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SECTION ONE Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Natural Community Conservation Planning Act of 1991, as amended (NCCP Act, California Fish
and Game Code Section 2800, et seq.) provides for the preparation and implementation of large-scale
natural resource conservation plans. A Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) must identify and
provide for the regional or area-wide protection and management of natural wildlife diversity while
allowing for compatible and appropriate development and growth. An NCCP is intended to provide
comprehensive management and conservation of multiple species, including but not limited to species
listed under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) or Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). The NCCP Act is intended to promote cooperation and
coordination among public agencies, landowners, and other interested organizations or individuals.

The section 10 Habitat Conservation Planning (HCP) process of the ESA provides an opportunity for
species protection and habitat conservation within the context of non-Federal development and land use
activities. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes (City or RPV) has developed an NCCP/HCP proposal that
will encompass the entire City with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), formerly
California Department of Fish and Game, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), hereafter
collectively referred to as the “Wildlife Agencies.” One of the initial NCCP planning efforts was for the
southern California coastal sage scrub subregion (extends from Palos Verdes in Los Angeles County to
the north to San Diego County to the south and San Bernardino/Riverside counties to the east) and
targeted three imperiled species (coastal California gnatcatcher, cactus wren, and orange-throated
whiptail) that represent the majority of the geographic range of southern California coastal sage scrub
(CDFG, 1993). Although the NCCP subregion includes the entire Palos Verdes Peninsula (Peninsula), the
City of Rancho Palos Verdes was the only jurisdiction in the subregion to enter into a NCCP planning
agreement with the Wildlife Agencies. The remaining Peninsula cities were encouraged to formally
participate in the Peninsula NCCP process but chose not to participate. Thus the subregion or Plan Area is
now functionally synonymous with the City boundaries.

As the lead agency of the Palos Verdes Peninsula NCCP, the City of RPV developed a Phase | Peninsula
NCCP Program, which included a NCCP Working group and a landscape-scale database of biological
resources and land-use information to allow for the City and Wildlife Agencies to make informed land-
use and conservation decisions in developing the Plan. The main purposes of the Phase | Program (guided
by the NCCP Working Group) was to summarize the existing conditions of biological resources within
the Plan area; research/answer questions regarding the regional importance of parcels to a potential
biological Preserve system; synthesize vegetation mapping, sensitive species distributions and habitat
evaluations;  preliminary  development/comparison  of  alternative  reserve  designs; and,
evaluation/prioritization of the restoration potential of degraded lands through the City within the context
of preliminary alternative reserve designs (City of RPV, 1999). Included in this database was the mapping
of vegetation communities and sensitive-species distributions and their potential habitat. This database
was used in part to create preliminary alternative preserve designs. Four preserve designs were developed
to represent a reasonable range of alternatives (Figures 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4). Alternatives A and B were
developed in 1999. In 2002, Alternative C was created by the City as a compromise between Alternatives
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SECTION ONE Introduction

A (NCCP/HCP working group) and B (landowner). The City’s Alternative C was refined and the draft
NCCP/HCP was developed for agency and public review and comment. Based on extensive discussions
with the Wildlife Agencies and the NCCP/HCP Rancho Palos Verdes working group (City officials, local
environmental organizations, the Wildlife Agencies, and other members of the public) and evaluations of
potential development on the largest properties supporting natural vegetation, the City decided to
emphasize acquisition of key private properties and conservation of existing habitats on City-owned lands
as the primary forms of conservation. An Alternative D was subsequently developed by the City, Palos
Verdes Peninsula Land Conservancy (PVPLC), and the Wildlife Agencies when it became clear that not
all of the Upper Filiorum property was available for acquisition from the private landowner, other
acquisitions were possible, and landslide and legal constraints reduced the viability of including a former
City Redevelopment Agency-owned coastal property in the Preserve. Alternative D is the same as
Alternative C except that it does not include approximately 27 acres of the Upper Filiorum parcel in the
Preserve, approximately 40 acres of a former City Redevelopment Agency Archery Range property, and
includes approximately 68 acres of open space land in Malaga Canyon acquired by City associated with a
USFWS Section 6 Habitat Conservation Plan Land Acquisition grant (Cooperative Endangered Species
Conservation Fund). Alternative D is the proposed Preserve design and the alternative that the
NCCP/HCP will analyze for purposes of receiving state and Federal take authorizations for Covered
Species. The recommendations for refining the preliminary reserve designs from the Phase | Program
were incorporated into the final Preserve design for the NCCP/HCP (City of RPV, 1999). Alternative D
was approved by the City Council in 2014.

Habitat restoration of disturbed areas within the Preserve will be an important component of the
NCCP/HCP conservation strategy, with a required minimum level of restoration and enhancement to be
accomplished each year. The PVPLC will act as Preserve Habitat Manager to the Rancho Palos Verdes
Habitat Preserve (Preserve) for the City over the course of the permit, a minimum of 250 acres of non-
native plant communities will be restored with native species to increase the local habitat carrying
capacity of Covered Species. The restoration potential of these degraded lands was assessed to allow for
prioritization of restoration efforts within the context of the proposed Preserve design. Lastly, with a
restoration program in place, restoration above and beyond that required in this Plan can be accomplished
as additional sources of funding (beyond required funding elements of the NCCP/HCP) are identified.

1.1 Purpose and Need

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes’ NCCP/HCP or Plan has been prepared to maximize benefits to wildlife
and vegetation communities while accommodating appropriate economic development within the City
pursuant to the requirements of the NCCP Act and section 10(a) of the ESA. This NCCP/HCP is intended
to provide for the comprehensive management and conservation of multiple species, including but not
limited to those species protected under the ESA (identified in Table 1-1).

11



SECTION ONE Introduction

1-1. Proposed Covered Species List for the NCCP/HCP

Common Name Scientific Name Status
Aphanisma Aphanisma blitoides CNPS List 1B
South Coast Saltscale Atriplex pacifica CNPS List 1B
Catalina Crossosoma Crossosoma californicum CNPS List 1B
Island Green Dudleya Dudleya virens ssp. insularis CNPS List 1B
Santa Catalina Island Desert-thorn Lycium brevipes var. hassei CNPS List 1B
Woolly Seablite Suaeda taxifolia CNPS List 4
Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis | FE
El Segundo Blue Butterfly Euphilotes battoides allyni FE
Coastal California Gnatcatcher Polioptila californica californica FT, NCCP Focal Species, SSC
Cactus Wren Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus NCCP Focal Species, SSC

FE = Federally endangered

FT = Federally threatened

SSC = State Species of Concern

CNPS List 1B = Plants, rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere
CNPS List 4 = Plants of limited distribution - a watch list

An important objective of this NCCP/HCP is to obtain state and Federal permits from the Wildlife
Agencies for Covered Activities, which include City and private projects as well as habitat management
and monitoring. The City and PVPLC are the Permittees for this NCCP/HCP. The City will be issued
Take Authorizations for Covered Projects and Activities under this Plan that require local land use
authority, whereas PVPLC will be issued Take Permits related to implementation of specified biological
management and monitoring activities as agreed to by the City and PVPLC under the Palos Verdes
Nature Preserve Management Agreement and this Plan (see Section 8.1 of the Plan). As intended by the
NCCP Act, implementation of this NCCP/HCP will facilitate cooperation and coordination among public
agencies, landowners, and other interested organizations.

This NCCP/HCP identifies habitat to be conserved through acquisition and recordation of conservation
easements. This NCCP/HCP also includes current and future management, maintenance, and compatible
uses (e.g., passive recreation) of conserved lands, as well as funding for habitat management. The process
for mitigating development on habitat not conserved, and how permits for Covered Species will be
obtained, is also identified. The NCCP/HCP is accompanied by an Implementing Agreement (I1A) with
the Wildlife Agencies which defines the roles and responsibilities of the City, PVPLC, and Wildlife
Agencies with respect to implementation of the Plan. Under the NCCP/HCP, the authority for
development and land-use decisions is to be retained by the City, and will be enhanced by its ability to
extend incidental take coverage under its permits to third parties carrying out Covered Projects and
Activities under its direct control and jurisdiction. This Plan will be consistent with the City’s General
Plan, Local Coastal Program, and Municipal Code ordinances.

Through the NCCP/HCP development process, the City has considered regional planning before
evaluating site-specific project proposals. In this manner, individual project impacts can be analyzed in a
regional context. The City will coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions to the extent practicable to
maximize shared conservation benefits.
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The City’s primary conservation strategy is to dedicate 1,402.4 acres of habitat for the NCCP/HCP
Preserve assembly. Of this total, 61.5 acres were acquired in association with a grant to the State of
California through the USFWS’s Section 6 Habitat Conservation Plan Land Acquisition Program.
Another 798 acres of land in Portuguese Bend, Agua Amarga, Upper Filiorum, and Forrestal were
purchased by the City for conservation in support the NCCP/HCP with funds provided by the City,
PVPLC, California Coastal Conservancy, Wildlife Conservation Board, City of Rolling Hills, County of
Los Angeles, and California State Dominquez Hills. Of the 798 acres, funding for 236.3 acres was
contributed from non-state funding sources. An additional 263.6 acres are being dedicated directly by the
City. Thus, the City is contributing a total of 499.9 acres to mitigate for all Covered City Projects and
Activities (Figure 4-2). The remainder of the Preserve is comprised of 20.7 acres owned by PVPLC, and
258.7 acres of City-owned land, or land that will eventually be owned by the City, which has been
previously dedicated for conservation as mitigation for certain private projects. The City and PVPLC will
be responsible for the management of the entire 1,402.4-acre Preserve. The proposed Preserve is designed
to be consistent with NCCP conservation and management standards and guidelines and the issuance
criteria for an ESA section 10(a) Take Authorization for species covered by the City-wide permit. The
Preserve conserves regionally important habitat areas and provides adequate habitat linkages between
patches of conserved habitat. The City and the PVPLC will enhance/restore a minimum of 5 acres per
year of disturbed habitats within the Preserve (minimum of 250 total acres). This NCCP/HCP will
emphasize habitat restoration to enhance habitat patch size and habitat linkage function (i.e., areas with
moderate to high potential for successful restoration).

1.2 Regulatory Compliance of the NCCP/HCP

1.21 Federal

The USFWS has the legal authority to issue permits for the incidental take of species under
section 10(a)()(B) of the ESA. Section 10 and 16 USC Section 1539(a)(1)(B), expressly authorizes the
USFWS to issue a section 10(a) permit to allow incidental take of species listed as threatened or
endangered under the ESA. The legislative history of section 10(a)(1)(B) clearly indicates that Congress
also intended that the USFWS will approve HCPs that protect unlisted species as if they were listed under
the ESA, and that in doing so the USFWS will provide section 10(a)(1)(B) assurances for protection of
such unlisted species (H.R. Rep. No. 97-835, 97th Cong., 2d Sess. 30-31, 1982. Conference Report on
1982 Amendments to the ESA). The USFWS has approved many HCPs that address both listed and Non-
Listed species.

The USFWS issued a formal regulation known as the “No Surprises” Rule, effective March 25, 1998
(Federal Register 63[35]:8859-8873). The rule provides regulatory assurances to holders of HCP
incidental take permits. These regulatory assurances generally provide that no additional land use
restrictions or financial compensation will be required of the permit holder with respect to species
covered by the permit beyond the levels provided under the HCP, even if unforeseen circumstances arise
after the permit is issued, without the consent of the permittee.
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Approval and proper implementation of the NCCP/HCP will facilitate compliance with section
10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA. Through this planning process, the City will obtain ESA section 10(a) incidental
Take Authorizations. "Take" includes the direct killing, harming, or harassing of an animal species, or
modification or destruction of habitat that result in injury or death to listed animal species. The take
permit authorizes take of covered animal species by the City in compliance with the terms and conditions
of the permit, the IA, and the NCCP/HCP.

Permits issued pursuant to this NCCP/HCP are not intended to satisfy mitigation requirements for any
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) 404 permit for impacts to wetlands. However, this NCCP/HCP is
largely intended to fulfill the requirements for endangered species consultation relative to wetland
permitting, as well as associated incidental take of Covered Species. This NCCP/HCP is intended to
provide the basis for future ESA section 7 consultations for ACOE 404 permits affecting Covered Species
within this NCCP/HCP area. Thus, approval of this NCCP/HCP should streamline the endangered species
consultation process and wetland permitting process.

An Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
has been prepared with this HCP. The EA: 1) identifies the purpose and need for USFWS action if issuing
a section 10(a) Permit; 2) describes the environment that would be affected by the proposed action; 3)
discusses alternatives considered, including a no action alternative; 4) describes plans to minimize and
mitigate impacts to Covered Species incorporated into the proposed action and other alternatives; 5)
identifies and analyzed the likely environmental consequences of the proposed action and alternatives;
and 6) describes the agencies and individuals coordinated and consulted with during the preparation of the
EA.

This NCCP/HCP is intended to satisfy the statutory and regulatory requirements to authorize incidental
take of four animal species associated with land-use development and habitat management activities
within the City of Rancho Palos Verdes (Permit Area/Plan Area). The NCCP/HCP is also intended to
provide the basis for extension of regulatory assurances for the four animal species and six plant species
covered under the Plan (Table 1-1 and Figure 2-4). The NCCP/HCP is also designed to ensure that
Covered Activities are carried out in compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).

1211 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The MBTA of 1918, as amended, implements various treaties and conventions between the United States,
and Canada, Japan, Mexico, and the former Soviet Union for the protection of migratory birds. Under the
MBTA, taking, killing, or possessing migratory birds is unlawful as is taking of any parts, nests, or eggs
of such birds (U.S. Government Code [USC], Title 16, Section 703). The definition of taking is different
under the MBTA than under the ESA and includes only the death or injury of individuals of a migratory
bird species or its eggs. Take under the MBTA does not include the concepts of harm and harassment as
defined by the ESA. The MBTA defines migratory birds broadly; all covered birds in this NCCP/HCP are
considered migratory birds under the MBTA.
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USFWS provides guidance regarding the incidental take of ESA-listed migratory birds. According to
these guidelines, an incidental take permit can function as a Special Purpose Permit under the MBTA (50
C.F.R. 21.27) for the take of all ESA-listed covered species in the amount and/or number and subject to
the terms and conditions specified in an HCP. Any such take will not be in violation of the MBTA of
1918, as amended (16 USC 703-12). The following Covered Species are protected by the MBTA.

Cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus)
Coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica)

One of these species, the coastal California gnatcatcher, is listed under the ESA. Accordingly, once
issued, the incidental take permit will automatically function as a Special Purpose Permit under the
MBTA, as specified in 50 C.F.R. 21.27, for these species for a 3-year term subject to renewal by the
Permittees. The cactus wren is not listed under the ESA, and, therefore, no MBTA coverage can be
provided for this species through the Plan. Should the cactus wren become listed under the ESA during
the Permit Term, the ESA permit would also constitute an MBTA Special Purpose Permit for this species
for a 3-year term as specified under 50 C.F.R. 21.27, subject to renewal by the Permittees.

Non-listed Covered Species as well as other migratory birds not covered by the Permit would benefit
from conservation measures described in the Plan. The acquisition of the Preserve system and funding of
restoration also will be a significant “benefit to the migratory bird resources” as required by the Special
Purpose Permit. However, until a covered bird is listed under the ESA, it will be the responsibility of the
Permittees to comply fully with the MBTA.

1.21.2 Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The Eagle Act prohibits the taking or possession of and commerce in bald and golden eagles, with limited
exceptions. Under the Eagle Act, it is a violation to “...take, possess, sell, purchase, barter, offer to sell,
transport, export or import, at any time or in any manner, any bald eagle commonly known as the
American eagle, or golden eagle, alive or dead, or any part, nest, or egg, thereof....” Here, take is defined
as to include pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, Kill, capture, trap, collect, molest, and disturb.
Disturb is further defined in 50 C.F.R. 22.3 as follows: to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a
degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best scientific information available (1) injury to an
eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or
sheltering behavior, or (3) nest abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding,
or sheltering behavior.

Recent revisions to regulations implementing the Eagle Act authorize take of bald eagles and golden
eagles under the following conditions: (1) where the take is compatible with the preservation of the bald
eagle and golden eagle, (2) is necessary to protect an interest in a particular locality, (3) is associated with
but not the purpose of an otherwise lawful activity, (4) for individual instances of take where the take
cannot be avoided or (5) for programmatic take where the take is unavoidable even though advanced
conservation practices are being implemented (50 C.F.R. 22.26). Permits issued under this regulation
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usually authorize disturbance only; however, in limited cases a permit may authorize lethal take that
results from but is not the purpose of an otherwise lawful activity.

Neither the bald nor the golden eagle is a Covered Species under the Plan. The Plan does not seek a
permit under the Eagle Act because direct injury or death of eagles, eggs, or disturbance of nests is not
anticipated in association with Covered Projects and Activities or overall Plan implementation. Bald
eagles and golden eagles are afforded additional legal protection under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (Eagle Act), 16 U.S.C. 668-668d. The Eagle Act prohibits the take, amongst other
prohibited actions, at any time or in any manner of any bald or golden eagle, alive or dead, or any part,
nest, or egg thereof. “Take” under the Eagle Act is defined as “pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound,
kill, capture, trap, collect or molest, or disturb.” Under the Eagle Act, “disturb” is further defined as
agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best
scientific information available (1) injury to an eagle, (2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially
interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or (3) nest abandonment, by
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior (50 C.F.R. 22.2 & 22.3).

1.2.2 State

1221 California Endangered Species Act

Section 2080 of the Fish and Game Code prohibits "take™ of any wildlife and plant species that are listed
as threatened or endangered by the California Fish and Game Commission. Take is defined in Section 86
of the Fish and Game Code as "hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or kill." Like ESA, the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (California Fish and Game
Code, Sections 2050 et seq.) allows for take incidental to otherwise lawful activities. CESA allows the
Department to authorize project proponents to take state-listed threatened, endangered, or candidate
species if certain conditions are met. The permitting program administers the incidental take provisions of
CESA to ensure regulatory compliance and statewide consistency. CESA emphasizes early consultation
to avoid potential impacts to rare, endangered, and threatened species and to develop appropriate
mitigation planning to offset project-caused losses of listed species populations and their essential
habitats. The requirements of an application for incidental take under CESA are described in Section 2081
of the California Fish and Game Code. Incidental take of state-listed species may be authorized if an
applicant submits an approved plan that minimizes and “fully mitigates” the impacts of this take. In 1991,
Section 2835 was added to the California Fish and Game Code which enables the state to authorize by
permit the taking of any covered species whose conservation and management is provided for in a NCCP.

1.2.2.2 Natural Community Conservation Planning Act

In 1991, the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCP Act) (California Fish and Game
Code, Section 2800 et seq.) was enacted to provide “for the protection of habitat, natural communities,
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and species diversity on a landscape or ecosystem level through the creation and long-term management
of habitat reserves of other measures that provide equivalent conservation of covered species appropriate
for land, aquatic, and marine habitats with the plan area...” (Section 2820 [3]). The NCCP Act identifies
there is a need for broad-based planning to provide for effective protection and conservation of the state’s
wildlife heritage while continuing to allow appropriate development and growth.(2801 [b])” and calls for
the preparation of plans that address habitat conservation and management on an ecosystem basis rather
than one species or habitat at a time. The NCCP Act is broader in its orientation and objectives than are
ESA and CESA: the NCCP Act goes beyond project mitigation and calls for conservation of covered
species that will reduce the need for listing species under the CESA, enhance species conditions, and
restore and manage resources for ecological integrity on a broad scale (2801 [b]). Pursuant to the NCCP
Act, local, state, and Federal agencies are encouraged to prepare NCCPs to provide comprehensive
management and conservation of multiple species and their habitats under a single plan, rather than
through preparation of numerous individual plans on a project-by-project basis. In November 1993, the
CDFW and California Resources Agency prepared the "Southern California Coastal Sage Scrub NCCP
Process Guidelines” to guide jurisdictions with the preparation of NCCPs (CDFG, 1993). An approved
NCCP provides for take of species whose conservation and management are provided for in the Plan
(California Fish and Game Code Section 2835).

The 1991 NCCP Act was repealed and replaced with a substantially revised and expanded NCCP Act in
2002. The revised NCCP Act established new standards and guidance on many facets of the program,
including scientific information, public participation, biological goals, interim project review, and
approval criteria. The new NCCP Act took effect on January 1, 2003. Approval and implementation of
the City of Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP/HCP will secure City compliance with and be consistent with
Section 2835 of the NCCP Act in the California Fish and Game Code. The Plan for the City is
grandfathered pursuant to Section 2830 (Grandfathering of Existing Plans) of the updated 2002 NCCP
Act; therefore, the NCCP Act as it read on December 31, 2001, will be applied to issuance state NCCP
authorizations. Listed species not on the Covered Species list will continue to be regulated under the ESA
and CESA. Take of listed species can be authorized or exempted separately from the Plan under separate
section 7 consultations, section 10 HCPs, and state incidental take permits under section 2081 of the
California Fish and Game Code. Alternatively, species can be added to the Plan Covered Species list
using the amendment process. This process for adding species to the Covered Species list may involve
additional or reprioritized management practices or habitat acquisition, as discussed in Section 6.9 of the
NCCP/HCP.

The NCCP/HCP permits are not intended to satisfy mitigation requirements for any 401 Water Quality
Certification issued by Regional Water Quality Control Board or a Lake and Streambed Alteration
Agreement issued by CDFG under California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seg. Any project with
wetland impacts will be subject to permit requirements of the state.

In addition to CDFW regulations, this NCCP/HCP is also intended to be consistent with the City’s Local
Coastal Program (LCP) and California Coastal Act regulations (14 CCR 30000 et seq.) for lands within
the Coastal Zone.

17



SECTION ONE Introduction

1.2.2.3 California Fully Protected Species

In the 1960s (prior to CESA), the California Legislature identified species for specific protection under
the California Fish and Game Code. These Fully Protected Species may not be taken or possessed at any
time, and no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except for collecting these species for
necessary scientific research and relocation of the bird species for the protection of livestock. Fully
Protected Species are described in Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), 5050 (reptiles and
amphibians), and 5515 (fish) of the California Fish and Game Code. These protections provide that Fully
Protected Species may not be taken or possessed at any time and no licenses or permits may be issued for
their take except for collecting these species for necessary scientific research and relocation of the bird
species for the protection of livestock. For California Fully Protected Species (i.e., light-footed clapper
rail, white-tailed kite, and golden eagle) lethal take of individuals is forbidden and the Plan will not affect
breeding individuals due to the avoidance measures and other conditions of coverage required under this
Plan. The mountain lion is also specially protected by the California Fish and Game Code section 4800.
No take authorization is being requested by the City or PVPLC for any state fully- or specially-protected
species under the Plan.

1224 California Fish and Game Code 3503 (Bird Nests)

Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code makes it unlawful to take, possess or needlessly
destroy the nests or eggs of any bird. CDFW may issue permits authorizing take. This Plan contains
conservation measures to avoid such take in order to comply with Section 3503.

1.2.25 California Fish and Game Code 3503.5 (Birds of Prey)

Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the take, possession or destruction of any
birds of prey or their nests or eggs. CDFW may issue permits authorizing take pursuant to CESA or
NCCP Act. This Plan contains conservation measures to avoid such take in order to comply with Section
3503.5.

1.2.2.6 California Environmental Quality Act

The CDFW is a Trustee Agency and a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA,; Sections 15386 and 15381, respectively) and is responsible for ensuring appropriate
conservation of the state’s biological resources, including rare, threatened, and endangered plant and
animal species, pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA, California Fish and Game
Code 2050, et seq.), the statewide NCCP Program (Fish and Game Code 2800, et seq.) and other sections
of the California Fish and Game Code (e.g., 1600 et seq. and 3500 et. seq.). CEQA is similar to but more
extensive than NEPA in that it requires that significant environmental impacts of proposed projects be
reduced to a less-than significant level through adoption of feasible avoidance, minimization, or
mitigation measures unless overriding considerations are identified and documented. CEQA applies to all
California projects, and NCCPs are required to comply with CEQA.
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This Plan implements a conservation strategy designed to achieve a comprehensive set of biological goals
and objectives. Furthermore, as a NCCP, the Plan provides for broad-based planning to preserve natural
communities at the ecosystem scale. Many of the conservation measures in the Plan will also benefit other
special status species (i.e., species not covered by the Plan) and these measures may be sufficient to meet
CEQA standards for these other species as well. The City implements CEQA through the development
review and approval process, which requires protection of significant biological resources and mitigation
of project impacts. Findings of consistency with this Plan will be required for all projects requesting
issuance of Take Authorizations during the City’s local CEQA and development review/approval process.

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes is serving as the lead agency under CEQA for this NCCP. To comply
with CEQA, the City released an environmental impact report/environmental assessment (EIR/EA) on
February 20, 2004 (SCH# 2003071008). The public comment period on the EIR/EA closed on April 20,
2004. The Final EIR was certified by the City on August 31, 2004. Since the final NCCP/HCP differs
slightly from the project analyzed in the previously certified EIR, an EIR Addendum has been prepared to
address the changes. The final EIR/EA and EIR Addendum prepared for this NCCP/HCP is intended to
provide programmatic compliance for CEQA for all activities covered by this Plan regarding impacts to
covered species and jurisdictional wetlands and waters. Future projects that receive take coverage under
the NCCP/HCP must also comply with CEQA through their local jurisdiction, which would include
subsequent project-specific review. It is expected that the conservation provided in this Plan will be
sufficient to meet all CEQA mitigation standards for impacts to the special-status species and natural
communities that are covered in this Plan. Future CEQA documents for applicants that receive take
coverage under this Plan will incorporate the conservation measures in this Plan to comply with CEQA
for the Covered Species and natural communities addressed in this Plan.

1227 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is the mechanism by which the State of California
implements the CWA under delegation from the Federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
Porter-Cologne enables the State to regulate the discharge of pollutants from any source (point and non-
point sources) that may affect the quality of the waters of the State of California and regulates pollutant
discharges to any waters of the state including groundwater. DFG has authority over any activity that may
substantially modify a river, stream, or lake (California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.) and
may comment on Army Corps of Engineers permit actions under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
(16 U.S.C. 88 661-667e, March 10, 1934, as amended 1946, 1958, 1978 and 1995) and as a trustee
agency under CEQA. Where applicable, project proponents must submit an application for and receive
Federal CWA section 404 permit and/or state CDFW lake and streambed alternation agreement (LSAA)
prior to impacting most jurisdictional wetlands. Additionally, all applicants should contact the RWQCB
for any water discharge requirements prior to allowing any discharges (aside from rainwater) to discharge
to a conveyance system or waterway.

Mitigation for an impact to wetlands must be consistent with the Federal policy of no net loss of wetland
functions and values, and section 404(b)(1) guidelines (40 C.F.R. Part 230). State guidelines for wetland
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permitting also adhere to a no net loss policy for wetland acreage, functions and values. The CFG Code
(section 1600 et seq.) states that projects which substantially alter the flow, bed, bank, or channel of any
river, stream or lake must first notify the CDFG, which may determine that a Streambed Alteration
Agreement is required. As part of Los Angeles County’s wetland conservation policies, compliance with
conditions of the Federal CWA section 404 permit and state section California Fish and Game Code
1600 agreement must be demonstrated prior to issuance of a grading permit.

1.2.2.8 Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement

CDFG has jurisdictional authority over streams and lakes and wetland resources associated with these
aquatic systems under California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 et seq. California Fish and Game
Code Section 1600 et seq. was repealed and replaced in October of 2003 with the new Section 1600-1616
that took effect on January 1, 2004 (Senate Bill No. 418 Sher). CDFW has the authority to regulate work
that will “substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material
from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or
other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into any river, stream,
or lake.” Activities of any person, state or local governmental agency, or public utility are regulated by
CDFW under Section 1602 of the Code. CDFW enters into a streambed or lakebed alteration agreement
with the project proponent and can impose conditions on the agreement to ensure no net loss of values or
acreage of the stream, lake, associated wetlands, and associated riparian habitat. The lake or streambed
alteration agreement is not a permit, but rather a mutual agreement between CDFW and the project
proponent. Since CDFW includes under its jurisdiction streamside habitats that may not qualify as
wetlands under the Federal CWA definition, CDFW jurisdiction may be broader than ACOE jurisdiction.
A project proponent must submit a notification of streambed alteration to CDFW before construction. The
notification requires an application fee for streambed alteration agreements, with a specific fee schedule
to be determined by CDFW. CDFW can enter into streambed alteration agreements (SAASs) that cover
recurring operation and maintenance activities and can also enter into long term agreements to cover
development and other activities described in regional plans. Within the Plan Area, there are at least 2.5
acres of potential riparian California Fish and Game Code Section 1600 habitat (see Table 2-1).

