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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This section summarizes the characteristics of the proposed project, the environmental impacts 
associated with the project, and mitigation measures recommended to mitigate identified 
significant impacts. 
 

PROJECT SYNOPSIS 
 

Project Applicant 
 
Conrad N. Hilton Foundation 
10100 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90067-4003 
 

Project Description  
 
The proposed project involves phased construction and operation of a campus headquarters for 
the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation.  Proposed project components include four office buildings 
and a maintenance building totaling 90,300 square feet, street access driveways; a funicular 
(inclined cable tramway); interior circulation and parking areas; native landscaping; security, 
architectural, and outdoor accent lighting; and drainage improvements, as well as the widening 
of Agoura Road along the frontage of the project site.  Additional project elements include 
outdoor seating areas and native plant gardens.  With a development agreement, project 
implementation would occur in four phases over an estimated 25-year period.  
 

PROJECT IMPACTS 
 
As proposed, the proposed project would result in one unavoidable significant impact (Impact 
BIO-2, Implementation of the proposed project could reduce the species population, reduce 
habitat, and restrict reproductive capacity of endangered, threatened, or rare plant species.).  All 
other project impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels.  A summary of 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts is provided in Table ES-1. 
 

ALTERNATIVES 
 

As required by CEQA, the EIR examines a range of alternatives to the proposed project.  
Studied alternatives include the following alternatives.  
 

 No Project (Alternative 1) – This alternative assumes that the project is not constructed.  
This alternative would reduce impacts in every issue area as no development would 
occur; however, this alternative would not achieve the applicant’sproject’s objectives.  
Moreover, this alternative would not preclude future development of the project site 
under some other proposal.  

 

 Ojai Navarretia Avoidance – Parking Lot Redesign (Alternative 2) - Under Alternative 
2, all of the same buildings would be constructed; however, the Central Parking Lot that 
is proposed for construction in Phase I would need to be redesigned to avoid the Ojai 
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navarretia population (see Figure 4.2-4, Ojai navarretia population is designated with 
blue hatch marks and the “No” symbol).  It is not certain how the parking lot would be 
reconfigured to avoid this population; however, the southern most row of parking 
containing 23 parking spaces would likely need to be substantially removed from the 
development footprint such that there is a 10-foot fuel modification buffer between the 
revised Central Parking Lot footprint and the Ojai navarretia population.  In addition, 
this Central Parking Lot is the location for the Phase IV parking lot expansion that 
involves subterranean construction.  It is likely that the modified surface parking 
footprint would also result in modifications to the subterranean design under Phase IV.   

 
This alternative would eliminate the Project’s Class I, unavoidably significant impact 
associated with removal of Ojai navarretia; however, this alternative would place 
development closer to Agoura Road, which would increase the potential for adverse 
aesthetic impacts, and would not meet the project objective of developing a project that 
is aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent land uses and the 
environment. 

 

 Ojai Navarretia Avoidance – Reduced Density- Under Alternative 3, development on 
the project site would be limited to that which is proposed to occur in Phases I and II of 
the proposed project. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would consist of 
60,750 square feet of development as opposed to 90,300 square feet of office uses 
proposed under the proposed project; a difference of 29,550 square feet. The modern 
architectural style, sustainable building and design elements, and the overall aesthetic 
concept would be similar to what is proposed under the project. Site improvements 
(e.g., parking and circulation elements, street widening, drainage improvements, 
landscaping) under this alternative would also be similar to those proposed for the 
project except for those improvements that would be required to implement Phases III 
and IV of the project, such as the building pad for the Phase III building, the temporary 
surface parking lot that was proposed to be later replaced by an office building during 
Phase IV, and the subterranean parking structure. Similar to the proposed project, this 
alternative would include the widening of Agoura Road, which would require that the 
easterly debris basin be re-designed and relocated south of its existing location; and that 
the westerly debris basin be moved and improved to meet current design requirements.   
 
Under this alternative, it is assumed that the northeastern portion of the site that would 
be occupied by the Phase III building under the proposed project could be made 
available for the phase I building, and that 23 parking spaces could be relocated from 
the currently proposed southern portion of the Central Parking Lot to meet the Phase I 
demands while avoiding the Ojai navarretia population (see Figure 2-7 for the Phase III 
building footprint and Figure 2-4 for the Phase I building footprint).   
 
This alternative would eliminate the Project’s Class I, unavoidably significant impact 
associated with removal of Ojai navarretia; however, this alternative would place 
development closer to Agoura Road, which would increase the potential for adverse 
aesthetic impacts, and would not meet the project objectives of developing a project that 
is aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent land uses and the 
environment, and the ability to build out all four phases of the project over time.   
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Based on the discussion in Section 6.0, Alternatives and the information summarized in Table 6-
2, Alternatives 2 and 3 both have increased aesthetic impacts and decreased biological resource 
impacts.  These alternatives would both eliminate the Class I unavoidably significant impact 
associated with removal of the Ojai navarretia.  However, these two alternatives would also 
have increased aesthetic impacts associated with placing development closer to the roadway. 
These increased aesthetic impacts would likely be considered Class II, significant but mitigable 
under CEQA.  Therefore, both Alternatives 2 and 3 would be considered superior to the 
proposed project in the short term, but may be equivalent to the project in the long term 
provided the mitigation for Ojai navarretia is successful.   
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

AESTHETICS 

Impact AES 1 The proposed 
project would incrementally alter the 
existing visual character of the site 
from Agoura Road and from off-site 
areas north of the US 101 Freeway.  
However, the project would not have 
substantial adverse effects on the 
visual character/quality of the site 
and its surroundings.  Impacts would 
be Class III, less than significant. 

None necessary Less than significant 

Impact AES 2 The project would 
not substantially damage scenic 
resources, including trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway.  
Impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None necessary Less than significant 

Impact AES 3 The proposed 
project would introduce lighting and 
glare in an area that currently 
contains vacant land.  However, new 
sources of lighting and glare would 
be required to comply with City 
standards, which would ensure that 
impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None necessary Less than significant 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Impact BIO-1 Full build out of 
the project site would not result in 
the reduction of listed wildlife 
species habitat or restrict a listed 
species’ reproductive capacity.  It 
may however reduce the species 
population, reduce habitat, and 
restrict reproductive capacity of 
locally important wildlife species.  
This is considered a Class II, 
significant but mitigable impact. 

BIO-1(a)Sensitive Wildlife Survey.  Not more 
than two weeks prior to ground disturbing 
construction for Phase I and Phase II, as well 
as ground disturbing construction during any 
project phase that would remove native 
landscaping planted on previously graded 
areas, a preconstruction survey for sensitive 
wildlife species shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist and submitted to the City 
Planning and Development Department prior to 
beginning construction and/or commencement 
of any disturbance. If a sensitive species is 
found, avoidance is the preferred mitigation 
option.  If avoidance is not feasible, the species 
shall be captured when possible, and 
transferred to adjacent appropriate habitat 
within the open space on-site or directly 
adjacent to the project area. This shall be 
performed only by an approved biologist.  The 
CDFG and City of Agoura Hills shall be formally 
notified and consulted regarding the presence 
of this species on-site. If a federally listed 
species is found prior to grading of the site, the 
USFWS shall also be notified and appropriate 
“take” permits acquired prior to any relocation 
activity.  
 

Less than significant 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

BIO-1(b)Bird Nesting Surveys.  No earlier 
than 30 days prior to construction or site 
preparation activities that would occur during 
the nesting/breeding season of native bird 
species potentially nesting on the site (typically 
February 1 through August 31), the applicant 
shall have a field survey conducted by a 
qualified biologist to determine if active nests of 
any bird species protected by the state or 
federal Endangered Species Acts, Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act, and/or the California Fish and 
Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, or 3511 
are present in the construction zone or within 
300 feet of the construction zone. If active 
nests are found within the survey area, 
construction activities shall stop until 
consultation with the City, CDFG, and USFWS 
(when applicable) is conducted and an 
appropriate setback can be established 
commensurate with the species involved (25 
feet for urban-adapted species such as Anna’s 
hummingbird and California towhee and up to 
300 feet for certain raptors). A temporary 
construction fence barrier shall be erected 
around the buffer and clearing and construction 
within the fenced area shall be postponed or 
halted, at the discretion of a biological monitor, 
until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged, as determined by the biologist, and 
there is no evidence of a second attempt at 
nesting. 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.  
 

BIO-1(c)Lighting Requirements.  The project 
shall incorporate lighting design features to the 
extent possible that will reduce the amount and 
intensity of night lighting in open space areas 
adjacent to the development. This would 
involve using lighting only to the extent 
necessary, using low intensity lights, placing 
lighting close to the ground when possible, 
using shields to reduce glare and direct lighting 
downward, and pointing lights away from open 
space areas.  Security lighting from the site 
should not exceed 0.01 foot-candles at the 
edge of the fuel modification zone. 

Impact BIO-2 Implementation of 
the proposed project could reduce 
the species population, reduce 
habitat, and restrict reproductive 
capacity of endangered, threatened, 
or rare plant species.  
Implementation of the proposed 
project could result in reduction in 
the number and habitat of locally 

BIO-2(a)Ojai Navarretia Restoration Plan. 
The Applicant shall offset the proposed loss of 
0.27 acres of habitat occupied by approximately 
1,000 individuals of Ojai navarretia at a 2:1 
ratio via one of the following options; on-site 
restoration (salvage and replanting) or off-site 
preservation. A Mitigation Plan shall be 
submitted to the City of Agoura Hills and CDFG 
that identifies the location and methodology for 

significant 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

important plant species.  This is 
considered a Class I, significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

satisfying the required offset ratio.  On-site 
restoration is preferred.  
 
On-site Restoration (Salvage and Replanting).  
On-site restoration would involve the collection 
of seed from within the development footprint 
and replanting the seed in a suitable area 
outside the development footprint.  If the 
Applicant proposes to undertake on-site 
restoration, the Mitigation Plan methodology 
shall include a Restoration Plan, prepared by a 
qualified plant ecologist, that details the 
approach and timing associated with seed 
salvage, propagation, planting, irrigation, 
maintenance, coverage requirements, 
monitoring requirements, and contingency 
planning in order to achieve the performance 
standard of a 2:1 replacement.  The 
Restoration Plan shall identify several on-site 
locations for replanting (in the event that one 
area doesn’t work).  The Applicant shall 
maintain and monitor the plants for a minimum 
of seven years.  Prior to issuance of the Phase 
I grading permit, the Applicant shall obtain 
approval for the Mitigation/Restoration Plan 
from the City of Agoura Hills, and secure a 
bond for  an amount equal to the cost of the 
restoration effort.  The bond shall be released 
by the  City upon satisfaction of the approved 
performance criteria.  Note that due to limited 
information regarding restoration of Ojai 
navarretia there are uncertainties associated 
with implementation of this measure.  If the 
Applicant attempts on-site restoration and the 
for fails to meet the performance standard, the 
Applicant would be required to either attempt 
an additional restoration effort employing 
adaptive management based on the initial effort 
or mitigate via off-site preservation.  
 
Off-Site Preservation.  Off-site preservation 
would consist of locating a population of Ojai 
navarretia containing at least two-times the 
number of individuals impacted by the project 
and preserving the population in perpetuity via 
placement of a conservation easement or 
purchase of the land and dedication to the City 
or an approved conservation organization.   
The preserved population should be located on 
an area of sufficient size to create a preserve 
core and be located at least 350 feet away from 
existing or proposed development, paved 
roads, v-ditches and irrigated areas.  Additional 
the preserve population should exhibit 
connectivity to other protected open space or 
hillside areas (preferably, a minimum of 25 
percent of the preserved habitat should connect 
directly to natural habitat areas.  If the Applicant 
proposed to mitigate via off-site preservation of 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

the species, the Mitigation Plan shall include a 
Preservation Plan that identifies the number of 
individual preserved, ownership of the land, 
parties involved, and the preservation 
methodology (ie conservation easement or 
dedication to an approved conservation 
organization).  Under the preservation 
approach, the Applicant shall obtain approval 
for the Preservation Plan from the City of 
Agoura Hills and shall complete the transaction, 
prior to issuance of the Phase I grading permit.   
 

BIO-2(b)Flagging and buffers for Agoura 

Hills Dudleya. Prior to fuel modification 
activities within habitat known to contain the 
Federally-listed as threatened Agoura Hills 
dudleya (see Figure 4.2-1), a qualified biologist 
shall locate and flag Agoura Hills dudleya within 
the fuel modification zone, and shall demarcate 
an appropriate buffer(s) of at least 10 feet and 
develop/implement protocols in consultation 
with the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
that would protect the species from direct or 
inadvertent harm during fuel modification 
activities, while meeting fire protection 
requirements. The qualified biologist shall 
monitor all fuel modification activities within 
these areas.  Upon completion of each fuel 
modification effort, the biological monitor shall 
remove flagging used to demarcate the 
locations of Agoura Hills dudleya. 

Impact BIO-3 Implementation of 
the proposed project could result in 
the disturbance or reduction in 
extent of sensitive plant 
communities. This is considered a 
Class III, less than significant 
impact. 

None necessary Less than significant 

Impact BIO-4 Implementation of 
the proposed project would result in 
the direct reduction of jurisdictional 
drainages.  This is considered a 
Class II, significant but mitigable 
impact. 

BIO 4 (a)Agency Consultation: The applicant 
shall consult with CDFG, USACE, and the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) and obtain applicable permits for the 
proposed impacts to jurisdictional waters. A 
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit would be 
required from the USACE for the discharge of 
fill to any of the USACE-jurisdictional wetlands 
or non-wetland waters of the U.S. onsite.  
Additionally, a Section 401 water quality 
certification would be required from the 
RWQCB.  These permits typically require 
mitigation to reduce impacts to water quality 
and quantity, vegetation, and wildlife.  The 
project applicant shall demonstrate to the City 
of Agoura Hills that the requirements of 
agencies with jurisdiction over waters and 
riparian habitat onsite can be met prior to 
obtaining grading permits.  This will include, but 
not be limited to, consultation with those 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

agencies, securing the appropriate permits, 
waivers or agreements, and arrangements with 
a local or regional mitigation bank including in 
lieu fees, as needed. 
 
Although the USACE and CDFG will require 
specific mitigation as part of their permitting 
processes, the following measures provide 
minimum mitigation requirements for impacts to 
the important water resources habitats under 
the City’s jurisdiction. 
 

BIO 4 (b) Replacement Ratio.  Federal and 
State protected waters and riparian habitat 
shall be replaced at a minimum ratio of 2.0 
acres of habitat, at the same or greater quality, 
for every 1.0 acre removed.  Replacement shall 
be at an Agoura Hills Planning and Community 
Development Department approved location or 
by providing adequate funding for the 
replacement of suitable equivalent habitat to an 
organization currently conducting restoration of 
habitat.  The organization and its activities are 
to be approved by an Agoura Hills Planning and 
Community Development Department approved 
biologist. 
 

BIO 4 (c)Waters/Riparian Habitat Restoration 

Plan.  In the event that onsite mitigation is to be 
done instead of the use of in-lieu fees or offsite 
mitigation, the project applicant shall submit a 
restoration plan for review and approval by an 
Agoura Hills Planning and Community 
Development Department staff and, as 
necessary, a City approved biologist or 
qualified landscape specialist.  The final 
restoration plan shall be submitted for City 
review and approval prior to Grading Permit 
issuance. The plan shall include, but not be 
limited to the following components: 
 

• Performance criteria (i.e., what is an 
acceptable success level of revegetation to 
mitigate past impacts); 

• Monitoring effort (i.e., who is to check on 
the success of the revegetation plan, and 
how frequently); 

• Contingency planning (i.e., if the effort fails 
to reach the performance criteria, what 
remediation steps need to be taken); and 

• Irrigation method/schedule (i.e., how much 
water is needed, where and for how long). 

Impact BIO-5 The proposed 
project does not lie within 
recognized migration corridors nor 
would it substantially affect local 
wildlife movement.  This is 
considered a Class III, less than 

None necessary Less than significant 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

significant impact. 

 

Impact BIO-6 Implementation of 
the proposed project will result in the 
disturbance or loss of protected 
trees.  This is considered a Class II, 
significant but mitigable impact. 

BIO 6(a) Oak Tree Protection and 

Preservation.  The project applicant shall 
submit the results of an oak tree survey and an 
Oak Tree Report, including an Oak Tree 
Preservation Program, for review and approval 
by the Agoura Hills Planning and Community 
Development Department oak tree consultant 
prior to the granting of a grading permit.  The 
project shall be developed and operated in 
compliance with the approved Oak Tree 
Preservation Program and any other conditions 
determined to be necessary by the City oak 
tree consultant.  The program shall include but 
not be limited to the following components: 
 

• No grading or development shall occur 
within 5 feet from the driplines of preserved 
oak trees that occur in the construction 
area beyond those specifically detailed in 
the program. 

• All specimen oak trees to be preserved 
within 25 feet of proposed ground 
disturbances shall be temporarily fenced 
with chain-link or other material satisfactory 
to the City throughout all grading and 
construction activities.  The fencing shall 
be installed six feet outside the dripline of 
each specimen oak tree, and shall be 
staked every six feet. 

• No construction equipment shall be parked, 
stored or operated within six feet of any 
specimen oak tree dripline. 

• No fill soil, rocks, or construction materials 
shall be stored or placed within six feet of 
the dripline of a specimen oak tree 
(pervious paving and other materials are 
allowed, as approved by the City). 

• No artificial surface, pervious or 
impervious, shall be placed within six feet 
of the dripline of any specimen oak tree, 
except for project access roads. 

• Any roots encountered that are one inch in 
diameter or greater shall be cleanly cut.  
This shall be done under the direction of a 
City approved arborist/oak tree consultant. 

• Any trenching required within the dripline or 
sensitive root zone of any specimen tree 
shall be done by hand.  In addition, 
trenching n the protected zone needs to 
preserve roots over 1 inch by tunneling. 

• No permanent irrigation shall occur within 
the dripline of any existing oak tree. 

• Any construction activity required within 
three feet of a specimen oak tree's dripline 
shall be done with hand tools. 

Less than significant 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

BIO 6(b)Grading Plan.  The number of oak 
trees requiring removal and the number of trees 
that will be encroached upon by grading and 
project development shall be confirmed by the 
City’s oak tree consultant with the final grading 
plan.  The plan shall also indicate requirements 
for retaining walls, tree wells, tree drainage 
requirements, and pruning as part of the plan. 
 

