REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL

DATE: APRIL 13, 2011

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL

FROM: GREG RAMIREZ, CITY MANAGER

BY: MIKE KAMINO, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

SUBJECT: CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING AND INTRODUCE ORDINANCE NO.
11-386 AMENDING ZONING ORDINANCE SECTIONS 9654.5.A. AND
9654.5.C PERTAINING TO PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING TREE
CANOPY COVERAGE FOR RETAIL DEVELOPMENT;
CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 11-1625 TO AMEND THE
CITY ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
FOR PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING; AND ADOPT A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION (CASE NO. 10-ZOA-003)

The purpose of this item is for the City Council to conduct a public hearing to consider amending
the Zoning Ordinance and the City’s Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines regarding
tree canopy coverage at retail project parking lots.

On October 27, 2010, the City Council conducted a Pre-screen Review regarding this matter and
gave direction to staff to proceed. Prior to the City Council Pre-screen Review, staff also
discussed this matter with the Council Economic Development Subcommittee. Hence, staff has
conducted the research and analysis and presented recommendations to the Planning Commission
who conducted a public hearing on this matter on March 17, 2011. The Planning Commission’s
recommendations to the City Council are contained herein.

The tree canopy coverage is one of three principal minimum requirements for providing new
landscaping and maintaining landscaping over the life of a project. The Zoning Ordinance
requires that parking lot landscaping is to include shade trees, from an approved list, placed so as
to cover fifty (50) percent of the total parking area with tree canopies within fifteen (15) years
after the issuance of the building permit. The Zoning Ordinance also requires commercial
projects provide a landscape plan to demonstrate that the site will provide a minimum of 10% to
20% landscape planter coverage of the entire parcel and that the parking lot itself has a minimum
15% landscape planter coverage. Together, these requirements contribute to a reduction in the
heat island effect, noise, and air pollution. They also provide shade coverage for parked
vehicles, breaks up the visual “sea of parking” effect, and improves the outdoor experience for
pedestrians. Moreover, reintroducing trees after the development of a vacant parcel helps retain
some of the vegetation that once occupied the site.



These requirements have been applied to all new projects, but the expected benefits of the tree
canopy coverage, specifically, have been diminished for several reasons. Landscape plans are
subject to the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s requirements, which have increasingly
become more stringent. Currently, the Fire Department’s policies dictate that no trees be planted
in parking lots in which canopies could overhang in fire equipment access areas (primarily
driveways), and that trees cannot be located close to buildings for fuel modification reasons. As
a result, these policies reduce the choice of trees that can be planted in an urbanized setting and
the maturity a tree can reach.

Furthermore, the parking lot tree canopy coverage requirement can cause, over time, unintended
consequences such as a reduced visibility of tenant signage at retail centers. This is based on the
testimony of shopping center owners and commercial brokers describing their tenants’ specific
desire for more visibility from the street frontage and freeway. In order to remedy the issue, the
maintenance crews have often been directed to prune, thin, and sometimes remove trees. As a
result, the landscaping tree canopy no longer complies with the requirement, and the shopping
center loses its visual quality.

Finally, with respect to the requirement itself, difficult sites, such as small, unusually shaped, or
sloped properties, can constrain the ability to meet the 50% tree canopy requirement. Also,
unlike other development standards in the Zoning Ordinance in which the requirements are met
when the construction is completed, the 50% tree canopy coverage requirement is not expected
to be achieved until 15 years in the future, and is subject to natural and man-made events that
could profoundly affect its growth.

Staff conducted research and analysis to address the above issues in crafting the Ordinance
Amendment. The following are the major components of the changes as presented to the
Planning Commission on March 17, 2011. The Planning Commission’s comments and
recommendations are also noted. Each Planning Commissioner’s specific comments are listed
on the attached Exhibit D.

Tree Canopy Reduction Option:

As discussed at the pre-screen, the Ordinance has been drafted to apply only to new retail
developments or exterior remodel of existing retail projects that include changes to the parking
lot, or any other parking lot remodel at existing retail developments. The Planning Commission
did not recommend any changes to applicability.

The tree canopy coverage requirement will remain at 50% after 15 years, but the proposed
ordinance adds an option for property owners to request a reduction from 50% to as low as 30%,
provided that the reduction is offset by permanent pedestrian amenities. Therefore, if this option
is exercised, the 50% coverage of the parking lot can be achieved with a combination of trees
and amenities.

Staff presented this option to the City Council, upon first review by the EDC, at the pre-screen
meeting. The Council at that time generally agreed with this approach and gave direction to staff



to proceed in drafting an ordinance to allow pedestrian amenities to offset the reduction in tree
canopy coverage.

This solution would provide a more immediate impact and was found to be an effective way to
resolve the challenges. For example, this would allow the site to progressively develop shade
coverage over a period of 15 years to reach 30% of the total parking area and an additional 20%
of the parking area would have enhanced pedestrian amenities plus hardscape areas immediately
upon completion of the project. Examples of pedestrian amenities include shade structures such
as trellises, carports, and arbors, as well as other pedestrian level amenities such as enhanced
pavement materials, planter benches, fountains, and public art. The combination of tree canopy
coverage and pedestrian amenities would allow for greater creativity in developing a site layout
and provide flexibility in the design for difficult sites. Trees and other amenities can be
strategically placed such that they do not interfere with tenant storefront sign visibility.

Within the list of amenities, the draft ordinance recommends that the credit for coverage be
applied in two ways. For amenities that offer shade coverage, such as trellises and carports, full
credit toward the tree canopy coverage will be given as they could have similar shade coverage
amount as trees, yet are lower than a tree and remain the same height and volume over time, thus
not blocking sign visibility. They also provide constant shade, and can be built of non-
combustible materials. For other amenities, such as flatwork, half-credit will be given. These
other amenities are more conducive to pedestrian usage and can be utilitarian as benches and
separated, enhanced pedestrian walkways.

At the March 17 Planning Commission meeting, the majority of the Planning Commissioners
expressed certain concerns with the proposed change in parking lot tree canopy coverage. With
modifications and clarifications to the proposed Ordinance, however, the Planning Commission
unanimously recommended approval to the City Council.

During the Planning Commission’s deliberation, Vice Chair Buckley Weber stated her concern
about the parking lot tree canopy coverage reduction from 50% to 30% and would prefer an
option for a smaller reduction (say to 40%) since landscape coverage is a significant part of what
defines Agoura Hills. She also expressed that amenities may not have the same benefit as tree
canopy coverage and the potential of having little tree canopy coverage left if the in-lieu fee
option is exercised regularly, and questioned whether the Ordinance will resolve the underlying
maintenance problems. Commissioner O’Meara stated that he can support the reduction in tree
canopy coverage to 30%, with amenities to offset the reduction, as difficult sites could benefit
from this options. He also felt that there is value in amenities, and that in some cases, amenities
can be as valuable as the tree canopy, but recommended that the Commissioners should have
discretion in selecting the various types of amenities. Commissioner Moses expressed concerns
with the tree canopy reduction and stated that the 50% parking lot tree canopy coverage can be
easily accomplished and recommended that, in the event that amenities are used, the Planning
Commission should have the discretion to select better quality amenities. Commissioner Justice
stated that any request for reduction in tree canopy coverage should be subject to Planning
Commission approval.



The Planning Commission’s consensus was to recommend approval to the City Council the
option to allow reduction in tree canopy coverage from 50% to as low as 30%, as long as
applicants were required to come before the Planning Commission for any request to reduce the
percentage of the tree canopy coverage to less than 50%. Applicants would still be required to
compensate for the gap between the 50% and the percentage being requested, by providing
amenities such as planter benches, fountains, separated walkways and shade structures.
Moreover, the Commissioners would review and approve a detailed parking lot plan showing the
landscaping and amenities. The Planning Commission’s recommended modifications to the
Ordinance are shown in the proposed draft ordinance (Exhibit A) as double underlined and
bolded text.

In addition, staff drafted a City Council resolution that would amend the City’s Architectural
Design Standards and Guidelines to reflect the new ordinance provision regarding the parking lot
tree canopy and amenities coverage, which the Planning Commission also recommended
approval. A copy of the draft City Council resolution is attached (Exhibit B).

In-Lieu Fee

Staff presented the option of an in-lieu fee at the pre-screen, after review by the EDC, and the
City Council had mixed comments: in favor, opposed, or conditional. Staff drafted language in
the proposed ordinance to include an option for an in-lieu fee for review and consideration by the
Planning Commission and City Council. This option would allow applicants to pay an in-lieu fee
in the event that the 50% combined tree canopy and amenities requirement cannot be met.

The Planning Commission generally expressed concerns about the payment of the in-lieu fee,
especially if it was relied upon regularly. The Commission’s consensus was that the in-lieu fee
option should be used sparingly and that the amount should be equivalent to a higher costing tree
to discourage use. Furthermore, they indicated that the in-lieu fee payment options should be
subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission, and as recommended in the draft
ordinance, certain property hardship findings must be made before granting the in-lieu fee
payment option request.

If the City Council’s decision is to allow the in-lieu fee payment option, the language in the
attached draft ordinance will remain, and staff will return with the in lieu fee amount under
separate resolution. The in-lieu fees can be calculated based on industry standards similar to oak
tree mitigation in-lieu fees and could be based on the overall square footage of the canopy
coverage deficiency. Typically, the fee would equate to the cost of one 24”-box tree (including
the purchase, installation and one year worth of maintenance) for every 400 square feet of area
not shaded. The collected fees would be used to purchase open space land and/or replant
landscaping on public property elsewhere in the City.

Maintenance and Enforcement

At the pre-screen meeting, staff also presented information regarding maintenance and
enforcement per discussion with the EDC. The issues revolved around how to deal with
inappropriate, overaggressive tree pruning and long-term maintenance of landscaping. Staff



prepared and presented options for the Planning Commission to recommend to the City Council
regarding maintenance and enforcement.

Currently, maintenance is broadly defined in the ordinance and simply states that landscaping
shall be maintained in perpetuity and that the Planning Department can collect a security deposit
for a one-year period after landscape installation to monitor maintenance. Staff presented three
options for the Planning Commission to consider that would expand the City’s processes for
landscape maintenance compliance to recommend to the City Council:

Option I: One option is an educational approach that would involve staff developing
information material to educate the retail property owners and the public about proper
maintenance policies and inform landscape design and maintenance professionals. It could take
the form of handouts, guidelines and standards, and downloadable flyers which provide advice
on how to trim trees and landscape maintenance tips. This approach may not generate enough
interest and incentive to change current pruning practices, but it would certainly start a process of
education.

Option 2: A second approach, in addition to handing out educational material, could be to
discuss pruning issues with the maintenance crews and arrange meetings at City Hall or in the
field to provide advice before the tree trimming occurs. This approach, although more pro-
active, may lack incentives for property owners to comply. The City has instituted both Options
1 and 2 in the past, but on a limited basis. In addition, these two options could be supplemented
by providing financial incentives such as reduced fees for oak tree trimming permits.

Option 3: The third, and the most regulatory approach, is to expand the City’s Tree Preservation
Ordinance beyond Oak Trees by requiring tree pruning permits, conducting periodic inspections,
and initiating code enforcement actions in cases of poor trimming practices and instituting
penalties. This option would require the adoption of a new Ordinance, a new permitting process,
allocation of time for the City Oak Tree/Landscape Consultant and Code Enforcement Officer
and legal cost in the event of poor compliance or blatant violation of the code.

Staff preliminarily researched other cities’ practices and found that, in most instances,
landscaping is enforced at installation of new projects and most landscape enforcement actions
on existing sites are complaint-based, and most cities do not pro-actively enforce maintenance of
the landscaping on commercial properties. However, several cities have adopted Tree
Preservation Ordinances to control the removal and/or pruning of protected indigenous trees.

In reviewing these options, the general consensus of the Planning Commission was that the City
should not add another layer of bureaucracy and was opposed to the concept of a pruning permit
requirement. The Commissioners agreed that the approach should incorporate all of Option No.
1, which proposes to make information material available, and Option No. 2, which proposes a
more proactive approach in landscape maintenance education, but with some form of Option 3,
the more regulatory option. The Commission generally agreed that the City should prescribe
standards for landscape maintenance and protocol for enforcement, as needed.



