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Comment 1 
Subsequent Plans and agreements are dependent on the Subarea Plan which they tier off 
from.  Approval of the Subarea Plan is needed for acquisition funding purposes, but 
subsequent Plans are not required by funding agencies and can be deferred until funding for 
Plan implementation is assured. CEQA review will occur, as necessary, when additional 
Plans are developed.   
Comment 2 
The PUMP will have a public review program.  Whether a subsequent CEQA review is 
necessary will depend on the consistency analysis with the Subarea Plan and this EIR.  
Impacts not previously disclosed will potentially need further CEQA review. 
Comment 3 
Current public lands that are proposed to be included in the Reserve are currently open to the 
public. Any privately owned lands that are purchased by the City for inclusion into the 
Reserve will be open to the public when the acquisition becomes final. The PUMP must be 
approved by the City and delivered to the Resource Agencies no later than two years after 
the implementing agreement is signed.  
Comment 4 
The City has existing ordinances, including the sage scrub interim protection ordinance that 
will preclude substantial affects on the Reserve prior to the adoption of the PUMP.  With the 
acquisition of the private properties, access restrictions can be enforced. 
 



Sierra Club Response to Comments 

COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

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

 

Comment 5 
A draft implementing agreement will be available to the public when the Plan and EIR are 
released. 
Comment 6 
With conservation of over 87 percent of existing native habitats and initiation of habitat 
restoration and management, the goal of conserving biodiversity is attained. 
Comment 7 
The Plan has a 50-year planning horizon.  Species that are listed or have a high likelihood of 
becoming listed in the near future and have a reasonable potential of occurring in the 
planning area were considered appropriate candidates as covered species. 
Comment 8 
Surveys and population counts of covered species will be conducted at 3-year intervals.  The 
habitat will be monitored annually and any observed problems encountered will be 
remediated.  A comprehensive review of habitat distribution will occur at three year 
intervals. 
Comment 9 
The focus of this Plan is based on the distribution of locations of sensitive species and their 
associated habitats covered by the Plan.  More common species associated with sage scrub 
habitats will benefit from the proposed levels of habitat conservation (96%) and restoration 
(250 acres).  Floral and faunal species lists from existing project specific CEQA analyses 
and regional compendiums can be consulted for those interested in this information.  CEQA 
does not define species as being “locally sensitive”.  Rather, regional lists of sensitive 
species assessed at geographical scales of county jurisdictions or larger (Southern California 
scale) are relied upon for CEQA assessments.  Species surveys were conducted during Phase 
I of the planning process.  The gnatcatcher population was studied for five years prior to the 
initiation of the planning process.  The lands planned for acquisition have been surveyed 
several times prior to and during the planning process.  These surveys are documented in the 
Phase I summary report (Ogden 1999).  Other project–specific surveys are on file at the City 
Planning department. 
Comment 10 
Existing utility easements within the Reserve area must be maintained.  Other compatible 
activities are related to public health and safety (water quality, landslide abatement).  
Unavoidable impacts to native vegetation would be mitigated at the habitat specific ratio 
described in the Plan. 
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Comment 11 
Undergrounded utilities can be placed in existing roads or trails and disturbed habitat to 
minimize disturbance to native habitats.  Providing artificial perches may enhance common 
avian predators foraging efficiency on covered wildlife species. 
Comment 12 
Most of the compatible uses are part of the projects described (e.g., landslide abatement) or 
ongoing utility maintenance.  Projects with substantial impacts to Reserve lands would need 
a subsequent CEQA review and be consistent with the Subarea Plan. 
Comment 13 
Future projects will have project-specific CEQA review, as required by law. 
Comment 14 
The acreages represent estimates of direct habitat disturbance.  Project disturbance areas 
were identified and habitats within these areas were estimated by city staff.  Indirect edge 
effects were estimated based on the Reserve boundary and assuming indirect effects extend 
300 feet from the edge boundary.   
Comment 15 
Comment noted.  The text in Section 3.4.2.2 has been modified. The Plan will also be 
modified. 
Comment 16 
Table 5.1.4 has been modified. The project proponent will be responsible for the grassland 
mitigation requirement.   
Comment 17 
Subsequent Plans and agreements are dependent on the Subarea Plan which they tier off 
from.  Approval of the Subarea Plan is needed for acquisition funding purposes, but 
subsequent Plans are not required by funding agencies and can be deferred until funding for 
Plan implementation is assured. CEQA review will occur, as necessary, when additional 
Plans are developed.   
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Comment 18 
The level of conservation proposed by the Plan exceeds the amount that would be assessed 
by potential development using the mitigation ratios required by the Plan.  With the habitat 
restoration program, there will eventually be at least 16% more scrub habitat than is 
currently in the inventory.  Hence there will be an increase in habitat carrying capacity for 
covered species.  All unavoidable impacts are mitigated to less than significant levels. 
Comment 19 
The Subarea Plan acknowledges the status of the neutral lands category and they are 
accounted for separately. The fact is that these lands cannot be developed and, therefore, are 
considered conserved to the extent allowed by law.  Access to conduct habitat management 
activities on lands owned by select Homeowners Associations is being requested. 
Comment 20 
CEQA has specific guidelines regarding the assessment of its significance, which have been 
followed in the preparation of this EIR. The EIR was conservative in that significant impacts 
were assessed despite mitigating features that were already incorporated into the project 
description. 
Comment 21 
The grassland category includes both native and non-native grasslands.  These grasslands 
have not been assessed to accurately distinguish between these two types of grassland.  The 
EIR requires grasslands proposed for development or restoration be surveyed to further 
characterize the area into native and non-native types of grassland. 

