) of this document for Recommended 
Changes to the General Plan. 
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LIST OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PRELIMINARY GENERAL 
PLAN AND DRAFT EIR AFTER THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
March 22, 2004. 
 
Table 2-2 indicates the letter number, commenter, date of correspondence, 
comment number assigned, and the comment topic assigned for each written 
comment received on the Preliminary General Plan and Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR). The letters are numbered sequentially by date received. 
The letter numbers are then used as a prefix for individual comments, which are 
also number sequentially after the prefix. For example, comment 2a.1 is the first 
comment of letter 2a, comment 2a.2 is the second comment of the same letter, 
etc. These two letters (2a, 2b) are further comments and clarifications to 
supplement Letter #2 which was received during the comment period. 
 

Table 2-2 
Additional Written Comments Received on the Preliminary General Plan and Draft EIR 

Letter Commenter/Agency Letter 
Date 

Comment
Number 

Topics 

2a.1 “Adjacent Land Use” 
2a.2 Calf/cow operation 
2a.3 Copies of public responses 
  
  
2b.1 Source of water for the NAVFAC 
2b.2 Biological Resources Threshold 
2b.3 Land Use Planning 
2b.4 Easement to transmit water 
2b.5 DEIR Cumulative Effects 
2b.6 Effects found not to be  
 significant 

2a 
 
 
 
 
 
2b 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mark A. Blum, Law 
Offices of Horan, Lloyd, 
Karachale, Dyer, 
Schwartz, Law & Cook 
 
Mark A. Blum, Law 
Offices of Horan, Lloyd, 
Karachale, Dyer, 
Schwartz, Law & Cook 

May 13, 
2004 
 
 
 
 
May 26,  
2004 
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General Response to Commenters 
 
The General Plan serves as a first tier Environmental Impact Report as defined in 
Section 15166 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.  
The analysis of broad potential environmental impacts will provide the basis for 
future second level environmental review, which will provide more detailed 
information and analysis for site-specific developments and projects.  This 
General Plan is a broad policy document that sets the direction and provides a 
vision for the park’s management and development.  General plans provide 
general direction for the park while avoiding specific details that could change 
before a project could be funded and implemented.  The purpose of the plan is 
to provide a framework for the park’s development, on-going management, and 
public use.  The goals and guidelines presented in the General Plan are designed 
to guide resource stewardship, facility development and interpretation, and 
future land use management for the park.  For further discussion, please refer to 
page 1-5, Purpose of General Plans, in the Preliminary General Plan/ Draft EIR. 
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Response to Letter 2a:  Mark A. Blum, Law Offices of Horan, Lloyd, 
Karachale, Dyer, Schwartz, Law & Cook, Incorporated, dated May 13, 
2004 - Clarification received after the postmarked deadline. 
 
Thank you for providing clarification to your letter of March 26, 2004 on the 
Point Sur State Historic Park Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR). 
 
2a.1 The commenter re-addresses his concern with a subsection in the General 

Plan titled Adjacent Land Use.  DPR will delete the Goal on page 4-41 
(Goal:  Allow for growth and potential development at Point Sur SHP in 
coordination with other Big Sur Sector State Parks), and replace it with 
the following Goal:  DPR should evaluate the benefits of coordinating uses 
with other Big Sur Sector State Park units to encourage visitor use and 
maintain consistent management of the natural and cultural resources in 
the Big Sur region. 

 
The guideline that follows will remain, as it further exemplifies the 
direction for adjacent land use by stating, “Guideline:  Employ regional 
planning strategies to identify and address the current and future 
development goals and potential use increases at all Big Sur Sector State 
Parks.”  This guideline more specifically guides DPR to coordinate uses 
with other Big Sur Sector State Park units to encourage visitor use and 
maintain consistent management of the natural and cultural resources in 
the Big Sur Sector Park units.  Certainly DPR welcomes any opportunity to 
openly discuss the purchase of property that may become available from 
willing land owners. 

