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Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
ON THE UPDATED DRAFT
REVISED AND RECIRCULATED EIR

INTRODUCTION

The Agoura Village Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was certified by the City
Council of Agoura Hills in 2006. Per a Writ of Mandate issued in 2007 by the Superior Court of
California, County of Los Angeles, the City was directed to set aside its approval of the AVSP,
amendments, zone change, and the EIR, and prepare new CEQA documentation related to more
specific biological data and clarification of project alternatives. The Draft Revised and Recirculated
EIR (RR EIR) was released, and the 45-day public comment period began on May 8, 2008 and
closed on June 23, 2008. The document included only those changes to the original Final EIR that
were required by the Writ of Mandate to meet judicial review. Those changes involved Section 2.0
Project Description, Section 4.3 Biological Resources, Section 6.0 Alternatives, and the Biological
Technical Appendix. As the City has previously circulated a draft of the AVSP EIR in 2006 and
responded to comments on that draft, CEQA provides for and the City requested that reviewers
limit their comments only to the revised portions of the EIR being recirculated. Since the
distribution of the Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR in May 2008, an additional area of the
original AVSP boundary at the western end was surveyed for biological resources. This
additional biological information has been added to the Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR,
and the new document is referred to as the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR
(Updated RR EIR). This was circulated for public comment between June 23 and August 7t
2008 (note - late comments were accepted through August 11%). As with the Draft Revised and
Recirculated EIR, CEQA provides for and the City has requested that reviewers limit their
comments only to the revised portions of the EIR being recirculated, not the 2006 EIR.

The letters in this section of the EIR include the public comments on the Draft Revised and
Recirculated Environmental Iimpact Report (RR EIR) and the Updated Draft Revised and
Recirculated Environmental Impact Report (Updated RR EIR) for the proposed Agoura Village
Specific Plan Project. The comment letters included herein were submitted by public agencies,
citizen groups, and private citizens. Each written comment that the City received is included in
this section. Responses to these comments have been prepared to address the environmental
concerns and to indicate where and how the Updated RR EIR addresses pertinent
environmental issues.

The 2006 Final EIR, the Updated RR EIR and this Comments and Responses report collectively
comprise the Final EIR for the Agoura Village Specific Plan Project. Any changes made to the text
of the Updated RR EIR correcting information, data or intent, other than minor typographical
corrections or minor working changes, are noted in the Final EIR as changes from the Updated RR
EIR in underline format.

The comment letters have been numbered sequentially. If a letter includes more than one comment,
the individual comments are lettered (14, for example) and the responses that follow are lettered
similarly. References to the responses to comments identify first the letter number, and second, the
comment letter (64, for example). Where comments have been duplicated within a sifigle letter, the
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reader is referred to an appropriate response number. This was done to focus the discussion and to

help avoid redundancy by duplicating responses on the same topics.

COMMENTERS ON THE UPDATED DRAFT REVISED AND RECIRCULATED EIR

The commenters along with the page number on which their comment letters appear are listed

below. Responses to the comment letters immediately follow each letter.

Commenter on the Draft EIR

1. Terry Roberts, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research, 06/23/08

2. Terry Roberts, Director, Governor’s Office of PIannmg and
Research, 08/08/08

3. Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native Amencan Heritage

Commission, 05/23/08

4. Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage

Commission, 07/09/08
5. Roger P. Root, Assistant Field Supervisor, United States
Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, 08/07/08

6. Edmund Pert, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish

and Game, 08/11/08
7. Neal L. Clover, Civil Engineering Assistant, Las Virgenes
Municipal Water District, 06/21/08

8. Jacob Lieb, Program Manager, Southern California Association of

Governments, 06/12/08

9. Nazir Lalani, Deputy Director, County of Ventura Public Works

Agency Transportation Department, 06/06/08
10. Scott E, Franklin, 06/03/2008

11. Serena Friedman, (resubmittal of 04/17/2000 letter addressed to
Members of the Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission)

06/05/2008
12. Pat Riley, 06/29/2008

13. Mary Altmann, Citizens for Sensitive Development 07/24/2008
14. Charles W. Cohen, Weston, Benshoof, Rochefort, Rubalcava &

MacCuish LLP, 08/07/08

15. Travis Cullen, Chief Operating Officer, Envicom Corporation

07/25/2008
16. Ellen & Jeffrey Naumann, 08/04/08

17. Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chairperson, Save Open Space, 07/16/2008

18. Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chairperson, Save Open Space 08/07/08
19. Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chairperson, Save Open Space 08/08/08

Comments Received at the 06/05/08 Planning Commission CEQA

Hearing

Page No.
3

6
9
12
15
28
32
34
40
43

49

54
57
61

64

68
70
80
99
111

City of Agoura Hills



STATE QR CALIFORNIA o
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH
SraTr CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

AROLD SONWARZENBUOER
COVERNOR . ‘ . 7 .
Fone 23, 2008 ' . BECEIVED|
| JUN % 5 2008
. Allison Couk ; By Lok
‘ City of Agoura Hills : R £ +3 S0 v
30001 Ladyface Caurt :
" Agoura Hills, CA F130

Subject: Agoura Village Spesé.ﬁc Plan
SCHE 2003111051 .

L

Dear Allison Cook:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the sbove samed Revised Environmental Impact Rep to selected stufs
agencies for review, On ths enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has
listed fhe state agencies that reviewed your document. The review perfod closed on June 20, 2008, and the
corpments from ths responding agency (ies) is {are) enclosed. If this conament package is pot in order,
please notfy the State Cleaninghouse inmediately. Please refer fo the project’s ten-digit State
Clearinghouse number i futore sorrespandence $o that we mary respond promptiy.

Please note that Seetian 21104(c} of the Californis Public Resources Code states that

“A respousible or other public agency shafl only make substntive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertiss of the agency or which ave
fequired 1o be carried ot or spproved by the agercy. Thest commrents shall be supported by
specific documentation.”” :

Thesé comments are forarded for wic in preparing your finial environmental docoment. Bhould you need
mpors information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we reconuend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

“This lotes acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requitements for draft
environmental docurnents, putsuant to the California Faviroumenta] Quality Act. Please contact the Stafe
Clearinghouss dt (916) 445-0613 if yeu have any questions regarding the envirommental review process.

* Sincerely, |
”'{’c:ry Rot )
Director, State Clearinghonse
Enclosuies

oo Resources Agency

{400 10th Street .0, Bon 3044  Sacramerifo, Californiz 95812-3044
(916) 4450613  FAX (916)325-5018  www.opr-cagov
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SCH#
Profect Title
Lead Agency

sy

L1

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

20031711051
Agaura Vilage Specifie Plan
Agoira H:iia City of

Type
Pescripfion

IR Revised Environmental Empact Rap

Bufidout of & Specific Plan to guide future development. Full bufidout of the Speciic P}an wou%d
include 235-203 multi-family dwelling units; up to 576,458 square feet of new office, retall, restatirant,

~ community.canter, hotel; redevelopment of an existing 372,042 soquars feet of office and retall with the

same Lges and residential, This revised and recirculated EIR provides adtitional information
regarding biclogioal fesources and alternatives. Only these ravised settiong are belng provided for
pubio review,

Lead Ager:cy Com‘,act

Name:
Agency
Phoans
emait
Address
City

Allison Cook
City of Agoura Hilis - ;
(818) 5877810 : o Fax

20001 Ladyfacs Cowt t s
Agoura Hills : : State CA  Zip 91301 |

Prd;fef:t Logation

County

City

Region
Lat/Long
Crosg Streefs
Parcel No.
Township

Los Angeles
Agoura Hills

T ITNS BT AW

Kanan and Comell Roads, Kanan and Agours Roads

IMudtiple '

N "Range 18W Sectmﬂ 24, 26 ) Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Alrports
Railways-
Watefways
Bchools
Land Use

101 -

Meadea Creéx, Lif::dem CGanyon Creek, Palo Comado Creek

General Plam: 8P, 06, OS-R, BP-O/R
Zonlng: 8P, SP-AV, CRS-FC-AY, CRS-D-AV, 08, BR-OR-AY

Project Issues

Biological RES&U?!‘.:&S= _

" Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Ragionai Water Quality Conitroi Board, Regzcn 4; Dspartmant c}f Parks and
Reoreatior; Native American Herltage Commission; Infegrated Waste Management Board; Offics of
Historle Preservalion; Department of Fish and Gams, Region 8; Deparfment of Water Resources;
Callfornia Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Cal Fire; Department of Taxic Subsiances Control; -
Santa Monica Bay Restoration

Date Rocelved

Q51672008 Skt of Review 05072008 . Eod of Review 08/20/2008

Note: Blanks In daita fields result from ingulficient information provided by lesd agency,
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Letter 1

COMMENTER: Terry Roberts, Director, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State

Clearinghouse
DATE: June 23, 2008
RESPONSE:
Response 1

The State Clearinghouse acknowledges receipt of the Updated RR EIR for state review and
notes that it distributed the document to 12 agencies. This acknowledgement is noted. No
response is necessary. :

r City of Agoura Hills -
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“Terry Rubelts

Angust 8, 2008

Allison Covlc

City of Agoura Hills |
30001 Ladyface Conrt,
Agours Hills, CA 21301

Subject: Agowra Village Specific Plan
SCH#: 2003111051

Trear Alisor Coolc

The State Clearingbouse submitted the above pamed Draft EIR fo selected state apencizs for review, Onthe -
enciosed Document Détails Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agensios that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on August 7, 2008, and the comments from the
responding ageney (ies) is {are) enclosed. 1f this cotmment package 1§ potin order, please notify the State
Clearinghicuse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearmpheuse munber in fishure
coprespondence so that we may respond promptly. "L

Please note that Section-2) 104{cy ol the California Public Resourcos Code states that;
Y responsible or other public agéncy shall only malee substantive cgnimanﬁs regarding thoge -
- gotivities fvelved in & project which ere within au atea of expertize-of the pgency or which are
requized to be carried et orappraved by the ageacy. Those comments shall be supported by
speetfic docomentation” o

These cormmentis are forstarded for yse in preparing '};diﬁr final environzients] document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the encinsed comments, we recopomend that you contact the
cormmenting 2genoy diveedy. '

This Jetter aclcu,cv.iledges that yoi have aomplis& with the State élcaringhgust review'rsqtﬁmmcms for draft
environrmantal doguments, pursusnt to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contart the State
Clearinghouse at {918)-445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental revisw process.

Sincerely,

Director, State Clearinghouse
ot Resourcos ARSRSY - - .o L wle . . .

1400 10th Strest  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, Calffornia 95812-3044
(516 445-0613  BAX (916) 323-3018  www.Opr.agov
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AR 11/28088 16128 18188977352
Document Detalis Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
SCHE 2003111051
Projest Title  Agoura Village Specific Plan
Lead Agenicy  Agoura Hills, City of
‘ijrpe EIR  DreflEIR
Deseripfion  Bulldout of 2 Specific Plan to guide future development. Full bulldeut of he Specific Plan would include
238203 mul-family cweling units: up to 578,458 square fext of new office, retail, réstaurant,
coramiriity center, hotel; redevelopment of an existing 372,042 square Yoot of office and retall with the.
same usesand residential. The current EIR provides additionsl information regarding biolvgicél
resources and altermatives, Only these revised sections are being provided for public review, Also, a
priof Draft EIR was circulsted recently, and submitted to SCH ori May 2, 2008. This DEIR supersedes.
the May 2, 2008 EIR. )
) Lead Agency Contact
Name  AllisonCook
Agency City of Agoura Hills _
Fhope {£18) 597-7810 : " Fax -
ermall
Address 30001 Latyfass Court
City  Agoura Hills State CA  2ip 51301
Project Location
County Los Angeles
city  Agoura Hilla
Region
Lat/Long 84" TR0 N7 118745 w
Cross Streets  Kanan and Gomell Roads, Kanan and Agoura Roads
Parcef No.  Multiple : ’ .
Township 1N Range 1BW Speffon 24,28 Baze
Proximity to: —
Highways 107
Alrports 5
Railways o
Waterways Medea Cresk, Lindero Canyon, Palo Comado Creeks
Schools . ' .
Land Use Genersl Plan: 8P, CG, O5-R, gP-O/R
. Zening: SP, SP-AV, CRSFC-AV, CRS-D-AV, 08, BR-DR-AV
Profectissues  Divlogical Rasourtes
Reviewing Resources Agency; Depariment of Consetvation; Department of Fish gnd Game, Reglan 5; Cal Fires
Agencles Offics of Historic Presarvation; Departrient of Parks and Recreation; Department of Watar Resouroes;
California Highway Patrol; Caltrens, District 7! ntegrated Waste Managarmer Board; Regional Watar
Quality Contral Board, Region 4; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native Ametican Herltage
Commiission; Senta Monina Bay Regtaration
Date Received DB/23/2008  Start of Review 08/23/2008 End of Review 08/07/2008

Note: Bianks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead ageney.
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Letter 2

COMMENTER: Terry Roberts, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State

Clearinghouse
DATE: August 08, 2008
RESPONSE:
Response 2

The State Clearinghouse acknowledges receipt of the Updated RR EIR for state review and
notes that it distributed the document to 14 agenc1es This acknowledgement is noted. No
respornise is necessary.

r City of Agoura Hills
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

915 CAPITOL MALL, RUOM 964
SACRAMENTO, CA 85814

mESEESE. ., | RECEIVED
May 25,2008 TUN ~ x
| | | i R P 3 | JUN ~ & 2008
M. Allissn Cook, Senior PlannerEnvironmental Analyst €.. | STATE CLEARING HOUSE
oITY OF AGOURA HELLS ‘7 e ' e,

30004 Ladyfage Court
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Dear Ms, Coole ©

. . S

The Native American Heritage Commission is the state agenty desigraded to protect California’s Native
Amercan Criltural Resources. The California Ervironmental Quality Act {CEQA) requires that any profect that
causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical rasowrce, that includes atchasological
resouroes, s a ‘sigrifcant effect’ requiting the preparation of an Environmental impact Repork {EIR) per the Califomia
Code of Regulations §15064.5(b)(c (CEQA guidelines). Saction 45382 of the 2007 CEQA Guldelines defines a
significant impact on the envionment as “a stibstantial, or potentially substantial, adverse chanpe in any of physical
conditions within an area affacied by tha proposed project, including .abjects of historic ar aesthetio shnificance.”
In order to comply with this provision, the lead agency i required to assess whether the project will have an adverse
Jrpact an thess resources within the *area of potential effect (APEY, and If 80, to mitigate fat effect. To adeduately
assess the projectrelated impats on histordcal resouitet, the Cotrimidion recommends the following alion!
\ Contact the appropriste California Historie Resources Information Genter {CHRIS) for pousible ‘ricorded sjtes’ It -
iscations where the development will or might oscur.. Contact infarmation for the Inforrosdion Canter naarest yout is

avaitable from the State Office of Historic Presefvation (8 166537278 hitp:fiwvew. phi.parks o gov. The record
search will determing. )

» i apamorthe entine APE has been previously strveyed or cultupal resources.

x  |fany known cufiural resourees have Biready been recorded in of adjacent to the APE.

»  |fthe probabifity is low, moderate, of high that ciltural resaorces are focated in he APE,

% p [} 2 survey is renuited o determine whether previoosly unrecarded culusal resources are present

an #rchiseslogicat inventory survey is réquiied, the final szagj i the preparation of a professional report dalailing
the fintings and rebommeidetions of e yecords search and fieid sutvey.
»  The fnal report containing site forms, site significanca, and mifigation megsurers should be mibmitiet
immediately to the planning deperiment. All information regarding sife locations, Native Americen huvian
romains, and associated kingrary ohlecte should be in & separate confidential addendurd, and not be ade
avaiiabls for pishiv deolosure, L _
«  The final writien report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the approprisle
regiana sfchapsiogical lnformation Center. .
N Coritict the Native American Hetitage Comipiission (NAHC) for. ] :
* - A Sacred Lands FRie (SLF} siarsh of the project ares and informiation on Hitwml cofitacts in the project
vieinity that may have additionst cuitural respurce information. Please provide this office with the following
cltation format 1o assist with the Sacrdd Lands File search request; | S 7 Sumiiute puadranoie olfafioh
uith name, Township, rinde afid secliof, . L , '
«  The NAHE sdvices e use of Native Amedeas Moritors fo ensure proper idgntification atd cate diven cultiitsl
resources hiat may be discovered, The NANC recommerids that contact be made with Nofive Amercan
Copfaets on the sltachst Bét1h gettheir input on potential project inpact (APE). In some cases, the existencs of
& Nafive Amtrioan coliural resiiress tay be kriskm oiily o & {oca! tibels):
+ Lack of surlace svidence of afcheniogied! resourcet does fiof pregiads fhelr subsufece wastence.
»  Lead agencies should include fn their mifigalion plan provisions for the idenBfication arwd evaluafion of
aucidentally distovered achediogical resourtes, par California Efwirenmental Quably Adt (CEQA) §150848 (.
In areas of identfied archaeclogical senaltivily, » certified archaeologisl and 8 sullurally 2 llated Native
American, witti knowiedge fn cultural résources, should monitol afl ground-distuiing aciivities,
= A pulturally-affiisted Native American tribe may be the only source of information sbouta Sacred Site/Nadve
HAenrican cultural resource. T~
v tend agencies should intluds in their nilfigetion plan provisions for the disposiion of recovered arifacts, in
consuitation with culturally affiiated Mative Americans,




[ —

{ Leadt agencies should incléd provisions for discovery of Native Amefican huran remains of tnmarked cemteries.

ini their niligation plans.

«  CEQA Guidelines, Secfion 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work'with the Native Americans identfied |

- by this Commissign ¥ the initfal Study identifies the présence orlikely presence of Native Amedican iuman,
remains within the. APE.. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native Ametican, ldentifed by the | -
NAHC, to assure Hive appropriate ang dignified treatment of Native Ametican human remalos and any assoctited
grave fiens. - , ,

{ Health and Safely Code §7050.5, Public Resotrces Code §5097.98 #nd Sec, §15064.5 {d) of the California Code

of Reguilations {CEQA Guidefines} mariats procedures fo be followed, including that coristruction or excayation be
stopped in the event of an actidental discovery of any human remains in @ location other tan a dedicated cemetery
unil the eoundy coroner or mudical examiper can datermine whether ihe remains dre these of 2 Nafive American,
piote that §7062 of the Hedith & Sufety Cotle states that disluibance df Native Amedican cemateries is a felony.
Lead atianties should consider avoidane, ss defined in §15370 fthe Colifornia Code of Regulations (CEGA.
S0t : Bre ¢ 3 2 se of projevct planning

Altachment. List of Naive Ametican Contacts

Co State Cleatinghouse
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Letter 3

COMMENTER: Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission

DATE: May 23, 2008

RESPONSE:

Response 3

The commenter states that the City is required to assess whether the proposed project would have
an adverse impact on a historical and/or archaeological resource, and if so, to mitigate that effect.
The commenter recommends several actions be taken to prevent impacts to historical resources.

This comment is noted. The commenter is referred to Section 4.6, Historic and Archaeological
Resources, of the 2006 EIR, which discussess historic and archaeological resources, potential impacts
and mitigation measures in detail. This section assessed whether the proposed project would have
an adverse impact on a historical and/or archaeological resource, and where appropriate,
prescribed mitigation measures. Additionally, as noted above in the introduction, the Updated RR
EIR included only those changes to the 2006 Final EIR that were required by the Writ of Mandate to
meet judicial review. Those changes involved Section 2.0 Project Description, Section 4.3 Biological
Resources, Section 6.0 Alternatives, and the Biological Technical Appendix. The City has
determined that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f}(2) orly those comments
regarding recirculated sections of the EIR are appropriate for discussion at this time. Since no
changes were ordered in Section 4.6, Historic and Archaeological Resources, it was not included in the
Upadated RR EIR. This comment pertains to other sections of the EIR not recirculated, for which
the comment period closed on January 3, 2006.

r City of Agoura Hills
11
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NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPTTOL MALL, ROQH 354
SACRAMENTO, CA pEgTa
{215) 6536251
_ Fox (o8} 6555390
Wab Site s tiht Sagoy
e-mal de_nahe@pacbellnat

Chs~ | RFCEIVED

July 8,2008 og .
LG “JUL 17 2008

fvis. Adllson Cook, Senjfor Planiner - o . :
CITY OF AGOURA HILLS : - ‘ . S
30001 Ladyfase Count i STATE CLEARING HOUSE
Agoura Hills, CA 21310 - . :

Dear Ms, Conk: C e e . e e a
The Native American Heritaga Commission {NAHC) Is the state agenoy designated 1o pratect California’s

Netive American Culural Resources. The California Environmental Quality Ack (CEQA) requlres that any project that

causes a substantal adverse shange in the significance of an histoioal resource, that includes srchaeciogical

resources, is @ 'significant effect’ requiting the preparation of an Environimental Impast Report (EIR) per the Calfomix

Code of Regulations §15064.5(b){e (CEQA guidelines). Saction 15382 of the 2007 CEQA Suidelinies defines a

significant impact on the envirenmment as ‘o substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change [n any of physical

canditions within an area affected by the proposed project, including ...objects of historic or aesthetio significance.”

In ordat to comply with this provision, the leerd agency is required to assess whether the project will have an sdverse

itmpact on these resources within the ‘area of potential effect (APEY, and i sp, to mitigate that effest. To adequately

a550ss the projeckaelated Imparts on histotical resources, the Commission recommends the following acton:

¥ Contact the appropdate Calfornia Historic Resources Information Center {CHRIS) for passible frecarded sites! in

lacations whire the development wilt or might oceus,. Contact infarmation for the information Cender nearest you is

available from the Stute Office of Historie Preservation (818/653-7278) http/faww.obipd. barke.&a. gov, The record
zearch will determine! . ) ' }

If & part or the entire APE has been previously stiveyed for etitural resotiroes. _

if sy known cuttutal resourees have alteady been recorded in or adjaeent to the APE,

If the probability is low, moderste, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

If & sUrvey Is required o determine whether praviously tsarecorded cultural resources are present.

1 mn archaeclogieal inventory survey is required, the final stage fs the preparation of & professlonal repont detaiiing

the findings #nd recommisndations of the recards searsh and field survey, ’ '

= Thefinal report containing site furms, site significance, and mitigation measurery should be submitted
immediately io the planning depsutment. Allinformation regarding site locations, Native American hunman
remains, ahd associated funerary ohjects should be in 8 separae confidential addendum, and not be made
avaitable for pubié (Esclostre. , .