BIO 6(c) Oak Tree Replacement.  The 
applicant shall obtain an oak tree permit and 
offset the proposed impacts to oak trees 
pursuant to the City of Agoura Hills Municipal 
Code, Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, 
Sections 9657--9657.5. Mitigation for Phase I 
impacts shall begin prior to commencement of 
grading for Phase I, and mitigation for Phase II 
impacts shall begin prior to commencement of 
grading for Phase II.  The Guidelines require 
that at least two (2) 24” box trees, one (1) 36” 
box tree, and at least one (1) additional oak be 
planted such that the sum of the trunk 
diameters of the four or more replacement oaks 
is equal to or greater than the trunk of the oak 
to be removed. Mitigation for removal of 
landmark trees shall also include two (2) 60-
inch box trees. The locations of the replanted 
trees shall be indicated on the project plans 
submitted to the City for review by the City’s 
oak tree consultant.  Every attempt shall be 
made to plant oak trees according to species-
specific habitat requirements:  valley oaks at 
lower elevations in alluvial soils and coast live 
oaks on mesic north facing slope locations.  
 
The following replacements have been 
identified in the oak tree report (August 2010). 
 

• (13) 15-gallon trees 
• (7221) 24-inch box trees 
• (3624) 36-inch box trees 
•  (62)  48-inch box trees 
•  (220)  60-inch box trees 
• 4449” of additional trunk diameter 
• (7257) 15-gallon scrub oaks  

Impact BIO-7 Implementation of 
the proposed project would not 
conflict with an adopted Habitat 
Preservation Plan or Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan, or 
other local adopted conservation 
plans. This is considered a Class III, 
less than significant impact. 

None necessary Less than significant 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Impact CR-1 Development 
within the project area has the 
potential to cause a substantial 

CR-1(a)Construction Monitoring.  Initial 
grading activities or site disturbance shall be 
monitored by a qualified archaeologist and 

Less than significant 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

change to identified archaeological 
resources located at the project site, 
and could expose previously 
undiscovered, buried cultural 
resources.  This is considered a 
Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

Native American Monitor approved by the City.  
If cultural resource remains are encountered 
during construction or land modification 
activities, the applicable procedures 
established under CEQA and the City of 
Agoura Hills planning guidelines, shall be 
followed.  The City of Agoura Hills Department 
of Planning and Community Development shall 
be notified immediately, and work shall stop 
within a 100-foot radius until a qualified 
archaeologist has assessed the nature, extent, 
and potential significance of any remains.  In 
the event that such remains are determined to 
be significant, appropriate actions to mitigate 
impacts to the remains shall be implemented.  
Depending upon the nature of the find, 
mitigation could involve avoidance, 
documentation, or other appropriate actions to 
be determined by a qualified archaeologist. 
 

CR -1(b)Archaeological Discovery.  If human 
remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further 
disturbance shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to 
origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the 
remains are determined to be of Native 
American descent, the coroner has 24 hours to 
notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC).  The NAHC will then 
identify the person(s) thought to be the Most 
Likely Descendent (MLD) of the deceased 
Native American, who will then help determine 
what course of action should be taken in 
dealing with the remains. 

Impact CR-2 Development 
within the project area has the 
potential to expose previously 
undiscovered, buried paleontological 
resources.  This is considered a 
Class II, significant but mitigable, 
impact. 

CR-2   Paleontological Monitoring.  Initial 
grading activities or site disturbance activities 
shall be monitored by a qualified paleontologist 
approved by the City.  Should paleontological 
remains be encountered during such activities, 
the monitor shall have the authority to 
determine the applicable procedures to be 
followed.   The City of Agoura Hills Department 
of Planning and Community Development shall 
be notified immediately, and work shall stop 
within a 100-foot radius until a qualified 
paleontologist has assessed the nature, extent, 
and potential significance of any remains.  In 
the event that such remains are determined to 
be significant, appropriate actions to mitigate 
impacts to the remains shall be implemented.  
Depending upon the nature of the find, 
mitigation could involve avoidance, 
documentation, or other appropriate actions to 
be determined by a qualified paleontologist. 
 
 

Less than significant 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Impact GEO-1 Construction of 
the proposed project would include 
excavation and fill activities which 
would increase the potential for 
erosion or loss of topsoil during a 
storm event.  Additionally, fill slopes 
of ratios between 1.5:1 and 2:1 
could accelerate wind and water 
erosion during and immediately 
following construction.  Therefore, 
impacts would be Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 

GEO-1 Erosion Control Measures.  The 
Applicant’s Contractor shall provide erosion 
control measures, when necessary, during all 
phases of grading and prior to the completion 
and construction of permanent drainage 
controls for all phases of construction. 
Measures may include but are not limited to 
slope protection measures such as netting, 
landscaping, hydroseeding, temporary drainage 
control facilities such as retention areas and 
sandbagging, etc.  Erosion control measures 
shall be identified on grading plans and shall be 
reviewed and approved by the City Engineer 
prior to the issuance of the grading permit.  
Subsequent inspections of implemented control 
measures shall be completed by the City on an 
as-needed basis. 

Less than significant 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Impact GHG-1 The proposed 
project would generate GHG 
emissions from both mobile and 
operational sources.  However, the 
Project would not exceed suggested 
CAPCOA thresholds and would not 
conflict with any applicable plan, 
policy or regulation of an agency 
adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of GHGs.  Therefore, 
impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

None necessary  Less than significant 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Impact HWQ 1 During project 
grading and construction, the soil 
surface would be subject to erosion 
and the downstream watershed 
could be subject to temporary 
sedimentation and discharges of 
various pollutants.  However, the 
project would be required to comply 
with the NPDES General 
Construction Permit, which would 
reduce impacts to a Class III, less 
than significant level. 

None necessary  Less than significant 

Impact HWQ 2 The proposed 
project would alter the existing 
drainage pattern on the project site. 
However, drainage on the project 
site would not exceed the capacity of 
the off-site storm drain system.  
Therefore, impacts would be Class 
III, less than significant.   

None necessary  Less than significant 



Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project 

Executive Summary 

 

 

City of Agoura Hills 
ES-13 

 

Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

Impact HWQ 3 Pollutants 
associated with operation of the 
proposed project could be 
discharged into the storm drain 
system.  However, the proposed 
project includes treatment facilities.  
In addition, the project would be 
required to comply with NPDES and 
City requirements regarding runoff 
from the site.  Impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant.   

None necessary  Less than significant 

INITIAL STUDY 

Section III. Air Quality 
d) Result in a temporary increase in 
the concentration of criteria 
pollutants (i.e., as a result of the 
operation of machinery or grading 
activities)? 

AQ-1 Dust Control.  The applicant shall 
prepare a construction Management Plan for 
Phase I and Phase II construction activities to 
control PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.  At a 
minimum, the Plan shall include the following 
dust control measures. 
 
The simultaneous disturbance area shall be 
minimized as much as possible. 
The proposed project shall comply with 
SCAQMD established minimum requirements 
for construction activities to reduce fugitive dust 
and PM emissions. 
 
A plan to control fugitive dust through 
implementation of best available control 
measures shall be prepared and submitted to 
the City for approval prior to the issuance of 
grading permits.  The plan shall specify the 
dust control measures to be implemented.  
Such measures may include, but are not limited 
to the following: 
 

a)  Application of soil stabilizers to inactive 
areas; 

b) Preparation of a high wind dust control plan 
and implement plan elements with 
termination of soil disturbance when winds 
exceed 25 mph; 

c) Stabilization of previously disturbed areas if 
subsequent construction is delayed; and  

d) Covering all stockpiles with tarps. 
 

The project proponent shall comply with all 
applicable SCAQMD Rules and Regulations 
including Rule 403, ensuring the clean up of 
construction-related dirt on approach routes to 
the site.  Rule 403 prohibits the release of 
fugitive dust emissions from any active 
operation, open storage pile or disturbed 
surface area visible beyond the property line of 
the emission source.  Particulate matter on 
public roadways is also prohibited.   
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Table ES-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts, 

Mitigation Measures and Residual Impacts 

Impact Mitigation Measures Residual Impact 

 
Adequate watering techniques shall be 
employed to mitigate the impact of construction-
related dust particulates.  Portions of the site 
that are undergoing surface earth moving 
operations shall be watered such that a crust 
will be formed on the ground surface, and then 
watered again at the end of each day.  
Watering of exposed surfaces and haul roads 
two times per day is required. 
 
Any vegetative cover planted on site shall be 
planted as soon as practicable to reduce the 
disturbed area subject to wind erosion.  
Irrigation systems required for these plants shall 
be installed as soon as practicable to maintain 
good ground cover and to minimize wind 
erosion of the soil. 
 
Any construction access roads (other than 
temporary access roads) shall be paved as 
soon as possible and cleaned after each 
workday.  The maximum vehicle speed on 
unpaved roads shall be 15 mph.   
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
This document evaluates the environmental effects of implementation of the Conrad N. Hilton 
Foundation Headquarters Campus Project.  The project would involve development of 
approximately 12.09 acres of the 66.6-acre site and would include about 90,300 square feet of 
total development in four phases over a 25 year period.  The project also includes widening of 
Agoura Road adjacent to the project site. 

 
This section describes the purpose and legal authority of the EIR, the scope and content of the 
document, agencies with approval authority over the project, and the intended uses of the EIR.  It 
also provides an overview of the environmental review process under CEQA.  Section 2.0, Project 
Description, describes the proposed project in detail. 

 

1.1  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT BACKGROUND 
 
The Conrad N. Hilton Foundation (Foundation) initiated conceptual planning and architectural 
processes aimed at identifying the site’s natural resources and their potential to support and/or 
constrain both the site plan and building design.  Envicom Corporation was commissioned to 
prepare a series of technical environmental studies to support an Environmental Constraints 
Analysis (ECA), which identified, described, and mapped opportunities/constraints to 
development of the site.  Issues addressed in the ECA were those anticipated to play an 
important role in the entitlement and environmental review process, including vegetation 
communities, jurisdictional habitat, oak tree locations, and visual sensitivity.  The technical 
background report (TBR) has been used in the EIR analysis, supplemented with additional 
research and analysis by the City’s independent environmental consultant, Rincon Consultants 
Inc., to further identify project impacts and mitigation measures.  Applicable portions of the 
technical background report have been incorporated into the appendices of the EIR.   
 
The Foundation and its design team used the findings of the ECA to formulate a project design 
that avoids the most constrained or restrictive areas of the site and focuses a majority of the 
project footprint within the least constrained or preferred areas.  The proposed development 
footprint would be limited to just over 12 acres, or approximately 18% of the site.  The applicant 
is also proposing to seek a LEED Platinum Certification rating from the United States Green 
Building Council.   
 
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report was prepared for the 
proposed project and distributed on July 6, 2010 for agency and public review for a 30-day 
review period.  The NOP and responses are presented in Appendix A, along with the Initial 
Study that was prepared for the project.  Section 1.3 discusses the comments received in 
response to the NOP and where they were addressed in the EIR.  
 

1.2  PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 
 
In order to implement the project, discretionary approval of the City of Agoura Hills is 
required. This renders the project subject to the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). In accordance with Section 15121 of the State of California Environmental 
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Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, 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...” 

 
This EIR has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines. A 
Project EIR is appropriate for a specific development project. As stated in the CEQA Guidelines: 
 

This type of EIR should focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would 
result from the development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project, 
including planning, construction, and operation. 

 
This EIR is to serve as an informational document for the public and City of Agoura Hills 
decision makers. The process will culminate with a Planning Commission hearing to consider 
certification of a Final EIR, adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations, and approval 
of the project. 
 

1.3  SCOPE AND CONTENT 
 
This EIR addresses the issues determined to be potentially significant from the Initial Study 
(Appendix A) and responses to the NOP.  The issues addressed in this EIR include: 
 

 Aesthetics  Geology and Soils 

 Biological Resources  Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Cultural Resources  Greenhouse Gases 
 
In response to the NOP, seven written comment letters were received.  Issues identified for 
study by responding agencies and how the EIR and Initial Study addressed these comments are 
indicated below in Table 1-1. 
 

Table 1-1  
NOP Comments and EIR Response 

Commenter Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

United States 
Department of the 
Interior, National Park 
Service 

 Include architectural simulations of 
the project 

 Provide an adequate range of 
project alternatives that 
encompass minimizing landform 
alteration, enhance scenic views, 
and maximize preservation of 
continuous open space from 
Agoura Road up to Ladyface 
Mountain 

 

 Identify Future All Purpose Trail 
and possible trail connector to 
Agoura Road.   

Section 4.1  Aesthetics, visual simulations 

were included 

The proposed project preserves about 
80% of the site as open space.  Section 
6.0  Alternatives evaluates the “No 

Project” and two additional alternatives 
designed to reduce the Class I 
unavoidably significant impact related to 
removal of a rare plant in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.   

 

The Agoura Hills City Council approved 
Ordinance No. 10-374 on May 12, 2010, 
which amends the Ladyface Mountain 
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Table 1-1  
NOP Comments and EIR Response 

Commenter Comment/Request How and Where it was Addressed 

Specific Plan to incorporate a new hiking 
plan.  The amended Plan includes a trail, 
standards for landscaping and fuel 
modification, oak tree preservation 
development regulations, and 
development application submittals.  
Please see map behind this comment 
letter in Appendix A. 

United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service 

Concerns regarding Federally Listed 
Species and compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act 

Section 4.2  Biological Resources 

County of Ventura 
Resource Management 
Agency 

Referral of comments from the Intra-
agency review 

See specific Transportation comment 
below 

County of Ventura 
Public Works Agency 
Transportation 
Department  

Site specific and cumulative impacts to 
Ventura County roadways.  Payment of 
fees pursuant to the City’s agreement 
with the County dated February 12, 
1992. 

Initial Study 

County of Los Angeles 
Sheriff’s Department 

Concurrence with analysis in the initial 
study 

Initial Study 

Native American 
Heritage Commission 

Archaeological monitoring with a Native 
American during construction 

Archaeological monitoring with a Native 
American is required pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure CR-1(a) in Section 
4.3  Cultural Resources. 

County of Los Angeles 
Fire Department 

Modifications to initial study to include 
station #125. 

 

Forestry Division: 

 Erosion control 

 Watershed Management 

 Rare and Endangered Species 

 Vegetation 

 Fuel Modification  

 Cultural Resources 

 County Oak Tree Ordinance 

Initial Study 

 

 

 

Section 4.4 Geology 

Section 4.6 Hydrology & Water Quality 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 

Section 4.3 Cultural Resources 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 

 
This EIR addresses the issues referenced above and identifies potentially significant 
environmental impacts of the project and cumulative development in the City in accordance 
with provisions set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.  The EIR also recommends feasible mitigation 
measures, where possible, that would reduce or eliminate adverse environmental effects.  In 
preparing the EIR, pertinent City policies and guidelines, existing EIRs and background 
documents prepared by the City were used.  A full reference list is contained in Section 7.0, 
References and Preparers. 
 
The Alternatives section of the EIR was prepared in accordance with Section 15126.6 of the 
CEQA Guidelines and focuses on alternatives that are capable of eliminating or reducing 
significant adverse effects associated with the project while feasibly attaining most of the basic 
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objectives of the project.  In addition, the EIR identifies the "environmentally superior" 
alternative from the alternatives assessed.  The alternatives evaluated include the 
CEQA-required "No Project" Alternative and three alternative development scenarios for the 
project area.  The level of detail contained throughout this EIR is consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA and applicable court decisions.  The CEQA Guidelines provide the 
standard of adequacy on which this document 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. 

 
1.4  LEAD, RESPONSIBLE AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES 
 
The CEQA Guidelines define "lead," "responsible" and "trustee" agencies.  The City of Agoura 
Hills is the lead agency for the project because it has principal responsibility for approving the 
project. 
 
A responsible agency refers to a public agency other than the lead agency that has discretionary 
approval over the project, and a trustee agency refers to a state agency having jurisdiction by 
law over natural resources affected by a project.  There are responsible agencies The Los 
Angeles County Flood Control District is a responsible agency for the project.  The United States 
Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and Game are trustee agencies 
for the project. 
 

1.5  ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The environmental impact review process, as required under CEQA, is summarized below and 
illustrated on Figure 1-1.  The steps are presented in sequential order. 
 

1 . Notice of Preparation (NOP) Distributed.   Immediately after deciding that an EIR 
is required, the lead agency must file a NOP soliciting input on the EIR scope to 
"responsible," "trustee," and involved federal agencies; to the State Clearinghouse, if 
one or more state agencies is a responsible or trustee agency; and to parties 
previously requesting notice in writing.  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. 
 

2. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Prepared.  The DEIR must contain: a) 
table of contents or index; b) summary; c) project description; d) environmental 
setting; e) significant impacts (direct, indirect, cumulative, growth-inducing and 
unavoidable impacts); f) alternatives; g) mitigation measures; and h) irreversible 
changes. 
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3. Public Notice and Review.  A lead agency must prepare a Public Notice of 
Availability of an EIR.  The Notice must be placed in the County Clerk's office for 30 
days (Public Resources Code Section 21092) and sent to anyone requesting it.  
Additionally, public notice of DEIR availability must be given through at least one of 
the following procedures: a) publication in a newspaper of general circulation; b) 
posting on and off the project site; and c) direct mailing to owners and occupants of 
contiguous properties.  The lead agency must consult with and request comments on 
the DEIR from responsible and trustee agencies, and adjacent cities and counties.  
The minimum public review period for a DEIR is 30 days.  When a DEIR is sent to 
the State Clearinghouse for review, the public review period must be 45 days, unless 
a shorter period is approved by the Clearinghouse (Public Resources Code 21091). 
Distribution of the DEIR may be required through the State Clearinghouse. 

 
4. Notice of Completion. A lead agency must file a Notice of Completion with the 

State Clearinghouse as soon as it completes a DEIR. 
 

5. Final EIR (FEIR).  A FEIR must include: a) the DEIR; b) copies of comments received 
during public review; c) list of persons and entities commenting; and d) responses to 
comments. 

 
6. Certification of FEIR.  The lead agency shall certify: a) the FEIR has been completed 

in compliance with CEQA; b) the FEIR was presented to the decision-making body 
of the lead agency; and c) the decision-making body reviewed and considered the 
information in the FEIR prior to approving a project. 
 