 
2a.2 The commenter has added an additional comment to his original letter of 

March 26, 2004.  He believes the General Plan should recognize the high 
priority accorded to the coastal dependent agriculture uses of the El Sur 
Ranch, calf/cow operation, under the Coastal Act.  DPR is aware that the 
Coastal Act does not recognize his cow/calf operation as coastal 
dependent.  The Coastal Act provides for the protection of prime 
agricultural land and other lands suitable for agricultural use.  However, 
agricultural use is not given a higher priority than protecting 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) such as wetlands, coastal 
dunes, tide pools, etc.  To the contrary, uses in and adjacent to ESHAs 
and park and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent 
impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. 

 
As intended in the Goals and Guidelines in Adjacent Land Use, page 4-41, 
DPR will continue to work with adjacent land owners to minimize conflicts 
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between ongoing agricultural uses of their property and public use of the 
park lands.  Additionally, future successors in interest may someday want 
to propose something other than agricultural use of their property.  They 
will have to comply with the County's Local Coastal Program process and 
DPR will comment on any proposal at that time. 

 
2a.3 The commenter would like DPR to provide copies of all the comment 

letters received.  DPR will provide the commenter with these copies. 
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Response to Letter 2b:  Mark A. Blum, Law Offices of Horan, Lloyd, 
Karachale, Dyer, Schwartz, Law & Cook, Incorporated, dated May 26, 
2004 – Additional comments, clarifications and recharacterizations to 
the previous comments of March 26, received after the postmarked 
deadline. 
 
We are in receipt your additional comments, clarifications and recharacterizations 
to your letter of March 26, 2004 on the Point Sur State Historic Park 
Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).  Please 
refer to General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter 
for additional information. 
 
2b.1 The Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) has previously responded 

to the first part of the commenter’s concern with an appropriate water 
source in our response Letter 2, paragraph 2.1. where it is stated:  
“Currently, DPR is in the process of investigating an off-site reliable 
potable water supply east of Highway 1 at Andrew Molera State Park.  
Future plans will include infrastructure to transport the water to the Park 
unit.”  DPR is actively pursuing and will continue to locate a reliable water 
source for the park. 

 
Also, the commenter has added an additional comment stating a concern 
with the historical accuracy of the fresh water spring, as mentioned in the 
DEIR.  DPR has on file a copy of USC&GS Topographical survey conducted 
by Major C.H. McKlusky, Corps of Engineers, dated December 1907, that 
refers to Stations 4, 5, 6 and 7 as the “Spring.”  This document is on file 
with the California State Parks Central Service Center, 21 Lower Ragsdale 
Drive, Monterey.  Our Department is pleased to have the opportunity to 
access the site, through Mr. Hill’s property, in order to survey and 
investigate the state-owned property known as the “Spring” site.  The 
state may choose to exercise its right to investigate and re-open the 
spring water site as a future water source. 

 
2b.2 The commenter addresses his concern that the Plan’s biological resources 

threshold is narrower than those contained in the CEQA Guidelines, 
particularly in regards to the category of “sensitive species.”  The 
biological resources threshold on page 5-10 of the Preliminary General 
Plan/ Draft EIR refers specifically to “sensitive species,” which are defined 
in the Plan on page 2-16 (sensitive plants) and page 2-24 (sensitive 
animals).  Sensitive species include both special status species and 
candidate species.  The following definition is intended to clarify how this 
General Plan defines sensitive species.  Sensitive species include: 
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- Special-status species, which are those species listed as rare, 
threatened, or endangered or are proposed for listing under 
the Federal Endangered Species Act or the California 
Endangered Species Act; identified as Species of Concern by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or the California 
Department of Fish and Game; or designated as fully 
protected by the California Department of Fish and Game. 

 
- Other species that are considered rare, threatened, 

endangered, or sensitive by local agencies or scientific 
organizations. 

 
Additionally, the biological resources threshold does recognize the “Direct 
take or removal of a sensitive species; substantial reduction, disturbance, 
or alteration of sensitive habitat or native plant community; actions that 
reduce, disturb or alter critical habitat…”.  Although “sensitive habitat” is 
not specifically defined in the General Plan, sensitive habitat includes 
habitat for sensitive species. 
 
