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Letter 14 
 
COMMENTER: Alicia Stratton, County of Ventura Air Pollution Control District
 
DATE: December 20, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 14 
 
The commenter notes that because the project is located in Los Angeles County air quality 
issues related to the project are under the purview of the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District.  Therefore, the commenter has no comments on the project. 
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 Letter 15 
 
COMMENTER: Colleen Holmes, President, Cornell Preservation Organization
 
DATE: January 2, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 15A 
 
The commenter suggests that the City should extend the public review period for an additional 
30 days and that City staff should contact the presidents of each of the homeowners associations 
within the city limits and solicit their input.  
 
The comment is noted; however, the City has provided notice on the availability of the Draft 
EIR to the public as required under CEQA and circulated the DEIR for public review on 
November 18, 2005.  The 45-day public review extended from November 18, 2005 to January 3, 
2006.  During that time the DEIR has been available at City Hall, the Agoura Hills Library, and the 
City’s webpage.  Additionally, the City continued to accept public comments on the DEIR after 
the January 3rd deadline, through the end of January 2006.  A Notice of Availability was sent to 
all Home Owner’s Associations in the City. 
 
Response 15B 
 
The commenter states that a much greater detailed survey of the Lyon’s pentachaeta should be 
performed and that the survey and methods should be included within the DEIR.  Additionally, 
the commenter states an opinion that Lyon’s pentachaeta is not a candidate for replanting.   
 
This issue was previously addressed in Responses 3A-3C;  please refer to Response Letter 3.  In 
addition, Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a), BIO-2(b) and BIO-2(c) (pages 4.3-32 through 4.3-38) 
have been revised to more clearly reduce the potential for impacts to sensitive areas south of 
Lindero Canyon Creek.  Specifically, BIO-1(a) was revised to prohibit (=avoid) development 
within that area of Zone B located south of Lindero Canyon Creek.  Additionally, each measure 
was revised to read “avoidance shall be required unless the applicant proves that avoidance 
would cause undue harm for the remaining project.”  Further, if avoidance is shown to be 
infeasible, other mitigation in the form of rectification (restoration or replanting) is required, 
along with a monitoring plan to measure the success of restoration.  The required level of 
success for Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, Agoura Hills dudleya, and Lyon’s pentachaeta 
shall be defined at a minimum as a demonstration of three consecutive years of growth of a 
population equal to or greater than that which would be lost due to the project.  This level of 
success shall be achieved prior to removal of the impacted population.  With this revision to the 
mitigation measures, if the applicant is unable to successfully replant Lyon’s pentachaeta, they 
would be prohibited from removing the impacted population.  
 
Response 15C 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the DEIR treatment of Lyon’s pentachaeta is inconsistent 
with the Conservation Element of the City’s General Plan.  The commenter further notes that 
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protection of these sensitive resources could be accomplished with the removal of the 
residential units to the extreme south of the portion of the Specific Plan area west of Kanan 
Road.   
 
Please see responses to comments 3A-3C, and to 15B above.  Further, according to the 
Conservation Element of the General Plan, the goal to preserve existing sensitive plant and 
animal habitats within Agoura Hills is supported by two policies. 
 

Policy 1.1: Preserve Agoura Hills’ two significant ecological areas (SEA) through City 
policies and coordination with Los Angeles and Ventura Counties to protect 
sensitive plants and animals habitats. 

Policy 1.2: Ensure the development and environmental review process shall be sensitive 
to the preservation and protection of wildlife corridors, significant ecological 
areas, riparian habitats, and areas which contain chaparral, oak woodlands, 
individual oak trees and street trees. 

 
As indicated in the DEIR, the Specific Plan is consistent with each of these policies and would, 
therefore, be consistent with the General Plan.  In regards to the removal of residential units, 
several alternatives examined the impacts, including biological, for a Specific Plan without or 
reduced residential uses.  Additionally, as mentioned above, mitigation measure BIO-1(a) was 
revised to include prohibition of development in Zone B, south of Lindero Canyon Creek.  If 
this mitigation measure is adopted by the City, no development would be allowed south of 
Lindero Canyon Creek.  
 
Response 15D 
 
The commenter states that the EIR did not specifically address the effect the roundabout would 
have at critical times.  The commenter specifically requests inclusion of the effect of the inability 
of drivers unfamiliar with the roundabout to navigate the intersection. 
 
The traffic and circulation section, Impact T-3, shows that the roundabout would operate at LOS 
A during peak demand periods.  The lay out of the roundabout that was used for the traffic 
analysis is preliminary in nature.  Further detailed engineering design will be completed before 
implementation of the roundabout to assure sufficient capacity and safety conditions for 
motorists, bicyclists and pedestrians alike.   
 
The effectiveness of the roundabout is determined by the geometric design, striping and 
signing.  When properly applied, these parameters will provide sufficient guidance to the 
inexperienced motorist to navigate the roundabout. 
 
Response 15E 
 
The commenter voiced concerns regarding the effect of the roundabout on emergency services 
access; response times, and emergency evacuation routes for the communities of Cornell, 
Malibou Lake, etc.   
 
Section 4.11, Traffic and Circulation, Page 4.11-30, of the DEIR explains the effects of the 
proposed roundabout on emergency services. 
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With the scheduled improvements and identified mitigations in place, the street network would 
operate at LOS C or better, indicating moderate delays during peak travel periods.  It is not 
expected that the Specific Plan would have an adverse effect on emergency evacuation. 
Additionally, the following text with respect to emergency vehicles and the proposed 
roundabout at the Kanan Road/Agoura Road intersection is included in the traffic and 
circulation section of the DEIR: 
 
“Additionally, as mentioned in Section 4.10, Public Services, the proposed roundabout at the 
intersection of Kanan and Agoura Road has the potential to restrict access to safety personnel 
and emergency vehicles.  Public education should include information on driver behavior in the 
event of an emergency vehicle, which is similar to the driver behavior required at conventional 
intersections.  All approaches to the roundabout would contain two lanes.  Vehicles in queue in 
front of an emergency vehicle would either move to another lane or move through the 
roundabout to facilitate passage of the emergency vehicle.  The design of the roundabout 
includes a mountable apron on the island and mountable splitter islands.  In the event of 
blockage of the circulatory roadway, these elements would provide for sufficient width within 
the roundabout for passage of emergency vehicles.”  Emergency vehicles would be able to 
utilize the roundabout in the case of an emergency; thus, alternative routes are not anticipated 
to be necessary. 
 
Response 15F 
 
The commenter notes concern regarding the timing of road improvements in the area and 
would like to see ‘build out’ schedules and an indication of coordination between the projects 
included in the DEIR.  
 
The improvements on the Kanan Road Interchange are currently underway and are expected to 
be completed in the near future, likely by the end of 2006.  Therefore, any Specific Plan project 
development would likely occur after the interchange improvements. The City has indicated 
that construction on the Reyes Adobe Interchange would not start until 2007; the funding and 
construction schedules are not completed.    
 
Response 15G 
 
The commenter notes that a conceptual overview for the landscape design and plant palette 
should be considered at this juncture in the planning process.   
 
The Specific Plan includes landscape recommendations, complete with design guidelines and a 
plant palette for street trees, accent trees, shrubs and gateways.  Figures 6.2 and 6.3 of the 
Specific Plan illustrate typical streetscape improvements, such as landscape plantings, 
furnishings, and pavings.  As noted on page 6-93 of the Specific Plan “plants have been selected 
to provide opportunity for shade, ease of maintenance, and climate compatible planting.  The 
landscaping will establish a visual integrity for the area, and promote pedestrian and vehicular 
safety by clearly distinguishing walkways and access points.”  The use of native plants is 
encouraged. 
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Additionally, the EIR addresses landscape plants in Section 4.3, Biological Resources.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-2(b) requires that “no species identified as invasive on the CNPS, Channel Islands 
Chapter Invasive Plants List (1997) shall be utilized in the landscape plans.”  Measure BIO-6(b) 
requires that “landscaping within fire clearance zones shall include native species indigenous to 
the area of disturbance…No species identified as invasive on the CNPS, Channel Islands 
Chapter Invasive Plants List (1997) shall be utilized in the landscape plans and all landscaping 
plans shall be approved by the City and the County Fire Department.”  Thus, the Specific Plan 
and EIR have considered landscape design and a plant palette. 
 
Response 15H 
 
The commenter notes an opinion that the Old Agoura should be connected to Agoura through 
the Agoura Village, and suggests that fees as part of the Specific Plan should be utilized to 
maintain such trails.   
 
As discussed in Section 4.10, ”the City currently provides an equestrian trail leading from Old 
Agoura Park to the intersection of Agoura Road and Cornell Road.  This equestrian trail is 
utilized as an access point to the Santa Monica Mountains and would be improved by the 
proposed Specific Plan.  Additionally, a public trail and restoration landscaping shall be 
designed and installed along Cheseboro, Medea, and Lindero Canyon Creeks.”  Further, as 
discussed under Impact BIO-7, based on the City’s land dedication requirements developers 
within the Specific Plan area would be required to provide a minimum of 2.64 acres of land for 
parks or in lieu fees.   
 
Response 15I 
 
The commenter notes an opinion that City has an opportunity to put into place an 
environmental deposit fund within the Village to show people that by donating money they can 
help maintain City creeks, wildlife, and trails.   
 
The Specific Plan identifies several mechanisms which would allow community members to 
contribute funds to support maintenance of public facilities and benefits within the Specific Plan 
area.  These include a landscape maintenance district, business improvement districts, and 
voluntary property owners association.  However, although this comment presents an 
innovative concept to generate funding for environmental resource management, it does not 
address a specific environmental concern and does not address the adequacy of the EIR.  The 
comment is noted, but does not require further analysis under CEQA. 
 
Response 15J 
 
The commenter concurs with the proposed mixed-use concept described in the AVSP and cites 
examples of how this concept has worked well in other areas.  The comment cautions against 
allowing too high of density but does not address the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore the 
comment is noted, however, no specific response is required under CEQA.   
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 Letter 16 
 
COMMENTER: Mary Altmann
 
DATE: December 1, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 16A 
 
The commenter states her opinion that EIR is inadequate, and should have data on the existing 
environment including, but not limited to:  
 

1. type and amount of each animal and plant species on the site,  
2. mineral resources,  
3. geologic data,  
4. watercourses and flows,  
5. historical and archeological information.   
6. all species, in particular endangered species located on the site  
7. traffic studies,  
8. air quality studies and  
9. emergency evacuation studies.   

 
The above mentioned subjects are discussed in detail within the Specific Plan. The following is a 
guide to those sections discussing items 1-9 above.  
 

1. Section 4.3  - Biological Resources 
2. Section 4.4 – Geology 
3. Section 4.4 – Geology 
4. Section 4.7 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
5. Section 4.6 – Historic and Archaeological Resources 
6. Section 4.3  - Biological Resources 
7. Section 4.11 – Transportation and Circulation 
8. Section 4.2 – Air Quality  
9. Section 4.11 – Transportation and Circulation and Section 4.5 – Hazards and Hazardous 

Materials 
 
The commenter is also referred to Sections 4.1 - Aesthetics, 4.8 – Land Use, 4.9 – Noise, and 4.10 
Public Services which address other potential effects of the proposed Specific Plan. 
 
Response 16B 
 
The commenter notes her opinion that it is difficult to understand the maps on page 45, section 1:37 
and page 57, section 1:49.   
 
The commenter’s difficulty is noted; however, the commenter does not refer to sections or page 
numbers that correspond to the sections and page numbers indicated in the EIR.  Without the 
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proper page or section number references it is not possible to provide a clearer explanation of the 
maps or commenter’s concerns. 
 
Response 16C 
 
The commenter noted that “this” document was not available at the Agoura Hills City Library 
as stated in the report.   
 
It is unclear what document the commenter is referring to and it is unknown why the 
commenter was not able to locate the DEIR at the City of Agroua Hills City Library.  The City 
provided the DEIR, related appendices and reference documents, as outlined in the EIR, at the 
public library at the beginning of the public review period in November 2005 for review 
throughout the 45 day public review period.  The DEIR was also made available online on the 
City’s website and at City Hall. 
 
Response 16D 
 
The commenter states her opinion that the EIR should, in detail, describe each of the plan 
related parcels and vacant lands; politics regarding public funding of the plan; and any Brown 
Act violations that have occurred.   She goes on to state that the EIR ignores California State and 
U.S. Federal environmental laws applicable to this project. 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Section 15204, the reviewer of the EIR “should be aware that the standard 
for adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors 
such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, 
and the geographic scope of the project.  CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation.”  Further, CEQA states that “lead 
agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all 
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in 
the EIR.”  CEQA does not require a lot-by-lot analysis for a Specific Plan Project.   
 
Further the reviewer should note that the EIR has been prepared as a “Program EIR”.  The 
CEQA Guidelines state that: 
 

“Where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and where the total 
undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the Lead Agency shall 
prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project as described in Section 15168.  Where 
an individual project is a necessary precedent for action on a larger project, or commits the 
Lead Agency to a larger project, with significant environmental effect, an EIR must address 
itself to the scope of the larger project.”  

 
Since the proposed project is the adoption of a Specific Plan, it is appropriate that the EIR 
document examine the proposed action on a program level.  This CEQA section follows the 
principle that the EIR must show the big picture of what is involved.  If the approval of one 
particular activity (such as the approval of the AVSP) could be expected to lead to other 
activities being approved in the same general area (such as individual projects that may be 
proposed within the AVSP area), the EIR should examine the expected effects of the ultimate 
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environmental changes.  Thus, the EIR is consistent with the applicable State environmental 
law.  
 
Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, further define when it is appropriate to prepare a 
Program EIR.  This section states that: 
 

A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be 
characterized as one large project and are related either: 
 
(1) Geographically, 
 
(2) A logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, 
 
(3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program, or 
 
(4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar 
ways. 

  
The AVSP project meets all of the above criteria, which further confirms that preparation of a 
Program EIR is the appropriate approach for CEQA compliance for the AVSP, a long range 
planning project.   
  
Lastly, the commenter requests information regarding any Brown Act violations that may have 
occurred within the Specific Plan area.  Hazardous related impacts are discussed in Section 4.5, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  Specifically, subsection 4.5.1(b) Hazardous Materials lists 
properties within or adjoining the project area that are listed in environmental databases as 
currently or previously having involved hazardous materials, use, storage, or a release. 
 
 







Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
90  

Letter 17 
 
COMMENTER: Mary Altmann
 
DATE: December 21, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 17A 
 
The commenter requested that the total cubic yards of grading be broken down into parcels and 
accompanied by measurements of dust and a discussion of related air quality and traffic 
impacts. 
 
Grading projections for the Specific Plan area are discussed in detail on page 4.2-8.  This section 
(4.2, Air Quality) also discusses potential dust and air quality impacts related to such grading.  
Construction related traffic is also discussed in this section, as well as Section 4.11, 
Transportation and Circulation. 
 
See Response to Letter 16D above.  The EIR has attempted to provide a good faith effort at 
disclosing the full impacts associated with buildout of the Specific Plan.   
 
Response 17B 
 
The commenter questioned whether there are birds of prey that utilize the site and what other 
birds live within the Specific Plan area. Section 4.3, Biological Resources, discusses the potential 
for wildlife species to be present onsite.  Of species noted in the CNDDB as having the potential 
to be within the Specific Plan area, the Golden Eagle was noted as lacking suitable nesting 
habitat, but as having suitable foraging habitat onsite.  Although previous biological studies at 
the site did not indicate the presence of nesting raptors, Impact BIO-1 addresses the potential 
impacts to, and requires mitigation to protect, nesting raptors and migratory birds onsite. 
 
Response 17C 
 
The commenter recommends the EIR list all species and numbers of species presently 
occupying the site, including plant, animal and mineral kingdoms, paying particular attention 
to endangered species.   
 
As discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, the latest version (2005) of the Rarefind Database 
was utilized to inventory sensitive and potentially sensitive species within the area.  Further, 
responses to the Notice of Preparation for the EIR were also used as sources for sensitive species 
which should be included in the EIR.   Additionally, it is important to note that the lead agency is 
required by CEQA to respond only to significant environmental issues. 
 
Response 17D 
 
The commenter questions how the EIR examines fire safety issues related to the project.   
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Section 4.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials examines the potential wildland fire hazards of the 
Specific Plan.  This section discusses the fire zones, fire department comments, and how the 
plan addresses fire-safety related concerns. 
 
Response 17E 
 
The commenter asks whether or not the Specific Plan area is within the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area.  The commenter further requests inclusion of 
correspondence with national parks, state parks, The Conservancy and SMM Resource 
Conservation District into the EIR.  
 
In reference to the location of the project, the Specific Plan location is discussed in detail in 
Section 2, Project Description.  As mentioned in this section, the Specific Plan area is located in 
the City of Agoura Hills and is not included within the boundary of the SMMNRA.  Regarding 
correspondence with parks and conservancy groups, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
response to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the AVSP EIR.   Responses to all comments 
submitted during the NOP period are on file at the City Planning Department for public review. 
 
Response 17F 
 
The commenter asks how beach traffic and commuters to and from Malibu will be affected by 
the project. 
 
It is expected that the Specific Plan would not affect beach traffic because recreational trips 
typically occur on weekends and are outside peak commute travel periods, during which it is 
expected that the area street network would operate acceptably.  
 
Commuters on Kanan Road would travel during the peak travel periods. The DEIR traffic and 
circulation section shows that with the scheduled improvements and identified mitigations in 
place, the street network would operate at LOS C or better under cumulative conditions, 
indicating moderate delays for commuter traffic.  The project’s impact to commuter traffic after 
mitigation would be less than significant. 
 
Response 17G 
 
The commenter asks how emergency evacuation will be effected for the surrounding area.   
 
This is discussed in Section 4.11 – Transportation and Circulation and Section 4.5 – Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials.  Also please see response to comment 15E.   
 
Response 17H 
 
The commenter asks how motorists would be affected if the 101 Freeway was temporarily 
closed and traffic was routed to Agoura Road.   
 
This would not be considered a reasonably foreseeable condition and the EIR is not required to 
analyze all future potential scenarios.  Pursuant to CEQA Section 15204, reviewers of an EIR 
“should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably 
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feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely 
environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project.  CEQA does not require a lead 
agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation.”  Further, 
CEQA states that “lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do 
not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR.”  The EIR has attempted to provide a good faith effort at 
disclosing the full impacts of the project and it need not examine or speculate the outcome of 
every possible traffic related scenario. 
 
Response 17I 
 
The commenter requests seismic and soils data for Ladyface Mountain and questions the safety 
of development in the nearby area.   
 
Geologic data is discussed in detail in section 4.4, Geology.  As discussed in the EIR, six geologic 
studies of the area were used to analyze the safety of development within the Specific Plan area. 
  
 
Response 17J
 
The commenter asks how the project will affect the viewshed of Lady Face Mountain and 
requests inclusion of elevation drawings.   
 
Alteration of views is discussed in detail in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  Specifically, Impact AES-1 
discusses the views of Ladyface Mountain from U.S. 101, Kanan Road and Agoura Road.  The 
DEIR identifies impacts from this vantage as significant but mitigable and offers a list of 
development standards and other mitigation requirements for future development.  Also please 
see response to comment 16D, which describes the standard for adequacy of an EIR and the 
level of detail that is appropriate for a program EIR.   
 
Response 17K
 
The commenter states her opinion that the EIR should, in detail, describe each of the plan 
related parcels and vacant lands.   
 
This comment was also included in the commenter’s December 1, 2005 letter and was addressed 
under Response 16D.  Please see response to Comment 16D. 
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Letter 18 
 
COMMENTER: Sharyn Hammond
 
DATE: December 15, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 18A 
 
The commenter notes her objection to the concept of the roundabout at Kanan and Agoura 
Road and at Cornell and Agoura Road, due to safety issues related to use by tourists, 
emergency vehicles, delivery trucks, teenagers and local citizens. 
 
There are more than 300 documented roundabouts at both rural and urban locations 
throughout the United States (State of the Art in U.S. Roundabout Practice, Kittelson&Associates, 
ITE 2005 Annual Meeting and Exhibit, Melbourne). Research of before and after conditions have 
shown that these roundabouts have resulted in significant decreases of crashes, especially 
injury crashes, compared to the original signalized and stop controlled intersections. Due to less 
conflict points in the intersection and lower approach and circulating speeds, a roundabout 
typically provides more safety than standard intersections. When the key parameters such as 
geometric design, striping and signing are properly applied, inexperienced driver confusion 
will be limited. 
 
It is noted that the intersection design that is proposed for the Cornell/Agoura Rd intersection 
is not a roundabout or traffic circle, but rather a circular intersection with an island and stop 
signs on the minor approaches. The above text with respect to safety does not apply to this 
location. 
 





Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
96  

 Letter 19 
 
COMMENTER: Carol Hurt
 
DATE: December 29, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 19A 
 
The commenter notes her understanding of the City wanting to develop areas of Agoura to 
enhance the City and to bring in more revenue.  However, she also notes that with so many 
proposals, she hopes that a compromise can be reached between no development and 
overdevelopment.  The commenter strongly recommends that of all the plans being considered, 
that alternative 5 be selected.   
 
This comment is noted. 
 
Response 19B 
 
The commenter notes that to add 293 residential units in the Specific Plan area would do 
nothing, but increase the already congested traffic on Kanan Road.   
 
This comment is noted.  In addition, traffic impacts are discussed in greater detail in Section 
4.11, Transportation and Circulation of the DEIR.  The commenter further notes his request that 
the residential component of the project be abandoned in order to prevent congested traffic 
conditions on Kanan Road. 
 
Response 19C 
 
The commenter suggests that the City should extend the public review period for an additional 
30 days and that City staff should contact the presidents of each of the homeowners associations 
within the city limits and solicit their input.  
 
The comment is noted; however, the City has provided notice on the availability of the Draft 
EIR to the public as required under CEQA and circulated the DEIR for public review on 
November 18, 2005.  The 45-day public review extended from November 18, 2005 to January 3, 
2006.  During that time the DEIR has been available at the Agoura Hills City Library and was also 
available on the City’s webpage.  Additionally, the City has continued to accept public comments 
on the DEIR after the January 3rd deadline, through the end of January 2006.   
 
Response 19D 
 
The Notice of Availability of the DEIR was distributed to all Home Owner’s Associations in the 
City. 
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 Letter 20 
 
COMMENTER: Howard Littman 
 
DATE: January 03, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
GENERAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
The commentor has offered over 50 pages of comments on the Draft EIR, Specific Plan, and 
Hoffman Associates market study that was used as a resource in the development of the 
Specific Plan.  This section provides a background for the more detailed responses that are 
provided in the following sections.   
 
In order to properly respond to the comments, it is important to provide background on the 
purpose, intent, and development of the Specific Plan and the process that was used to develop 
the Plan.  In addition, it is important to describe the EIR process and how the process has been 
applied to this planning program.   
 
There are also provisions of CEQA that need to be explained in order to understand the nature 
and depth of the responses included herein.  Key provisions of CEQA that relate to the AVSP 
EIR are described below.   
 
Explanation of CEQA Requirements 
 
Purpose of the EIR.  This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines.   In accordance with Section 15121 (a) of the 
State CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), the purpose 
of an EIR is to serve as an informational document that: 
 

“will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the 
significant environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project.” 