The Planning Commission concurred that staff work with the City Attorney’s office in
researching other cities and bring back ideas to consider. Options regarding standards and
enforcement can be researched with information regarding responsibility for enforcement and
pro and cons for each option. If the City Council concurs with this approach, staff will
commence working with the City Attorney’s office and will return at a later date.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the City’s local CEQA
Guidelines, staff prepared an Initial Study of the potential environmental effects of the approval
of the ordinance. Based upon the findings contained in the Initial Study, staff determined that
there was no substantial evidence that the project could have a significant effect on the
environment and a Negative Declaration was prepared.

The Negative Declaration was made available for public review for a 30-day period, ending
March 14, 2011. One written comment was received from the California Department of Fish and
Game, and addressed. The Planning Commission reviewed the Negative Declaration on March
17, 2011, at a public hearing and found that (1) the Negative Declaration was prepared in
compliance with CEQA; (2) there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a
significant effect on the environment; and (3) the Negative Declaration reflects the independent
judgment and analysis of the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission unanimously
recommended the City Council make these same findings and adopt the Negative Declaration.

RECOMMENDATION

A. Staff respectfully recommends the City Council conduct a public hearing, introduce, read
by title only, and waive further reading of Ordinance No. 11-386 (Exhibit A), amending
Zoning Ordinance Sections 9654.4.A and C. regarding parking lot tree canopy coverage
for retail development, and adopt the Negative Declaration. Draft Ordinance No. 11-386
contains the Planning Commission's recommendation that applications to exercise the
option to reduce the tree canopy coverage are subject to review and approval by the
Planning Commission.

B. Staff respectfully recommends the City Council approve Resolution No. 11-1625
(Exhibit B), to amend the City Architectural Standards and Guidelines for parking lot
landscaping, and adopt a Negative Declaration.

C. Staff respectfully recommends that the City Council give direction to staff regarding the
in-lieu fee option. If the Council is in favor of instituting the in-lieu fee option, the
Planning Commission recommends that that the option of paying the in-lieu fee be
subject to Planning Commission approval and subject to the Commission making the
findings of approval in Ordinance No. 11-386 (Exhibit A). Staff will return with a
separate in-lieu fee resolution for review and approval by the City Council.

D. Staff respectfully requests direction from the City Council regarding parking lot
landscape maintenance and enforcement. The Planning Commission recommended that



staff and the City Attorney's office research tree pruning and preservation standards and
ordinances from other cities and report back with recommendations.

Attachments:

e  Exhibit A — Ordinance No. 11-386
Exhibit B — City Council Resolution No. 11-1625
Exhibit C — Planning Commission Resolution No. 11-1030
Exhibit D — Planning Commission comments
Exhibit E — Draft March 17, 2011 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
Exhibit F — March 17, 2011, Planning Commission Meeting Staff Report
Exhibit G — October 27, 2010, Report to City Council on Pre-screen Review
Exhibit H — Negative Declaration



DRAFT ORDINANCE NO. 11-386

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
AGOURA HILLS, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING SECTIONS 9654.5.A
AND 9654.5.C OF THE AGOURA HILLS MUNICIPAL CODE
PERTAINING TO PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING TREE CANOPY
COVERAGE FOR RETAIL DEVELOPMENT

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS DOES ORDAIN AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The City Council has considered an amendment to Article IX, Chapter
6, Part 2, Division 4, Sections 9654.5.A and 9654.5.C of the Agoura Hills Municipal Code and
finds that the amendment will enhance the visual environment, enhance pedestrian experience,
address difficulty in meeting the parking lot landscape shade coverage requirement, and address
visibility of tenant signage and compliance with Fire Department fuel modification requirements.

SECTION 2. The proposed amendment complies with the General Plan Land Use
and Community Form Element goal. The revisions provide options that encourage the
development of exterior spaces that are of human scale and encourage pedestrian activity.

SECTION 3. Article IX, Chapter 6, Part 2, Division 4, Section 9654.5.A of the
Agoura Hills Municipal Code is amended to read:

“A. Purpose. The intent and purpose of this section is to provide attractive
landseapingbyregulative an enhanced pedestrian experience and exterior visual
interest of non-residential properties regulating size, placement, and design of
satd landscaping and other amenities accessible to the public. Parkingarea
landseaping Together, landscaping and other outdoor amenities are #s intended
to enhance the visual environment, promote public safety, moderate the
temperature, and reduce noise and glare.”

SECTION 4. Article IX, Chapter 6, Part 2, Division 4, Section 9654.5.C. of the
Agoura Hills Municipal Code is amended to read:

“C. Special landscape design standards.

1. Parking lot landscaping shall include shade trees, from an approved list, placed
so as to cover fifty (50) percent of the total parking area with tree canopies
within fifteen years after the issuance of the building permit for the related
building, structure or other improvement.

2. Reserved: Canopy reduction option for retail developments. —Planning
Commission Review.
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A. For any new retail developments, any exterior remodel of existing retail

developments that includes changes to the parking lot, or any other parking
lot remodel at existing retail developments, the fifty (50) percent tree
canopy coverage requirement of Section 9654.5.C.1 may be reduced by up
to twenty (20) percent provided that the parking area, including driveways,
are enhanced with pedestrian amenities with an equivalent square foot
coverage area to offset the reduction of tree canopy coverage. The request

for reduction in the 50% tree canopy coverage requirement in Section
9654.5.C.1 shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission.

(a) The pedestrian amenities shall include:
i.  Shade structures such as carports, trellises, and arbors;

ii.  Other amenities such as decorative paving and walkways in
the parking lot, raised landscape planter seats, benches,
fountains, art pieces, and other pedestrian amenities of
similar intent approved by the City.

(b) Calculation of the coverage:

1.  Shade structures defined in Section 9654.C.2.A.(a).i.: The
total square footage of shade structures shall apply toward
equivalent tree canopy coverage.

1i.  Other amenities defined in Section 9654.5.C.2.A.(a).ii:
One-half of the square footage of coverage of other
amenities shall apply toward equivalent tree canopy

coverage.

(c) Parking lot plan review: An application for a Site Plan Review
application shall be filed with the Department of Planning and
Community Development along with a parking lot plan. The
parking lot plan shall show the existing and proposed
landscaping with the proposed pedestrian amenities and any

other pertinent information deemed applicable for the Planning
Commission to render a decision.

B. In the event that an applicant’s development cannot meet the requirements

of Section 9654.5.C.1, such applicant may request the option of paying an
in-lieu fee, in amount established by resolution of the City Council, Only
those properties that cannot meet the requirements of Section 9654.5.C.1 are
eligible for the option of the payment of said in-lieu fee only if all of the
following findings can be made by the Planning Commission.

(a) Because of special circumstances applicable to the subject
property, including size, shape, topography, location or
surroundings, the strict application of Section 9654.5.C.1 deprives
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such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the
vicinity and other retail developments.

(b) The granting of the in-lieu fee payment request will not constitute
a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon
other properties in the vicinity and other retail developments.

(¢) The strict interpretation and enforcement of Section 9654.5.C.1 of
the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or
unnecessary hardship inconsistent with the objectives of this
article; and

(d) The granting of the in-lieu fee payment request will not be
detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare, or materially
injurious to the subject property or adjacent properties.

SECTION 5. If any provision of this ordinance or the application thereof to any
person or circumstances is held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent
jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect any other provision or
applications, and to this end the provisions of this ordinance are declared to be severable.

The City Council declares that it would have adopted this ordinance and each section,
subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, part or portion thereof, even if one or more sections,
subsections, sentences, clauses, phrases, parts or portions thereof is declared invalid or
unconstitutional.

SECTION 6. Environmental Findings. The City Council hereby makes the following
environmental findings and determinations in connection with the approval of the Parking Lot
Landscaping Ordinance Amendment (the “Project”): Pursuant to California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the City’s local CEQA Guidelines. City staff prepared an Initial
Study of the potential environmental effects of the approval of the Parking Lot Landscaping
Ordinance Amendment as described in the Initial Study (the “Project”). Based upon the findings
contained in that Study, City staff determined that there was no substantial evidence that the
Project could have a significant effect on the environment and a Negative Declaration was
prepared.

A. Thereafter, City staff provided public notice of the public comment period and of the
intent to adopt the Negative Declaration as required by law. The public comment period
commenced on February 10, 2011, and expired on March 14, 2011. Copies of the
documents have been available for public review and inspection at the offices of the
Department of Community Development, located at City Hall, 30001 Ladyface Court,
Agoura Hills, California, 91301.

B. One written comment was received prior to the public hearing, and a response to the
comment made therein was prepared, submitted to the City Council and incorporated into
the administrative record of the proceedings.
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C. The City Council has reviewed the Negative Declaration and the comment received
regarding the Negative Declaration prior to and at the April 13, 2011, public hearing, and
based on the whole record before it, finds that: (1) the Negative Declaration was prepared
in compliance with CEQA; (2) there is no substantial evidence that the Project will have
a significant effect on the environment; and (3) the Negative Declaration reflects the
independent judgment and analysis of the City Council.

D. Based on the findings set forth in this Resolution, the City Council hereby adopts the
Negative Declaration prepared for the Project. The Director of Community Development
is authorized and directed to file a Notice of Determination in accordance with CEQA.

SECTION 7. The City Clerk shall publish and cause notice of this ordinance to be
given according to law.

PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this ___ day of , 2011, by the
following vote:

AYES: 0)

NOES: 0)

ABSENT: 0)
ABSTAIN: (0)

Harry Schwarz, Mayor

ATTEST:

Kimberly M. Rodrigues, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Craig Steele, City Attorney



DRAFT RESOLUTION NO. 11-1625

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
AGOURA HILLS, CALIFORNIA, APPROVING AN AMENDMENT
TO ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN STANDARDS AND
GUIDELINES (CASE NO. 10-ZOA-003)

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS DOES HEREBY
RESOLVE, FIND, DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:

WHEREAS, the City Council has considered an amendment to amend Section D.2.c. of
the Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines. = This amendment was considered in
conjunction with Zoning Ordinance Case No. 10-ZOA-003. A public hearing was duly held on
April 13, 2011, in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 30001 Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills,
California. Notice of public hearing was duly given; and

WHEREAS, the revised Zoning Ordinance allows an option to reduce the parking lot
tree canopy coverage up to 20% for parking lots of retail centers from 50% to 30% and to add
pedestrian amenities coverage to equate to the deficiency; and

WHEREAS, the amendment will enhance the visual environment, enhance pedestrian
experience, address difficulty in meeting the parking lot landscape shade coverage requirement,
and address visibility of tenant signage and compliance with Fire Department fuel modification
requirements; and

WHEREAS, the Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines were first adopted in
1992 and various amendments have been made over the years, e.g., for lighting, signage, and the
Old Agoura Residential Design Standards; and

WHEREAS, the Architectural Standards and Guidelines serves as a tool to implement
the General Plan Land Use and Community Form Element Goal. It is updated to be consistent
with the adopted amendment to the Zoning Ordinance and to provide guidance to the applicant in
design and staff in evaluation and the Planning Commission and the City Council in decision-
making; and

WHEREAS, the City Council hereby makes the following environmental findings and
determinations in connection with the approval of the Parking Lot Landscaping Ordinance
Amendment (the “Project”):

A. Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the City’s local
CEQA Guidelines, City staff prepared an Initial Study of the potential
environmental effects of the approval of the Parking Lot Landscaping Ordinance
Amendment as described in the Initial Study (the “Project”). Based upon the
findings contained in that Study, City staff determined that there was no
substantial evidence that the Project could have a significant effect on the
environment and a [Mitigated] Negative Declaration was prepared.
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B.

NOW,

Thereafter, City staff provided public notice of the public comment period and of
the intent to adopt the Negative Declaration as required by law. The public
comment period commenced on February 10, 2011, and expired on March 14,
2011. Copies of the documents have been available for public review and
inspection at the offices of the Department of Community Development, located
at City Hall, 30001 Ladyface Court, California, 91301.

One written comment was received prior to the public hearing, and a response to
the comment made therein was prepared, submitted to the City Council and
incorporated into the administrative record of the proceedings.