The DEIR addresses the commenter’s concerns with the biological 
resources threshold on pages, 5-11, 5-12, 5-13 and 5-14.  However, the 
commenter feels that the threshold should be expanded to include 
riparian habitat, federally protected wetlands and recognize native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife.  The DEIR does explain on page 5-11  
that a complete biological survey has not been completed and that there 
is a potential for additional sensitive species at the park and potential 
significant impacts may occur to these resources.  The DEIR mitigates this 
unknown on page 5-13, paragraph 4, by stating “Site specific surveys for 
sensitive species and habitats will be completed as part of the planning 
process…”.  Also, the commenter feels the biological resources threshold 
should be expanded to recognize an impact where there is a conflict with 
any local policies or ordinances.  The DEIR does recognize the importance 
with being consistent with local, state and federal laws, ordinances and 
policies as stated on page 5-14, paragraph 5.  Also please refer to 
General Response to Commenters at the beginning of this chapter for 
additional information. 
 
The commenter has readdressed his concern in more detail with the issue 
of public access to the beach area near the Western snowy plover habitat.  
Specifically, the commenter states that the DEIR contains insufficient 
information to allow for a determination of a level of “Insignificant” as it 
relates to the impacts from public access to the Western snowy plover 
habitat.  DPR’s resource staff, from both the District and the Central 
Service Center, researched and documented the current locations for the 
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Western snowy plover habitat at the North Beach Area.  The DEIR 
proposes to dedicate 15.5 acres of the North Beach Area within the park 
as a Natural Preserve (page 4-29).  By definition, the Preserve would 
serve to protect the natural vegetation and wildlife habitat in that area. 
The DEIR also proposes Goals and Guidelines (page 4-31, 4-33) to 
consider limited guided beach access for education and interpretation 
while protecting the natural vegetation and wildlife habitat.  Additionally, 
in a Natural Preserve such as this, visitor access is limited to a designated 
path or boardwalk through the dune onto the beach during the non-
breeding season.  The numbers of visitors would be limited by the parking 
and tour capacities, the access would be limited/restricted by signs, and 
managed by park staff to make adjustments of visitor use accordingly to 
behavior and potential problems.  Possible mitigation measures would 
include fencing, signing, boardwalks, seasonal closures, and adherence to 
the snowy plover management plan.  Based upon this analysis, the 
general planning team concluded there would be no significant impact to 
the biological resources. 

 
2b.3 The commenter is concerned that the DEIR lacks meaningful analysis of 

potential inconsistencies between the DEIR and applicable general plans 
and regional plans.  DPR understands the commenter’s concern and the 
role that the Monterey County’s Local Coastal Plan (LCP) assumes in 
regards to the planning and the permitting of future developments in the 
coastal zone.  Both the County’s General Plan and Land Use Plan (LUP) 
updates continue to be developed and are currently in process.  DPR has 
been working with the county as the LUP evolves for the Big Sur Coast in 
an effort to assure consistency between the LUP and the Pt. Sur SHP 
General Plan.  We will continue to submit comments and 
recommendations where we believe inconsistencies might occur with 
language of the LUP.  The LUP provides the basis for the preparation of 
the implementing ordinances, which together comprise the LCP.  Once 
these have been certified by the Coastal Commission, coastal 
development permit authority is transferred to the county for most 
development permits.  The Commission retains permit authority for areas 
not yet completely certified, areas of original permit jurisdiction (tide 
lands, submerged lands, public trust lands, etc.), and areas where a Public 
Works Plan has been approved by the Commission or where a Public 
Works Plan is approved by the Commission at a future date. 