1.2.29 California Coastal Act

The California Coastal Commission (CCC) was established by voter initiative in 1972 (Proposition 20)
and later made permanent by the Legislature through adoption of the California Coastal Act of 1976
(Public Resources Code Section 30000 et seq.). The CCC is an independent, quasi-judicial state agency
that, in partnership with coastal cities and counties, plans and regulates the use of land and water in the
coastal zone. Development activities, which are broadly defined by the Coastal Act to include (among
others) construction of buildings, divisions of land, and activities that change the intensity of use of land
or public access to coastal waters, generally require a coastal permit from either the CCC or the local
government. The Act created a “coastal zone” that generally extends 1,000 yards inland from the mean
high tide line and varies in width from several hundred feet in highly urbanized areas up to five miles in
certain rural areas, and offshore the coastal zone includes a three-mile-wide band of ocean. The coastal
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zone established by the Coastal Act does not include San Francisco Bay, where development is regulated
by the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC). In the City of Rancho Palos Verdes,
the coastal zone extends up to the Palos Verdes Drive South/Palos Verdes Drive West roadway.

The Coastal Act includes specific policies (see Division 20 of the Public Resources Code) that address
issues such as shoreline public access and recreation, lower cost visitor accommodations, terrestrial and
marine habitat protection, visual resources, landform alteration, agricultural lands, commercial fisheries,
industrial uses, water quality, offshore oil and gas development, transportation, development design,
power plants, ports, and public works. Development within the coastal zone may not commence until a
coastal development permit has been issued by either the Commission or a local government that has a
Commission-certified LCP.

California's coastal management program is carried out through a partnership between state and local
governments. Implementation of Coastal Act policies is accomplished primarily through the preparation
and CCC approval of LCPs that are required to be completed by each of the 15 counties and 60 cities
located in whole or in part in the coastal zone. A LCP includes a land use plan (LUP) which may be the
relevant portion of the local general plan, including any maps necessary to administer it, and the zoning
ordinances, zoning district maps, and other legal instruments necessary to implement the land use plan.
Coastal Act policies are the standards by which the CCC evaluates the adequacy of LCPs and any
proposed amendments. The CCC is required to review each certified LCP at least once every five years.
After certification of an LCP, coastal development permit authority is delegated to the appropriate local
government, but the CCC retains original permit jurisdiction over certain specified lands (such as
tidelands and public trust lands). The CCC also has appellate authority over development approved by
local governments in specified geographic areas as well as certain other developments. A Coastal Specific
Plan (CSP) was adopted by the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council on December 19, 1978 to serve as the
LUP and implementation ordinance for that portion of the City located within the California Coastal Zone
(7.5 miles of coastline).

Along with the BCDC, the CCC is one of California's two designated coastal management agencies for
the purpose of administering the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) in California. The most
significant provisions of the Federal CZMA give state coastal management agencies authority to review
for consistency with the Coastal Act, Federal activities and federally licensed, permitted, or assisted
activities, wherever they may occur (i.e., landward or seaward of the respective coastal zone boundaries
fixed under state law) if the activity affects coastal resources. Under 1990 amendments to the Federal
Coastal Zone Management Act, the CCC and the State Water Resources Control Board have prepared and
adopted and are now implementing a Coastal Nonpoint Source Water Pollution Control Program. The
CCC also implements a Coastal Access Program, in partnership with other state agencies such as the
Coastal Conservancy, State Lands Commission, California State Parks, and Federal, regional, and local
parks, and recreation entities.
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1.2.3 Local

Implementation of this NCCP/HCP will rely on the City’s land-use authority provided through General
Plan policies, Local Coastal Program, and the City’s Municipal Code ordinances. Implementation will
also rely on the City’s compliance with state and Federal environmental land use laws (e.g.,
CEQA/NEPA) and the IA between the City, PVPLC, and the Wildlife Agencies. In addition, the
NCCP/HCP includes habitat restoration and management of Preserve land by the PVPLC on behalf of the
City using in-kind services and various secured funding sources, and provides a framework for acquiring
additional private lands from willing sellers.

1231 City of Rancho Palos Verdes General Plan

The City’s General Plan, adopted on June 26, 1975, is organized into various elements: Natural
Environment, Socio/Cultural, Urban Environment, and Land Use, which are relevant to this NCCP/HCP.
The portions of the City’s General Plan that are relevant to this NCCP/HCP are summarized in Appendix
F. Proposed amendments to the General Plan that provide additional protection to the Preserve are
discussed in Section 6.3.2 of this NCCP/HCP.

1.2.3.2 City of Rancho Palos Verdes Municipal Code

As a regulatory document, the City’s Municipal Code provides an important layer of environmental
protection to lands located in the Preserve (Figure 3-2). Each cited section of the City’s Code in effect at
the time of adoption of the NCCP/HCP that protects the Preserve is listed in Appendix F to this Plan,
along with an explanation of how the cited code protects the Preserve. In summary, the Preserve is
directly protected by certain City ordinances that are part of the Municipal Code, such as the zoning
ordinance (Title 17) and Subdivision Ordinance (Title 16). These City ordinances require grading and
development proposals to be reviewed for compliance with established regulations and controls that
include natural habitat protection. Thus, applications for new development on vacant lots abutting the
Preserve can be modified to ensure habitat protection in the Preserve. The Preserve is indirectly protected
by other City ordinances, such as the stormwater discharge ordinance; the off-road vehicle ordinance; and
the streets, parks, and recreational facilities ordinance. The stormwater discharge ordinance (Municipal
Code Chapter 13.10) indirectly protects the Preserve by establishing standards and procedures for
reducing pollutants in stormwater discharge for major projects throughout the City, thus reducing the
likelihood of contaminated stormwater entering the Preserve. The off-road vehicle ordinance (Municipal
Code Chapter 10.24) indirectly protects the Preserve by prohibiting off-road vehicles from driving in the
Preserve. The recreational facilities ordinance (Municipal Code chapter 12.16) prohibits trail use in the
Preserve not authorized by the City.
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1.2.3.3 Coastal Specific Plan

The Coastal Specific Plan (CSP) was adopted by the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council on December 19,
1978. The CSP provides a series of polices to guide development and protect natural features in the
California Coastal Zone along the 7.5 miles of coastline within the City’s jurisdiction. The CSP includes
all land on the coastal side of Palos Verdes Drive South and West (Figure 1-1). Although the NCCP/HCP
contains focused policies directed toward native lands management, the CSP clearly contains similar
elements, thereby enforcing and complementing the goals of the NCCP/HCP.

The CSP identifies natural habitat “which is not only vital to local animal life, but is the key to the
migratory species” (Page N-1 of CSP) while acknowledging that the “Peninsula has already experienced
the lowest ebb in habitat quality” and notes that “Recent programs are providing indicators that this
habitat is recovering” (Page N-2 of CSP).

1.2.3.4 CEQA

Once the NCCP/HCP Take Authorizations are issued, the City does not anticipate the need to regularly
consult with the Wildlife Agencies during the CEQA normal project review and development approval
process. The exceptions to this are Plan Amendments, impacts to non-Covered Species, wetlands, and
substantial changes to implementing regulations (including the General Plan, CEQA, LCP). The Wildlife
Agencies’ oversight role is exercised through the normal CEQA process (e.g., individual project review)
and through review of the City’s Annual Report. The Wildlife Agencies may, upon receipt of a CEQA
notice for a project, request a voluntary coordination meeting within 30 days. Likewise, the City may
request agency involvement in a project where coordination would help address key issues or streamline
the permitting process. The primary exception to this general procedure is for a project that proposes a
Preserve boundary line adjustment, or impacts to jurisdictional wetlands (see Section 6.0 of this Plan).
Otherwise, the City of Rancho Palos Verdes will follow the project review and approval process,
including maintaining a list and map of all projects receiving Take Authorizations under the City’s
permits under the Plan as described in Section 6.0 of the Plan. All project approvals issued over the
course of a year may be discussed at the required annual meeting.

1.3 Species for which Incidental Take Authorization is Requested

Permits are requested by the City for the federally endangered Palos Verdes blue butterfly (Glaucopsyche
lygdamus palosverdesensis, “PVB”), El Segundo blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides allyni, “ESB”), and
federally threatened coastal California gnatcatcher (Polioptila californica californica, “gnatcatcher’). Take
of listed plant species is not prohibited under the ESA and cannot be authorized under a Federal incidental
take permit. However, the USFWS encourages applicants to address the needs of plant species in HCPs,
and will include adequately covered plant species on an incidental take permit in recognition of the
conservation benefits accorded the species in the underlying HCP. The USFWS extends “No Surprises”
regulatory assurances to both covered animal and covered plant species. Coverage under the Federal and
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state permits are also requested for seven additional species including six plants and one bird that are not
currently listed under the CESA or ESA but have specific known locations or appropriate habitat in the
City and will benefit from conservation under this NCCP/HCP. These species include the California
Native Plant Society (CNPS) List 1B and List 4 plants: aphanisma (Aphanisma blitoides), south coast
saltscale (Atriplex pacifica), Catalina crossosoma (Crossosoma californicum), island green dudleya
(Dudleya virens subsp. insularis), Santa Catalina Island desert-thorn (Lycium brevipes var. hassei), and
woolly seablite (Suaeda taxifolia) and the cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), a State
Species of Concern (SSC) that is also a NCCP focal species. Species covered by this NCCP/HCP are
identified in Table 1-1.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF NCCP/HCP AREA
2.1 Regional Setting

The 13.6-square-mile coastal City of Rancho Palos Verdes is located on the southwest side of the Palos
Verdes Peninsula in Los Angeles County (County). It is bounded on the north by Rolling Hills, Rolling
Hills Estates, and Palos Verdes Estates and to the east by the community of San Pedro, with the high-
density urbanized core of South Bay communities located farther to the north (Figure 2-1).

Beginning in the early 1900s, the Peninsula enjoyed prosperity as a cattle ranch and farming area. By
1913, the residential future of Palos Verdes was envisioned as the "most fashionable and exclusive
residential colony" in the nation. The 1940s saw 300 acres of the northern Peninsula used for mining of
diatomaceous earth. Municipal incorporations occurred in 1939 and 1957, with the founding of Palos
Verdes Estates (December 20, 1939), Rolling Hills (January 24, 1957), and Rolling Hills Estates
(September 18, 1957).

Residents in the remaining unincorporated area soon became aware that the only way to preserve the
environment and to gain control over local zoning issues was to incorporate as a fourth city. The drive for
incorporation of the fourth city intensified in February 1970, with the election finally held on August 28,
1973. An overwhelming majority of 5 to 1 voted in favor of incorporation of the City. All citizens elected
to the first City Council ran on similar platforms of low-density land uses, minimum taxes, and
responsiveness to residents. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes was officially incorporated as a California
municipality on September 7, 1973.

These principles still guide the City today, with the resulting land uses dominated by single family
detached dwellings, scattered higher density residential, and neighborhood-oriented commercial.
Industrial activities are excluded on the Peninsula (Figure 2-2). The approximately 42,000 people
comprising the City of Rancho Palos Verdes are predominantly employed in management, professional,
and related occupations.

2.2 Biological Resources

221 Vegetation Communities

The initial vegetation mapping and gnatcatcher and cactus wren distribution data of the Peninsula were
prepared by Atwood et al. (1994) and updated and verified by Ogden (1999). Ogden also used other
existing documents (e.g. recent biological studies, EIRs) and digital data sources that were considered
relevant to the NCCP/HCP Plan Area. Biological resource information compiled from these
environmental documents included both vegetation and sensitive species data. This data is considered the
baseline for calculating habitat loss from Covered Projects and Activities as well as habitat acreages
within the Plan Area, because it is the most recent mapping effort that covers the entire Plan Area.
However, more recent vegetation community mapping was conducted in 2007 only for Preserve lands and
is used as the current baseline for habitat and species management.
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The natural vegetation map for the Palos Verdes Peninsula shown in Figure 2-3 was compiled from 1 inch
= 1,200 it color aerial photographs and from field mapping efforts that used U.S. Geological Survey
topographic maps enlarged to a scale of 1 inch = 1,000 feet. The vegetation mapping was ground verified,
and vegetation polygons were assessed for plant cover. A vegetation category was assigned to each
polygon according to plant species cover based on Holland (1986). These vegetation data were digitized
into the geographic information system (GIS) database. Additional source data were also obtained from
representatives of the local chapters of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS), Audubon Society, and
Endangered Habitats League, as well as digital information from the major landowners and Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG). These data sources were collated and reviewed for
spatially relevant information for inclusion in the GIS database. Ogden (1999) updated this base
vegetation map using project-specific vegetation data from existing environmental reports. Minor updates
to the vegetation map were made during formation of the public review draft of this NCCP/HCP
document to account for changes in vegetation cover associated with recently completed development
projects. Approximately 8,616.6 acres of land are in the Plan Area, including native habitats, non-native
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habitats, agricultural lands, disturbed areas, and developed lands. These communities are listed in
Table 2-1 and described below.
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2-1. Vegetation Communities in Rancho Palos Verdes?

Natural Vegetation Community | Acres
Coastal Sage Scrub Sub-associations
CSS - Artemisia Dominated 94.4
CSS — Baccharis Dominated 7.2
CSS — Encelia Dominated 8.3
CSS - Eriogonum Dominated 13.9
CSS — Rhus Dominated 234.3
CSS — Salvia Dominated 26.0
CSS - Undifferentiated 642.6
Saltbush Scrub 7.3
Southern Cactus Scrub 99.7
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 133.2
Subtotal CSS 1,266.9
Grassland? 950.2
Riparian Scrub 25
Exotic Woodland 75.4
Disturbed Vegetation (includes Ruderal) 86.9
Subtotal for all Natural Vegetation 2,382.1
Other
Cliff Face 8.8
Rocky Shore 58.8
Disturbed Areas 164.9
Agriculture 17.6
Developed 5,984.4
Subtotal Other 6,234.5
Total Acreage 8,616.6

Vegetation inventory from Ogden (1999) with minor updates in 2003 associated with
Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP and Ocean Front Estates projects.
2 Includes both non-native and a small amount native grassland.

