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Palos Verdes Pastoral

 Ticket sales $9,750

 Sponsors - $105,500

 Income: $115,250

 Expenses: $13,942

 Net Income $101,307





Contributions and Events Year to Date
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Upcoming

 Mailed to about 10,100 
households
 Will include nature walk flyer

 Adopt a goat concept

 Legacy and Mariposa Circle 
letters

 Volunteer postcard

 Malaga Bank calendar

 Activities
 Opt- Outside, REI support

 Sunday- Central Park Effect, 







Budget 2017



Budget 2017

 Finance Committee and Board reviewed budget

 Discussion with tax reform and implications

 Discussion about BLB 

 ******************************************

 In 2015 we increased expenditures to grow program 
areas for volunteer program management and field 
operations. Consistent with the estimates made at time 
of growth spending is $200,000 more a  year

 These programs are not drivers for fundraising.



2017 Budget

 Expenses increased by about $100,000 from 2016 
actual

 Primary reasons:

 Program growth- staffing and related expenses

 Beautify Lunada Bay project

 Rent increase

 Supplies for volunteer and field ops programs



Budget 2017

 To sustain capacity to the expanded level recommend 
moving forward with a budget built from:

 Surplus operational funds from 2015 ($105,000)

 Team effort for fundraising!

 Revenue Plan remains ambitious aiming for over 
$800,000 from individuals and foundations

 40,000 in restricted gifts from the Lunada Bay HOA
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2018 Expenses

Salaries and 
related
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Functional Expenses
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NCCP update

 City hired Dudek early September
 Ten weeks on project, but. . . 

 City staff trying to reconcile acreages

 Workshop held October 2
 Overall positive, but trepidation around landslide



LANDSLIDE ABATEMENT IN THE

PALOS VERDES NATURE PRESERVE

PVPLC ANALYSIS 
AND RESPONSE
PREPA RED N OVEM BER,  2 017



• RPV City Council has commenced the development of a “plan” to slow or stop 
Portuguese Bend landslide movement

• RPV seeks to fast-track the plan in the hope of getting funds from an expected 
federal infrastructure spending budget for “shovel ready” projects

• An engineering firm is currently preparing a feasibility study for presentation to City 
Council December 19 (6 days before Christmas)—if Council approves the project 
as “feasible,” it will be put out for a design/build bid

• RPV has a Washington, D.C. lobbyist assisting to secure funding priority
• Potential environmental hurdles—CEQA, Coastal Commission, Army Corps, marine 

protected area, and others—are not being publicly discussed
• However, RPV is focused on the NCCP and conservation easements and is 

concerned that the NCCP and CE’s could create an impediment to RPV’s landslide 
abatement plans, e.g., by prohibiting excessive “take,” prohibiting grading and 
construction, etc.

• At least one RPV councilmember is aggressively seeking to position this project as 
necessary for public health and safety, seeking to pit the environment against 
having a safe community, which is a false comparison

• RPV council mostly supports the Preserve but may feel project takes precedence

Landslide Abatement in the Palos Verdes Nature Preserve

Background
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Landslide Abatement in the Palos Verdes Nature Preserve

Possible Scopes of Work

• The engineering firm assigned the work has spoken publicly but necessarily in 
generalities due to the project feasibility study being in early stages

• The engineers presently anticipate work as follows:
o Lateral drilling for dewatering (similar to along PCH in Malibu)
o Surface water control in canyons—specifically, clearing all vegetation, removal 

of soil to an as-yet undetermined depth, placement of an impermeable fabric, 
and replacement of soil, and redirection of water through pipes or in a 
channelized concrete watercourse

o Vertical dewatering wells
o As a distant and final step, a sea wall

• Prior discussions have also included:
o Stormwater detention basins (although not discussed, these would seem to be 

required at the head of each canyon in order to direct water into outflow pipes, 
if that is to be the design)

o Drainage swales
• The engineers anticipate 2-11 years to complete the project, depending on how 

many of these steps are taken
• Engineers have stated that “massive” grading is off the table, but their interpretation 

of massive is suspect given the canyon proposal
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• At least one council member wants to revise the NCCP and CE’s to allow RPV to 
perform desired landslide abatement work with a promise to “fix” any destruction 
later

• Within the Preserve, RPV has 12.4 acres of permitted CSS take and 22.3 grassland 
take under the current NCCP; outside of the Preserve, RPV has 17.5 acres of CSS 
take and 32.5 acres of grassland take

• Even if RPV works within current NCCP, Preserve disturbance could be significant, 
removing the most significant habitat in Portuguese Bend, the most visible reserve

