Shaw and Friedson

Response to Comments

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

In Page | of 2

Subject: NCCP Draft EIR - Public Hearing on March 16, 2004
To: cc@rpv.com, joelr@rpv.com
CC: liong@nossaman.com, ANNDSHAW@aol.com

March 14, 2004

To Mayor Pete Gardiner and Cily Council Members Larry Clark, Tom Long, Doug Stem, and Steve Wolowicz and
Planning Director Joel Rojas

>From Ann Shaw and Dena Friedson

Re the NCCP Draft Environmental Impact Report - Public Hearing on March 16

Since pecple rely on official reports when making decisions, the facts should be clear and accurate. We would
like o offer the following commants about the ransistency of numbers and descriptions in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. Corrections could be made as an Addendum.

>From the figures shown on Pages 2-1, 22, 3-5, 3-7, and 3-8, we can not determine how the Reserve design
adds up to 1,514 acres. Clarification is needed.

Table 5.3-1 on Page 5-50 indicales that the Point Vicente Interpretive Center belongs lo the City and is
designated for “aclive” use. Although change of ownership is in the works, the County still owns the Lower Point
Vicente property. The Quitclaim Deed, the Program of Utilization, and the General Plan show the acreage as
“passive.”

On Page 3-7, included in "other public/conserved lands™ are 10 acres of County-owned Lower Point Vicente Park
and the Fishing Access area. Since Lower Paint Vicente is approximately 27 acres and the Fishing Access is
approximately 11 acres, how are the 10 acres to be apportioned from each of these locations?

There is confusion regarding the acreages of Upper Point Vicente as they are shown on Pages 5-50, 5-54, and 5-
58. The Application - with its Justification and Program of Utilization - was dated March 1, 1976. Al that time, it
was anticipated that the Coast Guard site of 3.9 acres would be included in the transfer of land. The Justification
and Program of Unilizalion refer lo 74.7 acies, of which 6.6 acres wore to bo ueed for active recreation The
Quitclaim Deed was actually recorded much later - on December 6, 1979. It indicates that ihe City was granted
7553 acres. Parcel 1, now known as Del Cerro Park, was said to conlain 4.49 acres. Parce! 2, or Upper Point
Vicente, was said to conlain “71.04 acres, more or less.” The additional 2 acres requested in April of 1978 are
includad in the 71.04 acres, Specifically not included in determining the amount of acreage were the Coast Guard
site of 3.9 acres, 6.0 acres purchased by the City and recorded on March B, 1979, and the land purchased and
recorded on June 5, 1987 shown as 1.66 acres on the Daed and 2.23 acres on ils attached map. Thus

i y 65 acres were dedi to passive recreation.

Since 55 acres are o be part of the Reserve, will any mitigation be tequiied if the 10 acrea propoacd for active
use have native brush or grasslands?

We are pleased that the Coast Guard properly will be treated as Reserve and hope that the two small agricultural
areas un Upper and Lower Point Vicento will be allowed to remain. Thay rapresant an important part of Palos
Verdes history and seem passive in their appearance and dry-farming style

Printed for Joel Rojas <joelr@rpv.com> 3/15/2004

:l SHAW & FRIEDSON 1

SHAW & FRIEDSON 2

SHAW & FRIEDSON 3

SHAW & FRIEDSON 4

] SHAW & FRIEDSON 5

SHAW & FRIEDSON 6

Comment 1
The 1,504 acres is represented in revised Figure 5.1.1 as Reserve lands.
Comment 2

The city now owns Lower Point Vicente, as it was accepted by the City Council on July 6,
2004.

Comment 3

The acreages have been adjusted in the Subarea Plan to reflect the correct portion of the
Lower Pt. Vicente property and Fishing access that will be in the Reserve.

Comment 4
The acreages have been corrected in the Subarea Plan.
Comment 5

All project impacts to naturalized vegetation (CSS, grassland, riparian scrub) will be
required to provide mitigation per the Subarea Plan.