Field verification of the baseline vegetation data was conducted by Ogden on June 9, July 23 and 24, and
August 19 and 20, 1997 and on March 31, April 1 and 23, May 20 and 28, and June 16 and 17, 1998. Not
all vegetated areas were visited during these field visits. For areas that were not visited, 1 in = 200 foot color
aerial photographs (flown on June 23, 1997) were used to refine the vegetation map, as appropriate. All
vegetation mapping efforts assumed a minimum mapping unit of 1 acre. An additional site visit was conducted
November 10, 1998 with representatives from Ogden, CNPS, Chambers Group, and the Hon Properties.
Additional locations of California crossosoma (Crossosoma californicum) were discovered within the
NCCP/HCP Area in 2004.

Sensitive habitats within the Plan Area are those that are considered rare in the region, support sensitive
species of plants and animals, and/or are subject to regulatory protection through various Federal, state, or
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local policies or regulations. In the case of habitats in the Plan Area, these include all wetland habitat
types (consisting primarily of riparian scrub) and all upland scrub habitats. No native grasslands have
been delineated in the Plan Area because the patches are too small, but if larger patches of native
grassland are identified, these patches will be delineated. Habitats dominated by non-native plant species
(e.g., non-native grassland, exotic woodland, and disturbed vegetation) are generally not considered
sensitive. However, grassland (including non-native) may provide valuable foraging habitat for raptors
and support other sensitive plant and wildlife species. Smaller patches of grassland (including non-native)
that are contiguous with larger areas of biological open space are also important because they contribute
to a habitat mosaic that can be used by sensitive species. Most grasslands in southern California are now
dominated by non-native annual grasses; nonetheless, these areas support many native species. Therefore,
conservation of grassland (including some non-native grasslands) contribute to NCCP planning goals.
The Preserve design includes mitigation for potential impacts of City projects to grasslands (including
non-native).

Coastal Sage Scrub

Coastal sage scrub (CSS) is composed of low, soft-woody subshrubs approximately 1 meter (3 feet) high,
many of which are facultatively drought-deciduous (Holland, 1986). This association is typically found
on dry sites, such as steep, south-facing slopes or clay-rich soils slow to release stored water. Dominant
shrub species in this vegetation type may vary, depending on local site factors and levels of disturbance.
CSS is distinguished from grasslands and disturbed vegetation by the presence of a minimum of 20%
shrub cover.

Dominant CSS species within the Plan Area include California sagebrush (Artemisia californica), ashy-
leaf buckwheat (Eriogonum cinereum), California sunflower (Encelia californica), coyote bush
(Baccharis pilularis), lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia), purple sage (Salvia leucophylla), and black sage
(Salvia mellifera). Other less frequent constituents of this community include California buckwheat
(Eriogonum fasciculatum ssp. fasciculatum), goldenbush (Isocoma menziesii), toyon (Heteromeles
arbutifolia), laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), and bladderpod (Peritoma arborea).

Numerous CSS sub-associations have been identified in the Plan Area and classified according to the
dominant species (Table 2-1). Such sub-associations include Artemisia-dominated scrub, Eriogonum-
dominated scrub, Salvia-dominated scrub, Encelia-dominated scrub, Baccharis-dominated scrub, and
Rhus-dominated scrub. These sub-associations correspond to the California sagebrush series, California
buckwheat series, black sage series, purple sage series, California encelia series, and/or coyote bush
series, as described in Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995). These sub-associations have been delineated and
digitized into a GIS database. Where the CSS cannot be clearly differentiated by a single dominant
species, it was classified as “undifferentiated” CSS. There are 1,266.9 acres of CSS in the City, of which,
approximately 94.4 acres are Artemisia-dominated scrub, 13.9 acres are Eriogonum-dominated scrub,
26 acres are Salvia-dominated scrub, 8.3 acres are Encelia-dominated scrub, 7.2 acres are Baccharis-
dominated scrub, 234.3 acres are Rhus-dominated scrub, and 647.6 acres are undifferentiated (Table 2-1).
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The shrub layer in this community ranges from a continuous canopy with little understory cover to a more
open canopy with widely spaced shrubs and a well-developed understory. Native understory species
present in this association include foothill needlegrass (Nassella lepida), purple needlegrass (Nassella
pulchra), golden yarrow (Eriophyllum confertiflorum), wishbone bush (Mirabilis californica var.
californica), and common goldenstar (Bloomeria crocea). Common non-native species in open or
disturbed sage scrub include wild oat (Avena spp.), tocalote (Centaurea melitensis), foxtail chess (Bromus
madritensis ssp. rubens), and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus), among others. Disturbed CSS is also
present in the Plan Area. A disturbed qualifier is placed on CSS (or any other native habitat) based on
mechanical disturbance (e.g., vegetation clearing and off-road vehicle activity). Disturbed CSS typically
has a high percentage of non-native species, low percentage cover of CSS indicator species, and is
fragmented to some degree.

Southern Cactus Scrub

Southern cactus scrub is a low, dense scrub (less than 2 meters [6.6 feet]) with succulent shrubs consisting
primarily of prickly pear species (Opuntia littoralis, O. oricola) and coastal cholla (O. prolifera) as
dominant constituents (Magney, 1992; Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Although the dominant species
are succulent, woody species can also be present as co-dominants with the succulents. Typical woody
species in this association include California sagebrush, California buckwheat, California sunflower,
bladderpod, and wishbone bush. Southern cactus scrub ranges from coastal southern Santa Barbara
County southward to northern San Diego County and inland to the cismontane valley areas of San
Bernardino and Riverside counties (Magney, 1992). Southern cactus scrub occurs mostly on steep, south-
facing slopes in sandy soils or rocky areas below 1,200 meters (3,937 feet) elevation (Magney, 1992;
Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995). Examples of this community occur on the City Hall site and in the
Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP project open space. Approximately 99.7 acres of southern cactus scrub
occur in the Plan Area.

Saltbush Scrub

Saltbush scrub is dominated by quailbush (Atriplex lentiformis) and the non-native species Atriplex
glauca. Shrubs are less than 3 meters (10 feet) with closed to open canopies (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf,
1995). Saltbush scrub corresponds to the mixed saltbush series, as described in Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf
(1995). The understory consists of ruderal species, such as black mustard (Brassica nigra), wild radish
(Raphanus sativus), and cliff aster (Malacothrix saxatile). Approximately 7.3 acres of saltbush scrub was
mapped in the Plan Area.

Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub

Southern coastal bluff scrub is a low, sometimes prostrate scrub that occurs at localized sites along the
coast south of Point Conception (Holland, 1986). Plants in this association cling to nearly vertical rock
faces just above the surf. The coastal bluff scrub community is widespread along the California coastline
as a very narrow band, often not extending more than a few meters inland (Holland and Keil, 1990).
Dominant plants are mostly woody and/or succulent species, such as California sagebrush, California
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buckwheat, ashy-leaf buckwheat, lemonadeberry, coast cholla, and coast prickly pear. Other less-frequent
constituents of this community include boxthorn (Lycium californicum), island green dudleya (Dudleya
virens ssp. insularis), aphanisma, seacliff buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium), woolly seablite (Suaeda
taxifolia), and bladderpod. Development along the southern California coastline has reduced this
community throughout its range. Coastal bluff scrub occupies 133.2 acres along the steep ocean cliffs in
the Plan Area.

Grassland

Grassland includes both native perennial and non-native annual grasses within the Plan area. Non-native
annual grasses and other annual species dominate grasslands in the City. Small patches dominated by
native perennial bunchgrasses were observed within the annual grassland, as discussed below, but were
generally too small in extent to map adequately. Annual or non-native grassland generally occurs on fine-
textured loam or clay soils that are moist or even waterlogged during the winter rainy season and very dry
during the summer and fall. This association is characterized by a dense-to-sparse cover of annual
grasses, often with native and non-native annual forbs (Holland, 1986). The number of natives versus
non-natives is site-specific and varies according to rainfall and other factors (Heady, 1995). Estimates for
the proportion of non-native species in this association range from 29% to 80% (White, 1967; Bentley
and Talbot, 1948; Heady, 1995; Holland and Keil, 1990). Talbot et al. (1939) report that annuals
comprise approximately 94% of the herbaceous cover in annual grassland; Ewing and Menke (1983) state
that annuals comprise 50% to more than 90% of the vegetative cover in annual grassland, and that most of
the annuals are non-native species. Species composition varies within annual grassland and is a function
of climatic conditions, soils, and allelopathic effects of above-ground plant residue (e.g., mulch) (Evans
and Young, 1989; Heady, 1995; Bartolome et al., 1980).

Annual grassland is a disturbance-related community most often found in old fields or openings in native
scrub habitats. This association may have replaced native grassland and CSS at many localities
throughout the Permit Area. Typical grasses within the Permit Area include wild oat, foxtail chess, ripgut
grass (Bromus diandrus), barley (Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum), and Bermuda grass (Cynodon
dactylon). Characteristic forbs include red-stem filaree (Erodium cicutarium), mustard (Brassica spp.),
tarplant (Centromadia spp.), tocalote, and cliff aster. Within annual grassland, grasses are less than 1
meter (3.3 feet) high and form a continuous or open cover. Emergent shrubs and trees may be present as
well (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf, 1995).

Native grasses in the study region are characterized by the perennial, tussock-forming needlegrass species
(Nassella spp.). Native and introduced annuals occur between the needlegrass, often exceeding the
bunchgrasses in cover. Native grasses in the Plan Area occur in small areas within annual grassland and
CSS habitats. Native grasslands are defined as patches greater than 0.3 acre in areas that support at least
50% cover of grass species and 10% cover of native grassland species. There are approximately 950.2
acres of grasslands in the Plan Area.
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Riparian Scrub

Riparian scrub varies from a dense, broad-leafed, winter-deciduous association dominated by several
species of willow to an herbaceous scrub dominated by mule fat (Baccharis salicifolia) (Holland, 1986).
Typical willow species on site include black willow (S. gooddingii) and arroyo willow (S. lasiolepis).
Understory vegetation in this association is usually composed of non-native, weedy species or is lacking
altogether. Riparian scrub may represent a Federal and/or state jurisdictional habitat comprised of a
successional stage leading to riparian woodland or forest or may constitute a stable community. Riparian
scrub occurs in Agua Amarga Canyon and south of Palos Verdes Drive South on the Trump
National/Ocean Trails HCP project property. This association occupies approximately 2.5 acres of land in
the Plan Area.

Exotic Woodland

Exotic woodland includes non-native trees and shrubs planted in the Plan Area in the past. Some of these
introduced species are invasive and have dispersed into the adjacent grassland and native habitats. Exotic
species include everblooming acacia (Acacia longifolia), Sydney golden wattle (Acacia cyclops),
Peruvian pepper tree (Schinus molle), Brazilian pepper tree (Schinus terebenthifolia), black locust
(Robinia pseudoacacia), myoporum (Myoporum laetum), gum tree (Eucalyptus spp.), and pines (Pinus
spp.). Most of the exotic woodlands occur in the Portuguese Bend and Lower Filiorum areas and occupy
approximately 75.4 acres. Exotic woodlands are not considered a sensitive habitat, but can provide
nesting/perching opportunities for bird and other animal species.

Disturbed Vegetation

Disturbed vegetation refers to plant associations that occur on highly disturbed sites in urbanized areas
(e.g., along roadsides, footpaths, in parking lots, or in previously graded areas) that support weedy
broadleaf species. Areas with disturbed vegetation are typically characterized by heavily compacted soils
that limit which species can thrive here (Holland and Keil, 1990). Typical species associated with
disturbed vegetation include horseweed (Conyza canadensis), sow thistle (Sonchus oleraceus), knotweed
(Polygonum spp.), mallow (Malva spp.), Russian thistle, sweet fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), castor bean
(Ricinus communis), goosefoot (Chenopodium spp.), and tocalote. Other common species that can be
found in disturbed areas, as well as other communities, include mustards, star thistle (Centaurea
solstitialis), rye grass (Lolium spp.), burclover (Medicago polymorpha), wild radish, milk thistle (Silybum
marianum), and cocklebur (Xanthium spp.), among others. True ruderal species are those found mainly or
solely in areas with previous surface disturbance (California Exotic Pest Plant Council, 1999; Beatty and
Licari, 1992). Disturbed vegetation which includes ruderal species occupies approximately 86.9 acres in
the Plan Area.
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CIiff Faces

CIliff faces are steep, sometimes vertical slopes with little vegetative cover. Cliff faces in the City are
found in the landslide area, west of Coolheights Drive, and north of Forrestal Road. Cliff faces occupy
about 8.8 acres of land in the Plan Area.

Rocky Shores

Rocky shores are areas at the base of cliffs that are characterized by lava flows, sedimentary bedding, and
loose cobbles. Constant erosion from wind and rain prevents vegetation establishment. Typically, there is
little soil available for plants to become established. Rocky shores are found along sea cliffs areas that do
not contain any coastal bluff scrub. Rocky shores occupy about 58.8 acres of land in the Plan Area.

Disturbed Areas

Disturbed areas are lands where the vegetation has been significantly altered by frequent disking or
mowing for fire protection and vegetation control and little to no vegetation cover remains. Typical plant
species found scattered in disturbed areas include Russian thistle, black mustard, storksbill (Erodium
spp.), and annual grasses, among others. Disturbed areas occupy approximately 164.9 acres in the Plan
Area.

Agriculture

Agriculture includes actively cultivated lands and lands that support nursery operations. Only two
locations in the Plan Area are actively farmed, comprising approximately 17.6 acres. These two areas are
in the western portion of the City near City Hall.

Developed Areas

Developed areas in the City are lands that have been permanently altered by human activities and that
support no native vegetation. These areas include roads, buildings, ornamental landscapes, and other areas
where the land has been altered to such an extent that natural vegetation cannot become reestablished.
Areas graded for development in the late 1990s (e.g., Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP and Subregion
One/Ocean Front Estates) were mapped as they were being developed, but a portion of these areas are in
the process of being revegetated with CSS and other native vegetation. Developed areas occupy
approximately 5,984.4 acres in the City limits.