7. Lead Agency Project Decision.  A lead agency may: a) disapprove a project because 
of its significant environmental effects; b) require changes to a project to reduce or 
avoid significant environmental effects; or c) approve a project despite its significant 
environmental effects, if the proper findings and statement of overriding 
considerations are adopted. 
 

8. Findings/Statement of Overriding Considerations. For each significant impact of 
the project identified in the EIR, the lead or responsible agency must find, based on 
substantial evidence, that either: a) the project has been changed to avoid or 
substantially reduce the magnitude of the impact; b) changes to the project are 
within another agency's jurisdiction and such changes have or should be adopted; or 
c) specific economic, social, or other considerations make the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives infeasible. If an agency approves a project with unavoidable 
significant environmental effects, it must prepare a written Statement of Overriding 
Considerations that set forth the specific social, economic or other reasons 
supporting the agency's decision. 
 

9. Mitigation Monitoring/Reporting Program.  When an agency makes findings on 
significant effects identified in the EIR, it must adopt a reporting or monitoring 
program for mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of project 
approval to mitigate significant effects. 
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10. Notice of Determination.  An agency must file a Notice of Determination after 
deciding to approve a project for which an EIR is prepared. A local agency must file 
the Notice with the County Clerk. The Notice must be posted for 30 days and sent to 
anyone previously requesting notice. Posting of the Notice starts a 30-day statute of 
limitations on CEQA challenges. 
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City of Agoura Hills

Environmental Review Process

Lead agency (City of Agoura Hills)
 Prepares Initial Study

City sends Notice of Preparation
(NOP) to responsible agencies

City prepares Draft EIR

Public Review Period
(45 day minimum)

City files Notice of Completion and gives
public notice of availability of Draft EIR

City prepares Final EIR, including
responses to comments on the Draft EIR

City prepares findings on the 
feasibility of reducing significant 

environmental effects

City makes a decision
on the project

City files Notice of Determination
with County Clerk

City solicits comment from agencies &
public on the adequacy of the Draft EIR

Responsible agency decision-making bodies
consider the Final EIR

City solicits input from agencies & public
on the content of the Draft EIR
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2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

2.1 PROJECT APPLICANT 
 
Conrad N. Hilton Foundation 
10100 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90067-4003 
 

2.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
 
The project site is located at 30440 and 30500 Agoura Road, about 0.2 miles southwest of the 
Agoura Road/Reyes Adobe Road intersection in the City of Agoura Hills, Los Angeles County. 
The site is situated south of Agoura Road across from an existing business park, on the north-
facing slopes of Ladyface Mountain.  Figure 2-1 illustrates the regional location of the project 
site, while Figure 2-2 shows the project’s location within its local context.  The project is 
regionally accessible from the US-101 freeway. 
 

2.3 EXISTING SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The project site consists of approximately 66.6 acres, comprising Assessor Parcel Numbers 
(APN) 2061-002-048 (36.6 acres) and APN 2061-002-024 (30.0 acres).  The northerly facing slopes 
of the project site contain incised ephemeral and intermittent drainages.  Two separate 
unnamed drainage tributaries, identified as the “west tributary” and the “east tributary,” 
traverse the project site from south to north and empty into debris basins. The two debris 
basins are L.A. County Flood Control District facilities located adjacent to Agoura Road near 
the east and west property lines of the project site.  The project site’s vegetation communities 
include California annual grasslands (in areas underlain by relatively heavy soils), chaparral, 
coastal scrub, and scattered oak trees on sloping terrain that form denser oak woodland in and 
along the bottom of the drainages. 
 
Currently, the project site is undeveloped.  The City of Agoura Hills General Plan identifies the 
project site as being within the Planned Development District.  Per the City’s Zoning 
Ordinance, the project site is located within the Specific Plan (SP) zone, which generally defers 
all development standards and regulations to the applicable specific plan.  Thus, the proposed 
project is subject to the provisions of the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan. 
 
A variety of land use types surround the project site, including a mix of land uses that include 
business and office development, open space and vacant land, and portions of the Santa 
Monica Mountains National Recreation Area.  More specifically, properties immediately 
adjacent to the project site to the north and northwest are designated in the City’s General Plan 
as Business Park-Manufacturing (BP-M); properties to the south, southeast, and southwest have 
the Planned Development District designation or are located outside of the City Boundary; and 
properties immediately to the east and west also have the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan 
designation. 
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2.4 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
 
The proposed project involves phased construction and operation of a campus headquarters for 
the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation.  Proposed project components include four office buildings; 
a maintenance building; street access driveways; a funicular (inclined cable tramway); interior 
circulation and parking areas; native landscaping; security, architectural, and outdoor accent 
lighting; and drainage improvements, as well as the widening of Agoura Road along the 
frontage of the project site.  The proposed project’s total development footprint would be 
limited to approximately 13.5 acres, with on-site development of 12.09 acres (or 18%) of the 
66.6-acre project site), and an additional 1.4 acres of grading that would occur within the right-
of-way and easement.  This includes the disturbance within the subject property, and does not 
include development footprint within the Agoura Road right-of-way or the off-site easement 
for the eastern access driveway.  An additional 1.4 acres of grading would occur within the 
right-of-way and easement.  Additional proposed project elements include outdoor seating 
areas and native plant gardens.  The proposed development agreement envisions project 
implementation occurring in four phases over an estimated 25-year period.  The overall site 
plan, including locations of project components, is illustrated on Figure 2-3 and a summary of 
each primary structural component by phase is provided in Table 2-1. 
 

Table 2-1 

Proposed Land Use by Phase 

Land Use by Phase Square Feet 

Phase I 

 Office (west) 

 Maintenance 

 

24,000 

750 

Phase II 

 Office (west) 

 Maintenance 

 

36,000 

750 

Phase III 

 Office (east) 

 

7,500 

Phase IV 

 Office (east) 

 

21,300 

Total 90,300 

 
 Development Components.  As shown in Table 2-1, the proposed project involves a total 
of 90,300 square feet of development, including 88,800 square feet of office space in four 
buildings, and a 1,500 square-foot maintenance facility.  The project would focus development 
on the central and northern portions of the project site.  The proposed buildings would be 
designed in accordance with the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, which requires buildings to 
maintain a roofline below the 1,100-foot contour.  Within the area proposed for development, 
there are two main subareas: the western portion and the eastern portion.  Project development 
during Phases I and III would primarily occur on the eastern portion of the site.  Project 
development during Phases II and IV would occur on the western portion of the site.  All 
buildings proposed on the project site are designed with the goal of achieving the United States  
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Green Building Council’s LEED Platinum Certification, based on current requirements.  The 
following paragraphs summarize each phase of the proposed project. 
 
 Phase I. As shown in Figure 2-4, Phase I development would occur on the northeastern 
portion of the project site and include the construction of the Phase I office building, a 
maintenance structure, parking and circulation elements, and drainage improvements, as well 
as landscaping and related outdoor features.  With respect to the overall plan for the proposed 
project, Phase I would also include grading on the slope east of the western debris basin along 
the south side of Agoura Road; grading within the Agoura Road right-of-way from the eastern 
property boundary to the western debris basin; improvement of Agoura Road from the eastern 
property boundary to the proposed western boundary of the eastern parcel; and rough grading 
for the Phase III building pad.  To minimize soil erosion and water run-off, the graded area for 
the Phase III building would be planted with native vegetation until such time that Phase III is 
implemented. 
 
The proposed 24,000 square-foot Phase I office building would consist of two stories with a 
maximum height of 35 feet.  The Phase I building is envisioned to include offices, a reception 
area, meeting rooms, and a convenience kitchen with casual seating.  Figure 2-5 illustrates a 
depiction of the completed Phase I building.  Landscaping is proposed along building facades 
and internal circulation routes.  Garden features would be installed in the parking lot area, 
obscuring and softening the façade appearance.  The proposed 750 square-foot ancillary 
maintenance structure would be situated on the west end of the proposed parking lot area.  A 
first-flush detention basin to be located north of the Phase I parking lot would collect and hold 
the first ¾-inch of water from the development footprint and adjacent sections of Agoura Road 
until it is released into the off-site storm drain system. 
 
Vehicular access would be provided from a driveway off of Agoura Road at the northeast 
corner of the project site.  Entry signage with streetscape plantings would be erected to indicate 
the location of the entry drive to the project site from Agoura Road.  A total of 75 parking 
spaces would be provided in a surface parking lot west of and adjacent to the Phase I building 
(the “Central Parking Lot”); the entry drive would consist of an internal landscaped roadway 
providing on-site access to the surface parking lot; and a landscaped pedestrian walkway 
would provide connectivity between the parking and office uses. 
 
 Phase II.  Phase II would be implemented so as to accommodate the Foundation’s 
anticipated growth over time.  As shown in Figure 2-6, Phase II would include the construction 
of a 36,000 square-foot office building, an access driveway with road side parking, a western 
parcel parking lot, added spaces to the Central Parking Lot, completion of the improvements to 
Agoura Road up to the western property line, and improvements to the western debris basin to 
accommodate for the widening of Agoura Road. The proposed office building would consist of 
two levels and reach a maximum height of 35 feet above the ground surface.  The Phase II office 
building is envisioned to include offices, a reception area, meeting rooms, and a convenience 
kitchen with casual seating.  Phase II would also expand the Phase I maintenance structure by 
750 square feet, which would provide additional area for grounds keeping facilities, as well as 
equipment and electric cart storage for the project.   
 
Phase II would provide a total of 110 parking spaces between a new Western Parking Lot, 
driveway and circle parking spaces, and additional spaces within the Central Parking lot.  The 
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Western Parking Lot would consist of 43 spaces adjacent to the Phase II office building in the 
location of the Phase IV office building.  Thirty-three spaces would be provided along the 
driveway and circle near the entrance to the Phase II building, and 34 spaces would be added to 
the Central Parking Lot.  Site improvements to occur during Phase II also include a funicular to 
provide direct connectivity between Phase I development and Phase II development, as well as 
an internal cart path that would meander between the eastern and western portions of the site.  
Vehicular access to the Phase II building and parking areas would be provided from a 
driveway on Agoura Road on the western portion of the project site.  Entry signage would 
indicate the location of the western entry to the project site from Agoura Road. 
 
 Phase III.  As shown in Figure 2-7, a 7,500 square-foot Phase III office building would be 
constructed on the northeastern most corner of the project site during this phase.  The height of 
the Phase III building would be a maximum of 35 feet above grade.  Mass grading for the Phase 
III building pad would be conducted during Phase I; however, some fine grading would be 
required to prepare the site for the Phase III building.  The Western Parking Lot would be 
expanded by 23 spaces to move parking spaces allocated to Phase II closer to the building, and 
free up spaces in the Central Parking Lot for the proposed Phase III use. 
 
 Phase IV. Construction of the Phase IV office building would complete the anticipated 
build out of the proposed project.  As shown in Figure 2-8, during Phase IV a 21,300 square-foot 
office building would be constructed in the western portion of the site.  The proposed Phase IV 
office building would be two storied with an approximate height of 35 feet.  The building 
would consist of offices and meeting rooms.  With respect to the overall site plan, the Phase IV 
building would replace the Western Parking Lot that would be developed during Phase II. 
Parking spaces within the Western Parking Lot as well as additional spaces required for Phase 
IV would be accommodated via construction of 130 subterranean parking spaces within the 
Central Parking Lot. 
 
 Internal Site Circulation.  Internal site circulation would be provided via a funicular and 
cart path that would be constructed during Phase II.  The funicular would be situated on a 
dedicated track that would provide direct access between the western driveway turnaround 
and the eastern parking lot.  The cart path would also connect the eastern and western portions 
of the site via a scenic pathway.  The connecting pathway would be up to 10 feet wide and 
comprised of permeable surface materials.  Implementation of the funicular and cart path 
would support centralization of the parking areas, thereby reducing the amount of hillside 
grading. 
 
 Landscaping and Irrigation.  Landscaping and trees would be planted along the main 
access roads, internal circulation paths, and the Agoura Road frontage.  Landscaping is also 
proposed around structures, and related outdoor elements (e.g., gardens, water features) would 
be appropriately located throughout the developed portions of the project site.  Undeveloped 
open space areas would retain natural vegetation and graded slopes would be planted with 
native plants including chaparral species, coastal sage scrub, and grassland.  Irrigation for the 
proposed landscaping would be provided via a combination of a rainwater collection system 
and potable water. 
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Drainage Facilities.  There are currently two existing debris basins, under Los Angeles County 
Flood Control District’s (LACFD) jurisdiction, located on-site along Agoura Road.  One is near 
the eastern and another near the western property boundary.  The widening of Agoura Road 
would affect the existing configuration of both basins.  The easterly debris basin would be 
redesigned and relocated south of the proposed Phase I building and Central Parking Lot.  In 
the location of the existing eastern debris basin a detention basin would be constructed to 
collect first-flush runoff from the entire site as well as portions of Agoura Road.  Runoff from 
the developed areas of the eastern portion of the site would be collected via onsite storm 
drainage and routed to a bioswale to be located between the eastern access drive and Agoura 
Road, before entering the detention basin. 
 
Runoff from within the development footprint on the western portion of the site would be 
collected via a series of inlets and routed to bioswales along the access road and Agoura Road 
before entering the detention basin. The westerly debris basin would also be moved to 
accommodate the widening of Agoura Road and improved to meet current design 
requirements.  Multiple project elements, including roofs, access roads, parking lots, sidewalks, 
and green space would be designed to be multifunctional, incorporating detention, retention, 
filtration, or runoff use. 
 
The proposed westerly and easterly debris basins will include a debris cone maintenance area, 
which would also be under LACFCD jurisdiction.  Each debris cone will extend beyond the 
limits of grading.  The westerly debris cone extends 280 feet beyond the limits of grading.  The 
eastern debris cone extends 70 feet beyond the limits of grading.  Maintenance activities within 
the debris cones would be performed by LACFCD and include clearance of vegetation and 
removal of oaks within its limits when necessary.   
 
Except where prohibited due to fire department requirements, many hardscape surfaces such 
as parking lots, courtyards and pathways would be constructed of permeable materials to 
reduce surface flows and promote infiltration prior to entering the stormwater system. 
 
 Sustainable Design Elements.  As the project is designed to achieve LEED Platinum 
Certification, the proposed buildings and overall site plan incorporate sustainable features that 
would count towards LEED certification points, based on current requirements.  Preliminarily, 
the project intends to incorporate the following design components: 
 

Building Design 
 

Site Design 

 Photovoltaic solar energy collection  Native vegetation in landscaping 

 Passive heating/ventilation systems and no 
recirculation of air 

 Permeable hardscape in courtyards, 
parking areas, and cart paths 

 Thermal massing features  Bioswales to catch, convey and filter runoff 
from hardscape surfaces 

 Green roof system  Collection of rainwater to support 
irrigation demand 
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Building Design 
 

Site Design 

 Interior lighting systems and building 
design that maximize use of natural 
sunlight and reduce the need for interior 
lighting 

 Pedestrian and electric cart path to reduce 
hillside grading 

 Occupant controlled shading device  Individual environmental controls 

 High efficiency fixtures to reduce annual 
energy consumption 

 Computer monitored and irrigation 
controls 

 Electric car charging station  Drip emitter and low precipitation spray 
heads 

 Low-flow water consumption fixtures  Green design for debris basins 

 Local, renewable and recycled building 
materials 

 Invasive species eradication and native 
plant restoration 

 Reclaimed water for non-potable water 
demand 

 Maximization of open space 

 Construction waste management plan  

 

2.5 PROJECTED CONSTRUCTION  
 
The City of Agoura Hills has specific requirements for grading design and implementation in the 
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan area.  As previously noted, construction of the proposed project 
is expected to occur in four phases over an approximate 25-year period.  Grading of the site would 
consist of a cut/fill operation to create level building pads and associated features.  The primary 
proposed fill areas are the lower lying, gentle slopes between ridges.  Erosion control measures 
would be included during grading and prior to the completion and construction of permanent 
drainage controls.  Mass Grading for the building pads would be limited to Phases I and II, with 
minimal finish grading to occur in Phase III (the building pad for Phase III construction would be 
graded during Phase I). Phase IV would involve excavation of 5,000 CY of soil to construct the 
subterranean garage beneath the Central Parking Lot on the eastern portion of the site, with the 
soil retained on site. The following paragraphs describe the proposed grading activities in further 
detail. 
 
During Phase I, grading activities would be conducted in association with the proposed widening 
of Agoura Road, the project’s easterly ingress/egress, as well the pads for the proposed Phase I 
and Phase III buildings, central parking lot, internal circulation improvements, and drainage 
improvements (eastern debris basin and detention basin).  In order to align the project’s easterly 
ingress/egress from Agoura Road, a small amount of grading would occur on the neighboring 
property, whereby the applicant and the adjacent property owner have an existing easement 
agreement.  Phase I grading would disturb roughly 7.2 acres, which includes on-site grading, as 
well as grading within the Agoura Road right-of-way , and the off-site ingress/egress from 
Agoura Road.  Roughly 60,000 cubic yards of cut and 49,000 cubic yards of fill would be required, 
resulting in about 11,000 cubic yards of soil export. 
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The grading activities proposed during Phase II would be conducted in association with the 
project’s westerly ingress/egress from Agoura Road, Phase II and Phase IV buildings, the 
proposed western parking lot, internal circulation, and drainage improvements (western debris 
basin and bioswales).  Phase II grading would disturb roughly 6.3 acres on-site and would 
include 38,000 cubic yards of cut and 15,000 cubic yards of fill for a net export of 23,000 cubic 
yards of soil.  Phase IV grading would include 5,000 cubic yards of cut and export for excavation 
of the subterranean garage. 
 
As mentioned above, grading for the widening of Agoura Road would occur during Phases I and 
II.  During Phase I, grading of the central slope along the south side of Agoura Road and within 
the right-of-way from the eastern property boundary to the western debris basin would be 
conducted.  Additionally, Agoura Road would be improved between the eastern property 
boundary and the proposed western boundary of the eastern parcel.  The remainder of the 
grading/improvements associated with widening Agoura Road between the western limit of the 
Phase I grading/improvements and the western property boundary would be conducted in Phase 
II. 
 