 
Program EIR.  This EIR is intended to fulfill the requirements for a Program EIR for the Specific 
Plan.   The Guidelines state that: 
 

“Where individual projects are, or a phased project is, to be undertaken and where the total 
undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the Lead Agency shall 
prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project as described in Section 15168. Where an 
individual project is a necessary precedent for action on a larger project, or commits the Lead 
Agency to a larger project, with significant environmental effect, an EIR must address itself to 
the scope of the larger project.”  

 
Since the proposed project is the adoption of a Specific Plan for the project area, it is appropriate 
that the EIR document examine the proposed action on a program level.  This section follows 
the principle that the EIR must show the big picture of what is involved.  If the approval of one 
particular activity (such as the approval of the AVSP) could be expected to lead to other 
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activities being approved in the same general area (such as individual projects that may be 
proposed within the AVSP area), the EIR should examine the expected effects of the ultimate 
environmental changes.  
 
Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, further define when it is appropriate to prepare a 
Program EIR.  This section states that: 
 
A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as 
one large project and are related either: 
 

(1) Geographically, 
 
(2) A logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, 
 
(3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program, or 
 
(4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in similar 
ways. 

  
The AVSP project meets all of the above criteria, which further confirms that preparation of a 
Program EIR is the appropriate approach for CEQA compliance for the AVSP, a long range 
planning project.   
 
Standard of Adequacy.  The CEQA Guidelines provide the standard of adequacy on which an 
EIR is based.  The Guidelines state: 
 

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

 
EIR Analysis of Economic and Social Effects of the AVSP.  The commentor shares several 
concerns about the accuracy of the Hoffman Associates market study.  While this marketing 
study was an important part of the Plan development stage of the AVSP project, and the 
concerns are noted for the public record on the project, comments on the Hoffman study do not 
pertain to the adequacy of the EIR and thus; no specific response is warranted under CEQA.   
 
Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines addresses how economic and social effects are to be 
examined in an EIR.  This section indicates that economic or social information may be included 
in an EIR or may be presented in whatever form the agency desires.  However, the analysis in 
the EIR is focused on the physical effects on the environment.  Specifically, this section states 
that; 
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 “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment…..The focus of the EIR analysis shall be on the physical changes to the 
environment.” 

 
Where applicable, the EIR addresses physical changes in the environment that may be caused 
directly or indirectly by social or economic changes associated with the project. 
 
Agoura Village Specific Plan Project (AVSP) 
 
Several of the commentor’s comments pertain to the AVSP and not the EIR.  It is common 
during the CEQA review process for commentors to provide comments on the project (in this 
case the AVSP) that is being evaluated and to express their opinions as to the ways in which the 
project should be modified or improved and as to whether or not a project should be approved 
or denied.  While, these comments are important to inform decision makers of the range of 
public opinion that exists on any particular project, the comments often times do not pertain to 
the adequacy of the EIR or the EIR analysis.  In these cases, the comments are noted and become 
part of the public record.  CEQA requires responses to comments related to the adequacy of the 
EIR but does not require response to comments pertaining to an opinion on the project itself. 
 
The above situation is even more common for long range planning projects, such as the AVSP, 
where the exact details of project development are not yet known but will be developed and 
evaluated in greater depth once project specific plans are developed and undergo the permit 
approval process.  The following discussion, excerpted from Section 2.0, Project Description, of 
the EIR summarizes the history of the AVSP development and is intended to provide insight as 
to how the project description was developed for the EIR.   
 
The proposed project involves adoption of a Specific Plan (the Agoura Village Specific Plan) to 
guide future development within an approximately 135-acre area in the southern portion of the 
City in an around the intersection of Agoura Road and Kanan Road.  The proposed land uses 
within the Specific Plan area are shown in Figure 2-5, Specific Plan Map contained in the EIR.  
The proposed Specific Plan has been developed to guide the implementation of the vision 
described in the Agoura Village Strategic Action Plan (AVSAP).  The AVSAP planning process 
involved a comprehensive public and stakeholder program that ultimately led to development 
of the Specific Plan itself.  The AVSAP involved three volumes as follows: 1) Agoura Village 
Strategic Action Plan Opportunities and Constraints Analysis; 2) Agoura Village Strategic 
Action Plan Urban Design Guidelines; and 3) Agoura Village Strategic Action Plan 
Architectural Design Guidelines.    
 
Under the proposed Specific Plan, the northern developed 32 acres of the project area would 
ultimately be revitalized in accordance with the land use development standards and design 
guidelines contained in the Specific Plan.  This area includes the Whizin’s Shopping Center, Mann 
Theater complex, self-storage facilities, and building supply facilities.  Future development that 
could occur on the 103 acres of undeveloped property within the Specific Plan area would be 
subject to the provisions of the Specific Plan.   

 
Upon adoption, the “Specific Plan” designation would become the underlying General Plan 
designation for the project area.  While future projects within the Specific Plan area would be 
required to be processed through the City’s development review and approval procedures, no 
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future General Plan Amendments or zone changes would be required to implement subsequent 
development, provided that such development was consistent with the provisions of the 
Specific Plan.   While the Specific Plan would change the current Commercial-Retail Service 
(CG), Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, and Business Park - Office/Retail (BP-O/R) land use 
designations to Agoura Village Specific Plan designation, it is important to note that the 
proposed Specific Plan is intended to focus and enhance the development within the project 
area as compared to the current General Plan land use designations.  The proposed AVSP does 
not allow for an increase in the level of development over that which is currently identified in 
the City’s General Plan for the project area.  While this is an important distinction to 
understand, it does not affect the CEQA analysis, which requires evaluation of impacts 
generated from full buildout of the project area.  
 
It is also important to emphasize that all development applications within the Specific Plan area 
must follow the requirements and provisions of the City’s Agoura Village Development Permit 
(AVDP) process.  Appeals will be regulated pursuant to the City of Agoura Hills Municipal 
Code.  The Agoura Village Development Permit is designed and intended to provide for the 
orderly development of land in conformance with the vision contemplated by the Agoura 
Village Specific Plan.   

 
Any future development would undergo individual project review in accordance with locally 
adopted City policies and procedures and State law.  Area-specific development standards, design 
guidelines and policies are further defined and illustrated in the Specific Plan.   
 
AVSP Project Buildout Forecast. 
 
In order to examine the environmental effects of the AVSP, it was necessary to develop and 
describe a reasonable buildout forecast for the project area.   Section 2.4.1, of the EIR describes the 
Specific Plan Development Potential.  Full buildout of the proposed Specific Plan would result in 
buildout of the project area with a mixed-use “village” development comprised of residential, 
office, retail, entertainment and restaurant uses within the project area.   
 
As a planning document, the Specific Plan provides a framework that would guide future 
development within the project area.  Based on land use designations and development standards 
within the Specific Plan, full buildout of the Plan is projected to involve new development of 
between 235 and 293 residential units; a total of up to 576,458 square feet of new office, retail, 
restaurant, community center, and hotel building area; and revitalization of the existing 372,042 
square feet of office and retail space with a higher density development within the same footprint.  
Total new commercial development within the study area is estimated at 948,500 square feet 
(includes new development on vacant land and potential increased square footage in currently 
developed areas that may be revitalized).  Therefore, full buildout under the Specific Plan would 
involve an estimated 948,500 sf and up to 293 residential units.   
 
As described in Section 2.4.1 of the EIR, in order to more effectively plan and analyze the effects 
of the Specific Plan, the project area was divided into six analysis zones.  Figure 2-4 of the DEIR 
shows the allowable land uses for each of the seven zones (Zones A-G) in the study area.  
Figure 2-5 of the DEIR illustrates the buildout potential for each analysis zone.   
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For the purposes of the EIR, it has been assumed that each zone illustrated in Figure 2-4 would 
be developed at a maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.35.  An FAR is a ratio used to identify 
onsite building intensity.  A 0.35 FAR assumes that onsite building area would total 35% of the 
total site area.  Note that this does not assume 35% lot coverage if multiple story buildings (in 
this case up to three story) are allowed.  Table 2-3 of the DEIR summarizes the potential 
buildout under the Specific Plan by zone.  Specific uses that are allowed under the Specific Plan 
are summarized in Table 2-4 of the DEIR.   
 
SPECIFIC RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 
Response 20A 
 
The commenter notes his opinion that the Hoffman marketing study is seriously outdated, is 
incomplete or in error in various aspects and contains what appear to be unsupported 
recommendations and conclusions.  The commenter further notes his opinion that there appears 
to be a gap in the logic that leads from the Hoffman study to the Specific Plan. 
 
The commenter’s position is noted for decision maker consideration.  However, since the 
comment does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR, no specific response is necessary.  Please 
refer to the general response to comments for an explanation of the CEQA process and how it 
has been implemented for this project.  The purpose of the EIR is to analyze the physical 
impacts of a project (i.e. the Specific Plan) and it is beyond the scope of the EIR to critique or 
revise the Hoffman economic study.   
 
Response 20B 
 
The commenter notes his opinion that it is unclear if the EIR traffic analysis has included 
consideration for future projects that lie outside the city boundaries, but which the City has 
separately stated were ‘of concern’ – i.e. Heschel, etc.  
 
Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, provides a list of the planned and pending projects nearby in 
the City.  The list was prepared at the time the Notice of Preparation for the Specific Plan area 
and was submitted to responsible agencies.  Further, Appendix D, Traffic Study and Traffic 
Technical Appendix includes a cumulative projects location map and trip generation table.  The 
cumulative traffic volumes developed by Austin-Foust using the Agoura Hills Traffic Model 
include a list of approved and pending projects within City limits.  Additionally, the cumulative 
traffic volumes include 30% background regional growth.  The Herschel and the Triangle Ranch 
projects were not included as separate cumulative projects, but rather were considered as a 
portion of the 30% background regional growth factor. 
 
Response 20C 
 
The commenter states his opinion that there appears to be inconsistencies between the Specific 
Plan and what is ‘concluded’ in the DEIR.  As an example, the commenter notes that the 
Specific Plan purports to preserve views along the 101 corridor; however the DEIR in one 
section states that views will be enhanced (as a result of new landscaping, etc. along Roadside 
Drive and project wide), but then notes that it may be necessary to construct a 10 foot tall noise 
wall along the edge of the 101 Freeway.  The commenter further notes that the sound wall 
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would contradict the DEIR’s ‘improved view’ analysis and would virtually eliminate views of 
the Specific Plan area and adjacent hills.    
 
This comment is noted; however, the mitigation measure that the commenter refers to, N-2(b), 
does not state that it may be necessary to construct a 10 foot tall noise wall along the edge of the 
101 Freeway.  The measure states that “if traffic-related noise problems from U.S. 101 arise 
within the Specific Plan area, the City shall investigate and, if feasible, implement appropriate 
measures to reduce noise impacts at the affected receptor locations.”  As an example, the 
mitigation notes, “such measures may include, but are not limited to, the use of a sound wall.”  
The mitigation then provides an estimate for the level of noise reduction equated with a 10-foot 
sound wall.  One of the purposes of the Specific Plan is to ensure that the project area maintains 
visual continuity (through consistent design standards) and has visual appeal in order to help 
define the village area and to ensure its success.  The visual effects associated with the use of 
sound walls, if needed to mitigate noise impacts, will need to be balanced against the other Plan 
goals and objectives.  Detailed review of features such as sound and retaining walls will be 
performed during the project-specific review of individual projects that are proposed within the 
Specific Plan area. 
 
Response 20D 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the EIR appears to be foundationally flawed as it does 
not define/control how the total allowable square footage of commercial space might be 
proportionally divided among various allowed uses.  The commenter further notes his opinion 
that if the actual/final ‘split’ of uses is not defined in the Specific Plan, the EIR cannot fully or 
objectively evaluate the potential impacts of the 1 million + square feet of commercial space that 
would lie within the Specific Plan area upon full build out.  
 
Please see the general response to this letter.  The CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 states that 
“the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.  An EIR on a construction 
project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR 
on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects 
of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy.  An EIR on a project such as the 
adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan should 
focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, 
but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might 
follow.”  Therefore, the specificity provided in the AVSP EIR, and the use of full buildout 
estimates and assumptions outlined in the EIR, is consistent with the intent of CEQA. 
 
Further, CEQA discourages speculation in attempting to forecast impacts associated with a 
project.  It would be speculative at this time to try to predict the exact distribution and location 
of uses allowed within the Specific Plan area.  The EIR’s examination of a range of potential 
uses and a reasonable worst case scenario based on full buildout of the Specific Plan illustrates 
the EIR’s attempt at full disclosure in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at 
issue and the severity of its likely environmental impacts. 
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Response 20E 
 
The commenter states that the Specific Plan does not place defined limits on the amount of 
development that could occur at various ‘currently-developed’ properties (thus exempts them 
from certain limitations what would apply to currently-vacant parcels).    
 
The commenter is mistaken.  As noted in Section 2.0, Project Description, based on the Specific 
Plan, the EIR assumes that each zone would be developed at a maximum floor area ration 
(FAR) of 0.35.  The FAR consists of the total lot area divided by the total building square footage 
(including multiple stories).  A 0.35 FAR assumes that onsite building area would total 35% of 
the total site area.  Note that this does not assume 35% lot coverage if multiple story buildings 
(in this case up to three story) are allowed.  Table 2-3 summarizes the potential buildout under 
the Specific Plan by zone, and illustrates the maximum build out potential of each.  Thus the 
Specific Plan and EIR limit the potential buildout of of existing and future development. 
 
Further, the commenter notes that the Specific Plan states that the maximum building size will 
be 30,000 sf, then gives the Council discretion to approve buildings of 60,000 sf.  The commenter 
further notes that City staff has verbally indicated that the 60,000 sf maximum is not intended to 
be subject to further discretionary increases; however, this is not clear in Specific Plan Section 9 
language.  The commenter feels appropriate clarifications should be made within the Specific 
Plan.   
 
Although this comment is noted; it is beyond the scope of the EIR to define the project.  Further, 
for the purposes of analyzing the physical impacts of a project, it is presumed that the City 
would respect the intent of the underlying document and their verbal indications of future 
actions.  As this is not a physical impact of the project, no further analysis within the EIR is 
necessary. 
 
Response 20F 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the Hoffman study, the Specific Plan and the DEIR do 
not provide a reasoned, detailed look at how the extent of new commercial development in the 
Specific Plan area might negatively impact existing neighborhood commercial centers.  
Specifically, the commenter states that the DEIR makes no attempt to discern the accuracy of the 
Hoffman report and does not appear to reflect any independent study of the potential ‘flight’ or 
‘shift’ of patron dollars away from existing businesses – which itself would have significant 
negative environmental and neighborhood impacts. 
 
See general response to this letter.  It is important to note that the proposed Specific Plan 
involves development of the project area at similar development intensity and with similar uses 
to those currently allowed in the City’s General Plan (with the exception of the addition of 
limited residential development).  Because the Specific Plan does not involve a substantial 
departure in land use from the current General Plan, a citywide market impact study was not 
deemed to be necessary and was not performed as part of the Specific Plan development 
process.  For this same reason, it is not anticipated that the Specific Plan will result in physical 
effects to other built out areas of the City nor will it cause secondary physical effects to other 
commercial areas of the City.  The Plan area is an older area where businesses naturally are 
going through transition.  However, the Agoura Village Specific Plan encourages smaller 
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tenants through its design and land use guidelines and standards.  Also, as part of Resolution 
No 02-1233 the gross floor area of a retail store in the City is limited to 60,000 sf. 
 
Further, CEQA Section 15131(a) states that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment…The focus of an analysis shall be on the 
physical changes.”  Therefore, the EIR need not examine the details of the Hoffman Market 
study and its use in formulating the Specific Plan.   
 
Response 20G 
 
The commenter questions why the City would propose to certify a single EIR that would cover 
multiple projects that are not yet defined. 
 
See general response to this letter.  As discussed above, the EIR is a program EIR intended to 
identify programmatic mitigation.  As defined in the CEQA guidelines, Section 15168 (a)(3), “a 
program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as 
one large project and are related…in connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or 
other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program.”  This approach was 
chosen pursuant to CEQA guidelines as it allows “the Lead Agency to consider broad policy 
alternatives and program wide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has 
greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts, and allow reduction in 
paperwork.”   
 
Thus, the Agoura Village Specific Plan is intended to contain flexibility to accommodate a broad 
range of uses and densities that may be proposed for the project area, to include, but not be 
limited to, densities that would accommodate the pending developments within the project 
area.   
 
Pending development applications for the area were described in detail in the EIR to provide 
full disclosure of possible build out scenarios that could occur within the area.  The EIR 
examined the Specific Plan based on a “worst case” or maximum build out scenario in order to 
fully address the maximum buildout that could be allowed under the Specific Plan.  Therefore, 
the EIR provides a more conservative analysis by examining impacts that could be greater than 
those for the pending projects.   
 
Each project specific application will require detailed  CEQA review that would be performed 
as part of the individual project entitlement process.  To the extent that the projects are 
consistent with the Specific Plan and the Program EIR, subsequent environmental documents 
would focus on more detailed project specific issues. 
 
Response 20H 
 
The commenter feels that public materials have not adequately addressed the increased density 
proposed under the Specific Plan as compared with what is currently permitted under the 
General Plan.  The commenter requests that future public materials discuss and compare how 
the Specific Plan varies from the existing General Plan designation and zoning. 
 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
163  

In reference to density, the commenter is referred to Tables 2-2 and 2-3 of the DEIR.  Table 2-2, 
Projection of Full Buildout Potential Under Current General Plan Land Use Designations, provides a 
detailed analysis, by Zone, of potential buildout.  This table can then be easily compared with 
Table 2-3, Maximum Buildout Potential for the Agoura Village Specific Plan.  Further, Section 2.0, 
Project Description, notes that for the analysis of the potential buildout under the General Plan a 
buildout density of 0.35 was chosen as an average of the General Plan and General Plan EIR 
buildout densities.  Although the General Plan allows for a buildout density of 0.55 FAR, the 
General Plan EIR used a buildout density of 0.15 FAR.  Therefore, a more realistic density is an 
average of the two; however, it would be allowable for the General Plan area to buildout at an 
FAR of 0.55 under the current permitted density.  The Specific Plan assumes development 
would not exceed an FAR of 0.35.   
 
Response 20I 
 
The commenter notes that there are inherent conflicts between commercial and residential uses 
relating to acoustics.  The commenter further notes that while a ‘reduced quality’ acoustic 
environment may be acceptable to residents in an urban setting, it is unclear whether residents 
in what is perceived as a ‘semi rural’ community would agree.  The commenter cites numerous 
potential noises which may be associated with commercial development and that would be a 
potential nuisance to neighboring residential uses.   
 
In terms of the objectives of the project, the commenter should refer to section 2.6, Project 
Objectives.  As noted in this section, the City’s primary objective for the proposed project is to 
achieve the community’s vision for the project area.  This vision involves a transition from the 
area’s current state toward a pedestrian-oriented “Village” center with retail shops, restaurants, 
theaters, entertainment uses and complementary residential uses that serve the City and the 
larger Conejo Valley region.  The list of project objectives does not mandate the retention of a 
“semi-rural” atmosphere, but rather encourages a “Village” concept.  Thus, it is the objectives 
listed within this section that were used as the basis for the environmental analysis (Refer to 
page 2-24).   
 
Further, as noted in the general response to this letter, CEQA does not require a lead agency to 
conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation.  Additionally, the EIR 
need not list every possible source of noise in the project environment.  Rather, the EIR should 
focus on the overall noise environment.  The EIR has assessed the overall noise environment for 
the project, including consideration for the potential conflicts related to residential use versus 
commercial use (See page 4.9-15, Onsite Activity Noise).  Potential conflicts are discussed under 
Impact LU-2, Land Use and Planning, and N-1 through N-3, Noise and Vibration.  Thus, the EIR 
has fully addressed potential noise related impacts of a mixed-use village.  It is also important 
to note that the future land uses will be required to comply with existing City Noise Ordinance 
provisions.  In addition, if during the review of individual projects noise incompatibilities are 
identified, appropriate site use restrictions or project specific mitigation may be required.   
 
Response 20J 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the EIR does not discuss the inherent conflicts between 
commercial and residential uses and whether it would be appropriate at THIS location in THIS 
community.   
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The EIR specifically addresses the potential land use conflict between planned new commercial 
and residential land uses under Impact LU-2, Land Use and Planning.   
 
Response 20K 
 
The commenter feels there is an inconsistency between proposed mitigation for freeway noise 
and the aesthetics analysis of the EIR.  This comment was addressed under Response 20C.   
 
Response 20L 
 
The commenter states that proposed mitigation requires that windows and doors of residences 
be kept closed in order to reduce noise to an acceptable level.  Additionally, the commenter 
notes that because of such noise conflicts, most residents will not use, nor furnish attractively, 
their private decks/balconies, as depicted in the Specific Plan, page 1-9.  The commenter feels 
that the neither the City nor developers will be able to ensure the long-term attractiveness of 
these outdoor amenities.   
 
In regards to the first comment, the EIR does not require that windows and doors of residences 
be kept closed.  Impact N-3 of Section 4.9, Noise and Vibration, has outlined several mitigation 
measures aimed at reducing noise related to onsite commercial activities.  These measures 
include restrictions on commercial operating hours and delivery truck schedules, location of 
loading docks relative to residential uses, ventilation noise reduction, parking lot noise, and the 
use of mechanical equipment.  In addition to these measures, a minimum standard 
development requirement was made such that all on-site structures be equipped with air 
conditioning or a mechanical ventilation system so that windows and doors may remain closed; 
double-paned windows and sliding glass doors mounted in low air infiltration rate frames (0.5 
cubic feet per minute, per ANSI specifications); solid core exterior doors with perimeter weather 
stripping and threshold seals; and roof and attic vents facing away from Highway 101.  In 
regards to the second comment, as mentioned above, the EIR does provide mitigation to reduce 
exterior noise levels as well as interior noise levels; however, it is beyond the scope of the EIR to 
attempt to predict the behavioral response of residents.  Thus, the EIR cannot speculate as to the 
long-term behavior of residents and use of outdoor balconies and private decks.  As the EIR has 
fully disclosed the potential noise impacts (interior and exterior) for residential and commercial 
uses, no further analysis is required. 
 
Further, the commenter questions the use of the noise standards outlined in the EIR.  As 
discussed in the regulatory section of Section 4.9, Noise and Vibration, the City identifies the State 
Office of Noise Control land use compatibility guidelines as the standards for development 
within the City.  Figure 4.9-1 shows the ranges of noise exposure, for various land uses that are 
considered acceptable, conditionally acceptable, or unacceptable under the State Office of Noise 
Control guidelines.  The threshold of significance for operational roadway noise impacts is 
based on City standards for noise exposure, the standards from the State Office of Noise 
Control, and the recommendations of the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise (FICON).  
Thus, the EIR analysis utilizes currently acceptable standards as adopted by the City.   
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Response 20M 
 
The commenter notes that Section 4.9, Noise and Vibration, provides for mitigation, N-2(a), which 
requires the use of rubberized asphalt in potentially noise impacted areas, if feasible.  The 
commenter feels that this measure conflicts with the Specific Plan guidelines which state that 
textured paving results in noise and vibration.   
 