222 Covered Species

The mapped distribution of Covered Species is based on cumulative sighting data compiled during
development of the draft NCCP/HCP, and included assessments for butterfly habitat and focused rare
plant surveys that were conducted in spring 1998 (Figure 2-4). This data is considered the baseline for
calculating impacts from Covered Projects and Activities as well as species presence within the Plan
Area, because it is the most recent survey effort that covers the entire Plan Area. However, more recent
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surveys have been conducted only for Preserve lands and are used as the current baseline for species
management (see Appendix B). All of the Covered Species are associated closely with scrub habitats on
the Peninsula. Sensitive species in the NCCP/HCP Area are described below and the conservation
analyses and conditions for coverage for each are described in Appendix B.
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Aphanisma blitoides
Aphanisma

USFWS: No Status

CDEW: No status

CNPS: List 1B, 2-2-2

Aphanisma is a small, annual herb that occurs on sandy soils near the coast in coastal bluff scrub and CSS
at elevations up to 305 meters (1,000 feet) and is found from Santa Barbara County to northern Baja
California, Mexico, and it is on all the Channel Islands except San Miguel (CNPS, 2001; Junak et al.,
1995). This fleshy species blooms from March to June. Aphanisma is in steep decline on the mainland
and on the islands (CNPS, 2001). Mainland populations are declining because of recreational use of
beaches and development along the coast (Reiser, 1994). In the Plan Area, Aphanisma occurs in coastal
bluff scrub in Abalone Cove, Portuguese Point, Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP and Shoreline Park to
the Rancho Palos Verdes/San Pedro City limit.

Atriplex pacifica
South Coast Saltscale

USFWS: No Status

CDFW: No status

CNPS: List 1B, 3-2-2

South coast saltscale occurs in coastal bluff scrub, CSS, and alkali playas (CNPS, 2001). This small, wiry,
prostrate, annual herb grows in openings between shrubs in xeric, often mildly disturbed locales.
Historically, this species was known from Santa Rosa, Santa Cruz, and Anacapa islands; San Nicholas
Island and coastal Ventura County; Santa Catalina and San Clemente islands; coastal Los Angeles
County; Orange, Riverside, San Diego counties; Arizona, Baja California, and Sonora, Mexico (CNPS,
2001; data from CNDDB 2003). Currently, it is known from only a few occurrences on Santa Cruz and
Anacapa islands (RSA, 1992a, 1992b, 1991, 1996). South coast saltscale is severely declining throughout
its coastal range on the mainland (Reiser, 1994). In the Plan Area, south coast saltscale occurs within the
Preserve (Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP, Abalone Cove/Portuguese Point and along the coast
between Halfway Point and Shoreline Park).

Crossosoma californicum
Catalina Crossosoma

USFWS: No status

CDFW: No status

CNPS: List 1B, 2-2-2

Catalina crossosoma is a deciduous shrub that can reach 5 meters (16 feet) high. This shrub is usually
found on dry, rocky slopes and canyons in CSS below 500 meters (1,640 feet) elevation (CNPS, 2001;
Hickman, 1993). It is known from the Peninsula, San Clemente and Santa Catalina Islands, and
Guadelupe Island, Mexico (Hickman, 1993). Catalina crossosoma has been detected at four locations in
the Plan Area, at Forrestal. One location is north of Pirate Drive; and three locations are in an area west of
Ganado Drive and south of Crest Road, on the ridgeline and in the canyon.
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Dudleya virens spp. insularis
Island green dudleya

USFWS: No status

CDFW: No status

CNPS: List 1B, 2-2-2

Island green dudleya is a succulent perennial with a basal rosette of leaves from a caudex (i.e., a short
woody stem at or below the ground; Hickman, 1993). This species occurs on steep slopes in chaparral,
coastal bluff scrub, and CSS habitats below 400 meters (1,300 feet) (CNPS, 2001; Hickman, 1993). It is
known from Los Angeles County on Santa Catalina Island and the mainland in the Plan Area at the south
base of San Pedro Hill from Point Vicente to Point Fermin, and San Nicholas Island (CNPS, 2001; data
from CNDDB, 2003; Moran, 1995). San Pedro Hill is a landlocked island that is now connected to the
mainland by the alluvial Los Angeles Plain, but it is historically related to Santa Catalina and San
Clemente islands directly to the south (Smith, 1900 in Moran, 1995). The species is found mostly on the
Pacific slope on sea bluffs and rocky headlands and is less frequent on inland dry rocky slopes. On San
Nicholas Island, it is common in a few scattered locations at low elevations on eastern and southern
slopes (Foreman, 1967 in Moran, 1995). In the Plan Area, island green dudleya occurs within the Preserve
(Pelican Cove and Abalone Cove) and Neutral Lands.

Lycium brevipes var. hassei
Santa Catalina Island Desert-thorn

USFWS: No status

CDFW: No status

CNPS: List 1B, 3-3-3

Santa Catalina Island desert-thorn is a deciduous shrub that can reach 4 meters (13 feet) high (Hickman,
1993). It is found on coastal bluff slopes in coastal bluff scrub and CSS habitats at elevations below 300
meters (1,000 feet) (CNPS, 2001; Hickman, 1993). This species was rediscovered in the Peninsula in
1976. Historical localities of this species include San Clemente and Santa Catalina islands. In the Plan
Area, Santa Catalina Island desert-thorn occurs within the Preserve (Portuguese Point, Abalone Cove, and
Ocean Front Estates).

Suaeda taxifolia
Woolly Seablite

USFWS: No status

CDFW: No status

CNPS: List 4, 1-2-1

Woolly seablite is an herbaceous perennial usually restricted to coastal salt marsh; it rarely grows in
peripheral scrublands adjacent to salt marshes or as isolated plants along beaches (Reiser, 1994). This
evergreen subshrub flowers January-December (CNPS 2001). It occurs along the coast from Santa
Barbara County to Baja California, Mexico, and on Santa Barbara, San Clemente, Santa Cruz, Santa
Catalina, San Nicholas, and Santa Rosa islands and on Guadalupe Island, Mexico (CNPS, 2001). In the
Plan Area, woolly seablite plants occur along the peninsula shoreline from Torrance Beach to San Pedro.
It is found in Abalone Cove and Pelican Cove, and within Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP, Shoreline
Park, and Ocean Front Estates.
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Euphilotes battoides allyni
El Segundo Blue Butterfly

USFWS: Endangered

CDFW: No status

The El Segundo Blue (ESB) is a rare subspecies of the square-spotted blue butterfly. The ESB is
restricted to relic and remnant coastal dune habitats at four locations: Ballona Wetlands south of Marina
del Rey, Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Dunes, Chevron El Segundo Preserve and adjacent
habitat in El Segundo, and Torrance Beach/Malaga Cove (Mattoni, 1990; USFWS, 1998). Coast
buckwheat (Eriogonum parvifolium) is the larval hostplant of this subspecies. The historical distribution
of ESB included dune habitats in Redondo and Manhattan Beaches. A recovery plan for ESB has been
prepared with the Malaga Cove population as the most southern management unit (USFWS, 1998). The
Malaga Cove population is small, between 10 and 30 individuals using between 50 and 100 individuals of
coast buckwheat (R. Arnold, pers. comm.). It was discovered in 2007 that this small population expanded
to newly restored habitat at Torrance Beach and Redondo Beach. There is no dune habitat within the
jurisdiction of the Plan Area, but coast buckwheat is known to occur within the coastal bluff scrub habitat
between Point Vicente and Abalone Cove. Dr. Richard Arnold conducted a butterfly survey in the
summer of 1998 with negative results for ESB in this area of the City. Subsequent biological surveys in
2000 for proposed development of the York Long Point site detected a small population of ESB in coastal
bluff scrub habitat (RBF Consulting, 2001). Focused surveys for the ESB in 2006 resulted in two
confirmed populations (Pratt, 2006). One of the locations is just north of Point Vicente in a large patch of
coast buckwheat where approximately 36 ESB were observed. The other location is southeast of Point
Vicente at the Fisherman’s access area where approximately 13 ESB were observed. There was also one
ESB observation found in 2000, and this observation was in the Neutral Lands south of the Pelican Cove
Property. Subsequent surveys between 2006 and 2011 identified ESB in Ocean Front Estates and the
Pelican Cove Property.

Glaucopsyche lygdamus palosverdesensis
Palos Verdes Blue Butterfly

USFWS: Endangered

CDFW: No status

The PVB is a rare subspecies of the silvery blue butterfly (Perkins and Emmel, 1977; Arnold, 1987). The
PVB is restricted to open CSS habitats that support either ocean locoweed (Astragalus trichopodus var.
lonchus) or deerweed (Lotus scoparius), the only known larval hostplants for the PVB (Mattoni, 1992).
Currently, PVB is known to occur only at the Naval Fuel Depot in San Pedro (Mattoni, 1992), at Malaga
Dunes (R. Mattoni and J. George pers. comm. 2001), and was reintroduced at the Chandler Preserve in
the City of Rolling Hills. In the Plan area, PVB are currently not known to be present; however, this
species was historically observed in the Agua Amarga Canyon, the Filiorum Parcel, Portuguese Bend, the
Forrestal Parcel, the Switchbacks, and Neutral Lands near Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP. Historical
occurrences of PVB in the Plan Area include locations near the "Switchback™ area of Palos Verdes Drive
East, within the landslide moratorium area (Edward’s Canyon in Area 4, Portuguese Canyon, and
Forrestal [Klondike] Canyon), and Agua Amarga (Arnold, 1983, 1987, Mattoni, 1992; USFWS, 1984).
Habitat for PVB is typified by open CSS and ecotone areas between sage scrub and grassland. Locoweed
is the primary larval hostplant present in the Plan Area. Deerweed does not generally occur in the Plan
Area and is restricted mostly to the northeast slope of the Peninsula. Locoweed is an early successional or
disturbance-associated species and will decline if there is an extended period without disturbance (e.g.,
fire). Habitat loss and fragmentation associated with agriculture and residential development, fire
suppression (e.g., fuel modification activities), severe weather conditions, and over-collecting by butterfly
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enthusiasts have contributed to the current endangered status of this species (Arnold, 1987; Mattoni,
1992). Federally designated critical habitat for the PVB includes the "Switchback™ area of Palos Verdes
Drive East, Fred Hesse Park, and Agua Amarga Canyon (USFWS, 1980).

Polioptila californica californica
Coastal California Gnatcatcher

USFWS: Threatened

CDFW: SSC, NCCP focal species

The Peninsula supports a remnant population of 26 to 56 pairs of coastal California gnatcatcher
(gnatcatcher) considered isolated from the remainder of the U.S. population (Atwood et al., 1994, 1998;
Atwood and Bontrager, 2001). The center point locations of gnatcatcher territories within the GIS
database include cumulative data gathered during the Manomet Center five-year study. The primary cause
of this species’ decline is the cumulative loss of CSS vegetation to urban and agricultural development
(Atwood, 1993). This species’ habitat is formally protected and managed through the NCCP program,
ESA sections 10 (HCP processes) and 7 (agency consultations on Federal lands). Federally designated
critical habitat for the gnatcatcher includes suitable habitats throughout the Peninsula. This species is
probably extirpated from much of Ventura and San Bernardino counties and declining proportionately
with the continued loss of CSS habitat in the four remaining southern California counties within the
coastal plain. In the Plan Area, gnatcatchers have been documented in all Preserve areas except Pelican
Cove, Malaga Canyon, and Lower Point Vicente. With the exceptions of Crestridge, the Filiorum Parcel,
and the Donation Parcel, each of these Preserve areas have been consistently occupied in recent surveys
(PVPLC 2013). The territory size requirements of the gnatcatcher vary with habitat quality and distance
from the coast. Documented home ranges have varied from 1 to 7 acres on the Peninsula (Impact
Sciences, 1990; Atwood et al., 1995). Over five years, gnatcatcher productivity and survival have varied
on the Peninsula. Annual reproduction has varied from 2.3 to 3.9 fledglings per pair. Annual adult
survival has varied from 23% to 70%; juvenile over-winter survival varied from 20% to 43%. Studies of
the species’ habitat preferences on the Peninsula and elsewhere indicate that California sagebrush
(Artemisia californica) and California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) are the primary plants used
by gnatcatchers when foraging for insects (Atwood et al., 1995; Impact Sciences, 1990; RECON, 1987;
ERC, 1990; Ogden, 1992a). Breeding gnatcatchers on the Peninsula appear to be noticeably absent from
most sage scrub dominated by lemonadeberry (Rhus integrifolia).

Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus
Cactus Wren

USFWS: No status

CDFW: NCCP focal species

Coastal southern California populations of cactus wrens have greatly declined throughout the coastal
plain from Ventura to the Mexican border (Rea and Weaver, 1990). This species is common throughout
the deserts of the Southwest. Coastal populations breed in CSS dominated by extensive stands of tall
prickly pear or cholla cacti. Once widespread in coastal southern California, by 1990 cactus wrens had
been reduced to fewer than 3,000 pairs scattered into colonies of widely varying size; many colonies are
isolated by distance from other colonies (Ogden, 1992b). The Peninsula cactus wren population was
relatively stable at approximately 58 + 5 pairs during the mid-1990s (Atwood et al., 1998). Reproduction
averages about three fledglings per pair, and adult survivorship varies from 57% to 73%; juvenile over-
winter survivorship varies from 9% to 36%. Home range size for Peninsula cactus wrens varies from 1 to
3 acres. In the Plan Area, cactus wrens have been observed in all Preserve areas except Ocean Front
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Estates, Pelican Cove, Crestridge, Malaga Canyon, and Lower Point Vicente. With the exception of
Abalone Cove, each of Preserve areas has been consistently occupied in recent surveys (PVPLC 2013).
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3.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

3.1 Preserve Alternative Analysis

A key step in developing an NCCP/HCP for the City was to prioritize the most critical biological resource
areas for potential conservation so that (1) conservation is maximized; (2) acquisition, restoration, and
management funds are efficiently used; and (3) development is directed in less sensitive or already
disturbed habitat. Regionally important habitat areas were identified by the City with the involvement of
Wildlife Agencies’ staff through the overlay of vegetation and target species information during the early
workshops and stakeholder meetings. The areas include lands with relatively extensive native vegetation
supporting concentrations of target species. Linkage areas that provide habitat connections between larger
habitat areas were also identified.

The basis for creating the alternatives included information gathered during extensive discussions among
the NCCP working group and evaluations of potential development on the largest properties supporting
natural vegetation. That effort involved numerous meetings of the NCCP working group and discussions
with the Wildlife Agencies representatives. During the time period of May 1996 to January 1999, there
were 25 working group meetings with 20 to 30 interested persons regularly in attendance. During that
time frame there were also 3 special public meetings and 4 meetings with stakeholders (landowners and
City). In addition to the Wildlife Agencies, participants in the NCCP working group included entities
such as the South Coast Chapter of the Native Plant Society, Endangered Habitats League, various
Homeowners Associations, the Palos Verdes Peninsula Land Conservancy, Save Our Coastline Il, City
Departments, Coastal Conservation Coalition, Sierra Club, various elected representatives, and
developers. The working group meetings continued until September 1999. After the point, the issues were
periodically presented to the City council for direction. The discussion at the numerous working group
meetings focused on identifying/finalizing 3 NCCP Alternatives. Based on these discussions and
development evaluations, the City decided to emphasize acquisition of key private properties and
conservation of existing habitat on City-owned lands as the primary forms of conservation.