2.6 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

 
The following list provides a synopsis of the objectives and goals of the proposed project, as 
required by Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines: 
 

 Develop a project that is aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent uses and 
the environment. 

 Provide an example for future projects to incorporate environmentally sensitive site 
planning and “green” elements that reduce the demand for utilities and the generation of 
solid waste. 

 Develop a project that is consistent with the size and scale of development allowed under 
the Ladyface Specific Plan. 

 Create a headquarters for the Foundation that would facilitate an engaging workspace 
environment that is open and light-filled so as to encourage creativity, collaboration, and 
productivity. 

 To construct a project that is architecturally attractive and achieves the United States 
Green Building Council’s LEED Platinum Certification. 

 To assure through the Development Agreement that the Hilton Foundation will be able to 
build out all four phases of the project over time, and that the City will receive the benefits 
associated with locating the project within its boundaries. 
 

2.7 REQUIRED APPROVALS 

The proposed project would require the discretionary approval of the City of Agoura Hills.  The 
project would be reviewed by the City’ Architectural Review Board and by the Planning 
Commission, which will make a recommendation to the City Council.  The City Council will 
make decisions related to certification of the EIR and approval of the project.  The approvals 
requested from the City include:   
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 Certification of the Final EIR 

 Tentative Parcel Map for the reconfiguration of the two parcels 

 Variances, and/or Modifications to the zoning ordinance Regulations and Requirements, including: 
 Variance for retaining walls and garden walls in excess of 6 feet in height 
 Variance or modification for a 10 percent reduction to on-site parking requirements 

 Conditional Use Permit for developing a parcel within the Ladyface Mountain SP area 

 Oak Tree Permit for the removal and encroachment of the protected zone of oak trees 

 Development Agreement 
 
The approvals necessary from additional public agencies (e.g. permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement) include: 
 

 Section 1602 Permit (Streambed Alteration Agreement) in accordance with the California 
Fish and Game Code (California Department of Fish and Game); 

 US Army Corps of Engineers permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for 
impacts to waters of the US; 

 Section 401 Permit (Clean Water Action) in accordance with the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and LA County Flood Control; and 

 Los Angeles County Flood Control approval of facility modifications. 
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3.0  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
 

This section describes the regional and project site setting, as well as the cumulative 
development upon which the analysis of cumulative impacts is based. 
 

3.1 REGIONAL SETTING 
 
The project site is located in the City of Agoura Hills, which is within the boundaries of Los 
Angeles County.  Agoura Hills is located between the urban areas of Los Angeles to the 
southeast and Oxnard/Ventura to the west.  U.S. Highway 101 bisects Agoura Hills and 
connects the City to these two urban areas.  In addition to Highway 101, four main arterial 
roads provide circulation throughout the City.  Reyes Adobe Road and Kanan Road both run 
north-south through Agoura Hills and provide access to Hwy 101 via their on- and off-ramps.  
Reyes Adobe Road is a four-lane secondary arterial road for the majority of its length, while 
Kanan Road is a six-lane major arterial road.   Kanan Road also provides a regional linkage to 
Malibu and other coastal areas via its connection with Highway 1 to the south.  Thousand 
Oaks Boulevard and Agoura Road run east-west and are both four-lane primary roads. 
 
Agoura Hills is located in the eastern portion of the Conejo Valley.  The City is bordered on 
the north by an unincorporated area of Ventura County and on the south by an 
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County.  The City of Calabasas is located immediately to 
the east and the city of Westlake Village is immediately to the west.   
 
Land use patterns in Agoura Hills, with a few exceptions, have focused commercial 
development around U.S. Hwy 101.  Most of the residential areas consist of single-family 
neighborhoods, while the “Old Agoura” area provides a more rural setting for residents.  The 
majority of the existing residential development is located on the north side of the freeway.  
The outlying, unincorporated areas are occupied by open space and low density residential 
uses.   
 
The City’s topography is hilly, with some major ridgelines within the jurisdiction of the City.  
The slopes of the ridgelines limit the density of development in these hillside areas.  The 
Santa Monica Mountains Recreation Area, which is adjacent to the City, contains other major 
ridgelines, as well as valuable wildlife habitat, large canyons, and some riparian areas.  Oak 
woodland and riparian habitats are also present to some extent along the waterways located 
within the City. 
 
Agoura Hills generally has a mild climate.  Summer high temperatures tend to be in the 90s 
(F) while the high winter temperatures are typically in the 60s.  The area receives 
approximately 15 inches of rainfall per year, with the majority of the rainfall concentrated 
between the months of October and April.   
 

3.2 PROJECT SITE SETTING 
 
The project site is located at 30440 and 30500 Agoura Road west of the Agoura Road/Reyes 
Adobe Road intersection in the City of Agoura Hills, Los Angeles County.  The site is situated 
south of Agoura Road across from an existing business park approximately 0.2 miles southwest 
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of the intersection of Reyes Adobe Road and Agoura Road.  Undeveloped lands are located to 
the west, east, and south of the project site.  The site is regionally accessible from the US 101 
Freeway and is situated on the north-facing slopes of Ladyface Mountain south of the US 101.   
 
The site consists of approximately 66.6 undeveloped acres, comprising Assessor Parcel 
Numbers (APN) 2061-002-048 (36.6 acres) and APN 2061-002-024 (30.0 acres).  Two separate 
unnamed drainage tributaries, identified on-site as the “west tributary” and the “east 
tributary,” traverse the project site from south to north and empty into debris basins.  The 
project site’s vegetation communities include California annual grasslands (in areas underlain 
by relatively heavy soils), chaparral, coastal scrub, and scattered oak trees on sloping terrain 
that form denser oak woodland in and along the bottom of the drainages. 
 
An evaluation of environmental constraints for the project site was conducted by Envicom 
Corporation (2010), which evaluated the site based on environmental constraints.  The site was 
characterized according to preferred, conditional and restrictive opportunities (see Figure 3-1).  
These concepts are defined as follows: 
 

• Preferred areas are those that are recommended for development because they 
would require minimal to limited mitigation to achieve entitlements. 

• Conditional areas are those that would require significant mitigation to achieve 
entitlements. 

• Restrictive areas are those that would prohibit development because they lie above 
the 1,100 foot contour. 

 
Figure 3-1 shows the areas of the site that are preferred areas, conditional areas and restrictive 
areas, while Table 3-1 quantifies how much of each area type would be affected.  As shown in 
Figure 3-1, and characterized in Table 3-1, the project is located such that it avoids restrictive 
areas and minimizes development within conditional areas.   
 

Table 3-1 

Development Opportunity 

Opportunity Type 
Total 

Acres 

Area within Development 

Footprint (acres) 
% Affected 

Preferred 20.0 10.30 52% 

Conditional 9.5 1.79 19% 

Restrictive 37.1 0.0 0% 

Total 66.6 12.09  

Source:  Data sources for analysis include the following:  Development opportunities 
Figure 6 from Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Environmental 
Constraints Analysis (June 2008), Table 2-1 The Conrad N. Hilton Foundation 
Headquarters Campus Technical Background Report March 2009, revised August 2010. 

 
The project’s development footprint would be limited to approximately 12.09 acres or 18% of 
the 66.6 acre project site.  The proposed project’s total development footprint would be limited 
to approximately 13.5 acres, with on-site development of 12.09 acres (or 18%) of the 66.6-acre 
project site), and an additional 1.4 acres of grading that would occur within the right-of-way 
and easement.  The 12.09 acres would include 10.30 acres of the areas identified as  
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“preferred” opportunity areas and 1.79 acres of the areas with moderate constraints designated 
as “conditional” areas.  No project grading would take place in areas identified as “restrictive” 
areas.  The majority of the project site, 54.02 acres (81%), would remain undeveloped, with a 
goal of preservation and compatibility with the natural hillside open space and existing 
surrounding uses.   
 

3.3 CUMULATIVE DEVELOPMENT 
 
Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual events that, when evaluated 
together, are significant or would compound other environmental impacts.  Cumulative 
impacts are the changes in the environment that result from the incremental impact of 
development of the proposed project and other nearby projects.  For example, traffic impacts of 
two nearby projects may be inconsequential when analyzed separately, but could have a 
substantial impact when analyzed together.    
 
Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of cumulative impacts.  The 
discussion of related or cumulative projects may be drawn from either a “list of past, present, 
and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts” or a “summary of 
projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document or in a prior 
environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated 
regional or area wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact.” 
 
Planned and pending developments in the site vicinity are listed in Table 3-2 and total 
development summarized in Table 3-3.   
 

Table 3-2 

Cumulative Projects List 

 

Project 

No. 

Project 

Name/Applicant 
Project Location Description 

1 
Triunfo YMCA 

Project 

North of Thousand 
Oaks Blvd between La 

Baya Dr. and Corsa 
Ave. 

Two-story complex, includes a large indoor 
gym with basketball courts, pools, a workout 
facility, a day care area, locker rooms with 
showers, and offices for a total of 35,000 sq. 
ft. 

2 
Opus West 

Russell Ranch 
Project 

North of Ventura (101) 
Freeway, east of 

Lindero Canyon Rd. 
exit 

Mixed-use office park facility consisting of 
435,000 sq. ft. of new building space, with 
two office buildings comprising of three 
restaurant buildings, fitness center, and retail 
space. Project also includes an at-grade 3-
level parking structure containing 753 parking 
spaces for a total of 1,682 parking spaces. 

3 
Heathcote for 

Buckley 

South of Agoura Rd. 
near western City 

limits 

14,075 sq. ft. commercial/medical building. 

4 Sunbelt Enterprises 
29541 & 29555 
Canwood St. 

2 identical 12,600 sq. ft. medical & general 
office buildings for a total of 25,200 sq. ft. 

5 
Agoura-Kanan, 
LLC/The Martin 

Group 

4995 Kanan Rd. 
(Southwest corner of 
Kanan and Agoura 

Rd.) 

First phase of development includes 107 
residential units over 62,000 sq. ft. of retail 
space (other phases include 105,000 sq. ft. of 
retail and commercial space). 
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Table 3-2 

Cumulative Projects List 

 

Project 

No. 

Project 

Name/Applicant 
Project Location Description 

6 
David 

Myers/Ware 
Malcomb 

29508 Roadside Dr 
29505 Agoura Rd. 

based upon the project 
orientation 

A proposed commercial condominium 
development consisting of 38 properties for a 
total of 73,800 sq. ft. of development. 

7 
Vinod & 

Chanresh Gupta 
Trust 

29760 Agoura Rd. 
Two-story 12,700 sq. ft. office building. 
 

8 Moe Sherif for GU 29338 Roadside Dr. 
Proposal to eliminate self-service washing 
stalls and tunnel; maintain two lube bays & 
add 2,612 sq. ft. new retail area & office. 

9 
Agoura 

Landmark, L.P. 
29621 Agoura Rd. 

Divide property into 6 lots for 5 buildings and 
1 common lot with parking structure (1 level 
underground) for a total 99,194 sq. ft. 

10 
Realty Bancorp 

Equities 
29901 Agoura Rd. 

Two-story commercial building for a total of 
76,750 sq. ft. 
 

11 
Sheau (Corp. 

Point) 
S/S Agoura Rd. at 
Reyes Adobe Rd. 

Two new buildings for a total of 71,844 sq. ft. 

12 
Rabbi Bryski for 
the Chabad of 

the Canejo 

30345 and 30347 
Canwood St. 

Remodel existing Chabad Center bldg. and 
construct a 6,999 sq. ft. bldg on rear lot for 
offices and classrooms. 

13 
Conejo Jewish 

Day School 
29001 Ladyface Ct. 

A Specific Plan Amendment and a CUP to 
allow a school to operate on the existing 
Temple site. 

14 
Carlos Khantzis 
and Steve Rice 

30800 Agoura Rd. 
46 residential condo units in 2 two-story, 34 
ft. high buildings for a total of 104,138 sq. ft. 

Source: Envicom, Technical Background Report for Conrad N. Hilton Project, 2010. 

 
Table 3-3 

Cumulative Projects Summary 

 

Land Use Development 

Residential 229 du 

Commercial/Office/Retail 886,501 sf 

Institutional 6,999 sf 

Source: Envicom, Technical Background Report for 
Conrad N. Hilton Project, 2010. 
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4.0  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
 
This section discusses the possible environmental effects of the proposed project for the specific 
issue areas that were identified as having the potential to experience significant impacts.  
“Significant effect” is defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15382 as “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and 
objects of historic or aesthetic significance.  An economic or social change by itself shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be considered in determining 
whether the physical change is significant.” 
 
The assessment of each issue area begins with a discussion of the setting relevant to that issue 
area.  Following the setting is a discussion of the project's impacts relative to the issue area.  
Within the impact analysis, the first subsection identifies the methodologies used and the 
“significance thresholds,” which are those criteria adopted by the City, other agencies, 
universally recognized, or developed specifically for this analysis to determine whether 
potential effects are significant.  The next subsection describes each impact of the proposed 
project, mitigation measures for significant impacts, and the level of significance after 
mitigation.  Each effect under consideration for an issue area is separately listed in bold text, 
with the discussion of the effect and its significance following.  Each bolded impact listing also 
contains a statement of the significance determination for the environmental impact as follows: 
 

Class I, Unavoidably Significant:  An impact that cannot be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  Such an 
impact requires a Statement of Overriding Considerations to be issued if the project is 
approved. 
 
Class II, Significant but Mitigable: An impact that can be reduced to below the 
threshold level given reasonably available and feasible mitigation measures.  Such an 
impact requires findings to be made. 
 
Class III, Not Significant:  An impact that may be adverse, but does not exceed the 
threshold levels and does not require mitigation measures.  However, mitigation 
measures that could further lessen the environmental effect may be suggested if readily 
available and easily achievable. 
 
Class IV, No Impact or Beneficial:  Either the project would not alter environmental 
conditions or would reduce existing environmental problems or hazards. 

 
Following each environmental impact discussion is a listing of recommended mitigation 
measures (if required) and the residual effects or level of significance remaining after the 
implementation of the measures.  In those cases where the mitigation measure for an impact 
could have a significant environmental impact in another issue area, this impact is discussed as 
a residual effect under the “Significance After Mitigation” heading. 
 
The impact analysis concludes with a discussion of cumulative effects, which evaluates the 
impacts associated with the proposed project in conjunction with other future development in 
the area.   
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4.1  AESTHETICS 
 
This section analyzes the proposed project’s impacts relating to aesthetics, including effects on 
scenic vistas; scenic resources; the visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings; 
and light and glare.  This analysis is based in part on the discussions and analysis in the 
Technical Background Report prepared for the project (Envicom Corporation, March 2009) as 
well as on visual simulations created for the project by RRM Design Group.  The visual 
simulations provide a graphical representation of pre-construction and post-construction 
project conditions from two vantage points offering the greatest visibility of the site.   
 
4.1.1  Setting 
 
 a.  Existing Conditions.  The 66.6-acre project site is located at 30440 and 30500 Agoura 
Road west of the Agoura Road/Reyes Adobe Road intersection in the City of Agoura Hills, Los 
Angeles County.  The project site is located at the base of the north side of Ladyface Mountain. 
The site fronts the south side of Agoura Road for a distance of approximately 1,565 feet situated 
roughly between Reyes Adobe Road and Lindero Canyon Road. The project site is undeveloped 
and undisturbed with the exception of two on-site debris basins.  The debris basins are located 
adjacent to Agoura Road and are visible from the roadway in select locations where hillsides do 
not block the views.  Given the site's location and undeveloped condition, its existing visual 
character is defined primarily by its topography, landforms, and natural vegetation, which are 
described below.  Figure 2-2 in Section 2.0, Project Description, shows an aerial view of the 
project site.  Figure 4.1-1 shows existing conditions on the site looking southeast from Agoura 
Road and Figure 4.1-2 shows existing conditions on the site looking south from Russell Ranch 
Road (north of the US 101 Freeway).   
 
Land uses in the vicinity of the project site include office uses, vacant land, and open space, 
including portions of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area.  Development 
north of the project site, between Agoura Road and the US 101 Freeway, includes large-lot, low-
rise (two- to three-story) commercial office park buildings with surface parking lots.  The 
landscape in this area consists of leveled pads atop manufactured slopes that abut the freeway's 
right-of-way.  Vacant land possessing similar visual qualities as the project site is immediately 
to the south, east, and west of the project site.  These areas consist of gently sloping grasslands 
with dispersed oak trees adjacent to Agoura Road, gradually steepening into foothill landform 
features with volcanic rock formations nearer the crest of Ladyface Mountain.  
 
The north-facing slopes of Ladyface Mountain rise along the southwestern edge of the City of 
Agoura Hills, providing a visually prominent scenic Santa Monica Mountains backdrop that 
can be seen from locations throughout the City.  The north-facing slopes of Ladyface Mountain 
comprise the south side of an east-west trending portion of Lindero Canyon.  Lindero Canyon 
Creek marks the bottom of the canyon.  Agoura Road and the US 101 Freeway are generally 
arrayed from west to east immediately north of the project site in close alignment with the 
creek. Lindero Canyon is a broad east-west trending valley that is asymmetrical.  The southern 
side of the canyon, including the terrain on-site, rises abruptly, climbing up to 1,175 feet from 
the bottom of the canyon to the visually prominent east/west-trending ridge crest of Ladyface 
Mountain (2,036 feet).  The northern slopes of the canyon ascend at lower slope gradients and to 
lesser elevations overall.  The terrain north of the freeway consists of east/west trending hills 
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that are situated approximately 1,500-2,000 feet north of the freeway and contain gently to 
moderately sloping terrain.  The highest and western-most of the hills reaches 1,141 feet in 
elevation, 895 feet lower than the crest of Ladyface Mountain.  Agoura Road follows a gently 
curving east/west route along Ladyface Mountain above the floor of Lindero Canyon.  At the 
middle of its frontage with the project site, the roadway's elevation of 975 feet is approximately 
35 feet higher than the nearest parallel segment of the US 101 Freeway.  The southerly side of 
Agoura Road is distinguished by a succession of cut slopes and raised roadbed segments. 
 