This comment is noted; however, the textured pavement that the commenter has mentioned is 
not the same as rubberized asphalt.  These are two different types of paving.  The rubberized 
asphalt has been shown to reduce noise by 2 to 5 dBA (Acoustical Analysis Associates, Inc., 
1992).  The Specific Plan discusses optional enhanced paving materials to “improve the 
pedestrian experience, both in visual appeal and safety.  Colored pavers in the street are helpful 
to raise awareness through increased visibility, noise, and vibration.”  The enhanced paving 
materials would be used in somewhat limited areas (i.e. a pedestrian crosswalk), while the 
rubberized asphalt is proposed for use for the length of a roadway (i.e. Agoura Road between 
Kanan and Cornell).   
 
Response 20N 
 
The commenter notes that the EIR noise analysis is based upon studies performed some years 
ago on the north side of the 101 Freeway.  The commenter questions the use of past noise 
studies and whether or not the readings are truly indicative of conditions to the south of the 
Freeway, given that the geography may differ.  The commenter also questions whether or not 
the readings would be applicable given the changing vehicle size/type since the study was 
performed. 
 
This comment is noted; however, the noise measurements listed in Table 4.9-2 were used only 
to provide an idea of the existing conditions within the project area.  Existing conditions within 
the Specific Plan area, as noted in Tables 4.9-5 and 4.9-6, were modeled using current traffic 
data for each roadway.   
 
Response 20O 
 
The commenter notes a concern for safety regarding the inclusion of a bicycle lane along 
Agoura Road.  The commenter requests a safety study be performed or if one has been 
performed that it be included in the EIR. 
 
Anywhere where vehicles and bicyclists share space there is potential for conflict, regardless of 
whether vehicles are parked parallel or angled.  As with any traffic situation, drivers and 
bicyclists alike should pay attention to potential conflicts when on the road.  The street section 
of Agoura Road provided in the AVSP document (Page 3-30) indicates that the bike lanes 
would be unstriped (Class II).  The 8-foot buffer between the parking stalls and the travel lane, 
that has been incorporated into the Specific Plan, was recommended by the City Traffic 
Engineer as an acceptable area for bicycles. 
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Response 20P 
 
The commenter states that the EIR does not further address impacts on the community at large 
(i.e. on the existing business community) or flow-down effects on environmentally-related 
factors (flight of business from existing locations to new locations, downturn of business at 
existing locations, visual depreciation, shift of traffic flow from old to new business locations, 
net shift of city revenue stream, etc.).  The commenter feels that the study is inadequate with 
respect to this category of analysis.   
 
See response to 20F.  The EIR examines visual changes resulting from the project; these are 
discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics.  The EIR also discusses traffic related impacts of the project; 
these are discussed in Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation.   
 
Response 20Q 
 
The commenter states that the EIR does not appear to include any evaluation as to whether the 
Specific Plan promises to significantly improve the City’s balance sheet either short or long 
term.   
 
This comment is addressed in the general response to this letter and under Response 20F and P 
above.  Study of economics and fiscal effects of the proposed project is beyond the scope of the 
EIR and is not required under CEQA.  It should be noted that the Specific Plan does not call for 
the City to front significant public facility and infrastructure costs; those will primarily be borne 
by the individual project developers. 
 
Response 20R 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the EIR accepts the Specific Plan’s assumptions 
(regarding appropriate land uses which meet the community’s needs) as accurate, and does not 
appear to include independent research or a critical analysis of the underlying Hoffman report.  
he commenter further notes, that there is no section which addresses the foundational issue of 
whether there is a need for additional businesses of the types being promoted by the Specific 
Plan, and whether the local population can reasonably support both existing and additional 
business square footage and type.   
 
See general response to this letter.  As noted above, CEQA Section 15131(a) states that 
“economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment…The focus of an analysis shall be on the physical changes.”  Therefore, the EIR 
need not examine the details of the Hoffman Market study and its use in formulating the 
Specific Plan.  Although the EIR does not treat economic or social effects of the project as 
significant effects, Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, does provide a detailed examination of 
population, housing and job growth estimates for the City, (Refer to Table 5-1).  As noted in 
Section 5.1.2., “Agoura Hills is a predominately residential community and has significantly more 
housing than it does jobs (Housing Element, 2001).  Therefore, the large introduction of jobs as part 
of the Specific Plan would be beneficial in helping to balance the existing difference between 
housing and work levels. “   
 
Response 20S 
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The commenter states that the EIR points out that the development that will result from the 
Specific Plan is clearly not semi-rural and that the EIR repeatedly observes that the nature of the 
Specific Plan EIR is urban.   
 
As discussed in Response 20I, in terms of the objectives of the project, the commenter should 
refer to section 2.6, Project Objectives of the DEIR.  As noted in this section, the City’s primary 
objective for the proposed project is to achieve the community’s vision for the project area.  This 
vision involves a transition from the area’s current state toward a pedestrian-oriented “Village” 
center with retail shops, restaurants, theatres, entertainment uses and complementary 
residential uses that serve the City and the larger Conejo Valley region.  The list of project 
objectives does not mandate the retention of a “semi-rural” atmosphere, but rather encourages a 
“Village” concept.  Thus, it is the objectives listed within this section that were used as the basis 
for the environmental analysis (Refer to page 2-24).   
 
Response 20T 
 
The commenter states that the EIR does not explain the basis for assuming that the Specific Plan 
would build out within 8 years.   
 
Section 2.4.3, Phasing Schedule, explains that buildout of the undeveloped portions of the Specific 
Plan area, along the south side of Agoura Road, is anticipated to occur within 1 to 8 years.  This 
is noted along with details of financing mechanisms which are already in place.  However, the 
section goes on to point out that in the mid-term vacant property on the north side of the 
Village, as well as the adjacent sites would likely be developed or redeveloped.  Longer-term 
improvements would be subject to funding sources and project prioritization relevant to other 
City projects.  Funding sources for public improvements five to twenty years in the future may 
include general obligation bonds, redevelopment tax increment and additional traffic 
improvement fees.  Further, the EIR notes that “priorities for the phasing of roadway 
improvements, sidewalks, median, landscaping and streetscape improvements have not been 
defined.  The phasing and successful buildout of Agoura Village is a dynamic process and 
requires continued involvement between the City and development community.”   
 
Further, as noted in CEQA Section 15146, the degree of specificity required in an EIR will 
correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in 
the EIR.  Thus, as the project is a Specific Plan and an exact timeframe for implementation can 
not be delineated at this time, the Specific Plan and EIR attempt to provide a reasonable 
assumption for use in analyzing impacts of the project.  As noted in the EIR, these are 
assumptions. 
 
Response 20U 
 
The commenter notes that the Specific Plan calls for improvements to Roadside Drive, Cornell 
Road, Kanan Road, and Agoura Roads.  The commenter feels that the Specific Plan and EIR do 
not address how those improvements may affect existing businesses. 
 
While economic effects of a project are not required to be addressed by an EIR, Impact T-3 has 
been modified to clarify that “Individual projects within the Specific Plan area have the potential to 
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result in short term construction impacts to adjoining land uses and roadways”.  In addition, the 
following mitigation measure has been added to the Final EIR. 
 

T-3(f) Construction Impacts.  Prior to individual project approval, short-term construction 
impacts shall be examined.  Where necessary, a construction vehicle management 
plan shall be developed and implemented.  This plan shall include measures to avoid 
conflicts with nearby businesses and other land uses (such as construction activity 
notification and timing so as to minimize conflicts) and to minimize the effects on the 
local street network. 

 
Response 20V 
 
The commenter states that the EIR does not address impacts of either short-term or long-term 
construction on existing businesses within the Specific Plan area.  The commenter further states 
his opinion that the EIR should address the extent of physical disruptions, the costs of 
disruptions to individual businesses and to the City, potential for businesses to fail due to 
disruptions, and service sectors that will not be active during construction.  The commenter 
feels that the EIR should include projections of economic impacts from dust and noise, traffic 
delays, disruptions of utilities, as well as the potential loss of tax revenue from existing 
businesses.   
 
See Response 20U.  In addition, the following is a list of impacts identified in the EIR which 
include discussions and/or mitigation related to construction:  AES-1, AES-3, AQ-1, AQ-2, BIO-
1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-6, GEO-3, GEO-4, GEO-5, GEO-6, HYD-1, N-1, VIB-1, and PS-6. 
 
Response 20W 
 
The commenter notes that page 9-121 of the Specific Plan exempts existing uses fronting Agoura 
Road from FAR maximums.  The commenter further questions, if the total permittable square 
footage is unlimited then the EIR can provide a reasonable analysis. 
 
As written on page 9-121, properties that front onto Agoura Road in Zone A may add 
additional mixed use development including retail at the ground floor, office and/or residential 
space above along the Agoura Road frontage subject to the design guidelines development 
standards in the Specific Plan, and review and approval of an Agoura Village Development 
Permit.  This section further exempts compliance with Plan provisions regulating non-
residential and mixed-use FAR maximums on a parcel basis.  However, the overall FAR of 0.35 
for Zone A cannot be exceeded, nor can the maximum building square footage outlined in the 
EIR (Table 2-3) be exceeded. 
 
Response 20X 
 
The commenter reiterates that the Specific Plan will increase the building density within the 
Specific Plan area, as compared with the currently permittable buildout potential and notes his 
opinion that the EIR does not discuss, rationalize, or question this increase in density.  Further, 
the commenter reiterates his concerns regarding discretionary provisions of the Specific Plan, 
and the potential for unlimited development under such provisions.   
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See general response to this letter.  In addition, these comments are further addressed in under 
Responses 20D, 20E, 20H and 20R.  Under the Specific Plan and EIR, in no case (even with an 
AVDP and discretionary approvals) can the buildout in each zone exceed the overall square 
footage maximum outlined in EIR Table 2-3.  Discretionalry approvals will be handled as 
described on page 9-116 of the Specific Plan.  Per Resolution 02-1233, the City does not allow 
single retail stores to exceed 60,000 gross floor area. 
 
The commenter also notes that the Specific Plan allows for an option of a 120 room hotel, or 62 
residential units.  The commenter feels the impacts of the 120 room hotel are not addressed in 
the EIR and recommends that the hotel be classified in the estimate of buildout potential as a 
commercial space, even though under the building codes it is considered a residential use.   
 
As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Specific Plan provides a framework that 
would guide future development within the project area.  The EIR cannot presume to exactly 
forecast the size and extent of future development.  Therefore, the Agoura Village Specific Plan 
is intended to contain flexibility to accommodate a broad range of densities that may be 
proposed for the project area, to include, but not be limited to, densities that would 
accommodate either option of a hotel or residential use.  As such, the analysis of environmental 
impacts considered a “worst case” scenario, or maximum build out as allowed under the 
Specific Plan, in order to capture the maximum, reasonably likely, impact of the project.  
Assumptions made for each analysis are included within the EIR.  In addition, each project 
specific application will require stand-alone CEQA review that would be performed as part of 
the individual project entitlement process.  To the extent that the projects are consistent with the 
Specific Plan and the Program EIR, subsequent environmental documents would be able to 
focus on project specific issues not already addressed in the Program EIR.   
 
Response 20Y 
 
The commenter states that neither the Specific Plan or EIR specify as to whether or not parking 
would be in structures.  The commenter feels that the Specific Plan suggests that structures 
would be used, but that garage square footage and mass do not seem to be directly addressed 
as controlled components for either commercial or residential uses.   
 
Parking structures, including underground parking, may occur in the Specific Plan area.  The 
structures would need to comply with the land use development and design guidelines of the 
Specific Plan.  The 0.35 FAR is a building, not a parking structure, density.   
 
Response 20Z 
 
The commenter notes that all paving materials must comply with ADA requirements, so use of 
these materials may be limited.  A review of the guidelines should be performed to ensure that 
all design recommendations are consistent with applicable codes.  This comment is noted.  
Review of individual projects will require that all projects comply with ADA and other building 
code requirements. 
 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
170  

Response 20AA 
 
The commenter states his opinion that it would seem appropriate for either the Hoffman study 
or the EIR to address whether ‘minimal’ signage would serve as an enticement or a detriment 
toward attracting potential retail merchants.  The commenter further notes his opinion that the 
Specific Plan guidelines are not well defined and should be revised, to include an analysis as to 
the economic impacts of whatever sign parameters are included in the Specific Plan.   
 
See general response to this letter.   CEQA Section 15131(a) states that “economic or social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment…The focus of an 
analysis shall be on the physical changes.”    
 
Further, Pursuant to CEQA Section 15204, reviewers of an EIR “should be aware that the 
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such 
as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the 
geographic scope of the project.  CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation.”  CEQA states that “lead agencies need only 
respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information 
requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  The 
EIR has attempted to provide a good faith effort at disclosing the impacts throughout the 
Specific Plan area.  Further, Specific Plan page 5-72 refers to clearly marking stalls for residential 
versus non-residential uses and states that the various uses shall have separate buildings, not 
parking, entrances. 
 
Response 20AB 
 
The commenter notes that the Specific Plan design guidelines (page 6-93) call for electrical 
service at all street trees for holiday lighting.  The commenter feels that this requirement is an 
indication that the Specific Plan will result in an urban shopping district that is not unique to 
Agoura Hills and is a replicate of similar pedestrian-oriented centers in the region.  This 
comment is noted.  See general response to this letter. 
 
Response 20AC 
 
The commenter notes that buildings will be multi-story, with office and or residential uses on 
upper floors.  The commenter suggests that all utility and trash areas be effectively screened 
from view from any other portion of the Specific Plan area.  Additionally, the commenter adds 
that an additional requirement should be included for roof-top mechanical equipment.   
 
This comment is noted.  The Specific Plan has provided such guidelines on page 5-84 which 
require screening of utilitarian equipment, trash enclosures, stairs, utility panels, roof drainage, 
and mailboxes.   Specifically, measure D on page 5-83 requires roof mounted mechanical 
equipment be screened from public view.  Therefore, the commenter’s requests have already 
been included in the Specific Plan design guidelines. 
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Response 20AD 
 
The commenter notes that the Specific Plan suggests energy measures in its design guidelines, 
but does not require them.  The commenter suggests that such requirements be adopted as 
standards or enticements under the Specific Plan.   
 
This comment is noted.  The Specific Plan and EIR have outlined numerous recommendations 
for reducing energy use.  For example, Impact AES-4 of the EIR discusses considerations 
provided in the EIR to encourage the use energy-efficient technology.  As noted on page 4.1-24, 
the Specific Plan encourages consideration of the following factors when designing roadway 
and pedestrian lighting:   
 

• The wattage or brightness of the light;  
• The installation of the fixture and use of shields to minimize light spill;  
• The type of light – sodium amber lights are softer than metal halide type; and, 
• Placing lights on timers or motion sensors to limit their on-time as appropriate. 

 
Response 20AE 
 
The commenter notes that the Specific Plan does not provide enough detail regarding the 
equestrian facility proposed for the Specific Plan area and requests additional information 
detailing the location and funding mechanisms that would be used to this element of the Plan.   
 
See general response to this letter.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 states that “the degree of 
specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the 
underlying activity which is described in the EIR…An EIR on a project such as the adoption or 
amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan should focus on the 
secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the EIR 
need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might follow.”  
Therefore, the specificity provided in the AVSP EIR, and the use of estimates and assumptions 
outlined in the EIR, is consistent with the intent of CEQA. 
 
Response 20AF 
 
The commenter notes that flea markets, farmers’ market, and seasonal sales are existing uses of 
the Specific Plan area.  The commenter states these uses are not discussed in the Hoffman Study 
or EIR and questions whether they will continue under the Agoura Village Specific Plan.   
 
Page 1-10 of the Specific Plan clearly states that one defining principle of the mixed-use village 
will be to “incorporate a public plaza that serves as the center of community events and 
celebrations (e.g., farmers markets, picnics).”  Thus, according to the Specific Plan, such events 
are intended to continue.   
 
Response 20AG 
 
The commenter notes that the parking study performed for the EIR utilized traditional parking 
formulas, which the commenter feels are no longer appropriate.  Further, the commenter feels 
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that shared parking and the Specific Plan parking proposal will not be sufficient to meet long-
term parking needs.  The commenter lists the following concerns: 
 

1) If developments are under separate ownership, it may be difficult to enforce shared 
parking if there are disagreements among owners. 

2) The shared parking concept would require that all”sharers” entitle and construct their 
project in the same time. 

3) There should be a plan B under consideration as part of the SP. 
4) Off site parking that operate into late night hours may present certain safety issues and 

require additional police services. 
5) Late night operations may require lighting that exceeds current City standars. 
6) If subterranean parking is implemented (City staff recommendation) it provides a 

separate set of safety issues. Special consideration should be given to seniors in mix-use 
parking. 

 
The traffic and circulation section does not contain a quantitative parking demand and supply 
analysis for the entire AVSP. Parking studies will be completed as the exact type of use, size and 
type of adjacent uses for each individual project is determined. The concept of shared parking 
can then be applied to separate clusters of development that share parking areas. Parking 
demands can then be estimated using parking rates from recognized sources or from parking 
studies at similar existing sites in the area.  The following are responses to the itemized 
concerns above: 
 

1) Comment noted. Shared parking would be applied to sites that are under the same 
ownership or have reciprocal agreements. 

2) Comment noted. 
3) The traffic and circulation section does not provide a parking study with specific 

numbers for each project component, but provides how shared parking and parking 
strategies can be implemented to reduce excess parking spaces. It depends on the exact 
type of use, size and type of adjacent uses how many spaces would be required for each 
development. The traffic and circulation section does therefore not provide an 
alternative to the current parking concept. 

4) Comment noted. 
5) Comment noted. 
6) Comment noted. 

 
Response 20AH 
 
The commenter states that mitigation for PS-7 of the EIR does not note that the 32 acres of open 
land is steep hillside, largely unusable as parkland for most persons.  Further, the commenter 
feels that the mitigation should include a requirement for development of suitable park facilities 
either within the Specific Plan or on an adjacent parcel easily accessed by residents. 
 
The commenter is mistaken that Impact PS-7 does not mention the steep conditions of the 32 acres 
west of Kanan Road.  Impact PS-7 states that “The proposed Specific Plan incorporates a large area 
of open spaces (Zone G), totaling about 32 acres at the base of Ladyface Mountain and south of 
Medea Creek.  The open space west of Kanan Road will be preserved as such, but offers little 
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recreational utility for the community due to its steep slopes.”  Thus, the EIR has disclosed the 
conditions within this area.   
 
Future developers will be required under current City of Agoura Hills regulations to either dedicate 
land for park facilities or pay an in lieu fee.  As discussed in Section 4.10, Public Services, the current 
land dedication fee requirement equals the required acreage of local park space multiplied by the 
fair market value of the land, as determined by the last tax bill.  These fees are collected by the City 
as a condition of the project approval process and shall be used only for the purpose of developing 
new, or rehabilitating existing, recreational facilities to serve the development for which the fees 
were paid.  Based on the City’s land dedication requirements, developers within the Specific Plan 
area would be required to provide a minimum of 2.64 acres of land for parks or in lieu fees.  As 
discussed in the Specific Plan and the EIR, the open space area east of Kanan Road would provide 
an equestrian facility and equestrian trail.  This would qualify as usable recreational facilities within 
the Specific Plan area and, thus, would satisfy the commenter’s request, as well as the City’s 
requirements.   
 
Response 20AI 
 
The commenter notes that pedestrian movement across the 101 Freeway at Kanan Road may be 
problematic and requests further clarification regarding measures to ensure the safety of 
pedestrians crossing the freeway.  The commenter notes mention and requests clarification 
regarding an underpass beneath the 101 Freeway and the use of a shuttle bus as potential options 
to assist pedestrian movements.    
 
Pedestrian crossings are provided on Kanan Road at both the northbound and southbound 
Ramps.  As these intersections would be controlled by signals, the pedestrian movements 
would also be controlled by signals.  The pedestrian crossing on the free southbound on-ramp 
for northbound traffic would not be signalized.  The ultimate design of this on-ramp should 
include the typical features for such a location which would provide optimal sight from the 
roadway to the crosswalk, warning signs etc.  Regarding an underpass beneath the 101, Chapter 
8 of the Specific Plan provides a list of recommendations for future capitol improvement 
projects.  As mentioned on page 8-102 preparation of a trail feasibility study for a new creek 
side trail between Agoura Road and Canwood Street on the north side of Highway 101. The 
study shall be undertaken to determine the potential alignment, design, costs, and timing.  
Additionally the Specific Plan recommends preparation of a transit study to consider 
establishment of an Agoura Village trolley with loop service to destinations south of Highway 
101 and immediately north of Highway 101 with the intent of providing alternative 
transportation services to the Village area.  The Specific Plan only proposes consideration for 
studies of these potential services.  Implementation of these services is not a part of the project 
description as analyzed under the EIR.  Any resulting services would require individual 
environmental review.  
 
Response 20AJ 
 
The commenter notes that the EIR does not identify the potential costs of increased demand on 
police services and requests additional information regarding the funding of such services.   
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Please refer to Responses 20F and 20Q.  CEQA Section 15131(a) states that “economic or social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment…The focus of an 
analysis shall be on the physical changes.”  Therefore, the EIR need not examine the costs of 
providing additional police services as the physical impacts related to police services have been 
discussed (Refer to Section 4.10, Public Services).  No further analysis is warranted. 
 
Response 20AK 
 
The commenter notes his opinion that with the approval of the Specific Plan and EIR, the public 
review process would be truncated such that public scrutiny would be limited to a review of 
whether the proposed plans generally conform to the Specific Plan.  The commenter feels that 
due to its broad scope, the EIR may be judged inadequate.   
 
This comment is noted; however, the scope and approach of the EIR was discussed in detail 
under an earlier response.  Please refer to Response 20D and 20G as well as the general 
response to this letter. 
 
Response 20AL 
 
The commenter states his opinion that all proposed projects in the City of Agoura Hills are 
entitled to, and should receive timely processing (whether in the Specific Plan area or 
elsewhere).  The commenter further notes that all applicants are also entitled to equal 
consideration relative to the development standards and fee adjustments – based only on the 
merits of their proposed projects.  The commenter then notes his interpretation of Specific Plan 
language, in that it allows developers or owners who more easily bend to pre-determined 
personal preferences of staff or council to receive preferential treatment.   
 
See the general response to this letter.  This comment is noted; however, as mentioned above, 
the EIR involves an analysis of the physical effects of a project and the processing of future 
applications is not considered a physical impact.   
 
The review process for individual projects in the Specific Plan area will be identical to that for 
other non-Specific Plan area projects with the exception that the program EIR has already been 
prepared.  Projects that adhere to the Specific Plan will have a less complicated review process 
just like other projects outside the Specific Plan area that adhere to the zoning ordinance of 
other general City guidelines. 
 
Response 20AM 
 
The commenter notes that the EIR does not address how properties would be aggregated or a 
time line for aggregation.  The commenter further discusses the viability of the City’s 
redevelopment authority within the Specific Plan area given that existing development would 
not likely be considered blighted.   
 
See the general response to this letter.  The funding mechanisms for the Specific Plan are briefly 
discussed under Section 2.4.3, Phasing Schedule, of the Project Description and Chapter 8, 
Implementation, of the Specific Plan.  The EIR need not analyze the viability of each potential 
funding mechanism.  The Specific Plan area is already within the City’s redevelopment area.  
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The Specific Plan is expected to be built out over time on a parcel by parcel basis as desired by 
the owners.  Individual property owners may choose not to develop their parcels. 
   