 
2b.4 This is a legal issue the commenter raises regarding the lack of any DPR 

easement for the purpose of transmitting water to the Light Station on 
page 5-33 of the DEIR.  DPR recognizes the lack of permanent and 
reliable utilities and service systems within the parks unit and this issue is 
discussed in several places in the General Plan (page 3-14, paragraph 1; 
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page 4-7, Infrastructure; page 4-23 Potable and Non-Potable Water.).  
Although there is no direct reference to the specificity of source or a 
current easement for transmitting water from a legal source, the Goals 
and Guidelines on page 4-23 direct the Park’s future development to 
provide a new reliable water source for the park. The Goal states:  
“Establish a reliable potable water source.”  The operative word, 
“reliable,” refers to both a permitted and an adequate source of potable 
water distributed throughout the park unit as further described in the 
Guidelines that follow these Goals.  

 
2b.5 The commenter addresses the Cumulative Impact Section on page 5-28 

as being inadequate and lacks the required level of detail under CEQA.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15355, defines cumulative impacts as being two 
or more individual effects which, when considered together, are 
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. 
This definition is also stated in the DEIR on page 5-28.  The commenter 
did not provide any specific objection to the wording in the Cumulative 
Impacts section of the DEIR on page 5-28, but instead, discusses that the 
analysis does not include objective measurements of cumulative impacts 
as such data is reasonably available.  However, the commenter does not 
offer any sources for this data.  CEQA does not require the lead agency to 
conduct every test or perform all research and studies recommended or 
demanded by commenters as stated in the CEQA Guidelines 15204, Focus 
For Review.  The DEIR does address a cumulative impact analysis for the 
resources at Pt. Sur SHP for the first tier of the EIR on page 5-28, 
paragraph 5, and concludes the impact to be at a less than significant 
level. 

 
The commenter refers to data that may be useful from the State Water 
Resources Control Board in evaluating cumulative impacts to water 
resources.  DPR was able to use its own historical data and the Navy’s 
historical data from Pt. Sur SHP to conclude that cumulative impacts 
would not occur to the water resources.  Rehabilitation and adaptive use 
of existing buildings will result in an increased water usage from current 
levels, but will not reach the historical levels of use that occurred when 
these buildings were established.  Proposed improvements in the water 
distribution and storage facilities will improve water quality and also 
reduce the amount of water currently lost to leakage in the current 
systems.  For additional information, please also refer to responses 1.4 
and 1.12. 

 
The commenter also refers to preserving critical viewsheds in terms of 
cumulative impact as well.  The DEIR proposes a reduction of the 
buildings at NAVFAC (Page 4-36 to 4-38; Table 4 and Figure #11), which 
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would also minimize the cumulative negative impact to the viewshed 
along Highway 1 and thus is the basis for providing mitigation as stated in 
the Cumulative Impact Section of the CEQA analysis. 

 
2b.6 The commenter is concerned with the DEIR’s conclusion at the end of the 

CEQA analysis, Effects Not Found to be Significant, Agricultural Resources 
Section on page 5-29, that proposes no significant impact to adjacent 
private farmland with the proposed easement across El Sur Ranch.  As the 
commenter points out, the DEIR (Page 3-7 to 3-8) does address several 
issues that would pose a significant impact to adjacent private farmland 
and wildlife habitat if the public were allowed to access the beaches and 
the Light Station across private property.  The section the commenter is 
referring to is Chapter 3, Issues and Analysis. In this chapter, the DEIR 
explores the existing conditions and what effects visitor use and park 
development will have on the park’s resources and adjacent private land’s 
resources.  It is here that the DEIR identifies the issues of trespass, beach 
access and the need for protecting wildlife habitat and private farmland 
operations.  Chapter 4, Goals and Guidelines, proposes the mitigation for 
the issues that are raised in Chapter 3.  As such, the DEIR proposes Goals 
and Guidelines that address the commenter’s concerns with beach access 
and trespass onto private farmland (interference with El Sur Ranch 
operations).  Please refer to Biotic Resources  pages 4-11 to 4-13; Animal 
Life pages 4-13 to 4-15; Landscape Linkages, 4-15; and The Beach and 
Dune Area pages 4-28 to 4-31.  These Guidelines direct our Department 
to protect and preserve the natural resources within the park unit and 
around nearby private lands. 
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Chapter 3 Recommended Changes to The General Plan 

 
This chapter contains recommended changes and modifications to the 
Preliminary General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Point 
Sur State Historic Park made subsequent to its public release and the public 
review process.  Changes that are a result of responses to comments are 
detailed here and include the proposed Department staff-related changes that 
cover editorial clarifications and minor revisions to the Plan language to 
emphasize or clarify points or issues of interest. 
 