With the exception of steep roadside cut slopes along the Agoura Road frontage, the project 
site's terrain contains gentle to moderate slopes that transition to very steep slopes as elevations 
rise to the local ridge of Ladyface Mountain.  Along Agoura Road, three successive road cuts 
that have been made across the toes of three ridge spur landforms, referred to herein as the 
eastern, central, and western road cuts.  The eastern and western road cuts are only partially 
located within the project site boundaries; however, the central road cut is visible in Existing 
View 1 on Figure 4.1-1.  Two intervening un-named drainage courses (referred to as the 
“eastern” and “western” tributaries) occupy the valleys between the on-site ridges and they 
flow into on-site debris basins.  The debris basins formed where the raised roadbed of Agoura 
Road creates dams across the mouths of these drainages, which are tributaries to Lindero 
Canyon.  The range of elevation on-site is from roughly 950 feet above mean sea level in the 
northern portion of the site to 1,790 feet above mean sea level in the southernmost portions of 
the site (about 840 feet). 
 
The underlying layered rock formations of the northerly facing slopes of Ladyface Mountain 
have given rise to the development of an east-west banding pattern of deeper soil deposits that 
alternate with linear expressions of shallower soils and exposed rock outcrops.  These soils and 
rock outcrop distributions are mirrored by adapted east-west linear patterns of natural 
vegetation on the project site.  Open grasslands prevail on gentler sloping middle elevations 
that grade into oak woodlands at lower elevations and into scrublands at higher elevations.  
The upper and steeper slopes onsite tend to be covered with dense and darker colored 
evergreen chaparral.  The range in elevation displays sequences of natural surface landform 
color tones and textures where soil surfaces and rock formations are exposed.  The natural 
vegetation on these terrain surfaces is also distinguished by varied patterns of color and texture, 
which combine with the visible rock formations to create the scenic vistas of Ladyface 
Mountain. 
 

b.  Viewsheds.  The Phase I office building would have a finished floor level of 993 feet 
above sea level.  The Phase II office building would have a finished floor level of 1064 feet above 
sea level.  The Phase III building would have a finished floor level of 979 feet above sea level.  
The Phase IV office building would have a finished floor level of 1050 feet above sea level.  All 
four buildings would have a maximum height of 35 feet above grade.  Portions of the project 
site are visible from seven of the 16 view locations identified in the Ladyface Mountain Specific 
Plan, including Viewpoint #6 through Viewpoint #8, all located on Agoura Road, Viewpoint #9 
on Reyes Adobe Road at the US 101 Freeway, Viewpoint #10 at Forest Cove Park, Viewpoint 
#12 at Canwood Street directly north of the project site, and Viewpoint #13 located at Reyes 
Adobe Park.  The most prominent views of the project site are from Agoura Road (as shown on 
Figure 4.1-1) and Russell Ranch Road (as shown on Figure 4.1-2).  Views of the project site at 
elevations higher than development is proposed are also available from the US 101 Freeway, 
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and residential neighborhoods in the vicinity of the project site.  Descriptions of viewing 
locations and site visibility follow.   
 

 Agoura Road - Foreground views of the project site are available from limited locations along 
Agoura Road. Views from Agoura Road differ considerably depending upon a viewer's location, 
the direction of travel, and view orientation. The elevation, configuration, and sequencing of the 
natural ridge spurs on the project site and the adjacent properties are the most visually 
prominent features that can be seen from along Agoura Road.  Figure 4.1-1(a) shows views of the 
site looking southeast from Agoura Road under existing conditions and under Phase I, Phase II, 
and Phase III development, while Figure 4.1-1(b) shows full buildout with Phase IV development. 

 

 Russell Ranch Road – Views of the project site are available from limited locations along 
Russell Ranch Road.  The elevation, configuration, and sequencing of the natural ridge spurs on 
the project site and the adjacent properties are the most visually prominent features that can be 
seen from Russell Ranch Road.  Adjacent commercial and business/office park development and 
landscaping partially block views of the project site (particularly the site’s lower elevations) from 
Russell Ranch Road.  Figure 4.1-2(a) shows views of the project site looking south from Russell 
Ranch Road under existing conditions and under Phase I, Phase II, and Phase III development , 
while Figure 4.1-2(b) shows full buildout with Phase IV development. 

 

 US 101 Freeway Corridor – The project site’s middle and upper-most elevations can be seen 
from the US 101 Freeway and adjacent frontage street. Commercial and business/office park 
development and mature tree landscaping in parking lots and within the public streetscape on 
land between Agoura Road and the US 101 Freeway block views of the site (particularly views of 
the site's lower elevations nearest Agoura Road) from the US 101 Freeway and frontage street. 
Views directed toward the site from the freeway or from frontage road locations (from along 
Canwood Drive, for example) are often either partially impeded, completely blocked, and/or 
filtered or screened by the presence of tall freeway sound walls and/or by Caltrans landscaping 
within the sound wall gaps. 

 

 Residential Neighborhood – Limited and restricted project site views are available from 
selected street and park locations in the suburban residential neighborhoods of the City of Agoura 
Hills to the north of the US 101 Freeway. The residential streets tend to have limited site views 
because of their orientations (that do not align with viewing directions toward the project site) 
and the presence of view-blocking structures and landscaping along their predominant east-west 
and north-south orientations. 

 
Designated Scenic Routes.  Agoura Road and the US 101 Freeway are both designated 

scenic routes. 
 

Agoura Road.  Agoura Road is designated as a local scenic route by the City of Agoura 
Hills in the Agoura Hills General Plan (2010).  Presently, the segment of Agoura Road adjacent 
to the project site consists of two westbound lanes, a median that accommodates a turning lane, 
one eastbound lane and a dedicated bicycle lane on both sides of the road.  As Agoura Road is 
located against the toes of slopes that rise in a southerly direction to the crest of Ladyface 
Mountain, the extent of visibility of ridge and valley landforms is considerably constrained.  
Both southwesterly and southeasterly views of the Ladyface Mountain crestline along Agoura 
Road are substantially blocked by the steep road cuts through the ridge spurs that occur 
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adjacent to the south side of Agoura Road.  This is especially the case for motorists traveling 
eastbound because they are traveling along the roadway in closer proximity to the cut slopes 
than do motorists traveling in the westbound lanes.  Figure 4.1-1 shows existing conditions 
looking southeast from Agoura Road. 
  
The ridge spur that closely parallels the eastern boundary of the project site and ends in a steep 
road cut immediately adjacent to Agoura Road (immediately east of the project site and 
extending onto the project site) blocks westbound views (southwesterly views) of the project 
site until motorists reach and pass by the northeast comer of the site.   
 

U S 101 Freeway.  The US 101 Freeway is considered eligible to be designated as a State 
and County Scenic Highway, though at present there is no such official designation 
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/scenic/cahisys3.htm).  The US 101 Freeway is located 
approximately 600 feet north of the project site.  The roadbed of the freeway is approximately 
35-40 feet lower in elevation than that of Agoura Road, and the area between the US 101 
Freeway and Agoura Road has been developed with multi-story commercial office buildings.  
As mentioned above, intervening development and elevational differences result in limited 
visibility of the site from US 101. 
 
 c.  Light and Glare.  The project site is currently undeveloped and does not contain 
sources of artificial night lighting.  Properties to the immediate west and south are currently 
undeveloped, property to the east is currently being developed, and business park (office) uses 
are present north of the site across Agoura Road.  There is an existing apartment complex 
located approximately 1,000 feet west of the project site’s western boundary, which is separated 
from the project site by undeveloped land.  Currently, the areas surrounding the project site 
along the south side of Agoura Road are dark at night.  Existing sources of nighttime lighting in 
the immediate vicinity of the project include street lighting along Agoura Road and security 
lighting associated with residential uses to the west and office uses to the north.  Light-sensitive 
land uses include residences; commercial or institutional uses that require minimal nighttime 
illumination for proper function, physical comfort, or commerce; and natural areas. Light-
sensitive areas adjacent to the project site include surrounding natural habitat.  Section 4.2, 
Biological Resources, analyzes impacts of the proposed project on habitat areas. 
 

d.  Regulatory Setting.  The topic of aesthetics and neighborhood character is addressed 
in the following documents: 
 

California Scenic Highway Program.  The California Scenic Highway System was 
created in 1963 for the purpose of protecting and enhancing the natural scenic beauty of 
California highways and adjacent corridors. The California Scenic Highway System includes a 
list of highways that are either eligible for designation or have been officially designated by the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). In the project area, the US 101 Freeway is 
considered to an eligible scenic highway, as it has not received an official scenic highway 
designation from Caltrans. The status of a proposed scenic highway changes from eligible to 
officially designated when the local governing body applies to Caltrans for scenic highway 
approval, adopts a Corridor Protection Program, and receives notification that the highway has 
been officially designated a Scenic Highway.   
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City of Agoura Hills General Plan.  The City of Agoura Hills General Plan Natural 
Resources Chapter provides citywide guidance regarding visual resources.  The General Plan 
lists Agoura Road from the westerly City limits to the easterly City limits as a valuable scenic 
resource in the community, providing view scenic views of the Santa Monica Mountains, 
including Ladyface Mountain.  The General Plan provides the following goals regarding scenic 
roads. 
 

NR-3.1  Development along Scenic Roads. Ensure a quality visual experience 
along the entire length of the scenic roads through protection and enhancement 
of views and development of appropriate landscaping. (Imp LU-10, LU-11, LU-14, 
LU-15)  
 
NR-3.2  View Protection. Preserve the hillside backdrop and natural 
landforms visible from the scenic roads in their present state to the extent 
possible. (Imp LU-10, LU-11, LU-12, LU-14, LU-15)  
 
City of Agoura Hills Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.  The proposed project site is 

located within the City of Agoura Hills Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan area.  One of the 
primary purposes of this Plan is to “ensure that all development at the base of Ladyface 
Mountain is compatible with the unique nature of this natural asset to the community.”  The 
Specific Plan identifies a goal to minimize any disturbance of dominant viewshed areas.  The 
Plan examined a total of 16 viewpoints, as shown on Exhibit II-6 in the Specific Plan, to assess 
the potential disturbance to visual resources.  The view locations were chosen based on 
anticipated development areas within the Ladyface Mountain viewshed and are located 
primarily on Agoura Road, as well as Canwood Street, Reyes Adobe Park, Forest Cove Park, 
and Morrison Ranch Estates.  The Specific Plan intends to avoid substantial impacts to views of 
Ladyface Mountain by incorporating the following standards: 
 

 Limit development (as measured to top of building) to below 1,100 feet elevation 

 Limit building heights to below the line-of-sight between viewer and ridgeline (as viewed from the 
US 101 Freeway) 

 Use materials and colors with the surrounding natural environment 

 Provide adequate setbacks for structures, maintaining views of Ladyface Mountain 

 Provide quality design and scenic character 

 Preserve natural terrain and scenic viewshed. 
 

4.1.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds. The visual simulations were modeled 
based on existing topography (1-foot contour resolution), proposed grading, elevations for 
Phase I development, and massing modeling for Phases II and III.  Phase IV was not modeled in 
the simulation, though it is analyzed in the text of the analysis.  To prepare the simulations, 
RRM took photographs of the existing conditions of the site.  These photograph locations were 
chosen based on the highest visibility of the proposed development.  
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An impact is considered significant if it can be illustrated that the project would conflict with 
City policies discussed under Regulatory Setting above.  In addition, according to Appendix G of 
the CEQA Guidelines, the project would result in a significant impact if it would: 
 

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

 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway 

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

For purposes of this analysis, significant view impacts are those that would adversely affect the 
scenic Ladyface Mountain viewshed as seen from a public viewing area.  In general, 
modifications to viewsheds are considered less than significant if they would largely be 
unnoticeable or visually subordinate to existing predominant features within the viewshed 
containing the project site.  A modification that would be visually dominant or obstruct 
available views of existing scenic features would result in a significant impact. 
 

b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  
 
Impact AES-1 The proposed project would incrementally alter the existing 

visual character of the site from Agoura Road and from off-
site areas north of the US 101 Freeway.  However, the project 
would not have substantial adverse effects on the visual 
character/quality of the site and its surroundings.  Impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant.  

 
Currently, the project site is a vacant, largely undisturbed landscape. As described above, it 
encompasses gently sloping grassland areas with dispersed oak tree-covered terrain adjacent to 
Agoura Road.  To the south of these areas, gradually steepening foothill landform features 
increase abruptly in slope as distinguished by rugged dark-colored volcanic rock formations.  
With project implementation, the visual character of the site would include a campus consisting 
of four main buildings, driveways, a funicular, interior circulation and parking areas, native 
landscaping, and drainage improvements. 
 
Figure 4.1-1(a-b) shows views of the proposed project under existing and proposed conditions 
from Agoura Road looking southeast.  As shown on Figure 4.1-1(a-b), buildout of the project 
would slightly alter views for vehicles on Agoura Road because the proposed buildings would 
be visible from Agoura Road.  As shown in Figure 4.1-1(a-b), views looking southeast from 
Agoura Road would include the addition of a paved drive along with trees on the hillside.  
Under Phase II and Phase III, a building would be visible east of Agoura Road.  Under Phase IV, 
a portion of the westerly surface parking lot would be replaced with a 21,300 square-foot office 
building (see Figures 2-7 and 2-8 as well as Figure 4.1-1(b).  The proposed Phase IV office 
building would be two stories with a height of 35 feet. Parking spaces within Western Parking 
Lot as well as additional spaces required for Phase IV would be accommodated via construction 
of 130 subterranean parking spaces in the central parking lot closer to the eastern part of the 
property. 
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Figure 4.1-2(a-b) shows views from Russell Ranch Road looking south under existing and 
proposed project conditions.  As shown on Figure 4.1-2(a), there would be no change in visual 
character from this viewpoint after Phase I development.  After Phase II, Phase III, and Phase 
IV, the proposed project would be visible south from Russell Ranch Road, as shown on Figure 
4.1-2(a-b).   
 
Landscaping would be planted along building facades and internal circulation routes, 
incorporating a variety of vegetation types (grasses, trees, shrubs, etc.) with a focus on native 
species.  Native trees would be planted throughout the site, while the undeveloped open space 
areas would retain natural vegetation and graded slopes would be planted with native plants 
including chaparral species, coastal sage scrub, and grassland. 
 
Pursuant to the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, the proposed buildings would be limited to a 
height of 35 feet above ground surface and would be designed to maintain a roofline below the 
1,100-foot contour so as not to substantially alter or degrade the visual character of Ladyface 
Mountain, a primary visual resource. As discussed on page 4.1-2, the pad elevations range 
from993 to 1064 feet above mean sea level, and with a maximum height of 35 feet, none of the 
buildings would have a roofline that exceeds the 1,100 foot contour.   
 
The proposed project would be located within areas of the site that are gently to moderately 
sloping, and proposed grading would alter the terrain of the northern portion of the project site. 
Project grading on the site would be limited to the locations of the proposed buildings, 
widening of Agoura Road, parking, debris/percolation basins, and associated infrastructure. 
With the exception of the grading associated with the widening of Agoura Road, the grading 
envelope has been limited to those areas necessary to support the proposed improvements at or 
near the current elevations. 
 
The proposed grading plan has been designed to maintain manufactured slopes at a ratio of 2:1 
or flatter, with the exception of the central cut slope to accommodate the widening of Agoura 
Road, which is proposed at a 1.75:1 slope.  In addition, retaining walls would be constructed to 
limit the project’s area of disturbance.  Where the retaining walls would be exposed, soil nail 
walls, landscape vegetation, or other treatments would be used to enhance the look of the wall 
and design of the project.  The proposed 1.75:1 road cut would exceed the 2:1 maximum slope 
requirement set forth in the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan for projects seeking the density 
levels allowed under Scenario 2-A.  In addition, two road cuts and one slope along the western 
access driveway would exceed slope height requirements set forth in the Specific Plan.  With 
discretionary approval of this Building Code deviation, the project would be compatible with 
requirements of the Specific Plan.  
 
The project would include widening Agoura Road along the site’s frontage pursuant to City of 
Agoura Hills requirements.  Currently, the project site contains three road cuts, or portions 
thereof, that are naturally vegetated or have been re-vegetated.  To widen Agoura Road, two 
existing road cuts (referred to herein as the central and western road cuts) would be modified. 
They would be shifted to the south and re-graded; the western slope would be re-graded at a 
2:1 slope and the central road cut would be graded at a 1.75:1 slope.  Both road cut slopes, as 
well as a slope along the east side of the western access driveway, would have heights of 
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approximately 50 to 55 feet.  The height of the slope along the east side of the western access 
driveway is required to provide a stable 2:1 slope in this location.  
 
These proposed slopes are not expected to result in significant adverse impacts on the visual 
character of the area because both of the proposed road cuts would be less steep than the 
existing road cuts (and less steep than recent road cuts for the project to the east).  In addition, 
the slopes would be landscaped with native vegetation to restore pre-existing vegetation 
communities where possible.  In addition, the slope reduction along Agoura Road would 
increase visibility of Ladyface Mountain from Agoura Road, as shown on Figure 4.1-1(a-b). 
 
Grading the interior areas of the project site would result in a need to improve the existing 
drainage system/network.  The existing eastern debris basin would be relocated 210 feet to the 
south of its existing roadside location and at a slightly higher base elevation, behind a raised 
internal roadbed.  At the higher elevation, the interior of the new debris basin would not be 
visible from Agoura Road.  The surface runoff from the graded surfaces of the project site 
would drain initially (first flush) to a marsh that would be created in a portion of the former 
debris basin adjacent to Agoura Road.  The lower interior slopes of the existing debris basin 
would be graded and filled to make room for an office building near the eastern site boundary 
and an interior tiered parking lot.  The manufactured slopes supporting the interior roadway, 
the parking lot, and building pad would be re-vegetated with native upland vegetation species 
consistent with the City of Agoura Hills and County of Los Angeles approved fire-retardant 
landscaping.  This upland native vegetation would transition from the grassland/marsh species 
established in the site drainage depression that would function independently of the relocated 
debris basin.  Upon completion of the re-vegetation of the altered terrain in the easterly of the 
two debris basins on-site, the visual character and quality of the site would be enhanced along 
Agoura Road by the establishment of the roadside marsh.  Through relocated to allow for road 
widening, the configuration of the westerly of the debris basins and its roadside appearance 
would largely remain unchanged. 
 
The nearest buildings to the project site are located on the strip of land to the north of the site 
between Agoura Road and the US 101 Freeway.  This area is characterized by the development 
of large-lot, low-rise (two-three story) commercial office park buildings.  Properties 
immediately to the south, east, and west are characterized by vacant land possessing visual 
qualities similar to the project site.  Under the proposed project, about 54.02 acres (81%) would 
remain undeveloped, located mainly in the southern portion of the project site at elevations 
higher than 1,100 feet above mean sea level.  This would be consistent with the surrounding 
pattern of development as dictated by the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.   
 