As a result, four preserve designs (Table 3-1 and Figures 3-1 to 3-4) were developed to represent a
reasonable range of alternatives; ultimately Alternative D was selected. None of the Preserve alternatives
include the identified “Neutral Lands” discussed in Section 4.5 of the Plan or the areas of potentially
additional preserve identified in Section 4.4 of the Plan. However, because the 1,694.2 acres of “Neutral
Lands” outside the proposed Preserve (Alternative D) are currently undevelopable and contain 670.9
acres of natural vegetation including 430.2 acres of CSS, they will add biological value to the Preserve.
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3-1. Summary of Preserve Alternatives

ALTERNATIVES TOTAL ACREAGE IN ACREAGE OF ALL ACREAGE OF CSS
THE PRESERVE NATURAL VEGETATION IN THE PRESERVE
COMMUNITIES IN THE
PRESERVE

A 1,559.1 1,414.8 748.1

B 1,220.5 1,127.2 693.8

C 1,413.3 1,302.4 728.5

D 1,402.7 1,302.3 737.1

These alternatives represent a practical range of development levels within the Plan Area that would
affect conservation value for some Covered Species. Alternative A would establish the largest Preserve
with more acreage preserved within the western coastal area than any other alternative, and a commitment
to conserve two linkages between coastal and inland areas centrally. This alternative would maximize
conservation of gnatcatchers and cactus wrens as well as maintain the most potential EI Segundo blue
butterfly habitat of any alternative. Alternative B would establish the smallest Preserve of any alternative
with minimal preserved land along the western coast and an active golf course within the central section
of the Preserve. This alternative would severely limit connectivity for gnatcatchers and cactus wrens
between the western coastal area and the central area of the Preserve, and the El Segundo blue butterfly
habitat would be severely restricted in the west. Alternatives C and D would establish a similar Preserve
with reduced habitat preservation in the western coastal area between Alternatives A and B. These
connections would be less robust than Alternative A. Based on currently known locations, the alternatives
would each afford similar levels of conservation for covered plant species as well as potential Palos
Verdes blue habitat.

311 Alternative A — Peninsula NCCP Working Group Alternative

The NCCP Working Group met in a series of workshops between 1996 and 2000 to develop a Preserve
design alternative. Alternative A (Figure 3-1) assumes little future development and conservation of all
public and private undeveloped open space considered to have high biological value. Alternative A would
establish a 1,559.1-acre Preserve with 1,414.8 acres (59.3%) of the 2,382.1 acres of existing vegetation
communities in the City including 748.1 acres (59%) of the 1,266.9 acres of CSS habitat in the City listed
in Table 2-1. Alternative A is larger than the Proposed Project in terms of proportion of conserved
habitats, and the locations of potential future development are different. This alternative conserves all key
habitat linkages in the City and linkages to adjacent jurisdictions. Relatively isolated habitat areas of
public lands are excluded in Alternative A. This alternative was not pursued due to concerns regarding the
cost of land acquisitions and competing land use interests. Alternative A was not chosen because the
anticipated cost to acquire Preserve lands exceeded projected available funding, and landowners had
competing land use proposals for certain parcels.
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3.1.2 Alternative B — Landowner Alternative

Alternative B (Figure 3-2) was developed in 1999 by the major landowners and City with modifications
made following comments from the Peninsula NCCP Working Group. This alternative includes
development within the Upper and Lower Point Vicente, Oceanfront, Lower Filiorum, and a golf course
within Portuguese Bend. This alternative would establish a 1,220.5-acre Preserve with 1,127.2 acres
(47.3%) of the 2,382.1 acres of existing vegetation communities in the City including 693.8 acres (54.7%)
of the 1,266.9 acres of CSS habitat in the City listed in Table 2-1. Alternative B was not pursued because
it would greatly fragment the most contiguous habitat areas and constrain habitat linkages between the
larger blocks of CSS and the linkage to habitats in Palos Verdes Estates.
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3.1.3 Alternative C — The City’s Alternative

Alternative C (Figure 3-3) was developed as a compromise between Alternatives A and B. Alternative C
is primarily distinguished from Alternative A by development of a portion of Upper Point Vicente,
Gateway Park, and Lower Filiorum. Alternative C would establish a 1,413.3-acre Preserve with 1,302.4
acres (54.6%) of the 2,382.1 acres of existing vegetation communities in the City including 728.5 acres
(57.5%) of the 1,266.9 acres of CSS habitat in the City listed in Table 2-1. In addition, this alternative
conserves the most practicable amount of regionally important habitat areas and provides habitat linkages
between patches of conserved habitat. Alternative C is the proposed project identified in the Draft
NCCP/HCP approved by the Rancho Palos Verdes City Council in August 2004. Alternative C was not
pursued because the ownership of the Upper Filiorum property that was identified for acquisition
modified the amount of the property that they were willing to sell for inclusion in the Preserve.
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3.14 Alternative D — The Proposed Alternative

Alternative D (Figure 3-4) results in a Preserve that is identical to Alternative C except that approximately
27 acres of the Upper Filiorum property are not included within the Preserve but rather identified as a
private project (the Plumtree Parcel Project) covered by this NCCP/HCP (Section 5.3 of the Plan) along
with approximately 40 acres of the former City Redevelopment Agency archery range property are
excluded due to landslide and legal constraints. The proposed Preserve design would establish a 1,402.4-
acre Preserve with 1,302.3 acres (54.6%) of the 2,382.1 acres of existing vegetation communities in the
City including 737.1 acres (58.2%) of the 1,266.9 acres of CSS habitat in the City listed in Table 2-1.
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4.0 PROPOSED PRESERVE DESIGN

4.1 Conservation Strategy

The purpose of the NCCP/HCP is to provide for the regional conservation of natural wildlife diversity
through preservation of sufficient habitat in an appropriate configuration that provides for comprehensive
management and the conservation of Covered Species, while allowing for compatible and appropriate
development and growth. Consequently, designing the Preserve system involves balancing two major
goals:

e Biological conservation

e Property development, property rights, and economic development.

As the lead agency of the Palos Verdes Peninsula NCCP, the City developed a Phase | Peninsula NCCP
Program, which included a NCCP Working group and a landscape scale database of biological resource
and land use information that allowed for the City, Wildlife Agencies, scientific advisors, and other
stakeholders to make informed land use and conservation decisions in developing the Plan. The main
purposes of the Phase | Program (guided by the NCCP Working Group) was to summarize the existing
conditions of biological resources within the Plan area; research/answer questions regarding the regional
importance of parcels to a potential biological preserve system; synthesize vegetation mapping, sensitive
species distributions and habitat evaluations; preliminary development/comparison of alternative reserve
designs; and evaluation/prioritization of the restoration potential of degraded lands through the City
within the context of preliminary alternative reserve designs (City of RPV, 1999). The approach taken to
design a functional Preserve was to identify properties where conservation will best achieve biological
goals with the least detrimental effects on other land use, property rights, or economic goals. This
approach involved examining opportunities and constraints and incorporating biologically valuable lands
into the Preserve. A key step in developing the NCCP/HCP was to prioritize the most critical biological
resource areas for potential conservation. Regionally important habitat areas were identified through the
overlay of vegetation and target species information; they include areas where there is relatively extensive
native vegetation that supports concentrations of target species or can be expected to provide a habitat
linkage between larger habitat areas. A gap analysis was also conducted to identify areas of existing
unprotected land supporting key biological resources to target for conservation.

The recommendations for refining the preliminary reserve designs from the Phase | Program were
incorporated into the final preserve design for the NCCP/HCP and included the following: adding areas
to the preserve such as the southern portion of Shoreline Park, grasslands in the Abalone Cove area due
south of Lower Filiorum; providing a larger core habitat patch within the Upper Filiorum area and a
stepping-stone habitat linkage in the vicinity of the RPV City Hall parcel, and evaluating potential
impacts from golf course development (City of RPV, 1999). Concurrent with the development of this
NCCP/HCP, the City and PVPLC, in cooperation with the Wildlife Agencies, have acquired several key
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lands to be dedicated to the Preserve (identified below) that address the Phase | recommendations for
reserve design and assist in making the Preserve biologically viable for Covered Species and natural
communities in perpetuity (Figure 4-1).

The City’s primary conservation strategy is to dedicate 1,402.4 acres of habitat for the NCCP/HCP
Preserve assembly. Of this total, 61.5 acres were acquired in association with a grant to the State of
California through the USFWS’s Section 6 Habitat Conservation Plan Land Acquisition Program.
Another 798 acres of land in Portuguese Bend, Agua Amarga, Upper Filiorum, and Forrestal were
purchased by the City for conservation in support the NCCP/HCP with funds provided by the City,
PVPLC, California Coastal Conservancy, Wildlife Conservation Board, City of Rolling Hills, County of
Los Angeles, and California State Dominquez Hills. Of the 798 acres, funding for 236.3 acres was
contributed from non-state sources. An additional 263.6 acres are being dedicated directly by the City.
The remainder of the Preserve is comprised of 20.7 acres owned by PVPLC, and 258.7 acres of City-
owned land, or land that will eventually be owned by the City, which has been previously dedicated for
conservation as mitigation for the Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP and the Oceanfront Estates projects
(Figure 4-2, Table 4-1). Of the 1,402.4-acre Preserve, 500 acres will be dedicated by the City to mitigate
for all Covered City Projects and Activities. Lands dedicated to the Preserve by the City will be
encumbered by conservation easement held by the PVPLC with the Wildlife Agencies named as third-
party beneficiaries. Lands dedicated to the Preserve by the PVPLC will be encumbered by a conservation
easement (in the same form as Appendix G in the 1A) held by the City with the Wildlife Agencies named
as third-party beneficiaries. In addition, the City and PVPLC is required to enhance/restore a minimum of
5 acres per year within the Preserve, emphasizing those areas that will enhance habitat patch size and
habitat linkage function (i.e., areas with moderate to high potential for successful restoration). The City
and PVPLC will also perform other functions as specified in Section 7.0 of the Plan to enhance habitat
value within the Preserve.

Section 4.4 of the Plan identifies other private and public lands that may be dedicated to the Preserve, but
are not necessary for the permit, that would add to the biological value of the Preserve. For various
reasons, these additional lands cannot be guaranteed to be part of the Preserve. The City, PVPLC, and/or
the Wildlife Agencies will pursue the acquisition and/or access agreements for these additional properties.
If funding can be identified for management, the properties will be actively managed by PVPLC as part of
the Preserve system.

PVPLC will manage the Preserve on behalf of the City and with the City’s assistance for the benefit of
the Covered Species and other wildlife. PVPLC will conduct habitat restoration activities in priority areas
of the Preserve annually. Along with the City, the Wildlife Agencies will be responsible for monitoring
NCCP/HCP implementation. The proposed Preserve was designed to be consistent with NCCP standards
and guidelines and the issuance criteria for ESA section 10(a) for species covered by the permit.
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In order to facilitate management, the Preserve has been divided into 12 geographical management units
referred to as “Reserve Areas” (see Figure 4-4). Also attached are Figures 4-4A through 4-4L which
indicate the Preserve boundary, natural vegetation, Covered Species point locations and any fuel
modification zones for each Reserve Area. The 12 Reserve Areas along with the individual properties that
compose them are listed below.

e Vista Del Norte Reserve
o Crestridge Property

e Agua Amarga Reserve
o Agua Amarga Canyon
o Lunada Canyon

e Ocean Trails Reserve
o Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP Property
o Shoreline Park

e Portuguese Bend Reserve
o Portuguese Bend Property

e Abalone Cove Reserve
o Abalone Cove (Including portions of the State Ecological Reserve Area)

e Three Sisters Reserve
o Barkentine Property

e San Ramon Reserve
o Switchbacks Property

e Forrestal Reserve
o Forrestal Property

¢ Vicente Bluffs Reserve
o Ocean Front Estates Property
o Lower Pt. Vicente
o Pelican Cove (formerly the Fisherman’s Access)

e Alta Vicente Reserve
o Upper Point Vicente

e Filiorum Reserve
o Upper Filiorum
o Del Cerro Buffer

e Malaga Canyon Reserve
o Malaga Canyon Open Space
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4.2 Existing Public Lands to be Dedicated to the Preserve
(1,402.4 acres)

A total of 1,402.4 acres of land will be dedicated to the Preserve. The Existing Public Lands that are
currently owned by the City (1,123 acres) or the PVPLC (20.7 acres) will be dedicated to the Preserve and
perpetually managed by the PVPLC. The remainder of the Preserve will be comprised of 258.7 acres of
City-owned land or land that will eventually be owned by the City which has been previously dedicated
for conservation as mitigation for certain private projects will also be dedicated to the Preserve.
Management of these previously dedicated lands is dictated by pre-existing permits and/or agreements.
All of the lands to be dedicated to the Preserve are identified in Table 4-1 and Figure 4-2 and described
below. Within 90 days after Permit issuance, each property listed below will be considered formally
dedicated to the Preserve when a conservation easement in favor of PVPLC (or the City for property
owned by the PVPLC), in a form approved by, and which names the Wildlife Agencies as third-party
beneficiaries, is recorded on the property. When the land is formally dedicated to the Preserve, the lands
will be managed according to this NCCP/HCP. Once the 1,123 acres of City lands have been dedicated to
the Preserve and are being managed for conservation purposes, including the management obligation
during the Permit Term, the City will have fulfilled its Preserve assembly mitigation obligations for the
impacts of all of the Covered Projects and Activities described in Section 5.0 of the Plan. Obligations
regarding conservation for these mitigation lands include perpetual monitoring as identified in Section
8.2.1.1 of the Plan. The 1,143.7 acres of Existing Public Land that are currently owned by the City or
PVPLC that are managed in perpetuity will contribute to the Preserve assembly. The 500 acres of new
lands dedicated by the City will be referred to as “City Mitigation Lands”.

