California Coastal Commission Response to Comments

COMMENTS RESPONSES

Comment 1

Ll bl H B 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
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s o in Sections 2.3.3 and 2.3.4 of the DEIR, development activities for proposed projects
‘ RECEIVED covered by the Subarea Plan, including projects within the Reserve, will be required to
ﬂqﬁ;ﬁ;xgﬁ ol undergo separate CEQA review and must be consistent with the Subarea Plan and
Depariment of Planning, Building and Code Enforcament APR 2.3 2004 appropriate provisions of the updated Municipal Code, General Plan, and LCP.
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Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 80275 ODE ANLORCaR ST ‘ . . .
Project ID:  SCH # 2003071008 Incorporation of the NCCP Subarea Plan into the City’s LCP will be done through a
Rancho Palos Verdes Nelural Commiinitiss Cansérvaton Planring (NCCF), subsequent LCP amendment. The development of open space properties that are discussed in
Subarea Plan Draft Environmantal Impact Report (DEIR). . . . o . .
the Subarea Plan will be consistent with the City’s LCP and be subject to CEQA review.

Dear Mr. Rojas,

The California Coastal Commission staff has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report for
the Rancho Palos Verdes Natural Communities Conservation Planning (NCCP), Subarea Plan
consisting of 1,514 acres of reserve area localed within the center of the City's boundaries, with
smaller patches of habitat throughout the City and along the coastiine. The City covers
approximately 13.6 square miles of land that is located on the southwest side of Palos Verdes
Peninsula, Los Angeles County, California,  The Subarea Plan is described as a plan prepared to
maximize benefits to wildlife and vegetation communities in Rancho Palos Verdes pursuant to the
requiremants of the NCCP Act of 1991. According to the Draft EIR, this planning effort provides
for comprehensive management and conservation of mulfiple species, including, but not limited to,
species protected under the ESA or CESA. The Project Description in the DEIR states:

The Subarea Plan divides the Reserve components into public, private and "Neutral
Lands" Addionally, Reserve management, mitigation measures, and the permitting
process are described upon establishment of the Subarea Plan

The proposed plan will provide protection of habital areas inside and outside of the coastal zone.
Tne certified LCP will need to be amended to Incorporate the Subarea Plan adding specifics as to
how the productivity of habllat that is established or protected by the implementation of the
program will be mainlained. See our comments below.

Coastal Development Permits Jurisdiction: The DEIR includes discussions of some trail closures
and removal of existing native vegetation as a result of implementing the Subarea Plan, Even
without the NCCP, any proposed Yrail closure andfor significant vegetation removal would be
considered an activily regulated by the Local Coastal Program (LCP). Beth the Cily and the
Commission have considered nalive vegetation fo be “significant vegetation” when deciding
whether a proposed activity is development as defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act and in
the City's LCP. A trail closure would affect public availability of coastal recreational resources, cce1
and vegetation removal {other than perhaps minimal brush removal for fire requirements) would
usually be consldered development sinca it would Involve clearing and or grading. A coastal
developmen permit (CDP) would already be required for these aclivities. Where a public trail has
already been crealed and included in the LCP {such as the Category | tralls identilled in the
Rancho Palos Verdes Conceptual Trails Plan, discussed in section 5.3.1.2.4), any proposal to
close or olherwise restrict public access to it would require both a coaslal development permit and
an LGP amendment. —
LCP amendments: The NCCP should ideally be incorporated into the existing LCF land use plan, ccc2
viith appropriate changes to the LCP referencing the NCCP. Previously, the Commission has
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required local governments o come back with a subsequent LCP implementation pian amendment
incarporating a long-term management plan for preserved lands (such as the proposed Rancho
Palos Verdas Reserve Habitat Management Plan). It appears that the City of Rancho Palos
Verdes is planning to develop a Public Use Master Plan, This will also need o be incorporated
into the NCCP/LCP when finalized. If there are any properties or areas such as trails, parks,
reserves, etc., that are conceptual in the current NCCP, when the facility is actually developed, it
will nead! to be incorporated through an NCCPILGP amendment as a protecled public resource.

Mitigation inside/outside the coastal zong: The Plan allows for mitigation inside and outside of the

coastal zone. The Commission has previously approved potential mitigation outside the coastal
zone far impacts within the coastal zone. However, if feasible and reasonable to do so, both
impact and miigation should be kept within the coastal zone. The Commission recagnizes that
there may be circumstances where there simply is not enough avallable and suitable area (soil,
precipitation, topography, ste.) solsly in the coastal zone to support the required amaunt of habitat
for mitigation. The Commission is concarned with maintaining functional, connected habitats over
widespread areas over the long term, and these habitat areas will naturally extend both inside and
outside the coastal zone, Below are requirements that the Commission has incorporated in other
cilies and are recommended here,

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes Plan should include:

1, A definition of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) to be applied within the
coastal zone, pursuant to Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. The amended implementation
ordinance should include a methedology that would be employed to determine whether a particular
area should be considered ESHA as defined in that sectian,

2. A definition of wetlands to be applied within the coastal zone, pursuant fo California
Public Resources Code Section 30121 and Title 14, California Cede of Regulations Secfion
13577{b). A requirement that wetlands shall be delineated following the definitions and boundary
descriptions in Section 13577 of the California Code of Regulations. Pursuant ta California Public
Resources Code Section 30233, no impacts to wetlands shall be ailowed except for the stated
allowable uses, with appropriate mitigation when there is no feasible, less environmentally
damaging allernalive, and when the functional capacity of the wetiand can be maintained.