»  The final witien report should be submilted within 3 months afier work has been completed to the appropriste
regiohal archaeclogical information Center. ST

+ Contact the Nafive Ametcan Herfzge Comrrnission (NAHC) foln : -

* A Bacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project area and information on fribal contacis in the project
vicinity that may have additional cliiural resource information, Pleses provide this office with the fallowing

citation format 1o assist with the Saered Lands File search request: USGS 7.5-minyls auadranle citetion
with nama, townshin, e and seefon |

»  The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monftors; also, when profession archaeciogists of the equivalent
are emploved by project proponents, in order to enstre proper identificaion and care given culiural resoirces
#hnt mey be dispovered, The NAHC recommmends that contact be made with Native Americag Cantacis on e
attached lisf to get their input on potential project Impact {APE). In some cases, the existence of & Nalive
Amescan cultural resources may be known only to 2 focal tribels). :

¥ Lack of sutface evidence of archeological resourcas does nof preciude their sibsurface existence. _

+  lLeadagendes should include in thelr mitigation plan provisions for the ideritfication and eveluation of
aceidentally discovered acheolngical resoures, por Californis Environrments] Quality Aot (CEQA) B15064.5(f).
in aess of identified archzevlogical sensithvity, & ceitified archasologistand a culturally afiliated Native
American, with knowledge in culiural sources, should monitar all ground-disturbing actidies.

« A culturaliy-afilisted Natve American tribe may be the only soutce of information about 3 Savted Site/Native
Amaticsn culiural resaurce, . ) ‘

»  Lead agencles should inciude In thelr mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultzfion with colially affiliated Native Americans.

R
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.« Lead agencies should include provisiens for discovery of Native American human remains af unmarked cemeteties
in their miigetion plang, _ , o : )
- CEQA Guidefines, Section 15054.5(d) requires the lead agency tb work with ihe Native Americans idenfified
by this Comtmission if the initial Study kientifies the presancs of likely presense of Native Ametlean human
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Letter 4

COMMENTER: Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Comumission
DATE: July 09, 2008
RESPONSE:

Response 4

The commenter states that the City is required to assess whether the proposed project would have
an adverse impact on a historical and /or archaeological resource, and if so, to mitigate that effect.
The commenter recommends several actions be faken to prevent impacts to historical resources.

This comment is the same form letter as dated May 23, 2008. The commenter is referred to Section
4.6, Historic and Archaeological Resources, of the 2006 EIR, which discussess historic and
archaeological resources, potential impacts and mitigation measures in detail. This section assessed
whether the proposed project would have an adverse impact on a historical and/ or archaeological
resource, and where appropriate, prescribed mitigation measures. Additionally, as noted above in
the introduction, the Updated RR EIR included only those changes to the 2006 Final EIR that were
required by the Writ of Mandate to meet judicial review. Those changes involved Section 2.0
Project Description, Section 4.3 Biological Resources, Section 6.0 Alternatives, and the Biological
Technical Appendix. The City has determined that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(£)(2) only those comments regarding recirculated sections of the EIR are appropriate for
discussion at this time. Since no changes were ordered in Section 4.6, Historic and Archaeological
Resources, it was not included in the Upadated RR EIR. This comment pertains to other sections of
the EIR not recirculated, for which the comment period closed on January 3, 2006.

r City of Agoura Hills
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFESERVICE
Ventura Fish and Wildlifs Office
2493 Poriola Road, SuiteB
Ventura, California 93003

IOREPLY REFER TO:
2008-FA-0068

August 7, 2008

Allison Cook, Senior Planner/Environmental -Analyst
Planning and Communify Development Department
City of Agoura Hills

30001 Ladyface Court -

Agoura Hills, California 91301

Subject: Comments on the Updated, Revised, and Recirculated Draft Environmeantal
Impact Report for the Agoura Village Specific Plan, City of Agoura Hills, Los
Angeles County, California

Dear Ms. Cooke

This letter provides the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s {Service) comments on the updated,
revised, and recirenlated draft environmental impact report (FIDEIR) for the Agoura Village
Specific Plar (AVSP). Wereceived a copy of the 1DEIR in-our office on June 23, 2008. The
proposed project is located on 233 acres in and around the intersection of Agowra and Kanan
Roads in the southern portion of the city of Agoura Hills. The rdEIR contains altematives that
are designed to guide fiiture development in the project area. The preferred alternative in the
tDEIR proposes a mix of residential, commercisl, office, and restaurant nses and would result in
development of 235 to 293 residential units, up to 576, 458 square feet (sf) of commercial and
office space, and redevelopmmt of 372,042 sf of existing office and retail space: Approximately
137 acres along the southern boundary of the project area is proposed as open space. The site
suppaorts a mix of developed lands, ornamental landseaping, annual grassland, perennial
grassland, willow riparian woodland, oak willow woodland, mixed chaparral, and coastal sage
serub. Two federally-listed species are known t6 oocur within the project area: the endangered
Lyon’s pentachacta (Pentachdeta lyonii) and threatened Agoura Hills dudleya (Dudleya ¢ymosa
Spp. agourensis).

The Service’s respongibilities include administering the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (Act), including sectiong 7, 9, and 10, Section 9 of the Act prohibits the taking of any
federally-listed endangered or th:eateaed speoies. Section 3(18) of the Act defines “take” to
mean “to harass, havm, pursue, fnnt, shoot, weund, kill, trap, captore, or collect, or 1o atternpt 1
engage in any such conduct.” Harm is further defined by the Service to include significant
habitat modification or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly
impairing essential behaviora] patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is
defined by the Service as intentional or negligent actions that create the lilcelihood of injury to 4
listed species by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral
patterns which include, buf are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering. The Act provides
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for civil and crimingl penalties for the unlawful taking of listed species. Exemptions to the
pmhfbmons against take may be obtained through coordination with the Service in two ways. K
& project is 1o be funded, anthorized, or carried out by a Federal ageney, and may affect a listed.
species, the Federal agency must consult with the Service pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the Act.
If a proposed project does not involve 3 Federal agency but may result in the take of a listed
ariimal species, the project propenent should apply to the Service for an incidental take permit
pursuant to section 10(2)(1)(B) of the Act.

As it is not our primary responsibility to comment on documents prepared pursuant o the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAY}, our comments on the rdBIR. for the AVSP do not
constitute a full review 6f project impacts, nar do they represent consultation with the Service.
Rather, our comments deseribe our concerns regarding potential impacts of the proposed project
on the Lyon’s pentachaeta and A goura Hills dudleya, particularly as they relate to compliance
with the Act and its implementing regulations. ‘W previgusly submitted comments on the draft
envirommental impact report in a letter, dated Jannary 12, 2006, to the City of Agoura Hills
(City) Planning and Community Development Department. Wc offer the following additional
comuments and recommendations to aid you in the conservation of sensitive wildlife and habitats
and federally listed species that are known to or could occur on the site, and to assist you in
complying with pertinent Federal laws and regulations.

Comments

1. Comments and concerns stated in our previous comment letter (dated January 12, 2006)
regarding potential impacts to federally-listed species have not been fully addressed in the rdBIR
dated June 2008. Particularly, federally-listed plant species ocour and have beeri mapped on the
project site and within the developrient area of the proposed project, yet direct impacts to those
areas would result from implementation of all but one of the &lternatives described in the TDEIR.
M'txgauon Measure BIO-1(a) states that if avoidance of listed plants during project-related
activities is not feasible, on-site mitigation (franslocation) is.preferred with the preparation of a
mitigation restoration plan ‘We do not typically support relacation of plants as & conservation
measure. As noted in our 2006 comment letter, previous attempts to relocate Lyon’s pentachaeta
plants, seeds, and seedlings in new locations have falled (Service 1999) and, as acknowledged in
the 7dEIR, “Most of the attempts to re-establish Lyon’s pentachaeta have failed (R, Burgess,
pers. com. 2007), with the only known at least partially successful re-establishmetit being along
Potrero Road” (p. 1-20 of the Bioldgical Technical Appemim) Therefore, we strongly
réecommend avoidance of areas occupied by listed plant species and do not consider relocation of
listed plants as an appropriate conservation méasure because the tikelihood of success is
considered to be very low.

2. The rdBIR still does nat adequately identify and analyze indirect impacts of the proposed
project to the federally-listed plant species that ocour on-site. Tndirect impacts associated with
the edges of human development include Inereases in invasive, weedy plant species; frampling
and soil compaction from human recreation; increases in seed predators; changes in hydrology;
introduction of chemical pollutants that a‘:{’fact plants or pollinators; and changes in fire frequency
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(Ccnsarva?mu Biology Institute 2000). To minimize these effects, buffers between development
areas and listed plant species and apptopriate land management practices should be incorporated
into the project design. The praposed hiking and equestrian certer would likely result in
equestrian‘izse of the opedl space in the project area. The federally-listed plant species are
sensitive to trampling and could be impacted by equestrian and hiking activities. Even if these
activities d6 not directly impact the Hsted plants (as the rdBIR predicts, p. 1-11 of the Blologmal
Technical Appendix), the indirect effects from them (e.g., soil cempacaon increast in invasive
species, and alteration of hydiology) could adversely affect these species and these impacts have
not been adequately addressed in the rdBIR,

3. Continuing impacts to Lyon’s peatachaeta and its habitat throughout its range have reached a
cumulative level such that we have significant concerns regarding the conservation and recovery
of this anmmual plant species. The implementation of this project, s proposed, may preclude the
conservation and recovery of Lyon’s pentachaeta, We recommend that the City and apphcant
work with the Service at the earliest possible stage to design a project that avoids and minimizes
impacts to listed species to the maximum extent feasible, and to identify suitable minimization
strategies for those impacts determined to be unavoidable. We recommend that the rdBIR. fuily
re-address potential impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta with specific attention directed towards its
range-wide status and level of cumulative impacts to this species,

4, Consideration of Alternatives under CEQA Section 15126.6(c) Selection of & Rangeof
Reasonable Alternatives requires that “The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project
shall include those that coild feasibly accomplish most basic objectives of the project and could
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the-significant effects." The fmpacts of the proposed
project on wildlife and listed species could be reduced or avoided through alternative project
design. Buildings, roads, and infrastructure ¢ould be sited in areas of lower concentration of
biological resources. Thxs would also include maximizing the distance of development from
sensitive areas and water courses to the extent practical.

5. While mitigation measures are proposed in the rdEIR, these measures are vsry generally
worded, have not resulted from coordination with the Service, and do not adequately address all
of the project-specific impacts (i.e., divect, indirect, and cumulative). Also, the conclusion that
proposed mitigation measures for hsted plant species {particularly Lyon's pentachaeta) would
reduce significant effects to a level that is less than significant is predicated on the assumption
that translocation efforts would be sucoessful as there are no contingenicy measures included if
this effort is niot successful. Due to the proposed bridge crossing over Medea Creek and the
restoration comporients of the projest i Lindero Canyon and Medea Creeks, certain aspects of
the project muay require a Federal (i.e., Clean Water Act) permit through the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ (Corps) regulatory progeam. As noted previously, section 7 of thie Aci requires
Federal agencies to consult with the Service on any activity that they authorize, fund, or carry out
and that may affect 4 federally-listed species.
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Migratory Birds

For both the Agricnltural Reszdantzai Cluster Subdivision and Future Development Program, we
are coticerned about putential impacts to migratory birds in the proposed project area, The
Service has conservation responsibilities and management authority for migratory birds under
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (MBTA) (16 U.8.C. 703 et. seq.). Any land
clearing or other surface distubance associated with proposed actions should be timed to avoid
potential destruction of bird nests or young of birds that breed in the area, as such destruction
may be in violation of the MBTA., Under the MBTA, nests with eggs or young 6f migratory
birds may not be damaged, nor may migratory birds be killed. If this seasonal restriction is not

- possible, we recommend that a qualified biologist survey the area for nests or evidence of nesting

(e.g., mated pairs, territorial defense, camryving of nesting material, transporting food, ete.) prior to
the commencement of land clearing activities. If fiests or other evidence of nesting are observed,
a protective buffer should be delineated and the entire area avoided to prevent destruction or
disturbance to'nests until they ate rio longer active.

‘We appreciate the opportunity to provide commenis on the rdEIR for the Agonra Village
Specific Plan and look forward to working with you regarding the conservation of federally-
listed species at the proposed project site. If you have any questions regarding the contents of
this letier, please contact Mark A. Elvin of my staff at (805) 644-1766, extension 258.

Sincerely,

Rngz P, Reot

Assistant Field Supervisor

et
Mary E. Meyer, California Department of Fish and Game
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Letter 5

COMMENTER: Roger P. Root, Assistant Field Supervisor, United States Department of the
Interior Fish and Wildlife Service

DATE: August 07, 2008
RESPONSE:

The commenter notes that it is not the primary responsibility of Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS} to comment on documents prepared pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and that comments on the Updated RR EIR do not constitute a full review
of project impacts, nor do they represent consultation with the Service. Rather, comments
describe USFWS concemns regarding potential impacts of the proposed project on Lyon’s
pentachaeta and Agoura Hills dudleya. The commenter notes that FWS previously submitted
comments on the 2006 Draft EIR in a letter dated January 12, 2006.

Response bA

The commenter states the opinion that the comments provided in the January 12, 2006 letter
from USFWS regarding potential impacts of the AVSP on federally-listed plant species have not
been fully addressed in the Updated RR EIR. The commenter goes on to reiterate points made
in the 2006 letter written by Carl T. Benz, Assistant Field Supervisor, USFWS.

Mr. Benz's comments were addressed in the 2006 Response to Comments, which is included in
the 2006 Final EIR. The current mitigation measure BIO-1(a) reflects changes made based on the
comments of Mr. Benz, other commenters on the 2006 EIR, information brought to light in the
biological studies of the Specific Plan afea in 2007 and 2008, and comments on the Updated RR
EIR.

In 2006 Carl T. Benz, Assistant Field Supervisor, United States Department of the Interior Fish
and Wildlife Services, commented that that listed plant species should be avoided and that
relocation, either onsite or offsite, of listed species would not likely succeed because of their
specific habitat requirements. The commenter cited a US FWS failed attempt to relocate Lyon’s
pentachaeta in 2000. Therefore, the commenter noted a preference for avoidance of those areas
occupied by listed plant species rather than consideration for relocation of listed plants.

The revised mitigation measure BIO-1{a) (as provided in the Updated RR EIR) requires that
known locations of Lyon’s pentachaeta be avoided (which is defined as a minimum of a 200
foot setback or as appropriate based on the recommendations of USFWS and/ or CDFG with an
active maintenance and management program), unless avoidance is not feasible. If avoidance is
not feasible, a mitigation restoration plan shall be prepared by a qualified plant ecologist that
identifies the number of plants to be replanted and the methods that will be used to preserve
this species in the on- or off-site mitigation location. Restoration efforts shall be coordinated
with applicable federal, state, and local agencies. The required level of success for Agoura Hills
dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta shall be defined at 2 minimum as a demonstration of five
consecutive years of growth of a population equal to or greater than that which would be lost

City of Agoura Hills
' 20



Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

due to the project. This level of success shall be achieved prior to removal of the impacted
population.

Thus, the mitigation measure would require a successful restoration effort prior to
commencement of any construction activities. In the event that an applicant’s restoration
attempt fails, they would be forced to avoid areas occupied by listed plant species. Further, the
measure requires the involvement of USFWS and CDFG throughout much of the process.

Based on additional comments on the Updated RR EIR mitigation measure BIO-1(a} was refined
further to state:

“The required level of success for Agoura Hills dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta shall be defined at a
minimum as a demonstration of five consecutive years, or a period as deemed appropriate by the
permitting agencies (UUSFWS and/or CDPG) of growth of a population equal to or greater than that
which would be lost due fo the project.”

Thus, the mitigation as revised and provided for currently requires avoidance and would seem
to meet the commenter’s objectives and satisfy his and Mr. Benz’s recommendations.

Response 5B

The commenter states that the Updated RR EIR does not adequately identify and analyze
indirect impacts of the proposed project to the federally-listed plant species that occur on-site.
The commenter notes that to minimize effects, buffers between development and listed plant
species and appropriate land management practices (buffer areas) should be incorporated into
project design.

Indirect impacts were addressed in detail in the Updated RR EIR in the Biological Technical
Appendix (BTA). The BTA accompanied the Updated RR EIR to support a review of project
impacts, mitigation and alternatives. The BTA provides a “complete and accurate record of the
location, extent and nature ¢f biological resources,” and further meaningful review of the
potential biological impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives of the project. The BTA was
included as part of the Updated RR EIR and includes an analysis of indirect impacts.
Specifically, the commenter is refered to pages 1-15 through 1-21 and 3-14 through 3-15 of the
BTA for detailed discussions of indirect impacts to both listed plant and wildlife species. This
discussion includes an analysis of the following indirect impacts:

Non-native, invasive plant and animal species;

Vegetation clearing for fuel management or creation of trails;
Trampling;

Increased water supply due to suburban irrigation and runoff;
Chemicals (e.g., herbicides, pesticides, fertilizers); and
Increased fire frequency.

The commenter references a 2000 article by the Conservation Biology Institute, Review of
potential edge effects on the San Fernando Valley spineflower (SFVS). The Updated RR EIR BTA
discusses this article in detail as SFVS is considered a corollary plant to Lyon’s pentachaeta.
Thus, the Updated RR EIR provided a detailed analysis of edge effects. ~

r City of Agoura Hills
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With regards to buffers between listed plant species and development, the Updated RR EIR
mitigation measure BIO-1(a) requires a 200 foot buffer from Lyon’s pentachaeta and Agoura
Hills dudleya. Specifically the measure reads:

“For Lyon’s pentachaeta and Agoura Hills dudleya, avoidance is defined as a minimum 200 foot
setback unless an active maintenance plan is implemented for the known occurrence. With
implementation of an active maintenance and management program, the buffer width may be
reduced further based on review and approval by the jurisdictional agencies (UISFWS and/for
CDEG). For other sensitive species avoidance shall be determined based on the specific plant
pursuant with the recommendations of a qualified plant ecologist, and with the coordination of
USEWS and/for CDFG for state or federally listed plants. The maintenance and management plan
must be approved by the appropriate jurisdictional agencies prior to issuance of a grading permit.”

Mitigation measure BIO-4(e) provides for further appropriate land management practices to
minimize effects between development (and human use) areas and sensitive plants and plant
communities. '

“Fencing. Solid barrier fencing onsite shall be prohibited around areas that border open spaces or
routes of animal movement, specifically riparian areas. Fencing in these areas shall consist of “ranch
style” post fencing. Fencing shall allow at least one-foot of clearance above ground to permit
wildlife movement. Fencing between creekside trails and the creeks shall be designed to limit human
entry into significant habitat. Such fencing or vegetative barrier shall be at least four feet in height
and shall be planted with spinescent plants such as wild rose, blackberry, or other suitable native
species in a dense bramble.”

Further, the EIR requires that a minimum buffer zone of 50-100 feet of native vegetation shall be
maintained between urban development and adjacent sensitive native habitats. Mitigation
measure BIO-2(a) goes on to say: -

“Further, equestrian trailsishall be located no less than 10 to 20 (preferred) feet from the edge of the
exterior rviparian canopy.”

Thus, the EIR has considered edge effects, incorporated minimization measures such as
appropriate buffers, and addressed impacts related to the placement of the equestrian trails
onsite. Mitigation measure AQ-4, which has not changed from the 2006 EIR, and thus was not
recirculated, requires a feasibility study for an equestrian center within the Specific Plan area.

“The study shall include provisions for a maintenance plan of both the equestrian center
and related trails. The maintenance plan shall include the following measures, at a minimum:

*  Organic debrisfwaste shall be properly disposed of or sold offsite on a regular basis,
»  BMPs shall be instituted to prevent dust from moving offsite,
¢ BMPs (to include necessary bioswales or erosion control measures) shall be instituted to

prevent organic waste, or associated nutrients from organic waste, from entering nearby
water bodies.”

It is important to note that the proposed equestrian trail would extend from an eﬁsﬁng
equestrian trail terminal point along Medea Creek and extend to the southern boundary of the
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project area. Lyon’s pentachaeta and Agoura Hills Dudleya are not currently known to occur
within or nearby the areas proposed for the equestrian trail alignment (Refer to Figure 4.3-3,
Special Status Plants, of the Updated RR EIR). The equestrian center would be located within
Zone G, south of Medea Creek and northwest of Cornell Road and more than 200 feet from any
known occurrence of listed species. The occurrernces closest to the equestrian trail would be
located on the eastern, and opposite, side of Cornell Road (and outside of the project boundary).
Equestrian use within the dedicated trail through the Specific Plan would not impact those
known occurrences along Cornell Road.

The commenter states that even if activities do not directly impact the listed plants the indirect
effects (i.e. soil compaction, increased invasive species, and alteration of hydrology) could |
adversely affect these species. |

The equestrian trail would be sufficiently distanced from listed plants, approximately 200 feet,
away from Cornell Road and substantially downslope from the rock outcrops and drainages
where they occur. Although sufficiently distanced from the known locations of these plants,
equestrian use along the proposed trail would also be subject to mitigation measure AQ-4,
above, which would require a maintenance plan. This plan, at a minimum, would include
removal of organic debris, BMPs to prevent dust from moving offsite, and erosion control
measures. Thus, the location of the trail and implementation of the prescribed maintenance
plan would minimize any potential indirect effects.

Response 5C ‘

The commenter states that impacts to Lyon’s pentachaeta and its habitat throughout its range
have reached a level where the USFWS has significant concerns regarding the conservation and
recovery of the species. The commenter states that the implementation of the proposed project
may preclude the conservation and recovery of the species and recommends that the City and
applicant work with the Service at the earliest possible stage to design a project that avoids and
minimizes impacts to the spec1es to the maximum extent feasible.

The commenter has reiterated points made regarding avoidance in comment 5A, above.
However, as noted in Response 5A, the mitigation measure BIO-1(a) would require a successful
restoration effort for Lyon’s pentachaeta prior to commencement of any construction activities.
In the event that an applicant’s restoration attempt fails, he/she would be forced to avoid areas
occupied by listed plant species. The USFWS noted in its January 12, 2006 comment letter on
the Agoura Village Specific Plan Draft EIR that previous attempts in 2000 to relocate Lyon’s
pentachaeta plants, seeds and seedlings had failed. Therefore, the USFWS recommended
avoidance rather than relocation as the appropriate conservation measure for this species. In
response to this comment, the Final EIR Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a), BIO-2(b) and BIO-2(c)
were amended to require the restoration plan and minimum performance criteria as described
above, ensuring avoidance until, and unless, appropriate replacement was in place and
successful. And, as noted above in 54, to further address comments on the Updated RR EIR
measure BIO-1(a) will be refined to state:

“The required level of success for Agoura Hills dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta shall be defined at a
minimum as a demonstration of five consecutive years, or a period as deemed appropriate by the
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permitting agencies ( USFWS and/or CDFG), of growth of a population equal fo or greater than
that which would be lost due to the project.”

Measures BIO-1(a), BIO-2(b) and BIO-2(c) also require the involvement of USFWS and CDFG
throughout much of the process. Specifically, mitigation measures BIO-1(a) and BIO-1(b)
require coordination with USFWS and CDFG for federally or state listed species, and when
applicable, the mitigation restoration plan shall be submitted to the appropriate regulatory
agencies for review and approval prior to issuance of a grading permit for the area of concern.
With regards to minimization measures, please refer to Response 5B above.