4.2.1 Lands Dedicated as Previous Mitigation (258.7 acres)

e Switchbacks Property (94.5 acres)

The City obtained this 94.5-acre parcel in 1979 from the developer of the adjacent Seacliff Hills
tract to satisfy the developer’s parkland dedication requirement. In 1997, in accordance with the
Trump National HCP (then known as the Ocean Trails HCP), the City allowed a conservation
easement to be recorded over the entire property and the Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP was
allowed to use 21 acres of this property for habitat enhancement/re-vegetation related to the
project’s HCP. However, due to concerns raised by the City with the introduction of irrigation in
close proximity to a known landslide area, in 2000 the Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP was
amended to transfer 10 acres of required habitat re-vegetation from this property to the City’s
nearby Shoreline Park property, and to allow 11 acres of habitat enhancement on this property.
The 11 acres of habitat enhancement on this parcel that was completed pursuant to the February
15, 2001 Habitat Enhancement Plan will be managed by Trump National (Ocean Trails) pursuant
to their approved HCP until their management responsibility is deemed complete by the Wildlife
Agencies. Although Trump National (Ocean Trails), as the permittee of their HCP, will continue
to be responsible for the ongoing management and monitoring of these 11 acres pursuant to the
Development Agreement with the City, PVPLC may assume the management and monitoring of
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these 11 acres consistent with the Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP, only if funding is provided
by Trump National (Ocean Trails).

e Shoreline Park (45.7 acres of the 50.7-acre property)

This property was acquired by the City in 1997 from Los Angeles County. As part of this deal, a
conservation easement was recorded on the northern 20 acres of the property as mitigation for
Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP. In 2000, in order to mitigate habitat impacts caused by the
1999 Ocean Trails landslide, Ocean Trails paid the City $87,527 for the use of an additional 11.1
acres of the property for re-vegetation. As a result, a conservation easement was recorded on the
remainder of the 50.7-acre property with the exception of a 100-foot wide fuel modification strip
that runs along the boundary with the City of Los Angeles which has been estimated at 4 acres.
As a result, 48.8 acres of the property is associated with previous mitigation. Of these 48.8 acres,
45.7 acres (excluding the area of rocky shore) will be dedicated to the Preserve. The habitat and
trails on this parcel will be managed by Trump National (Ocean Trails) pursuant to their approved
HCP until their management responsibility is deemed complete by the Wildlife Agencies (i.e.,
CCC, CDFW, and USFWS). Once deemed complete, Trump National (Ocean Trails) will
continue to be responsible for the ongoing management and monitoring of this habitat pursuant to
the Development Agreement with the City. PVPLC may assume the management and monitoring
of Covered Species of this habitat if funded by Trump National (Ocean Trails).

e Ocean Front Estates (51.6 acres within the 71.5-acre open space property)

The City obtained 71.5 acres of open space in March 1999 from the developer of the Oceanfront
Estates residential development to satisfy the developer’s parkland dedication requirement.
Approximately 10.5 acres of the 71.5 acres of open space was set aside for ornamental
landscaping to be maintained by the development’s HOA. The remaining 61.5 acres was
preserved through the issuance of an interim take section 4(d) permit in February 1997, which
allowed the residential development to begin construction. In accordance with the take permit,
within the 61.5 acres of dedicated open space, the developer was required to preserve and enhance
2.32 acres of existing CSS, re-vegetate 30 acres with CSS and preserve 26.9 acres of coastal bluff
scrub. The developer’s habitat restoration and management responsibilities on the 61 acres were
deemed complete by the Wildlife Agencies in 2006. In May 2007, the City authorized PVPLC to
manage this habitat area for the City at a cost of $15,000/ year (adjusted for annual inflation). The
cost of this management is paid for by monies from a $750,000 non-wasting endowment
previously established by the Oceanfront Estates developer in 2001 and now held and controlled
by the City. The primary management tasks covered by this endowment are fencing, habitat, and
trail maintenance. Of the 51.6 acres of dedicated open space, 52.6 acres are being dedicated to the
Preserve thereby excluding 9.9 acres of rocky shore.
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42.2

e Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP Properties (66.9 acres)

As a condition of approval for its development permits, Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP is
required to dedicate a total of 78.8 acres of open space to the City. This acreage includes the 3.9
acres of “additional non-golf setback” area which will not be dedicated to the Preserve since it
includes active uses. Of this dedicated open space, 66.9 acres will be maintained by Trump
National/Ocean Trails HCP pursuant to a Development Agreement with the City. Of this, 66.9
acres, 0.4 acre of rocky shore is not considered Covered Species habitat. When the required
habitat restoration and enhancement on the 66.9 acres of open space is deemed to be complete by
the Wildlife Agencies in compliance with the Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP and the City
takes ownership of the acreage, the following parcels which make up the 66.9 acres of habitat
associated with previous mitigation will be dedicated to the Preserve (excluding the rocky shore):

o Tract 50667
o Lot G (East Bluff Preserve) - 7.7 acres
o Lot I (Coastal Bluff) - 10.1 acres

o Lot K (Bluff Top Activity Corridor) - 4.5 acres
. Tract 50666

o Lot E (West Bluff Preserve) - 7 acres

o Lot F (Halfway Point Preserve) - 3.3 acres

o Lot G (Coastal Bluff) - 24.4 acres

o Lot I (Bluff Top Wildlife Corridor) - 1 acre

o Lot K (Bluff Top Public Access) - 8.9 acres

Although Trump National (Ocean Trails) is responsible for ensuring the ongoing management
and monitoring of these lands pursuant to the Development Agreement with the City, with the
mutual consent of the City and Trump National (Ocean Trails), the Development Agreement may
be amended to allow the PVPLC to assume the monitoring and management of Covered Species
on these Preserve lands, if funded by Trump National (Ocean Trails).

City-Owned Lands Dedicated to the Preserve (1,123)

e Forrestal Parcel (158 acres)

Using state and County funds, the City purchased this parcel for habitat preservation in 1996. A
conservation easement has been recorded on the entire property. In 2004, the City approved the
Forrestal Management Plan, which has been guiding the management of this property. With the
dedication of this land to the Preserve, the Forrestal Management Plan will be superseded by the
PUMP and the management requirements of this NCCP/HCP.

e Portuguese Bend Parcel (409.8 of the 425.9 acres)

Using state, County, City, and private monies raised by the PVPLC, the City purchased this
property in December 2005. Conservation easements in accordance with Section 4.0 of the Plan
will be recorded on 409.8 acres of the Portuguese Bend Parcel while 16.1 acres have been kept
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out of the Preserve to serve as a public-access point to the trail network within the Preserve and
possibly an equestrian facility. About 23.6 acres of the 425.9-acre property is an active road that
does not provide habitat for Covered Species. Thus, 386.2 acres of the 409.8 acres dedicated to
the Preserve will provide Covered Species habitat.

e Agua Amarga Canyon (40.3 acres)

Using state, County, City, and private monies raised by the PVPLC, the City purchased this 40.3-
acre property in December 2005 along with the Portuguese Bend parcel. Conservation easements
have been recorded on this parcel.

e Upper Filiorum (189.8 acres)

Using state, City, and private monies raised by the PVPLC, the City purchased 160 acres of this
privately owned property in December 2009. In addition, the seller donated the remaining 30
acres of the property to the City for dedication to the Preserve as mitigation for any potential
upland impacts on biological resources that may occur as a result of developing the adjacent 27-
acre Plumtree property (see Section 5.3.5 of this Plan). Conservation easements have been
recorded on the 189.8 acres.

o Abalone Cove Property (65.2 acres of the 77-acre parcel)

The Abalone Cove property is owned by the City’s successor agency to the Redevelopment
Agency (RDA). The property was acquired by the former RDA from the County of Los Angeles
in 1987. A portion of the property contains a State Ecological Reserve. Excluded from the
Preserve are the Abalone Cove upper parking lot and adjacent picnic area, the lower parking lot
and pre-school/lifeguard area and 7.6 acres of rocky shoreline. The proposed Preserve area has
been calculated as 65.2 acres using the City’s orthographic maps.

e Lower Point Vicente Property (3.4 acres of the 27.4 acre parcel)

In 2004, the County deeded the 27.4-acre Lower Point Vicente property to the City. The City’s
Point Vicente Interpretive Center is located on this property. The only portion of this property that
is included in the Preserve is the coastal bluff area, which is the area between the mean high tide
line and the bluff fencing, excluding 1.6 acres of rocky shore. The Preserve area has been
calculated as 3.4 acres using the City’s GIS database.

e Pelican Cove (formally the Fisherman’s Access) Property (7.5 acres of the 10.5-acre
parcel)

In 2004, the County deeded the 10.5-acre Pelican Cove property to the City. All of this property,
except for the parking lot area located between the coastal bluff and Palos Verdes Drive South
and 1.8 acres of rocky shore will be included in the Preserve. The Preserve area has been
calculated as 7.5 acres using the City’s GIS database.
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o Barkentine Property (98.4 acres)

The 98.4-acre Barkentine Parcel was purchased by the City in 2001 with funds from the Los
Angeles County Regional Park and Open Space District Specified Grant Program (1996
Proposition). The City proposes to dedicate the entire 98.4-acre property into the Preserve to
ensure its conservation in perpetuity.

e Malaga Canyon Property (61.5 acres)

In February 2014, the City purchased open space in Malaga Canyon from private landowners
using WCB and USFWS Section 6 Habitat Conservation Plan Land Acquisition grant funds. The
City proposes to dedicate the entire 61.5 acres of open space into the Preserve.

o Del Cerro Buffer Property (17.4 acres)

The City purchased this 17.4-acre property in 2003, which is located adjacent to the City’s Del
Cerro Park. The entire parcel is proposed to be dedicated to the Preserve as it will serve as a
buffer between Del Cerro Park and the adjoining Filiorum Reserve.

e Upper Point Vicente Property (50.9 acres of the City’s 73.4-acre property)

The City’s Upper Point Vicente property consists of the following three separate parcels: a 65.12-
acre parcel that was deeded to the City by the Federal government in December 1979 and is
subject to a Program of Utilization, approved by the National Park Service, that dictates that the
parcel be used solely for recreational and open space purposes; a 6-acre parcel that was purchased
by the City from the Federal government and deeded to the City in March 1979 for use as a civic
center site; and a 2.23-acre parcel that was previously owned by the Palos Verdes Peninsula
School District which was deeded to the City from the Federal government in June 1987.
Together these parcels make up 73.4 acres that are owned and controlled by the City. In addition,
there is a 3.93-acre parcel that is owned by the U.S. Coast Guard and surrounded by the City
parcels. These City and Coast Guard parcels total 77.3 acres. Based on the City’s orthographic
maps, 50.9 acres of the City’s 73.4-acre property is proposed to be dedicated to the Preserve.
Excluded from the Preserve are the 3.93-acre Coast Guard parcel (until formally included in the
Preserve by the Federal government) and a 22.45-acre, City-owned area that constitutes the level,
disturbed, developed portion of the property. The 22.45-acre area includes the entirety of the 6-
acre property, the entirety of the 2.23-acre parcel, and 14.22 acres of the 65.12-acre parcel that is
subject to the Program of Utilization.

e Crestridge Property (16.8 acres)

The City purchased a 19.6-acre parcel at the corner of Crestridge Road and Crenshaw Boulevard
in 2000 for the purpose of developing an affordable housing project. In March 2009, the City
approved an affordable housing project on the site and in doing so subdivided the property into
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two parcels. The 2.9-acre development parcel accommodates the affordable housing project,
including a fuel modification zone, and the 16.8-acre adjoining parcel will be dedicated to the
Preserve.

e Shoreline Park (4 acres of the 50.7-acre property)

As explained in Section 4.2.1, 45.7 acres of the property are presently conserved as mitigation for
the adjacent Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP. The remaining 4 acres of the City property will
also be dedicated to the Preserve.

4.3 PVPLC-Owned Lands Dedicated to the Preserve (20.7 acres):

e Lunada Canyon (20.7 acres)

Lunada Canyon was once prime land for development. A gift to the PVPLC in 1992 from the
E.K. Zuckerman family created the Land Conservancy’s first natural area. Lunada Canyon is
proposed to be dedicated to the Preserve by the PVPLC. PVPLC has implemented habitat
restoration grants, which have resulted in the creation of three acres of coastal sage scrub and a
willow wetland on the property.

4.4 Other Private and Public Targeted Lands for Dedication to the
Preserve (170.7 acres)

The following 170.7 acres of publicly and privately owned properties have been identified as Targeted
Lands for possible future dedication to the Preserve, but are not considered essential to the proposed
Preserve design (see Figure 4-3). Adding the Targeted Lands properties to the Preserve will require
approval from the underlying fee owner, the recordation of acceptable conservation easements (except for
properties in Federal ownership), and available funding for active management by the PVPLC. A
memorandum of understanding will be sought by the City and PVPLC for management of Targeted
Lands under Federal ownership. Since these contributions are not confirmed with the property owners, the
acreage is not included in the current Preserve design and is not counted as mitigation lands under the
incidental take permits. The City and/or PVPLC, in coordination with the Wildlife Agencies, may also
apply for a Section 6 Habitat Conservation Plan Land Acquisition grant that would complement the
NCCP/HCP.
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441 Coast Guard Upper Point Vicente Property (3.9 acres)

It is possible that the Federal government may wish to dedicate a portion or the entirety of the 3.9-acre
Coast Guard property to the Preserve. This property has been targeted because it is located in Upper Point
Vicente and is almost completely surrounded by City-owned Preserve land.

4.4.2 Coast Guard Lighthouse Property (19.1 acres)

It is possible that the Federal government may wish to dedicate a portion or the entirety of the 19.1-acre
Coast Guard property to the Preserve. This property has been targeted because it is located on the bluff at
Point Vicente and is bound on two sides by the City-owned bluff property that is to be dedicated to the
Preserve.
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443 Terranea Resort Bluff Face (10 acres of the 102.1-acre parcel)

Although not required to do so by any conditions of approval, at some time in the future the owner of the
Terranea Resort Hotel Project may wish to dedicate the bluff areas of the property to the Preserve. The
possible Preserve area has been calculated as 10 acres using the City’s GIS database. This land has been
targeted since it is adjacent to the City’s bluff face Preserve property that is referred to as the Pelican
Cove Property.
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4.4.4 Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP - 6.6 acres of the 9.7 acres of
privately owned open space (open space lots not to be owned by the City)

In addition to the 66.9 acres of open space that will be deeded to the City and dedicated to the Preserve as
described in Section 4.3 of the Plan, Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP is required to maintain two open
space lots under private ownership. One is the 5.3-acre Forrestal Draw (Canyon) parcel and the other is
the 4.4-acre Upper La Rotunda Canyon parcel. According to the Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP, 6.6
acres of these privately held lots must be maintained by the property owner as protected habitat. Since
these two lots are to remain privately owned they cannot be formally dedicated to the Preserve without
the property owner’s consent. It is anticipated that the property owner may wish to dedicate the habitat
portions of these lots to the Preserve. These lands are targeted due to their close proximity to the habitat
areas within the project site that are proposed to be dedicated to the Preserve.