The City Council has reviewed the Negative Declaration and the comment
received regarding the Negative Declaration prior to and at the March 17, 2011,
public hearing, and based on the whole record before it, finds that: (1) the
Negative Declaration was prepared in compliance with CEQA; (2) there is no
substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the
environment; and (3) the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment
and analysis of the Planning Commission.

Based on the findings set forth in this Resolution, the City Council hereby
recommends that the City Council adopt the Negative Declaration prepared for

the Project.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of Agoura

Hills adopts the amendment to the Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines (Exhibit A).

PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 13™ day of April 2011, by the following

vote to wit:

AYES:
NOES:

0)
©0)

ABSENT:  (0)
ABSTAIN:  (0)

Harry Schwarz, Mayor
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ATTEST:

Kimberly M. Rodrigues, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Craig Steele, City Attorney



Draft Resolution No. 11-1625

Page 4 of 4

Exhibit A

Proposed Amendment to the City of Agoura Hills
Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines

“Section D. Parking/Site Circulation/Site Access

2.

Parking Area Design

C.

Parking areas, both interior and perimeter, shall be landscaped. The
Zoning Ordinance requires 50% shade cover at 15 years maturity.

Exception: In the case of retail centers, the landscape shade coverage of
the parking area may be reduced up to 20% provided that the parking area
is enhanced with pedestrian amenities to offset the reduction of the tree
canopy coverage. The amenities shall include carports, shade structures,
arbors, trellis covers, enhanced pavement, public sitting areas, a
combination of raised landscape planter, fountains, artwork, benches and
other amenities of similar intent approved by the City. A credit of one
hundred percent of the coverage provided by the shade structure shall be
counted toward the requirement, and a credit of fifty percent for other
types of amenities.”




Exhibit C




RESOLUTION NO. 1030

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF AGOURA HILLS
RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
PERTAINING TO PARKING LOT LANDSCAPING STANDARDS AND ASSOCIATED
OPTIONAL IN-LIEU FEE, AND RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS
TO
ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
(CASE NO. 10-Z0OA-003)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE, FIND, DETERMINE, AND ORDER AS FOLLOWS:

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has considered a code amendment to the Zoning
Ordinance Article IX, Chapter 6, Part 2, Division 4, Section 9654.5.A. and C, of the Agoura
Hills Municipal Code specifically to revise the parking lot landscaping standards, recommending
adoption of an in-lieu fee option, and to amend Section D.2.c. of the Architectural Design
Standards and Guidelines. A public hearing was duly held on March 17, 2011, in the Councii
Chambers of City Hall, 30001 Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, California. Notice of public
hearing was duly given; :

WHEREAS, the proposed code amendment complies with the General Plan Land Use
and Community Form Element Goal in that the revised parking lot landscaping standards
encourage the development of exterior spaces that are of human scale and encourage pedestrian
activity.

WHEREAS, the current Zoning Ordinance’s requirements confribute to a reduction in
the heat island effect, and the reduction of noise and pollution, provide shade coverage for
parked vehicles, and improve the outdoor experience for pedestrians. Moreover, reintroducing
trees after the development of a vacant parcel helps retain some of the vegetation that once
occupied the site and contributes to the regional biodiversity.

WHEREAS, the parking lot tree canopy coverage requirement, however, can sometimes
cause, over time, unintended consequences such as a reduced visibility of tenant signage at retail
centers.

WHEREAS, some development sites, such as small, unusually shaped or sloped
properties, have experienced difficulty meeting the 50% tree canopy requirement.

WHEREAS, the revised Zoning Ordinance allows for a reduction in tree canopy
coverage up to 20% in all parking lots of retail centers provided that the parking area and
driveways be enhanced with other amenities with a square foot coverage equivalent to the
amount of tree canopy being reduced; and

WHEREAS, a 20% reduction in the required 50% tree canopy coverage is appropriate if
an equivalent area is provided in the form of pedestrian amenities in the parking lot.



Resolution No.1030
Page 2 of 3

WHEREAS, the amendment complies with the General Plan in that the in-lieu fee
represents an implementation measure of the Land Use and Community Form specifically Goal
LU-16.3 which allows the City to expand the urban forest to mitigate impacts caused by traffic
and developments.

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS DOES
HEREBY FIND, ORDER AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The Planmng Commission hereby makes the following
environmental findings and determinations in connection with the approval of the Parking Lot
Landscaping Ordinance Amendment (the “Project”):

A. Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™) and the City’s local
CEQA Guidelines, City staff prepared an Initial Study of the potential
environmental effects of the approval of the Parking Lot Landscaping Ordinance
Amendment as described in the Initial Study (the “Project”). Based upon the
findings contained in that Study, City staff determined that there was no
substantial evidence that the Project could have a significant effect on the
environment and a Negative Declaration was prepared.

B. Thereafter, City staff provided public notice of the public comment period and of
the intent to adopt the Negative Declaration as required by law. The public
comment period commenced on February 10, 2011 and expired on March 14,
2011. Copies of the documents have been available for public review and
inspection at the offices of the Department of Community Development, located
at City Hall, 30001 Ladyface Court, California, 91301.

C. One written comment was received prior to the public hearing and a response to
the comment made therein was prepared, submifted to the Planning Commission
and incorporated into the administrative record of the proceedings.

D. The Planning Commission has reviewed the Negative Declaration and the
comment received regarding the Negative Declaration prior to and at the March
17, 2011 public hearing, and based on the whole record before it, finds that: (1)
the Negative Declaration was prepared in compliance with CEQA; (2) there is no
substantial evidence that the Project will have a significant effect on the
environment; and (3) the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment
and analysis of the Planning Commission.

E. Based on the findings set forth in this Resolution, the Planning Commission

hereby recommends that the City Council adopt the Negative Declaration
prepared for the Project.
Section 2. Based on the findings set forth above and on all other evidence in the

record, the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the City Council adopt the attached
Ordinance (Exhibit A} amendment to Article IX, Chapter 6, Part 2, Division 4, Section 9654.5 A.
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and C of the Agoura Hills Mum01pa1 Code specifically to revise the parking lot landscaping
standards and adopt an in-lieu fee option and amend Section D.2.c. to the Architectural Design
Standards and Guidelines (Exhibit B).

PASSED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this March 17, 2011, by the following vote to

wit:
AYES: Rishoff, Buckley Weber, Moses, O’Meara, and Justice
NOES: None

ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None

Steve Rishoff, Chairperson

ATTEST: 1

|
|
:
Mike Kamino, Secretary |
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Zoning Ordinance Amendment Case No. 10-ZOA-003
March 17, 2010

Planning Commissioners Comments Summary

A. Tree Canopy Coverage Reduction Option

- The majority of the Planning Commissioners expressed certain concerns with the proposed
change in parking lot tree canopy coverage. With modifications and clarifications to the
proposed Ordinance, however, the Planning Commissioners unanimously recommended
approval to the City Council. The change recommended by the Planning Commission
includes a requirement for applicants to come before the Planning Commission for any
request to reduce the tree canopy coverage to less than the 50% requirement as a
compromise amongst the various opinions shared at the meeting. The applicant is to
submit a detailed parking lot plan showing the landscaping and amenities for the Planning
Commission to evaluate before obtaining an approval to proceed. The concerns shared by
the Commissioner are as follows:

a. Vice Chair Buckley Weber stated a concern about the reduction from 50% to 30% in
that it was too great, but if this option was chosen by the City Council, would favor
only a smaller amount of a reduction say to 40%. Furthermore, the Vice Chair
cautioned about the potential of having little tree canopy coverage left if the in-lieu
fee option is exercised regularly and consequently would maintain the status quo in
existing centers.

b. Commissioner O’Meara stated that he can support the reduction in tree canopy
coverage to 30%, with amenities to offset the reduction, as difficult sites could benefit
from this options. He also felt that there is value in amenities, and that in some cases,
amenities can be as valuable as the tree canopy, but recommended that the
Commissioners should have discretion in selecting various types of amenities as
different amenities have different values.

c. Commissioner Moses stated that the 50%. can easily be accomplished almost all the

time. The question is how to enforce good maintenance practices following the

- installation of the landscaping during the life of the project. In the event that

amenities are used, the Planning Commission should have the discretion to review the

specific amenities and the Commissioners, in making their decision, should lean
toward better quality amenities.

d. Commissioners Justice stated that any request for reduction in tree canopy should be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission.

B. In Lieu Fee Option
The Planning Commission generally had concerns ‘with the in-lieu fee option and
recommended that the request to pay the in-lieu fee can only be approved if the Planning
Commission can make all the hardship findings outlined in the proposed section. The
Planning Commuission also expressed concerns about the propensity for developers to
exercise the in-lieu fee option rather than attempting to meet the requirement.
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Commissioner O’ Meara stated that the in-lieu fee should be equivalent to the cost of a
higher quality tree in order to discourage applicants from choosing this option while
maintaining the nexus between the fee and the loss of canopy.

Commissioner Moses agreed with Commissioner O’Meara.

Commissioner Justice stated this current ordinance should state the purpose of the in-
lieu fee in addition to being defined in a future City Council Resolution.

Vice Chair Buckley Weber stated that in-lieu fees should not be the norm and should
only be granted if findings can be made.

Chair Rishoff clarified the Planning Commission’s comments.

C. Maintenance/Enforcement of permanent landscaping

The Planning Commission commented on the approach the City should take in regards to
the enforcement of good landscape maintenance practices. Options were provided in the
staff report for the Planning Commission to discuss from. The Commissioners agreed that
the approach should incorporate Option Nos. 1, and 2 of which included educational
material and face-to-face discussions about proper landscape maintenance with property
owners and maintenance crews, and some form of enforcement measures discussed in
Option No. 3. Furthermore, the Commissioners emphasized that the City’s expectations
should be clearly defined in the written standards, either ordinance or guidelines, without
being overly punitive and without adding another layer of bureaucracy, such as a pruning
permit.

d.

Commissioner O’Meara stated that the City should establish clear standards before
going after violators and that if the property owners do not comply that code
enforcement actions should be started but that we should not add another layer of
bureaucracy, such as a pruning permit.

Commissioner Justice supported the concept of no additional burecaucracy. He
wants to see some form of Options 1 and 2 but no pruning permit. He also stated
that he would like to see further information from stafl regarding enforcement
options.

Vice Chair Buckley Weber stated that she wants to use Options 1, and 2 and some
form of 3. The City should consider giving an opportunity to property owners to
comply but if they don’t that they would be subject to enforcement.

Chair Rishoff wanted to use Options 1 and 2 and some form of Option 3 without
being specific. Agreed that a pruning permit is not preferred.

Commissioner Moses opposed everyone being required to getting a pruning permit,
but enforcement should occur through written maintenance and prumng standards
adopted by the City.
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR SCHEDULED MEETING OF
THE PLANNING COMMISSION
March 17, 2011

CALL TO ORDER: Chair Rishoff called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m.

FLAG SALUTE: Commissioner Justice

ROLL CALL: Chair Stephen Rishoff, Vice Chair Buckley Weber,
Commissioners Michael Justice, Rick Moses and John
O’Meara.

Also present were Assistant City Aftorney Candice Lee,
Director of Planning and Community Development Mike
Kamino, Assistant Director of Planning and Community
Development Doug Hooper, Associate Planner Valerie
Darbouze, City Oak Tree and Landscape Consultant Ann
Burroughs, and Recording Secretary Sheila Keckhut.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA: On a motion by Commissioner Moses, seconded by
N Commuissioner Justice, the March 17, 2011 Agenda was
approved without objection.

PUBLIC COMMENTS: There were no public comments.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1. Minutes — February 17, 2011 Planning Commission Meeting

On a motion by Commissioner Justice, seconded by Vice Chair Buckley Weber, the
Planning Commission moved to approve the Minutes of the February 17, 2011 Planning
Commission Meeting. Motion carried 4-0. Commissioner Moses abstained.
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CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEM NO. 3, WAS MOVED TO _BE HEARD

BEFORE CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARING ITEM NO. 2

CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS

2, REQUEST:

APPLICANT:

CASE NO.:
LOCATION:

ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS:

RECOMMENDATION:

" PUBLIC COMMENTS:

ACTION:

Request for recommendation of approval to the City Council
regarding an amendment to Zoning Ordinance Section
9654.5.A. and 9654.5.C. to modify the development
standards for parking lot landscaping; amendments to the
Architectural  Design  Standards and  Guidelines;
establishment of a landscape installation n-lieu fee; and
adoption of a Negative Declaration.