With regards to the commenter’s concern for the conservation and recovery of the species in
terms of cumulative impacts to the species, the Updated RR EIR BTA discusses the regional
conservation and recovery status of the species in detail. Page 1-20 of the BTA refers to the
USFWS Designation of Final Critical Habitat (USFWS, November 2006) for Lyon's pentachaeta,
for Unit 6 located south of the Specific Plan area in the County of Los Angeles. As noted in the
BTA, Unit 6 is known:

“to contain more than 3 million plants on 233 acres (and) was excluded from critical habitat
designation for economic reasons. This area was in part excluded because consultation already in
process regarding potential impacts of the proposed development of this area (the Triangle Ranch
project) on P. yonii is intended to ensure the continued persistence of the species within Unit 6. As
part of this consultation, the landowner has proposed to preserve the majority of the P. lyonii that
occurs on the property in open space, in perpetuity, and implement a management plan to ensure
the continued persistence of the species. Since this consultation process ongoing with the Triangle
Ranch property would involve both “take” and a decrease in the amount of available habitat for the
Lyon’s pentachaeta, it is surmised that the much smaller effects of the proposed Specific Plan can
similarly be adequately mitigated.”
Thus, the Updated RR EIR has taken into account the recovery and conservation status of the
species, in part based on the determination made by the USFWS during the designation of
critical habitat for the Lyon’s pentachaeta. Because the designation included all areas needed to
conserve the species, but did not include the Agoura Village Specific Plan area, the USFWS has
already found that sufficient area is present in designated critical habitat to preserve the species
with respect to cumulative impacts. Therefore, the Updated RR EIR determined that impacts to
this endangered species would be reduced to a less than significant level with implementation
of recommended mitigation measures BIO-1(a}, BIO-2(a) and BIO-6(b) (including a contingency
measure that does not allow development if a population is not re-established).

Response 5D

The commenter notes that CEQA requires that an EIR consider a range of reasonable
alternatives that include those that could feasibly accomplish most basic objectives of the project
and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The commenter
further notes that impacts of the proposed project on wildlife and listed species could be
reduced or avoided through alternative project design and that buildings, roads, and
infrastructure could be sited in areas of lower concentration of biological resources.

A

City of Agoura Hills
r 24



Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recircujated EIR

As noted in the CEQA Section (15126.6) cited above, “an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
However, this section goes on to state “an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative
to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that
will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation.”

The Updated RR EIR analyzes five reasonable alternatives, Section 6.0, Alternatives, which
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Each alternative analysis in the
EIR describes in detail the location, square footage per zone, boundaries, and development type
as compared with the proposed Specific Plan. Each alternative is illustrated in a graphic which
delineates the boundary and buildable square footage per zone. Additionally, a table
summarizing, per zone, the total area; existing development square footage; proposed
developable square footage and number of residential units; and the total combined allowable
square footage and residential development is provided for each alternative. Further, each
alternative was analyzed for the following impacts: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources,
geology, hazards, historic and archaeological resources, hydrology and water quality, land use,
noise, public services, and transportation and circulation. Thus, the EIR has considered a range
of reasonable alternatives. Because the exact extent of development is not known at this time,
the impact and alternatives analysis cannot be delineated exactly, but instead is delineated in
accordance with the CEQA guidelines for a programmatic EIR, as described above.
Additionally, an alternative proposed by the SMMC was not chosen for analysis in the EIR, but
the document clearly states that the alternative was considered and rejected as it would fail to
meet most of the basic objectives of the project.

It is also important to note here that the EIR is a programmatic EIR intended to identify
programmatic mitigation. As defined in the CEQA guidelines, Section 15168 (a)(3), “a program
EIR is an EIR which may be'prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one
large project and are related...in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other
general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program.” This approach was chosen
pursuant to CEQA guidelines as it allows the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives
and program wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility
to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts. Further, as noted in CEQA Section 15146,
the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved
in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR. Thus, as the project is a Specific Plan
the EIR attempts to provide reasonable assumptions for use in analyzing impacts of the project
site design, and building, road, and infrastructure siting. As noted in the EIR, these are
assumptions. Therefore, as the exact distribution of allowed uses cannot be determined at this
time, the EIR’s examination of a range of potential uses and a worst case scenario based on full
buildout of the Specific Plan illustrates the EIR's efforts at full disclosure in light of factors such
as the magnitude of the project at issue and the severity of its likely environmental impacts.
Further, the EIR has prescribed mitigation measures which would reduce impacts on wildlife
and listed species and provide guidance in siting development to areas with lower
concentrations of biological resources (Refer to Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a} through BIO-6(b)).
As noted in Section 15204 of the CEQA guidelines “comments are most helpful when they
suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways

r City of Agoura Hills
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to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects.” Without a clear suggestion of what
alternatives or mitigation measures the commenter feels should be included, this comment

cannot be addressed further,

Response 5E

The commenter states his opinion that the mitigation measures provided in the Updated RR EIR

do not adequately address all of the project-specific impacts (i.e. direct, indirect, and

cumulative).

This comment is noted; however, the CEQA Cmddmes provide the standard of adequacy on

which an EIR is based (Section 15204):

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of the proposed project
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is
reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but, the EIR
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked
not for perfection, but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.

As noted in Responses 5A ~ 5D above, the EIR has provided specific programmatic mitigation
measures for avoidance and conservation of the listed species within the Specific Plan area in
accordance with the provisions and analyses recommended through the USFWS Designation of
Final Critical Habitat (USFWS, November 2006) for Lyon’s pentachaeta. The EIR has evaluated
the environmental effects of the proposed project in light of what is reasonably feasible; it has
summarized the main points of any disagreement among experts; and has made a good faith
effort at full disclosure. As the commefiter has not provided a suggestion for an additional
mitigation measure or alternative which is not already provided for in the EIR, this comment
carmot be addressed further.. The EIR consultant notes that the pedestrian bridge over Medea
Creek is planned for a portion of the creek that is already channelized and so would not alter
riparian habitat and would probably not be within Corps jurisdiction. Further, the two federal
listed plants under discussion in this section are both upland species and so would not be
within the Corps of Engineers jurisdictional area, and therefore Corps permit actions would not
require a Section 7 consultation with specific respect to these species; such consultation may be

required with respect to other species.

Response 5F

The commenter notes concern regarding potential impacts to migratory birds in the proposed
project area. The commenter suggests that disturbance activities should be timed to avoid

impacts to nesting birds.

This comment is noted. Mitigation measure BIO-1(c) specifically addresses impacts to nesting
birds by requiring that surveys be conducted by a qualified ornithologist prior to any vegetation
clearing during the bird breeding season (February 1 through August 31). If bird species are
observed nesting within 500 feet of construction/ grading areas, the measure requires that all
construction or grading activities will be postponed or halted at the discretion of the biologist

r

26

City of Agoura Hills



Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

until the nest is vacated and the juveniles have fledged. Limits of construction to avoid a nest
should be established in the field with flagging and stakes or construction fencing. This distance
shall be at least 300 feet for raptors and at least 100 feet for all other bird species. Construction
personnel should be instructed on the sensitivity of the area. The applicant should record the
results of the recommended protective measures described above to document compliance with
applicable State and federal laws pertaining to the protection of native birds. Thus, the EIR has
already addressed requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and incorporated appropriate
minimization measures to protect nesting birds.

r City of Agoura Hills
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Letter 6

COMMENTER: Edmund Pert, Repional Manager, California Department of Fish and Game

DATE: August 11, 2008
RESPONSE:

As noted by the SCH (see letter attached), this comment was submitted after the review period
for the Updated RR EIR ended. Although CEQA does not require lead agencies to respond to
late comments, these comments were incorporated and considered in finalizing the
environmental document.

Response 6A

The commenter notes that the Department of Fish and Game is unable to provide comments on
the project within the timeframe allotted by CEQA due to staff shortages.

This comment is noted. No further response is necessary.

Response 6B

The commenter notes that due to the presence of a state listed endangered plant species (Lyon’s
pentachaeta) and stream channels within areas proposed for both direct and indirect
development impacts the applicant will need to obtain a Department issued incidental Take
Permit pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2081 (b) and will also neeed to notify the
Department of potential modifications to the bed, bank or channel of on-site streams and
riparian vegetation. As such, the department is a responsible agency for this project pursuant to
CEQA.

This comment is noted. The Updated RR EIR addressed each of the commenter’s points as
follows: Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) requires that CDFG be notified if any development is
proposed within 200 feet (area of avoidance) of Lyon’s pentachaeta; further Impact BIO-4
discusses CDFG regulatory authority over work within the stream zone (which could extend to
the 100-year floed plain); Impact BIO-4 and Section 4.3.1(a) discuss CDFG jusrisdiction and
issuance of a Streambed Alteration Agreement; and lastly, CDFG was listed as a responsible
agency in Section 2.7 of the Project Description.

r City of Agoura Hills
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June 21, 2008

City of Agoura Hills
Planning and Community
Development Department
30001 Ladyface Court
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Attention:  Allison Cook, Senior Planner!
Environmsntal Anafyst '

Subject Enﬁmnmeml Impact Report
Agoura Village Specific Plan (AVEP)

Dear Ms, Cook:

The District would reiterate that our comments concerning the Agoura
Specific Plan remain valid in our two lstters dated December 7, 2005
and October 10, 2008  Full bulld out of the Specific Plan would result
in the develeprent of residential, office, retail, restaurant, community
genter and hotel developtient.

I you have any guestions concerning this matter, please feel free to
condact me &t any time. Thank you.

Very truly ygufs. *‘_
Tl L. Clrves

Nest L. Clover
Civil Engineering Assistant

NLC:nic

apoutatperplandBOl
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Letter 7

COMMENTER: Neal L. Clover, Civil Engineering Assistant, Las Virgenes Municipal Water

District
DATE: June 21, 2008
RESPONSE:
Response 7

The District reiterated that its comments on the Specific Plan, provided in letters dated
December 7, 2005 and October 10, 2006, remain valid. It also reiterated that full build out of the
Specific Plan would result in the development of residential, office, retail, restaurant,
community center and hotel development.

The December 7, 2005 letter, signed by Eugene Talmadge, which the commenter refers to was
responded to in the 2006 Final EIR as Response Letter 8 in the Response to Comments. In the
2005 letter the commenter acknowledged that the Draft EIR reasonably estimated the project
demand and local availability of wastewater and potable water capacity. This was noted. The
commenter also advocated for strict water conservation measures and that recycled waterlines
should be extended to serve the project for irrigation and water conservation purposes. The
2006 response to this comment noted that each of these points was addressed under Impact PS-
2 of the EIR. The letter dated October 10, 2006 was submitted subsequent to the 2006
certification of the EIR. The letter generally reiterated the points made in the December 2005
letter.

As noted above in the introduction, the Updated RR EIR included only those changes to the 2006
Final EIR that were required by the Writ of Mandate to meet judicial review. Those changes
involved Section 2.0 Project Description, Section 4.3 Biological Resources, Section 6.0 Alternatives,
and the Biological Technical Appendix. No changes were necessitated in Section 4.10, Public
Services, and it was therefore not included in the Upadated RREIR.

r City of Agoura Hills
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Jung 12,2008

Ms. Allisen Cook, Senior Planner

City of Agoura Hills, Planning and Community Development Dept,
30001 Ladyface Court

Agoura Hills, CA 91301

{818) 597-7310 { acook@el.agoura-hills.ca.us

RE: SCAG Comments on the Revised and Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report
{DEIR) for the Agoura Vilfage Specific Plan - SCAG No. 20080273

Dear Mz, Look

Thank you for submilting the Revised and Reciroulated Braft Environmental Impact Report {BEIR}
for the Agouem Vitlage Specific Plan - SCAG Np. 120080273, 1o the Southera Califorsla Association
of Governments (SCAG) for review and comment, SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-
Govemmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial assistance and direct development
activities, pursuant o Presidential Execufive Order 12372 (replacing A-D5 Review). Additionally,
pursuant to PublicResources Code Sedcfion 21083(d) SCAG reviews Envirohmental impacts Reports
of projects of regional significance for consistercy with regional plans. per the Caffornia
Enviconmental Quality Act Guidelines, Sections 15125(d) and 15206(3}(1) SCAG i also the
designated Reglonal Transporfdtion Planning Agency and 2s such is responsible for both
preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan {RTP} and Regional Transportation Improvensent
Pragram {RTIP} under California Govesnment Code Section 85080 and 65082, As the clsaringhouse
for regionatly significant projects per Exacutive Order 12372, SCAG reviews the consistency of locaj
plans, projects, and programs with regional plans, This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilifies
as a regional planning organization pursuant to state dnd federal taws and regulations. Guidanse
pravided by these ceviews is intended to assist focal agencies and project sponsors to take actions
that contribute to the attainment of regional goals and policies.

SCAG staff has reviewed Wis project and determined that the proposéd project is regionally
significant per California Environmental Quiality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, ‘Seetions 15125 andior
15208, The proposed project is infended to gtide future daueiopment within & partion of the City of
Agoura Hills, Full build-out of the Specific Plan would rdgsull in the developinent 235-203 residential
units with 2 tolal of ip to 578458 square fect of buillding area. As requested i the Notice of
Availabifity, BCAG staff comments have bees limiled o the recirculated porions of the deafl, revised
EIR only. Specifically, Sedlion 2.0 Project Description, Section 4.3 Biologicat Resources, Secfion 6.0
Alternatives, and the Biological Technical Appendix. Other parts of the Agoura Village Specific Plan
EIR have been previously approved.

We have evalusted this project based on the policies of SCAG's Reglonal Comprehensive Plan and
Guide {RCPG), Ragional Transportation Plan (RTP), and Compass Growih Vision {CGV) that may
be applicable to your project, The RCPG, RTP and CGY can be found on the SGAG welb site ab:
Minfisesg.caonvfign. The atiached deteiled comments are meant to provide guidance for
considering the proposed project within the context of our regfonal gaafs and policies, Please provide
a copy of the Final Environmental Impaet Report (FEIR) for our seview, i you have any questions
regardiriy thiz hitached comments, pleste contact Chnstma Fettipndez at {213) 236-1823. Thank
you,

DOCS#146287

The Begiohal Council I comprised of 78 2lected officials representing 187 cities, six counties,

five-County Trarsportation Commissions, and a Tribal Goverrangit sépresentative withia Southern Caltforvia.
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June 12, 2008 - SCAG No. 120080273
Ms. Cook

COMMENTS ON THE REVISED AND RECIRCULATED DRAFY
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR} FOR THE AGOURA
VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN - SCAG NO. 120080273

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Adoption of the Agoura Village Specific Plan {AVSP) is Intended to guide future development within a
portion of the City of Agoura Hills. Full bulldout of the Specific Plan would result in the development 235.
293 residential units; a total of up to 576,458 square feet of huﬁdlng area, which could include office, ratail,
restaurant; community center and hotel development; and redevelopment of the existing 372,042 square
feet of office and retail space. Full buildout potential of the project arel is 948,500 &,

About 128 acres of the total planning area (175 acres) is currently vacant and undeveloped. Three creeks,
Medea, Lindero (both are bius line streams), and Chesebro Creek flow through the western and central
portions of the project area. Two tributaries fiow to Medea Creek. The westem tributary is located in the
southwest portion of the project area and flows south just west of Kanar Road to Medea Creak, The
eastern tributary Is located within the south-central portion of the project area. The creeks onsite provide
well-developed wetland and riparian ecosystems. The legislative actions required to approve the projest
include: Agoura Village Specific Plan adoption, Zoning Ordinance Amendment and Map Change,
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan Amendment, and General Plan Amendment.

The site i5 lecated in the southiern portion of the Cily of Agoura Hills, The project area inicludes property on
both the north and south side of Agoura Read, from abourt 1,400 feet west of Kanan Road to about 750
feet east of Comnell Road and includes approximately 86 acres of proposed development area and public
rights-of-way, Roadside Drive and U.S. Highway 101 border much of the project to the north, Open space
areas border the area along the south.

| Siie Size

gg' bfic inﬁ'astmciweg -

| Current Lang Use 33129 aores vacant, 33-46 acres developed with commercial

: uses inciuding retall, testaurant, office, theatres, and senvices and
pubiic imffastuciyre

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

The Growth Management Chapter {(GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG)
contains the following policies that are particularly applicable and should be addressed in the Final EIR.

Regional Growth Forecasts

The Final EIR should reflect the most cumrent SCAG forecasts, which are the 2008 RTP (May 2008)

Population, Household and Employment forecasts. The forecasts for your region, subreglon, and ciies are
as follows:

Adopted SCAG Regionwide Forecasts'
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Populstion | 19418344 | 20465830 | 71.468.048 | 22.395121 23,955,377 24,057 286
Households | 6,086,986 | 6,474,074 | 6,840,328 | 7,156,845 7,449484 7,710,722
Employment | 8349.453 | 8811408 | 9,183.029 | 9546773 9913376 10,287,125

Adopted Las Virgenes- Malibu Council of Governments {LV-MCOG} Subregion Forecasts®
2018 2015 2020 2025 2030 "~ 2035

DOCS#46207
Page 2
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Ms. Cook

Population | ©4525 | 97304 | 101822 105,808 | 110,027 | 113,960 |
Households 32,571 | 33810 36258 | 36,584 37,841 36,874
Employment | 316,786 | 326,071 339,071 | 351,525 363,835 374847 °
Adopted LY-MCOG Unincorpérated Subregion Forscasts’
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Papulation 21,925 22010 | 28541 1 28,047 30520 | 32868
Households {.___ 7241 | 7,526 5452 | 8.174 | 9872 - 10,447
Employment 16723 | 17077 | 17304 | 17,570 17884 | 18126

Adopted City of Agoura Hills Forecasts’

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Poputation 73348 | 23357 23,401 53439 | 23477 | 23,501
Households ___ 7486 7,544 | 7.605 7,652 7.698 7,738
Employment 11,042 12,277 | 12,491 12,743 13,611 13,260

1. The 2008 RTP growth forecast af the regional, county and subregional level was adopled by the
Reglonad Couscll in May 2008, City totals are the sum of small ares data and shouid ba used for
advisory purposes only.

GRMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL QUALITY OF LIFE

The Growth Management goals to atiain mobillly and clean alr goals and to develop urban forms that
enhance quality of fife, that accommodate a diversity of fife siyles, that preserve open space and natural
resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and preserve the character of commuinities, enhance fhe
regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality of fife. The avaluation of the proposed project in
relation to the following policies woukl be intended to provide directinn for plan Impleméntation, and does nol
aifude to regional mandates. .

315  Support locel jurisdictions’ strategies to establish mixed-use clusters and other transit-oriented
developrents aroundifransi stations and afong transit corridors.

316 Encourags dave!opmems in and around activily ceénters, iransportation cortidors, underufflized
infrastruciure systems, and areas needing recycling and redevelopment,

SCAG Staff Comments: As preserited in the draft, revised EIR, the Agoura Village Specific Plan s
infended to create & pedestrian-oriented community that will reduce the need for auto frave! through
planned growth, mixed-use development, and incorptration of the natural landscape. Several areas
{zones) would aflow for retall and office uses #@s well as mixed use and standalone residences.

Muttiple elements to promole walk-ability through the entire project site such as  unified streetscape,

storefrants lining Agolra Road, and lane reduction slong Agoura road are included as part of the
project [Chapter 2.4.2: Planning Cemponents]. It would be helpful if the proposed project addressed
the issue of transit secessibility since the propesed project does not seem to be situaded along a transit
corridor nior mention transit availebility hat would reduce the need for auto travel from neighiboring
coranunities. The other elements of walk-ability and miked use are geperally consisient with SCAG's
regional policy-of improving the regicnal quality of life.

ifs Encourage planned developtent in locations feast fikely to cause adverse environmental
impadi.

3.19  Support policies and actions thaf preserve open space areas identified in local, state, and
faderal plans. .

YN

DOCS#146287
Page 3



June 12, 2008 S SCAG No. [20080273
Ms. Cook

3.20

323

Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwaler recharge aress,
woodiands, production lands, and fand cantainmg un;que and endangemd plants and animals.

Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in cedain locations, measures aimed at
preservation of biofogical and eoological resources, measures that would reduse exposurs 1o
seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and fo develop emergency response and
recovery plans.

SCAG Staff Commenfs Under the proposed project, a total of 89 acres of the prefect site {currently
undeveloped) would remain undeveleped ahd given an opén sbace designation in the proposed
specific plan. Chapter 6.1 3 Biclogleal Resources states, “The proposed Specific Plan would increase a‘he

acreage designaled for Open Space from gbolt 1.5 atrés undsr the cuirent General Plan lo about 32 Gores”

Except for Zone F, and porions of Zone B.& E, developrment Is resiricted lo already disturbed areas,
As mentioned in chapier 6.1.3 even with restrictions of developable areas, “fulf buld out of the Specific
Flan would impast loselly snd reglonally significant natural communifies, including Southerm Anayd Willow
Riparian/Southern Willow Scrub and Vafley Neediegress Grassiand.” Additional impacts would include the
loss of individual oak trees and stands and impacts to Coestal Sage Scrub hablitat. However, 8 number
of mitigation measures have been included to preserve open space and avoid impacts to existing
bivfogical and ecclogical resources in developable areas which make the proposed project generally
consistent with SCAG regional policies 3.18 o 3.20 and 3.23.

OPEN SPACE AND CONSERVATION CHAFTER

The Open Space and Consgervation Chapter goals related to the proposed project include:

a0

8,08

Provide adequale fand resources to meet the outdoor recreation needs of the present and
future residents In the region.

Develop well-managed viable ecosystems or known habitats of rare, threstened and
endarigered specles, including wetlands.

SCAG Staff Comments: See Siaff comments for GMC Policies Related to the RCPG Goal to
improve the Regional Quality of Life. Mitigation measures have beent included which make the
proposed project generally consistent with the goals of the Open Space and Conservation Chapter,
These measures inchuide, but are not limited to, avoidance of native habitat in the developable
areas, preparation of dn oak tree preservation program, preparation of a ripartan habitat and creek
protection program, and aveidance of invasive species for landsoaping.

GROWTH VISIONING

The fundamental goal of the Compass Growth Visloning effort is fo make the SCAG region a betier
place to live, work and play for 2i residents regardiess of race, ethnicity or income class. Thus, decisions
regarding growth, tranisportation, land use, and sconomic development should be made to promote and
sustain for future generations the region's mobifity, livability and prosperity. The following “Regional
Growth Principles” are proposed to provide a framework for ocal and regional decision making that
improves the quality of life for all SCAG residents. Each principle is followed by a specific set of strategles
intended to achieve this gogl,

Principle 2: Foster livability In all communities.
GV P22 Promote developments, which provide a mix of uses.
GV P23  Promote ‘people scaled,” watkable communities.