Response 20AN 
 
The commenter questions if the Specific Plan projects are considered part of a Redevelopment 
Area, then how will tax revenues be allocated.  Please refer to the general response to this letter 
and Response 20AM. 
 
Response 20AO 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the Specific Plan and EIR do not identify, or set limits on, 
housing unit size or specify ownership type.  The commenter reiterates that the Specific Plan 
would therefore allow for significant swings in the total resident population and resultant 
impacts.  The commenter then says that the EIR does not explain how the ‘population’ was 
projected for analysis purposes. 
 
In reference to the size limit and type of ownership, Response 20D discusses in detail CEQA 
requirements for specificity and Response 20G discusses the rationale and CEQA requirements 
for programmatic EIR.  The commenter should refer to each of these Responses for an 
understanding of what level of specificity is required for a program EIR, such as the one drafted 
for the Agoura Village Specific Plan.   
 
In reference to the commenter’s question of population estimates, Section 5.0, Growth Inducing 
Impacts, clearly states that population estimates for the project were based on an average of 3 
persons per household, the average for the City of Agoura Hills according to the 2000 U.S. 
Census.  All residential units in the Specific Plan area would be multi-family (apartments or 
townhomes), not single-family homes.  This is noted in both the Specific Plan and EIR. 
 
Response 20AP 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the EIR does not discuss mechanical equipment, or other 
noise which will exacerbate acoustic problems for residents.  The commenter feels that noise 
and visual impacts of such equipment have not been adequately addressed.    
 
This comment is addressed in detail under Responses 20I, 20L, and 20AC.   
 
Response 20AQ 
 
The commenter suggests a revision to the analysis of potential students generated under the 
Specific Plan and provides a calculation for total student generation, which differs from that in 
the EIR.  The commenter feels the analysis should be amended to show there could be a 
significant potential swing in the student population, either up or down and should obtain 
concurrence from the Las Virgenes Unified School District that the higher number can be 
housed without significant impact.   
 
This comment is noted.  Section 4.10, Public Services Impact PS-5 addresses the project’s 
potential impact on local schools.  The impact analysis was based on input provided by Las 
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Virgenes Unified School District (LVUSD).  It is further noted that the LVUSD has not disputed 
the analysis contained in the DEIR.  The student generation factors, per household, used in 
Table 4.10-5 of the EIR are averages, which account for variation in household size. 
 
Response 20AR 
 
The commenter states his opinion that because the Specific Plan is not accurately defined (or 
reasonably predictable) a single EIR is inappropriate.  The commenter further notes that he feels 
the same ultimate objectives could be achieved through amendments to the existing overlay 
district zoning.   
 
The specificity of the Specific Plan and EIR is discussed in the general response to this letter.   
 
Response 20AS 
 
The commenter feels that the EIR has not adequately addressed the results of narrowing 
Agoura Road and its use as a secondary access in case of an emergency or closure of U.S. 101. 
 
The traffic and circulation section identifies that Agoura Road serves as a major arterial and that 
the proposed reduction of lanes would generate an unavoidable impact to capacity.  The 
following text is provided in the DEIR with respect to the impact on Agoura Road: 
 

“Successful accomplishment of the objectives of the project requires that a pedestrian oriented 
atmosphere be created to the extent possible within the project area.  This includes traffic calming 
as proposed in the Specific Plan.  Therefore, while traditional road widening approaches could be 
implemented to avoid or mitigate this project impact, these measures are considered infeasible in 
the context of the overall project objectives.  Given the unavailability of road widening as a 
mitigation option, this is considered a significant and unavoidable impact of the proposed project. 
“ 

 
In the case of freeway failure, through traffic could use Canwood Street and Roadside Drive, 
which would bypass the two-lane section of Agoura Road.  The traffic and circulation section 
recognizes that the reduction of lanes within the Specific Plan area would create capacity issues 
based on average daily traffic volumes.  In the event of traffic diversion from the U.S. 101, 
additional significant delays will be experienced.  The commentor is correct by stating that even 
the best traffic management scenario would not be sufficient to alleviate the traffic demands 
resulting from freeway disruption. 
 
Response 20AT 
 
The commenter feels that the EIR does not adequately address parking needs.  Specifically, the 
commenter feels that the 24 feet allowed for backing out of angled parking stalls is insufficient.   
This issue is addressed in the Section 4.11 on Page 4.11-31 of the Draft EIR.  The commenter 
refers to the stall length requirement for 90-degree parking stalls, which is 19 feet.  The typical 
parking stall dimensions that include vehicle projection of 19 feet under 45 degrees result in a 
linear length of 16 feet.  This issue would be further examined and addressed in the parking 
policy plan that will be developed for the Specific Plan and/or each individual development. 
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Response 20AU 
 
The commenter notes that the EIR does not appear to specifically address Heschel impacts, in 
addition to the impacts of other commercial projects and the proposed Specific Plan traffic 
loads.  The commenter feels that the project should be revised to include consideration for the 
Heschel project.  This comment is addressed under Response 20B.   
 
Response 20AV 
 
The commenter feels that reducing the City’s acceptable LOS threshold level is not acceptable.  
The following changes were made to the EIR.  The changes are also reflected in the Executive 
Summary and Alternative Analysis. 
 
The traffic and circulation section of the EIR now identifies the impact at the Kanan Road and 
U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps intersection as Class II.  Upon further analysis, it was determined 
that additional measures could be implemented at this intersection, which would result in the 
impact being reduced to a less than significant level (See Mitigation Measure T-2(g)). 
 
Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures would provide for increased flows on 
Kanan Road, which would result in acceptable queuing south of the Kanan Road/U.S. 101 
southbound intersection. 
 
Response 20AW 
 
The commenter feels that the conceptual plan of the roundabout that is included in the EIR does 
not accurately reflect the Specific Plan or the narrative of the EIR itself.  The commenter notes 
that there is no pedestrian crossing design information in the EIR upon which an objective 
pedestrian safety review was based.  Therefore, the commenter feels the roundabout has not 
been fully examined for safety. 
 
The roundabout, designed by Ourston Roundabout Engineering, shows how the approaches 
would connect to Kanan Road and Agoura Road. The design and the traffic analysis 
determined that the roundabout would fit within the current right of way and would operate at 
acceptable levels of service with the cumulative and Specific Plan volumes. As noted in the 
study, the design is preliminary and further detailed engineering design is needed before 
construction.  This would be the case for any new or revised intersection or roadway. 
 
The preliminary design shows where crosswalks would be located within the splitter islands on 
the approaches. The concept design included in the Specific Plan document on Page 3-29 shows 
the crosswalks as well.  It is noted that there are established design parameters for crosswalk 
design at roundabouts.  These design parameters would be implemented at the Kanan 
Rd/Agoura Rd roundabout design.  
 
Research of before and after conditions at roundabouts in the U.S. and outside the U.S. have 
shown that roundabouts are safer for pedestrians and bicyclists compared to the original 
signalized and stop-sign controlled intersections.  This is due to less conflict points in the 
intersection and lower approach, circulating and exiting speeds, a roundabout provides more 
safety than standard intersections.  
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The traffic and circulation section has determined that the roundabout concept as currently 
proposed is viable with respect to vehicle capacity and safety.   
 
Response 20AX 
 
The commenter notes numerous scenarios which were not included in the EIR analysis 
comparing the roundabout with a signalized intersection.  These include standstills caused by 
seekers of parking spaces along Agoura Road; stalled traffic due to cars ‘backing out’ of stalls 
into the single traffic lane; and weekends vs. weekday traffic levels. 
 
Text that discusses potential queuing is provided in section 4.11, Traffic and Circulation, Page 
4.11-32 of the Draft EIR.  Traffic volumes are typically highest during the A.M. and P.M. 
commute periods during weekdays.  These weekday commute peak hours were used as the 
design hour based on City staff direction and standard practice. 
 
Response 20AY 
 
The commenter notes that the Specific Plan states that pedestrian crossings at a roundabout are 
safer than at non-signalized intersections.  However, the commenter feels there is no analysis in 
the Specific Plan or the EIR as to whether pedestrian crossings would be safer than at a 
signalized intersection.  Further, the commenter notes that there is no plan showing how the 
bicycle lane would be incorporated into the roundabout design, and there is no discussion of 
bicycle safety in the roundabout generally. 
 
The EIR provides an analysis of the roundabout versus a conventional intersection.  Page 4.11-
30 states “City of Agoura Hills Public Works Department staff reviewed the roundabout 
concept plan and noted that it will be an improvement over the conventional signalized 
intersection.”  Continued discussions within the text of the EIR further clarify that safety at the 
roundabout would be improved over that of an existing intersection.  Page 4.11-30 of the DEIR 
states “The concept diagram (Figure 3-1) for the roundabout included in the Agoura Hills 
Specific Plan document (RRM Design Group, July 15, 2005) indicates that pedestrian crosswalks 
are proposed on all approaches.  These crosswalks should be designed to conform to standards 
provided in the FHWA Roundabouts: an informational guide1.  Design elements would include 
provision of ramps on each end of the crosswalk, a pedestrian refuge in the splitter island and a 
minimum distance of 25 feet between the crosswalk and the yield line to provide for vehicle 
storage between the circulatory roadway and the crosswalk.”  Additionally, the text notes 
“Research of accident rates at existing roundabouts in Europe has shown that roundabouts are 
safer for pedestrians and bicyclists compared to signalized intersections.”   
 
The mitigation measures PS-3(c), PS-4(b), and T-3(a) state “further detailed engineering design 
shall be performed for the proposed roundabout at the intersection of Agoura Road and Kanan 
Road.  The study shall incorporate the applicable geometric features required to accommodate 
the forecast vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian movements, and safety personnel/emergency 

                     
6  Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 

Administration, June 2000.  
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access.  The study should determine the sufficient capacity and safety at the roundabout for 
both pedestrians and motorists.”   
 
Response 20AZ 
 
The commenter feels that night-time lighting levels necessary for pedestrian safety, to ensure 
that approaching drivers are acutely aware of the need to slow or stop, is not adequately 
addressed in the EIR.  Further, the commenter notes that the EIR does not address impacts of 
any lighting that may be installed at the roundabout. 
 
Although a detailed lighting plan has not been developed for the entire Specific Plan, the 
overall lighting concept and lighting guidelines have been developed for the Specific Plan area. 
Impact AES-4 contained in the DEIR notes that “site illumination provides safety for traffic 
movement and crossings, warns of hazards, and increases security” and lists development 
standards that would guide lighting installations throughout the Specific Plan, including at the 
roundabout.  As noted in previous responses, these are broad standards that would be applied 
to such issues as lighting safety near the roundabout.  As discussed under Response 20AY, 
additional engineering studies and designs will be required prior to installation of the 
roundabout.  The intent of such a study would be to optimize safety at the roundabout for both 
pedestrians and motorists, of which lighting is considered an important component.   
 
Response 20BA 
 
The commenter feels that the EIR should provide an example of an existing roundabout 
that is currently functioning and notes that the Specific Plan does not provide such an 
example.   
 
This comment is noted; however, providing an example for the public would generally 
be misleading, as the conditions of a current existing roundabout would likely be quite 
different from those of the proposed roundabout in the Agoura Village.  It would be 
very difficult to provide an example of the same size and with the same levels of traffic 
(pre- and post-project).  Thus, the EIR focused on engineering, expert opinion, and 
modeling of the proposed roundabout to provide the public with a clear idea of the 
impacts of implementing a roundabout.  Additionally, as noted in the general response 
to this letter, the EIR  “lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a 
good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  Sections 4.2, 4.9, 4.10, and 4.11, of 
the DEIR address impacts of the proposed roundabout.  In any case, there are numerous 
examples of roundabouts functioning well throughout the United States.  This data is 
readily available via an Internet search.  
 
Response 20BB 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the EIR should include an evaluation of roundabout 
designs, pedestrian crossing design/impacts, bicycle land components, overall size to achieve 
safe traffic entry/exit, etc., before concluding that it is the superior choice for the 
Kanan/Agoura Road intersection.  The commenter goes on to note that he feels the existing 
roadways would not be large enough to install the roundabout.  The commenter feels that if this 
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is the case, adjacent property owners should be notified as to how much additional space would 
need to be dedicated to the City as part of the roundabout construction.   
 
The inscribed diameter of the roundabout is 165 feet, which is a standard dimension for an 
Urban Double Lane roundabout (150-180 feet).  Final design studies will determine the ultimate 
dimensions of the roundabout and any additional land that may be necessary would be found 
in the existing City right of way.    
 
Response 20BC 
 
The commenter states that the EIR does not discuss how increasing numbers of pedestrians 
crossing at the roundabout would impact the flow of traffic.  Additionally, he feels the EIR does 
not assume there will be crosswalk protection of any kind (i.e. signals alerting drivers to 
crossers). 
 
The text that discusses pedestrian effects on capacity is provided in section 4.11, Traffic and 
Circulation, Page 4.11-31 of the DEIR.   Crosswalks at the roundabout would be striped and 
vehicles are required by law to yield to pedestrians on the crosswalk. 
 
Response 20BD 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the EIR does not address the ultimate possible mix of 
land uses and their resultant traffic generation.  The commenter further states that the Specific 
Plan does not explain what assumptions were used in postulating the traffic loading used for 
the analysis. 
 
See general response to this letter for a discussion on the Specific Plan development process and 
how the project description was developed for the EIR.  The traffic and circulation section 
developed trip generation estimates and distribution pattern for each of the eight zones within 
the Specific Plan.  A land use mix or density change within a zone would affect the traffic 
volume on the roads or intersections immediately adjacent to the sites.  However, these changes 
are not expected to result in any changes to the findings presented in the traffic and circulation 
section. 
 
Response 20BE 
 
The commenter notes his opinion that the EIR does not appear to address the range of traffic 
loads based on the ultimate mix of residential and commercial mix.   
 
Please see general response to this letter.  The DEIR has analyzed a reasonable  “worst case” full 
buildout scenario rather than every possible scenario.  Trip generation estimates were 
developed for the residential components of the Specific Plan based on rates in the ITE Trip 
Generation report for each type of unit.  These rates were developed based on counts at 
multiple existing locations throughout the U.S.A. and are recognized as accurate estimates of 
traffic volumes for new developments.  
 
Response 20BF 
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The commenter states his opinion that lowering the acceptable LOS threshold is inappropriate.  
Comment noted.  Also see response 20AV. 
 
Response 20BG 
 
The commenter notes several mathematical errors in the Specific Plan and feels these errors 
would make certain proposed lane designs unachievable. 
 
A review of the Specific Plan indicates that the lane widths cited in the traffic and circulation 
section (Figure 3.2, Page 3-30) of the Specific Plan are correct.  It is noted that other dimensions 
provided in the Specific Plan will be corrected when the Specific Plan is finalized. 
 
Response 20BH 
 
The commenter notes that currently there are numerous transient workers that utilize the 
project site where they are solicited for construction work.  The commenter feels that this 
arrangement would continue unless the owners elect to redevelop their properties.  The 
commenter further notes that the EIR and Specific Plan are silent on this issue and questions 
whether such workers will become a visible part of the Agoura Village or will they shift to 
another location.  The commenter further notes that if the workers were to remain, it may result 
in increased safety and traffic impacts.   
 
Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, notes that “construction associated with build out within 
the Specific Plan area would directly generate temporary employment opportunities.  Proposed 
new commercial uses would be expected to create some long-term opportunities.  The new jobs 
provided within the project area would not be expected to induce people to relocate to the area 
to fill new job opportunities, as the majority of the jobs would be in the retail sectors.  Such jobs 
are typically filled by the local labor force.”  Although transient workers would not be 
anticipated to fill many of the retail and commercial jobs provided under the Specific Plan, it is 
possible that such workers may be utilized during the construction phases of the project.   
 
It is beyond the scope of the EIR to attempt to predict the long-term behavioral response of 
transient workers who currently utilize the Specific Plan area.  Additionally, as noted in the 
general responses to this letter and several other responses, that social effects of a project shall 
not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  Although the commenter feels that if 
the workers were to remain it may result in increased safety and traffic impacts, the mitigation 
provided in the EIR regarding safety and traffic is relevant to all pedestrians and motorists, 
including transient workers.  No further analysis is necessary.  
 
Response 20BI 
 
The commenter questions the use of a shuttle bus to carry patrons from remote locations to the 
Specific Plan area.  The commenter notes that if the shuttle plan were successful, the remote 
businesses would be subsidizing merchants in the Specific Plan area.  At the same time, the 
number of stalls to off-area businesses would be reduced below what is required by code.  The 
commenter recommends that the Specific Plan include details about how the proposed shuttle 
would function, costs involved, where ‘stops’ would be located, possible traffic impacts at 
‘stops’ both in and out of the Specific Plan area, whether the shuttle is essential to the economic 
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success of the Specific Plan area, what the results would be if the shuttle was not instituted ( or 
was discounted), potential short- and long-term commitments that would have to be made by 
the City, responsibility and maintenance of the system, allocation of start-up and operational 
costs.  
 
See general response to this letter.  This comment is noted.  The viability and economic effects of 
implementing and managing a shuttle bus system for the project area have not been analyzed at 
this time because such a system is not a component of the Specific Plan.   
 
Response 20BJ 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the Specific Plan should include specific limitations on 
height; justifications for which increases would be allowed; what maximum portion(s) of a 
building could be considered for discretionary increases, etc. in order to examine the visual 
impacts of the project.   
 
The comment is noted; however, Specific Plan Chapter 4, Land Use and Development Standards, 
clearly outlines specific limitations on height; provisions for exceedance of the maximum 
height; examples of architectural features that may exceed the maximum height; and additional 
development standards.  Thus, these and other development standards and principles as 
outlined in the Specific Plan were used to evaluate the visual impacts of the Plan.  A 
“continuous building mass,” as indicated by the commenter, would be inconsistent with the 
development and design standards of the Specific Plan, and so would not be allowed. 
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 Letter 21 
 
COMMENTER: K.C. McMenamin-Torres, Law Office of K. McMenamin-Torres 
 
DATE: December 12, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 21A 
 
The commenter notes that her law office represents two self storage facilities serving the 
residents of the City of Agoura Hills, one which is situated within the proposed Specific Plan 
area and one which would be included in the Specific Plan under the Alternative Project 
Analysis.  The commenter further notes her involvement as a member of the City Task Force for 
the Specific Plan.  Regarding the Specific Plan EIR, the commenter requests that the DEIR and 
Specific Plan delineate for the public two options (private redevelopment and/or 
private/public relocation) for existing businesses, such as the two self-storage businesses, which 
the commenter represents.   
 
The commenter suggests that the Specific Plan be modified to reflect the two options noted and 
that the EIR should address this change in the Specific Plan.  It is common during the CEQA 
review process for commentors to provide comments on the project (in this case the AVSP) that 
is being evaluated and to express their opinions as to the ways in which the project should be 
modified or improved and as to whether or not a project should be approved or denied.  While, 
these comments are important to inform decision makers of the range of public opinion that 
exists on any particular project, the comments often times do not pertain to the adequacy of the 
EIR or the EIR analysis.  In these cases, the comments are noted and become part of the public 
record.  CEQA requires responses to comments related to the adequacy of the EIR but does not 
require response to comments pertaining to an opinion on the project itself. 
 
The above situation is even more common for long range planning projects, such as the AVSP, 
where the exact details of project development are not yet known but will be developed and 
evaluated in greater depth once project specific plans are developed and undergo the permit 
approval process.  The following discussion, excerpted from Section 2.0, Project Description, of 
the EIR summarizes the history of the AVSP development and is intended to provide insight as 
to how the project description was developed for the EIR.   
 
The proposed project involves adoption of a Specific Plan (the Agoura Village Specific Plan) to 
guide future development within an approximately 135-acre area in the southern portion of the 
City in an around the intersection of Agoura Road and Kanan Road.  As noted by the 
commenter, the Specific Plan area includes the Conejo U StoreIt property.   
 
The proposed land uses within the Specific Plan area are shown in Figure 2-5, Specific Plan Map 
contained in the EIR.  The proposed Specific Plan has been developed to guide the 
implementation of the vision described in the Agoura Village Strategic Action Plan (AVSAP).  
The AVSAP planning process involved a comprehensive public and stakeholder program that 
ultimately led to development of the Specific Plan itself.  The AVSAP involved three volumes as 
follows: 1) Agoura Village Strategic Action Plan Opportunities and Constraints Analysis; 2) 
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Agoura Village Strategic Action Plan Urban Design Guidelines; and 3) Agoura Village Strategic 
Action Plan Architectural Design Guidelines.    
 
Under the proposed Specific Plan, the northern developed 32 acres of the project area would 
ultimately be revitalized in accordance with the land use development standards and design 
guidelines contained in the Specific Plan.  This area includes the Whizin’s Shopping Center, Mann 
Theater complex, self-storage facilities, and building supply facilities.  Future development that 
could occur on the 103 acres of undeveloped property within the Specific Plan area would be 
subject to the provisions of the Specific Plan.  Note that a large portion of this area is also located 
within the City’s Redevelopment Project area and, while no business relocation is proposed at this 
time, any such relocation would need to be consistent with the City’s Redevelopment Plan and 
State Redevelopment Law. 

 
Upon adoption, the “Specific Plan” designation would become the underlying General Plan 
designation for the project area.  While future projects within the Specific Plan area would be 
required to be processed through the City’s development review and approval procedures, no 
future General Plan Amendments or zone changes would be required to implement subsequent 
development, provided that such development was consistent with the provisions of the 
Specific Plan.  The commenter is correct in noting that, if adopted, an amendment to the AVSP 
would be required in order to implement future land uses that may be inconsistent with the 
plan. 
 
It is also important to emphasize that the EIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives to 
the Plan focusing on achieving the basic project objectives and minimizing or avoiding physical 
environmental effects.   
 
Additionally, CEQA Section 15131(a) states that “economic or social effects of a project shall not 
be treated as significant effects on the environment…The focus of an analysis shall be on the 
physical changes.”  Therefore, the EIR need not examine the costs of private redevelopment 
and/or private/public relocation further.  Additionally, the commenter notes her preference 
that both options be more explicitly included in the DEIR and SP, both as discussion items 
citing encouragement, at least.  The commenter requests that if the above clarification is not 
provided, that both properties be removed from the Specific Plan.  The commenter’s opinion is 
hereby noted as part of the public record for this project. 
 
Response 21B 
 
The commenter notes her opinion that the Specific Plan would result in the taking away of 
value of the facility by changing the legal status of the property.   
 
This comment is noted; however, as mentioned in Response 21A, above, economic or social 
effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on the environment.  Therefore, it is 
beyond the scope of an EIR, to examine the change in property value associated with the 
project. 
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Response 21C 
 
The commenter notes her opinion that storage uses should be added to the extremely limited 
areas of Zone A north and in Zone C as a “permitted use” and that the Specific Plan should 
address more explicitly the option of allowing additional square footage to the self storage for 
redevelopment (including traffic studies).   
 