City of Agoura Hills
30001 Ladyface Court
Agoura Hills, CA 91301
10-ZOA-003

Citywide

The proposed Ordinance Amendment is found to be

_consistent with the 2010 General Plan EIR.

Staff recommended that the Planning Commission adopt a
resolution recommending that the City Council approve
Zoning Ordinance Amendment Case No. 10-ZOA-003.

Chair Rishoff opened the public hearing.
There were no speakers on this item.

Chair Rishoff closed the public hearing,

On a motion by Commissioner Moses, seconded by Vice
Chair Buckley Weber, the Planning Commission moved to
adopt Resolution No. 11-1030, recommending that the City
Council approve Zoning Ordinance Amendment Case No.
10-Z0A-003. Motion carried 5-0.
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3. REQUEST:

APPLICANT:

CASE NOS.
LOCATION:
ENVIRONMENTAL
ANALYSIS:

RECOMMENDATION:

ACTION:
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Request for approval of a Site Plan/Architectural Review to
construct a 4,700 square-foot, one story single-family
residence with a 672 squarc-foot detached garage on a
previously developed parcel, and an Oak Tree Permit to
encroach in the protected zone of (4) off-site Oak trees.

Allen Adel, Lorient & Associates for Parviz Amini
5890 Fairthaven Avenue, #A
Woodland Hills, CA 91367

10-SPR-001 & 10-OTP-011

5622 Foothill Drive
(A.P.N. 2055-017-007)

Categorically Exempt from CEQA, per Section 15303(a)

Staff recommended the Planning Cormmission continue the
hearing, for Site Plan/Architectural Review for Case No. 10-
SPR-001 and Oak Tree Permut Case No. 10-OTP-011, to the
April 7, 2011 regularly scheduled Planning Commission
Meeting.

On a motion by Vice Chair Buckley Weber, seconded by
Commissioner Justice, the Planning Commission moved to
continue the hearing, for Site Plan/Architectural Review for
Case No. 10-SPR-001 and Oak Tree Permit Case No. 10-
OTP-011 to the April 7, 2011 regularly scheduled Planning
Commission Meeting. Motion carried 5-0.

PLANNING COMMISSION/STAFF COMMENTS

None

ADJOURNMENT

At 8:19 p.m., the Planning

Commission moved to adjourn the meeting to the next

scheduled Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, April 7, 2011 at 6:30 p.m.

Motion carried 5-0.
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AGOURA HILLs

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING ANDCOMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

ACTION DATE: March 17, 2011
TO: _ Planning Commission
APPLICANT: City of Agoura Hills

30001 Ladyface Court
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

CASE NO.: 10-ZOA-003
LOCATION: ' Citywide
REQUEST: Request for a recommendation of approval to the City

Council regarding an amendment to Zoning Ordinance
Section 9654.5.A. and 9654.5.C. to modify the development
standards for parking lot landscaping; amendment to the
Architectural  Design  Standards and  Guidelines;
establishment of a landscape installation in-lieu fee; and .
adoption of a Negative Declaration.

ENVIRONMENTAL
DETERMINATION: Negative Declaration
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission adopt a

motion to recommend that the City Council adopt the Draft
Resolutions and Draft Ordinance,

L BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION

At their October 27, 2010 meeting, the City Council conducted a Pre-Screen Review, and directed
staff to prepare a Zoning Ordinance Amendment to modify the development standards for parking
lot landscaping of non-residential development, specifically to change the tree canopy coverage
requirements at retail developments. The Planning Commission is being asked to provide comments
and a recommendation to the City Council on the proposed amendment. This matter was continued
by the Planning Commission at their February 17, 2011 meeting without taking public comments.

The tree canopy coverage is one of three principal minimum requirements for providing new
landscaping and maintaining landscaping over the life of a non-residential project. The Zoning
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Ordinance requires that parking lot landscaping to include shade trees, from an approved list,
placed so as to cover fifty (50) percent of the total parking area with tree canopies within fifteen
(15) years after the issuance of the building permit for the related building, structure or other
improvements.

The Zoning Ordinance also requires commercial projects provide a Landscape Plan to
demonstrate that the site will provide a minimum of 10% to 20% landscape coverage of the entire
parcel, and a minimum 15% landscaping of the parking lot area.

Together, these requirements contribute to a reduction in the heat island effect, a result of long
exposure of paved surfaces to the sun, and the reduction of noise and pollution. They also

provide shade coverage for parked vehicles, break-up the visual “sea of parking” effect, and .

improve the outdoor experience for pedestrians. Moreover, reintroducing trees after the
development of a vacant parcel helps retain some of the vegetation that once occupied the site and
contributes to the regional biodiversity,

These requirements have been systematically applied to all new projects but the expected benefits
of the canopy coverage specifically have been diminished for several reasons. Landscape plans
are subject fo the Los Angeles County Fire Department’s requirements which have increasingly
become more stringent. Currently, the Fire Department’s policies dictate that no trees be planted
in parking lots in which canopies could overhang in fire equipment access areas (primarily
driveways), and that trees cannot be located close to buildings for fuel modification reasons. As a
result, these policies reduce the choice of trees that can be planted in an urbanized setting and the
maturity a free can reach.

Furthermore, the parking lot tree canopy coverage requirement can cause, over time, unintended
consequences such as a reduced visibility of tenant sighage at retail centers. This is based on the
testimony of shopping center owners and commercial brokers describing their {enants’ specific
desire for more visibility from the frontage street and freeway. In order to remedy the issue, the
maintenance crews have often been directed to prune, thin and sometimes remove trees. As a
result, the landscaping tree canopy no longer complies with the requirement and the shopping
center loses its visual quality.

Finally, with respect to the requirement itself, difficult sites, such as small, unusually shaped or
sloped properties, can constrain the ability to meet the 50% tree canopy requirement. Also, unlike
other development standards in the Zoning Ordinance in which the requirements are met when the
construction 1s completed, the 50% free canopy coverage requirement is not expected to be
achieved until 15 years in the future, and is subject to natural and man-made events that could
profoundly affect its growth. '

Prior to the City Council’s discussion of these issues in their Pre-Screen Review, staff discussed
amending the Zoning Ordinance with the Economic Development Committee (EDC) specifically
for retail projects, including shopping centers. The EDC recommended reducing the 50% tree
canopy shade requirement to 30%, and supplementing the canopy coverage with more permanent
improvements such as pedestrian amenities. The EDC felt this solution would provide an
immediate tmpact and would be the most effective way to resolve the challenges. Examples of
pedestrian amenities could include shade structures, frellised carports, enhanced pavement
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materials, planter benches, fountains, pedestrian scaled landscaping, arbors, public art, bike racks
and the like. The combination of tree canopy coverage and pedestrian amenities would allow for
greater creativity in developing a site layout and provide flexibility in the design for difficult sites.
Trees and other amenities can be strategically placed such that they do not interfere with tenant
storefront sign visibility. The EDC also recommended quantifying the coverage of amenities to
match the 20% reduction in canopy coverage. This would translate into a site that would
progressively develop shade coverage over a period of 15 years to reach 30% of the total paved
parking area and an additional 20% of the same parking area plus hardscape areas to be enhanced
by other amenities immediately upon completion of the project. These recommended
modifications would apply to new retail development and major redevelopment and could also
apply to redevelopment of existing parking lots. The revised standards would not apply to office
and manufacturing properties. :

In the event that a commercial property cannot meet the requirement of the tree planting, property
owners could have the option to pay an in-lieu fee. In the past, the City has used the payment of
an in-lieu fee option for projects that could not meet the City’s Oak Tree Ordinance. The in-lien
fee funds have been used by the City to preserve and enhance oak habitat by planting oaks in
City-owned properties and rights-of-way, and to purchase open space land for permanent
preservation. Consideration could be given to extending this option to the tree canopy
requirement. Acceptance of the in-lieu fee option would be at the discretion of the City and could
be limited to on-site physical hardship cases.

During their Pre-Screen Review discussion, the Council agreed with the recommendation of the
EDC on reduced canopy coverage, but that the on-site amenities provided in lieu of tree coverage
be reviewed on a case-by-case basis with the goal to encourage more canopy overall and that it
only apply to retail centers. The City Council has given direction to staff to proceed in drafting an
ordinance to allow pedestrian amenities on commercial property to offset of tree canopy coverage
reductions.

1L STAFF ANALYSIS

Within the list of amenities, staff recommends the coverage credit be applied in two ways. For
amenities such as trellises which offer shade coverage 100% of the total square footage could be
applied toward the required tree canopy coverage whereas amenities such as planters, pavers,
benches, fountains, and pedestrian separated walkways 50% of coverage requirement be applied..
Trellises have multiple advantages in that they can be built over parking spaces and walkways and
can be used as extensions of the tenant spaces. They have the same benefits as tree canopy
coverage, yet they are lower than a tree and remain the same height and volume over time,
provide constant shade, and can be built with non-combustible materials. Other amenities are
more conducive to just pedestrian usage and should be distributed in a manner as to serve all users
of the center and not one specific business and maintain a safe pedestrian circulation throughout
the site. They can be utilitarian such as benches or decorative such as art pieces. This proposed
amendment provides another option for developing parking areas. In addition, to tree canopy,
certain amenities in parking lots can be credited toward the parking lot shading requirement.
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These recommendations are also intended to encourage property owners to refurbish the parking
lot landscaping rather than forcing the City to consider implementing punitive measures. The
City does not have a current mechanism in place to control tree pruning other than for oak trees.
Landscape mamtienance practices are enforced through Code Enforcement. The amendments
would not change the required landscaping coverage for the site, nor would it cause the removal
of the existing healthy and protected trees in the parking lot. The landscape plan still incorporates
the same number and size of planters and the variety of planting as currently required by the

_ Code.

Some of the Council members considered an in-lieu fee as an option to be used only in the case of
extreme site hardships or non-conforming sites where redevelopment is proposed. The in-lieu
fees can be calculated based on mdustry standards stmilar to oak tree mitigation in-lieu fee and
could be based on the overall square footage of the canopy coverage deficiency. Typically, it
equates to the cost of one 24”-box tree (including the purchase, installation and one year worth of
maintenance) for every 400 square feet of area not shaded. The collected fees could be used to
purchase open space land and/or replant landscaping elsewhere in the City.

However, in-lieu fees can discourage property owners from making the physical improvements if
the option is available. Therefore, if the in-lieu fee is considered as an option, staff recommends
that applicants be required to demonstrate, on a landscape plan reviewed by City staff, that it is in
fact unfeasible.

The proposed Ordinance amendment complies with the General Plan goals LU-5.3, LU-10 and
22, LU-13.4 and NR-11 by reducing the heat island effect, improving the pedestrian experience
and visual interest of commercial properties and economic benefit.  Furthermore, the
implementation of the amendment strikes a balance between the City’s goals of quality
sustainable development with the economic viability, The proposed language for this Zonmg
Ordinance amendment 1s as follows:

Section 9654.5.A.

- “Purpose. The intent and purpose of this section is to provide attractive-landseaping-by
regulative an enhanced pedestrian experience and exterior visual interest of non-residential

properties with regulative size, placement, and design of said landscaping and other
amenities accessible to the public. Parking-arealandseaping Together, landscaping and
other outdoor amenities are i intended to enhance the visual environment, promote public
safety, moderate the temperature, and reduce noise and glare.”

Section 9654.5.C:
“Special landscape design standards.

1. Parking lot landscaping shall include shade trees, from an approved list, placed so as to
cover fifty (50) percent of the total parking area with tree canopies within fifteen years
after the issuance of the building permit for the related building, structure or other
improvement.
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2. Reserved:
This provision shall apnly fo new retail development, major remodel in existing retail
centers, and redevelopment of existing parking lots at retail developments.

The fifty (50) percent iree canopy coverage requirement of Section 9654.5.C.1, parking
lots may be reduced up to twenty (20) percent provided that the parking area including
driveways are enhanced with pedestrian amenities with an equivalent area to offset the
reduction of said area. The amenities shall include carports, shade structures, enhanced
pavement, public sitting areas, and a combination of raised landscape planter, benches and
other amenities of similar intent approved by the City. Full credit for meeting this
requirement shall be eiven to structures that provide shade coverage and half credit shall
be given for other pedestrian amenities serving other purposes.