Principle 4: Promate sustainabifity for future generations.
GV P41  Preserve rural, agricutural, recrestionsl, and environimentally sensitive areas. -

“

~
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M. Cook

SCAG Staff Comments; See Staff comments for GMC Policies Relgled 1o the RCPG Goal to
tmprave the Regionel Quality of Life and the Openi Space and Consesvation Chapter. The proposed
project is generally consisterit with Growth Visioning Principles GVP 2.2, BVP 2.3, and GVP 4.1,

CONCLUSION

|
All feasible measures needed to mitigate any potentially negative regional impacts essociated with the
proposed project should be implemented and monitored, as required by CEQA.
When a project is of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, fransportation information generated By

& required monitoring of reporting program shall e submitted to SCAG as such information becomes

reasonably avallable, I socordance with CEQA, F‘ubiie Resource Code Seclion 21018.7, and CEQA

Guidelines Section 13087 {g).

DOCSHI46287
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Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

Letter 8

COMMENTER: Jacob Lieb, Program Manager, Southern California Association of

Governments
DATE: June 12, 2008
RESPONSE:
Response 8

The commenter states that the Final EIR should reflect the most current SCAG forecasts, which
are the 2008 RTP (May 2008) population, Household and Employment forecasts. The
commenter also suggests that it would be helpful if the project addressed the issue of transit
accessibility. Lastly, the commenter notes that the other elements of walk-ability and mixed use
are generally consistent with SCAG’s regional policy of improving the regional quality of life.

The City of Agoura Hills has recirculated revised portions of the 2006 EIR for this project in
response to the writ of mandate described in the introduction. The City has determined that
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) only those comments regarding recirculated
sections of the EIR are appropriate for discussion at this time. This comment pertains to other
sections of the EIR not recirculated, for which the comment period closed on January 3, 2006
and the City will not be providing a response regarding transit accessibility.

Further, pursuant with Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines “An EIR must include a
description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist
at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at
the time environmental analysis is comthenced, from both a local and regional perspective. This
environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead
agency determines whether an impact is significant.” Thus, as the Updated RREIR included
only those changes to the 2006 Final EIR that were required by the Writ of Mandate, Section 2.0
Project Description, Section 4.3 Biological Resources, Section 6.0 Alternatives, and the Biological
Technical Appendix, it is unnecessary to update population, Household and Employment
forecasts. As provided for in the CEQA Guidelines, the numbers used in the Updated RR EIR
represent the best available information at the time of the notice of preparation of the EIR. Itis
further important to note that given that the project is generally consistent with SCAG's
regional policy of improving the regional quality of life, updating of the requested information
would not result in any new significant environmental effects.

r " City of Agoura Hills
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT
Traffic, Advance Planning & Peimits Division

MEMORANDUM SLUN 9 RV 59

JUN 12 7008
DATE:  June6, 2008 o By, &l
: vt e-maif frvin

TO: Resource Manapement Agency, Planning Divisien Kas ﬁk/ﬁy

Attention: Kaxi Finley
EROM: Nazir Lalani, Deputy Director

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT 08-301, AGOURA VILLAGE SPECIFIC PLAN.
Notice of Availability and Notice of Intent to 2 Adopt and Public Hearing Draft
Revised and Recirculated Envitonmental Inipact Report.
Southern portion of the Cityof Agoura Hills, on Agoura Road, Los Angeles County,
Lead Agency - City of Agoura Hills

The Public Works Agency ~ Transportation Department has reviewed the Revised and Recirculated
Draft Envirenmental hmpact Report (EIR) for the Agoura Village Specific Plan (AVSP). The
project proposes the adoption of the AVSP to guide future developmment withit s portion of the City
of A gowra Hills. Full buildout of the AVSP would result in the development of 235-293 residential
units; & total of up to 576,458 SF of building ares, which could include office, retail, restanrant,
commintty cemer, and h{}tel deveiopmcnt, mdredcvelopmmt of the existing 372,042 8F of office
and retail space. The 135-acre site is located in the southern portion of the City of Agoura Hills. The
project area is located around the intersection of Agoura and Kanap Roads.

We have these comments; *

1, We generally concur with the comments in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study
for those arees under the purview of the Transportation Department. However, no project specific.
impacts on County roadways were identified in the Draft EIR.

2. The cumulative impact of this project, when considered with the cumulative impact of all other
approved (or anticipated) development projects in the County, is potentially significant, The
agresment between the City of Agoura Hills and the County of Ventura dated February 2, 1992, as
attached, requires the City to conditien projects to mitigate the traffic and circulation impacts, If
the project curmulative impacts are not mitigated, current General Plan (GP) policy will require
County opposition to this project.

Page 2-6 of the Revised and Recirculated Draft EIR, dated April 2008, provides that the project
would be primarily implemented and funded by private developers owning parcels in the Specific
Plan area. When developments are proposed, the City of Agoura Hills should require projects to
mitigate any sifc specific or cumulative impacts to Ventura County Regional Road, Network. To
address the cumulative adverse impacts of traffic on the Regional Road Network, the projects
ghould be required to pay a Traffic Impict Mitigation Fee (TIMF) to the Connty in accordance




with the Venturs County TIMF Ordinance 4246 and the County GP Policy 4.2.2. This approach is

comsistent with the position taken by the City of Agoura Hills in a letter dated April 25, 2002,

when commenting on the Ahmanson Ranch Supplementa] EIR (acopy of the letter is attached).
Dur foview is limited to the impacts this project may have on Ventura Cousity's Eﬁgmmi Road
Network.

Please call me at 654-2080 if you have questions.

email o1 Allison {foak, Planning and Cbmmuxﬁty Development Department, City of Agoura Hills
acook@iel. agonra-hills.ca.us

PitransporiLantieviNon Comity\08-501 Agoursdos




Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

Letter 9

COMMENTER:  Nazir Lalani, Director, County of Ventura Public Works Agency,
Transportation Department

DATE: June 06, 2008

RESPONSE:

Response 9A

The commenter states that the County (Ventura County) “generally concurs with the comments
in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study for those areas under the purview of the

Transportation Department. However, no project specific impacts on County roadways were
identified in the DEIR.”

The commenter refers to a MND and IS; however, the document circulated for public comment
was an Updated Revised and Recirculated EIR. The Updated RR EIR included only those
changes to the 2006 Final EIR that were required by the Writ of Mandate to meet judicial review.
Those changes involved Section 2.0 Project Description, Section 4.3 Biological Resources, Section 6.0
Alternatives, and the Biological Technical Appendix. The 2006 EIR discussed traffic impacts and
mitigation in Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation. No changes were necessitated in Section
4.11 and it was therefore not included in the Updated RR EIR. The comment does not pertain to the
recirculated sections of the EIR and therefore no further response is necessary.

Response 9B

The commenter notes that the cumulative impact of this project, when considered with the
cumulative impact of all other approved (or anticipated) development projects in the County is
potentially significant. Further, the commenter identifies an agreement that is in place between
the City of Agoura Hills and the County of Ventura dated February 2, 1992, which requires the
City to condition projects to mitigate traffic and circulation impacts. If the project cumulative
impacts are not mitigated, current County of Ventura General Plan policy would require
County opposition to the project.

As noted above, the City of Agoura Hills has recirculated revised portions of the 2006 EIR for
this project in response to the writ of mandate described in the introduction. As such, the City
has requested only those comments regarding recirculated sections of the EIR be provided.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2). This comment pertains to Section 4.11, Transportation and
Circulation, which has not changed from the 2006 Final EIR and was not recirculated. The
comment period for the 2006 EIR closed on January 3, 2006.

City of Agoura Hills
r 42



Scott B, Franidin
Intersational Consultant
Urban Wildland ¥ire Management

25059 Highspring Ave.
Santa Clarita, CA 91321
(661) 254-2376
fax (661) 2542376
email Seott@TFireconsult.net
web page: www.fireconsult.net

¢ hune 3, 2008

Agoura Hills City Couneil : Via Certified Mail

cfo Allizon Cook
30001 Ladyface Court

Agoura, CA 91301

RE: Agoura Village Speeific Plan Envirormental Inpact Report ("EIR™)

Council Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Agoura Village Specific Plan FIR. My
services were requested and acquired by residents who live near the project. They are
concerned the EIR does not appropriately address their concerns related to the threat of
wildfire in their area. They are concerned the proposed project increases their threat of
wildfire, and the EIR does hot address this significant threal, nor infroduce auy mitigation
measgures that would reduce this threat, in particular to emergency evacuation. The
following are my comments as an expert in this field

Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR

Agoura Village Specific Plan is 2 proposcd development within the Wildland Usban
Interface (WUT) of the Samia Monica Mountains, In addition, the project is within a
“High Hazard Fire Severity Zone”, as identified by the State of California and the County
of Los Angeles.

In ray study of the EIR, I found it to be completely deficient in identifying or providing
mitigation measures for the catastrophic wildfire threat that has historicdlly occurred in
the Agoura/Calabasas area.

The Agotra Village Specific Plan (Final BIR March 2006) is deficient in the following
Ways:
» EIR fails to identify project is within a HIGH HAZARD FIRE SEVERITY
ZONE. (State of California, County of Los Angeles).




» BIR fails to identify project is within a designated “HISTORICAL WILDIRE
CORRIDOR™, ' '

» TIR fails to mention “Historical Wildfire” history of the area.

» EIR provides NO FIRE RESOURCE ELEMENT,,

» EIR fails to address cumulative- CATASIROPIHC WILDFIRE impact vpon local
residents, south of proposed development.

* EIR fails to address cumulative fmpact upon “NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS?
directly south of proposed development.

» BIR fails to address “EMERGENCY EVACUATION” of residlents south of
development, associated with historical catastrophic wildfire.

s EIR fails to address or provide any mitigation, including fimding, for the above
identified historical catastrophic wildfire impacts.

s FIR fails {0 address “EMERGENCY MEDICAL RESPONSE
REQUIREMENTS” for this significant wbanization impact.

s EIR fails to address required long term “VEGETATION MANAGEMENT™ as
reqpoired in HIGH FIRE BAZARD SEVERITY ZONES.

« EIR is deficient in identifying proposed development landscape plan that is
required in a Specific Plan within a HIGH HAZARD FIRE SEVERITY ZONE.

The fact this plan is.in 2 high fire hazard severity zone and in a historic wildfire corridor
meaus the plan’s impact is significant in regard to fire safety. Federal, State, and local
laws, in addition to the California Environmental Quality Act requires the EIR supporting
this project address these issues.

Scott Frankhn Caﬁsulﬁng




Scoft E, Franklin
International Consaltant
Urban Wildland Fire Manapemént
25059 Highspring Ave.

Samta Clarita, CA 91321
(661) 2542376
Fax (661) 2542376
exnail Scoti@Fireconsoltnet
website hittpy/fwww.cos.net/fireconsalt

To provide services with regard to Urban-Wildland Firc Management planning, including
* vegetation, environmental impacts and land use; expert festimony concerning urbai
wildland fire protection, prevention, suppressmn and management.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

1991 -Present: Proprietor and manager of an independent consulting firm specializing in
rban wildiand interface -“I” Zone vegetative fuel treatment including prescribed fire,
erushing and burning, strategio recycling and vegetation enhancement. Expert
consultation regarding wildfire litigation.

1981-1991; Fire Captain and Vegetation Management Officer, County of Los Angeles
Fire Dept, Developed and supervised Los Angeles County Prescribed Buwn Program,
burning over 32,000 acres of chaparral in the Areas of Santa Monica Mountains,
inctuding Bel- A}r Topanga Cyn., Santa Clarita Valley, San Gabriel Mountains, Wh;mf:r
and Baldwin Hills.

1962-1981: Fire Captain, LACoFD; Fire suppression supervision and training.
1959-1962: Fire Apparatus Engineer, LACoFD; Responsible for driving specialized
Wildland Fire equipment 4¢ well as'structural fire apparatus.

1955-195%: Flreﬁghter LACOF}} working in wildland fire areas of Los Angeles County.

CERTIFICATION

Preseribed Fire Manager and Chaparral Management Instructor, California Dept. of
Forestry (CDF).

BEHAVE Fire Behavior and Fuel modeling System Instructor, CDF & USDA Forest
Service.

Advanced Fire Behavios, 5-490; CDF & USDA.

Archasological Site recognition; CDF.

Srnoke Managernent Technigues, CDF,

PROFESSIONAL RECOGNITION AND AFFILIATIONS

2006-Presont, San Diego County CEQA Consultant, Fire Protection Planming
2005-Present, Member Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP)
1993:94 Member, Wildfire Safety Pancl, County of Los Angeles

1993-Present: Member, California Urban Forests Counell. _
1990-Present: Member, California Native Plant Society. ~
1978-82-Chairperson, California Water Commission:

1980 Member, Governor’s Task foree on Fire Flood Cyele.

1




International Consultant
Urban Wildland Fire Management
25059 Highspring Ave.

Santa Clarita, CA 91321
(661) 254-2376
Fax (661) 2542376
email Scott@Fireconsultnet
website hitp:/hvvew.c-s.net/fireconsuli

SELECTED PUBLICATIONS, PRESENTATIONS AND REPORTS

1995 Presenter, Brush Fires in California - Fuel Management, Fire Behavior and
Prescribed Buming, U.C. Irvine. '
1993 Presenter to IAWF, Chaparral Management Techriques for Development:
Public and Government Perceptions, Coeur d’Alene ID..
1993 Preseénter to IBAMA, Brazil. Wildland Fire and Management Techriques, Brasilia
Brazil.

1992 Presenter to Assoc. of Bay Area Govats (ABAG) Oakland Hills Fire - Liability and:

Fuel management Issues. Oakland, CA.
1990 Presenter to the University of Menendez, The Role of Fire in Mediterrancan Type
Ecosystems, Valencia, Spain.
Fremontia, October 1993 Chapartal Management Techuniques: An Enviropmental
Perspective.
California’s T Zone 1996.-Urban wildland Fire prevention and Mitigation :Fuel
Management, Prepared for California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection,
State Fire Marshal. -

INNOVATIONS

Developed Fire Service/Community participation for brosh remwoval and hazard
abatement in Los Angeles County. _
Developed Fuel Management techniques to reduce chaparral fuel] loading in and around
Wildland Urban Interface Communities.

AREAS OF INTEREST

Preparation of Fige Safe planning Criteria for residential development in the wildland
Urban Tterface,

Chaparral Management in an Urbanized sotting, with specific attention to environimental
CONCEnS.

Expert Assessmoent, Urban Wildland Fire Litigation. *

REFERENCES AND TESTIMONY
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection S

County of Los Angeles Fire Dept.
City of Los Angeles Fire Dept.




Seott E. Fraoklin
International Coensultant
Urhar Wikdland Fire Management
25059 Highspring Ave.
Santa Clarita, CA 91321
(661) 254-2376
Fax (661) 254-2376
caail Scott@Fireconsult.net
website tip:/fwww.c-sanet/fireconsalt

Santa Barbara County Fire Dept. '
San Bernarding City Fire Dept. _
San Diego County Department of Planning and Land use
- City of Laguna Beach Fire Dept
. Collins Law Firm, Santa Monica, CA

Development Projects: Roger Van Wert Project Expediter (310) 850-5675

In excess of ten projects in Los Angeles County termed “High Risk”

Michac! Huff. Dudek & Associates: (760) 947-5147 (City of Chula Vista, CA)

Peter Hummel, Anchor, Environmental, Seattlo, WA (Sedgwick Reserve, UC Santa
Barbara)

John Polito, Project Expediter, (805) 454-0764

Michasl Williams, PhD, Sedgwick Reserve Director (805) 686-1941

T3r. Phil Riggan USDA-forest Service, Fire Lab, Riverside, CA



Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

Letter 10

COMMENTER: Scott E. Franklin, International Consultant, Urban Wildland Fire

Management
DATE: June 03, 2008
RESPONSE:
Response 10

The commenter states that his services were requested and acquired by residents who live near
the project, due to their concern that the proposed project increases their threat from wildfire,
and that the EIR does not address this significant threat, nor introduce any mitigation measures
that would reduce this threat, particularly with regards to emergency evacuation.

As noted above, the City of Agoura Hills has recirculated revised portions of the 2006 EIR for
this project in response to the writ of mandate described in the introduction. The City has
determined that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) only those comments
regarding recirculated sections of the EIR are appropriate for discussion at this time. This
comment mainly pertains to Sections 4.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and 4.10, Public Services
and Utilities, which have not changed from the 2006 Final EIR and were not recirculated. The
comment period for the 2006 EIR closed on January 3, 2006. Note, other wildfire hazards and
related impacts (Le. fuel modification) and measures were also addressed in Sections 4.7, and
4.8 of the 2006 Final EIR. Emergency evacuation was addressed in Sections 4.5 and 4.10. As this
comment pertains to impacts already addressed in portions of the EIR which were not updated
or recirculated, no further response is necessary.

City of Agoura Hills
r 48
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FAX SENT APRIL 17, 2000 then SENT CERTIFIED

Lee Stark

Renee Campbell - Chairperson

Members of the Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission
320 West Temple Street '

Los Angeles, Ca 90012

Dear Regional Planning Board,

ase consider the endosed information before your final vote on
lorth Area Plan.  As you should be well aware the land south
eritura 101 Freeway in the area of Kanan Road and its
- areas are uniquely different from the vast majonty of
& North Area Plan, Zoning which may be appropriate for
f Agoura Hills or even parts of Calabasas cannot and
“fot be applied to the Comnell-Kannan Corridor and to the
Virgenes SEA Number 6 (Significant Ecologic Area).
ered housing as is proposed to be permitted with “bonus
ities” and urbanization by curbed streets, traffic lights, no side
‘ards, and mass clustering are out of character with the intended
fand use within these refreshing mountain vistas, sloping terrain
and virgin slopes. A recent Biota Report analysis shows Federally
endangered plant species ({The Lyon’s pentachaeta and the
Dudleya cymosa) and State and Federally threatened animals and
plants (inctuding the the Cooper’'s hawk, the rufous-crowned
sparrow, The San Diego Besert Woodrat, whiptails, and the San
Diego homed lizard to just name a few) to exist within the land
within and adjacent to The Las Virgenes SEA #6. This area has
been identified as the route for animal migration through the
Santa Monica Mountains. W?idhfe r:nrndors and habitat linkages to

_of the riparian hahitat is, of ceurse, 2 mandai:e for the ldentsﬁed
goals of preservation of the Santa Monica Mountains set more than
20 years ago when I attended the meetings of the Santa Monica
Mountains Conservancy Advisory Board.




April 19, 2000
Page 2

I have a complete copy of this Biota Report, which identified the
species which are endangered and has additional significant
information. I can provide you with the full report and its updates

- on'your request. In fact it would be foolish and short sighted to
vote to change the permitted zoning, allowing dustered density
housing within this area, with out the fullest understanding of what
irreversible ‘harm you could potentiafly do to this magnificent
natural resource. In late February I went to personally speak to
Dr. Koutnik who is the Los Angeles County resource person for
information about SEA’s. He offered me the 1976 SEA6 Report,
which identified plants found no where else in the Santa Monica
Mountains, but the information I have supersedes this and needs
to be reviewed in detail by the county. It was prepared by the
very reputable Envirom Inc., in Agoura Hills. It 1S extraordinaty in
how comprehensive it is and the implications it has would affect
zoning AND area planning decisions for the next century. Please
contact me for a copy of this report. The Board of Supervisars,
likewise, will need to thoroughly review this report before any
finalization of Area Plan changées. Review of proposed buildouts in
this area by the City of Agoura Hills (correspondence to James
Hartl and Tabitha Lam in your Dept. of Regional Planning, dated
March 10, 1999) stated this avea (next to and within Sea 6) %is
seriously constrained by the SEA designation, the presence of
resources ranging from rare and endangered plant species to
significant archaeological depaosits.” In fact, they recommended
reduced alternatives to high-density buildout in this area. “This
alternative should ensure preservation of more of the habitat
supporting rare and endangered plants, oak woodlands, and
riparian areas ..” “This alternative should delete construction
within the Medea Creek Riparan.Corridor which may have the
potential to resuit in riparian habitat impacts ..." and they
emphasized the “environmental sensitivity” of this area, Overall
North Area Plan dedisiens now could direct the future permit
process in an “environmentally sensitive) manner for any
construction in this area and along Lady Face Mountain (Kanan
Road near Comnell Road) in Agoura,

TRAFFIC IMPACTS

In the letter dated 3-10-99 from Steve Craig, Environmenta!
analyst for the City of Agoura Hills, addressing the Live Qak Project
No. 97-178 he analyzed existing traffic data and concluded “with
the exception of one small portion of the property the Santa




April 18, 2000
Page 3

Monica Mountains Comprehensive Plan designates the proper
development density for this property as one unity per 20 ko 40
acres (density dependent on envireonmental constraints).” The City
of Agoura Hills and all of us who live in this immediate area feel
the impact of traffic with permitted construction of higher that one
unit per 20 te 40 acres will impact and exceed the carrying
capacity of the intersections of the 101 Freeway and Agoura Road
at Kanan Road and also East and West of this intersection. The
data to prove this is readily available,

On 9-28-99 a Traffic Analysis was prepared for the City of Agoura
Hills by Traffic Engineers Uinscott, Law, and Greenspan. The
existing conditions of Level of Service during AM and PM peak
travel hours are level of service (LOS) D (significant delays and
many vehicles have to stop) and LOS F (intersection is jammed,
traffic backs up, called gridlock - standstill traffic). This data
covers the intersections of Lindero Canyon Road and Agoura Road,
the 101 freeway and offramps Reyes Adobe and Kanan Road,
Canwood Street parallel and notth of the 101 Freeway and Kanan
Road as well as Kanan Road and Agoura Road, parallel to the 101
Freeway and south of it.  As If that were not enough with ambient
growth and with related proposed prejects all nine study
intersections are incrementally increased by the addition of traffic
generated by these projects. Peak hour traffic consequently in 9
out of 12 intersections moves to LOS E {cars cannoet get through a
green light, long queues form, substantial delays take place in all
directions) and LOS F {(excessive delays, lines, standstill traffic,
back-ups everywhere.) The remaining thrée intersections will stilf
be very poor at LOS D. This does not take into consideration the
massive beach traffic seasonally along Kanan Road. There is no
immediate solution or mitigation measure, which could resolve this
problem for the short term.

It would be very short sighted for a Regional Planning Board to
not strongly consider this information and address it in revising the
North Area Plan. The City of Agoura Hills and we, the residents of
the Area, wish you to consider preservation of the rural
streetscapes, uncurbed and unlit roads which are not excessively
widened in this area and which give it its rural character
compatible with preservation of open space. Agoura Hills warns in
its traffic report that excessively wide streets here and widening of
Kanan Road south of the 101 Freeway “will require the conversion
of unnecessary operi space and encourage the enhancement of
infrastructure that is likely to be growth inducing.....proposed
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project(s) should be adjusted to respect the existing roadway
capacity and design.”