As part of the planning process the range of permitted uses that would accomplish the overall 
project objectives was carefully defined.   While it is possible for decision makers to add 
additional uses into the Plan before its adoption, it is important to note that storage uses were 
not identified as uses that would further the objectives of the Plan.  The purpose of the EIR is to 
analyze the physical changes resulting from a proposed project.  It is not within the scope of the 
EIR to re-define the objectives of the project.   
 
Response 21D 
 
The commenter notes that the plans depicting Zone A-North and Zone C do not follow any 
topographic or legal lot lines, and appear to sever the storage facility, with perhaps 2/3rds of 
the facility lying in Zone A North and 1/3rd lying in Zone C.  The commenter further notes that 
losing a portion of the facilities has never been discussed by the Task Force and would not be a 
supportable business option, leaving open the issues of condemnation and severance damages.   
The zones used in the evaluation and development of the Specific Plan and described in the EIR 
were developed to facilitate analysis of the Specific Plan and to allow the plan to focus future 
development in a way that would most effectively accomplish the Plan’s overall objectives of 
creating an attractive and functional mixed-use village.  The boundaries are not intended to 
follow individual property boundaries and are not intended to be rigidly interpreted so as to 
preclude future development of any particular property with the uses identified in the Plan.  
Analysis and decision maker approval of future projects that transcend two zones identified in 
the Plan would need to consider the importance and transitional nature of these areas in 
accomplishing the project’s long term objectives.   It is also important to note that re-defining 
the project and its analysis zones is beyond the scope of the EIR.  Further, as mentioned in 
Response 21A and 21B, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment. 
 
Response 21E 
 
The commenter suggests that Traffic Mitigation and Specific Plan Reimbursement Fees should 
not apply to existing square footages which are merely being redeveloped.  New development 
should pay its way (just as the storage facilities did when they developed).  The commenter 
further notes that 36.8% of the $500,000 Specific Plan reimbursement fees on her representative 
property would not be legally supportable and further devalues the property and the business.   
All new development within the project area would be subject to the requirements of the Plan 
and existing citywide fee programs in place in time of project development.  It is acknowleged 
that any new fee programs and project specific development fees would have to be derived 
from a legally supportable nexus.   Further, as mentioned in Response 21A, 21B, and 21D, 
economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  Therefore, the comment is noted; however, but is beyond the scope of this EIR. 
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Response 21F 
 
The commenter indicates that there is a resident family living in the storage facility caretaker 
unit Zone A North, on Agoura Road, as well as employees working on a daily basis in the 
adjacent office.  The commenter notes that they are certain that the City will ensure that 
development complies with state and federal air quality, noise, and other development/safety 
standards and that adequate mitigation measures will be enforced.  They further request more 
limiting construction work hours than that under the current City Code. 
 
In response to the above comment, the residential unit was added to the list of sensitive 
receptors for the project in Section 4.9, Noise and Vibration.  Impact N-3 addresses impacts 
related to future development actions with respect to noise for residential uses within the 
Specific Plan area.  The impacts to this specific residence would be similar as that for the 
residence in Zone E discussed in the Draft EIR.  As the EIR has already addressed potential 
increases in noise due to the Specific Plan impact on residential uses at a similar distance as the 
above referenced unit, no further noise analysis is warranted.  The effect of blasting has also 
been discussed in the EIR.  All construction blasting is conducted using strict safety precautions 
to avoid potential accidents.  Because the purpose of blasting is to break rock, not to make noise, 
it is done in such a way as to minimize the potential for air blast and to direct the explosive 
energy into the rock rather than the air.  Nonetheless, the sound and vibration associated with 
blasting can be substantial as stated in the EIR.  If blasting is required, it would be performed 
only after securing the proper permits from the City.  At that time, specific measures to 
minimize adverse effects of such activities would be incorporated into the project specific 
permit conditions. 
 
The requested further limitation of construction hours (elimination of Saturday as a workday 
and further restricting weekday work hours from 7:00 AM up to 8:00 AM, and from 8:00 PM 
down to 6:00 PM) is referred to the decision-makers for their consideration.  It is noted that the 
subject residence is already subject to substantial noise from adjacent roads and freeways at all 
times, and that it is located in a commercial zone rather than a residential zone and 
consequentially a greater amount of noise is permissible as shown on Figure 4.9-1 of the EIR.  
Further noise limitations may create difficulties in meeting other mitigation actions (such as 
reducing truck travel during peak hours on weekdays) and would also extend the timeframe 
that annoying construction noise occurs.  Please note that a typical construction workday is 
from 7:00 AM to approximately 3-4:00 PM, though the existing City ordinance would allow for 
extended evening working hours. 
 
In regards to the potential air quality impacts related to this residential use, the analysis 
provided in the Draft EIR is based on South Coast Air Quality Management District calculations 
of pollutant concentrations and health risk at a point 300 feet from the main grading operations 
(see Table 4.2-8).  The residence of concern is at a similar distance to potential future grading 
activity as the residence along Agoura Road east of Cornell Road in Zone E and air quality 
impacts to this residence would be similar.  As stated in the text, these impacts are considered 
significant and require the mitigation actions described in AQ-2.  The location of this residence 
as a sensitive receptor has been added to the Section 4.2 text. 
 
Response 21G 
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The commenter notes that grading and construction activities would have an adverse impact on 
the storage facility’s dust would be expected to migrate to the parked vehicles onsite.  The 
commenter requests consideration of mitigation measures for offsite cleaning to be incorporated 
into the EIR. 
 
The EIR identifies standard dust control measures that have been effectively used in 
minimizing or avoiding the effects of construction dust on adjoining uses.  The suggested 
measure goes beyond the standard measures normally used to mitigate typical construction 
activities, and is not required.  The possible nexus to require this measure would be more 
appropriately examined at a time when a specific development plans are available, at which 
time, if warranted, the measure could be added as a condition of individual project approval.   
 
Response 21H 
 
The commenter requests that provisions for a pedestrian friendly median include allowance for 
a continued left turn access to the storage facility driveway.  The commenter further notes that a 
left turn pocket be provided at, or just east of, the existing drive way in order to promote safety 
in the area and so as not to “double” the traffic counts along Agoura Road. 
 
The lay-out of Agoura Road east of Kanan Road that is included in the Specific Plan (Figure 3.2, 
Page 3-30) is conceptual in nature and shows a 10-foot wide (landscaped) median.  It is not 
indicated if left-turn pockets would be provided in the median.  If left-turn movements are 
restricted, traffic to the subject site would use Kanan Road to Roadside Drive to Cornell Street, 
and turn right onto Agoura Road. 
 
The text on Page 4.11-32, Agoura Road Median, that states:  “The median would provide for 
left-turn pockets at driveways and intersection …” has been eliminated to reflect the conceptual 
nature of the Plan at this time.  The commenter’s position that a left turn pocket should be 
provided at or just east of the existing driveway is noted.   Prior to implementation of future 
roadway improvements, this design provision would need to be examined against other Plan 
objectives to determine if it feasibly accomplishes the Plan objectives. 
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Letter 22 
 
COMMENTER: K.C. McMenamin-Torres, Law Office of K. McMenamin-Torres 
 
DATE: December 29, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 22 
 
The commenter forwarded a copy of her December 12, 2005 comment letter with an attachment 
regarding comments on the Specific Plan.  The comment letter dated, October 7, 2005 
specifically requests language changes for the Specific Plan and notes several parameters to be 
included in the EIR.  The comments provided in the December 29th letter mirror those 
addressed under Response 21; therefore, please refer to Response 21 for responses to this letter. 
In regards to the October 7, 2005 attachment, the comments are specific to expansion of 
potential redevelopment square footage and costs associated with the Specific Plan and do not 
relate to the adequacy of the EIR.  Therefore, no further analysis is necessary. 
 









Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
203  

 Letter 23 
 
COMMENTER: Chester Yabitsu 
 
DATE: December 1, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 23A 
 
The commenter expresses his opinion that the significant but not mitigable finding for traffic 
and air quality issues is nonsense and that there must be a solution, whether cost effective or 
not. 
 
This comment is noted.  The analysis in the EIR employs standard analysis techniques and 
compares the project effects to recognized standards or impact thresholds.  For an issue where 
the impact threshold is exceeded, the impact is considered to be significant and mitigation is 
developed.  In cases where feasible measures are not available to reduce the impact to below the 
recognized threshold, the impact is considered to be an unavoidable impact of a project.  
Decision makers may approve a project where an EIR identifies a significant and unavoidable 
impact, but CEQA requires that they adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations.   
 
It is also important to note that pursuant to CEQA Section 15204, reviewers of an EIR “should 
be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in 
light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely 
environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project.  The finding that a project will 
have a significant and unavoidable impact for which no feasible mitigation has been identified 
does not render an EIR inadequate under CEQA.  
 
Response 23B 
 
The commenter notes that alternative 5 would be his preferred alternative.  This comment is 
noted. 
 
Response 23C 
 
The commenter asks why the Specific Plan includes a residential component and states his 
opinion that it is not what is beneficial for the community.   
 
The Specific Plan was developed as part of a comprehensive planning program that is described 
in Section 2.0, Project Description of the DEIR.  This is also discussed in general response to 
comments to Letter 20.   
 
Based on the Specific Plan planning effort, it was determined that inclusion of a residential 
component was an integral component in accomplishing the project objectives of creating an 
attractive and functional mixed use village for the project area.   
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It is also noted that the purpose of the EIR is to analyze the physical changes resulting from a 
proposed project.  It is not within the scope of an EIR to modify the objectives of a project.   
 
Response 23D 
 
The commenter states that communities south of the plan area would be more affected by the 
project than those communities north of US 101, due to traffic conditions.   
 
This commented is noted.  Additionally, traffic impacts, including traffic impacts to neighboring 
communities, is discussed in detail in Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation. 
 
Response 23E 
 
The commenter states his opinion that another housing development located adjacent to the 
southerly side of the Agoura Village is currently waiting to see if, and at what density, the 
Specific Plan would be approved, thus, leading to higher density development south of the 
Specific Plan area.   
 
Section 5.0, Growth Inducing Impacts, discussed potential growth inducing impacts of the project, 
specifically the removal of any obstacles to growth.  As stated in this section, 5.2, “Given that 
the areas adjoining the Specific Plan area either physically hindered by steep hillsides, are areas 
unsuitable to development, or are already developed, the infrastructure extensions that would 
be required for new development are not expected to cause significant inducement to new 
growth beyond that within the Specific Plan boundary.  Additionally, the requirement for Open 
Space conservation easements along the southern boundary of the Specific Plan area would 
further serve to hinder expansion of development to the south.”   
 
Response 23F 
 
The commenter notes his opinion that the Specific “Plan is simply flawed because the Village 
objectives are flawed when community and people issues become non-mitigable as the Plan 
states.”  
 
The commenter’s opinion is noted.  However, as mentioned above in Response 23A, CEQA 
Section 15204, “the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in 
light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely 
environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project.”  Thus, mitigation must be 
reasonable to be considered practical for use and consideration in the EIR.  It is also noted, that 
the EIR is to provide a good faith effort at full disclosure the environmental effects of the 
proposed project and to identify measures where feasible to minimize or avoid environmental 
effects.  To the extent that the EIR finds that the project will result in significant unavoidable 
effects, the decision makers are required to make a finding in the form of a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations prior to approving the project.    
 
Response 23G 
 
The commenter notes his concern regarding safety issues related to the proposed roundabout.   
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This comment is noted.  The roundabout is discussed in detail in section 4.11, Transportation and 
Circulation.  Also see response to Letter Nos. 15 (Responses D and E) and 24.  
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Letter 24 
 
COMMENTER: Chester Yabitsu 
 
DATE: December 28, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 24A 
 
The commenter expresses his opinion that intersection of Kanan and Agoura Road is not large 
enough to accommodate a roundabout that is safe and efficient.  The commenter suggests that 
for a roundabout to be efficient in regulating and directing traffic the roundabout should have 
two full lanes circling with a third outside lane on Kanan dedicated for left turns from both 
directions. 
 
The inscribed circle diameter of the proposed roundabout is 50 meters, or approximately 165 
feet, which is within the recommended range for an Urban Double Lane roundabout (FHWA 
criteria) with two lanes on the approaches and two circulating lanes.  The striping plan on the 
approaches and in the circulating lanes, as shown in the graphic that is referred to, would 
reduce the need to change lanes within the circulating roadway.  The level of service 
calculations using the proposed design do not assume balanced flows from all directions, but 
instead used the turning volumes developed for the cumulative + project scenario.  These flows 
account for the anticipated movements at the intersection during peak flow periods.  As shown 
in the traffic and circulation section, the roundabout is expected to operate at LOS A with the 
proposed diameter. 
 
The lay-out developed by Ourston Roundabout Engineering for the roundabout is preliminary 
in nature and sufficient for the purposes of the EIR.  It is noted that the capacity and safety of 
the roundabout are determined by the geometric design elements.  Further detailed engineering 
designs are necessary in order to provide sufficient capacity and safety conditions for 
pedestrians at the roundabout.  Such detailed designs would occur at a later date, if the AVSP is 
adopted. 
 
Response 24B 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the EIR must specifically address the design 
considerations of the roundabout at Kanan and Agoura Road within four basic elements 
(human factors, traffic considerations, physical elements, and economic factors).  As mentioned 
above, the purpose of the EIR is to examine the physical changes resulting from a project.   
 
Traffic considerations were included in the analyses performed for the DEIR and can be 
reviewed in Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation, or in the Appendix D, Traffic Study and 
Traffic Technical Appendix.  In regards to the physical elements mentioned by the commenter, 
including character and use of adjacent properties, vertical alignments, sight distance, angle of 
intersection, geometric features, etcetera, these elements were included in the EIR, the traffic 
study and technical appendix.  Also see response to Letter No. 15 (Responses D and E) 
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In regards to the commenters fourth proposed element, economic factors, CEQA section 15131 
states that “economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.   
 
Response 24C 
 
Additionally, the commenter notes his concern regarding pedestrian safety at the proposed 
roundabout.   
 
The roundabout and pedestrian circulation is discussed in detail in section 4.11, Transportation 
and Circulation.  Also see response to Letter 15 (Responses D and E). 
 
Response 24D 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the roundabout concept for the Agoura and Kanan Road 
interchange is unsafe.  The commenter further suggests that a 4-way stop should be maintained 
at the intersection and that underground or overhead pedestrian passes be installed.   
 
See Response 24C.  Roundabout and pedestrian circulation is discussed in detail in section 4.11, 
Transportation and Circulation, the comment is noted. 
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Letter 25 
 
COMMENTER: Chester Yabitsu 
 
DATE: December 29, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 25A 
 
The commenter reiterates his opinion that a residential component is not what is beneficial for 
the community and requests a detailed explanation of whether or not residential units should 
be a part of the Specific Plan.   
 
This comment is noted; however as mentioned in Response 23C, the purpose of the EIR is to 
analyze the physical changes resulting from a proposed project.  The commenter goes on to 
provide a list of basic elements that should be considered in the EIR.  Again, it is not within the 
scope of the EIR to redefine the objectives of the project.  Therefore, the answer to this question 
is beyond the scope of the EIR and no further analysis is warranted.  
 
Regarding the list of elements that the commenter states should be considered in the EIR, many 
considerations have already been included in the EIR (community impacts, traffic, pedestrian 
movement, aesthetic and biologic resources) while others do not qualify as physical changes 
and are not subject to consideration in the EIR (effects of day-worker gatherings, business 
control ordinances, analysis of expected tax revenue, etcetera).  Many of these comments were 
also addressed in Mr. Yabitsu’s earlier comment letters (Decemeber 02, and December 28, 2005).  
 
The commenter goes on to state his disapproval with, and opinion of, subsequent impacts due 
to the inclusion of residential uses.  These include increased traffic, low-income tenants, safety 
problems near Triangle Ranch, polluting of Medea Creek, and parking shortages.  As 
mentioned above in Responses 23 and 24, traffic, parking, and safety related impacts are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation.  Water quality impacts were 
discussed in detail in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.  As noted in previous responses, 
social impacts are not treated as significant effects on the environment; therefore, speculation 
concerning the attrition of low-income tenants is not required to be addressed in the EIR.   
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 Letter 26 
 
COMMENTER: Chester Yabitsu 
 
DATE: December 30, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 26A 
 
The commenter included as part of his comment package a letter dated October 16, 2000.  The 
letter was signed by Batta Vujicio, President of Silver Rock, LP.  Mr. Yabitsu appears to agree 
with the opinion of Mr. Vujicio, that the name of Cornell Way should be given to the section of 
Cornell Road that goes north to Agoura Road and that the name Cornell Road be applied to the 
extension to Kanan Road.   
 
This comment provides information for the City to consider regarding the naming of City 
streets in the project area.  It does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR and no further 
response is necessary.   
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 Letter 27 
 
COMMENTER: Chester Yabitsu 
 
DATE: December 30, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 27A 
 
The commenter included as part of his comment package a letter dated October 16, 2000.  The 
letter was signed by Batta Vujicio, President of Silver Rock, LP.  Mr. Yabitsu appears to agree 
with the opinion of Mr. Vujicio, that the name of Cornell Way should be given to the section of 
Cornell Road that goes north to Agoura Road and that the name Cornell Road be applied to the 
extension to Kanan Road.   
 
This comment was discussed in Response 26A, no further analysis is necessary. 
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Letter 28 
 
COMMENTER: Chester Yabitsu 
 
DATE: January 03, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 28A 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the Agoura Village should have been developed at the 
intersection of Reyes Adobe Road and the U.S. 101 Freeway.  The commenter continues that he 
recommends the City adopt a lesser ambitious plan, such as those proposed in alternatives 1-4.  
However, he also notes that if development has to go in at the current location, he prefers 
alternative 5.   
 
These comments are noted. 
 
Response 28B 
 
The commenter states his opinion that instead of a roundabout, the Village should use a 
traditional four -way traffic control and a pedestrian “scramble” concept wherein all 
pedestrians are given one chance during each traffic light cycle to cross the street. 
 
See responses to Letter 15 (Responses D and E) and Letter 24 (Responses A, B, C and D). 
 
Response 28C 
 
The commenter notes that he has heard from an anonymous source that the Village DEIR is a 
“done deal.”  The commenter asks why then is the City stringing the public along with the 
comment period in December. 
 
As discussed in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the DEIR the environmental impact review process, 
as required by CEQA, requires public notice and review while writing an environmental 
document.  As part of this review the lead agency must file a notice of input and solicit public 
input upon deciding that an EIR is required for a project.  The NOP must be posted in the 
County Clerk’s office for 30 days.  A scoping meeting to solicit public input on the issues to be 
assessed in the EIR is not required, but may be conducted by the lead agency.  The City of 
Agoura Hills held a public scoping meeting on February 16, 2005.  Upon receipt of public 
comments and concerns, the lead agency then prepares the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR).  The time frame in which it takes to draft the EIR varies.   
 
Upon completion of the DEIR the lead agency prepared a Notice of Availability which was 
placed in the County Clerk’s office.  The Draft EIR was made available for review at the 
Planning and Community Development Department and notice was provided in the local 
newspaper as well as on the City website.  The public review period began Friday, November 
18, 2005 and ended Monday, January 2, 2006.   
 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
224  

As mentioned above, the time that it takes to draft the EIR varies, thus, although the EIR was 
originally intended to be released in mid 2005, due to unexpected delays, the date was pushed 
back to the month of November.  This time merely coincided with the completion of the EIR 
and was not an attempt by the City to minimize risk, as the City hosted two public meetings 
between October and December in order to address public concern.  The Agoura Village Task 
Force held an open house on the Draft AVSP on October 11, 2005 and a public hearing to obtain 
comments on the Draft EIR on Thursday, December 1, 2005. 
 
 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
225  

 Comments Received at December 1, 2005 
Planning Commission Hearing on the  

Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
 
The City of Agoura Hills Planning Commission held a public hearing to accept comments on 
the Draft EIR on December 1, 2001.  The comments received at that hearing and responses 
thereto are included below. 
 
1. Mary Altman: 
 
Mary Altman stated her opinion that the DEIR is severely deficient in addressing impacts.  
Specifically she noted that the EIR is supposed to contain information about air quality, traffic, 
biology, etc…  And that design criteria should not really be in the document.  These same 
comments were supplemented with additional comments in two letters from Ms. Altmann on 
December 1st and December 21st of 2005.  These comment letters are presented as Letters 8 and 9 
of this Responses to Comments report. 
 
2. Chester Yabitsu 
 
Mr. Yabitsu expressed concern regarding traffic and noise from traffic cause by the project.  He 
also questioned the need for residential units, which he feels will compound traffic problems in 
the area.  The commenter further notes that the DEIR found traffic impacts to be “non-
mitigable” and stated his disagreement with this finding.  Mr. Yabitsu also noted his preference 
for Alternative 5.  Each of these comments were addressed in the responses to Mr. Yabitsu’s 
comment letters dating December 1, 28, and 29 of 2005 and January 3 and 30 of 2006.  These 
comment letters are presented as Letters 23-28 of this Responses to Comments report. 
 
3. Colleen Holmes – Cornell Preservation Organization 
 
The commenter notes that as follow up to the hearing a written letter will be submitted to the 
City with further comments.  The commenter requests that the City ensure the knoll, blue line 
streams, and sensitive species be preserved and protected.  Each of these comments is 
addressed in a response to the Cornell Preservation Organization’s letter, January 02, 2006.  This 
comment letter is presented as Letter 15 of this Responses to Comments report.   
 
4. Ken Handler 
 
Comment: The commenter questions the presence and involvement of Caltrans throughout 

the Specific Plan development process.   
 
Response: As part of the CEQA public review process, Caltrans was provided a copy of the 

Notice of Preparation at the initiation of preparation of the Draft EIR and was 
also sent a Notice of Availability once the DEIR became available for public 
review.  A copy of the Caltrans response to the DEIR is included in Letter No. 7. 

 
Comment: The commenter notes that he welcomes the idea of Agoura Village and thinks it 

is a good idea. 
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Response: The comment is noted. 
 
Comment: Further, the commenter notes concern regarding safety issues with the 

roundabout. 
 
Response: Similar comments and responses regarding the proposed roundabout are 

discussed in Responses to Letter 15, (Responses D and E) and Letter 24 
(Responses A, B, C, and D).  Please refer to these letters and their respective 
responses. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT EIR  

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The letters in this section of the EIR include the public comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Agoura Village Specific Plan Project.  The Draft EIR was 
circulated for public review on November 18, 2005.  The 45-day public review period concluded on 
January 3, 2006.   
 
The comment letters included herein were submitted by public agencies, citizen groups, and 
private citizens.  Each written comment that the City received is included in this section.  
Responses to these comments have been prepared to address the environmental concerns raised 
by the commenter and to indicate where and how the EIR addresses pertinent environmental 
issues. 
 
The Draft EIR and this Comments and Responses report collectively comprise the Final EIR for the 
Agoura Village Specific Plan Project.  Any changes made to the text of the Draft EIR correcting 
information, data or intent, other than minor typographical corrections or minor working changes, 
are noted in the Final EIR as changes from the Draft EIR. 
 
The comment letters have been numbered sequentially, and each issue within a comment letter, if 
more than one, has a letter assigned to it.  References to the responses to comments identify first the 
letter number, and second, the comment letter (6A, for example).  Where comments have been 
duplicated within a single letter, the reader is referred to the appropriate response number rather 
than repeat the comment and provide a duplicate answer.   
 