An in-lieu fee mav be considered to compensate for the lack of amenities. The amount
will be based on the cost of one 24”-box iree (including purchase, installation and
maintenance) for every 400 square feet of canopy coverage deficiency. The in-lieu fee
shall be considered only after the applicant has demonstrated on a landscape plan prepared
by a licensed landscape architect that the 30% canopy coverage and/or the 20% added
pedestrian amenities cannot be met.”

Staff also recommends amending the City Architectural Standards and Guidelines for
consistency with the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment.

The Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines:
“Section D.  Parking/Site Circulation/Site Access
2. Parking Area Design

c. Parking areas, both interior and perimeter, shall be landscaped. The Zoning
Ordinance requires 50% shade cover at 15 years maturity.

Exception: In the case of retail centers, a minimum of 30% of the total parking area
- shall be shaded at 15 years maturity with tree canopies.

In addition, parking lots shall be enhanced with public amenities to offset the
reduction of the tree canopy coverage in retail centers. The amenities shall include
carports, shade structures, arbors, frellis covers, enhanced pavement, public sitting
areas, a combination of raised landscape planter, fountains, artwork, benches and
other amenities of similar intent approved by the City. A credit of one hundred
percent of the coverage provided by the shade structures shall be counted toward the
requirement, and a credit of fifty percent for other types of amenities.”

As mentioned in this report, the EDC and City Council recommended additional landscape
maintenance enforcement. One option is to require a permit for the pruning of any tree on retail
property. Although the discussion of “enforcement” may have a punitive connotation, it provides
an avenue by which the City’s can become pro-active in encouraging property owners of retail
shopping centers in maintaining their landscaping.
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Other than in the case of impacts to an oak tree, the City has initiated code enforcement actions
only in rare instances when the landscaping of a non-residential property was deteriorating or the
new landscaping did not meet the city guidelines. Currently, the property maintenance is broadly
defined in the Code. The Code simply states that landscaping shall be maintained in perpetuity
and also states that the Planning Department can collect a security deposit for a period of one-year
after completion of a project to monitor the maintenance. :

The Planning Commission may wish to consider three different approaches to parking lot
landscaping maintenance enforcement. One approach, least regulatory, is an educational
approach that would involve staff developing information matenial to educate the retail property
owners and the public about proper maintenance policies and inform landscape design and
maintenance professionals. It could take the form of handouts, guidelines and standards, and
downloadable flyers which provide advice on how to trim trees, and landscape maintenance tips.
In the past, the City also solicited the assistance of other organizations such as the Chamber of
Commerce, to disseminate information to their members which could be an avenue to further
educate the business community. This effort could start upon City Council approval of the
revised ordinance and would not require other procedural changes. This approach may not
generate enough interest and incentive to change current pruning practices but it would certainly
start a process of education. ‘

A second approach, in addition to handing out educational material, could be to discuss pruning
issues with the maintenance crews and arrange meetings at City Hall or in the field to provide
advice before the tree trimming occurs. This approach, although more pro-active, may lack
incentives for property owners to comply. This approach could be supplemented by providing
financial incentives such as reduced fees for oak tree trimming permits.

The third and the most regulatory approach is to expand the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance
beyond Oak Trees by requiring Tree Trimming Permits, conduct periodic inspections, and initiate
code enforcement actions when poor trimming practices are occurring and instifute financial
penalties. This option would require the adoption of a new Ordinance, a new permitting process,
allocation of time for the City Oak Tree/Landscape Consultant and Code Enforcement Officer and
legal cost in the event of poor compliance or blatant violation of the code.

Staff researched other cities’ practices and found that landscaping is enforced at installation of
new projects and most landscape enforcement actions on existing sites are referral-based and most
cities do -not pro-actively enforce proper maintenance of the landscaping on commercial
properties. However, several cities have adopted Tree Preservation Ordinances to control the
removal and/or trimming of protected indigenous trees. The Planning Commission’s
recommendation on these enforcement options will be forwarded to the City Council.

Attached to the report, are a Draft Resolution recommending approval to the City Council of the
text amendment to the Zoning Ordinance and the Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines;
a draft Ordinance for the proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment. Staff has also prepared a Drafi
Resolution fo consider the adoption of an in-lieu fee for the Planmmimg Commission’s consideration
for recommendation to the City Council.
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" 1II. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Staff has reviewed the project and finds the proposed Ordinance will not cause a significant
negative effect on the environment and the effects derivative from the adoption of the Ordinance
are found to have no impacts per the application of the California Environmental Quality Act of
1970, as amended, pursuant to Section 15070 of the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 CCR.
15061(b)(3).) This finding is premised on the fact that the adoption of this Ordinance will
maintain the current environmental conditions arising from the current land use regulatory
structure as adopted by the City without change or alteration. The Agency and has made a
determination that the Zoning Ordinance Amendment, Case No. 10-Z0A-003, is consistent with
the 2010 General Plan EIR and no significant impacts will occur based on the findings of the
Negative Declaration as a result of the proposed amendment. :

The Planning Commission’s recommendation will be forwarded to the City Council for final
action,

IV. RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the Planning Commission adopt a motion o approve the aftached Draft
Resolutions recommending the City Council approve Zoning Ordinance Amendment Case No.
10-Z0OA-003; amend the Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines; recommend payment of
landscape installation in-lieu fee; and recommend adoption of Negative Declaration. The
recommendation of the Planning Commission will be forwarded to the City Council for final
action.

V. ATTACHMENTS

o Draft Resolution (Zoning Ordinance & Architectural Design Standards and
Guidelines Amendment) )

Draft Ordinance (Exhibit A)

Draft Architectural Design Standards and Guidelines Amendments (Exhibit B)

Drafl Resolution (In-Lieu Fees)

Zoning Ordinance Excerpts

Negative Declaration

Case Planner: Valerie Darbouze, Associate Planner
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REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL

DATE: OCTOBER 27, 2010

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF THE CITY COUNCIL

FROM: GREG RAMIREZ, CITY MANAGER

BY: MIKE KAMINO, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT

SUBJECT: PRE-SCREEN OF ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT REGARDING
PARKING LOT TREE CANOPY COVERAGE FOR RETAIL PROJECTS

Staff respectfully seeks non-binding City Council comments through a Pre-screen Review on a
possible Zoning Ordinance Amendment pertaining to parking lot tree canopy coverage for retail
projects.

Currently Section 9654.5.C of the Zoning Ordinance regarding parking lot tree canopy coverage
states as follows:

“Parking lot landscaping shall include shade trees, from an approved list, placed
so as to cover fifty (30) percent of the total parking area with tree canopies within
fifteen (15) years after the issuance of the building permit for the related building,
structure or other improvements.”’

In order to comply with the Landscape Ordinance in the Zoning Code, applicants of all
commercial projects are required to submit a landscape plan which includes a planting plan, an
irrigation plan, water usage calculations, as well as a tree canopy coverage plan. The proposed
landscaping is evaluated against standards which include, depending on the zone, minimum 10%
to 20% landscape coverage of the entire site, minimum 15% landscaping of the parking lot, as
well as the aforementioned minimum 50% tree canopy coverage of the parking lot after 15 years.

There are many benefits of tree canopy coverage in parking lots. The tree canopy breaks up the
“sea of parking” effect, reduces heat generated by paved surfaces, provides shade coverage for
parked vehicles, contributes to the reduction of noise and pollution, and improves the outdoor
experience for pedestrians. Moreover, reintroducing trees after the development of a vacant
parcel helps retain some of the vegetation that once occupied the site.

However, the parking lot free canopy coverage requirement has caused unintended consequences
of reduced visibility of tenant signage and poor visual quality when pruning is done poorly. Staff
has heard comments from shopping center owners and commercial brokers about their tenants’
desire for storefront sign visibility, and that the tree canopy blocks visibility of the storefront and
signage. Moreover, current Los Angeles County Fire Department policies dictate that no trees be
planted in the parking lot in which canopies would overhang in fire equipment access areas, and




that trees cannot be located close to buildings for fuel modification reasons. Aliso, difficult sites,
such as small or unusually shaped or sloped properties, have difficulties in meeting the 50% tree
canopy requirement. Unlike other development standards in the Zoning Ordinance in which the
requirements are met when the construction is completed, the 50% ftree canopy coverage
requirement in 15 years is more akin to a target that is reached prospectively 15 years in the
future, but is subject to natural and manmade events that could profoundly alter the actual
canopy coverage over the course of those 15 years.

Staff met with the Economic Development Committee on two occasions regarding the possibility
of amending the Zoning Ordinance section pertaining to the 50% parking lot tree canopy
coverage requirement for retail projects, including shopping centers. Staff proposed that the
EDC recommend that the current ordinance be modified as follows:

1. Change the 50% tree canopy coverage requitement to 30%, but pedestrian amenities
could be added to the landscape plan to achieve a 50% equivalency. The combination of
tree canopy coverage and pedestrian amenities would allow for greater creativity in
developing a site layout and provides flexibility in the design for difficult sites. Trees can
be strategically placed such that they do not interfere with visibility, thus obviating the
need for aggressive pruning to expose signs for visibility. Examples of pedestrian
amenities include shade structures, enhanced pavement materials, planter benches,
fountains, pedestrian scaled landscaping, arbors, public art, and trellised carports.
Another option is to keep the tree canopy coverage at 50% but to change it from a
requirement to a guideline as recommended by Kay Greeley, the City landscape and oak
tree consultant, in the attached memorandum.

2. Advocate increased pedestrian level amenities — Instead of placing total focus on meeting
the tree canopy requirement, staff would propose developing new language in the
“purpose” section of the landscape ordinance meant to enhance the pedestrian experience
and visual interest with the pedestrian level amenities as mentioned above. Pedestrian
level amenities would also include pedestrian safety features, especially in shopping
center parking lots. Unlike frees that take up to 15 years to reach maturity, pedestrian
. amenities have immediate benefit.

3. Institute an in-lieu fee payment — In the past, the City has used the payment of an in-lieu
fee option for projects that cannot meet the City’s Oak Tree Ordinance. The in-lieu fee
has been used in the past for the City to purchase open space land for permanent
protection, Consideration could be given to extending this option to the tree canopy
requirement. and to explore other uses for the in-lieu fee such as street trees and park
trees. Acceptance of the in-licu fee option would be at the discretion of the City and
could be limited to hardship cases such as difficult sites.

These modifications would apply to new development and major re-development and can be
used in combination with each other. The modifications would also apply to maintenance of
existing projects where staff has witnessed many aggressive pruning jobs in response fo tenants’
desires for sign visibility. The modifications would not apply to offices and manufacturing uses
but only to retail, as the visibility of signage is considered vital to the retail business community.



Retail establishments are used mostly by our residents and they would enjoy the benefits of
pedestrian amenities. It takes 15 years of growth for the frees to reach a level of maturity and
half of the parking lot area becomes shaded. One day of over-pruning, for the sake of sign
visibility, can destroy 15 years of growth and canopy coverage. While staff believes that the
original intent of the canopy coverage requirement was good, the difficulties in implementation
and enforcement, as well as the consequences of loss of signage visibility, need to be addressed.
The proposed approach by staff, as outlined above, attempts to strike a balance between the
City’s goals of quality sustainable development with the retail business community’s goal of
visibility,

The EDC accepted the above three options, but recommended additional requirements regarding
enforcement to promote perpetual maintenance. One additional option was to require a permit
for pruning. Currently, the only trees that are protected under the Agoura Hills Municipal Code
are oak trees. Thus, oak trees in shopping center parking lots are subject to an oak tree permit
for pruning. The EDC suggested that one way to enforce proper pruning of tree canopy and
maintenance of parking lot landscaping was to require a permit for pruning of any tree, following
the establishment of pruning and tree care guidelines. The EDC also suggested that the City
require a property owner to post a bond for landscape maintenance as a way to enforce proper
pruning of tree canopy.

Staff recommends that, in order to expedite processing of this ZOA, the Council may wish to
limit the scope of the proposed ZOA, at this time, to planning and design only and not to
enforcement. At Council’s direction, staff could return with additional analysis of enforcement
options for maintenance at a later date, under a separate Pre-screen Review.