As you are aware you closed your period for public oral
commentary and despite the fact that changes were made in the
North Plan in the final weeks prior to this dlosing you did not
permit me to speak at your 2-28-00 hearing. I did submit
comments in a pripr written correspondence. Preserving this
scenic corridor and riparian habitat at Lady Face Mountains and the
-entry into the Santa Monica Mountains was a goal established
twenty years ago. Please seriously acknowledge how your Area
Plan decisions today will set aliowances for the preservation of
these irreplaceable resources.

Cord‘ealiy Yyours, /W/IQ%‘M
Wm % @ a i S50

Serena Fﬁednf:an, M. D. A b o H{%
818-702-9962 [ /;%9 & ) ,
7 Rpun phlle €4 |



Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

Letter 11

COMMENTER:  Serena Friedman, M.D.

DATE: April 17, 2000

RESPONSE:

Response 11

The commenter submitted a letter dated April 17, 2000, The letter was addressed to the Los
Angeles County Regional Planning Commission in regards to the Santa Monica Mountains
North Area Plan (SMMNATP), adopted October 24, 2000 by the County of Los Angeles. The
SMMNAP includes several disjunct portions of Los Angeles County excluding the City of
Agoura Hills, and subsequently the Agoura Village Specific Plan area.

CEQA Guidelines (Section 15204, Focus of Review) state that “in reviewing draft EIRs, persons
and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of
the project might be avoided or mitigated.” The commenter’s letter does not pertain to the
environmental effects of the Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR and, therefore, no further
response is necessary.

Note, Dr. Friedman also provided oral comments at a public hearing on June 5, 2008. These
comments are addressed at the end of this document.

r City of Agoura Hiils
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From: Esgteach3@aol.com [mailto:Esqteach3@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, June 29; 2008 5:13 PM

To: Allison Gook

Subject: Agoura Village- no more apartments please, Condos and mixed use okay

Dear Ms. Cook, N

| called the other day to find out about the Agoura Village development and want to thank
you for the informative message you left on my voicemail. | later saw the Public Notice in
the Acorn about the EIR. | have been unable to access the EIR re Agoura Village at the
Agoura Hills city site, so | am afraid my comments are made without the benefit of
knowing things that may already in the report; but, as a resident of Agoura Hills for 21
years, | wanted to chime in.

| am not adverse to development. | want to see the young people, many of whom were
raised in Agoura and want to stay and settle here, be able to do so. | actually think the
mixed use concept is an innovative, good idea because it would spread traffic use mare
evenly, bringsome tax revenue to the city, and provide more housing.

I strongly favor the development of condominiums rather than apartments,
however. PLEASE NO MORE APARTMENTS. Individual ownership of a home or
condominium brings with it a personal investment in and commitment to the community
that we need. Corporate owners and apartment dwellers rarely share the same
commitment to the quality of life in the city.

My other concerns would be;
¢ 1. Sufficient parking (2 spaces each unit plus guest parking available);
7\ 2, Parking shielded from street view,
Ls 7 3. Utilities be underground,;
s..4. 2 story height restriction;
~ &5 Wildlife preservation and migration;

-~ .6. Open spaces and greenbelts provided; and

{&, 7. Traffic concermns.

I don't know whether you want this type of comment or more technical responses to the
report, but | think these are the practical concerns of Agoura Hills residents. Thank you for
listening.

Sincerely,

Pat Riley

8/14/2008
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Letter 12

COMMENTER:  Pat Riley
DATE: June 29, 2008
RESPONSE:

The commenter notes that they have not been able to review the environmental document, and
have provided comments without the benefit of knowing things that may already be in the
report.

Response 12A

The commenter states that they are in favor of the development of condominiums rather than
apartments, noting that individual ownership of a home or condominium brings with ita
personal investment in and commitment to the community. This comment is noted; however, it
does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental document. Therefore, no further
response is necessary.

Response 128

The commenter notes a concern in regards to sufficient parking, parking location (shielded from
street view), underground utilities, two story height restriction, and traffic concerns.

As noted above in the introduction, the Updated RR EIR included only those changes to the
original Final EIR that were required by the Writ of Mandate to meet judicial review. Those
changes involved Section 2.0 Project Description, Section 4.3 Biological Resources, Section 6.0
Alternatives, and the Biological Technical Appendix. The City has determined that pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2) only those comments regarding recirculated sections of
the EIR are appropriate for discussion at this time. The commenter’s concerns were addressed in
the 2006 EIR in Sections 4.1, Aesthetics; 4.8; Land Use and Planning; 4.10, Public Services and Ultilities;
and 4.11, Traffic and Circulation. This comment pertains to other sections of the 2006 EIR not
recirculated, for which the comment period closed on (January 3, 2006) and therefore, no further
response is required.

Response 12C

The commenter notes a concern in regards to wildlife preservation and migration, and open
spaces and greenbelts.

The comment is noted; however, the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15204, Focus of Review) state
that “in reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the
document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in
which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.” Section 4.3 of the
Updated RR EIR discusses wildlife movement corridors and migratory species with the
potential to utilize the site in detail in the environmental setting and under Impacts BIO-1 and
BIO-5. This section assessed whether the proposed project would have an adverse impact on
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wildlife corridors, wetlands, oak trees, sensitive communities, and sensitive species, and where
appropriate, prescribed mitigation measures. Open space resources are also thoroughly |
characterized in Section 2.0, Project Description, as well as in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. Itis |
noted that most of the Specific Plan area will be designated as open space (Zone G).

As the commenter does not address a specific environmental concern and does not address the
adequacy of the EIR, this comment is noted, but does not require further analysis under CEQA.
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. eiTY OF AGOURA HILLS
July 24, 2008 m% L1 PR ROk
Agoura Hills Pinning Cormmission and Planning eiTy CLERR
Director Mike Kamino ;
30001 Ladyface Court
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 : .

RE: Supplemental FIR Agoura Village -

Deat Agoura Hills Planning Commission:

‘Happy Summer. T just thought I would subrmit my comments as 1 cannot stay long at the

planning commission meeting tonight,

1 frust you are In receipt of Fire Expert Scott Franklin’s comments regarding the
Environmental fmpact Report for Agoura Village Specific Plan. Because you chose the
first comment period over the holidays not last year but the year before, we were taken
aback by the sheer massive size of the project, and sould not really believe you were
entertaining & project of this size, thus missed commenting on some obvious flaws in the
draft BIR. I trust youwill commect the errors in the report in regard to the exireme fire.
danger you are subjecting the surtounding neighbors fo, and that you will find ways fo
mitigate this sedous threat.

" 1hope the planning commission will take 2 stand, as they did in Ventura County with the

Ahmsanson Ranch project, and voté a symbolic “no” on this harmful project. Attached are
letters from our local “Acorn™ newspaper regarding the Kanan 101 inferchange, and how,
you know we all thought the cloverleaf would do mich more to alleviate the traffic than
it did. Common sense tells you to scale down the massive size of “Agoura Village” ow
to 8void setous traffic problems that the EIR did not adequately address. The traffic
report supposes the “fix” of the interchange did way more than it actually did,

Just also want to point out from an economic standpeint, you are completely missing the
mark on the recreation potential of this area. You are in effect adding competing
businesses to what we already huve in Apoura, rather than zoning am attraction like 2
water park with pools, slides, and cabanas for people who do not want to drive all the
way to the beach for recreation, thus allowing and encouraging our existing restaurants,
movie theatre and stores to flourish. «

You are turnthg “our town” into an Azuza or some other non-descript freeway town
destroyed and overcrowded, and in 50 years, could be blighted like the valley. You will
even kill the existing poputar “night life” on Agoura Road as people drive there to
“escape” the valley. )



AR}

Needless to say you are also pambling with people’s property valites, as the reason why
Agoura Hills has not Jost it’s value is becanse it is still a releizveiy safe community, By
adding this massive development, you: m‘ii ‘be aﬁrﬂﬁ%’iﬁg ﬂlB mme; and degradaﬁgn peaple

o hﬁpﬂ fo avoid,

If the City i is in trouble financially, you must find other ways to overcome this,
Destroying the place with overdevelopment in hopes of the pittance you raise in taxes is
ot the answer,

Finally, we come to the issue near and dear fo my heart: thefactthzspm}ectxsma
significant wildlife corridor in a significant biological area. I trust the agencies will
cormnent and you will take these comnients setiously this time.

AT T ask is you talk to your wives and neighbors about this project. Bveryone I talk to
thinks you are either bought off, greedy, or insane. This isn’t some crap shoot that could
work or could not; this is our home. This is our town. This is important.

Sincerely,

Mary Alimann
Citizens for Sensitive Development.
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Letter 13

COMMENTER: Marv Altmann, Citizens for Sensitive Development

DATE: July 24, 2008

RESPONSE:

Response 13A

The commenter notes her surprise in 2006 at the size of the project.

This comment is noted.

Response 138

The commenter refers to a letter submitted by Fire Expert Scott Franklin and notes that there are
errors in the EIR regarding fire danger.

This letter was responded to under Response Letter 6.

Response 13C

The commenter states that she hopes that the Planning Commission will vote a symbolic “no”
on this project and refers to such a vote made on the Ahmanson Ranch project.

This comment is noted; however, it does not address a specific environmental concern nor does
it address the adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, the comment does not require further analysis
under CEQA.

Response 13D

The commenter attached five articles from the local “ Acorn” newspaper regarding the Kanan
Road 101 interchange. The commeriter states her opinion along with those from the newspaper
that the Kanan/101 interchange improvement project has done less to alleviate traffic than was
anticipated. Because of this, the commenter notes that Agoura Village should be scaled down
now to avoid serious traffic problems that in the commenter’s opinion the EIR did not
adequately address.

The City of Agoura Hills has recirculated revised portions of the 2006 EIR for this project in
response to a court decision. The City has determined that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5(f)(2) only those comments regarding recirculated sections of the EIR are
appropriate for discussion at this time. This comment pertains to Section 4.11 of the 2006 EIR,
Transportation and Circulation, which was not recirculated. The comment period for the 2006
DEIR closed on January 3, 2006. The comment does not pertain to the recirculated sections of the
EIR and therefore no further response is necessary.
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Response 13E

The commenter states her opinion that from an economic standpoint the project is “completely
missing the mark on the recreational potential of this area.” Further, the commenter states an
opinion that the proposed project will attract crime and degradation to the area and provides an
opinion regarding the tax return to the City with respect to the project.

Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines addresses how economic and social effects are to be
examined in an EIR. This section indicates that economic or social information may be included
in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires. However, the analysis in
the EIR is focused on the physical effects on the environment. Specifically, this section states
that;

“Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.....The focus of the EIR analysis shall be on the physical changes to the
environment.”

Altough the EIR does not treat economic or social effects of the project as significant effects,
Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, provides a detailed examination of population, housing
and job growth estimates for the City; however, as discussed in the introduction, this section
has not been updated or changed and was not recirculated. No further analysis or response is
required.

Response 13F

The commenter states that the project is in a significant wildlife corridor in a significant
biclogical area.

This comment is noted. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, discusses the potential for habitat
linkages in detail on pages 4.3-41 through 4.3-45, and 4.3-66 through 4.3-68. As stated under
Impact BIO-5, “The eastern most portion of the Specific Plan area is directly adjacent to open
space lands and a Los Angeles County Significant Ecological Area (SEA #6). However, the
proximity of this area to existing urban uses, the small size of the project area, and the odd
shape of this piece of land in the context of the larger surrounding area of open space, would
make it an unlikely movement corridor for wildlife. Although there is no waterway traversing
this expanse of the Specific Plan area, Cheseboro Creek traverses the developed portion of the
Specific Plan area to the north. The Creek extends from the east, from Cheseboro Canyon. Also
channelized, Cheseboro Creek provides no vegetative cover and would not serve as an
important wildlife corridor. Overall, the Specific Plan would not disrupt the regional
movement of wildlife; and therefore, is considered to have a less than significant impact with
respect to wildlife corridors.” It is further noted that the Specific Plan would place most of the
Specific Plan area into designated open space (Zone G).

Section 4.3 of the 2006 Final EIR also discussed existing conditions of, as well as potential
impacts to, wildlife habitat (including riparian and aquatic habitats), vegetation communities,
and the presence of sensitive species and communities of concern. Further, this information is
supported with recent studies and additional data outlined in the Updated RR EIR-and BTA.
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RocHerorT Rusarcava MacCuisH we
ATTORNEYS AT LAW
{BUS5 230-2381
zephen@whounsel.oom
August 7, 2008
VIA E-MAIL
Allison Cook
Senior Planner
City of Agoura Hills

30001 Ladyface Court
Agoura Hills, CA 91301
acook @i agoura-hills.ca.us

Re: Agou ra Village Specific Plan/Mitigation Measure BIO-]

Dear Ms, Cook:

On July 25, 2008, Envicom, on behalf of The Martin Group, submitted comments on the
June 2008 Updated Revised and Recireulated Draft EIR for the Agoura Village Specific Plan
(the “Draft EIR") and in particular Mitigation Measure BIO-1 {Sensitive Plant Survey and
Protection Plan). This letter, also on behalf of The Martin Group, supports these comments,

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 {a) provides:

The regquired level of suceess for Agotra Hils dudlcya and Lyon's
pentachaeta shall be defined at 2 minimum a5 a demonstration of
five consecutive vears of growth of a population equal to or greater
thant that which would be lost due fo the project. This level of
success shall be achieved priok to removal of the impacted
population.

{emphasis added). As Envicom noted, the consequences of this mitigation measure are severe.
Any properly owner within the Specific Plan arca will be required to wait a minimum of five
years before removing existing dudleya or pentachatta populations. Should restoration efforts

not suceeed the initial instance; it is possible that a developroent project would be required to
wait more than five years before removing the dudleya ar pentachaeta.

The Cify’s current mitigation measure language already ackogwledges, and appropriately
s0. that removal of impacted populations is potentially permissible {subjeet to the constrainis

Y
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Allison Cook
August 7, 2008
Page 2

contained in Mitigation Measure BIO-1). Envicom®s proposed amendment calls for the intended
restoration and preservation presently demanded by the Draft EIR while also providing the City
and Agoura Village property owners with the requisite flexibility to ensure that the objectives of
the Specific Plan, if approved by the City Council, are timely accomplished. Consequently, we
request that City staff consider and adopt Envicom'’s alternative language and revise the Draft
EIR accordingly.

Thank you for your consideration,
Very truly yours,
/..x«"‘ T .
Charles W, Cohen

R
WESTON, BENSHOOF,
ROCHEFORT, RUBALCAVA & MacCUISH LLP

o

et Craig Steele, Agoura Hills City Attorney
Ted Snyder, The Martinn Group

il Wesron Benssoor
ocHerorr Russmciva MacCussH o
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Letter 14

COMMENTER: Charles W. Cohen, Weston, Benshoof, Rochefort, Rubalcava & MacCuish

LLP
DATE: August 7, 2008
RESPONSE:
Response 14

The commenter notes that on behalf of the Martin Group, Weston, Benshoof, Rochefort,
Rubalcava & MacCuish LLP reiterates those peints made in Envicom Corporation’s July 25,
2008 comment letter. The commenter requests that the City consider and adopt Envicomn’s
alternative language and revise the Draft EIR.

This comment is noted, and no further response is necessary. Please refer to Response 15A.
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City of Agoura Hills - Iy 2 8 2008 /
30001 Ladyface Cowt Y ome ,
Agours Hills, CA 91301 ]|

Attn:  Ms. Allison Cook
Subj: Comment Letter Regarding Draft Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR

Dear M3, Cook:

The Martin Group has asked Envicom Corporation 1o condust a focused review
of the Updated Revised and Re-circulated Draft Agouwra Village Specific Plan
EIR. Our roview was limfied to the mitigation measures associafed with
potential impacts to Lyon's pentachaeta and does not include 2 third party
technical review of the entire document, Bnvicom Has no stake or vested inferest
in this project. Based on obr assessment, the following presents our comments:

1} Page 4.3-52, paragraph 2: Mitigation measure BIO-1 (2) requires the
applicant of & ‘preject- that would disturb acsupmi argas of Lyon's
pentachaeta, .and/or Agoura Hills duéleyg to commission a qualified plant
et.oicsgmt to prepare a thitigation restortion plan that would: . identify the
number of plants fo be replanted, locate a suitable on- or off-site mitigation
site, and propose methods to propagate and preserve the plants, as well ag
prepare & monitoring program to measure the performance of the effort.
These restoration and monitering plans sre required to be coordinated with,
and ﬁpgmvad by, applicable Federal, State, and local agencies prior 1
issuance of a grading permit.  To our professional experiemce, these
requirements appoar te be contistent with commonly applied mitigation.
measures for the subject species.

}{cwmrer the mifigation mefsure also: Tequires the app%;temt to achieve the-
Testoration yuceess criteria prior to removal of the :mpacied population. In
a best-case scenario, the current langnage would reguire the applicant o
carry the cost of the project for a minimum of five yems of successful
restaration and monitoring prior to disturbance of the resource.

As an alternative to the wurrent mitigation language, we suggest a revision
to the mitigation measure fo read as follows:

“This level of succe:ss ska!l be acf:z‘eved prmr to z’ke remow:d of the
impacted papulatmn, xunlesx ezrher ‘ j

period of up 16 ﬁve ( 5} years, or {uj A pé:rmt kas be:zn ts,s"z;ezi Jor a

mxmmtmn lan in comy !:anca wm& the (Z'aiz oraid Denariment of Fishk and
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Latter to Ma. Allison Cook .
Comment Letter Regarding Draflt Agoura Village Specific Flan EIR
Pape2 of2

In canclusion, we intend these comments to be constriictive and hope they can be

apen to further discussion regarding the contents of this letter,

Sincerely,

Travis Cullen
Chief Operating Officer

¢o: Craig Steels

* integratedinto-the Final BIR document. Should you bave any questions, we-aro- ==
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Letter 15

COMMENTER: Travis Cullen, Chief Operating Officer, Envicom Corporation

DATE: July 25, 2008
RESPONSE:

The commenter notes that the Martin Group has asked Envicom Corporation to conduct a
focused review of the Updated RR Draft EIR for the Agoura Village Specific Plan. The
comimenter notes that his comments are limited to the mitigation measures associated with
potential impacts to Lyon's pentachaeta and does not include a third party technical review of
the entire document.

Response 15A

The commenter notes that requirements of mitigation measure BIO-1(a) appear to be consistent
with commonly applied mitigation measures for the subject species. However, the commenter
offers two alternatives to the mitigation measure’s success criteria. The commenter suggests the
mitigation measure be revised to read as follows:

“This level of success shall be achieved prior to the removal of the impacted population,
unless either (i) the project applicant posts a performance bond for the duration of the approved
restoration plan for a period of up to five (5) years, or (ii) a permit has been issued for a restoration plan
in compliance with the California Department of Fish and Game code and other applicable agencies, if

”

any.

With regard to the posting of a performance bond, this alternative does not guarantee success
and replacement of the Lyon’s pentachaeta. Under this alternative scenario, take would be
allowed before a successful réplacement population may be established. Although funding
would be set aside to establish a replacement population, there is no guarantee that such
replacement effort will be successful. Although such measures are acceptable for more readily
replacable species and communities (i.e. wetlands) which have proven to be replacable and an
industry standard for replacement has been established, such proven methods do not exist for
Lyon’s pentachaeta, which has been shown to be more difficult to replace. Because success
cannot be proven/ guaranteed under this alternative mitigation measure, it would not
sufficiently mitigate the level of impact to less than significant. For this reason, this alternative
has not been included under mitigation measure BIO-1(a) as requested.

The second suggested modification to mitigation measure BIO-1(a) would allow the
appropriate permitting agencies (California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service) discretion in establishing the appropriate success criteria or period for proving
restoration success prior to removal of Lyon’s pentachaeta. As the agencies would have
approval authority over the maintenance and management program, the mitigation restoration
plan, and any necessary “take” authorizations, it is appropriate to provide the agencies with
direct control (and knowledge) of the species to issue judgement over the required level of
protection and/ or restoration success. “
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Therefore Mitigation Measure BIO-1(a) has been revised to read in full as follows (revision is
underlined) :

BIO-1(a) Sensitive Plant Survey and Protection Plan. Prior fo approval of individual
development applications within the residual natural areas of Zones A
south, B, B, and F, surveys for sensitive plant species, including but not
limited to Agoura Hills dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta, should be
performed by a qualified plant ecologist. These surveys shall be performed
during the blooming period (April - June). If a sensitive species is found,
avoidance shall be required unless the applicant provides substantial
documentation that avoidance would not be feasible or would compromise
the objectives of the Specific Plan. For Lyon’s pentachaeta and Agoura Hills
dudleya, avoidance is defined as a minimum 200 foot setback unless an
active maintenance plan is implemented for the known occurrence. With
implementation of an active maintenance and management program, the
buffer width may be reduced further based on review and approval by the
jurisdictional agencies (USFWS and/or CDFG). For other sensitive species
avoidance shall be determined based on the specific plant pursuant with the
recommendations of a qualified plant ecologist, and with the coordination of
USFWS and/ or CDFG for state or federally listed plants. The maintenance
and management plan must be approved by the appropriate jurisdictional
agencies prior to issuance of a grading permit.

If avoidance is not feasible, on-site mitigation is preferred if suitable,
unoccupied, habitat is present that can be isolated from human disturbance.
Otherwise, an offsite location would be considered; the Ladyface Mountain
Specific Plan area may contain appropriate habitat and may be a preferred
location. A mitigatichi restoration plan shall be prepared by a qualified plant
ecologist that identifies the number of plants to be replanted and the methods
that will be used to preserve this species in the on- or off-site mitigation
location. The plan shall also include a monitoring program so that the
success of the effort can be measured. Restoration efforts shall be
coordinated with applicable federal, state, and local agencies. The required
level of success for Agoura Hills dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta shall be
defined at a minimum as a demonstration of five consecutive years,ora
period as deemed appropriate by the permitting agencies ( USFWS and/or
CDFG), of growth of a population equal to or greater than that which would
be lost due to the project. This level of success shall be achieved prior to
removal of the impacted population. Success criteria for other sensitive
species will be determined on an individual basis pursuant with the
recommendations of a qualified plant ecologist, and with the coordination of
USFWS and/ or CDEG for state or federally listed plants. When applicable
the mitigation restoration plan shall be submitted to the appropriate
regulatory agencies for review and approval, with the approved plan then
submitted to the City of Agoura Hills prior to issuance of a grading permit
for the area of concern.
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From: Ellen Naumann [mailto:ellen@leimarketing.com]
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2008 3:32 PM

Fa: Allison Caok

Subject: Updated Draft Revised and Redrcufated EIR

Dear Ms, Cook,

We are against any further development on the proposed project site located in the southem
portion of the City of Agoura Hills, Please note our oppoesition In your records,

Thank you,

Fllen & Jeffrey Naumann
28825 vista Del Arroyo
Agoura Hills, CA 91301
0. 818-706-3143
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Letter 16

COMMENTER: Ellen and Jeffrey Naumann

DATE: August 4, 2008
RESPONSE:

Response 16

The commenters note that they are against any further development on the proposed project
site located in the southern portion of the City of Agoura Hills.