The text revisions are organized by the chapter page number as they appear in 
the DEIR.  Text with “strikethrough” indicates text that is recommended for 
deletion from the EIR.  Text recommended for addition to the EIR is presented 
as underlined. 
 
CHANGES FROM RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, page 2, paragraph 2 
 
The General Plan establishes an overall long-range purpose and vision for the 
future of Point Sur SHP.  The Department also recognizes the value of the 
pristine vistas along the Big Sur coast line and the need to provide for long term 
viewshed restoration at Pt. Sur SHP.  Specific goals and supporting guidelines 
further clarify the vision for the future of the Park.  The goals and guidelines are 
designed to rectify the currently identified critical issues described below, while 
providing a solid foundation for continued resource protection, preservation, and 
rehabilitation, as well as facility development and resource interpretation at the 
Park.  They also serve as design and implementation guides for subsequent 
management and development plans within the three planning areas of the Park 
Unit:  Light Station, NAVFAC, and the Beaches. 
 
 
PARK SUMMARY - Cultural Resources, page 2-29, paragraph 3 

 
Point Sur SHP is in either Esselen territory (Breschini and Haversat 1994) or the 
Costanoan area known as Sargenteruc (Millikin 1990).  Very little ethnographic 
data was recorded for this area, and what was recorded presents conflicting 
views.  Mission records show that people from both the Rumsen and the Esselen 
were absorbed into the mission sphere.  Although some thought at one time that 
the Esselen were extinct (Kroeber 1925:544), succeeding generations of the 
descendents of these early people thrive and continue to pass on their heritage 
and maintain have an active interest in their ancestral homelands.  The self-



Point Sur State Historic Park  

Prepared by California State Parks Central Service Center · Monterey California · August 2004 
Page 109 

identified Ohlone/Costanoan-Esselen Nation is an organized tribal council seeking 
to gain federal recognition.  More than half of its enrolled members reside in 
Monterey and San Benito counties.  There are several groups seeking Federal 
recognition as tribes. 

 
THE PLAN - PLAN SUMMARY – The Preferred Alternative, page 4-3 
 
This alternative will preserve and interpret the historic Light Station complex and 
Naval Facility site and provide public access to both properties.  Equally as 
important, the preferred alternative recognizes the importance of enhancing and 
restoring the open vistas at the Park.  The main visitor access and parking for 
this unit will be provided at the Naval Facility site, where some remaining 
buildings will be adapted for interpretation, staff housing and administrative 
purposes.  
 
THE PLAN - Adjacent Land Use Goal, page 4-41 
 

Goal:  Allow for growth and potential development at point Sur SHP in 
coordination with other Big Sur Sector State Parks”, and replace with 

 
Goal:  DPR should evaluate the benefits of coordinating uses with other 
Big Sur Sector State Park units to encourage visitor use and maintain 
consistent management of the natural and cultural resources in the Big 
Sur region. 

 
 
DEPARTMENT STAFF-DIRECTED CHANGES 
 
As a staff directed text change on page 2 of the Executive Summary, the first 
paragraph has been revised as follows: 

 
Today, Point Sur SHP includes a majority of the Light Station buildings (aside 
from the Lighthouse itself which is owned by the U.S. Coast Guard).  The 
Lighthouse itself and the remaining Light Station buildings are in the process of 
being transferred from U.S. Coast Guard ownership to State Parks. 
 