COMMENTERS on the DRAFT EIR 
 
The commenter along with the page number on which their comment letters appear are listed 
below.  Responses to the comment letters immediately follow each letter.  If a letter includes more 
than one comment, the individual comments are lettered (1A, for example) and the responses that 
follow are lettered similarly.   
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Commenter on the Draft EIR Page No.
  
1. Terry Roberts, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and 

Research 3 
2. Heather Wylie, Project Manager, US Army Corps of Engineers 6 
3. Carl T. Benz, Assistant Field Supervisor, United States 

Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Services 8 
4. Woody Smeck, Superintendent, United States Department of the 

Interior National Park Service, Santa Monica Mountains National 
Recreation Area 14 

5. Larry L. Eng, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and 
Game 22 

6. Brian Wallace, Associate Regional Planner, Southern California 
Association of Governments 29 

7. Cheryl J. Powell, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 31 
8. Eugene Talmadge, Planning Administrator, Las Virgenes 

Municipal Water District 36 
9. Elizabeth Cheadle, Chairperson, Santa Monica Mountains 

Conservancy 39 
10. Rossana D’Antonio, Assistant Division Engineer, County of Los 

Angeles Department of Public Works 55 
11. Joe Decruyenaere, Staff Biologist, Los Angeles County Department 

of Regional Planning 58 
12. Christopher Stevens, County Planning Director, County of 

Ventura Resource Management Agency 71 
13. Nazir Lalani, Deputy Director, County of Ventura Public Works 

Agency Transportation Department 73 
14. Alicia Stratton, Ventura County Air Pollution Control District 75 
15. Colleen Holmes,President, Cornell Preservation Organization, 

01/02/2006 77 
16. Mary Altmann, 12/1/2005 84 
17. Mary Altmann, 12/21/2005 88 
18. Sharyn Hammond, 12/15/2005 93 
19. Carol Hurt, 12/29/2005 95 
20. Howard Littman, 01/03/2006 97 
21. Kathryn McMenamin-Torres, 12/12/2005 183 
22. Kathryn McMenamin-Torres, 12/29/2005 192 
23. Chester T. Yabitsu, 12/1/ 2005 201 
24. Chester T. Yabitsu, 12/28/ 2005 206 
25. Chester T. Yabitsu, 12/29/ 2005 212 
26. Chester T. Yabitsu (copy of Batta Vujicio letter), 12/30/ 2005 216 
27. Chester T. Yabitsu, 12/30/ 2005 218 
28. Chester T. Yabitsu, 1/03/ 2006 221 
Responses to Comments Received at the December 13, 2001 Planning 
Commission Hearing 223 
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Letter 1 
 
COMMENTER: Terry Roberts, Director, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse 
 
DATE: January 4, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 1 
 
The State Clearinghouse acknowledges receipt of the EIR for state review and notes that it 
distributed the document to 14 agencies.  This acknowledgement is noted.  No response is 
necessary.
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Letter 2 
 
COMMENTER: Heather Wylie, Project Manager, United States Army Corp of Engineers 
 
DATE: December 15, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 2 
 
The commenter states that activities proposed under the project may require a U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers permit if they discharge fill material in the waters of the United States, subject to 
Corps jurisdiction, or would entail work or structures in navigable waters.   
 
Potential permit requirements are discussed in Section 1.3, Lead, Responsible, and Trustee 
Agencies, and Section 4.3 Biological Resources.  Note that the need for individual project permits 
will depend upon project specific design that all appropriate permits will need to be secured 
prior to implementation of individual projects within the Specific Plan area.  The fact that the 
activities proposed under the project may require a U.S. ACOE permit is acknowledged in 
Section 1.3, Introduction, and Section 4.3, Biological Resources, of the EIR. 
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Letter 3 
 
COMMENTER: Carl T. Benz, Assistant Field Supervisor, United States Department of the 

Interior Fish and Wildlife Services
 
DATE: January 12, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 3A 
 
The commenter notes that areas where listed plant species have already been found and 
mapped within the Specific Plan area should be avoided regardless of the results of future 
surveys.  Specifically, the commenter notes concern regarding two residential units proposed in 
the southern portion of Zone B, south of Lindero Canyon Creek.   
 
Based on these comments the Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a), BIO-2(b) and BIO-2(c) (pages 4.3-
32 through 4.3-38) were edited to more clearly address impacts to sensitive areas south of 
Lindero Canyon Creek. Specifically, BIO-1(a) was edited to prohibit development within that 
area of Zone B, located south of Lindero Canyon Creek.   
 
Response 3B 
 
The commenter states that relocation, either onsite or offsite, of listed species, Santa Monica 
Mountains dudleya, Agoura Hills dudleya, and Lyon’s pentachaeta, would not likely succeed 
because of their specific habitat requirements.  The commenter cites a US FWS failed attempt in 
2000.  Therefore, the commenter notes a preference for avoidance of those areas occupied by 
listed plant species rather than consideration for relocation of listed plants.   
 
This comment was addressed by further editing Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a), BIO-2(b) and 
BIO-2(c) (pages 4.3-32 through 4.3-38).  Each measure was amended to read “avoidance shall be 
required unless the applicant proves that avoidance would cause undue harm for the remaining 
project.”  Further, if avoidance was shown to be infeasible and restoration or replanting was 
deemed necessary, then a monitoring plan for implementation shall be required to measure the 
success of restoration.  The required level of success, at a minimum, shall be defined as a 
demonstration of three consecutive years of growth of a population equal to or greater than that 
which would be lost due to the project (double that which would be lost for Southern Arroyo 
Willow Riparian Forest).   
 
Response 3C 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the DEIR does not adequately identify and analyze 
indirect impacts of the proposed project to listed plants.  In order to minimize these effects, the 
commenter recommends buffers be required between development areas and listed plant 
species and appropriate land management practices be incorporated into the project design. 
 
This comment is noted; however, the EIR and Specific Plan both include measures which 
require buffers between biological resources and proposed development.  The Specific Plan 
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includes a policy which requires a 50-100 foot buffer (depending on habitat value) from the 
outside edge of a riparian zone (page 46).  The EIR requires a minimum 50-100 foot buffer of 
native vegetation be maintained between urban development and adjacent sensitive native 
habitats (BIO-2(a)).  Text has also been added to BIO-2(a) stating that equestrian trails shall be 
located no less than 10 – 20 (preferred) feet from the edge of the exterior riparian canopy. 
  
 
Response 3D 
 
The commenter feels that because the proposed project may involve fill of drainages, a permit 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will be necessary, as well as consultation pursuant to 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  Potential permit requirements are discussed in Section 
1.3, Lead, Responsible, and Trustee Agencies, and Section 4.3 Biological Resources. 
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 Letter 4 
 
COMMENTER: Woody Smeck, Superintendent United States Department of the Interior 

National Park Services
 
DATE: January 19, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 4A 
 
The commenter recommends the Preferred Alternative be modified to increase open space 
zoning as featured in Alternative 2, while also including some of the reduced density featured 
in Alternative 3.  The commenter goes on to note that the Preferred Alternative consists of 
Zones A through G with each Zone featuring different levels of development and recommends 
the expansion of Zone G to include portion of Zone E and B, near Agoura Road, and all of Zone 
F. 
 
This comment is noted; however, it is unclear which alternative the commenter is referring to as 
the Preferred Alternative.  The EIR identifies the Reduced Build out Density (Without 
Residential Development) alternative as the environmentally superior alternative.  However, 
this alternative already meets 2 of the 3 requests recommended by the commenter.  The 
Reduced Build out Density (Without Residential Development) alternative (Alternative 5) has 
roughly 32 acres more open space than Alternative 2 and has a build out density of 141,300 sf 
less than Alternative 3.  Additionally, Alternative 3 includes 293 residential units while 
Alternative 5 (the Preferred Alternative) includes no residential uses.  With regard to the 
commenter’s third point, although Alternative 5 does not include those areas in Zones E and B, 
near Agoura Road, the alternative does include 32 acres which includes known occurrences of 
listed species, Santa Monica Mountains dudleya and Lyon’s pentachaeta.  In reference to Zone 
E, previous studies and aerial photography have identified this as having been previously 
disced and disturbed.  However, the area directly south of Zone E is known to contain Agoura 
Hills dudleya and, therefore, was included in Zone G, to be preserved as open space.  It appears 
that the EIR’s environmentally superior alternative (Alternative 5) meets the commenter’s 
recommendations.    
 
Response 4B 
 
The commenter notes concern regarding negative visual impacts from either mass grading or 
development near Agoura Road, specifically in Zone E.   
 
As discussed in Section 4.1, Aesthetics, buildings up to 45 feet in height may be developed south 
of Agoura Road.  The 45 foot height refers to buildings along the street frontage.  Buildings 
further up on the hill would be limited to 35 feet.  Specifically, Impact AES-1 addresses the 
commenter’s concern and notes that “development of Zone E, which is at a higher elevation 
than the areas lying between Agoura Road and the freeway an, consequently, is visible from 
U.S. 101, would alter the landscape of the foothills due to the construction of buildings up to 45 
ft in height.  Construction of these buildings would require site grading and topographical 
changes that would likely require the use of retaining wall and removal of oak trees.  
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Development of Zone E could result in an adverse change to views of the foothills from the U.S. 
101; this is considered to be a potentially significant impact.”  Mitigation measure AES-3 
minimizes grading on this knoll.  As the EIR adequately addresses the commenter’s concerns, 
no further analysis is necessary. 
 
Response 4C
 
The commenter suggests that the EIR describe a program of “transferable development rights” 
to provide financial resources for the landowners in the areas that would be incorporated into 
Zone G, open space, as recommended by the commenter..   
 
While it is acknowleged that a transferable development rights (TDR) program may be an 
option to compensate landowners in Zone G, it is beyond the scope of this EIR to develop or to 
speculate on the provisions of such a program.  Further, it is noted that the EIR did not identify 
an environmental nexus for requiring development and implementation of a TDR or similar 
compensation program.  This comment is noted and will be brought to the attention of the 
Planning Commission. 
 
Response 4D 
 
The commenter notes concern regarding indirect impacts to a population of globally rare soil 
lichen, Texosporium sancti-jacobi (Tuck).  The commenter notes that the lichen occurs along the 
ridgeline above Cornell Corners (historically the corner of Cornell Road and Agoura Road) and 
is found in less than ten extremely small and localized populations in western North America.  
The lichen is listed as a Species of Special Concern by California Department of Fish and Game; 
as critically endangered, globally, by the International Association of Lichenologists; and in 
proposed for rare status by the California Lichen Society.  As one of the handful of known 
locations of this species in North America, the commenter suggests the EIR evaluate the 
proposed project’s potential to cause negative impacts to this population from deposition of 
dust and reduced air quality during construction. 
 
The precise location of this lichen population based on this description is unclear, but assuming 
that it is the first of several ridgelines to the south of the project, the lichen population would be 
approximately 300 feet from the edge of the nearest grading activity.  The primary concern to 
lichen survivorship would be fallout of relatively large particle (greater than 30 microns [µm] in 
diameter) fugitive dust during construction, as compared to respirable particulates (less than 10 
µm).  Fugitive dust generation was discussed in Section 4.2 Air Quality of the Draft EIR.  Large 
particle dust (greater than 100 µm) settles out within 20 to 30 feet from the point of emission at a 
typical mean wind speed of 10 mph, while particles that are 30 to 100 µm in diameter undergo 
impeded settling.  Nonetheless, these particles are still likely to settle within a few hundred feet 
from the source (EPA AP-42, Compilation Of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Section 13.2).  In 
addition, project-related dust would need to drift upwards 100-200 vertical feet in order to rise 
to the same elevation as the lichens.  This would require unusual air circulation and substantial 
wind speeds.  Therefore, it is unlikely that substantial amounts of dust from the construction 
activity would reach the lichens or affect their health.  Please also note that mitigation measure 
AQ-1a provides actions to minimize the production of fugitive dust and its transport, and 
thereby minimize the potential for impacts to these lichens. 
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Response 4E 
 
The commenter recommends that the EIR be revised to illustrate more clearly the NPS proposed 
equestrian trail route through the Village area to the hiking/equestrian center and south to the 
Santa Monica Mountains.   
 
Page 3-32 of the Specific Plan states that “New development shall plan for, facilitate, and 
improve pedestrian access trails in accordance with California State Parks trail construction 
guidelines along the following creeks:  Medea Creek: concurrent with further development 
south of Agoura Road, a public trail and restoration landscaping shall be designed and 
installed.  A study to restore Medea Creek north of Agoura Road to a naturalized creek 
environment and the feasibility of establishing a bike/pedestrian trail between the Village along 
Medea Creek, under Highway 101 to the north side, adjacent to Canwood Street, shall be 
undertaken.”   
 
CEQA states that “lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do 
not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full 
disclosure is made in the EIR.”  The EIR has examined the physical effects of the known trail 
and equestrian elements of the Specific Plan and described the additional planning that is 
proposed as part of the Plan.  It is premature at this time and would be speculative for the EIR 
to examine all possible trail alignments that may be a result of future examination within the 
planning area.  Such examination is not required as part of a program EIR.   
 
Response 4F 
 
The commenter recommends a correction on page 4.10-6.  This correction was made as follows: 
 
“Other recreational facilities located within close proximity to the City include public parkland 
in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area; National Park Service-owned 
Paramount Ranch, Peter Strauss Ranch, Cheseboro Canyon; and state-owned Malibu Creek 
State Park; parks within the Conejo Valley Recreation and Park District; and parks within the 
Oak Park area including Chaparral, China Flat Trail head, Eagle View, Mae Boyer, Oak Canyon 
Community, and Valley View Neighborhood Park.” 
 
Response 4G 
 
The commenter recommends a revision to page 4.10-7.  The revision was made as follows: 
 
“Also, the presence of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area just south and 
east of the City provides year-round park resource-based recreation and education 
opportunities.” 
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Letter 5 
 
COMMENTER: Larry L. Eng, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Game 
 
DATE: December 30, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 5A 
 
The commenter notes his opinion that the DEIR fails to specifically identify a feasible alternative 
which would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, pursuant 
to CEQA guidelines 15126.6 (a), (c).  Section 15126.6 (a) states that “an EIR shall describe a range 
of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”   
 
As stated on page 6-36 of the EIR, the Reduced Build-out Density (Without Residential 
Development) was chosen as the environmentally superior alternative.  However, as provided 
on page 6-36 of the EIR, the Reduced Build out Density (Without Residential Development) was 
chosen as the environmentally superior alternative.  As discussed, this alternative “has less 
impact than the proposed project for a number of reasons.  This alternative would avoid the 
introduction of residential uses and would reduce the amount of traffic moving through the 
Specific Plan area.  This would eliminate one Class I impact associated with roadway and 
intersection traffic.  The reduction in traffic would further reduce air quality and noise related 
impacts within the area.  Additionally, this alternative would incrementally reduce impacts 
relating to biological resources and public services.”  However, this alternative was deemed 
“infeasible” since its lack of residential use fails to meet the basic goal of a “Mixed Use Village.” 
  
In light of the commenter’s notes, clarification was made regarding the use of the term 
“feasible” in Section 6.0, Alternatives.  This section outlines several alternatives that would attain 
“most” of the basic objectives of the project.  In the DEIR these alternatives were labeled as 
infeasible, meaning they did not meet the primary project objectives.  As these are reasonable 
and implementable alternatives that would reduce some of the environmental impacts of the 
project, the EIR was edited to state that an alternative would not meet the primary project 
objectives rather than that it is infeasible. Thus, the following pages were edited to more clearly 
state this aspect of each alternative:  page 6-30, 6-35, and 6-36.  As the EIR has adequately 
discussed reasonable alternatives which would avoid or substantially lessen significant effects 
of the project, but would attain most of the basic objectives of the project, no further analysis is 
necessary.  It is further noted that with the implementation of mitigation measures included in 
the EIR, the proposed project’s impacts to biological resources can be substantially reduced. 
 
Response 5B 
 
The commenter states that it is not clear whether the project site provides habitat for western 
pond turtle (WPT), a California Species of Special Concern.  The commenter recommends that 
surveys for WPT be conducted onsite.   
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Previous investigations at the project site include general biological field surveys performed for 
the Creekside EIR (for Zone B and Lindero Canyon Creek) in 1992, 1993, and 1996 by Fugro, 
and a survey performed in Zone A south in July of 2003 by a Rincon Consultants biologist 
familiar with WPT.  Although focused surveys for the WPT have not been performed on the 
site, their presence was not detected from 1992 to 2005.  The isolated and degraded nature of the 
habitat within Medea Creek most likely precludes WPT from the project site.  Potential WPT 
habitat was noted within Lindero Canyon Creek in the Creekside EIR.  However, reaches 
immediate upstream of both Medea Creek and Lindero Canyon Creek are concrete-lined and 
noted for containing large amounts of debris and litter.  Thus, current water quality within the 
project site is not anticipated to be conducive to WPT.  In addition, the proposed Specific Plan 
(page 4-46) calls for substantial setbacks from the creeks and most of the creeks and adjacent 
habitat suitable for WPT nesting are located within Zone G, which is designated for open space 
uses.  For these reasons, it is the City’s opinion that the WPT is unlikely to inhabit the project 
site and, if it did, its habitat is already being protected under the Specific Plan.  Therefore, 
further investigation for WPT on the project site is not warranted to satisfy CEQA’s 
environmental review requirements. 
 
Response 5C 
 
The commenter notes that the removal of vegetation associated with the proposed project could 
indirectly disturb nesting bird species and suggests further measures to minimize disturbance 
to birds.  
 
Potential impacts to raptors are discussed in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, under Impact BIO-
1.  Mitigation Measure BIO-1(c) includes stipulations that if vegetation clearing (including tree 
pruning and removal) or other project construction is conducted during the raptor nesting 
season, a site survey for active nests shall be conducted prior to this scheduled activity.  In 
response to this comment, this measure will be revised to read as follows: 
 

BIO-1(c) Bird Nesting Surveys.  If vegetation clearing (including tree pruning and 
removal) or other project construction is to be initiated during the bird 
breeding season (February 1 through August 31), pre-construction/grading 
surveys shall be conducted by a qualified ornithologist (a person with a 
biology degree and/or established skills in bird recognition).  Surveys shall 
begin 30 days prior to initial disturbance activities and shall continue weekly, 
with the last survey being conducted no more than three days prior to the 
initiation of clearance/construction work.  If special status bird species are 
observed nesting within 500 feet of construction/grading areas, all 
construction or grading activities will be postponed or halted at the 
discretion of the biologist until the nest is vacated and the juveniles have 
fledged or when there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. 

 
Limits of construction to avoid a nest should be established in the field with 
flagging and stakes or construction fencing.  Construction personnel should 
be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.  The applicant should record the 
results of the recommended protective measures described above to 
document compliance with applicable State and federal laws pertaining to 
the protection of native birds. 
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Response 5D 
 
The commenter agrees with the EIR that the project would likely require a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement, and early consultation with the Department of Fish and Game is recommended to 
facilitate this process.  The commenter further notes that the Department of Fish and Game has 
observed an ongoing water pollution problem in the form of trash materials within Medea 
Creek south of the concrete lined channel near the 101 freeway and continuing downstream 
past the Kanan/Cornell Road intersection.  The commenter states an opinion that these 
materials appear to originate from upstream suburban sources and roadside dumping, and that 
the proposed project is likely to further exacerbate this problem.  The commenter also 
recommends a 100 foot natural buffer from the outside edge of the riparian zone on each side of 
a drainage.   
 
Comments regarding the need for the Streambed Alteration Agreement are noted.  The EIR 
addresses water quality issues in section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.  This section discusses 
urban uses and related pollutant loadings, and the BMPs, development design standards, and 
regulatory requirements that would minimize these impacts.  There is no evidence in itself that 
the project given the current regulatory requirements would cumulatively affect water quality 
since the purpose of these regulations is to reduce such effects to a less than significant level.  
Furthermore, buildout in the City is likely to reduce illegal dumping into the creeks since access 
to the creeks would be further limited and the creeks would be more closely monitored (i.e. 
pedestrian use of nearby trails).  In addition, the Specific Plan (page 4-46) includes a policy 
which requires a 50-100 foot buffer from the outside edge of a riparian zone and the EIR also 
provides a mitigation measure that requires a minimum 50-100 foot buffer of native vegetation 
be maintained between urban development and adjacent sensitive native habitats (BIO-2(a)).  
Thus it appears that the Specific Plan and EIR have addressed the commenter’s concerns. 
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 Letter 6 
 
COMMENTER: Brian Wallace, Associate Regional Planner, Southern California Association of 

Governments 
 
DATE: December 22, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 6 
 
The commenter notes that the EIR addresses SCAG’s policies and forecasts appropriately and 
has provided sufficient explanation of how the project helps meet and support regional goals. 
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 Letter 7 
 
COMMENTER: Cheryl J. Powell, IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 
 
DATE: December 30, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 7A 
 
The commenter notes agreement with the EIR’s conclusion that the project will have an 
unavoidable and significant impact on the US 101 freeway.   
 
This comment is noted; however, a separate feasible mitigation that will provide level of service 
C has been developed for this intersection. This mitigation measure will be included in the Final 
EIR and would reduce the Class I impact to a Class II (significant but mitigable) impact.  The 
new mitigation measure is provided in Section 4.11, Transportation and Circulation, as follows: 
 

“Additional capacity on the northbound and southbound approaches will 
need to be provided at this intersection to provide LOS C operations. The 
required improvements are outlined below: 

  
 There are three northbound receiving lanes provided on the north side of the 

intersection.  Under the proposed intersection design, two lanes continue 
onto the overpass and one lane traps into the U.S. 101 Southbound On-Ramp. 
The northbound approach would contain one through lane and one shared 
through/right-turn lane. This approach should be widened to provide two 
through lanes and one shared through/right-turn lane.   

 
 Under the proposed intersection design, the southbound approach would 

contain one left-turn lane, two through lanes and one right-turn lane. To 
provide LOS C during the P.M. peak hour, a second southbound left-turn 
lane is needed. There is sufficient roadway width provided on the north leg 
of the intersection and the overpass to provide dual left-turn lanes, two 
through lanes and a right-turn lane on the southbound approach, and retain 
the three northbound receiving lanes provided on the north side of the 
intersection. The bike lane on the southbound approach shown on the 
proposed intersection design would need to be eliminated. It is noted that the 
lane widths on the north leg (11-foot left-turn lanes, 11-foot through lanes 
and 12 to 13-foot right-turn lanes) would be less than the lane widths 
specified by Caltrans (12-foot left-turn lanes, 12-foot through lanes and 16-
foot right-turn lanes), and would require approval of a design exception.  

 
 Additionally, the east leg of the intersection (Roadside Drive) would need to 

be widened to the south to provide two receiving lanes. 
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 Implementation of the above improvements would result in LOS C (V/C 
0.78). The mitigated geometry is shown below followed by the mitigated 
level of service as shown in Table 4.11-10.” 