This comment is noted; however, it does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental
document. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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Agoura, CA 91376
RECRIVEL]

Save Open Space % @ o Box 1284 % 7
July 16, 2008
RE: Supplements] EIR Agoura Village -

JUL 1 6 2008
. Agours Hills Planming Commission and Planning Direvtor Mik & , /
30001 Ladyface Court ¢ Kamino ;Bygmﬁz;’m _

Agoura Hills, CA. 91301
Dear Agoura Hills Flanning Commission:

Save Open Space/Santa Moritea Mountains (SOS) has not been notified concering the
/j}, Supplemental BIR on Agoura Village and schedaled hearings. SOS officially was

We wqﬁld like in miﬁing the defined scope of the new biclogical survey as given to the
| biological consultants, Also, Area G's biological is inadequate in that it misses that itis
part of a Los Angeles County Sipnificant Eeological Aves,

; Thank you for your kind attention.

iy 7‘ 2 W -
Mary E. Wigsbrock, Chair
Enc.: 2006 SOS comements demonstrate that SOS has a high interest in fhis project and
should be on the mailing kst ~
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Agoura Hills, CA 913574

May 23, 2006

Agoura Hills City Connei)
30001 Ladyface Court
Agonra Hills, CA 91301

RE: Agoura Village Specific Plan
Dear City Council Menbers;

. Save Gpm Space, a regional ovganization concerned with open space values and
general plans, bas reviewed the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) fot the
project known, as the Agoura Village Specific Plan. These are our comments we

Project Overview

The preposed Agoura Village Specific Plan encompasses 133 acres, of which 103
acres are vacant (DEIR, p.2-7). Full buildout of the Specific Plan would result in
the development of betwoen 235 and 293 residential wunits and a total of up to
576,458 square feet of new office retail, restanrant, conmmunity center, hotel and
building area; and redevelopment of the existing 372,042 square feet of office and
refail space with higher density development within the same Tootprint,

Significance of Preject Site

- The project area s a major gateway to the Santa Manica Mountafns National
Recreation ared. The project area south of Agoura Road, on the east and west side
of Kanan Rd contribute to 4n east-west habitat linkage across Kapan Rd. The site
is also significant bécause it is part of Lady Face Mountain core habitat. The
project site is part of the Malibu Creck watershed, which SUPPOTLS nUMIETONS
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s_&nsitijrisgecfzs.’ The a portion of the project site is alse known as “Coment
Comers”, 3 favorite place for biologists to lograre angd cudangered species of

plants and flowers.

Need for Avoidance af Significant Adverse Tmpacts

To list only three endangered plant species to take fig consideration u the figal
phases of ﬁ{e EIR, rather than al tare and sensitive plants, appears to be a reckless
way of dealing with the resources.on the site, Ple shar  Tanen,

zone change to conditions vet unforeseen for exn ol ject must be scaled

Alternatives

We urge the City Couneil to take into consideration any alternative that will reduce
the impacts of this development. The reduced buildout density without residential
developaent would be considered environmentally superior, and should be
entertamed by the council as a viable option, Or the alternative of only residential
with no commercial should be explored. B is troubling to our organization that this
plan has been in the planning stages for years, with a series of workshops for the
public, with oo mention of this extremely high density, Then this final version
comes oul, with a drastically higher density than previously expected by the stated -
visiont of the plan. ¥t is being whisked through the EIR process without adequate
public input or comment. Please consider holding a workshop for coneerned
citizens to digest and comment on this too dense of'a project before your final
voie. You afe making & decision which will forever alter this Santa Monica
Mountain gatewsy. We cannot afford to be wrong, and underestimate the pacts
that will effect us all and live on for generations to come. ~
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Other Considerations

The traffic still seems to be an are of concern for many residents. The roandabont

is a concem for firefighters, emergency workers, police, and drivers in trucks
and/or with trallers. How will emergency workers clear the roundabout to get
though o heavy fraffic days?

The pmpo_sed projer.:i would generate 17,593 daily primary trips, and 804/1,633
primery trips during AM/PM peak (seg Table 4.11-4, Page 4.11-11 of EIR. H is

. estimated that 1,176 vehicle trips would travel on the SR-101 cixmug the peak hour,

To thinkof an adcie:ti 1,176 vehicle trips during the peak bour alone is damting.

On surnmer waekends the traffic backs up all the way near Troutdale on Kanan Rd.
How will the effects of this large project be mitigated to avoid making matters
worse? Mihgaﬁen for the traffic appears to be doubtful, due to the funding sources
for the massive improvements required have not been identified nor does there
seem 10 be any firm commitments for these improvements, Without m;hgancn, the
traffic impacts will be much greater than stated in the EIR,

The removal of the Symphony Development site (zone B) from the protection of
the Lady Face Specific Plan is distarbing. When was this decision made? Who
was consulted? To remove these safegoards from zoning is a dangerous
proposition for the creek, and-the wildlife effected by the encroachment of
development. It is wrong for the City now to undo the good work done by
previous councils. The Lady Face Specific Plan provides an essential buffer zone
for the wildlife. ‘

In suzmmation, we fee] the EIR does not meaningfully address the many issves
raised by the United States (U.S.) Departrnent of the Interior, U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service, 11.S. National Parks Service, U.S, Department of Fish and Game,
the Santa Monica Mouotains Conservancy, Los Angeles County Regional
Planning, and citizens at large. We respec&t’ully request the Agoura City Council to
direct staff to reconsider the entire project in a public formm, This deeision is toa
great to be made hastily, at the deveioper’ s request.

Some of our members who resaée int Agours were asking about the survey
regarding how residents feel about development that was seut out last August or
so. The Cﬂy of Agoura website said the results would be shared with the
community in April. 'What are those results? ‘We believe many people share the
valués of opent space, less traffic, and less pollution. Please release the results of
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this survey before you make this monumental decision, and let the people of
Agoura have 2 say in this matter, |

Millions of people will be forever effected by your decision here, Please make it

wisely, and with the uimost consideration for your constituents and the
environment. '

Smeerely, %% S, &ireplirced
Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chair
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Re: Agoura Village

Jume 14, 2006
Dear Agoura Hills City Council:

This project as proposed is inconsistent with the Agoura Hills General
Plan, which dictates a height lmit of 35 ft. SOS requests that you not
approve this project with buildings higher than 35 ft. One suggestion is
+p eliminate the floors that are business office.  The buildings should
just have retail on the bottom floor and residential on the top. Then
these buildings wifl be consistent with the laws of the City of Agoura
Hills. The Business office component is not revenue producing so this
type of use is not needed. In addifion, the increased sgnare footage of
the business office produces more unwanted fraffic.

The height needs to be reduced now before it becomes a permanent part
of this Specific Plan. Why not reduce the buildings now before the

' anwanted and inconsistent heights of 45 ft become a permanent part of
this Specific Plan? These tall buildings are not what the residents of
Agowra Hills desire in theixr commumnify. Thatis why there is a 35 ft
high limit in onr city. In addition, the 45-foot high buildings create 2
precedont for fature developers. It makes no sense to have to amend the
Specific Plan Iater down the read when it contains a component, which

{ the residents whem you represent oppose.  SOS alse opposes these tall

buildings which vislate fhe General Plan and plarming docmments of the
City of Agoura Hills. ‘

Please scale down the height of the buildings, as this is the Kanan Road
entrance to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area.
Tall buildings will detract from fhis scenic., This proposed project
violates the intent of Santa Monica Mountains Scenic Parkways &

; N
- & ~

p.7
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Scettie Corridor Plan. (Map Enclosed) and the Sania Monica Mountains
Comprehensive Plan,

Please “reopen™ the public hearing to make appropriaie changes and
voie
1) eliminate the 43 ft talf buildings, i
2} scale down the overall density which will really mitigate traffic
3) require the funding for a full traffic light with torn arrows in
every direction at this intersection of Agoura and Kanan Reads,
4) follow the requests of Paul Edelman of the Santa Mounica
Mountains Conservancy and Melaxie Beck of the National Park
Service,

FPlease incorporate by reference the Agowra Hills General Plan, all the
City of Agoura Hills’ planning documents and the Santa Monica
Mountains Comprehensive Plan and its maps.

Thank you for yaar;‘kin& attention.
Mary E. Wiesbrock

Enclosure: Scenic Parkways Map of Santa Monica Mountains
Comprehensive Plun
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Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses fo Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

Letter 17

COMMENTER: Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chair, Save Open Space

DATE: July 16, 2008

RESPONSE:

Response 17A

The commenter states that “Save Open Space/Santa Monica Mountains” (SOS) was not notified
concerning the Supplemental EIR on Agoura Village and scheduled hearings. The commenter
notes that SOS was involved in the 2006 hearings and commented extensively during the 2006
EIR process. The commenter attached two letters commenting on the original EIR (dated May
23, 2006 and June 14, 2006) which were provided to the City Council after the close of the EIR
comment period on January 3, 2006.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, Public Review of Draft EIR, states that

“The public notice shall be given as provided under Section 15105 (a sample form is
provided in Appendix L). Notice shall be mailed to the last known name and address of
all organizations and individuals who have previously requested such notice in writing,
and shall also be given by at least one of the following procedures:

(1) Publication at least one time by the public agency in a newspaper of general
circulation in the area affected by the proposed project. If more than one area is
affected, the notice shall be published in the newspaper of largest circulation
from among the newspapers of general circulation in those areas.

(2) Posting of notice by the public agency on and off the site in the area where the
project is to be located.

(3) Direct mailing to the owners and occupants of property contiguous to the parcel
or parcels on which the project is located. Owners of such property shall be
identified as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll.

The City developed a mailing and distribution list of approximately 200 recipients for the
Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR consisting of appropriate agencies, relevant Home Owner’s
Associations, land owners and tenants within the Agoura Village Specific Plan area, and
individuals or groups commenting on the EIR (orally or in writing) during the public comment
period. In addition to distributing direct notices to these individuals/ groups, the City provided
public noticing for the Updated RR EIR in severa] formats: a digital copy of the Updated RR
EIR was posted on the front page of the City of Agoura Hills website at www.ci.agoura-
hills.ca.us; a notice of public hearings was also posted on the City website in the same form and
time as notice for other regularly conducted public hearings (pursuant with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15202, Public Hearings); a notice of availability was also published in the Acorn and Star
newspapers and posted at City Hall, the City Recreation Center, and the City Library; and the
Updated RR EIR was made available at the Agoura Hills Library and at the Planning and
Community Development Department.

r City of Agoura Hills
78




Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

Response 17B

Commenter requests specific fiming for consideration on the Planning Commission agenda.

Comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the Updated RR EIR; no further response is
necessary.

Response 17C

Commenter questions what the scope of the updated biological surveys were and states that
consideration of Area G’s biological sensitivity is inadequate as the EIR misses that it isin a Los
Angeles County Significant Ecological Area (SEA).

The scope of the biological analyses is detailed in the Biological Technical Appendix {BTA)
attached to the Revised and Recirculated EIR. The EIR specifically addresses the location of the
Significant Ecological Area on page 4.3-40 in Section 4.3, Biological Resources. The SEA does not
include the Agoura Village Specific Plan, but is located adjacent to Zone G along the south-
western portion of the Plan area. This is discussed in detail in the BTA.

r City of Agoura Hills
79
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Re: Agoura Village comnments

August 7, 2008

Agoura Hills Planning Commission and City Council
3001 Ladyface Court ‘
Agoura Hills, Ca 81301

Dear Plapning Commissioners and City Council

The BIR for Agoura Village (AV) remains uncertified per the Writ of Mandate. Changes
by decision makers can be made to male this Agoura Village Specific Plan (AVSF)
beiter.

New Issues for 2008/Issues not Known
Traffic S
Thete are new issues of sipnificance that were not present in 2005, The first is waffic. At
3:30 in the afternoon (not at the peak traffic hours as studied in the uncertified 2005 EIR),
one has to wait through 3 light changes to turn from Agoura Road 10 go north op Kanan.
This constifutes a new unidentified gridlock situation. (F) This is because of summer
beach traffic. This intersection must function at an acgeptable level because of Coastal
Act law. This Is a major beach access poim for the extire Conejo area, Kanan Road
provides the most direct crossnountzin link between the Malibu coastline and the
Congjo Valley. A recent Appellate Court decisiont supporting public access applies to
vehicular public beach access. The AVEP as proposed would adversely affect public
access o the coast via Kanan Road. |

If a round-about is put in, it must be of huge circumfererice end take in more of the
private Jand at this intersection o be able to bandle this ever increasing beach traffic.

The AV map needs to be changed to reflect this new required taking.

There is a constant stream of cars coring from the beach at beach traffic hours, which
are not peak traffic hours. Under this new traffic issue, the total amount of estimated
prading needs 1o be known in order o estimats the pumber of truck trips impacting this
now gridjocked intersection. This mew fact that there are peak hours in the summer fox
beach goers thatsnakes this existing intersection an F level.

P&CE B2

4
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_~ Tt also becornes absolutely necessary for a developer requirement to find an overhead
fj‘?“ walkway to move pedestrians safely over this intersection to the existing restaurants i
" i the porthwest area. Ths overhead pedesirian walleway should be depicted i the new

maps in this updated and revited EIR. - ‘

Bicycle Route . - . .
Another issue of new significanee is that this area has betome a major bicyele ronte. It
#as been planned to be as depicted 25 such in the Santa Monica Mountains
Comprehensive Flan Map (Enclosure #1). Now in 2008, Agotra Road has become 2
wigjor recreational bivycle route. The Agoura Village Specific Plan can be mads better by
| moving back the buildings fronting Agoura Road, which will preserve the scenic quality

| of Agoura Road and allow safe bicycle Janes on the Agoura frontage road. The street

| side parking which is incompatible for bieycles should be moved into the ateas labeled
1y | “additional mixed vse development” (back side of zones A apd B) Providing these areas
@ A\ . for parking will eliminate the nacfl for the “may be” parfﬁng garage which will change

| suburban Agoura Hills character into dense Los Angeles city type development. The

1 strest side buildings should also be moved back from Agoura Road in order t protect the

Y 5\ | scenic views from Agoura Read. Agoura Road is designated as such in Agoura Hills
Y General Plan Scenic Highway Element, (See enclosure #2)

~ 1 Density Bonus ‘
{)lg| Another new issuc of significance i the recent approval of the dexisity bopus for middle
tp low-income bousing. (Depending on eity’s definition of what constitutes low incore).
One of these landowners was at that hearing to support this new allowable banus m
pumber of housing units. The Project Description of a max of 293 units then changes.
Theses changes bring changes in the traffic estimates, Multifarnily residential units can
generate upto 5 to 7 new trips a day per unit All the changes in project effects including
iy quality, traffic, student generation, water usage, eto must be asalyzed by applying this
new density bonus recently approved by the city. '

«~11  Water Supply for Existing Customers

YU Now, in 2008 the there are two new water issues. There is the drought and Delta cases

| which have impacted our water supplies. This pew information impacts on whether

| existing customers will have an adequate supply. It may not be possible provide
adequate water to this huge massive AV development as proposed. This new information
of significance must be analyzed. Will there he enough water for this AV project at this
huge density of more than one half million aew square feet of coromercial and way over
300 new residential umits? (With the new density bonus factored in)

Agencies Notified ListNeeded
Were the appropriate agencies notified of this AV reciretlated BIR? Please list in this
new BIR document which agencies were notified of this new draft EIR. The following
agencies have a stake in the happenings in the Santa Monica Mountaing Zoge pet state
Jaw: California Fish and Game, Santa Monica Mountains National Park Service, Santa
Morsica Momtains Conservaney, and Native Plant Society. There are two federally

Ty
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listed plant species. Federal agencies requiring 0 be notified inclade the federal Figh and
Wildlife and Army Corp of Bngineers. The wetland issues involve jurisdiction ofthe
Catifornia Departrent of Fishand Game and the Anmy Corp. Were all these agencies
mofified? The notification list should be a part of this updated EIR.

Project Descriptiont

it 1T A R e

pmret - T

The two new pareels added by the ertata process in 2005 are located west slong Kanag
f\) Road. The impacts of these buildings-, which as part of the AVSP can go gver the 35-
\, foot height limit of the Agoura Hills Greneral Plan need to be analyzed for view shed

impacts in relation to keeping Kanan Road a5 a local and secondary county seetde
highway. Safe bicycle lanes must alsp be part of the plan all along Kanan Road as
depicted in the Santa Monica Mountains Comprehensive Plan. -

As n pedestrian commuity serving Agoura Hills residente, there is a complete lack of

. epough walking paths toXer fill this project goal. Sidewalks and walldng paths must be

b depicted all around this AV complex. These walkoways can not be required later if they
are not a part of this plan. A walking path all around AV needs to be an integral part of
AV. Bxisiing culverts in the creeks must be required to be removed and the dirt paths
opaved up to walkers unless flood conditions are present, The existing chanelized crecks

p (Chesebro, Lindero, and Mediz) must have development conditions which shall keep

¥ these oreeks in their patural staté and which shall require sufficient 700 foot to 1000-foot
bum‘ﬁﬁws in Media and Lindero oreek areas in order to protect the Southwestern Fond

Turtle. '

The AV plan is inadequate in that $tis niot shown where there is adequate parking for the
. ovar one baif million square feer of bullding, The maps in the EIR must reflect the
parking. b

If the restanrants and entertainment Facilities are to be successful, AV needs to be aplace
. where all the Agoura Hills residents will want 10 visit as a town center. AV needs to add
R AP ' walking paths around the entire complex and incorporate walking paths to the existing
\" v 4 creeles areas that are not sensitive habitat for the Southwestern Pond turtle, This positive
" addition to the AV project will be complying with the new 2008 nationwide mandate to

inorease exercise activities for the entire family. These walking paths will serve to make
this a successful pedestrian center getting people out.of their cars for 2 meal and
enjoyable recreational walk. These wallways need to be put in the AV 5P and the area
depicted on maps because it will be very difficult to require the walking areas to be set
aside later. Right mow, it appears that the maps do not show set aside wallking paths.

The project name needs 1 be reconsidered. This corner was previously called Maliba
\)\ Tunction 2nd Comell Comers. The project name chould reflect that three different creeks
X\ are included in the AV voundardes. The project name should also compliment the fact
that this scenic corper with the Lady Face Mountain backdrop is the Gateway to the Saata
Moxica Mountains National Recreation Area. A few suggestions fnclude Creekside
Corners and/ét Creekside Junction, With 3 different creeks all within the Agoura Village



0B/D7F2088 15:56 18189977352 CITY OF AGOURA as e es

SP boundaries, the name sbould reflect this noteworthy epvironmernital feature, Atthe
same time, the narne should capitalize on the fact thet this is the gateway to a pational
recrestion ared. ‘

Biological

= The AV project area (Zones E and G-E) tncindes a Significant Ecological Area #6 “Las
% Virgepes”, (Enclosures #3 Maps) This SEA #6 needs to e discussed in relation to its
e idemified biologica resources fike California juniper. These are the only 2 California
Juripers in our entire Santa Monica Motitains area. It appears that AVSP does not go
i all the way to the ridgeline. If so, Zones @G, E and G-E should be expanded to inchide all
.  the way to the scenic ridge top. Tt also appeats that there is a notched area Jeftout. The
7" noiched area on the map should continue all the way to this ridge top. Years ago that
7 Jandowner expressed a desire fo sel] this fard to develop property as parkland because of
its steeppess, This steep nofched area addition should be degignated as open space,
scenic idgeling, and biclogical resource ares,

 The bmpacts fo the hiological can not be analyzed without evaluating the AV project total
Y. amount of grading. An analysis of the grading and its impacts on the biclogical needs to
" beapartofthis EIR.

The riparian buffer mitigation measure protection plan appears to be {00 flexible. The

decision makers and agencies will support redesign 1o avoid endangered/sensitive plant

and animal species/habitat. It is up to the decision makers/responsible agencies 1o ask the
| project be redesipned with adequate uffers to protect the native plants and animals. As
; written the mitigation medsures allow the developer/applicant to decide not to redesign to
avoid biological resources, emd/or to leave only a 20 foot buffer. This would make
biolagical impacts on plants/plant compunitites and animals to be a Class 1 impaet.
Oak trees are protected in the city’s oak tree ordinance. Applicants/developers are not
allowed to remove mote than 10% of the oaks onsite of any given development. City
b\{i\\ officials need to be able to require project design to avoid oak trees, Jt appears that the

mitigation, measures axe inadequate in this arca.

A 700 1o 1000 foot riparian buffer is needed to protect the Southwestern Pond turtle. The
fernale migrates 700 to 1000 feot to lay eggs on land areas. This 700 10 1000 feet setback

3{\\3 is necessary to protect the pond turtle. If the 700 to 1000 foot riparian buffer is not
required as mitigation to protect these turtles and their reproduction peeds, then thisis a2
Class I itnpact requiring & randatory finding of significance. Also, putting in the 700 to
1000 foot buffer will be protecting the most significant natural topographic feature of the
AV SP, the beautiful ereeks which num through it. :

The open space wildlife corridor as depicted in the Agoura Hills General Plan needs to be-
(7) merstoned. (Baclosure #4) This comidos follows Media Crosk and is an addifonal lzyer
of protection. This information added to this biological anallysis of riparian corridor will
aide in setting aside the 700 to 1000 foot ripaxian buffer as needed for the continned
existence of the Southwestern Pond turtle. Also, the700 to 1000-foot riparian buffers
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enhance the natural topographic featares of our town center making it 2 more desirable
place to visit.

Alternatives
A real reduced project altérnative needs to be discussed. A real reduced project
alternative will significantly veduce impacts to the pond turtle, riparian areas, and now the
pew traffic and water Issues. ~

By reducing the AVSP commercial from 580,000 to 240,000 sq feet, there will be less
building footprint. Reduced building footprints will reduce the imipervious surface

Ly required for the buildings and parking. This will mean less nim off to fmpact the
" Southwestern Pond Tirtle and the creek ecosystems. -

More business office is not needed in Agoura Hills and itis a drain on our services. The
mixed-uge buildings should bave the bottom level be retail and the top level should be
residential, There is no need fo add business office on top, which results in taller
buildings, which will block scenic views from, designated scenic roads, There is no need
to allow these buildings to be 45 # tall and break the city General Plan of 35 feet, This
reduction in building square footage will reduce the impacts to the Southwestern Pond
Turtle and the creek ecosystems. With the economy changes and Countrywide being
absorbed by Bank of America, thers will most Hkely be 4 ghut of office buildings in our
area. Office buildings do not generate good revenues for our city.