• Conservation easements prohibit grading, structures, etc., except as consistent with 
the NCCP, i.e., the permitted take

• Taking surficial water out of the Preserve may change the plant composition in the 
canyons, i.e., prevent CSS habitat restoration

• Additionally, removing water from the canyons may reduce vegetation in a canyon-
adjacent zone due to the loss of water absorption

• The canyons contain much of the best quality habitat and also are likely homes to 
animal life (e.g., the gray fox); removing that vegetation has a disproportionate 
impact on total restoration efforts and average Preserve CSS quality

• The proposed project undoes 10+ of progress in Portuguese Bend, already beset by 
fire—this is equal to 20% of the NCCP 50 year term

Landslide Abatement in the Palos Verdes Nature Preserve

Conservation Risks
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• PVPLC is responsible to the public to enforce the CE’s
• If RPV declines to stay within the present NCCP terms, it violates the contracts 

and promises to donors and public made by prior city councils, but PVPLC has 
to insist on performance, in private meetings, public forums and potentially in 
other proceedings

• PVPLC has to be prepared to reach out to RPV councilmembers, and if 
necessary to local, state and federal elected officials, state and federal wildlife 
agencies, major donors/supporters, and other environmental organizations

• Where work exceeds that permitted under the NCCP, it eviscerates the concept 
of “in perpetuity” and creates merely a “Preserve of convenience”; but failure to 
take appropriate action is likely to erode support by those most committed to 
environmental concerns, including habitat restoration work

• If PVPLC does not act decisively, other organizations may, possibly supplanting 
PVPLC as CE protector or at least diminishing PVPLC’s reliability and reputation 
in supporter’s eyes or in 

Landslide Abatement in the Palos Verdes Nature Preserve

Reputation/Community Support Risks
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• PVPLC (Board) must determine early on, and be crystal clear on, what it will 
oppose and prepare its case in advance

• PVPLC should not accede to any RPV pressure to allow all RPV-desired take 
with a promise to fix later

• RPV should be required to have a well-defined plan that MUST go through a 
meaningful review under CEQA, Coastal Commission, NCCP and other 
required agencies/laws

• Any take must be identified in advance with a maximum permitted allowance
• Project must be monitored closely to confirm RPV follows its requirement to 

design projects in the least impactful way reasonably possible
• PVPLC to be “at the table” as a participant and as a required approver 

throughout the design and execution processes
• PVPLC observer to be present during all construction activities—to be paid for 

by the project budget
• Any take beyond the current NCCP allowance must come, if at all, at a price 

for RPV, e.g., dollars, more NCCP time, more land, or other consideration
• RPV to pay for all necessary restoration—not to hit PVPLC budget
• Extend NCCP an additional 10+ years to account for loss of species 

establishment

Landslide Abatement in the Palos Verdes Nature Preserve

Recommendations
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Landslide Abatement in the Palos Verdes Nature Preserve

Parting Thoughts

• Landslide abatement is the “Annenberg project” of the next couple of years—it has 
the potential to be divisive of the community and to pit environmental protection 
against fake claims of public safety

• In the worst case, it could result in litigation by PVPLC or by other organizations
• Unlike the Annenberg project, this project is squarely in the Palos Verdes Nature 

Preserve that PVPLC is charged with protecting—PVPLC cannot stand idly by
• The Portuguese Bend Nature Reserve is the most heavily used and the most 

visible (from inside and outside the Preserve) area of the Preserve—any project will 
have high visibility

• Failure to act to meaningfully protect the Preserve will erode PVPLC’s base and 
even create vocal and influential detractors

• If RPV chooses to adopt the current NCCP and to work within its confines, then the 
worst can be averted

• If RPV chooses to advance aggressively into the Preserve, minimize or skirt 
environmental or agency reviews, it is not a stretch to say that PVPLC’s existence 
as it is today could hang in the balance

• An amendment to the NCCP is not necessarily an answer, as it does not address 
the conservation risks, it simply creates a defined process which RPV could 
leverage to achieve any desired increases in take
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Meetings with RPV Council Candidates

Eric Alegria John Cruikshank



Update on Encroachments

 Two on PVPLC owned land

 Mike Chiles – Figtree
 Recent survey revealed Mike dispersed lots of mulch and is 

storing vehicles and a boat

 Francis Carol – Lunada
 Not responding to “door knocking” or phone calls



Land Trust Alliance Rally

 1,800+ 
conservationists 
gathered in Denver

 Allen, Diana, Carolynn, 
Susan, Louise and 
Andrea attended
 Legal- IRS and easements

 Fundraising

 Communications

 Current topics