As a staff directed text change on pages 1-4, 2-3, 2-13, 2-20, 4-6, 4-26 the 
Legends for Figures #2,3,5,6,8,9 have been revised to include the following: 
 
USCG  In process of being transferred to Point Sur SHP 
 
As a staff directed text change on page 1-5, a new paragraph is added as the 
first paragraph: 
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In April, 2004, the process was implemented for transferring the remaining U.S. 
Coast Guard owned buildings and land atop Moro Rock to Point Sur SHP.  This 
includes two parcels totaling 11.98 acres and associated improvements.  The larger 
parcel (10.81 acres) is on the northern end of Moro Rock and contains the 1889 
Lighthouse complex and the small Oil House.  The smaller parcel (1.17 acres) is on 
the southeast corner and contains the former 1940s Mess Hall now used as a Visitor 
Center.  The U.S. Coast Guard retains access to and responsibility for all navigational 
aids. 
 
As a staff directed text change on page 2-2, the second paragraph has been 
revised as follows: 
 
Ownership of Moro Rock is currently shared by DPR and the U.S. Coast Guard.  
The Coast Guard retains had retained ownership of the Lighthouse itself, along 
with the Oil House, Mess Hall, and an antennae tower.  The remainder of the 
historic Light Station complex is owned by DPR.  The Coast Guard owned 
property has been was identified as surplus property, and DPR submitted an 
application in June, 2003 for its acquisition through the National Historic 
Lighthouse Preservation Act of 2000.  The application was accepted and in April, 
2004 the process began for transferring the property to DPR. 
 
As a staff directed text change on page 2-6, the second paragraph has been 
revised and a third paragraph added to the section Adjacent Land Uses: 
 
The land surrounding Point Sur SHP is privately owned by El Sur Ranch and is 
used for cattle grazing.  An easement across the El Sur Ranch allows limited 
guided public access from Highway 1 through the Schoolhouse Site to Moro 
Rock.  The waters off Point Sur are part of Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary and are included in the California Department of Fish and Game 
managed California Sea Otter Game Refuge.  Agencies and organizations that 
are adjacent or have local jurisdiction in the Big Sur area include the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans), U.S. Coast Guard, Naval Postgraduate 
School, U.S. Forest Service, Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, California 
Coastal Commission, California Department of Fish and Game, and the County of 
Monterey. 
 
Operationally, Point Sur SHP is part of the Big Sur Sector of Monterey District.  
Other State Parks in the Big Sur Sector include Andrew Molera SP, Pfeiffer Big 
Sur SP, Julia Pfeiffer Burns SP, and John Little SR.  Planning, staffing, and 
budgeting is done on a sector-wide basis. 
 
As a staff directed text change on page 2-8, the first sentence of the first 
paragraph has been revised as follows: 

 



Point Sur State Historic Park  

Prepared by California State Parks Central Service Center · Monterey California · August 2004 
Page 111 

Point Sur is located at the base of the northern end of the Santa Lucia Range, 
which is a prominent feature within the Coast Ranges natural region or 
geomorphic province Geomorphic Range.  
 
As a staff directed text change on page 2-30, the paragraph under Mexican-
Early American Period (1834-1866) has been revised as follows: 
 
The first Euro-american settlement of the coastal area south of Monterey did not 
occur until the Mexican period.  It was not until the 1830s during the Mexican 
period that the 8,949 roughly 8,880 acre parcel, Rancho El Sur was deeded to 
Juan Bautista Alvarado, the future governor of California.  The grant included 
Moro Rock.  In 1840 Alvarado transferred title to his uncle by marriage, the 
Yankee emigrant John Rogers Cooper.  He and his family were a part of a 
growing number of pioneer homesteaders who began to settle in the Big Sur 
region beginning in this period, using the ranch land primarily for cattle grazing.  
Cooper owned the rancho until his death in 1872, managing it through a series 
of lessees who grazed cattle and mule on the land.   
 
In October 1866, Moro Rock was reserved by the federal government for 
lighthouse purposes.  This was the same year that the patent was issued 
confirming Cooper’s land grant.  It reflected an 1859 survey plat that showed 
Moro Rock as no longer being within the rancho’s boundaries.  In conjunction 
with the Lighthouse construction in 1889, when Cooper was officially deeded the 
acreage, he the Cooper family granted a right-of-way to the federal government 
across the Sur Ranch between Moro Rock and the county road . for the 
construction of a lighthouse. 
 