By truly reducing the AVSP to one half the commercial depsity, there will be less taffic
and resulting less impact on air quality. Fewer cars will be idling at the Kanan/Agoura
Road intersection as they wait to get into the traffic circle and/or idle atthe traffic lights,
Reducing the air quality impacts by ope half will reduce the air quality irmpacts on the
creek ecosystems. \

By redusing the AVSP, vertical wise, and bringing the height it back into compliance
to the General Plan’s 35 foot height Yimit, there will be congiderably loss building square
footage generating more parking required. This will also redyoe impervions surface
runoff impact into the crecks.

Thank you for the oppertunity to commert. Hopefully you as decision makers will
incorporate these ideas into making this a better project for our ¢ity. Community -
cesidents want to have a nice town center to visit, shop, and enjoy recreational activities.
If you allow AV to be built with jts proposéd massive density, then t0o much traffic will
be the result, Unfortunately AV will fhex: become a place that the commurity avoids.

Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chair
Exc.
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Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recir¢ulated EIR

Letter 18

COMMENTER:  Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chair, Save Open Space
DATE: August 7, 2008

RESPONSE:

Response 18A

The commenter states that the Agoura Vﬂlage- Specific Plan EIR remains uncertified per the
Writ of Mandate and that changes may still be made to make the Specific Plan better.

This comment is noted; however, it does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental
document. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

Response 18B

The commenter states that there are new issues of significance that were not present in 2005.
These issues relate to the following:

1. Traffic levels at the Agoura and Kanan Road interchange

2. Pedestrian access, location of sidewalks, and the need for an pedestrian bridge across
Agoura Road

Bicycle access and incompatible street side parking

Parking

Aesthetics

Density bonuses for middle to l6w-income housing

Water supply

No e W

As noted above, the City of Agoura Hills has recirculated revised portions of the 2006 EIR for
this project in response to a court decision. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(£)(2),
only those comments regarding recirculated sections of the EIR are appropriate for discussion at
this time. The points noted above pertain to sections of the 2006 EIR which have not changed
and were not recirculated. The comment period for the 2006 EIR closed on January 3, 2006.

Although the commenter has expressed her opinion that “new issues of significance” have been
identified, each of these issues was addressed in the 2006 EIR. The commenter has provided no
new substantial information, data, or references to support the points raised and any new issues
of significance. Section 15204(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, which provides guidance on the focus
of public review, states that:

“Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and should submit data or
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect
shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.”
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The following identifies the appropriate sections of the 2006 EIR which address the
commenter’s points.

1. Traffic - Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation, Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning
(Impacts T-3 and LU-3)

2. Pedestrian access - Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation, Section 4.8, Land Use and
Planning (Impacts T-3 and LU-3)

3. Bicycle access - Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation, Section 4.8, Land Use and

Planning (Impacts T-3 and LU-3)

Parking - Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation

Aesthetics - Section 4.1, Aesthetics

Density bonuses ~ Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning (Impact LU-2)

Water supply - Section 4.10, Public Services and Utilities (Impact PS-2)

N O

As the comment does not pertain to the recirculated sections of the EIR, no further response is
necessary.

Response 18C

The commenter asks whether or not the appropriate agencies were notified of the Updated RR
EIR and requests a list of those agencies notified.

This comment is noted; however, it does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental
document. Please refer to Response Letter 17 for a complete discussion regarding noticing for
the Updated RR EIR. The commenter should also refer to Response Letters 1 and 2 which
provide a list of those state agencies who received the EIR through the State Clearinghouse
distribution process. CEQA does not require that an agency’s distribution list be included as
part of the EIR (see State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15120 to 15132), and it has not been included
herein. However, the City’s distribution list for this project is available at the Planning and
Community Development Department upon request.

Response 18D

The commenter mistakingly states that two new parcels were added to the Specific Plan area
through the errata process in 2005. The commenter further notes that these additional parcels
would allow for exceedances of the General Plan height limit.

No parcels were added to the AVSP as part of the exrata process in 2005. Regarding building
height, upon adoption, the “Specific Plan” designation would become the underlying General
Plan designation for the project area and would allow 2-3 story buildings (hotel use and in some
cases mixed-use buildings if the top floor is residential only up to a maximum height of 45 feet).
As noted above, the City of Agoura Hills has recirculated revised portions of the 2006 EIR for
this project in response to a court decision. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(1)(2),
only those comments regarding recirculated sections of the EIR are appropriate for discussion at
this time. This comment pertains to Sections 4.1, Aesthetics, and 4.8, Land Use and Planning, of
the 2006 EIR which have not changed and were not recirculated. The comment period for the
2006 EIR closed on January 3, 2006. The comment does not pertain to the recirculated.sections of
the EIR and therefore no further response is necessary.
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Response 18E

The commenter states her opinion that the project does not include enough walking paths to satisfy
the pedestrian community goals outlined for the project. The commenter further states that
sidewalks should be shown all around the AVSP project plan and should include a walkway
within existing culverts through the creeks.

This comment is in regards to the proposed project and does not pertain to the adequacy of the
environmental document. Design requirements regarding pedestrian access for development
under the Specific Plan are located in Chapters 3, 4, and 5 of the Specific Plan. No further response
is necessary.

Response 18F

The commenter states that existing channelized creeks must have development conditions
which shall keep the creeks in their natural state and which shall require sufficient 700 foot -
1,000 foot buffers in Media and Lindero creeks in order to protect the Southwestern Pond
Turtle.

As discussed in the BTA in the Updated RR EIR, the nesting site of southwestern pond turtles
can be up to 1300 ft from the aquatic site (Storer 1930}, but the majority of nests located to date
are within 650 ft (D. Holland, pers. comm.). However, at localities with less gradient, soil
moisture gradients and soil type may cause nesting sites to be located at a significantly greater
distance than where the majority are located. Slopes of the nest sites range up to 60%, but most
nests are on slopes < 25%. Hatchlings require shallow water habitat in their first year with
dense submergent or short emergent vegetation. Suitable oviposition sites must have the
proper thermal and hydric environment for incubation of the eggs. Nests also are typically
located on a slope that is unshaded that may be at least in part south-facing, probably to ensure
that substrate temperatures will be high enough to incubate the eggs (Rathbun et al. 1993).

Slopes surrounding the creeks within the Specific Plan can generally be characterized as having
slopes steeper than 25%, with some areas of exception. Suitable nesting habitat is not found
along the channelized portions of the creeks; therefore no buffer is necessary. Suitable nesting
habitat does not occur for extensive distances within the development portion of the Specific
Plan area, as these areas have been subject to disturbance for many years. As stated in the BTA,
suitable habitat is found in the protected open space portion of the Specific Plan (Zone G) and
for a limited distance within Zone B. The 50-100 foot native vegetation buffer (refer to Figure
4.3-4 of the Updated RR EIR) provided for under mitigation measure BIO-2(a) protects most of
the suitable nesting habitat in the development area. This mitigation measure, in conjunction
with measure BIO-1(b), would minimize potential impacts to southwestern pond turtles and
their nesting habitat.

Response 18G

The commenter states that the AVSP is inadequate because it does not show where there is
adequate parking for the one-half million square feet of building. The commenter states that
the maps in the EIR must reflect the parking proposed.
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As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Specific Plan provides a framework that
would guide future development within the project area. The EIR cannot presume to exactly
forecast the size and extent of future development. Therefore, the Agoura Village Specific Plan
is intended to contain flexibility to accommeodate a broad range of densities that may be
proposed for the project area, to include, but not be limited to, densities that would
accommodate either option of a hotel or residential use. As such, the analysis of environmental
impacts considered a “worst case” scenario, or maximum build out as allowed under the
Specific Plan, in order to capture the maximum reasonably likely impact of the project. Thus, at
this time the exact location and configuration of parking is not known, but will be examined on
a project-by-project basis for its consistency with the Specific Plan. The total required parking
for the maximum buildout scenario was examined in the EIR. The commenter is referred to
Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation and Section 4.8, Land Use and Planning for this analysis.
As this comment pertains to sections of the 2006 EIR which have not changed and were not
recirculated, no further response is necessary.

Response 18H

The commenter states her opinion that the project name needs to be reconsidered.

This comment is noted; however, it does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental
document. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

Resgonsé 181

The commenter mistakingly states that the project area (Zones E and G-E) includes Significant
Ecological Area #6 and notes the need for discussion of species located within the SEA #6, such
as Juniperus californica, the California Juniper.

As noted in the environmental setting of Section 4.3, Biological Resources, and shown in Figure
4.3-6, the Specific Plan area is located adjacent to the Las Virgenes SEA #6. The project site is
directly adjacent to, but does not overlap with SEA #6. Further, the Updated RR EIR provides a
discussion of SEA #6 and specific plants known to occur there, including Juniperus californica,
the California Juniper. Impacts to the California Juniper were addressed under Impact BIO-1.

Response 18

The commenter states her opinion that Zones G, E, and G-E should be expanded to the scenic
ridge top and that this area should be designated as open space.

This comment, along with 18E and 18A, pertain to the AVSP and not the EIR. 1t is common
during the CEQA review process for cormmentors to provide comments on the project (in this
case the AVSP) that is being evaluated and to express their opinions as to the ways in which the
project should be modified or improved and as to whether or not a project should be approved
or denied. While these comments are important to inform decision makers of the range of
public opinion that exists on any particular project, the comments often times do not pertain to
the adequacy of the EIR or the EIR analysis. In these cases, the comments are noted and become
part of the public record. CEQA requires responses to comments related to the adequacy of the
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EIR but does not require response to comments pertaining to an opinion on the project itself.
Therefore, this comment is noted; however, no further response is necessary.

Response 18K

The commenter states that biological impacts cannot be analyzed without evaluating the AVSP
project total amount of grading and that an analysis of grading and its impacts on biology
needs to be a part of the EIR.

As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Specific Plan provides a framework that
would guide future development within the project area. The EIR cannot presume to exactly
forecast the size and extent of future development. Therefore, the Agoura Village Specific Plan
is intended to contain flexibility to accommodate a broad range of densities that may be
proposed for the project area, to include, but not be limited to, densities that would
accommodate either option of a hotel or residential use. As such, the analysis of environmental
impacts considered a “worst case” scenario, or maximum build out as allowed under the
Specific Plan, in order to capture the maximurm, reasonably likely, impact of the project.
Assumptions made for each analysis are included within the EIR. In addition, each project
specific application will likely require stand-alone CEQA documentation that would be
prepared as part of the individual project entitlement process. To the extent that the projects
are consistent with the Specific Plan and the Program EIR, subsequent environmental
documents would be able to focus on project specific issues not already addressed in the
Program EIR. The reader is referred to Section 4.2, Air Quality, for a discussion of grading
estimates and analysis. Impact AQ-1 provides an estimate of cubic yards of grading for the
“worst case” scenario of full buildout.

Further, potential impacts to biological resources were analyzed in Section 4.3, Biological
Resources, of the Updated RR EIR using the “worst case” scenario as described above, including
the likely extent of grading that would be associated with the planned land uses. Specifically,
the commenter should refer to Impacts BIO-1 through BIO-6. No further comment is necessary.

Response 18L

The commenter states her opinion that the riparian buffer mitigation measure protection plan
appears to be too flexible. The commenter feels that developers and/ or applicants would only
use the minimum 20 foot buffer and this would equate to a Class I impact.

This comment is noted; however, under mitigation measure BIO-2(a) a minimum buffer zone of
50-100 feet of native vegetation shall be maintained between urban development and adjacent
sensitive native habitats. This includes those areas located along the unchannelized portions of
Medea and Lindero Canyon Creeks within the Specific Plan boundaries. Thus, the minimum
buffer between riparian habitats and development is 50 feet, not 20 feet. A 20 foot buffer is as
close as the equestrian trail would be allowed to the edge of riparian canopy, not commercial
and residential development.

Additionally, mitigation measure BIO-2(c) requires that a riparian habitat and creek protection
program be prepared by a qualified biologist (with acceptance by the City Planning.and
Community Development Department) and include specific measures as dictated by CDFG.

City of Agoura Hills
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The protection program shall be submitted for review as part of the application process with the
City Planning and Community Development Department. In addition, the final plans shall be
subject to review and approval by the City Planning and Community Development Department
prior to the issuance of a Grading Permit. This additional level of planning and coordination
among agencies, in addition to BIO-2(a), provides for greater agency communication and
decision sharing, to the overall benefit of the species and habitat. Thus, the EIR has examined
riparian protection and minimization measures for protecting riparian habitat.

Response 18M

The commenter notes that oak trees are protected in the City’s oak tree ordinance. The
commenter states her opinion that oak tree mitigation measures are inadequate.

Impact BIO-3 discusses impacts to oak trees in detail. The analysis references past studies
conducted within the Specific Plan area and recent studies performed in 2007 and 2008. Using
the worst case scenario (as discussed above in 18G), the Specific Plan could eliminate all oaks in
the development zones, which would total 110 valley oaks, 39 coast live oaks, and 54 scrub
oaks, or about 44% of those inventoried. The majority of the scrub oaks associated with the
scrub oak chaparral in Zone F and the west end of Zone B are also assumed would be lost under
this scenario, totaling approximately 1,141 scrub oak shrubs. With respect to just valley oaks
and coast live oaks, 59% of the valley oaks and 18% of the coast live oaks identified would be
removed if no trees are preserved in the developable zones. The Updated RR EIR consideres
this a significant loss of overstory, shrub and understory plants and identifies impacts to oak
trees within the Specific Plan area as significant, but mitigable. Applicable oak tree protection
policies are discussed and mitigation measures provided to minimize impacts to a less than
significant level. Impact BIO-3 clearly states that the City would need to approve a variance for
oak tree removals if individual p:ro]ects would remove more than 10% of the oaks onsite for any
given development.

Response 18N

The commenter states that a 700 to 1,000 foot riparian buffer is needed to protect southwestern
pond turtle. The commenter states females migrate up to 700- 1,000 feet to lay eggs and that an
equal setback is necessary to protect the species’ nesting habitat. The commenter states her
opinion that a buffer less than 700 feet would be considered Class L.

Please see response 18F above. While pond turtles may be capable of using areas up to 1,300
feet from their aquatic home, it does not follow that they will use unsuitable habitat located
within that distance. As discussed in the BTA in the Updated RR EIR, suitable nesting sites are
located in Zones B and G adjacent to both creeks. Slopes surrounding the creeks within the
Specific Plan can generally be characterized as being steeper than 25%, except for some limited
areas, and this steepness limits the dispersal of turtles into adjacent lands. The 50-100 foot
native vegetation buffer (refer to Figure 4.3-4 of the Updated RR EIR) provided for under
mitigation measure BIO-2(a) along with the open space designation of Zone G protects nearly
all of the suitable nesting habitat. This mitigation measure, in conjunction with measure BIO-
1(b), would minimize potential impacts to southwestern pond turtle and their nesting habitat.

S
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Response 180

The commenter states that the open space wildlife corridor as depicted in the Agoura Hills
General Plan needs to be mentioned.

Wildlife movement corridors, movement pathways, and habitat linkages are discussed in detail
in Section 4.3.1 (f) of the Updated RR EIR. Further, Impact BIO-5 analyzes the potential impacts
of the proposed project on wildlife corridors. The analysis provides a detailed discussion of
potential impacts and concludes that the Specific Plan would not disrupt the regional
movement of wildlife; and therefore, is considered to have a less than significant impact with
respect to wildlife corridors. Although the commenter feels the General Plan depiction of
wildlife corridors should have been included in the EIR, more recent and scientifically based
data was used instead. The General Plan shows only the corridor east of Palo Comado Canyon
Road, which is not within or relatively near the AVSP. Because of the outdated nature of the
General Plan (approved in 1992) discussion of wildlife corridors in the EIR referenced more
recent documents such as the following;:

South Coast Wildlands. 2008. South Coast Missing Linkages: A Wildland Network for the South
Coast Ecoregion. Produced in cooperation with partners in the South Coast Missing
Linkages Initiative.

Ng, Sandra J., Jim W. Dole, Raymond M. Sauvajot, Seth P.D. Riley, and Thomas J. Valone.
(March 2003). Use of Highway Undercrossings by Wildlife in Southern California. Biological
Conservation.

California Wilderness Coalition (2001). Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the
California Landscape. Retrieved March 25, 2003, from

http://www.calwild.org/resources/pibs/linkages/.

Further, CEQA states that “lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues
and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort
at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” Thus, the EIR has provided a good faith effort at
disclosing the impacts related to wildlife movement corridors.

Response 18P

The commenter states that a reduced alternative limiting comumercial development to 240,000
square feet should be analyzed; and that such an alternative would reduce impervious surfaces
necessary for buildings and parking and would further reduce runoff.

This comment is noted; however, several reduced buildout scenarios were examined as
alternatives in the EIR. Of the five alternatives examined, two looked at reducing commercial
development from 576,458 (the project as proposed) to 342,108 (Alternative 2: Reduced SP
Area) and 326,158 (Alternative 5: Reduced Project Size).

Alternative 2 _
As noted in Section 6.0, Alternatives, this alternative would be identical to the propesed project
except that it would exclude all Zones west of Kanan Road {Zones B, D west, F and G).
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Removal of the area west of the intersection of Agoura and Kanan Roads would reduce the
overall Specific Plan area by roughly 25 acres of developable area. Although this alternative
would not include development of the area south and west of the intersection of Kanan and
Agoura Roads, this area could be developed in the future, in accordance with the Ladyface
Mountain Specific Plan. This alternative does not fulfill the project objectives, as it lacks the
roundabout, which is considered a key element of the Specific Plan, and due to its significant
reduction in residential and commercial use. This substantial reduction in development
potential would likely reduce the economic viability of development projects (making it more
difficult to encourage private sector investment and revitalization) leading to the possible
infeasibility of creating a vibrant village that is successful and self-sustaining. Further, this
alternative would not avoid any Class I impacts or reduce Class II impacts to Class IIL.

Alternative 5 _

This alternative is a reduced version of the Specifi¢c Plan and would be developed with a lower
density and without a residential component. Development at a lower density would reduce
the overall building square footage for the proposed development by about 250,300 square feet.
Specifically, new commercial/retail/ office development within each zone would be developed
at a lower FAR (0.25) as compared with the Specific Plan new development FAR (0.35). This
alternative does not have a residential component and allows for minimal redevelopment.
Thus, this alternative would not accomplish the project objectives of achieving a mixed use
“Village” type of development. The primary component in achieving a successful “Village” is
to establish sufficient retail and other commercial square footage development in a concentrated
area with a complementary residential component to support the commercial uses. The
substantially lower commercial square footage (inhibiting revitalization of the area and the
promotion of private sector involverment that would foster commercial sales activity), combined
with the elimination of residences, would severely challenge the ability to achieve a successful
“Village.” This alternative would substantially reduce traffic related impacts and would
decrease air quality and noise related impacts. The alternative would also likely free up more
open space, reduce demand .on local infrastructure, impact fewer biological resources, such as
oak trees, onsite, and eliminate two unavoidable and significant impacts related to land use.
Although this project would have an overall lower level of environmental impact, as compared
with the proposed Specific Plan, this alternative would not meet the basic objectives of the
project as described above.

As each of these alternatives analyzed a significant decrease in commercial development of
41%-44% and could not meet the project objectives due to lack of sufficient commercial square
footage, it is reasonable to conclude that reducing the commercial buildout further, 65%
reduction, would also not meet the project objectives. As it may be reasonably concluded that
this alternative would not meet the project objectives, additional analysis of this scenario,
limiting commercial development to 240,000 square feet, is not warranted. Itis further noted
that a reduction in square footage of allowed development does not necessarily mean that the
square footage of surface area disturbed would be changed; instead, the future developer could
opt to construct single story structures over the same development footprint rather than multi-
story structures as discussed in the Specific Plan.

Response 180
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The commenter states her opinion that more business offices are not needed in Agoura Hills
and that they are a drain on the City’s services. Further, the commenter notes that mixed-use
buildings should have the bottom level dedicated for retail and the top level for residential.

This comment is noted; however, it does not pertain to the adequacy of the environmental
document. Therefore, no further response is necessary. The commenter is referenced to

Chapter 4 of the Specific Plan for a discussion of mixed uses and requirements in the Agoura
Village Specific Plan.
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Re: Agoura Village comrpents

Angust7,2008

Agoura Hills Planning Cornmission and City Council
3001 Ladyface Court
Agoura Hills, Ca 91301

Dear Planning Commissionérs and City Couneil:

Y(\\ The EIR for Agoura Village (AV) remains uncertified per the Writ of Mandate, Changes
by decision makers can be made to make this Agoura Village Specific Plan (AVSP)
better,
New Issues-for 2008/Issues ot Known
Traffic o
a0 There are new issues of significance thet were not present in 2005. The first is traffic. At
R‘QD\X 3:30 in the afternoon (ot at the peak traffic hours as studied in the uncertified 2003 EIR),
" one hag to wait through 3 light changes to tirn from Agoura Road to go porth on Kanan.
This constitutes a new unidentified gridlock situation. (F) This is because of summer
beach traffic. This intersection must function at an acceptable level because of Coastal
ActJaw. This is a major beach access point for the entire Conejo area. Kanan Road
provides the most direct cross-mountain link between the Malibu coastline and the
Conejo Valley. A recent Appellate Court decision supporting public access applies to
vebteular puiblic beach access. The AVSP as proposed would adversely affect public
aceess to the coast viz Kapan Road. :

TF 2 round-about is put in, it must be of huge circumference and take in more of the
private land at this intersection to be able 1o handle this ever increasing beach traffic.
The AV map needs ta be changed to reflect this new required taking.

There is & constant stream of pars coming from the beach at beach traffic bouts, which
are not peak traffic hours. Under this new traffic issue, the total amount of estimated
grading needs to be known in order to estirate the numaber of truck trips impacting this
now grid locked interseetion. This new fact that there are peak hours in the stemmer for
beach goers that makes this existing infersection an ¥ level. -~



gg/11/3888 18:2§ 181685977302

W

1
Y

3

CITY OF 4BE0URA HILLS ' PagE 7&3’

1t also becomes absolutely necessary for a develaper réquirement to fund an overhead.
walkway 1o move pedestrians safely over this Intersection to the existing restanrauts in
th northwest area. This overkiead pedestrian walkway should be depicted i the new
maps in this updated and revised EIR.

Bigycle Route

£

hy 7 Another issue of new significance js that this area has become a major bicycle route. I

has been planned to be a5 depictéd as such in the Santa Monica Mountains
Comprehensive Plan Map (Enclosure #1). Now in 2008, Agoura Road has become a
rogjor recreational bicycle route. The Agoura Village Specific Plan can be made better by
moving back the buildings fronting Agoura Road, which will preserve the stenic quality
of Agoura Road and allow safe bicycle lanes on the Agoura frontage road. The street
side parking which is incompatible for bicycles should be moved into the areas labeled
sadditional mixed use development™ (back side of zones A and B) Providing these areas
for parking will eliminate the need for the “may be” parking garage wiich will change

suburban Agoura Hills character into dense Los Angeles city type development. The

| strest side buildings should also be moved back from Agouwsa Road in order to protect the

scenic views from Agoura Road. Agoura Road is designated as such in Agoara Hills
General Plan Scenic Highway Element. (See enclosure #2)

Density Bonus

Another new jssue of significance is the recent approval of the density boaus for middle
to low-income housing, (Depending on city’s definition of what constittes low income).
Ono of these landowriers was at that hearing to support this new allowable bonus in
umber of housing units, The Project Description of  max 0f 293 units then changes.
Theses changes bring changes in the Traffic estimates, Multifamily residential units can
genérate up to 5 to 7 pew trips a day per unit. All the changes in project effects including
air quality, raffic, student generation, water usage, etc must be analyzed by applying this
pew density bomus recently approved by the city.