The proposed project would involve development of a modern campus that would alter the 
appearance of the northern portion of the project site.  Pursuant to the Project Application, the 
proposed LEED Platinum Building would have exterior features consisting of the following. 
 

• cast in place concrete 
• matte finish metal screens  
• exterior stainless steel roller shades  
• exterior glass walls 
• matte finish metal panels 
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• stone veneer 
 
In addition, though not shown on the preliminary plans, the project application indicates 
potential for photovoltaic carport canopies to shade surface parking lots and generate 
electricity. Under the proposed project only the Phase I building would be entitled at this time, 
with subsequent entitlements over the next 25 years. The project application indicates that the 
aforementioned design features are intended to result in a building that is an example of 
contemporary architecture, an office campus that integrates with the natural landscape and 
preserves the integrity of the surrounding landscape, provides a building that will last for 100 
years, is well articulated from a variety of vantage points, and sets an example in the 
sustainable building community as developing a process and advancing technology that can be 
accessible to the general public with hopes of encouraging sustainable strategies both nationally 
and internationally.   
 
The project would minimize potential impacts to visual character and quality by limiting the 
extent of the development footprint and use of native planting materials to blend with existing 
open space areas.  The proposed project would not substantially degrade the visual quality and 
character of the site or the area and has been designed to be consistent with the Ladyface 
Mountain Specific Plan.  Therefore, the proposed project's visual impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 

Impact AES-2 The project would not substantially damage scenic 
resources, including trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway.  Impacts would be 
Class III, less than significant.  

 
The proposed project is not located in view of a State Scenic Highway.  As previously noted, US 
101 is eligible for designation as a state scenic highway; however, it is not officially designated.  
The proposed project would not be visible from the US 101, as this roadway is about 35-40 feet 
lower in elevation than that of Agoura Road and the area between the US 101 Freeway and 
Agoura Road has been developed with multi-story commercial office buildings.  Therefore, 
impacts would be Class III, less than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
Impact AES-3 The proposed project would introduce lighting and glare in 

an area that currently contains vacant land.  However, new 
sources of lighting and glare would be required to comply 
with City standards, which would ensure that impacts 
would be Class III, less than significant.  

 
The proposed project would introduce lighting in an area where no night lighting currently 
exists.  New building and exterior lighting placed in proximity to Agoura Road would have the 
potential to create night lighting/glare effects.  The project would introduce exterior site and 
building lighting within a number of project site defined lighting control zones.  Light pole 
standards (luminaries) up to 16 feet high would be located along the driveways, the western 
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driveway's turnaround, and into the eastern driveway's parking lot.  Pedestrian walks and 
building entries and terraces would be lit with shorter luminaries.  Walkway steps and the 
exteriors of buildings would also be lit.  Lighting standards controlling the introduction of new 
point sources of night lighting and the levels of such lighting by proposed projects are 
addressed by City of Agoura Hills requirements, which stipulate that the limits for the potential 
glare of night lighting (i.e., light trespass off-site and into adjacent properties) be limited to 1.0 
Foot Candle (FC) at the property boundary.  
 
The proposed project would follow the lighting recommendations produced by the Illuminating 
Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) and those required by the United States Green 
Building Council's (USGBC) LEED Green Building Rating System.  Specifically, the Hilton 
Foundation Headquarters building and exterior site lighting system would meet the 
requirements for the LEEDv2.2 Rating System.  By adhering to the IESNA and LEED 
requirements, the project's night lighting levels would be held to 0.1 FC at the property 
boundaries (one tenth of the City allowed standard), thereby meeting the City standard.  In 
addition, the project would institute a lighting control system adapted to the defined lighting 
zones on the project site that would impose control measures for pre- and post-curfew periods. 
It is anticipated that building lighting would be turned off after regular occupied hours and 
would not operate overnight. Further, exterior light pollution reduction measures, such as the 
use of low-voltage relay panels and time clocks with controls programmed for pre- and post 
curfew periods would be designed into each of the project's exterior lighting zones. 
 
The interior roadway and parking lot lighting (11 located along the western driveway and 
turnaround, and 10 located along the eastern driveway and in the parking lot) would meet the 
IESNA full “cut-off” designation.  The closest of the lights would be situated at least 45 feet 
from the edge of Agoura Road’s right-of-way.  The height and placement of the poles when 
coupled with their sharp “cut-off” fixtures would assure that the 0.01 FC (horizontal) light 
trespass is met.  In other words, the downcast focused driveway lighting would not extend 
more than 10 feet off-site, and as such would not constitute a significant light and glare impact. 
The bollards, step lighting, and pedestrian pole luminaries that provide for nighttime security 
and safety for pedestrians would meet IESNA “cut-off” designations.  The combined site 
lighting would not have more than a 2% uplight component (David Nelson & Associates, LLC, 
Architectural Lighting Design, Hilton Foundation Headquarters, 1/5/09). Although the 
proposed development within the planning area would generate new sources of light, 
implementation of IESNA and LEED development standards for project lighting would assure 
that lighting impacts would be less than significant. 
 
The surfacing of the office buildings would make use of glass and steel panels, which could 
create glare effects during the day.  The building sides would be equipped with shade 
structures that would help to contain potential reflective glare.  The project's landscaping plan 
illustrates that existing oak trees retained on-site and introduced tree and shrub landscaping 
along courtyards and entry drives would screen potential views and act to confine potential 
glare effects at the site.  Further, as described above, lines-of-sight between the proposed 
structures on site and potential viewers traveling along Agoura Road would often be 
interrupted or completely blocked by the intervening configuration of natural landforms on site 
as well as by the steep road cuts that occur immediately adjacent to Agoura Road.  As these 
viewing angles would also be ones that could result in glare for motorists on Agoura Road if 
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significant source of glare existed, the landform configuration of the site itself ameliorates 
potential glare effects.  The most direct views of structures with glare potential would occur 
from Agoura Road; however, these proposed buildings would only be visible for a brief 
duration and are located at nearly right angles to the direction of travel.  Such views would 
typically allow for only brief glances of on-site facilities that would for the most part not be seen 
in views through windshields.  Therefore, potential glare impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.   
 

c.  Cumulative Impacts.  Of the 14 planned and pending projects in the area (see Table 
3-1 in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting), six of these projects are located south of Agoura Road 
and would be subject to the 1,100-foot elevation contour height limit imposed by the Ladyface 
Mountain Specific Plan.  The identified projects located south of Agoura Road, like the 
proposed project, are within Ladyface Mountain-oriented viewsheds and would be equally 
subject to the visual resource protection measures, architectural guidelines, and site 
development constraints that have been articulated in the City's General Plan, the Ladyface 
Mountain Specific Plan, and the various ordinances governing site grading and development. 
As established by the visual analysis conducted for the project site, the 1,100-foot contour limit 
imposed by the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan has tended to situate existing development 
south of Agoura Road in topographic locations close to the road that are generally not easily 
seen from identified sensitive public viewing locations.  Of the six related projects located along 
the south side of Agoura Road, three projects have the potential to be visible in selected views 
that would also include the proposed project. 
 
Related Project #11 is located south of Agoura Road from its intersection with Reyes Adobe 
Road to the eastern boundary of the Hilton Foundation Headquarters site.  This project, which 
involves the development of two office buildings with a combined floor space totaling 71,844 
square feet, is currently under construction.  While the Related Project #11 parcel lies 
immediately adjacent to the east of the proposed project site, the viewsheds within which it and 
that of the proposed project site can be most easily seen are primarily confined to ones located 
in foreground locations along Agoura Road.  Related Project #3 would result in the 
development of a single 14,075 square-foot commercial medical office building on a parcel that 
abuts the western side of the project site.  The elevation and steepness of a ridge spur slope 
marking the western boundary of the project site would likely assure that the proposed 
commercial/medical office building would be visually separated from the development on the 
proposed project site by a prominent natural landform.  Related Project #14, consisting of a two-
story 46-unit residential condominium project, would abut and be separated from the proposed 
project site by Related Project #3. 
 
The visual impacts of the potential buildout of parcels lying south of Agoura Road were 
anticipated by the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, and the primary control measure designed 
to protect scenic views of Ladyface Mountain has been the height limit on all prospective 
development imposed by the 1,100-foot elevation contour. Just as the visual analysis conducted 
for the proposed project site established that views of terrain surfaces along the lower slopes of 
Ladyface Mountain (below 1,100 feet) that occur on the project site are typically highly 
constrained from along the US 101 Freeway Corridor and from public streets and park locations 
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north of the freeway, the same observations would generally apply to the other parcels that 
front Agoura Road.  It would typically be from public viewing locations situated directly along 
Agoura Road that the cumulative development of the identified parcels located south of the 
roadway would be most discernable.  The development of the related projects situated adjacent 
to Agoura Road, in closest proximity to the project site, would result in cumulative impacts to 
visual resources from the conversion of naturally vegetated and undeveloped parcels along the 
lower slopes of Ladyface Mountain to a developed status.  The cumulative visual impacts, while 
potentially significant for the Agoura Road fronting parcels, have largely been anticipated and 
addressed by the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan and will be ameliorated by the City's 
application of design and lighting standards under project site plan review and enforcement 
procedures.  As such, the potential significant cumulative visual resource impacts would be 
reduced to less than significant levels with the application of these standards.  The proposed 
project has been designed according to the design standards set forth in the Ladyface Specific 
Plan.  As such the proposed project's contribution to potentially significant cumulative impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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 4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
This biological resource discussion contains a peer review and summary of the analyses 
contained within the Technical Background Report prepared for the proposed project by 
Envicom Corporation (August 2010).  This Technical Background Report is herein incorporated 
in its entirety per the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150 and may be reviewed at the City of 
Agoura Hills Planning Department.  Site specific biological surveys including a jurisdictional 
delineation, botanical inventory, and focused rare plant survey were performed by biologists at 
Envicom Corporation between December 2007 and June 2008 (Envicom Corporation, August 
2010).  An oak tree inventory survey was conducted over the proposed limits of grading and a 
200-foot buffer between January 2008 and January 2010 (Envicom Corporation, August 2010).  
Aerial photography was also used to further evaluate biological conditions onsite. 
 
4.2.1 Setting 
 

a. Regulatory Setting.  Regulatory authority over biological resources is shared by 
federal, state, and local authorities under a variety of statutes and guidelines.  The following is a 
brief summary of the regulatory context under which biological resources are managed at the 
federal, state, and local level.  Agencies with responsibility for protection of biological resources 
within the site include: 

 
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (wetlands and other waters of the United 

States) 
 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (endangered species and migratory birds)  
 Regional Water Quality Control Board (wetlands and waters of the State) 
 California Department Fish and Game (stream/lake areas, endangered 

species, and other protected plants and wildlife) 
 City of Agoura Hills (General Plan Conservation Element Goals and Policies) 

 
A number of federal and state statutes provide a regulatory structure that guides the protection 
of biological resources.  The following discussion provides a summary of those laws that are 
most relevant to biological resources in the vicinity of the site. 
 
Wetland and riparian habitats are protected on a federal, state, and local level.  Wetland and 
riparian habitats may be subject to Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) jurisdiction as waters of 
the U.S. pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  Protection for wetland and 
riparian habitat is also afforded through the California Department Fish and Game (CDFG) and, 
in this area, the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  Any activity 
that would remove or otherwise alter wetland and riparian habitats is closely scrutinized by the 
regulatory agencies through the CEQA review process and then later through the CDFG, Corps, 
and RWQCB permitting processes.    
 
In addition, in response to legislative mandates, regulatory authorities have defined sensitive 
biological resources as those specific organisms that have regionally declining populations such 
that they may become extinct if declining population trends continue.  Habitats are also 
considered sensitive biological resources if they have limited distributions, have high wildlife 
value, include special status species, or are particularly susceptible to disturbance.  Special 
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status species are classified in a variety of ways, both formally (e.g., state or federally 
Threatened and Endangered Species; California Fully Protected) and informally (“Special 
Animals”).  Informal listings by agencies include California Species of Special Concern (SSC) (a 
broad database category applied to species, roost sites, or nests); Watch List; or as USFWS 
Candidate taxa.  CDFG and local governmental agencies may also recognize special listings 
developed by focal groups (i.e. Audubon Society Blue List; California Native Plant Society 
[CNPS] Rare and Endangered Plants; U.S. Forest Service regional lists). 
 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has authority to regulate activities that could discharge fill 
or dredge material or otherwise adversely modify wetlands or other “waters of the United 
States.”  Perennial and intermittent creeks are considered waters of the United States and are 
within the regulatory jurisdiction of the USACE.  The USACE implements the federal policy 
embodied in Executive Order 11990, which is intended to result in no net loss of wetlands value 
or acres.  In achieving the goals of the Clean Water Act, USACE seeks to avoid adverse impacts 
and to offset unavoidable adverse impacts on existing aquatic resources.  Any fill or adverse 
modification of wetlands may require a permit from USACE prior to the start of work.  
Typically, permits issued by USACE are a condition of a project as mitigation to offset 
unavoidable impacts on wetlands and other waters of the U.S. in a manner that achieves the 
goal of no net loss of wetland acres or values. Corps permits for discharges of dredged or fill 
material into wetlands and waters also requires a CWA Section 401 water quality certification 
from the RWQCB.   
 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) implements 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 United States Code (USC) Section 703-711), the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 USC Section 668), and the Federal Endangered Species Act 
(FESA) (16 USC § 153 et seq).  Projects that would result in a “take” of any federally listed 
threatened or endangered species are required to obtain permits from the USFWS through 
either Section 7 (interagency consultation) or Section 10(a) (incidental take permit) of FESA, 
depending on the involvement by the federal government in permitting or funding the project. 
The permitting process is used to determine if a project would jeopardize the continued 
existence of a listed species and what mitigation measures would be required to avoid 
jeopardizing the species. 
 
“Take” under federal definition means to harass, harm (which includes habitat modification), 
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect an individual, or to attempt to engage 
in any such conduct.  Candidate species do not have the full protection of FESA; however, the 
USFWS advises project applicants that they could be elevated to listed status at any time.   
 

Regional Water Quality Control Board.  The State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) and the local Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) have 
jurisdiction over “waters of the State,” pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control 
Act, which are defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the 
boundaries of the State.  The SWRCB has issued general Waste Discharge Requirements 
(WDRs) regarding discharges to “isolated” waters of the State (Water Quality Order No. 2004-
0004-DWQ, Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Dredged or Fill Discharges to 
Waters Deemed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to be Outside of Federal Jurisdiction).  
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The Los Angeles RWQCB enforces actions under this general order for isolated waters not 
subject to federal jurisdiction, and is also responsible for the issuance of water quality 
certifications pursuant to Section 401 of the Clean Water Act for waters subject to federal 
jurisdiction.   
 

California Department of Fish and Game.  The California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) derives its authority from the Fish and Game Code of California.  The California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et, seq,) prohibits take of 
listed threatened or endangered species.  Take under CESA is restricted to direct killing of a 
listed species and does not prohibit indirect harm by way of habitat modification. 
 
California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, and 3511 describe unlawful take, 
possession, or needless destruction of birds, nests, and eggs.  Fully protected birds (Section 
3511) may not be taken or possessed except under specific permit.  Section 3503.5 of the Code 
protects all birds-of-prey and their eggs and nests against take, possession, or destruction of 
nests or eggs. 
 
Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a category conferred by CDFG for those species which are 
considered to be indicators of regional habitat changes or are considered to be potential future 
protected species.  Species of Special Concern do not have any special legal status except that 
afforded by the Fish and Game Code.  The SSC category is intended by the CDFG for use as a 
management tool to take these species into special consideration when decisions are made 
concerning the development of natural lands. 
 
The CDFG also has authority to administer the Native Plant Protection Act (Fish and Game 
Code Section 1900 et seq).  The Act requires CDFG to establish criteria for determining if a 
species, subspecies, or variety of native plant is endangered or rare.  Under Section 1913(c) of 
the Act, the owner of land where a rare or endangered native plant is growing is required to 
notify the Department at least 10 days in advance of changing the land use to allow for salvage 
of the plant.  CDFG and local governmental agencies may also recognize special listings 
developed by focal groups (i.e., Audubon Society Blue List; California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS) Rare and Endangered Plants; U.S. Forest Service regional lists). 
 
Perennial and intermittent streams also fall under the jurisdiction of the CDFG.  Section 1600 et. 
seq. of the Fish and Game Code (Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreements) gives the CDFG 
regulatory authority over work within the stream zone (which could extend to the 100-year 
flood plain) consisting of, but not limited to, the diversion or obstruction of the natural flow or 
changes in the channel, bed, or bank of any river, stream or lake. 
 
 City of Agoura Hills.  The City’s General Plan provides the framework for evaluating 
potential biological impacts.  The Conservation Element as well as other elements of the General 
Plan includes policies to protect biological resources.  The City of Agoura Hills Oak Tree 
Ordinance provides for protection and replacement of trees that are disturbed by development.  
Additionally, the City has an unofficial policy which protects high value (to be determined by a 
biologist) Coastal Sage Scrub habitat and provides for replacement of habitat that is disturbed. 
 

Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, City of Agoura Hills Municipal Code, Sections 9657--9657.5. 
Oak trees are perhaps the most widely-recognized and most environmentally sensitive resource 
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of the City of Agoura Hills.  Native oaks are considered a valuable natural resource by the 
CDFG and are protected by the City of Agoura Hills Oak Tree Ordinance.  This code requires 
the preservation of oak trees and scrub oaks (genus Quercus) in recognition of their historical, 
aesthetic, and environmental value to the citizens of Agoura Hills. The policy applies to the 
removal, cutting, pruning, or encroachment into the root protection zone of an oak species. To 
qualify, oak trees must have a trunk diameter greater than two inches at 3.5 feet above grade. 

