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Comment 1 
As indicated in Section 3.4.5.1 of the DEIR, the Reserve Trail Plan (RTP) would be 
consistent with the City’s Conceptual Trails Plan (dated 1993 and as amended thereafter) 
and only existing trails within the Reserve that are not included in the RTP or Local Coastal 
Program (LCP) would be closed. Therefore, such trail closures would be consistent with the 
LCP and would not require a coastal development permit or LCP amendment. As described 
in Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4 of the DEIR, development activities for proposed projects 
covered by the Subarea Plan, including projects within the Reserve, will be required to 
undergo separate CEQA review and must be consistent with the Subarea Plan and 
appropriate provisions of the updated Municipal Code, General Plan, and LCP.  
Comment 2 
Incorporation of the NCCP Subarea Plan into the City’s LCP will be done through a 
subsequent LCP amendment. The development of open space properties that are discussed in 
the Subarea Plan will be consistent with the City’s LCP and be subject to CEQA review.  
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Comment 3 
Text was added to the EIR to indicate that project impacts within the coastal zone would be 
mitigated within the coastal zone where feasible or reasonable. 

Comment 4 
Habitats occupied by listed species and other species considered sensitive would be 
considered Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA). All native habitats within the 
coastal zone within RPV would be considered ESHA and only allowable uses defined by the 
LCP would be permitted.  The definition of ESHA will be added to the Plan 

Comment 5 
Lands within Rancho Palos Verdes support very little wetland vegetation within the coastal 
zone.  Relevant text from the referenced Public Resources Code Section will be added to the 
Plan. 

Comment 6 
No saltwater or freshwater marsh habitats have been identified within the City.  Wetland 
vegetation is limited to riparian scrub, which would be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio (section 5.5 of 
the Plan).  

Comment 7 
Native habitat restoration is a key component of the Plan (within or outside of the coastal 
zone) and would result in a net increase in the inventory of native vegetation after successful 
restoration. 

Comment 8 
For lands that are currently privately owned and publicly acquired as part of a biological 
mitigation program, mitigation credit is appropriate.  The land must be legally conserved 
before it can be restored.  

Comment 9 
All native habitats will be mitigated at a 3:1 ratio, which exceeds the ratios stated in the 
comment.  Non-native grassland will be mitigated at a 0.5:1 ratio. 
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Comment 10 
The City believes there is sufficient coastal zone lands within the Reserve to mitigate 
impacts within the coastal zone.  Habitat restoration would occur in the Abalone Cove 
portion of the Reserve.  Additional restoration opportunities exist directly adjacent to the 
coastal zone boundary.  See response to CCC comment 1 regarding CEQA review and LCP 
consistency. 

Comment 11 
 The Plan addresses all the issues mentioned in the comment. 
Comment 12 
Incorporation of the NCCP Subarea Plan into the City’s LCP, including the Implementation 
Plan of the LCP, will be done through an LCP amendment.  This will be added to the list of 
regulatory actions listed in Subarea Plan section 5.8.1 that the City will take upon signing 
the Subarea Plan Implementing Agreement. 
Comment 13 
Buffers within the coastal zone will be consistent with the LCP. 
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Comment 14 
Comment noted. See response to CCC comment 10.  
 