Water Supply for Existing Customers

Now, in 2008 the there are two pew water issues. There is the drought and Delta cases
which have impacted our water supplies. This new information impacts on whether
existing customers will have an adequate supply. It may not be possible provide
adequate water to this huge massive AV development as proposed. This new information
of significance must be analyzed. Will there be enough water for this AV project af this
hisge density of mote thari one half million new square feet of commercial and way over
300 new residential units? (With the new density bonus factored in)

Agencies Notified List Needed .
Were the appropriate agencies notified of this AV recireulated EIR? Please list in this
new EIR docionent which agencies were notified of this new draft EIR. The following
agencles have a stake in the happenings in the Sants Monica Mountains Zone per state
law: California Fish and Game, Santa Moaica Mountains National Park Servioe, Senta
Monica Mountains Conservancy, and Native Plant Society. There are two federally
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listed plant species. Federal agencies requizing to be potified include the federal Fish and
Wildlife and Artay Corp of Engineers. The wetland issues involye furisdiction of the
Califorpia Department of Figh and Game and the Army Corp. Were all these agencies
sotified? The notification list should be a part of this updated EIR.

Project DéSUﬂ?ﬁDH:

. As a pedestrian community serving Agoura Hills residents, there is a complete Jack of
) enough walking peths to for fill this project goal. Sidewalks sud walking paths must be

depicted all around this AV complex. These walkways can not be required later if they
are not & part of this plan. A walking path all around AV needs to be an integrat part of
AV. Existing culverts in the creeks must be required to be removed and the dirt paths
apened up to walkers uniess flood conditions are present. The existing chanelized creeks

. (Chesebro, Lindero, and Mediz) must have development conditions which shall keep

t these crecks in theix natural state and which shall require sufficient 700 foot w0 1000-foot
uffers in Media and Lindero creek areas in order to protect the Southwestern Pond
Turtle,

- The AV plan s inadequate in thet it is not shown where there is adequate parlking for the
L over one half wiltion sqoare feet of building. The maps in the EIR must reflect the
parking,

. If'the restaurants and entertainment facilitios aré fo be successful, AV needstobe 2 place

égs.’& . where all the Agoura Hills residents will want to visit as a town center. AV needs 1o add

K)‘?‘»‘\"ﬁ walking paths around the entire complex aud incorporate walking paths to the existing

7" creeks areas that are not sensitive habitat for the Southwestern Pond turtle. This positive

addition to the AV project will be coruplying with the new 2008 nationwide mandate to
increase exercise activities for the entire farriily. These walking paths will serve to make
this a successful pedestrian center getting people out of their cars for a meal and
enjoyable recreational walk. These walkways need to be put in the AV 8P aud the area
depicted on maps because it will be very difficult to require the walking areas to be set
aside later, Right now, it appears that the maps do not show set aside walking paths.

3

The project name needs 1o be reconsidered, This comer was previously called Malibu
Junction and Cornell Corners. The project name should reflect that three differént creeks
are included in the AV bonndaries. The project name should also compliment the fact
that this scenic corer with the Lady Face Mountain backdrop is the Gateway fo the Sauta
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, A few suggestions include Creekside
Corvers andior Creekside Junction. With 3 different crecks all within the Agoura Village
SP boundaries, the name should reflect fhis noteworthy environmental feature. Atthe

G

same time, the name should capitalize on the fact thaé: this is the gatewsay to a national
focreation arga.

Biological
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. The AV project area (Zones E and G-E} includesa Significant Ecological Area #6 “Lag
}4‘% Virgenes™. (Enclosures #3 Maps) This SEA #6 needs to be discussed in relation to its
’ identified biological resources like California juniper. Theseare the only 2 California
Junipers in our entire Santa Momica Mountains area. Tt appears that AVSP does not go
o~ allthe way to the ridgeline. If 50, Zones G, E and G-E should be expanded to include all
/S/the way to the seende ridge top. It also appears that there is & notched area left out. The
" notohed area on the map should continue all the way to this ridge top. Yeats ago that
tandowner expressed a desire to sell this hard to develop property 2s parkiand because of
its steepness. This steep notched erea pddition should be desigrated as open space,
scenic ridgeline, and biclogical resource aréa.

A The jmpacts to the biological can not be analyzed without evaluating the AV project total
B amount of prading. An analysis of the grading and its impacts on the biological noeds to
be a part of this EIR.

The riparian buffer mitigation measure protection plan appears to be too flexible. The
| decision makers and agencies will support redesign to avoid endangered/sensitive plant
and animal species/habitat, It is up to the decision makers/responsible agencies to ask the
/% project be redesigned with adequate buffers to protect the nafive plants and animals. As
written the mifigation measures allow the developer/applicant to decide pot to redesigm o
avoid biological resources, and/or to leave only 2 20 foot buffer. This would make
biological impacts on plants/plant communitites and animals to be a Class 1 impact.
Oal trees are protected in the city’s oak tree ordinance. Applicants/developers are not
L allowed to remove more than 10% of the oaks onsite of any given development. City
officials need to be able to require project design to.avold oak trees. [t appears that the
mitigation measures are inadequate in ks area.

A 70010 1000 oot riparian buffer is needed to protect the Southwestern Pond txtle. The

H\\ fernale migrates 700 to 1000 feet to lay ezgs on land areas. This 700 1o 1000 feet setback
is necessary to profect the pond turtle, Ifthe 700 1o 1000 foot riparian bufferis not
required as mitigation to protect these turtles and their reproduction needs, then thisis a
Class T impact requiring 2 mandatory finding of significance. Also, putting in the 700 to
1000 foot buffer will be protecting the most significant natural topographic feature of the
AV SP, the beautiful creeks which run through it.

_ The open space wildlife corridor as depicted in the Agoura Hills General Plan needs to be

& mentioned. (Enclosure #4) This comidor follows Media Creek and is an additional layer
of protection. This information added to this biological analysis of riparian corridor will
zide in setting aside the 700 to 1000 foot xiparian buffer as needed for the continued
exdstence of the Southwestern Poud turtle. Also, the700 to 1000-foot riparian buffers
exhance the natural topographic featires of our tewn center making it a more desirable
place to visit, )

Alternatives

Pase
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A real reduced project alternative needs be discussed. A real reduced project.
alternative will significantly reduce impécts to the pond furtle, riparian areas, and now the
new traffic and water jssucs.

Q f; By reducing the AVEP commersial from 580,000 to 240,000 sq feet, there will be léss

H
i

\

building footprint. Reduced building footprints will reduce the Impervious surface
required for the buildings and parking. This will mean less run off to impact the
Sowhwestern Pond Turtle and the creek ecosystems.

More business officé is not needed in. Agoura Hills and it is.a drain on our services. The
rmixed-use buildings should kave the bottom level be retail and the top level should be
residential. Thers is no need to add business office on top, which results in taller -
buildings, which will block scenic views from, designated scenic roads. There is no need
to allow these buildings to be 45 fi talf and break the ¢ity General Plan of 35 feet. This
rechiction in building square footage will reduce the impacts to the Southwestern Pond
Turtle and the creek scosystems. With the economy changes aad Countrywide being
absorbed by Bank of Amnerica, there- will most likely be a ghut of office buildings in our

- aren. Office buildings do not generate good revenues for our city.

By truly reducing the AVSP to one half the commercial density, there will be less traffic
and resulting less impact on air quality. Fewer cars will be idling at the Kanap/Agoura
Road fntersection as they wait to get into the traffic circle and/or idle at the traffic Yights.
Reducing the air quality impacts by one balf will reduce the air quality impacts on the
creek coosystemmns.

By reducing the AVSP, vertical wis, and bringing the height limit back into compliance
1o the General Plan’s 35 foot height fimit, there will be considerably less building square
footage genemting more parking required. This will also reduce impervious surface
runoff jmpact into the créeks.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Hopefully you as decision makers will
incorporate these ideas into making this a better project for our city. Community
residents want to have a pice town center 10 visit, shop, and enjoy recreatiopal activities,
I youallow AV to be built with its proposed massive density, then too yych traffic will

be the result. Unfortunately AV will then become 2 place that the community avoids.

_ Mary BE. Wiesbrock, Chair

Enc.

CITY OF AGOURA HILLS | PacE
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Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recircutated EIR
Responses to Commients on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

Letter 19

COMMENTER: Mary E. Wiesbrock, Chair, Save Open Space

DATE: August 8, 2008

RESPONSE:

Response 19A

Refer to Response Letter 18A

Response 19B

Refer to Response Letter 18B

Response 19C

Refer to Response Letter 18C

Response 19D

Refer to Response Letter 18E

Response 19E

Refer to Response Letter 18F

Response 19F

Refer to Response Letter 18G

Response 19

Refer to Response Letter 18H

Response 19H

Refer to Response Letter 181

Response 191

Refer to Response Letter 18]

Response 19]

r
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Refer to Response Letter 18K

Response 19K

Refer to Response Letter 18L

Response 191,

Refer to Response Letter 18M

Response 19M

Refer to Response Letter 18N

Response 19N

Refer to Response Letter 180

Response 190

Refer to Response Letter 18P

Response 19P

Refer to Response Letter 18Q
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Transeribed Oral Comments
Planhing Commission CEQA Hearing
June 5, 2008

From: Serena Friedman

{Also at this hearing, provided also a letter datec‘i 4117700 from her to the L.A. County
Regional Planning Commission regarding the County’s North Area Plan, which she read
from in her oral comments).

[ live off Comell Road and am speaking on behalf of the Cornell Ranchos homes HOA,
13 homes in Agoura. Comell is a winding, unlit, uncurbed, curved roadway surrounded
by low density homes, horses, open space, and the scenic Santa Monica Mountains
corridor. At the original hearing of formation of the City of Agoura Hills, the City wished
{o preserve the resources of the area of the Area Plan. The City wished 1o preserve the
wildlife corridor, topographic features, open space, riparian, biological flora and
resources, ecosystem, rural character of the area, viewshed of the Santa Monica
Mountains scenic corridor is to be protected and SEA 6, preservation of endangered
species in Medea Creek. I have a report which questions the accuracy and completeness
of the biology resources assessment, including Cooper’s hawk, San Diego desert
whiptail, a sparrow and a lizard and red legged frog, Of interest, it was prepared by very
reputable Envicom and Dr. Koutnik isa resources person for SEAs. The endangered
species in your report is not all-inclusive. CEQA requires that. All projects and potential
buildout must be evaluated under CEQA. The hydrology impacts that can be... The
California Natural Diversity Database also indicates some species you have not indicated.
The impact of the project on two creeks that empty into the ocean in the riparian
ecosystem isn't complete enough per CEQA law, Like to remind you of the flood hazard
in 1992 - Cornell Road was floaded. 1f all the proposed buildout accurs, it will have
hazardous and dangerous consequences and affect the wildlife corridor linkage along
Medea Creek used by many animals, such as deer, bobcats and others. There’s a danger
for fire evacuation and egress limitations not just for humans but for the animals we’re
trying to protect. This is complicated by traffic impacts of high density proposals,
gridlock, well documented at Kanan Road interchange. 1 have a traffic study
documenting LOS D and £ at that intersection. Also issues of destroying scenic corridor
because of 35-foot height you are allowing the building to violate your City resirictions. |
summarize with one sentence. We must proteet this wildlife corridor, biotic resources in
the Medea Creek, riparian resources in SEA 6, I don’t believe the mitigation measures
adequately take care of that and beg 1o differ that a decision to approve this project.



Agoura Village Specific Plan Updated Final Revised and Recirculated EIR
Responses to Comments on the Updated Drait Revised and Recirculated EIR

Commenis Received at June 5, 2008
Planning Commission Hearing on the
Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR

The City of Agoura Hills Planning Commission held a public hearing to accept comments on
the Updated RR EIR on June 5, 2008. The comments received at that hearing and responses
thereto are included below.

1. Serena Friedman, Cornell Ranchos Homes HOA:

Comment:

Response:

Comment:

Response:

At the original hearing of formation of the City of Agoura Hills, the City wished
to preserve the resources of the area of the Area Plan. The City wished to
preserve the wildlife corridor, topographic features, open space, riparian,
biological flora and resources, ecosystem, rural character of the area, viewshed of
the Santa Monica Mountains scenic corridor is to be protected and SEA 6,
preservation of endangered species in Medea Creek.

This comment is noted. It does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR and no
further response is necessary.

The commenter notes that she has a report which questions the accuracy and
completeness of the biological resources assessment, including Cooper’s hawk,
San Diego desert whiptail, a sparrow and a lizard and red legged frog. Further,
the commenter states her opinion that the endangered species in the report is not
all-inclusive.

The commenter notes that she has a report discussing the validity of the
biological resources assessment provided in the Updated RR EIR; however, this
report has not been provided to the City nor was a source cited in the comment
letter. Withouit this information a specific reply cannot be made.

Section 15204 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the standard of adequacy on
which an EIR is based as:

“An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-
makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes
account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of the environmental effects of
the proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be
reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not
make an EIR inadequate, but, the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement
among the experts. The courts have looked not for perfection, but for adequacy,
completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.”

Thus, the EIR need not be “all-inclusive” according to CEQA; however, it must
be sufficient in light of what is reasonably feasible. As shown below, an
exhaustive effort has been made to incorporate relevant and up-to-date
information available for the Specific Plan area. As stated in the setting of

City of Agoura Hills
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Responses to Comments on the Updated Draft Revised and Recirculated EIR

Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the EIR biological resources analysis was
developed using:

“Several regional biological resource studies that have been prepared that
address the general biological resource values within the Specific Plan
boundaries and general vicinity.. These studies include EIRs completed for the
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, the Creekside Center EIR, and the City’s
General Plan EIR. These reports are incorporated by reference and are available
for review at Agoura Hills City Hall. Additionally, a site specific Biological
Assessment (Rincon Consultants, Inc., 2003) and a preliminary oak tree report
(TREES, etc., 2004} were used for this analysis. These two studies were included
in Appendix B of the 2006 EIR. Aerial photography was also used to further
evaluate biological conditions onsite. Rincon Consultants conducted technical
biological studies in the spring and summer of 2007 and 2008 while under
contract to the City of Agoura Hills. The purpose of these surveys was to update
the earlier studies cited above and provide additional focused survey
information for sensitive species and communities.”

Additionally, as noted in the Updated RR EIR, “A list of special status plant and
animal species that could potentially occur on-site was developed based on
review of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), previous studies
from the vicinity of the site, and general knowledge of the area.” Further, the
EIR incorporated comments from public agencies and private citizens submitted
throughout the development of the 2006 EIR.

The commenter’s concern regarding the specific species listed above is unclear;
as the study referred to was not provided and as some species mentioned were
included in the EIR analysis. It is unclear whether the commenter feels they
were inappropriately included or excluded. Cooper’s hawk was observed onsite
in 2007. This observation was discussed in the Updated RR EIR. Inregards to
the commenter’s mention of the San Diego desert whiptail, there is no such
whiptail recognized in California. Thus it is unclear what the commenter is
referring to; however, the Updated RR EIR discussed habitat suitability onsite for
two species of lizard which the commenter may be referring to, the coastal
western whiptail and the San Diego horned lizard. The Updated RR EIR notes
coastal western whiptail inhabits a variety of habitats including sage scrub,
grasslands, washes, and oak woodlands and that “CNDDB records show
occurrences throughout the Santa Monica Mountains south of the US Highway
101. Habitat is present within the project area to support this subspecies.
Individuals were observed within the Specific Plan area during field surveys in
1993. Three different whiptails were observed during the 2007 surveys at the
same location on different survey days (two on one day, one larger one the
second day) on the west side of Kanan Road at the edge of Zone G (Figure 4.3-4).
Two additional individuals were observed in 2008 within Zone F. The project
site is in a zone of overlap between two subspecies and it is unknown which
subspecies was present as identification requires extensive study, generally
including comparing the animal to museum specimens. This animalprefers
dense vegetation and it may occur throughout the project area within mixed

City of Agoura Hills
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Comment:

Response:

chaparral and coastal sage scrub. It is noted that this animal was formerly listed
by CDFG as a “species of special concern,” but in the latest publication of Special
Animals (CDFG, February 2008), it no longer has that status, nor is it on the
CDFG “Watch List.” ”

The Updated RR EIR also discussed the Southern California rufous-crowned
sparrow (WL) in detail. An adult was seen with food (indicative of nesting) just
south of Cornell Road and outside the project area (Figure 4.34). Another adult
was seen on the southern edge of Zone A South near the steep cliffs indicated in
yellow on Figure 4.3-4. As the particular species of sparrow the commenter is
concerned about is not mentioned, it is difficult to address her concerns;
however, the Southern California rufous-crowned sparrow was discussed in the
EIR.

Lastly, the California red-legged frog was also discussed in detail in the Updated
RR EIR. This species was specifically surveyed for and not located within the
Specific Plan area. Mitigation measures BIO-2(a) and BIO-2(c) were included in
the FIR, and would minimize impacts to potential red-legged frog habitat onsite.
Further, mitigation measure BIO-1(b) would require surveys for sensitive
wildlife species, such as the California red-legged frog and the species mentioned
above, prior to beginning construction and/or commencement of any
disturbance activities.

As noted in CEQA Guidelines, Section 15204, reviewers “should focus on the
sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be
avoided or mitigated. Comments are most helpful when they suggest additional
specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to
avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects.” Due to the unclear and
non-specific nature in identifying possible impacts or suggesting specific
alternatives and or mitigation measures, and because the commenter did not

provide the study referred to, it is not possible to address this comment any
further.

The commenter noted that the CNDDB indicates some species which were not
included in the EIR.

All species indicated in the CNDDB were incorporated into the EIR with detailed
descriptions of the species habitat requirements and potential for presence
within the Specific Plan area with the exception of one species, the slender
mariposa lily. The slender mariposa lily, Calochortus clavatus var. gracilis, was
included in the CNDDB search provided in the BTA as occurring almost 5 miles
east southeast of the site, but was not discussed in detail in the Updated RR EIR.
To address this comment the Final EIR has been revised to reflect this species’
potential onsite with inclusion of a detailed description of its habitat
requirements. Although the species was not included in the list of species
potentially occurring within the Specific Plan area, this is a readily identifiable
and obvious species during the flowering period, which is when the site was

City of Agoura Hills
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Comment:

Response:

Comment:

surveyed in 2007 and 2008. If this species had been present it would most likely
have been detected during these recent surveys, similar to the other Calochortus
species found at the site. The lack of discussion of this species as potentially
occurring with the project area does not change the level of significance for
impacts to sensitive plant species. Asa CNPS List 1B.2 species, it is a special
status plantthat has been addressed generically under Impact BIO-1 and
mitigated for per mitigation measure BIO-1(a). The lack of discussion of this
particular species (which was not observed during any of the field botanical
surveys) in the EIR does not present any new significant impacts or require
additional mitigation. This species will nonetheless be added to the Final EIR
under Table 4.3-1 as having potential to occur in the study area.

The commenter states that the impact of the project on two creeks is not
adequately addressed in accordance with CEQA and that buildout of the
proposed project could generate flood hazards which may impact wildlife using
the creeks.

This comment is noted; however, Section 4.3 of the Updated RR EIR discusses |
wildlife movement corridors and migratory species with. the potential to utilize

the site in detail in the environmental setting and under Impacts BIO-1 and BIO- |
5. This section assessed whether the proposed project would have an adverse |
impact on a wildlife corridors, wetlands, oak trees, sensitive communities, and

sensitive species, and where appropriate, prescribed mitigation measures. Open

space resources are also thoroughly characterized in Section 2.0, Project

Description, as well as in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.

Further, Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the 2006 EIR discussess
potential impacts and mitigation measures related to hydrology, water quality,
and site flood hazards. This section assessed whether the proposed project
would have an adverse impact on the existing drainage pattern of the Specific
Plan area, and where appropriate, prescribed mitigation measures. Additionally,
as noted above in the introduction, the Updated RR EIR included only those
changes to the original Final EIR that were required by the Writ of Mandate to
meet judicial review. Those changes involved Section 2.0 Project Description,
Section 4.3 Biologjical Resources, Section 6.0 Alternatives, and the Biological
Technical Appendix. As noted above, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5(£)(2), this document responds only to comments regarding those
recirculated sections of the DEIR. No changes were necessitated in Section 4.7,
Hydrology and Water Quality, and it was therefore not included in the Upadated
RREIR. This comment pertains to other sections of the EIR not recirculated, for
which the comment period closed on January 3, 2006.

The commenter notes her concern regarding the danger from fire evacuation and
egress limitations not just for humans but for animals as well. The commenter
feels this is complicated by traffic impacts at the Kanan Road interchange and
mentions a traffic study documenting LOS D and E at that intersection.

~
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Response:

Comment:

Response:

The City of Agoura Hills has recirculated portions of the draft EIR for this project
in response to the writ of mandate described in the introduction. As noted
above, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2), this document
responds only to comments regarding those recirculated sections of the DEIR.
Emergency evacuation for hurnans is addressed in Sections 4.5, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, 4.10, Public Services and Utilities, and 4.11, Traffic and
Circulation, which have not changed from the 2006 Final EIR and were not
recirculated. The comment period for the 2006 EIR closed on January 3, 2006.
With regards to vehicular traffic, such impacts were addressed in portions of the
EIR which were not updated or recirculated, no further comment is necessary.
With regards to animal evacuation, it is unclear whether the commenter is
concerned about animals moving into the project site, or having less area to
move to in the event of a fire. The project site is located adjacent to open space
and is directly linked to the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
(SMMNRA). In the event of wildfire, highly mobile animals will flee before the
fire into adjacent suitable habitat, and in many cases, even into suburban areas.
Less mobile animals will either expire or hide below ground until the fire passes
by. Ineither event, the proposed project would have little effect on the
movement of wildlife during a wildfire.

The commenter notes concern regarding impacts to scenic corridors in relation to
35-foot building heights.

As noted above, this comment pertains to Sections 4.1, Aesthetics, and 4.8, Land Use
and Planning, which have not changed from the 2006 Final EIR and were not
recirculated. The comment period for the 2006 EIR closed on January 3, 2006.
As this comment pertains to impacts addressed in portions of the EIR which
were not updated or recirculated, no further comment is necessary.
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