Over the years, The the Cooper family subdivided the property and continued 
their ranching activities, as have subsequent owners up to the present day.  
(Davis, 1989; Henson & Usner, 1993). 
 

As a staff directed text change on page 2-34, the Assistant Keeper’s Dwelling’s 
title and description have been revised as follows: 
 
Assistant Keepers Quarters Keeper’s Dwelling (Triplex), 1889-contributing 
building. 
 
This massive two-and-a-half-story residential building is the most dramatic and 
visible building on Moro Rock and, with a few exceptions, matches the 
construction and architectural design of both the Lighthouse and the adjacent 
Head Keeper’s Quarters Dwelling.  Suggesting the influence of gothic design, the 
residences cross-gabled, steep vertical rooflines and multiple chimneys, is 
chimneys are the visual focal point of the entire historic Light Station complex.  
With the exception of several wooden room additions and gable windows added 
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in the late 1930s, the The exterior masonry façade with its decorative stone 
keystones and lintels remains much as it was originally constructed. constructed, 
with the exception of several wooden room additions and gable windows added 
in the late 1930s.  (Natl. Reg, 1990) 
 
As a staff directed text change on pages 2-45, the third and paragraphs have 
been revised as follows: 
 
Once near the rock’s top, the visitor branches off the main road onto a spur that 
goes to the Lighthouse complex.  At the Lighthouse, the visitor can climb a 37-
step circular staircase to get a view from the top of the lantern room Lantern 
Room and step outside onto its gallery walkway.  The public may also view 
exhibits in the adjoining Fog Signal room Room. 
 
Visitors proceed back up the hilltop steps and pathway and back onto level 
ground, briefly entering the Carpenter-Blacksmith Shop and the Barn.  The public 
then walks beyond the Assistant Keepers Quarters, past the whale bone display 
and into the ground floor of the head Keepers Quarters which has a small exhibit 
area.  Leaving the Lighthouse, visitors climb up a set of hillside stairs and follow 
a pathway back onto level ground.  They enter the Carpenter/Blacksmith Shop 
and the Barn.  Passing the Assistant Keeper’s Dwelling bone display, visitors next 
enter the ground floor of the Head Keeper’s Dwelling to view its small exhibit 
area.  The last stop on the tour is the Visitor Center building which provides 
small gift items, books and additional interpretive exhibits and lighthouse-related 
information. 
 
As a staff directed text change on pages 2-46, the first sentence of the first 
paragraph has been revised as follows: 

 
Aesthetics is traditionally defined as the philosophy of appreciation of art and 
beauty.  The term aesthetic resources refers to an awareness and appreciation of 
an area’s beauty - the look and feel of a place. 
 
As a staff directed text change on pages 2-49, the last sentence of the second 
paragraph has been revised as follows: 
 
It is critical that planning efforts are consistent with the existing Big Sur Coast 
Land Use Plan and the Monterey County General Plan. when it is adopted 
 
As a staff directed text change on page 3-6 the fourth sentence of the second 
paragraph has been revised and two additional sentences added as follows: 
 
Unless prior arrangements have been made with Park staff, those who do go on 
the 3 hour three-hour tour must be physically able to walk to the top of Moro 
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Rock and back.  The current public access point for the tours is located off of 
Highway 1 through a “locked” gate, accessible only by reservation.  There 
currently is no public access to NAVFAC. 
 
As a staff directed text change on page 3-16, Adjacent Land Use, in the 
Preliminary General Plan/ Draft EIR, staff recommend that the section be 
rewritten as follows: 
 

Adjacent Land Use 
Currently the Navy owns the Terminal Equipment Building at the southern corner 
of the NAVFAC, which is still being used as a research facility in conjunction with 
several universities.  This building is being considered for cooperative use with 
State Parks. The U.S. Coast Guard has two parcels on Moro Rock which are 
currently being transferred to State Parks.  The addition of the two parcels from 
the U.S. Coast Guard and the potential shared use of the U.S. Navy Research 
Facility will require additional management and the development of public 
programming. 
 