Staff has also preliminarily surveyed other cities in the area regarding their requirements,
policies, and enforcement of parking lot tree canopy coverage. One city has a 50% canopy
coverage requirement, but is enforced only at design. Two cities have 50% canopy coverage as
guidelines only, and places emphasis on maintenance of mature protected trees, such as oak and
sycamore trees, or restrictions on removal of mature trees through special permits. Deferring
discussion regarding enforcement for maintenance would allow staff to more fully research other
options used by cities.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff is requesting the City Council provide non-binding comments and direction regarding the
proposed Zoning Ordinance Amendment regarding canopy coverage requirement for retail
centers. Staff will make a Power Point presentation at the meeting to assist the Council in its
deliberation. '

Attachments: :
s Memorandum from the City Oak Tree/Landscape Consultant, Kay Greeley
*+ ‘“Parking Lot Landscaping — Tree Canopy Coverage” Handout




284 Val(ey Gate Road
Simi Valley, California 83065

(806).577-8432 phone
(B0S) 577-8433 fax

To: Mike Kamino, City of Agoura Hills

From: Kay Greeley, Landscape and Ozk Tree Censultant
Date: January 20, 2010

Re: Parking Lot Canopy Coverage

This memo summarizes my recommendafions with respect to Issues assoclated with Municipal Code
Section 9654.3.C.1, which states "Parking lot landscaping shall include shade trees, from an approved
list, placed as to cover fitty (50) percent of the total parking area with tree canopies within fifteen (15)
years after the issuance of the building permit for the related building, structure or other improvement.”

Over the years, this requirermnent has resuited in a number of issues, including the following:

1. Merchants and shopping center owners express frustration with respect to visibility of signage
for commercial establishments located in shopping centers, especially those removed from the
immediate right-of-way,

2. Current Los Angeles County Firs Departrnant policy that dictates that no trees may be planted
that will ever overhang any area that might be accessed by fire equipment. This policy
effectively eliminates most frees surrounding structures and vastly limits tree planting in
parking lots, especially those presenting limited circulation options.

3. Tight and unusual parcel geometry creates design challenges in new developments that only
allow for small planters that are generally not suitable for shade tree planting.

T 4, Poor tree maintenance practices rarely allow trees to reach their full potential and the value of
the canopy coverage is rarely achieved,

Some commerciat sites have achieved the canopy coverage goal over the years. One notable example
was the Mann Theater center on Agoura Road. We maintalned a very strong working refationship with
the property manager and had excellent cooperation for many years. However, the property changed
hands in the last year or so and the new owners chose fo top the trees, despite the fact that we had
met with them and discussed the importance of maintaining the current canopy coverage. The value of
the canopy developed over twenty years was lost in a sihgle day. It can never be regained due to the
damage to the basic structure of the trees. .

Givers the difficulies associated with design and sustainability of canmopy coverage, it s my
recommendation that the City of Agoura Hills consider amending the Municipal Code to change the
canopy coverage requirement to a guideline for lahdscape development. To balance the loss of the
canopy coverage requirement, the new guldslines could also suggest that applicants create a more
comprehensive pedestian-orlented landscape design.
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01/20/10 PARKING LOT CANOPY COVERAGE

Amore pedestrian-oriented landscape plan could consider the following elements:
o More infricate plant palette and arrangement
o More interesting and prohounced hardscape elements, Including enhanced pavement

s Vined trellises, benches, fountains, art, etc. to create more scale and visual interest in lleu of
frees

» Cther design concepts that would continue to promote the natural, rural fee! of the City of
Agoura Hills, but that would specifically consider the challenges faced by commercial centers
in teday's econamic climate.

Please advise if you have any questions at this time,
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The City of Agoura Hills T
Parking Lot Landscaping - Tree Canopy Coverage

Agoura Hills Municipal Code Section 9654.5.C.1: Parking lot landscaping
shall include shade trees, from an approved list, placed so as to cover fifty (50) percent
of the total parking area with tree canopies within fifteen (15) years after the issuance
of the building permit for the related building, structure or other improvement.

The intent of this section is to provide attractive landscaping by regulating the
size, placement, and design of parking lot landscaping. Parking lot landscaping is
intended to enhance the visual environment, promote public safety, moderate the
temperature, and reduce noise and glare. . *’

The exhibit on the reverse side prov1des how the tree canopy coverage
requirement can be met. A small parking lot is shown, having an area of 3,462 square
feet. The parking lot area includes driveways and parking aisles, in addition to the
parking stalls. The shaded area on the diagram is the portion of the parking lot covered
by the mature tree canopy. In this example, the shaded area covers 1,930 square feet, or
56%-of the parking ot area. Sample trees are shown surrounding the parking lot. The
diameter of these trees at fifteen years is assumed to be approximately 75% of the
maximum value listed for trees in the Sunset Western Garden Book.




Parking Lot Landscaping
Tree Canopy Coverage

Parking Lot = 3,462 square feet  Scale:1"=20"
Area covered by canopy = 1,930 square feet or 56%

Section 9654 5C1 . 5/2000 -_
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CITY OF AGOURA HILLS _
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND INTENT TO ADOPT A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
CASE NO.10-ZOA-003

A Draft Negative Declaration has been prepared for the following project pursuant to the State of
California Public Resources Code and the “Guidelines for Implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended to date.

PROJECT LOCATION: Citywide in the City of Agoura Hills, Los Angeles County.

PROQIECT DESCRIPTION: The purpose of this Zoning Ordinance Amendment (Case No, 10-Z0A-003)
is to amend the Parking Ordinance related to parking lot tree canopy coverage and public amenities to be
provided in retail centers, and amendments to the City’s Architectural Design and Standards Guidelines,
This action requires a Planmng Commission review and a recommendation to the City Council,

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: An Initial Study and Draft Negative Declaration (IS/ND)
that evaluate environmental effects of the project have been prepared and are available for review and
comment. The analysis identifies no impact at this time. '

DOCUMENT AVAILABILITY: The ptinted Draft IS/ND is available for review at the Planning and
Community Development Department, at City Hall which is located at 30001 Ladyface Court, Agoura
Hills, between the hours of 7:00 AM and 5:00 PM, Monday through Thursday and between the hours of
7:00 AM and 4:00 PM on Fridays. The document is also available on the City’s website for viewing
and/or downioad. Any questions regarding the project may be directed to Valerie Darbouze, Associate
Planner, at (818) 597-7328, or by ernail at vdarbouze@eci.agoura-hills.ca.us,

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: The City of Agoura Hills encourages the public fo provide written
comments on the environmental document, The public review period begins on February 10, 2010,
Comments on the Draft ND must be submitted by March 14, 2011 at 5:00 PM, Please send your
comments to: Valerie Darbouze, Associate Planner, City of Agoura Hills, Planning and Community
Development Department, 30001 Ladyface Court, Agoura Hills, CA 91301, or send them electronically
to vdarbouze@eci.agoura-hills.ca.us.

PUBLIC HEARING: The Planning Commission will hold a public hearing considering approval of the
project and considering certification of the environmental document on March 17, 2011 at 6;30 PM in the
City Council Chambers, at 30001 Ladyface Court,

Ifyou challenge the permit approval or environmental document in court, you may be limited to raising
only those issues you or someone else raised in written cor respondence delivered to the Planning
Commission, or in a public hearing on the project.




INTRODUCTION

This Initial Study and Negative Declaration (1S/ND} addresses the potential environmental effects
" resulfing from a Zoning Ordinance Amendments (ZOA) to revise regulaizons applicable to the parking
landscaping in commercial areas of the City of Agoura Hills. -

LEGAL AUTHORITY AND FINDINGS

This Initial Study/Negative Declaration has been prepared in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines and
relevant provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended.

Initial Study. Section 15063(c}) of the CEQA Guidelines defines an Initial Study as the proper
preliminary method of analyzing the potential environmental consequences of a project. The purposes of
the Initial Study are:

(nm To provide the Lead Agency with the necessary information to decide whether to prepare an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND);

(2) To enable the Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts, thus avoiding the
need to prepare an EIR; and

(3)  To provide sufficient technical analysis of the environmental effects of a project to permit a
judgment based on the record as a whole, that the envircnmental effects of a project have
been adequately mitigated.

Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration. Section 15070 of the CEQA Guidelines
states that a public agency shall prepare a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration for a
project subject to CEQA when;

fa}  The Initial Study shows that there is no substantial evidencs, in light of the whole record
before the agency, that the project may have a significant effect on the environment; or
{b}  The initial Study identifies potentially significant effects but:
1. Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant before
a proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study are released for public review
would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects
would occur; and
2. Thereis no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the
- project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment.

An [S/ND may be used fo satisfy the requirements of CEQA when the physical effects of the proposed
project are anticipated to have no significant unmitigable effects on the environment. As discussed
further in subsequent sections of this document, implementation of the proposed project would not result
in any significant effects on the environment.

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND SIGNIFICANCE CLASSIFICATION

The following sections of this IS/ND provide discussions of the possible environmental effects of the
proposed project for specific issue areas that have been identified in the CEQA Initial Study Checklist.
For each issue area, potential effects are discussed and evaluated.

A "significant effect” is defined by Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines as "a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by a project,
inciuding land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic
significance.” According to the CEQA Guidslines, "an economic or social change by itself shall not be

City of Agoura Hills Parking Landscaping ZOA Amendmant
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considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining whether the
physical change is significant.”

The foilowing information applies to the Initial Study Checklist:

(1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A "No Impact’ answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls
ouiside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on
project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

(2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off site as well as on site,
cumuiative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.

(3) Once the lead agency has determined that a partlcular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is polenfially significant, less than significant
with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact’ Is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are cne or more "Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, and EIR is required.

(4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact” to
a "Less Than Significant impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.

(5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, Program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration.
Section 15063(c)(3)(D) in this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a) Earller Analysis Used. ldentify and state where they are available for review.

(6) Impacts Adequately Addressed. ldentify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation medsures based on the earlier
analysis.

{a) Mitigation Measures, For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures

Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the

earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the
project.

_ (b) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Referenceto a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference
{o the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

- {7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

(8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free o use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's
environmental effects in whatever format is selected.

(9) The expianation of each issue should identify:

(a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each guestion; and
(b) The mitigation measure identifled, If any, to reduce the Impact to less than significant.

City of Agoura Hills ’ o " Parking Landscaping ZOA Amendment
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

Project Title: ’ Parking Landseaping Ordinance Amendment
Case Number: 10-ZOA-003
Lead Agency Name and Address: City of Agoura Hills

30001 Ladyface Court
Agoura Hills, California 91301

Contact Person and Phone Number: Valerie Darbouze — Associate Planner
City of Agoura Hills
' (818) 597-7310

Project Location: Citywide

Project Sponsor's Name and Address: City of Agoura Hills
. 30001 Ladyface Court
Agoura Hills, CA 93101

General Plan Designation: All designations Citywide

Zoning: CRS and CS8 Zoning Districts

Project Description: The project consists of the amendment of Article X, Chapler 6, Part 2, Division 4, which
consists of amending Sections 9654.5.A and 2654.5.C to modify the purpose and tree canopy coverage
development requirements, The Ordinance would apply to CRS and CS (retall) zoned parcels of the City, The
Draft Ordinance Is included in its entirety as Exhibit 1.

in addition to amending the Zoning Crdinance, the process will require amending the City's Architectural Design
and Standards Guidelines to reflect the new requirement. A copy of the proposed revisions to Section D of the
guidelines is attached. :
The project being analyzed as part of this environmental document is an amendment to the text found in the Zoning
Ordinance, and not any specific development proposal. In the future, each Individual commercial development
project being proposed would need to undergo separate and specific CEQA review, beyond this current document.

Surrounding Land Uses: Citywide

Site Description and Environmental Setting: Citywide

Other Public Ageﬁcies Whose Ap[ﬁ'roval Is Required: None

Entitlements: No entitlements or permits are required for the ZOA.

City of Agoura Hills Parking Landscaping ZOA Amendment
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact

that could be fessened to a level of insignificance through incorporation of mitigation.