 
Kanan Road-Roadside Drive/U.S. 101 Southbound Ramps 

Mitigated Intersection Geometry 
  

 
Scenario 

 
Northbound 

 
Southbound 

 
Eastbound 

 
Westbound 

Future Geometry T  TR L  TT  R L  LTR  R L  R 
Mitigated Geometry TT  TR LL  TT  R L  LTR R L  R 

L =left-turn lane , LT = left-turn/through lane, LTR = left-turn/through/right turn lane two right-turn lane, T = through lane, R = 
right turn lane, RT = right turn/through lane 

 
Additionally, the Mitigated P.M. Peak Hour in Table 4.11-10 was revised for the intersection at 
Kanan Rd/Roadside Dr - U.S. 101 SB from 0.84/LOS D to 0.78/LOS C.  Thus, completion of the 
additional improvements mitigatioin provided in the EIR would mitigate future traffic impacts 
at all intersections affected by the project to a less than significant level. 
 
Response 7B 
 
The commenter requests clarification regarding the use of “N.A” for the Palo Comado Cyn 
Rd/SR-101 NB mitigated P.M. Peak Hour entry in Table 4.11-10.  The commenter also notes 
agreement with mitigation measures proposed, and adds that all measures should be 
completed prior to project build-out year to avoid any significant traffic impact on the State 
facilities. 
 
The “N/A” in Tables 4.10-9 and 4.10-10 should be changed into: 
 
Table 4.10-9: 0.64/LOS B 
Table 4.10-10: 0.76/LOS C 
 
In addition, the level of service calculation worksheets were added to Appendix D, the Traffic 
Technical Appendix of the EIR.  
 
The following additional language was added to Measure T-2(b) to further address mitigation 
of potential impacts at this intersection. 
 

“City staff have indicated that several improvement options for the 
intersection are being evaluated as part of the traffic study underway for a 
school site proposed east of Palo Camado Canyon Road within County 
limits. Improvement options include installation of a signal, widening of the 
overpass and/or approaches, or construction of a roundabout at this 
location.” 

 
Response 7C 
 
The commenter notes that an Encroachment Permit from the California Department of 
Transportation would be necessary for work performed within the State right-of-way and the 
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transportation of heavy construction vehicles on State highways will require a Caltrans 
transportation permit.  The commenter’s observation is noted; however, these permits would be 
necessary on a project-by-project basis and would be required for individual project 
applications.  Additionally, the commenter recommends that the project include a truck/traffic 
construction management plan that includes a provision that the movement of large trucks be 
limited to off-peak commute periods.  In response to this comment the following requirement 
was added to mitigation measure AQ-2, “construction contractors shall limit the movement of 
large trucks to off-peak commute hours.” 
 
Response 7D 
 
The commenter notes that water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles and Ventura 
counties and requests that the project be designed to discharge clean run-off water.   
 
The EIR addresses water quality issues in section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.  This section 
discusses urban uses and related pollutant loadings, and the BMPs, development design 
standards, and regulatory requirements that would minimize these impacts.   
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Letter 8 
 
COMMENTER: Eugene Talmadge, Planning Administrator, Las Virgenes Municipal Water 

District
 
DATE: December 07, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 8A 
 
The commenter acknowledges that the Draft EIR reasonably estimates the project demand and 
local availability of wastewater and potable water capacity.  Comment noted. 

 
Response 8B 
 
The commenter advocates for strict water conservation measures as conditions of approval 
under the Specific Plan.   
 
Impact PS-2 discusses the types of water conservation measures suggested by the commenter 
and notes that these measures would be required of all future land uses in the Specific Plan 
area.   
 
Response 8C 
 
The commenter states that recycled waterlines are available in close proximity to the project site 
and should be extended to serve this project for irrigation and water conservation purposes.   
 
Impact PS-2 notes that new development within the Specific Plan area would be required to 
comply with the Water Conservation in Landscaping Ordinance (AB 325), which requires the 
most efficient use of water in the landscape, including the use of recycled water for landscaping 
and planting with drought tolerant vegetation (Government Code Section 65591-65600).  This 
section further states that the LVMWD encourages extensions of the reclaimed water system to 
provide landscape irrigation as part of its potable water conservation efforts.   
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Letter 9 
 
COMMENTER: Elizabeth Cheadle, Chairperson, Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
 
DATE: November 30, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 9A 
 
The commenter notes that the 32 acres along the southern boundary of the Specific Plan (Zone G 
west of Kanan Road) is land already owned by the City and has been offered as a dedication to the 
Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA), the Conservancy’s joint powers 
partner.  The MRCA took a Governing Board action to accept this open space land, but the 
transaction has not been completed.  The commenter feels that the Final EIR should explain why 
this open space was added to the Specific Plan, when the land use has already been determined.  
 
The developable area located at the southwestern corner of the intersection of Agoura and Kanan 
Road was part of a larger parcel at the time of the NOP.  The southern part of this parcel included 
open space land.  The Specific Plan area had been revised to include the open space portion of the 
parcel because the Specific Plan boundary is based on property ownership.  The parcel has now 
been divided; however, with the full portions of the parcels included.  The City now owns the open 
space portion of this property and a separate parcel, and intends to transfer ownership to the 
MRCA sometime in 2006.  The newly created southerly parcel will be restricted to open space. 
 
Response 9B 
 
The commenter notes that the Specific Plan would guide future development, and full build out 
would result in residential units; building area that could include office, retail, restaurant, 
community center, and hotel development; and redevelopment of existing office and retail space.  
The commenter states that a Zoning Ordinance amendment and Plan amendments would need to 
be adopted.   
 
As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, “Upon adoption, the ‘Specific Plan’ designation 
would become the underlying General Plan designation for the project area.  While future 
projects within the Specific Plan area would be required to be processed through the City’s 
development review and approval procedures, no future General Plan Amendments or zone 
changes would be required to implement subsequent development, provided that such 
development was consistent with the provisions of the Specific Plan.  The Specific Plan would 
change the current Commercial-Retail Service (CG), Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, and 
Business Park - Office/Retail (BP-O/R) land use designations to Agoura Village Specific Plan 
designation.”  Additionally, this section notes “Any future development would undergo 
individual project review in accordance with locally adopted City policies and procedures and 
State law.”  No further analysis is necessary. 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
47  

 
Response 9C
 
The commenter emphasizes the Specific Plan area as a major gateway to the Santa Monica 
Mountains National Recreation Area.  The commenter notes numerous reasons why the project 
area south of Agoura Road should be considered a significant resource.  Reasons the 
commenter believes this area to be significant include, but are not limited to:  it contributes to 
an east-west habitat linkage across Kanan Road; is part of Lady Face Mountain core habitat; is 
integral with the core habitat of the Santa Monica Mountains; is located upstream of the 
confluence of two blue line streams; supports some of the highest quality creek habitat in the 
City; three federally listed plants and several sensitive vegetation communities exist on site; and 
the project is adjacent to a Significant Ecological Area.  The commenter notes that the rigor of 
environmental analysis for these and other resources of this area, as well as the ultimate version 
of the Specific Plan that is approved by the City, will reflect upon whether the City has 
adequately protected this gateway.   
 
This comment is noted; however, consideration for each of the commenter’s reasons for why 
this area is considered a significant resource were discussed in the EIR.  Specifically, Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, discussed the potential for habitat linkages in detail on pages 4.3-23 through 
4.3-30, and 4.3-43 through 4.3-44.  As stated under Impact BIO-5, “The undeveloped southern 
half of the Specific Plan area is located adjacent to existing urban and developed uses and is 
bordered directly to the north by a heavily traveled arterial roadway (Agoura Road).  Much of 
the land has been previously disturbed and utilized for stockpiling of soils and machinery.  The 
southern undeveloped portion of the Specific Plan area has also been fragmented by a large 
arterial roadway, Kanan Road, and a smaller roadway, Cornell Road, into three isolated patches 
of habitat.”  Therefore, impacts to wildlife corridors would be considered less than significant 
and no mitigation would be necessary. 
 
Section 4.3 also discussed existing conditions of, as well as potential impacts to, wildlife habitat 
(including riparian and aquatic habitats), vegetation communities, and the presence of sensitive 
species and communities of concern.   
 
As stated in the EIR, impacts to sensitive species, including nesting raptors and migratory birds 
and impacts to sensitive communities would be considered Class II, significant but mitigable.  
Measures BIO-1(a) – BIO-1(c) and BIO-2(a) – BIO-2(c) would be required in order to reduce 
impacts to sensitive species and sensitive communities to a less than significant level.. 
 
Water quality in both Lindero Canyon and Medea Creek were discussed in detail in Section 4.3 
and Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.  Specifically, mitigation measures BIO-4(a) – BIO-
4(c) address impacts to wetlands and measures HYD-1 and HYD-4 address impacts related to 
water quality.  Other issues noted by the commenter include the location of the Plan area within 
the Malibu Creek watershed.  Again, this was discussed in Sections 4.3 and 4.7.  The commenter 
also noted that the site provides a significant viewshed from Kanan Road.  The commenter 
should refer to Section 4.1, Aesthetics, Impacts AES-1 and AES-3.   
 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
48  

Response 9D 
 
The commenter states that one of the primary concerns is that the DEIR does not place an adequate 
emphasis on avoidance of significant adverse environmental impacts and, thus, acts contrary to the 
spirit and intent of CEQA.  The commenter states that given the regional importance of the location 
of the project site, the numerous sensitive biological resources on the site, and the potential for 
numerous significant adverse impacts to biological resources, the only sound public policy is to 
make a concerted effort to avoid significant adverse environmental impacts.  The commenter 
further states an opinion that the DEIR concentrates more on mitigation rather than avoidance 
when there may be a significant adverse impact, and that analysis of impacts and mitigation are 
deferred to future CEQA documents.   
 
Mitigation includes avoid, minimize, rectify (repair, rehabilitate, restore), reduce over time, and 
compensate.  One of the purposes of the Specific Plan in itself is to avoid and minimize impacts 
to identified important resources, particularly natural resources, which could otherwise be 
affected during piecemeal development within the area that is consistent and allowable under 
the City’s General Plan.  Protection guidelines that seek avoidance of impacts are detailed on 
pages 4-46 and 4-47 of the Specific Plan.  In addition, Zone G of the Specific Plan as illustrated 
on Figure 2-4 of the EIR indicates those areas where suburban development is to be avoided by 
implementation of the Specific Plan.  The Draft EIR does not specifically discuss this as 
“mitigation actions” that avoid impacts because these are part of the proposed project; 
nonetheless, they provide significant beneficial effects for identified sensitive resources. 
 
Based on these comments the Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a), BIO-2(b) and BIO-2(c) (pages 4.3-
32 through 4.3-38) were edited to more clearly discuss impacts to sensitive areas south of 
Lindero Canyon Creek.   Specifically, BIO-1(a) was revised to prohibit (=avoid) development 
within that area of Zone B located south of Lindero Canyon Creek.  Additionally, each measure 
was revised to read “avoidance shall be required unless the applicant proves that avoidance 
would cause undue harm for the remaining project.”  Further, if avoidance is shown to be 
infeasible, other mitigation in the form of rectification (restoration or replanting) is required, 
along with a monitoring plan to measure the success of restoration.  The required level of 
success for Santa Monica Mountains dudleya, Agoura Hills dudleya, and Lyon’s pentachaeta 
shall be defined at a minimum as a demonstration of three consecutive years of growth of a 
population equal to or greater than that, which would be lost due to the project.  This level of 
success shall be achieved prior to removal of the impacted population.  The mitigation ratio is a 
minimum 2:1 for Southern Arroyo Willow Riparian Forest.   
 
With respect to the level of detail within the document and the need for subsequent 
environmental documents, the EIR is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15146, 
which states “the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of 
specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.  An EIR on a 
construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than 
will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 
because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy.  An EIR on a 
project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local 
general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the 
adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific 
construction projects that might follow.”   
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The EIR is a programmatic EIR intended to identify programmatic mitigation.  As defined in the 
CEQA guidelines, Section 15168 (a)(3), “a program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a 
series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related…in connection 
with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a 
continuing program.”  This approach was chosen pursuant to CEQA guidelines as it allows “the 
Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program wide mitigation measures at an 
early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or cumulative 
impacts, and allow reduction in paperwork.” 
 
Response 9E
 
The commenter notes that adequate specificity about environmental impacts must be included in 
the FEIR and must not be deferred to CEQA documents for individual projects that will be 
proposed later.  As an example, the commenter recommends that the EIR include a quantification 
of impacts to vegetation types (including fuel modification impacts), and a figure showing the fuel 
modification boundaries overlain on the vegetation types.  The commenter further states that if the 
exact extent of such boundaries is not available, then development bubbles should be shown, 
within which all project-impacts would be limited, including fuel modification impacts and 
drainage facilities. 
 
This commented is noted and while we agree that it is always better to know the exact acreage 
of vegetation types that may be affected by a project, the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15146) state 
that “the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity 
involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.  An EIR on a construction 
project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project than will be an EIR 
on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance because the effects 
of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy.  An EIR on a project such as the 
adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan should 
focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, 
but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific construction projects that might 
follow.”  Therefore, the specificity provided in the AVSP EIR, and the use of estimates and 
assumptions clearly outlined in the EIR, is consistent with the intent of CEQA. 
 
Further, pursuant to CEQA Section 15204, reviewers of an EIR “should be aware that the 
adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such 
as the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the 
geographic scope of the project.  CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation.”  Therefore, as the exact distribution of 
allowed uses cannot be determined at this time, the EIR’s examination of a range of potential 
uses and a worst case scenario based on full buildout of the Specific Plan illustrates the EIR’s 
attempt at full disclosure in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at issue and the 
severity of its likely environmental impacts. 
 
Response 9F
 
The commenter states the opinion that the EIR alternative analysis is deficient because there are 
no project footprints, but only development bubbles with numbers of dwelling units and 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
50  

commercial/retail/office square feet.  The commenter feels that the reviewer cannot visualize 
the extent of the footprints and whether, where, and to what extent impacts to biological 
resources are reduced.  The commenter further states that the FEIR should include at least one 
alternative that shows a reasonable effort to further avoid significant adverse ecological impacts 
and that avoidance of significant adverse environmental impacts should be the driver of the 
alternatives analysis.  The commenter has provided an example alternative which she feels 
should be included in the EIR.   
 
As noted in CEQA Section 15126.6, “an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to 
the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider 
every conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public 
participation.”    
 
The EIR analyzes five reasonable alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 
the project.  Each alternative analysis in the EIR describes in detail the location, square footage 
per zone, boundaries, and development type as compared with the proposed Specific Plan.  
Each alternative is illustrated in a graphic that delineates the boundary and buildable square 
footage per zone.  Additionally, a table summarizing, per zone, the total area; existing 
development square footage; proposed developable square footage and number of residential 
units; and the total combined allowable square footage and residential development is provided 
for each alternative.  Further, each alternative was analyzed for the following impacts:  
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, geology, hazards, historic and archaeological 
resources, hydrology and water quality, land use, noise, public services, and transportation and 
circulation.  Thus, the EIR has considered a range of reasonable alternatives.  Because the exact 
extent of development is not known at this time, the impact and alternatives analysis cannot be 
delineated exactly, but instead is delineated in accordance with the CEQA guidelines for a 
programmatic EIR, as described above.  Although the alternative proposed by the SMMC was 
not chosen for analysis in the EIR, the document clearly states that the alternative was 
considered but rejected as it would fail to meet most of the basic objectives of the project.  
Therefore, the EIR need not further analyze the alternative suggested by the SMMC.  
 
Response 9G
 
The commenter feels that an alternative analysis should consider the following three portions of 
the project:  (1)  the area of Lindero Canyon Creek, west of Kanan Road, south of Agoura Road, 
(2)  the area of Medea Creek, east of Kanan Road, south of Agoura Road, and (3) the area east of 
Cornell Road, south of Agoura Road. 
 
With respect to the first area, the commenter recommends greater avoidance of important 
biological resources in Zones B and F.  The commenter notes the EIR references buffers to creeks 
on the order of 50-100 feet, but there appear to be no or minimual buffers to Lindero Creek in 
Zone B.  The commenter further states that the EIR must address how the proposed project and 
each alternative could degrade wildlife utilization of this section of the Creek. 
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This comment is noted; however, the Specific Plan and EIR have addressed in detail the 
biological resources within this portion of the EIR.  The reviewer should refer to Section 4.3, 
Biological Resources, and 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality.  In regards to buffers, as noted in the 
EIR, the Specific Plan includes multiple development standards intended to increase 
consideration for natural resources in the planning process for new developments.  For projects 
adjacent to Medea, Lindero and Chesebro Creeks, it is the developer’s responsibility to prepare 
a riparian habitat and creek protection program and implement it. Such programs shall be 
prepared by a qualified biologist and shall, to the extent feasible, avoid encroachment into any 
riparian areas and provide an adequate buffer distance to adjacent development. The buffer 
shall be at least 50-100 feet from the edge of riparian vegetation of either side of the creek. The 
specific dimensions will depend on the value of the habitat.  Trails and bicycle paths may be 
allowed in the buffer, depending on the particular design characteristics and on site habitat.  
Further, the EIR requires mitigation which requires that a minimum buffer zone of 50-100 feet 
of native vegetation shall be maintained between urban development and adjacent sensitive 
native habitats.  Such vegetation should be sensitive to, and similar in nature to, the natural 
environment surrounding the sensitive native habitats.  Thus, although it is not provided in a 
graphic in the EIR, requirements of the Specific Plan and EIR call for minimum buffer of 50 to 
100 feet from the outer edge of riparian vegetation and from the exterior of urban uses adjacent 
to any sensitive habitats.   
 
Additionally, as stated in Response 9D Mitigation Measures BIO-1(a), BIO-2(b) and BIO-2(c) 
(pages 4.3-32 through 4.3-38) were edited to more clearly address impacts to sensitive areas 
south of Lindero Canyon Creek. Specifically, BIO-1(a) was edited to prohibit development 
within that area of Zone B, located south of Lindero Canyon Creek.  The above measures should 
better reflect the intent of the EIR to avoid potentially significant impacts.  Although the 
commenter notes that Zone F should be excluded from the project or a project alternative, this 
area has been highly disturbed, and as discussed in the EIR, does not contain any known 
occurrences of sensitive species or communities of concern.   
 
With respect to the second area, the commenter feels that reductions of the project east of Kanan 
Road, in the vicinity of Medea Creek, should also be reflected in the proposed project and FEIR 
alternatives.  The commenter further notes the aesthetic and sensitive archaeological value of 
this area.  The commenter recommends that Medea Creek be avoided such that a swath of 
undisturbed habitat is permanently preserved along the southern project boundary.  The 
commenter also suggests that an alternative prohibit development in this area, such that 
development would be limited to the boundary shown on the attached figure.  Thus, this 
alternative would eliminate the hiking and equestrian trail/center.   
 
As mentioned above, the project as proposed would provide a buffer of 50-100 feet from the 
outer edge of riparian vegetation along Medea Creek, as appropriate based on existing 
conditions.  This provision is intended to be somewhat flexible given the variability of 
conditions within creek.  Thus, the 50 foot buffer would be more appropriate within the 
channelized portions of Medea Creek and the 100 foot buffer (or more, as to the discretion of the 
City) would be appropriate along the southern reaches of the stream.  The figure provided by 
the SMMC delineates the southern boundary of Zone A south roughly 200 feet from the outer 
edge of riparian vegetation along Medea Creek.  Although this is double the buffer of that 
provided in the Specific Plan, it should be noted that without the Specific Plan this area would 
be developed under the existing General Plan which provides no such buffer.  Additionally, 
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alternative 5 has provided for a reduced buildout density without residential development.  
Although the alternative graphic, Figure 6-5, does not specifically show movement of the 
southern boundary in Zone A south, this alternative would reduce buildout in this zone from 
119,000 sf and 118 residential units to 85,000 sf and no residential units.  Thus, as discussed 
under section 6.5.3, “the reduction in overall building density would allow for more open space 
and may better preserve oak trees onsite.  Overall, biological resource impacts would be similar 
to, but slightly less than those under the proposed Specific Plan.”  The commenter’s suggestion 
is noted; however, CEQA states, “lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good 
faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”  The EIR has made a good faith effort at full 
disclosure and has provided reasonable alternatives which would reduce the level of impact of 
the project related to that area near Medea Creek. 
 
With regards to the third area, the commenter feels that the southern portion of Zone E (Refer to 
Figure provided) should be excluded from project development.  The commenter reasons this 
area should be protected due to the presence of oak woodlands, rare plant species and 
adjacency to other existing open space south of the project.   
 
This comment is noted; however, the EIR clearly delineates and discusses each of the above 
resources.  As shown on Figure 2-4, the Specific Plan designates as open space the area known 
to contain Federally Threatened Agoura Hills dudleya.  The area noted as oak woodland is also 
discussed in the EIR; however, this area is outside of the Specific Plan boundary.  As discussed 
on page 4.3-8, a few oaks are scattered around the project area and along Agoura Road.  
Although several oaks are located north and south of Agoura Road, these oaks have been 
reduced to ornamental tree status by past development and no longer comprise oak woodlands. 
 The EIR also discusses the project’s adjacency to Las Virgenes SEA #6 on page 4.3-23.   
 
Response  9H
 
The commenter notes that as development proceeds on other areas of the project site, we can 
expect the runoff to Medea Creek to increase and that the increase in flow may result in 
increased riparian habitat, thus making this described area even more important for wildlife 
habitat.   
 
The possible effect of enhanced riparian habitat would be a beneficial impact of the project.  The 
comment is noted. 
 
Response 9I
 
The commenter notes that the Specific Plan proposes to install a public trail and restoration 
landscaping along Cheseboro, Medea, and Lindero Canyon Creeks.  The commenter feels that 
the FEIR should specificy that under no circumstances would trails be placed within/under the 
willow or other riparian canopy.  The commenter further notes that the FEIR should specify that 
trails shall be located no less than 10 to 20 (preferred) feet from the edge of the willow or other 
riparian canopy.   
 
In response to this comment Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a) was amended to read as follows: 
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BIO-2(a)   Buffer Zones.  A minimum buffer zone of 50-100 feet of native vegetation 
shall be maintained between urban development and adjacent sensitive 
native habitats.  Such vegetation should be sensitive, and similar in nature, to 
the natural environment surrounding the sensitive native habitats.  Further, 
equestrian trails shall be located no less than 10 to 20 (preferred) feet from the 
edge of the exterior riparian canopy. 

 
Response 9J
 
The commenter notes that approximately 32 acres would be preserved as open space along the 
southern boundary of the project area.  The commenter states that there is no explanation for 
how this open space will be managed or permanently protected and that the EIR should include 
mitigation which requires that any open space areas in the project, and all alternatives, be 
dedicated in fee title to an appropriate public entity capable of managing open space resource 
protection and recreational use.  The commenter recommends the MRCA, the Conservancy’s 
joint powers partner, as an appropriate entity for this dedication.  Further, the commenter 
suggests that a Communities Facility District or sufficient funds from the developer (e.g. in the 
form of a non-wasting endowment), be required in a mitigation measure to fund long-term 
management and maintenance of the open space. 
 
As noted by this commenter, long-term management of open space areas is an important 
element of the successful implementation of the Specific Plan.  As discussed in EIR Section 4.10, 
Public Services, “The City requires that all private developers proposing residential projects 
within the City either dedicate land for park facilities or pay a fee in lieu of providing parkland. 
 The current land dedication fee requirement equals the required acreage of local park space 
multiplied by the fair market value of the land, as determined by the last tax bill.  These fees are 
collected by the City in association with the development application approval process and 
shall be used only for the purpose of developing new, or rehabilitating existing, recreational 
facilities to serve the development for which the fees were paid.”   
 