Because Point Sur SHP consists of non-contiguous parcels and easements 
traversing private property, it is essential that good working relationships and 
communications are maintained with adjacent public and private neighbors.  
Currently these include the El Sur Ranch, U.S. Navy, U.S. Coast Guard, Caltrans, 
and the National Marine Sanctuary. 
 
The land practices and uses by one party inevitably affect the others.  
Consideration must be given to natural, cultural, and aesthetic resources;, as 
well as operational and safety impacts.  For example, Tthere is a need to protect 
the natural resources in the Park Unit from adjacent land uses, such as 
overgrazing of the native landscape or other uses which lead may contribute to 
the spread of exotic plants.  Similarly, State Parks has a responsibility to ensure 
that Park actions, such as storm water drainage, do not adversely affect adjacent 
property or the ocean. 
 
Another example is the existing access road to the Light Station from Highway 1.  
The existing access road to the Light Station is across a right-of-way easement 
and that is surrounded on both sides by privately owned land that is used for 
cattle grazing.  Currently, visitors are not allowed off the easement road and its 
use is controlled by State Parks.  State Parks ensures that visitors are aware that 
they are not allowed onto the private property and keeps the access gate closed 
and secured so cattle cannot stray onto the highway. 
 
State Parks shares fences at the Unit with both the adjacent private land owner 
and the U.S. Navy.  It would be desirable to have a written agreement with 
those parties regarding the upkeep and repair of these fences. 
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There are also opportunities for shared benefit.  The continued operation of the 
Terminal Equipment Building by the Naval Postgraduate School for research 
purposes provides a collaborative opportunity for public education and 
interpretation.  Currently the Navy owns the Terminal Equipment Building at the 
southern corner of the NAVFAC, which is still being used by the Naval 
Postgraduate School as a research facility in conjunction with several universities.  
The facility provides an opportunity for State Parks and the Naval Postgraduate 
School to collaborate on public education and interpretation. 
 
As previously noted, two parcels atop Moro Rock are in the process of being 
transferred from the U.S. Coast Guard to State Parks.  The addition of these two 
parcels and the potential shared use of the U.S. Navy Research Facility will 
require additional management and the development of public programming. 
 
At a broader level, it is incumbent upon DPR to manage not only Point Sur SHP 
in an integrated manner but also all of the State Park Units that comprise the Big 
Sur Sector of the Monterey District.  Likewise, the planning efforts by all public 
agencies in Big Sur must involve all stakeholders including other agencies and 
community businesses, organizations, and residents.  Through coordinated 
planning and action, regional issues can be addressed most effectively and 
comprehensively. 
 
As a staff directed text change on pages 4-21, 22 a new Goal and Guideline is 
added after the “Goal: Establish appropriate house museum, period displays, 
and formal exhibits in selected Light Station and NAVFAC buildings.” as follows: 
 

Goal:  Establish a curatorial and research center for collections storage 
and study space. 

 
Guideline:  Identify and rehabilitate an existing park structure for 
a secure, environmentally controlled space for collection storage 
and study. 

 
As a staff directed text change on page 4-34 the third Guideline has been 
modified as follows: 
 

Guideline:  Follow the assumptions set out in the Department’s 
1989 Historic Structures Report:  Assistant Keeper’s Dwelling and 
Head Keeper’s Dwelling, Point Sur State Historic Park and the 
Restoration Design Plan prepared in conjunction with it.  This 
report concluded that reconstruction of historic buildings and 
transportation systems that pre-date or post-date the Light 
Station’s greatest period of surviving and intact buildings, which 
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falls between 1908 and circa 1925, is not consistent with the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards. 

 
As a staff directed text change on page 4-38 the Legend note for the red boxes 
has been modified as follows: 
 

Retain pending further evaluation 
 
As a staff directed text change on page 4-39, revise last guideline at the end of 
the page as follows: 
 

Guideline:  Replace the existing chain link perimeter fence with 
ranch fencing and develop written agreements with adjacent land 
owners regarding the maintenance and repair of shared fence lines. 

 