 
 Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.  Currently the project site is undeveloped land within the 
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.  With respect to biological resources, this plan contains design 
guidelines with respect to oak tree protection and replacement and fuel modification of natural 
habitats.  The Specific Plan requires an Oak Tree Mitigation Plan as part of the specific 
development plan approval process.  Specific fuel modification zones are also required to be 
established at the time that a site development plan is considered. 
  

b. Regional Biological Context.  The 66.6 acre project site is located directly south of 
Agoura Road and U.S. Highway 101.  The City lies within a narrow valley with various hills 
and major ridgelines rising to the Simi Hills to the north and the Santa Monica Mountains to the 
south, of which Ladyface Mountain is a prominent feature.  The project site is surrounded by 
open space to the south, and west, and by business and office development to the north. An 
office park is currently under construction on the property that lies east of the project site.  It is 
noted that residential development is located south of Agoura Road about 1,300 feet to the west 
of the site, and commercial (hotel) development is located about 1,500 feet to the east, while 
office park uses are under construction along the eastern boundary of the site.  The Santa 
Monica Mountains Recreation Area to the south contains other major ridgelines, large canyons, 
and some riparian areas.  

 
On-site topography consists primarily of moderately steep slopes, with gradual slopes near the 
northern boundary, and very steep slopes in the southern section of the site. The southern site 
boundary extends just over the crest of one of the westernmost Ladyface Mountain peak. 
Consequentially, the property also includes south-facing slopes that drain south into Triunfo 
Canyon.  Elevation ranges from about 950 feet above mean sea level (MSL) at the northern site 
boundary along Agoura Road to about 1,790 feet at the property’s highest point, near the 
southern boundary. There are intermittent and ephemeral drainages on-site. The two most 
prominent drainages begin high on the north slope of Ladyface Mountain, and flow north 
through the site to debris basins that connect with the stormwater system along Agoura Road. 
Two springs are present on site where permanent water is available. 
 
Geology at the site is comprised of Conejo Volcanics and Diabase Intrusions (Santa Monica 
Mountains NRA, 2007). A sparsely vegetated band of rock outcrops of andesite-dacite volcanic 
breccia on the midslope traverses roughly parallel to the slope contours.  Soils at the site are 
clay loam (Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey of the Santa Monica 
Mountains, Wasner, 2006). Average high/low summer temperatures in the project vicinity are 
95/55°F, average high/low winter temperatures are 70/40°F, and precipitation is 
approximately 15-17 inches per year (Western Regional Climate Center, wrcc@dri.edu).  
 

c. Vegetation. Vegetation on the project site consists of annual grasslands with scattered 
oak trees on the lower slopes, riparian vegetation, denser oak woodlands in and around 
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drainages, and dense chaparral on the higher slopes, growing on a substrate of reddish basalt.  
Vegetation types have been grouped based on their general structure and described in more 
detail below.  Figure 4.2-1 (a and b) Vegetation Map depicts the locations of each vegetation 
series present as well as the locations of sensitive plant species observed onsite.   

 
Non-native Grassland.  This vegetation type occupies a large portion of the project site, 

and is primarily characterized by alien annual grasses. The non-native grassland on this site 
contains a diversity of both non-native and native annual and perennial grasses and forbs. 
Annual grasses are common, and native perennial grasses are relatively uncommon, with only a 
few non-native biennials and perennials. Native annual and perennial forbs cover a low 
percentage of the grassland, but they are relatively diverse. Bands of rock outcrops of Conejo 
Volcanic andesite-dacite breccia are interspersed within the annual grassland community. 

 
Native Grassland.  A few small areas are dominated by native grasses on the project site. 

All concentrations of native grasses occur as small pockets along the base of the slope in the 
northern section of the project site. Here are small concentrations of perennial Junegrass 
(Koeleria macrantha), perennial blue wildrye (Elymus glaucus), creeping ryegrass (Leymus 
triticoides), and perennial saltgrass (Distichlis spicata).  Native annual small fescue (Vulpia 
microstachys pauciflora) is concentrated in some stands along with other non-native annual 
grasses and some native annual herbs. 
 

Coastal Scrub.  Also known as Coastal Sage Scrub, this vegetation type is not extensive 
on the project site. It occurs primarily in the northern section of the site as scattered pockets of 
California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum foliolosum), as California sagebrush (Artemisia 
californica) on an east-facing slope in the northwest, and in a small area on a north-facing slope 
dominated by purple sage (Salvia leucophylla) with California sagebrush and California 
buckwheat. Some patches of coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) are found in the southeast. 
 

Chaparral.  Extensive in the higher elevations in the southern section of the east parcel, a 
large stand of chaparral is also found at lower elevations on the north-facing slopes above coast 
live oak woodlands in the northeast. Elsewhere, chaparral vegetation occurs as small patches or 
isolated shrubs. Isolated shrubs are primarily laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), which are 
typically surrounded by grassland. Small patches consist of toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), birch-
leaf mountain-mahogany (Cercocarpus betuloides), various species of ceanothus (Ceanothus spp.), 
chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), or scrub oak (Quercus berberidifolia). 
 

Riparian Communities.  Riparian vegetation dominates the northern ends of both the 
west and east drainages on the project site. A small spring within the eastern drainage supports 
hydrophytic species including southern cattail (Typha domingensis), mugwort (Artemisia 
douglasiana), and mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia). Small concentrations of these species are depicted 
on the vegetation map. The diversity of hydrophytic vegetation was greater in the western 
drainage. In addition to other species, the western drainage has emergent arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis) and valley oak (Quercus lobata) saplings. An isolated Fremont cottonwood (Populus 
fremontii) is located in the eastern debris basin, and an isolated arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) is 
found on a slope along Agoura Road. Both of these species are typically found in riparian areas. 
While some areas containing coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) on the site are decidedly riparian, 
coast live oak was not classified and mapped as riparian habitat because this species is not 
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obligated to grow in riparian areas. Lower portions of the drainages included a larger amount 
of ruderal species such as black mustard and various thistle species. 

Woodlands.  A “woodland” was defined by Envicom as an area with at least 10% 
canopy cover. Under current practice in California, herbaceous dominated groups, including 
grasslands, can be considered to exhibit 10% or less relative tree or shrub cover.  Woodlands 
would contain between 10% and 100% relative tree canopy cover.  For the purpose of this EIR 
and using the California Wildlife Habitat Relationship (CWHR; Mayer and Laudenslayer, 
October 1988) criteria for canopy closure, the “sparse” and “open” criteria (10-24%, 25-39% 
respectively) of oak woodlands are considered synonymous with “oak savanna” provided that 
understory shrubs are relatively lacking (less than 10% cover) and the understory is composed 
of grass species.  Where the tree canopy exceeds 40% closure, or where shrub canopy cover is 
greater than 10% and tree canopy coverage is greater than 10%, such habitats would be 
considered “woodland.”   

 
Oak woodlands consisting of valley oak (Quercus lobata) and coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) of 
varying density and understory composition traverse the lower slopes of the site south of the 
existing west debris basin, and south and southwest of the existing east debris basin.  As 
mapped by Envicom, the concentration of coast live oaks would be woodlands, while the valley 
oak alliances could be referred to as “savanna.”   Other woodlands on the site include a small 
stand of California walnut (Juglans californica) and a small stand of California bay (Umbellularia 
californica), which are located at high elevations in the southern section of the east parcel. 
 

Unvegetated/Disturbed.  At the time of the biological surveys, the two debris basins 
were devoid of vegetation, due to a recent cleanout, except for a single Fremont cottonwood 
(Populus fremontii). The debris basins were mapped as Bare Ground. Access driveways leading 
to these debris basins were mapped as “Asphalt.” 
 

d. Fish and Wildlife Habitat.  The annual grassland that constitutes much of the 
proposed development area provides habitat primarily for various small mammals and insects.  
Grasslands have a high primary biological productivity, providing forage for herbivores, and 
supporting abundant small animal populations such as rabbits, ground squirrels, woodrats, 
and gophers.  The small mammal populations in turn provide a food source for raptors and 
mammals such as the grey fox, coyotes, bobcats and long-tailed weasels.  Western harvest 
mouse, deer mouse, and broad-handed mole would also be expected onsite.  A variety of bird 
species were observed (see page 4.4-16 of the Technical Report), with the western meadowlark 
(migrant) and Say’s phoebe most definitive of grassland habitat.  Please note that Appendix B 
of the Technical Background Report (Envicom, August 2010) contains a list of vertebrate 
wildlife species that have been observed or can be reasonably anticipated to occur on the project 
site, including those that would only potentially occur occasionally, rarely, sporadically, 
seasonally, infrequently, as transient, or during migration. 
 
Coastal scrub and chaparral habitats are the most widespread vegetative communities in the 
Santa Monica Mountains area.  No wildlife species are restricted to these habitats, but they form 
an important cover type for the various small mammals and birds seen at the site. 
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Vegetation Map - South Portion

Drawing Source:  Envicom Corporation, June, 2010.
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Riparian habitats, including seeps and springs, are often the only source of water for wildlife 
during the summer months in the Santa Monica Mountains area, making these very valuable 
from a habitat standpoint.  No perennial stream sufficient to support fish is present at the site,  
but the springs and riparian areas can be expected to support several amphibians, including 
slender salamanders, ensatina salamanders, western toads, and Pacific tree frogs.    
 
Vertebrate diversity in oak woodlands is typically high because of the variety of vertical 
diversity associated with them and the food resources, including the acorns from the trees.  
Most of the oaks onsite possess a well-developed canopy, a moderate shrub layer, and 
substantial ground cover.  Oak trees can be important raptor nesting habitat for the red-tailed 
hawks that utilize the site.   
 
Developed/disturbed areas such as the debris basins offer little wildlife habitat value.  They 
nonetheless do provide transient habitat during wet periods.  

 
e. Special-Status Biological Resources.  Special status species are those plants and 

animals listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for listing as threatened or endangered by the 
USFWS under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA); those listed or proposed for listing 
as rare, threatened, or endangered by the CDFG under the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA); animals designated as “Species of Special Concern,” “Fully Protected,” and/or “Watch 
List,” by the CDFG; and those species on the Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens 
List (CDFG 2010).  This latter document includes the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Vascular Plants of California, Seventh Edition (http://cnps.site.aplus.net/cgi-bin/inv/ 
inventory.cgi) as updated online.  Those plants contained on the CNPS Lists 1 and 2 are 
considered “special status” species in this EIR, per the CNPS code definitions:  
 

 List 1A = Plants presumed extinct in California; 
 List 1B.1 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously endangered in California 

(over 80% of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat); 
 List 1B.2 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; fairly endangered in California (20-

80% occurrences threatened); 
 List 1B.3 = Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere, not very endangered in California 

(<20% of occurrences threatened or no current threats known); 
 List 2 = Rare, threatened or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere; 
 List 3 = Plants needing more information (most are species that are taxonomically unresolved; 

some species on this list meet the definitions of rarity under CNPS and CESA);  
 List 4.2 = Plants of limited distribution (watch list), fairly endangered in California (20-80% 

occurrences threatened); and  
 List 4.3= Plants of limited distribution (watch list), not very endangered in California (<20% 

occurrences threatened or no current threats known). 
 

As indicated above, the CNPS also includes Lists 3 and 4.  Per the CDFG (2009), these plants 
typically may not warrant consideration under the State CEQA Guidelines §15380 unless the 
specific circumstances relevant to local distributions make them of potential scientific interest.  
Similarly, local agencies may also consider and list additional plants to be of “local concern” 
because of local or regional scarcity as determined by that agency (per the State CEQA Guidelines 
§15380).  The City of Agoura Hills does not have such a list. 
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As part of the peer review conducted regarding Envicom Corporations’ Technical Background 
Report, Rincon conducted a review of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the 
results of which for special status plant and animal species within a 5-mile radius of the Project 
site is included as Figure 4.2-2.  
 
Site visits were conducted by Envicom Corporation between December 2007 and June 2008 to 
conduct vegetation mapping, a botanical inventory, a springtime rare plant survey, wildlife 
observation, and a jurisdictional delineation.  As part of these surveys, rare flora were searched 
for and identified within the site, as further discussed below. 
 
 Special-Status Plants.  The floristic surveys of the Project site conducted by Envicom 
biologists confirmed the presence of 3 sensitive plant species: Agoura Hills dudleya, Plummer’s 
mariposa lily, and Ojai navarretia within the Project site boundaries (Refer to Figure 4.2-1).  
These special-status plant species occurring within the Project boundaries, as well as those for 
which suitable habitat was determined to be present are described in greater detail below.  
Please note that while Figure 4.2-2 indicates that several plants not discussed below are found 
in the general project area (for example, Braunton’s milkvetch and Santa Susana tarplant), it 
was determined that suitable habitat for these species was not present, and they were not 
discovered onsite during the floristic survey conducted by Envicom.  A thorough discussion of 
all potential special status plants (including the Braunton’s milkvetch and Santa Susana 
Tarplant) is contained in Appendix B of the Envicom Technical Background Report, which has 
been incorporated into this EIR by reference. 
 
 Ojai navarretia (Navarretia ojaiensis; CNPS List 1B) is a prostrate annual herb of the 
phlox family (Polemoniaceae).  This species is typically found in coastal scrub, chaparral, and 
valley and foothill grasslands between 900 and 2000 feet in elevation. It is currently known from 
approximately 10 occurrences with only 3 new accession records from the Consortium of 
California Herbaria in the last 40 years. Ojai navarretia was observed onsite in an area of 
grassland south of the eastern debris basin during focused floristic surveys.  
 
 Plummer’s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae; CNPS List 1B) is a bulbiferous 
perennial in the lily family (Liliaceae) that blooms May through July.  This species is typically 
found in coastal scrub, chaparral, and valley and foothill grasslands.  Plummer’s mariposa lilies 
were observed onsite during focused/floristic surveys.   
 
 Agoura Hills dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. agourensis; Federally threatened [as Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya] and CNPS 1B) occurs on volcanic rocks in chaparral and coast 
scrub habitats.  This succulent species was observed on the project site throughout a wide band 
of appropriate habitat during focused floristic surveys performed during its blooming period 
(see Figure 4.2-1a).  Please note that the USFWS consider this taxon to be the same as the Santa 
Monica Mountains dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia), though the CDFG and CNPS 
recognize it as a separate taxon, and it has been separated as such in the forthcoming update to 
the Jepson Manual (Second Edition; http://ucjeps.berkeley.edu/jepsonmanual/review 
/index.html) 
 
 Lyon’s pentachaeta (Pentachaeta lyoni; Federal and State endangered, CNPS List 1B) is an  
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annual herb that blooms from March to August.  The species is found in chaparral, valley 
grassland and foothill grassland.  Lyon’s pentachaeta has been recorded in several locations 
within the City of Agoura Hills, and at two locations on a parcel located adjacent to the project 
site to the east. While apparent suitable habitat does occur onsite, the species was not detected 
during floristic surveys conducted by Envicom Corporation during the appropriate blooming 
period and it is therefore presumed to be absent. 
 

Malibu baccharis (Baccharis malibuensis; CNPS List 1B.1) is found in coastal scrub, 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, in Conejo volcanic substrates, often on exposed roadcuts. 
Sometimes occupies oak woodland habitat.  It has been separated as a taxon in the forthcoming 
updated Jepson Manual, and is included in the CNPS and CDFG list.  It appears to be closely 
related to and possibly derived from Plummer’s baccharis (B. plummerae; CNPS List 4.3).  While 
not determined by Envicom to be located in the project development area, it may be present 
within the property in the south portion of the site where moderate numbers of Plummer’s 
baccharis were observed.  
 

Rayless ragwort (Senecio aphanactis; CNPS List 2.2) is found in cismontane woodland, 
coastal scrub, and drying alkaline flats.  It is reported from west of the general project area.  It 
very closely resembles and is easily mistaken for the common introduced common groundsel 
(Senecio vulgaris).  Envicom botanists thoroughly examined the Senecio at the project site and 
none were this taxon; it is considered to be absent. 
 

Round-leaved filaree (California macrophyllum; CNPS List 1B.1) is an annual herb that 
blooms between March and May.  Round-leaved filaree typically occurs on vernally moist clay 
slopes in valley and foothill grassland and also in cismontane woodland.  While potentially 
suitable habitat is present, the site generally lacks the deeper clay soils that support this species, 
and it was not found during floristic surveys conducted by Envicom.  It is considered to be 
absent. 
 
 Bryophytes, non-vascular plants, and Lichens, a symbiotic relationship between a 
fungus and either green algae or cyanobacteria, occur in a variety of habitats, with those that are 
considered as potentially sensitive species typically found in rare micro-habitat areas.  Envicom 
concluded that one species of Special Lichens, and two species of Special Bryophytes, may occur 
within the property boundary, albeit, with low probability.  Woven-spored lichen (Texosporium 
sancti-jacobi) is found in soil, rabbit dung, and spike moss, occurring alone or growing with 
other crustose lichens.  A known population of this lichen is scattered and small, occurring on 
the crest of the ridge line above Cornell Corners east of Kanan Road in thin-soiled habitat 
around volcanic rock on soil, spike moss, and among other lichens or solitary (Rincon 
Consultants, 2008).   If this species is present within the property, it is likely to be limited to the 
upper elevations of the site, in the sparsely vegetated breccias rock zones, mainly above the 
1,100-foot contour line.  California screw moss (Tortula californica; CNPS List 1B.2) is known 
from two locations in the Santa Monica Mountains, on rocks and thin soil over rocks.  Coastal 
triquetreila (Triquetrella californica; CNPS List 1B.2) has been reported at widely scattered 
locations in Oregon, and along the entire coast of California from Del Norte to San Diego 
counties, but no records are found between San Francisco/Contra Costa and San Diego. 
Nonetheless, it may be present at the site.  If either of these moss species is present, they are 
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most likely to be found at upper elevations of the site, in the sparsely vegetated breccia rock 
zones, mainly above the 1,100-foot contour line. 
 

Oak Trees and Scrub Oaks The City of Agoura Hills requires the preservation of all 
species of oak (Quercus spp.), including scrub oaks. The project oak survey (see Appendix B of 
the revised Technical Background Report prepared by Envicom Corporation 2010) evaluated a 
total of 243 trees, including 39 valley oaks (Quercus lobata) and 204 coast live oaks (Quercus 
agrifolia) within 200 feet of the project footprint.  Valley oaks are primarily found in the west-
central portion of the lower (more northern) slopes, within its deeper colluvial soils. Coast live 
oaks were found on canyon slopes and north-facing slopes, well distributed throughout the 
northern portion of the project site with a dense stand of coast live oak woodland occurring on 
the lower slopes on the eastern portion of the project site.  An estimated 113 scrub oaks (Quercus 
berberidifolia) were within the survey area, covering an estimated 0.39 acres. 
 