Significance

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation;

D Aesthetics D Air Quality D Biological Resources

D Cultural Resources D Geology/Soils L__l Hazards/Hazardous
Materials

[:] Hydrology/Water Quality D Noise ]:] Land Use/Planning

D Public Services D Population/Housing D Recreation

D Transportation/Traffic D Utilities and Service Systems D Mandatory Findings of

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will
not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed
to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a “potential significant impact” or "potentially significant
unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been adequately
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) has been addressed
by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to
be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because
all potentlally significant effects {a) have been ahalyzed In an earller EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avelded or mitigated pursuant to
an earller EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further Is required.

Report Preparer:

Val erue arbouze - D te
Associate Planner

City of Agoura Hills

wl) ) / 201
V4

City of Agoura Hlils ' Parking Landscaping ZOA Amendment

Page 4

Flnal ISIND




EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

L.ess Than
Z- Significant
: Potentially | Impactwith | Less Than
_: . ) Significant Mitigation | Significant No
5. Issues and Supporting Information fmpact Measures Impact Impact
i
(1) LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project: é“
{, a) Physically divide an established community? X

b) Conflict with an applicable fand use plan, policy or regulation
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (Including, but )
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, locai coastal X
program, or zoning ordinance) adepted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or

natural communities’ conservation plan’? X .
Discussion: |
{

a} The project consists of a Zoning Ordinance Amendment {ZOA} and revisions to the City Adopted

Architectural Design and Standards Guidelines, and is therefore not a physical development capahle of
dividing an established community. The proposed changes would simply allow for additional amenities to
be provided in parking lot for new, major remodsi or landscaping upgrade in commerciaf retail centers.
Each individual proposal for future commercial development would be analyzed pursuant to CEQA, !
separaie from this ND, The project would result in no impact.

b) The ZOA remains in compliance with the recently adopted General Plan 2035 and the General Plan EIR

2010 which addresses other agencies concerns. The new language weould provide for more flexibllity and

options to improve conditions in parking lots with respect to aesthetics and heat island effects. As noted

! above under ltem a), each development project would be analyzed per CEQA as individual project
applications come forward. Therefore, there wouid be no impact from implementation of the ZOA.

) Thete are no habitat conservation plans or natural communities' conservation plans applicable to the
geographical area of the ZOA gither within or in the vicinity of, and so the project would result in no
impact.
Less Than
Significant
Potentlally | impactwith | Less Than ©od
. . Signlficant Mitigation Significant No i
Issues and Supporting Information Impact Measures Impact impact
'; (2) BIOLOGICAL RESOURGES. Would the project: i
i
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through ]
: habitat modifications, on any species identified as a |
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or :
regional plans, policies, or reguiations, or by the California X

Department of Fish and Game or U. 8. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

City of Agoura Hills
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Issues and Supporting Information

Less Than
Significant
Potentialty | Impactwith | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Measures Impact Impact

b) Have a substantially adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensilive natural community identified In local or
regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California X
‘Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife |-
Service?

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federaily protected
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Watar Act
{including, but not limlted to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, X
etc.} through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or cther means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biotogical resources, such as a free preservation policy or X
ordinance?

f} Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan,
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

g) Result in damage to, loss of, or remaval of native oak trees
or other locally identified specimen frees of significance?

Discussion:

a)

d)

Much of the ZOA affected zones (and the City as a whole) are already developed with urban uses, and any
addltional development would be considered infill.  As a result, the potential for sensitive habitat is
somewhat fimited, based on human activities including annual brush clearance for fire prevention purposes.
All outdoor improvements required by this Ordinance amendment would be introduced fo already a
disturbed environment. In the case of the ZOA, there is no physical development that could adversely
affect sensitive biological species, Therefare, there would be no impact. . Any proposal to build new
caommerciaé building and/or accessory structures would be analyzed separately under CEQA as part of
project specific environmental review, which would need to consider the habitat further.

Please see the discussion in Item a) abave. The project is not a physical development that could adversely
affect wetlands, riparlan habitat or other sensitive natural communities regulated by the California
Department of Fish and Game or the U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service or.the Army Corps of Engineers.
Therefore, there would be ne impact. Any future proposals to develop commercially zoned parcels would
be separate projects under CEQA, and would undergo environmental review, including considering the
habitat further, as a specific development proposal comes forward for review.

Please see the discussion in ltem a) above. Because the project is not a physical development, it does not
have the potential to interfere with the movement of fish or wildlife. Any future proposais to develop
commercial sites would be separate projects under CEQA, and would undergo environmental review, as a
specific development proposal comes forward for review., Therefore, there would be no impact. -

Since the project Is not a proposal for a physical develcpment In the area, there would be no impacts to oak
tfrees and furthermore, the decision is not in confiict with existing policies to protect the local cak free
resource. Any future proposals to develop these commercial sites, which would be a separate project
under CEQA, would need to consider the oak trees Impacts if any and no oak tree would be removed as a
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resuit of the new requirement. However, the current project would not adversetly affect the oak frees, and

there would be no impact.

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) or Natural Communities Conservation Plans (NCCPs) or
other conservation plans in or near the project area, nor in the City as a whole, so there would be no

impact,

Less Than
Slgniflcant
Potentlally | Impactwith | Less Than
. . Slgniflcant Mitigation Slgnificant No
Issues and Supporiing Information Impact Measures jmpact Impact
{3) AIR QUALITY. Whero available, the significance criteria established by the
applicable air quality management or alr pollution control district may be relied upon
to make the following determinations. Would the project:
a} Conflict with or obsfruct implementation of the appticable air N
quality plan?
b) Viclate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to x
an existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Result in a cumuiatively considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project region is in non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air X
quality standard (including releasing emissions which
exceed guantitative thresholds for ozone precursecrs)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors fo substantial pollutant X
concenirations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people? X

Discussion:

a)c}  The Clty of Agoura Hills is located within the South Coast Air Basin, and is governed by the South Coast Alr
Quality Management District {SCAQMD). Since the project is not a proposal for a physical development,
there would be no impacts to air quality as a result of the amendments and additions to the Zening
Ordinance. In any case, according to the Air Pollution Control District (APCD) Guidelines, fo be consistent
with the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), a project must conform fto the local General Plan. The
project is not a use with air quality impacts but rather a slte Improvement and any policies related to
landscaping discussed in the General Plan Envlronmental Impact Report (EIR}, for the City as a whole, As
such, there would be no impact.

d}-e) The project does not include a physical development that couid result In air quality emisslons. The project

woulld not adversely affect air quality in these circumstances, and so there would be no impact.

City of Agoura Hills
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Less Than

to native Californians?

Significant
Potentially | Impactwith | Less Than
: . . Significant Mitigation Significant N

Issues and Supporting Information jmpact Measures ﬁnpa; lmpc:lct
{4) CULTURAL RESOURGES. Would the project;
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a

“histerical resource as defined in Section 15064.57 X
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of

an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.57 X
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological

rescurce or site, or unique geologic feature? X
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside

of formal cemeteries? X
&) Result in physical disruption of an identified sacred ptace or

other ethnographically decumentad location of significance X

Discussion:

a)e) The project is not a physical development capable of impacting cultural resources that may exist on or
under the ground, or within a given area. In any case, the remaining vacant lots in the City are not
currently known areas of historical, archaeological, or paleontological sensitivity, nor are there any human
remains expected to be located here. Additionally, the area is not considered an identified sacred place or
other ethnagraphically documented location of significance to native Californians. None of the proposed
regulations under the ZOA would create cuitural resource preservation concerns. Any proposal to build or
remodel commercial projects would be analyzed separately under CEQA as part of project specific
envirenmentat review as a development proposal is submitted to the City, which would need to consider

potential site specific cultural resources. Therefore, the current project would result in no impacts.

Issues and Supporting Information

Potentlally
Signiflcant
Impact

Less Than

Significant

impact with
Mitigation

Measures

L.ess Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

{(5) GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, ircluding the risk of los§, injury or death involving:

() Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area, or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer o
Division of Mines and Geclogy Special Publication 42.

(i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

{if) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

(iv) Landslides?

b Ea Tl B

b) Result in substantial soil erosion of the loss of topsoll?

x
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C . . Slgnificant Mitigation Significant No
Issues and Supporting Information Impact Measures Impact Impact
¢) Be located on a geologic unit or soll that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and
potentiaily result in on- or off-site landsiide, Iateral X
“spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? :
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-a-B of
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks X
to life or property?
e) Have scils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not avallable for the disposal of waste X
water?
Discussion:
a)-e) Per the Clty's Genreral Plan Master Environmental Assessment, there are no active or inactive faults within

the City limits, and therefore potential hazard from faulting Is remote. However, there are several active
and/or potentially active faults in the surrounding region that could produce ground shaking in the area.
Other geologic or soil conditions are specific fo Individual sites, Nonetheless, the project that is the subject
of this IS/ND Is nct a physical development with the potential for causing adverse impacts in the area of
geology and soils. None of the proposed regulations or changes o the Zoning Ordinance wouid create
additional geologic safety concerns. As praviously noted, any proposal to build commercial projects would
need to be analyzed separately under CEQA as part of project specific environmentat review, The site
specific geclogic conditions and the type of development and construction methods would be assessed at
that time for the actual development project. Therafore, the current project would result in no impact.

quarter mile of an exiting or proposed school?

l.ess Than
Significant
Potentially | Impactwith | Less Than
- . . Slignlficant Mitigation Significant Nao
Issues and Supporting Information impact Measures Impact impact
{6) HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the pubiic or the environment
through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous X
malterials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeabie upset and accident
conditions involving the likely release of hazardous materials %
into the environment?
c} Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acttely
hazardous materiais, substances, or waste within one- X

Clty of Agoura Hllis
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Less Than
. Signlificant
Potentially | Impactwith | Less Than
Signiflcant Mitigation Significant Mo

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a resulf, would it create a
“significant hazard to the public or the environment?

g) for a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public airport or public use airport, would the project resuit ' X
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

fy  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the :
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or X
working in the project area?

g) Impair implementation of, or physically intetfere with an
adopted emergency response plan  or emergency X
avacuation plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized arsas or where
residences are intermixed with wild lands?

Discussion:

a)-d)

The ZOA does not address a use buf rather a site improvement. Because it is not a physical development
proposal, the prolect would not result in the use of substantial hazardous materials, nor their storage,
disposal or transport. The project, being a ZOA, would also not cause an accidental release or upset of
such materials. Any future proposal to build commercial retail centers or remodel center or improve the
pariking lot landscaping would be considered a separate project under CEQA, and would need to undergo
separate project and environmental review per CEQA, aside from the ocurrent project, where these
environmental issues would be further analyzed. Therefore, the current project would result in no impact.

There are no airports or airstrips In the vicinity of the City of Agoura Hills. Therefore, the ZOA project would
result In no impact, -

There are no known currently adopted emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans in the
intended properties. In any c¢ase, the project itself, not being a physical development, would not interfere
with such plans if created in the future. None of the proposed regulations or changes to the Zoning
Crdinance would interfere with such plans. As specific development projects are proposed, they would be
analyzed under separate CEQA review to ensure that they do not conflict with such plans. Therefore, the
ZOA project would result in no impact.

The project does not include specific physical development proposals. Any future propasal to develop in
commercial zones would be considered a separate project under CEQA, and would need to undergo
separate project and environmental review per CEQA, aside from the project. The project would result in
no impact.
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(7) HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project;

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
‘reguirements?

by Substantially degrade groundwater supplles or Interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficlt In aquifer volume or a lowerlng of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells wouid drop to a level which would
not support exlsting land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

¢) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or substaniially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which wouid result in flooding
on- or off site?

d) Create or contribute runoff which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runofi?

g) Ctherwisa substantially degrade water quality?

f} Place housing within a 100-year floodplain, as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard deiineation map?

g) Place withirt a 100-year flood hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood flows?

h) Expose people.or structures to a significant risk of loss,
injury or death involving flooding, inciuding flooding as a
resuli of the failure of 2 levee or dam®?

i) lnundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?-

Discussion:

a)-e), [} The project that Is the subject of this IS/ND Is not a physical development with the potential for causing

adverse fmpacts in the area of hydrology and water quality. None of the proposed regulations or changes
to the Zoning Ordinance would adversely affect hydrology and water quality. As noted previously, any
proposal to remodel commercial centers would be analyzed separately under CEQA as part of project
specific environmental review. The site specific hydrology and the type of development and construction
methods would be assessed at that time for the actual develapment project. Therefore, the current project
would result in no impact.