Comment 22 
All habitat linkages between large habitat areas of the Reserve are consistent with NCCP 
habitat linkage design guidelines.  Restoration and management of habitat linkage areas are a 
priority of the Subarea Plan.  Both Lower Filiorum and the recreational area support minimal 
native vegetation, thus habitat restoration will be important to improve the linkage function 
of these areas. 
Comment 23 
This CEQA analysis can be relied on for mitigation of cumulative biological impacts.  
Project specific CEQA review would focus on specific impacts and mitigation measures 
specified by this Plan.  For example, grassland surveys would be required to determine 
whether native grasslands were present and need to be mitigated at 3:1 ratio rather than the 
0.5:1 ratio for non-native grassland. Other technical disciplines would also need to be 
addressed by the project specific CEQA process.  Habitat areas outside the Reserve and 
neutral lands are expected to be eventually developed unless acquired as open space.  
Additional open space can be added to the Reserve as partial fulfillment of mitigation for 
approved development. 
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Comment 24 
The 5-acre per year restoration program is independent of any development funded restoration. 
Comment 25 
It is expected that the level of conservation will be far greater than the level of incidental take since 
large areas of habitat are planned to be acquired during early phases of program implementation.  
Development mitigation ratios are much greater than 1:1 for habitats associated with covered species. 
Comment 26 
Mitigation funds would be provided prior to issuance of development grading permits.  The 
estimated cost of restoration will be reviewed annually to ensure the appropriate mitigation fee is 
assessed. 
Comment 27 
See response to Sierra Club comment 24.  Implementation of restoration activities will not be 
segregated according to funding source. 
Comment 28 
Restoration success criteria are provided in the Subarea Plan (See Subarea Plan Section 6.4.2.2). 
Comment 29 
The cost estimate was revised after distribution of the draft Subarea Plan.  The estimate in the EIR 
is the current estimate and the Subarea Plan has been revised.  This estimate includes volunteer 
efforts. 
Comment 30 
If additional funding becomes available, more restoration could be initiated. 
Comment 31 
See response to Sierra Club comment 4. 
Comment 32 
The PUMP will manage Reserve related activities, not activities outside the Reserve.  Existing 
indirect impacts are part of the existing condition of the Plan area.  Active habitat management at 
the Reserve boundary will minimize existing and future edge effects. 
Comment 33 
See response to Sierra Club comment 19. 
Comment 34 

These lands are privately owned and are not apart of the Long Point development area.  Although 
not required to do so, it is anticipated that the developer of the Long Point Resort Hotel project 
will dedicate the bluff areas of the property to the Reserve after the project is constructed. It is 
estimated that the bluff area constitutes approximately 40 acres of vegetated surface area (6 acres 
in plan view).  
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Comment 35 
Any proposed boundary adjustment would need to demonstrate that the resulting adjustment is at least 
equal in habitat value to the current Reserve design.  The boundary location is drawn along parcel 
boundaries that may be less accurate than would be expected at a final design of a proposed 
development.  These inaccuracies will need to be corrected when more reliable information is attained. 
Comment 36 
The current condition of the native vegetation (intact vs. disturbed) and occupation by covered species 
would be the primary indicator of habitat value.  Presence of less sensitive species could be used as 
secondary indicators of habitat value. 
Comment 37 
Amendments to the Plan associated with proposed development would be addressed in the CEQA 
process for the development.  Minor adjustments of the Plan would not require a separate CEQA 
analysis.  Major amendments independent of proposed development would go through a subsequent 
CEQA process. 
Comment 38 
Best Management Practices for erosion control would be implemented for all development and 
restoration sites (e.g., Subarea Plan Section 6.2.2.2, Nos. 6, 9, and 11; Section 6.2.5.1, Nos. 8, 10, 11, 13, 
15, 18, 19, 20, and 21). 
Comment 39 
Mulch is one option to reduce trail erosion.  However, reserve management will be sensitive to the 
possibility that introducing mulch might result in changed conditions.  Since most of the trails that will 
remain open are existing trails, it is not expected that there will be a significant use of mulch.  
Management parameters for trails will be developed through the PUMP process. 
Comment 40 
Subarea Plan text will be modified. 
Comment 41 
Subarea Plan text will be modified. 
Comment 42 
The active recreation area is excluded from the Reserve.  Therefore it would most likely be purchased 
using the City’s portion of the funding as opposed to the state and federal portion, which must be used 
for habitat preservation.  The legal description, and related mapping, of the active recreation parcel has 
not been created at this time.  It is anticipated that this mapping will be done as part of the acquisition 
transaction. 
Comment 43 
Comment noted. The Wildlife Agencies will review the PUMP for consistency with the Subarea Plan 
and take permit. 