Comment 6

Existing agricultural activities are a compatible use.
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Comment 7

The Subarea Plan has been revised and updated with new acreage estimates.

In Page 1 of 1

Subject: NCCPDEIR Hearing on March 16
To: cc@rpv.com, joelr@rpv.com
CC: long@nossaman.com, ANNDSHAW@acol.com

March 15, 2004

To Mayor Poter Gardiner and Council Members Larry Clark, Tom Long, Doug Stern, and Steve Wolowicz and
Planning Director Joel Rojas

>From Ann Shaw and Dena Friedson

Re the NCCP Subarea Plan and the Draft EIR

With reference to the e-mail sent to you y . the same ions and clarifications should be made as an
Addendurn to the Subarea Plan itseif. Also, the Subarea Plan shows 1,507 Reserve acres compared to 1,514 in | SHAW & FRIEDSON 7
the DEIR, neither of which seems right, and there are different acreages for the Crestridge Parcel

The problems with numbers and figures occur on Pages 3-1, 3-5, 3-6, 4-1, and 4-3.

122

W:\27644296\06060-n-r.doc




Shaw and Friedson

Response to Comments

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

3-23-04
Fder Lot
LD st Lot i
s ¢ R e 5™
guesions LTL Lk | #45 malseadlyedwzpilibin ry Tl
Cadainn S - oo ol et
- Atk 2003 g e
LE il Wasshoos fame. avveats) ,&z Y Iy
-ﬂwﬂ“’ e 2 ('gb“'? Z5 et & beedicicged
e iarencsi 1476 e uiteng
e : weeis) P92 shesaii
i e A e P ) 702 s
ol af Biue e o L
i 5-5% ;
24, :’ f,g«r M?de., epetation. pon a0 maiint | e i
: 'm’ﬁ%“éw . ¥ e famid ¥ 2
[{: b 12 iﬁj:w%m . Sedewt?
wendt e Stk B5ilpndt, ST el Crs [k
54 Hadd v v 33, Tactts g C5. :,4’ A 2
=2 % ﬁé%‘ G sactar patie ) ;;7
;;‘é,z;, syl ond ffu:i 4?/}"%&; Toasdeee .H#‘_
g omgas 2be Spdcitind = P
ol e 31 Bt Tocnt - 2
o M_‘&rzééf’m o . afpncved? S5V e 173
e E wcl (P~ & ufok e
R -~ i,
B gus. (A st {5 F = . ot )
o A Wl g sllsr o freoeid 7
m‘fii: . ‘:‘“/“ﬁi{ 2ve MV’%}“‘&’&M# Gttt
e AP S Gk
by oco s iiad, et
= o et I
TR e e ¥t anfrni 1y

e i of e spibse
— bl A T
L ’*‘;fﬁ:%’i;‘f"fﬁ‘.‘;‘;:‘:—ﬁ:f;“/

-8
Vi aibbet i
p 7 s
e e e
g ‘fm:ﬁrfu‘i'{’ i
el B el e
o Jrtro 52
S T e etedd ] 3
2-¢ L84, Faerets S -iTT
27 A et 5
G sritrdis)
29 Ui TnaibitZace
’f.'éﬂ'm;]‘a\-&d(";
e wereee vn AEELTCE

waed (T el gt 2
Higprgbonss deld @, v, §2,
5 oF
73 G dabedivesion :

7.4 ,2«.‘_4 5( el b aston,

Aol 5

i s PV
e
Apecediieis Hrien
[Racees
i esitene. v heest
41 39, 5 assads

soe S Fihorig a frebve
s

PRy S N

i §0 metedt Aot

Bl e “,y.ﬁmr&z.
: ettt ot
& fenutse Totid
7 ;g%;ku v

123

These next two pages of the letter appear to address the differences between the EIR and the
Subarea Plan document. The Final Subarea Plan will be consistent with the Final EIR.
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