Therefore, dedication of lands or payment of fees is required of developers.  However, in 
response to this comment the following language was added under Mitigation Measures for 
Impact PS-7.  “Developers may dedicate in fee title to an appropriate entity (as determined by 
the City) capable of managing open space for resource protection and recreational use in 
perpetuity.”  Thus, in-lieu fees and dedicated lands shall be managed by the City or an 
appropriate entity as determined by the City.  This issue will be discussed as part of the 
individual development project review and approval program; where additional measures and 
conditions may be placed on a given development project. 
 
Response 9K 
 
The commenter notes that if fuel modification is required on any public open space, easements 
should be provided in favor of the development entity to allow for privately funded fuel 
modification on public land.   
 
This comment is noted; however as explained in Measure PS-3(a), “Individual project 
applicants shall develop a Fuel Modification Plan for all development areas within or adjacent 
to wildland fire hazard areas.  These plans shall be subject to review and approval by the Los 
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Angeles County Fire Department Fuel Modification Unit.  The FMP shall be submitted to the 
City Planning and Community Development Department prior to issuance of a grading or 
building permit.”  Additionally, Mitigation Measure BIO-6(b) also addresses fuel modification 
requirements.   
 
However, in response to the comment the following addition was made to measure PS-3(a).   
 

“Funding and execution of all measures required in the FMP shall be the 
responsibility of individual developers or land owners.  Prior to approval of 
the FMP the City shall confirm that appropriate easements have been secured 
and that long-term funding mechanisms area in place to ensure successful 
implementation of the FMP.” 
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Letter 10 
 
COMMENTER: Rossana D’Antonio, Assistant Division Engineer, Los Angeles County 

Department of Public Works 
 
DATE: January 11, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 10 
 
The commenter notes that as discussed in the EIR, future development may include facilities 
requiring long-term maintenance by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD).  
LACFCD activities include vehicular access, periodic cleanout with equipment operation and 
vegetation removal.  If these facilities require regulatory agency permits for construction and 
maintenance, Public Works should be contacted during the application process to obtain a complete 
description of maintenance activities.   
 
This comment is noted. 
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Letter 11 
 
COMMENTER: Joe Decruyenaere, Staff Biologist, Los Angeles County Department of 

Regional Planning 
 
DATE: November 30, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 11A 
 
The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR is not precise in delineating the biological 
resources within the Specific Plan area and defers mitigation for many of the impacts associated 
with the plan.  The commenter states that the County is of the opinion that more specificity in 
mitigation measures is needed based on the fact that much of the planned development associated 
with implementing the Specific Plan is already known. 
 
Please see responses to comments 11B through 11U with respect to specific issues regarding the 
delineation of biological resources.  In general reference to specificity, State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15146 states that “the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to the 
degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the EIR.  An EIR 
on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the specific effects of the project 
than will be an EIR on the adoption of a local general plan or comprehensive zoning ordinance 
because the effects of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy.  An EIR on a 
project such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local 
general plan should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the 
adoption or amendment, but the EIR need not be as detailed as an EIR on the specific 
construction projects that might follow.”  Therefore, the specificity provided in the AVSP EIR is 
consistent with the intent of CEQA. 
 
Further, the EIR is a programmatic EIR intended to identify programmatic mitigation.  As 
defined in the CEQA guidelines, Section 15168 (a)(3), “a program EIR is an EIR which may be 
prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related…in 
connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the 
conduct of a continuing program.”  This approach was chosen pursuant to CEQA guidelines as 
it allows “the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide mitigation 
measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with basic problems or 
cumulative impacts, and allow reduction in paperwork.”  Refer to Response 16D for more 
information on programmatic EIRs. 
 
Thus, the Agoura Village Specific Plan is intended to contain flexibility to accommodate a broad 
range of densities that may be proposed for the project area, to include, but not be limited to, 
densities that may accommodate the pending developments within the Specific Plan area.  This 
provides for a more conservative analysis by examining cumulative impacts that would be 
greater than those associated with the individual proposed developments.  The mitigation 
measures have been written to address the general impacts associated with the pending and as 
yet unknown development that would be consistent with the Specific Plan as a whole.   Further, 
each project specific application may require stand-alone CEQA documentation that would be 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
63  

prepared as part of the individual project entitlement process.  To the extent that the projects 
are consistent with the Specific Plan and the Program EIR, subsequent environmental 
documents would be able to focus on project specific details not already addressed in the 
Program EIR.   
 
In reference to the commenter’s opinion that the EIR defers mitigation, CEQA Section 15126.4 
(B) states that “where several measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should be 
discussed and the basis for selecting a particular measure should be identified.  Formulation of 
mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time.  However, measures may 
specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and 
which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.”  This section is particularly 
important where the extent of an impact may not be known.  For instance, although several 
development projects have been proposed for the Specific Plan, the EIR examined a greater 
level of development than that proposed by the individual pending projects in order to consider 
a worst case scenario.  Therefore, the EIR provided mitigation measures with performance 
standards that would apply to impacts of varying degrees (i.e. the worst case scenario or only 
the development eventually proposed under the individual projects).  Examples of mitigation 
measures with such performance standards are BIO-2(b) – BIO-2(c). Each of these measures 
requires an indication of performance criteria, monitoring effort, and contingency planning.  
The use of performance standards is permitted under CEQA and is not a deferral of mitigation. 
 
Where biological resources have been documented or presumed to have the potential for 
presence, mitigation has been required to either avoid such areas (most of which is contained in 
the Zone G open space area), or to verify the absence of important biological resources so that 
take of important biological resources is minimized.  The need for future detailed analyses will 
be dependent on actual future design submittals, which cannot be forecast at this time.  Since 
the EIR includes specific performance standards that would mitigate the significant effects of 
such future submittals, it does not defer mitigation, but requires consideration for future and 
changing conditions as projects build out over the long term under the Specific Plan. 
 
Response 11B 
 
The commenter states that valley oak savanna is not discussed as a habitat type within the EIR.   
The opinion of the commenter that some undefined areas south of Agoura Road are “valley oak 
savanna” is noted.  As mentioned in Section 4.3, Biological Resources, vegetation communities 
were described using Holland (1986, 1990), modified as appropriate to conform to the more 
recently accepted series concepts of Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf (1995).  Neither of these 
classification systems have a specific category for “valley oak savanna,” nor do the California 
Department of Fish and Game Wildlife Habitat Relationship System or the Natural Diversity 
Data Base describe “savanna.”  These classification systems would tend to characterize 
“savanna” as open oak woodlands, but it is difficult to determine where a woodland is present 
as opposed to simply adjacent grasslands when trees are few and scattered.  As such, oak 
savanna tends to be difficult to characterize since the limit between it and adjacent grasslands is 
not defined except as a qualitative opinion by individual biologists.  One to two isolated oaks 
would not be sufficient in the biological opinion of the EIR consultant to justify describing a 
much larger area as “valley oak savanna.”  The EIR consultant’s biologists conducted a general 
field reconnaissance of the Specific Plan area for the purpose of classifying the vegetation in 
addition to previous vegetation community classifications in the project area prepared by others 
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(see Section 4.3 for an explanation of sources used).  Based on the field reconnaissance, it was 
determined that those oaks in the southern portion of the site south of Agoura Road have been 
exposed to extensive fire hazard clearance activities for several decades, including disking on at 
least an annual basis, which has removed all native understory in this area and replaced it by 
weedy annuals.  As such, it was determined that it would be inappropriate to characterize these 
oaks as “oak woodland” since they have been largely reduced to landscaping status, especially 
those within a hundred feet of the roadways.  In addition, the open areas near the trees in this 
area was dominated by non-native weeds and given the constant disturbance regime, it was 
judged that this area was best characterized as “ruderal/disturbed” rather than grassland, 
which would be necessary to characterize an open oak woodland mixture with an understory of 
grasses as “savanna.”  It is the EIR consultant’s biological opinion that given the disturbances in 
this area, the ecological functions that would be associated with a “savanna” condition are 
lacking in the Specific Plan area. 
 
The commenter also notes that the EIR does not discuss California Oak Woodlands Law (SB 
1334).  The California Oak Woodland Law was added to the California Public Resources Code, 
Section 21083.4 and notes that “a county shall determine whether a project within its 
jurisdiction may result in a conversion of oak woodlands that will have a significant effect on 
the environment.”  The Specific Plan is located within the City of Agoura Hills and does not fall 
within Los Angeles County jurisdiction.  Further, the City of Agoura Hills Oak Tree 
Preservation Ordinance has higher threshold criteria and mitigation requirements than does the 
California Oak Woodlands Law and, thus, would supersede the provisions of that law.   
 
Response 11C 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the vegetation map (Figure 4.3-1) is inadequately 
detailed and does not differentiate between disturbed, ruderal, developed, annual grassland 
and valley oak savanna habitats.   
 
Please see prior discussion in Response 11B.  The vegetation map does clearly differentiate 
between developed and disturbed areas, which are also apparent by the use of an aerial 
photograph as the base.  Ruderal and disturbed areas contain largely the same floral elements, 
and no differentiation between the two is necessary.  Because of ongoing disturbance of the site, 
only limited patches of the open vegetation is describable as annual grassland (namely 
dominated by grasses as compared to herbaceous annuals) and distinguishing between this 
community type and the ruderal/disturbed areas does not provide any additional information 
relative to biological impact assessment since annual grassland is widespread, is not rare, and is 
not considered a sensitive community.  Figure 4.3-1 illustrates the area containing native 
perennial grassland, which is considered a sensitive community.   
 
Response 11D 
 
The commenter notes that on page 4.3-7 the use of “Coastal Sage Scrub” in the second sentence 
of the second paragraph is distracting.   
 
Per the commenter’s note “Coastal Sage Scrub” (Holland designation) was replaced with 
“coyote brush series” (Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf designation). 
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Response 11E 
 
The commenter notes that on page 4.3-7 of the Setting the identification of “a variety of Willow” 
as “Salix spp.” is incorrect biologically and insufficient from an impact-assessment perspective.   
 
The abbreviation “spp.” (plural) indicates “several unknown species” and is appropriate for the 
treatment of willows in the area south of Medea Creek.  A variety of different common willows 
are present, and willows are known to hybridize frequently.  No matter which willows are 
present, this community is considered to be sensitive because it is a wetland community subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Department of Fish and Game and the Army Corps of Engineers.  No 
willow species in this area are listed as special status plants, therefore, no information relative 
to biological importance is lost by not identifying the willows to species level.  
 
Response 11F 
 
The commenter states his opinion that there is insufficient explanation as to why annual 
grassland has been lumped with ruderal and disturbed lands in Figure 4.3-1.   
 
The commenter’s opinion is noted; please see Response to Comment 11C above.  In addition, 
page 4.3-9 of the Draft EIR states that “ruderal vegetation consists of habitats that have been 
recently disturbed by human or natural forces and are in early successional stages of 
development...The project area has been historically disturbed and is dominated by ruderal 
species.  Ruderal Series vegetation occurs throughout the majority of the Specific Plan area.  For 
this analysis, annual grasslands were grouped under a ruderal characterization.  Annual 
grassland composition is variable throughout the project area, dependent upon the frequency 
and magnitude of disturbance…” “Annual grasslands primarily occur in scattered bands 
between Ladyface Mountain and Lindero Canyon Creek; small patches between Lindero 
Canyon Creek and the heavily disturbed areas west of Kanan Road and south of Agoura Road; 
among the ruderal grasslands south of Agoura Road and north of Medea Creek; as well as 
among the ruderal and disturbed areas east of Cornell Road.  It is expected that some annual 
grasslands replaced native perennial grasslands and native shrub communities in the Specific 
Plan area due to historic land uses that resulted in excessive grazing and increased fire 
frequency.”  The EIR explains the location of the limited amounts of annual grassland present in 
the Specific Plan, and as previously stated, since it is largely found among disturbed areas of 
ruderal habitat, it was lumped together with this classification for the purposes of mapping in 
the EIR because annual grassland is not considered a sensitive community.  The occasional 
occurrence of herbaceous plants as indicated in this comment scattered within largely ruderal 
weeds is not sufficient to warrant more precise mapping in the biological opinion of the EIR 
consultant.  
 
Response 11G 
 
The commenter notes his opinion that the value of oak trees in grassland habitats is 
downplayed.   
 
Commenter’s opinion is noted; please see responses to comments 11B and 11C above.  The 
natural ecological context of the oak trees in the Specific Plan area has been substantially altered 
by decades of fuel management to avoid wildfire hazards, resulting in a substantial decrease in 
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the value that oak trees could otherwise have for adjacent open areas.  Such values are also 
decreased in the Specific Plan area because of the proximity of existing commercial 
development and the US Highway 101.  Nonetheless, page 4.3-12 of the Draft EIR states “Oak 
trees are perhaps the most widely recognized and most environmentally sensitive resource of 
the City of Agoura Hills.”  Impacts to oak trees in themselves are addressed in Impact BIO-3.  
 
Response 11H 
 
The commenter notes his agreement with a statement made on page 4.3-11 that no wildlife 
species are restricted to mixed chaparral.  However, he also notes his opinion that its use is 
misleading and ignores the fact that a number of sensitive species may potentially use the 
mixed chaparral onsite.   
 
The EIR does not mislead readers into ignoring the value of coastal sage scrub or chaparral 
habitat for species.  Table 4.3-2 of the Draft EIR clearly states the habitat preferences of the 
sensitive animals that are potentially found in the Specific Plan area.  Impacts BIO-1(a) – BIO-
2(c) specifically address potentially sensitive plants, animals and communities.  Thus, 
regardless of habitat type, the EIR adequately examines the potential impacts to sensitive 
species. 
 
Response 11I 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the characterization given to annual grassland on page 
4.3-12 is inconsistent with earlier treatments of the habitat.   
 
The discussion of annual grasslands on page 4.3-12 is in regards to the habitat value for wildlife 
while the earlier discussions regarding grasslands were in reference to vegetation communities. 
 Discussions of vegetation types also differentiated between non-native annual grasslands and 
native grasslands.   
 
Response 11J 
 
The commenter refers to page 4.3-12 and notes that the discussion of oak trees differs from 
earlier discussions.   
 
Commenter opinion noted; the EIR consultant disagrees with this assessment.  The difference 
regards an opinion of the ecological value of the oak trees in the context of a highly disturbed 
ruderal vegetation adjacent to existing urban development as compared to the value an oak tree 
would have in a relatively undisturbed context  (which could then be considered “oak 
savanna”) separate from urban influences and fire hazard management activities.  Please see 
response to comments 11B and 11C.  The City of Agoura Hills has specific requirements 
regarding oak trees and considers them a sensitive and important resource in the City’s General 
Plan. 
 
Response 11K 
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The commenter notes that Agoura Hills dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. Agourensis) has been 
subsumed into Santa Monica Mountains dudleya (D. cymosa ssp. Ovatifolia) and that expectation of 
occurrence in the Specific Plan should be provided.   
 
The California Department of Fish and Game California Natural Diversity Database Special Vascular 
Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List (October 2005) and the Federal List of Endangered, Threatened, 
and Rare Plants still separately list these two plants.  However, the comment is noted.  Expectation 
of occurrence is provided in Table 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 11L 
 
The commenter notes his disagreement with the determination on page 4.3-14 that much of the 
project site is disturbed and therefore the assessment that round-leaved filaree is not expected is 
inaccurate.   
 
This plant was looked for in prior biological surveys at the site and was not found.  The degree of 
disturbance at the site is illustrated on Figure 4.3-1 and Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR indicates that 
approximately 24% of the Specific Plan area is already developed.  The habitat in which this plant 
could be found is either disturbed or underlain by rocky soils, as stated in the Draft EIR text; 
therefore, it is judged to not likely be present.  Mitigation measure BIO-1(a) would be protective of 
this plant in the event that it is actually present in those portions of the Specific Plan that may be 
developed in the future. 
  
Response 11M 
 
The commenter states that the EIR should divulge that the individual California juniper (Juniperus 
californica) occurring on the site is uniquely the southernmost individual of that species known in 
the Santa Monica Mountains and thus defines the range for the species in this region.   
 
The EIR notes that this species currently has no special status listing/designation, is not a candidate 
for special status, and is not a local species of concern; however, the Santa Monica Mountains 
National Recreation Area (National Park) notes that it is a plant of special interest.  The natural 
status of the junipers in this area is in dispute; as stated in Wildflowers of the Santa Monica Mountains 
(M. McAuley, 1996) “2 species [in the Cypress Family] are found in the Santa Monica Mountains, 
probably neither truly native.  The Juniperus californica colony that was south of Cornell Corners 
until the fire of 1978 burned them is of unknown ancestry.”  Because the origin of this juniper is in 
dispute, it is not necessarily a unique individual, nor does it necessarily define the southern range 
of this species.  Defining the regional boundaries of a relatively common species is beyond the 
scope of an EIR. 
 
Response 11N 
 
The commenter notes that Table 4.3-1 should state explicitly whether each species presented is 
expected on the site or not.   
 
The EIR includes a column in Table 4.3-1 called “project site suitability;” this column indicates 
whether or not there is suitable habitat present onsite for each species.  The logic of this 



Agoura Village Specific Plan EIR 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
68  

presentation of data is that if there is no suitable habitat then the species would not be expected to 
be found on site.   
  
Response 11O 
 
The commenter states his opinion that more species within the region are considered sensitive and 
should be included in Table 4.3-2.  The commenter further notes that the California Department of 
Fish and Game should be consulted for additional species.   
 
As explained in the EIR, the CDFG was contacted and the CNDDB researched for sensitive species 
that may occur within the area.  The latest version (2005) of the Rarefind Database was utilized to 
inventory sensitive and potentially sensitive species within the area.  Further, responses to the 
Notice of Preparation for the EIR were also used as sources for sensitive species which should be 
included in the EIR.  The commenter does not provide any specific information regarding what 
other special status species might be located within the area, and therefore no further response is 
possible.   
 
Response 11P 
 
The commenter states his opinion that the DEIR improperly defers mitigation.  Please refer to the 
detailed response to comment 11A. 
 
Response 11Q 
 
The commenter notes his agreement with the EIR in correctly identifying the occurrence of a 
number of sensitive species within the Specific Plan area.  However, he notes his opinion that the 
locations of these species is not presented in the document.   
 
Figure 4.3-3 illustrates the location of sensitive species to the degree too which they are known to 
occur in the area.  
 
Response 11R 
 
The applicant states his opinion that the sensitive plant species mentioned under mitigation 
measure BIO-1(a) would not be good candidates for replanting and that avoidance is the only 
viable mitigation for species preservation.   
 
Please refer to response to comments 3A and 3B, and to revised mitigation measures in the Final 
EIR.  As noted in 3A and 3B, avoidance is required unless avoidance is shown to be infeasible, in 
which case replanting is a reasonable option if the species is a good candidate. 
 
Response 11S 
 
The commenter notes that mitigation BIO-2(a) refers to a buffer zone of “50-100 feet” as a 
minimum, when in fact it is a range.  The commenter notes that 50 feet would be the minimum.   
 
This comment is noted.   The word “minimum” is removed from the measure. 
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Response 11T  
 
The commenter states his opinion that the DEIR improperly defers mitigation and has not surveyed 
for grasslands.   
 
Please see response to comment 11A above.  Native grassland habitat has been surveyed for within 
the Specific Plan area and is as shown on Figure 4.3-1.  Measure BIO-1(a) has been revised to 
specifically exclude development from the mapped native grassland area.  The specific location and 
intensity of future land uses at the site is not known since subsequent development actions based 
on the Specific Plan will need to be submitted and reviewed by the City.  As stated in the Project 
Description, the pending development proposals were used to estimate potential development 
actions that could occur under the Specific Plan; these are not necessarily the actual projects that 
will be approved by the City and revisions to the projects as a result of the Specific Plan and its 
approval process are anticipated.  Therefore, it is incorrect to assume that a mitigation area within 
the Specific Plan area should already be established given the various mitigation measures 
provided in the EIR that are intended to avoid impacts to sensitive plants and vegetation 
communities.  Prior to development of individual projects, environmental documentation would be 
prepared based on this Program EIR.  Additionally, refer to Response 16D for additional 
information regarding the purpose of utilizing a programmatic EIR. 
 
Response 11U  
 
The commenter states his opinion that the DEIR is “piecemealing” and also states the opinion that 
the DEIR improperly defers mitigation and that specific habitat mitigation plans are required at this 
time. 
 
The commenter inaccurately uses the term “piecemealing,” which refers to dividing a project up 
into smaller component parts to avoid addressing larger environmental issues.  On the contrary, 
the subject EIR for the Agoura Village Specific Plan is a Program EIR which combines the 
consequences of smaller potential development actions so that they can be addressed on a larger 
scale basis.  Program EIRs are advantageous because they: 
 

• provide more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than is practical in an 
EIR on an individual actions, 

• ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be slighted on a case-by-case 
basis,  

• avoid duplicative reconsideration of basic policy considerations, 
• allow the Lead Agency to consider broad policy alternatives and program-wide 

mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to deal with 
basic problems or cumulative impacts, and 

• allow reduction in paperwork.  
 
A consequence of the Program EIR process is that broad policy mitigation measures are developed, 
rather than absolute precise mitigation measures that address individual actions.  As previously 
stated, the actual future development plans are not yet known and such will be addressed in future 
environmental analyses based on actual effects.  The EIR provides for mitigation measures that 
define specific performance requirements to mitigate the potential future development actions.  
There is no CEQA requirement that habitat mitigation plans be prepared as part of the 
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environmental document, rather any such plans would be prepared subsequent to the approval 
process for any particular development action.  If, as recommended in the mitigation measures, the 
project avoids impacting sensitive biological resources, then no habitat mitigation plans are 
necessary. 
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 Letter 12 
 
COMMENTER: Christopher Stephens, County Planning Director, County of Ventura 

Resource Management Agency
 
DATE: January 03, 2006 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 12 
 
The commenter thanks the City for the opportunity to review and comment on the Agoura 
Village Specific Plan EIR and notes inclusion of comment letters from Ventura County Public 
Works Transportation Department and Ventura County Air Pollution Control District.   
 
In response to this and other related comments, Mitigation Measures T-2(g) was revised to fully 
mitigate for cumulative impacts.  Please refer to Section 4.11, Transportation, for the full text and 
revisions.  As impacts would be fully mitigated, County opposition would not be anticipated. 
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 Letter 13 
 
COMMENTER: Nazir Lalani, Director, County of Ventura Public Works Agency, 

Transportation Department
 
DATE: December 21, 2005 
 
RESPONSE: 
 
Response 13 
 
The commenter reiterates the level of traffic that would be introduced by the project and 
conclusions of the EIR.  Additionally, the commenter notes an agreement between the City of 
Agoura Hills and the County of Ventura dated February 2, 1992, which requires the City to 
condition projects to mitigate traffic and circulation impacts.  If the project cumulative impacts 
are not mitigated, current General Plan policy would require County opposition to the project.   
 
The comment is noted.  Individual projects would be required to comply with all applicable 
City and County traffic mitigation programs.  Additionally, no adverse site-specific impacts to 
County roads were detailed in the EIR because none were found. 
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