The project is not a physical development that could cause flood concerns. None of the proposed
regulations or changes to the Zening Ordinance would result in greater flood concerns in the project area.
Fach specific future development proposal would be considered a separate project under CEQA that would
need to undergo separate environmental review, including flood impact analysls. Therefore, the current
project would result in no impact.

City of Agoura Hills Parking Landscaping ZOA Amendment
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(8) AESTHETICS. Would the project:

Have a substantial adverse affect on a scenic vista?

" Substantially damage scenic resources including, but not

limited to trees, rock ouicroppings, and historic buildings
within a stafe scenic highway?

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality
of the project site and its surroundings?

Create a new sowrce of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Significantly Impact any existing streetscape or public space
which has been designed to provide areas of public

assembly and congregation?

Discussion:

a)

The City General Plan Scenic Highways Element identifies Local Scenic Highways, County Scenic
Highway, and areas eligible for state scenic highway designation. Many of the City's commercial areas do
not impact vistas of Ladyface Mountain and the ridgelines along the north and south sides of the City,
Nonetheless, the project consists of & ZOA, and is not a physical development proposal. The project does
not involve any direct physical changes to the environment. As such, it weuld result in no adverse impact
to scenic vistas. As individual development projects are proposed, and the detalls of the improvements,
CEQA review, separate from this IS/ND, would be required to assess any potential impacts from building
constructior in the future,

There are no state scenic highways in the project area, although U.S. Highway 101 is eligible for state
scenic highway designation. There are no histaric buildings or rock outcroppings in or adjacent to the U.S.
Highway 101. In any case, since the project is not a specific physical development propasal, the project

would result in no impact. As individual development projects are proposed, CEQA review, separale from

this IS/ND, would be required to assess any pofential impacts from bullding construction on aesthetics,

The project does not involve any direct physleal changes to the environment. As-such, it would result in no
impact {0 the visual character or quality of the area. As individual development projects are proposed, and
the detalls of the proposed improvements, CEQA review, separate from this [S/ND, would be required to
assess any potential impacts from building construction in the future.

Since the project Is not a physical development proposal, it would not result in impacts from lighting and
glare, As previously described, any proposal to build a new commercial or remodel a center would be
analyzed separately under CEQA as part of project specific environmental review, which would include a
development project-specific lighting and glare assessment. Therefore, the current project would result in
no impacts.

The area subject to the ZOA is not located in the immediate vicirity of any known strests or public spacés
used for the assembly and congregation of people. Thersfore, there would be no impact.
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(9) NOISE. Wouid the project result in:

a) Exposure of persons to, or generaﬂon of, noise levels in
excess of standards established in the local generai plan or X
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? '

by Exposure af persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

d) A subsfantial, temporary or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing X
without the projeci? : E

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a pian has not been adopted, within two miles of
a public alrport or publlc use alrport, would the project ' X
expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose psople residing or working in the project area X
to excessive noise levels?

Discussion:

Noise Jevel {or volume) is generally measured in declbefs (dB} using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA).
The A-weighting scale is an adjustment fo the actuai sound power levels to be consistent with that of human
hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a pianc)
and less sensitive to low frequencies (below 100 Hertz). For the mast sensitive uses, such as single family
residential, 6C dBA Day-Night average level (Ldn) is the maximum normally acceptable exterior lavel. Ldn is the
time average of all A-weighted levels for a 24-hour period, with a 10 dB upward adjustment added to those noise
levels occurring between 10:00 PM and 7:00 AM fo account for the general increased sensitivity of people to
nighttime noise levels. The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is similar to the Ldn except that #f adds 5
dB to evening naise levels (7:00 PM to 10:00 PM). The City of Agoura Hills utilizes the CNEL for measuring nolse
levels. Sensitive noise receptors include residential units, libraries, hospitals and nursing homes. In the project
vicinity, the sensitive nojse receptors would be residences, schools and homes for the elderly.

a),c),d) The project would not result In any physical development. The proposed regulations would not resuit in
any changes to the types of uses allowed in commerclal zones, or o any noise standards. Any proposal
for development in the project area would be analyzed separately under CEQA as part of project specific
environmental review. The site specific noise conditions and the type of development and construction
methods would be assessed at that time for the actual development project, Therefore, the current project
itself would result in no impacts,

h} Because it Is not a physical developrnent, the proposed project would not result in any impacts related to
excessive groundborne vibration. As specific development projects are proposed, aleng with information
about construction and grading details and methods, these projects would need to undergo separate CEQA
review, including analysis of this issue area. Therefore, the current project would result in no impacts.

e)f}  The area affected by the proposed project Is not located within the vicinlty of an airport or private airstrip,
and would not be affected by air traffic noise impacts. There would be no impact.
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(10) POPULATION AND HQUSING. Would the project:
a) Result in direct or indirect population related growth
inducement impacis (significantly expand employment
opportunities, remove policy impediments to growth, or X
contribute fo potentlal extenslons of growth inducing
infrastructure}?
b) Displace substaniial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing X
elsewhere?
Discussion:
a) . The project would not resuit in any physical development. In any case, regulations proposed by the ZOA

would not increase the density of commercial development described in the General Plan (See Section (3)
AIR QUALITY), and so there would not be any increase in population above that aiready accounted for in
the General Plan as a result of the project. Therefore, the project would result In no impacts to population
growth.

b} The project does not consist of any physical development. Consequently, the proposed regulations do not
result in the displacement of current housing. As specific development projecis are proposed, these
projects would need to undergo separate CEQA review, Including analysis of this issus area. Therefore,
there would be no impacts. '

Less Than
Significant )
Potentially | Impactwith | Less Than
. . Signlificant Mitigation Significant No
Issues and Supportmg Information Impact Measures Impact Imnact

{(11) PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project resuit in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered government
facitities, the need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental Impacts, in order to malntain
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of
the pubiic services?

| a) Fire protection «

b} Police protection «

c) Schools y

d) Parks X

e) i

fy Other public facllities X
City of Agoura Hills Parking Landscaping ZOA Amendment
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Discussion: .

a).b)

The City of Agoura Hills is served by the Los Angeles County Fire’ Department (LACFD) and the Los
Angeles County Sheriff's Department (LACSD). The project itself would not require additional police or fire
protection services, as no development is proposed. As such, the project would result in no impacts. As

individual development projects are proposed in the project area at a later date, separate CEQA review

would be undertaken to assess potential fire and police protection services impacts on an individual level.
In any case, as the area affected by the project Is already within a developed area currently served by
these agencies, impacts to such services would likely not be significant, especially regarding the need to
expand -such services. Any future development project would be required to comply with Fire Code and
LACFD standards, including specific construction specifications, access design, location of fire hydrants,
and other design requiremeants.

In 1990, school facilities legislation (California Government Code Section 65995) was enacted to generate
revenue for schoal districts for capital acquisitions and improvements. This legislation allows a maximum
one-time fee of $1.93 per square foot of residential floor area and $0.31 per square foot of commercial and
industrial space for development projects. This fee is divided between the primary and secendary schools
and is termed a “L.evel One Fee." Adjustments to these Level One fees have occurred periodically, and
the fees have been increased. The project would not result in impacts to schools, as no: physical
development is being proposed as part of the project itself. Therefore, there would be no impacts from
the current project. As individual seff-storage development proposals come forward each development
would undergo specific CEQA review and be assessed for school impacts. Such a development project
would likely be required to pay school impact fees at the current commercial/industrial development rate to
the local school district, Las Virgenes Unified School District.

" The project would not result in physical development. As individual development proposals come forward,

each development would undergo specific CEQA review and be assessed for parks impacts. Such a
development project would likely be required to pay the City park fee. Therefore, there would be no
impacts.

Since the propesal is for a ZOA, not a development proposal, the project would not confribute to the
demand for any other public facilities. Therefore, there would be no impacts,

Less Than
Signiflcant
Potenflally | impactwith | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Slgnificant No

ISSUGS— and Suppo rting Information impact Measures impact Impact

(12) RECREATION. Would the project:

a) Increase the use of existing nsighborhood or regional parks
or other recreational facilittes such that substantial physical X
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Page 15

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which X
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? :

Ciscussion:

a)b)  Since the project is not a particular development proposal, there would be no impacts to recreational
facilities. As individual development projects are proposed in the project area, separate CEQA review
would be undertaken to determine the specific project’s impacts o recreation.,
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{13} TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in trafflc which is substantial in relation to
the existing fraffic load and capacity of the streei system
(i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of X
vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
gongestion at intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service
standard established by the county congestion management X
agency for designated roads or highways?

¢} Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an _
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results X
in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards related to existing
intersectlons or roadway deslgn features (e.g., sharp curves

or dangerous intersections), or fo incompatible uses {e.g., X
residential traffic conflicts with farm equipment)?
; e) Result in inadeguate secondary or emergency access? X
5 f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? . X
~ Discussion;
a) Since the project is not a particular development proposal, there weuld be no impacts to iraffic and

circulation. As individual deveiopment projects are proposed in the project area, separate CEQA review
would be undertaken fo determine the specific project’'s impacts to traffic and circulation,

b) The Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan {CMP) requires a regional traffic impact analysis
when a project adds 150 or more trips in each direction tc-a freeway segment. Based on the-discussion in
ltem “&" above, there would be no impacts.

o} There are no alrports or airfields in the project vicinity, so the proposal would result in no impacts,

d), e} A& discussed In Section (11) PUBLIC SERVICES, the ZOA Is not a development proposat and so would
not result In traffic-related hazards or impacis to access. As individual new commercial and remodel of
commercial centers are proposed, separate CEQA review would be undertaken to determine the specific
project's Impacts these items. The current project would result in no impacts,

f) The proposed project is not a development proposal and se would not resuit In impacts to parking. As T
individual residential development projects are proposed in the project area, separate CEQA review would
be underiaken to determine the specific project's |mpacts on parking capacity. The current project would
result in no impacts.
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(14) UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

"Regional Water Quality Control Boarg?

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable

b) Require or result in construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
constructton of which could cause significant environmentai
effects?

¢} Require or result in the constfruction of new sterm water
drainage faclliies or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmentai
effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies availahle to serve the project
from existing entittements and rescurces, or are new or
expanded entitiements needed?

g) Result in a determination by the wastewater treaiment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity {o serve the project's projected demand
in addition to the provider's existing commitments?

f)y Be served hy a landfill with sufficient permitted capaclty to
accommeodate the project's solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statues and regulations
related to solid waste?

Discussion:

a) - e) As the project Is not a physical development proposal, it weuld not result in impacts to wastewater, water or
storm water. As individual development projects are proposed in the project area, separate CEQA review
would be undertaken to determine the specific project's Impacts to these services., The current project

would result in no impacts.

f)—g) As noted above, the proposed ZOA would not constitute a -development proposal and so would not result in
impacts o solid waste. As individual development projects are proposed in the ZOA, separate CEQA
review would be undertaken to determine the specific project's impacts to these services, The ZOA would

result In no impacts,

City of Agoura Hills
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{15) MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANGCE.

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of
“the environment, substantially reduce the habiiat of a fish or |

wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant of
animat community, reduce the number or resfrict the range
of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminaie
important examples of the major periods of California history
or prehistory?

b} Does the project have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable? {"Cumulatively con-
siderable” means that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects
of the past projects, the effects of other current projects, and
the effects of probable future projects)?

¢} Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, efther X
directly or indirectly?

Discussgion:

a) Given that the project consists of a ZOA, but with no physical development component, it would not have
the potential to significantly degrade the quality of the environment, substantiaily reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
gliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate Important examples of the major periods. of Callfornla history or prehistory.
Therefore, there would be no impacis.

b) As listad in the specific environmental Issue sections, the project is not expected to have any impacts, so
there would be no cumutative impacts. The project complies with the intent of the General Plan EIR 2010,

) As listed In the specific environmental issue sections, the project is not expeéted to have any impacts, so
there would be no effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.
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