445 Lower Filiorum Parcel — a minimum of 40 acres within the 94.2-acre
Point View

The inclusion of Lower Filiorum acreage in the Preserve as depicted in Figure 5-3 will be a condition of
approval for any development project subsequently approved for the Lower Filiorum property, as
described in Section 5.3.1 of the NCCP/HCP. If no approvals are obtained, there will be no obligation on
the part of present or future property owner to dedicate these lands to the Preserve. The intent of the 40-
acre dedication required for future development of the Lower Filiorum property is to maintain a viable
wildlife corridor through the Preserve after the development is approved and constructed.

4.4.6 Homeowner Association Contributions (76.1 acres)

The City has identified seven local HOAs that own open space that could add habitat value to the
Preserve. The City has targeted 76.1 acres for dedication to the Preserve of the 140.9 total acres of open
space owned by the seven identified HOAs. Dedication of said open space into the Preserve would be
voluntary unless an HOA proposes a project that will result in habitat impacts, in which case, a dedication
of land may be required. The City may also accept the per acre mitigation fee applied to covered
miscellaneous private projects within the City described in Section 5.3.4 of the Plan in lieu of dedication
to the Preserve for project mitigation. The identified HOAs are listed below with the portion of their
common space acreage that will be sought for inclusion into the Preserve. The available common open
space acreages listed below have been calculated using the City’s orthographic maps and do not represent
the total amount of common open space that each HOA has since they exclude areas that lack habitat
value and areas that are within 200 feet of a property line or roadway, so as not to interfere with any
future fuel modification that may be required.

e Panorama Estates HOA — 7.4 acres of a 11.3-acre common open space area
e Portuguese Bend Club — 5.3 acres of a 19.5-acre common open space area

e Sea Breeze HOA — 18.9 acres of a 22.8-acre common open space area

73



SECTION FOUR Proposed Preserve Design

e Peninsula Pointe HOA — 14.4 acres of a 27.8-acre common open space area
e Sunset Ridge HOA — 7.8 acres of a 19.5-acre common open space area
o Seacliff Hills HOA — 6.2 acres of a 12-acre common open space area

o RPV Estates HOA — 16.1 acres of a 28-acre common open space area.

The City and PVPLC will work with these HOAs to sign agreements to include a portion of their open
space lots within the Preserve to be actively managed by the PVPLC. Because they currently are not
accessible for active habitat management, they are not included in the Preserve. If formal written
agreements can be reached with the property owners to allow management consistent with this
NCCP/HCP, these lands will be added to the Preserve. Until such agreements are obtained; however,
these lands are categorized as Neutral Lands that cannot be developed except for compatible uses
identified in this NCCP/HCP. These lands can be incorporated into the Preserve system through the
"Additions to the Preserve process" (Section 6.8.3 of the Plan).

4.4.7 Private lands adjacent to Agua Amarga Canyon (14 acres)

There are two privately owned open space properties that abut the eastern end of City owned Agua
Amarga Canyon property that could add habitat value to the Preserve. One is a 5.2-acre property referred
to as Windport Canyon South and the other is an 8.8-acre property referred to as Windport Canyon North.
Since both properties are privately owned, inclusion into the Preserve would have to be agreed to by the
respective property owners.

44.8 A portion of 3787 Coolheights Drive (1 acre)

As mitigation for CSS impacts resulting from the development of this property with a new single family
residence, the property owner agreed to record a conservation easement on 1.06 acres of the subject
property in October 2003. This conservation easement area has been targeted for inclusion to the Preserve
because the area contains CSS and directly abuts the City’s Forrestal Reserve (see Figure 4-4H). Inclusion
of the 1.06-acre portion of this property into the Preserve will have to be agreed upon by the property
owner.
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SECTION FOUR

4-1. Public and Private Lands Contributed to the Preserve

Parcel Acres Being
Acreage*** |Contributed to Preserve
Previous Mitigation Lands
Switchbacks parcel (Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP related) 945 94.5
Shoreline Park (Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP related ) 50.7 45.7
Oceanfront Estates (4d) 715 51.6
Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP related 78.8 66.9
Subtotal 258.7
City Lands
Forrestal 158 158
*Portuguese Bend 425.9 409.8
Agua Amarga 40.3 40.3
**Upper Filiorum 189.8 189.8
Abalone Cove 77 65.2
Lower Point Vicente 27.4 34
Pelican Cove 10.5 75
Barkentine 98.4 98.4
Malaga Canyon 61.5 61.5
Del Cerro buffer 17.4 17.4
Upper Point Vicente 73.4 50.9
Crestridge 16.8 16.8
Shoreline Park 50.7 4
Subtotal 1,123
PVPLC Lands
Lunada Canyon 207 | 20.7
NCCP Preserve Totall 1,402.4
Other Public/Private Lands that may be Contributed
Coast Guard (Upper Pt. Vicente) 3.9 3.9
Coast Guard (Lower Pt. Vicente) 19.1 19.1
Terranea Resort Bluff Face 102.1 10
Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP related 9.7 6.6
***Point View 94.2 40
7 Identified HOASs 140.9 76.1
Lands Adjacent to Agua Amarga Canyon 14 14
Portion of 3787 Coolheights Drive 1 1
Subtotal 170.7
NCCP Preserve and Other Lands Total 1,573.1

*386.2 acres of the 409.8 acres dedicated to the Preserve will provide Covered Species habitat (see Section 4.4.2).

**30 acres dedicated as mitigation for the Plumtree private development (see Section 5.3.5).

***40 acres of functional/connected habitat required for any development on the Lower Filiorum site (see Section 5.3.1).
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4.5 Neutral Lands

Although not a part of the Preserve, Neutral Lands are currently undevelopable lands that add biological
function (e.g., facilitate wildlife movement) and value to the Preserve. Approximately 1,694.2 acres of
“Neutral Lands” exist outside the Preserve boundary (Figure 4-5). As summarized in Table 4-2, these
Neutral Lands contain 670.9 acres of natural vegetation of which 430.2 acres is CSS habitat. The Neutral
Lands designation has been applied to privately owned properties in the City that contain development
constraints due to existing City zoning code or other restrictions. The designation of these properties as
Neutral Lands is not intended to prohibit development on these properties but only to recognize the
development constraints that already exist on these properties pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code or
other legal constraint. By definition, “Neutral Lands” are those areas that are considered to be extreme
slopes (35% or greater slope), are zoned Open Space Hazard, or contain deed-restricted open space. If any
of these three conditions exist on a private property, then the area has been designated Neutral Lands. The
Neutral Lands designation is noted in the NCCP/HCP because these properties will likely remain as open
space, thus contributing to the function of the Preserve. Neutral Lands are not included in the Preserve
and therefore are not subject to the restrictions that apply to properties within the Preserve. The Neutral
Lands are mapped solely to provide an estimation of their area and location relative to the actual Preserve.
As discussed in Section 4.4 of the Plan, the PVPLC and the City will work to obtain conservation
easements over some of these lands and add as many of these parcels to the Preserve as is possible.

These Neutral Lands can be placed into the following three categories: Extreme Slopes on Private
Property, Lands Zoned Open Space Hazard, and Deed-Restricted Lands.

451 Extreme Slopes on Private Property

The City considers natural or graded slopes with a gradient in excess of 35% to be extreme slopes. The
City’s Municipal Code prohibits development on any extreme slopes. Extreme slopes occur mostly in
undeveloped canyons and developed residential tracts scattered throughout the City. Most of the
undeveloped canyons are concentrated on the City’s east side.

4.5.2 Lands Zoned Open Space Hazard

The City’s zoning map designates certain areas of the City with a zoning designation of Open Space
Hazard. Areas with such zoning are characterized by natural slopes exceeding 35%, areas of downslope
movement, areas unstable for development, areas where grading or development may endanger the public
due to erosion or flooding, and areas subject to flooding. Pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code,
development within this zoning district is strictly prohibited. In order to remove areas from this zoning
district, a zone change application would need to be approved by the City Council upon finding that
evidence exists that any of the characteristics of the zoning district, as described above, no longer exist.
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453 Deed-Restricted Lands

Certain private properties in the City contain deed restrictions which prohibit any activity and/or
development. As such, said properties must remain as open space. In most cases, the deed restrictions
stem from physical constraints on the property such as steep slopes or flood hazards. In addition, there are
certain residential developments in the City that were approved with the condition that a certain amount
of open space be set aside and conserved. Such open spaces are typically owned and maintained by the
respective HOA. Most of the HOA lands also contain extreme slopes and lands zoned as open space
hazard.
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SECTION FOUR

4-2. Acreage in Preserve, Neutral Lands, and City Mitigation Lands by Vegetation Community

Vegetation Category Preserve | Neutral Lands Lands Outside Grand

Preserve/Neutral Lands Total
Agriculture 2.9 0.2 14.6 17.6
Cliff Face 74 1.3 0.0 8.8
Coastal Sage Scrub 582.2 354.6 89.8 1,026.8
Developed 51.8 967.6 4,964.9 5,984.5
Disturbed Vegetation 30.8 14.9 119.2 164.9
Exotic Woodland 37.5 14.5 23.5 75.4
Grassland 470.9 216.5 262.8 950.2
Riparian Scrub 2.3 0.1 0.2 2.5
Rocky Shore/Intertidal 7.3 39.3 12.1 58.8
Ruderal Habitat 54.5 9.8 22.7 86.9
Saltbrush Scrub 6.6 0.6 0.0 7.3
Southern Cactus Scrub 66.6 28.2 4.9 99.7
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub 81.6 46.7 4.8 133.2
Grand Total 1,402.4 1,694.3 5,519.6 8,616.6

*Neutral Lands are not subject to NCCP/HCP management requirements.

79



SECTION FOUR Proposed Preserve Design

4.6 Habitat Restoration/Enhancement Potential

A significant portion of the undeveloped lands within the Preserve support non-native plant communities.
Non-native habitats that can be restored to native scrub habitats include non-native grassland and
disturbed vegetation communities, disturbed areas, and previously developed areas within the Preserve.
As funding becomes available, these communities will be restored to native plant communities to increase
the local habitat carrying capacity of Covered Species.

Current habitat restoration programs within the proposed Preserve include 30 acres of CSS re-vegetation
on the Oceanfront Estates property and 93.6 acres of CSS re-vegetation on the City’s Switchbacks and
Shoreline Park properties associated with the Trump National/Ocean Trails HCP. These are pre-existing
programs that do not serve as mitigation under the NCCP/HCP; they do, however, enhance the Preserve’s
habitat acreage. The City and PVPLC are committed to additional enhancement of the Preserve with a
long-term habitat restoration program as detailed in Section 7.5 of the Plan and the Targeted Exotic
Removal Plan for Plants (TERPP) (see Section 7.6 of the Plan).

Additional restoration work, not required under the Plan, may occur as additional grant funds or
mitigation funds become available from projects outside of the Plan Area. Over the life of this
NCCP/HCP, the amount of sage scrub habitats within the Preserve could exceed the current inventory of
CSS within the Plan Area. Within the Preserve, there are 562.8 acres of land consisting of disturbed
vegetation (54.5 acres), non-native grassland (470.9 acres), and exotic woodland (37.5 acres) that have a
high to moderate potential of being successfully restored, and these lands may be restored as funds
become available. The priority for restoration will be to enlarge existing patches of CSS in the larger
blocks of conserved lands within the Preserve that support or have the potential to support Covered
Species and enhance linkages between large blocks of habitat to improve linkage function. This
restoration program will provide the opportunity to expand or create new populations of Covered Species
by providing new suitable habitat for Covered Species.

80



SECTIONFIVE  covered Activities, Associated Impacts, and Conservation

5.0 COVERED PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES

5.1 Summary of Covered Projects and Activities

This NCCP/HCP assumes incidental take coverage for 17 Covered City Projects and Activities (see
Section 5.2), five private projects (see Section 5.3), and other specific activities in the Preserve (see
Section 5.4), provided that the projects and activities are consistent with the applicable Habitat Impact
Avoidance and Minimization Measures described in Section 5.5 of the NCCP/HCP. “Projects” are well-
defined actions that occur once in a discrete location whereas “Activities” are actions/operations that
occur repeatedly in one location or throughout the Plan Area. The City’s dedication and management to
the Preserve of 1,123 acres, including the 499.9 acres of City Mitigation Lands, the management of 258.7
acres of Previous Mitigation Lands, and 20.7 acres of PVPLC lands, is intended to provide the necessary
mitigation for CSS and grassland for Covered City and Miscellaneous Private Projects and Activities
(both outside and inside the Preserve). Any potential impacts to properties within the Plan Area that were
previously acquired with nontraditional section 6 HCP Land Acquisition grant funding (61.5 acres in
Malaga Canyon) and funding provided the State will be subject to review and approval by the Wildlife
Agencies to confirm consistency with the section 6 grant program and requirements associated with other
State funding. All Covered Activities will be reviewed by the City to ensure their consistency with the
NCCP/HCP. As they are proposed, the projects will be forwarded to and may be reviewed by the Wildlife
Agencies during the applicable CEQA process (or other process) for consistency with this NCCP/HCP.

The Covered City Projects/Activities are proposed to occur inside and outside of the Preserve and are
anticipated to impact a maximum of 318.7 acres of non-native grassland and 120.5 acres of CSS. Of these
total impacts, it is estimated that 62.5 acres of the impacted CSS (52%) and 155.8 acres of the impacted
non-native grassland (49%) will occur within the Preserve. Included in the CSS loss are losses associated
with southern cactus scrub, saltbush scrub, and coastal bluff scrub which are expected to be minimal. No
more than 5 acres of southern cactus scrub, 2 acres of coastal bluff scrub, and 2 acres of saltbush scrub
could be lost within the Preserve associated with Covered City Projects/Activities. The City will mitigate
these imp