3. In the coaslal zone, any allowable welland impacts shall be mitigated at a ratio of 3:1 for
riparian impacts and 4:1 for saltwater or freshwater wetland cr marsh impacts.

4. There should be no net loss of native vegetation within the coastal zone (specific
protected habitats should be defined). Mitigation for impacts to any of these habitat types, when
permitted, shall include a creafion component that achieves the no net loss standard. Substantial
reslaration of highly degraded areas (where effective functions of the habitat type have been lost)
may be substituted for creation subject to the consultation and concurrence of the U.S, Fish and
Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game.

5. Onsite preservation of habitat is not eligible for mitigation credit in the coastal zone.
6. Mitigation ratios established for upland vegelation: 2:1 for coastal sage sorub, 31 for

southern coastal bluff serub, maritime chaparral, sallbush scrub or maritime succulent scrub; 3:4
for native grassland, 3:1 for cak woodiand; and 1:1 for southern mixed chaparral,

FA&R KO, P04

]

]

ccc2

cces

CcCcC4

CCC5

CCC&6

ccc7

cccs

(ool

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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7. Mitigation for impacts within the coastal zone should be provided within the: ;cast_al zone
if possible, particularly the 1:1 creation component, in order to have no net loss of habitat wt.h‘-_n
the coaslal zone. Miligation measures on land outside the coastal zene may be acceptable if it
would clearly result in higher levels of habilal protection and value and/or would provide
significantly greater miligation ratios. ard the mitigation area is part of the NCCP. Ofisite
miligation must be in addition to the 1:1 creation o restoration. Land area inside and outside the
coastal zone which serves as mitigation for habitat impacts in the coastal zone shall be
permanently retired from development potential and secured as part of the NCCP preserve
management plan as a condition of development approval. It appears that several of the projects
referenced as including potential take are located, at least in part wilhin the coastal zone.

Since the NCCP did not inglude detailed maps of the locations of these predicts, it was difficult to
determine the extent of take proposed in the coaslal zone. These projects include three public
projects: both stages of the repairs to 25" Street, and the Abalone Cove project. The repairs fo
Twenty-fith Street have which have already been granted coastal development permils; the
Abalone Cove improvements will require a coastal development permit. Among the 13 private
projects that are identified as including unavoidable loss of coastal sage scrub, four may extend
inlo the coastal zone. These include the Portuguese Bend Club remedial grading, Lower Point
Vicente, and the Portuguese Bend Club Slide abatement. Impacts ‘o coastal sage scrub, coastal
bluff scrub and other native vegetation within the coastal zone should be permilled only if (1) the
sHla is nat an environmentally sensilive habilat area and (2} the development is otherwise
consistont with the Coastal Act. The overwheiming consideration should be to maintain functional
connected habitat throughout widespread areas over the long term, and these habitat areas wil
naturally extend both inside and outside the coastal zone.

8. All mitigation areas, onsite and offsite, shall be secured with a conservation easement in
favor of the Clty, the Managing Agency and the wildlife agencies, In addition, a preserve
management plan shall be prepared for the mitigation areas, lo the satisfaction of the City, the
wildife agencies, and must be approved by the Coastal Commission as an LCP amendment. The
preserve managament plan shall ensure adequate funding to protect the preserve as open space
and to maintain the biological values of the mitigation areas in perpetuity. Management provisions
and funding shall be in place prior la any impacts fo habitat. Ata minimum, monitoring reports
shall be required as a condition of development approval after the first and third year of habitat
mitigation efforts.

9. You have planned to incorporate the NCCP Plan into the City's certified LCP with
appropriate changes referencing the NCCP. We agree that this is the ideal process. However, the
NCCP plan needs to be incorporated info the City's certified LCP through an LCP amendment
before it can be effectively implemented in the coastal zone. The NCCP preserve management
plan should also be incorparaled into the Implementation Plan of the LCP at the same time. Ifitis
delayed, there needs fo be a discugsion about timing. If any canflict should arise between the
policies of the LCP and the provisions of the Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP, the LCP would take
precedence. Any futurs changes fo the NCCP preserve area or management may require an LCP
amendment.

10. Buffers shall be provided between 2ll preserved habitat areas and development,
Minimum buffer widths shall be provided as follows, unless a different buffer width is approved with
the concurrence of the wildlife agencies and the Coastal Commission staff on the basis of a site-
specific survey:
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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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a, 100 feet for wetlands,

b, 50 feet for iparian areas;
¢. 20 feet for all other native habitats {coastal sage scrub, southem coastal bluff scrub,

salibush scrub, chaparra), maritime succulent serub, southern mixed chaparral, native

grassland, oak woodland, etc.) Limited fuel meodification may ba aliowed in the 20-fool

butfer for upland vegetation, Recreation trails should be limited to buffers 50 feet or wider,

and located in Lhe upper 15 feet of the buffer. I buffer areas without nalive vegetation are
landscaped, appropriate native plants must be used. B

Finally, certain habitats Inside the coastal zone that are already being pretected by existing coasta!
devalopment permits ned to continue being protected within the coastal zone and not be

relocated lo outside of the coastal zone. —

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for this project. If you have any
concerns about these comments, please feel free fo contact Pam Emersen at (562) 590-5071,

Singerely, -

&
A Gk~
Teresa Henry, a(
District Manager
California Coaslal Commission

Cc: Slate Clearinghouse
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Comment 14

Comment noted. See response to CCC comment 10.
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