 Special-Status Wildlife.  This following section discusses in detail those special-status 
wildlife species that occur in the project vicinity and are either known to occur or may occur 
within the project site boundaries.  A thorough discussion of all potential special status animals 
that occur in the project region, including those not likely to occur at the site, is contained in 
Appendix B of the Envicom Technical Background Report, which has been incorporated into this 
EIR by reference. 
 

Invertebrates.  According to the CNDDB (2010), no sensitive invertebrates are known to 
occur onsite.  However, few invertebrate surveys are conducted and the range and population 
levels of many special status insects is unknown.  Several special-status invertebrate species 
have been identified as being present in the Santa Monica Mountains, including Santa Monica 
Mountains hairstreak butterfly (Satyrium auretorum fumosum), Santa Monica shieldback katydid 
(Aglaothorax longipennis), Santa Monica Mountains grasshopper (Trimerotropis occidentaloides), 
and valley oak ant (Proceratium californicum).  In addition, the monarch butterfly (Danaus 
plexippus), an abundant animal listed as a CDFG “Special Animal” because it has specific winter 
roost sites in southern California that are limited in number, is expected to occur but not at an 
important winter roost site.  
 
The Santa Monica shieldback katydid is a flightless orthopteran thought to be endemic to the 
Santa Monica Mountains.  It is only known from an approximate 350 foot distance of road 
margin in Big Rock Canyon, about two miles west of Topanga Beach, and at the time of 
discovery in the 1970’s was thought to potentially occur in Point Mugu State Park (Hovore, 2001 
in Sapphos Environmental, 2001).  This species would not be expected at the site. 
 
Valley oak ant is known from valley oak riparian woodland in the Central Valley and from 
adjacent foothill localities (Ward, 2002).  It was reported as present in the Santa Monica 
Mountains based on 1959 specimens possibly collected at Tapia Park, but these are not included 
in the current mapping locales for this species in California.  It is not likely to be present at the 
site.  
 
Santa Monica Mountains hairstreak butterfly is reported as occurring only on coast live oak and 
using California buckwheat (Eriogonum fasciculatum) as the nectar source (USFWS, November 
1999).  While reported from only five locations in the Santa Monica Mountains, given the 
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common distribution of the two plants it is unclear why the Santa Monica Mountains hairstreak 
would occur in small numbers in a few localized areas when the two plant species most closely 
associated with the butterfly are widespread (USFWS, November 1999).  It is more likely that it 
is difficult to collect and easily overlooked rather than a particularly rare species. It could 
potentially occur at the site within the coast live oak woodland. 
 
Santa Monica Mountains grasshopper is known from only four locations per the CNDDB and 
these extend from the Cornell area east of the project site to the western edge of the Santa 
Monica Mountains.  They have been found on bare hillsides and along dirt trails in chaparral.  
Little is known about their habitat requirements, or their population levels or range.  It could 
potentially occur within the chaparral located on the property, both within and outside of the 
proposed development area.  
 

Amphibians.  Based on habitat available on-site, no sensitive amphibian species are 
expected to occur on, or within 0.5 mile of the site. The California red-legged frog (Rana aurora 
draytonii; FT, SSC) is probably extinct from the Santa Monica Mountains, persisting locally only 
in the Simi Hills, in East Las Virgenes Creek on the Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space 
Preserve.  No suitable habitat is present on the site for this frog.  No historic or extant records of 
arroyo toad (Anaxyrus [Bufo] californicus; FE, SSC) are known for the Santa Monica Mountains, 
nor given its known preference for drier climates, would it be anticipated for this area.  
Similarly, there are no records of sensitive western spadefoot (Spea hammondi; SSC) for the Santa 
Monica Mountains. Suitable habitat was not found onsite to support these species. 
 

Reptiles.  Two sensitive reptile species are reasonably expected to occur as residents, 
including coast horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum) (SSC) and coast patch-nosed snake 
(Salvadora hexalepis virgultea) (SSC). In addition, two other special status reptile species including 
coastal whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris stejnegeri) and San Bernardino ringneck snake (Diadophis 
punctatus modestus) would also be expected to occur.  These are discussed below along with 
other sensitive species, including silvery legless lizard (Anniella p. pulchra) (SSC), two-striped 
garter snake (Thamnophis hammondii) (SSC), and San Diego Mountain kingsnake (Lampropeltis 
zonata pulchra) (SSC) is considered. 
 
Coast “San Diego” horned lizard (Phrynosoma coronatum “blainvillii”) has been reported from 
numerous locations in the Santa Monica Mountains (Jennings and Hayes 1994), and at Point 
Dume (on the point).  While not observed, open habitat with its preferred friable, rocky, or 
shallow soils is present and it is anticipated to occur within the project boundaries. 
 
Coast patch-nosed snake can be found along rocky canyons and the edges of chaparral. It has 
been reported from Malibu Canyon, Westlake, etc. (De Lisle et al. 1986) and so is expected to be 
resident within the site. 
 
Coastal western whiptail (Special Animal) inhabits a variety of habitats including sage scrub, 
grasslands, washes, and oak woodlands. CNDDB records show occurrences throughout the 
Santa Monica Mountains south of the US Highway 101.  Habitat is present within the project 
area to support this subspecies.  However, the project site is in a zone of overlap between two 
subspecies and it is unknown which subspecies is actually present.  This animal prefers dense 
vegetation and it may occur throughout the project site within mixed chaparral and coastal sage 
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scrub.  It is noted that this animal was formerly listed by CDFG as a “species of special 
concern,” but in the latest publication of Special Animals (CDFG, July 2009), it no longer has that 
status, nor is it on the CDFG “Watch List.” 
 
San Bernardino ringneck snake (Special Animal) may be found in all habitats throughout the 
Santa Monica Mountains.  It has been reported from Tapia Park, Triunfo Canyon, etc. (De Lisle 
et al. 1986); Malibu Canyon (CDFG 2008) and would be expected within the site.  Similar to the 
coastal western whiptail, it is included on the “Special Animals” list, but is not a “species of 
special concern” nor on the CDFG “Watch List”. 
 
Silvery legless lizard (SSC) is found in a variety of habitats with friable soils that are easy for it 
to move through in search of its invertebrate prey.  It prefers large sandy areas, and also occurs 
in dense oak litter.  It has been reported from Malibu Canyon, Point Dume, Triunfo Canyon (De 
Lisle et al. 1986), and other locations in the Santa Monica Mountains (Jennings and Hayes 1994), 
and recently found in oak litter in the Westlake Village area by Rincon Consultants biologists.  
Suitable habitat, particularly in the coast live oak woodland is present and it is considered likely 
to be present.    
 
Two-striped garter snake (SSC) is found in coastal California from the vicinity of Salinas to 
northwest Baja California from sea level to about 7,000 ft elevation. It is highly aquatic and is 
found only in or near permanent fresh water, often along streams with rocky beds and riparian 
growth.  While it occurs along many drainages in the Santa Monica Mountains, insufficient 
suitable habitat is present on the site or nearby to support this aquatic snake and it is unlikely 
that it is present.   
 
San Diego mountain kingsnake (SSC) prefers canyon bottoms, but wanders into adjacent coastal 
sage, valley oak savanna, or southern oak woodland habitats.  It has been reported from Lower 
Malibu Canyon, Triunfo Canyon, etc. (De Lisle et al. 1986) and other locations in the Santa 
Monica Mountains (Jennings and Hayes 1994).  Suitable mesic, riparian or woodland is 
available on property and its potential for occurrence is considered moderate. 
 

Birds.  Bird species on the CDFG Special Animals List (CDFG, 2010) which are known to 
occur in the Santa Monica Mountains in the vicinity of the site and their potential to occur are 
discussed below.  Each species potential for occurrence is based on its range, habitat 
preferences, and site conditions.  Please note that Envicom (2010) provides additional species 
analysis for some birds that do not occur in the local vicinity or would be very rare, transient 
occurrences.   
 
Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus) [FE, CE, SSC] is a rare and local summer resident in 
lowland riparian woodlands, breeding in willow thickets and other dense, low riparian growth 
in lowlands and the lower portions of the canyons, generally along permanent or semi-
permanent streams.  No suitable habitat is present within the proposed development area and it 
is unlikely to be present.   
 
Willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus/brewsteri) [FE, CE – E. t. extimus] is an uncommon 
spring transient and fairly common fall transient along the coast.  It formerly bred in well-
developed riparian woodlands, but very few breeding reports in the area have been 
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documented in the last decade.  No suitable habitat is present within the proposed development 
area and it is unlikely to be present.   
 
Coastal California gnatcatcher (FT; CSC) occurs in coastal scrub sage and inland sage scrub 
habitats at elevations below 900 feet in San Diego, Orange, and Los Angeles County, and below 
1,600 feet in Riverside County.  Suitable coastal sage scrub habitat required to support the 
species is largely absent from the site and this species has not been documented as occurring as 
a breeding population within this portion of the Santa Monica Mountains. 
   
Bank swallow (Hirundo rustica) [CT] is a very uncommon spring transient and rare fall transient, 
and casual winter transient along the coast, formerly a fairly common summer resident, now 
virtually extirpated as a breeder in the region (Garrett and Dunn 1981).  No suitable habitat is 
present within the proposed development area and it is unlikely to be present except as a rare 
spring transient. 
 
Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus) [SSC] is a fairly common winter visitant to open grasslands, 
agricultural fields, freshwater and coastal salt marshes, estuaries, open desert and brushlands.  
It may occur as a winter transient at the site, but would not be expected to breed. 
 
Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) [SA, CFP] is an uncommon resident, that forages in grasslands, 
brushlands, deserts, oak savannahs, open coniferous forest, and montane valleys, nesting in 
rugged, mountainous country far from developed areas.  Few golden eagle nests are known to 
be present in the Santa Monica Mountains (for example, only two reports of golden eagles in the 
Santa Monica Mountains in the last four years at www.ebird.com), and this eagle may occur 
only sporadically in the area, where it might forage at the site.  
 
White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) [SA, CFP] typically occurs as a resident species in oak and 
other woodlands adjacent to grassland foraging habitat.  During the winter, it may congregate 
into larger colonies.  It has been observed in the area (Agoura Village Specific Plan FEIR, 2008) 
and may occur as an occasional visitant. 
 
Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) [SSC] can occur as a resident species, primarily in desert 
areas, and while formerly a breeding bird along the coast, it has now been virtually extirpated 
as such from the region.  A few birds are found in the Santa Monica Mountains as winter 
visitors (Bloom, 2002 in CBD et al. 2003). 
 
Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) [SSC] occurs as a fairly common resident in open areas 
throughout the region (Garrett and Dunn 1981). It prefers open habitats with scattered shrubs, 
trees, posts, fences, utility lines, or other perches. Highest density occurs in open-canopied 
valley foothill hardwood, valley foothill hardwood-conifer, valley foothill riparian, pinyon-
juniper, juniper, desert riparian, and Joshua tree habitats.  Occurs only rarely in heavily 
urbanized areas, but often found in open cropland.  Given the location of the project site 
relatively near developed areas and the lack of observations during Envicom field surveys, it is 
expected to occur only as an occasional winter visitant to the project site.  Only five birds have 
been reported within 5 miles of the site within the last 5 years, all within the Upper Las 
Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve (www.ebird.com).  
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Yellow warbler (Dendroicapetechia brewsteri) [SSC] is a common transient throughout region, and 
uncommon to locally common summer resident in lowland and foothill riparian woodlands, 
remaining rarely but regularly in lowlands in winter. It may occur at the site during migration, 
but no suitable breeding habitat is present. 
 
Yellow-breasted chat (Icteria virens) [SSC] is an uncommon and local summer resident in 
riparian thickets and brushy tangles of the lowlands and lower portions of foothill canyons 
(Garrett and Dunn 1981). It may occur at the site during migration, but no suitable breeding 
habitat is present. 
 
Bell's sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli belli) [WL] is an uncommon to fairly common but local 
resident in dense, dry chaparral in foothills of coastal district.  Occurs locally close to the coast, 
as in the coastal ridges of the Santa Barbara area and in the western Santa Monica Mountains. It 
was recently downlisted from a “species of special concern” to the CDFG “watch list. “  It’s 
centers of abundance are in western Riverside County and in the vicinity of El Cajon, San Diego 
County, while those in eastern Santa Barbara County are fairly common to common residents in 
semidesert scrub, but are the canescens subspecies.  The belli subspecies is not known to regularly 
occur in the general site vicinity (records for the Santa Monica Mountains are all along the coast 
and the south slope of the mountains) and preferred habitat is not present at the site. 
 

Mammals.  Several sensitive bat species, most particularly western mastiff bat (SSC), 
spotted bat (SSC), and Yuma myotis (Special Animal), have the potential to occur onsite.  These 
species have been documented in the area (one mile southeast of the site, one mile southeast of 
the site, and three miles southeast of the site, respectively).  The western mastiff and spotted bat 
typically use hibernacula in cliffs and Yuma myotis uses caves, which are lacking at the site, but 
occasionally uses buildings.  The Yuma myotis generally always forages over open water 
(Pierson and Rainey, 1998), which is lacking at the site except for infrequent inundation of the 
detention basins.  It would not be expected to substantially use the habitats available at the site.  
Western mastiff bats feed primarily on moths high above the ground over a wide variety of 
open habitats, including dry desert washes, floodplains, chaparral, oak woodland, open 
ponderosa pine forest, giant sequoia/red fir forest, and grassland.   This species was found in 
several buildings along the northern rim of the Los Angeles Basin at the base of the San Gabriel 
Mountains in the 1900’s – 1960’s, but most of these colonies have been eliminated (Pierson and 
Rainey, 1998).  Spotted bats can be found in a wide range of habitats, but roosts predominantly 
in small crevices in substantial cliff faces, frequently foraging over damp, open habitats 
(meadows, floodplains, and marshes often associated with arid sagebrush, pinyon pine, juniper, 
or ponderosa pine habitat; Pierson and Rainey, 1998).  It would be expected to forage only 
rarely at the project site.  Other bat species discussed in the Envicom (2010) report would occur 
only on an occasional transient basis or are not recorded from the area and are unlikely to occur. 

 
The San Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia) (SSC) is reported to occur within the 
rocklands in the extreme south portion of the project site (identified by Envicom by scat present 
in appropriate rock outcrop habitat).   
 
San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettio) [SSC] are obvious animals when 
present as they typically occur in open ground and are active during daytime hours.  Given that 
they were not reported as present during the Envicom surveys, this species is presumed to be 
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absent.  Similarly, the diggings associated with American badger (Taxidea taxus neglects) [SSC] 
presence are obvious and it is assumed that they would have been reported if observed during 
the Envicom field surveys.  Neither were reported to use Highway 101 crossings in the area 
(Ng, et al, 2004).  Jackrabbit are not reported by the CNDDB within the area and badger 
occurrences are limited to the south side of the Santa Monica Mountains about 5 miles south of 
the site (Figure 4.2-2).  Therefore, both species are presumed to be absent from the site. 
 
The distribution of ringtail (Bassariscus astutus octavus) [CP] is largely unknown because of its 
secretive nature, and it probably is more widespread than reported observations would 
indicate.  It occurs in various riparian habitats, and in brush stands of forest and shrub habitats 
(Zeiner et al. 1990).  It is regulated as a “protected” animal because it has been commercially 
used for its fur in the past, but it is not on the CDFG (July 2009) list of Special Animals.  It may 
occur along the rocky drainages within the site.    
 
 Special-Status Communities. This section provides a discussion of the sensitive natural 
communities present on the project site that meet the following criteria: 
 

 Plant community alliances included on the List of California Vegetation Alliances 
(CDFG, October 2007) with a global or state conservation status rank of G1 
through G3 or S1 through S31, respectively) 

 Plant communities included on the List of California Terrestrial Natural 
Communities Recognized by the California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG, 
September 2003) and recognized as of “high inventory priority.” 
 

Envicom (2010) summarized the vegetation types found on the entire site, the sensitivity rating 
of special status plant communities within project boundaries.  The following discusses those 
associations that are considered “special status.” 
 

Creeping Ryegrass Alliance is characterized by dominant creeping ryegrass (Leymus 
triticoides). This alliance has been assigned a conservation status rank of G4S3 and is therefore 
“vulnerable to extirpation or extinction” within the state, and “apparently secure” globally.  It 
occurs in the northeast section of the site. 
 

A small area of Blue Wildrye occurs as a native grassland just north of the coast live 
woodland in the northeastern portion of the project site.  This grassland is characterized by 
dominant blue wildrye (Elymus glaucus).  With an assigned conservation rank of G4S3, and 
given the degree of threat to native grasslands and its rarity, it is considered to be a special 
status community. 
 

Southern Cattail Alliance is characterized by dominant cover of Southern Cattail (Typha 
domingensis). It is located in a drainage on the eastern side of the project site. This alliance has 
been assigned a conservation status rank of G4S3 similar to the above vegetation types. 
 

Valley Oak Woodland and Forest Alliance is characterized by Valley Oak (Quercus 
lobata) in the tree layer. It occurs generally in association with coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) 

                                                 
1 A global sensitivity ranking of G1 or S1 means that less than 2,000 acres of this community exist world-wide or 
statewide, respectively.  G2 or S2 means 2,000 – 10,000 acres, while G3 or S3 means 10,000 to 50,000 acres. 
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on the lower and more gradual slopes on the site, and has been assigned a conservation status 
rank of G3S3. Therefore, this alliance is “vulnerable to extirpation or extinction” within the 
state, and at a global scale. 
 

California Walnut Woodland and Forests Alliance is characterized by dominant 
California Black Walnut (Juglans californica) in the tree layer.  It is found in the southern section 
of the east parcel on the steeper midslopes of Ladyface. It has a conservation status rank of 
G3S3, and therefore, is “vulnerable to extirpation or extinction” within the state, and at a global 
scale. 
 

Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands.  The project site contains two primary north-south 
drainages. Both drainages are unnamed and ephemeral in nature and each terminate into 
separate debris basins located on the project site.  The western drainage system originates off-
site, from steep, north-facing slopes to the south and drains the majority of the site. Three 
separate tributary channels converge on-site into a single channel just south of the 1,100-foot 
contour line and the southwestern site boundary. The single channel then flows northward to 
the western debris basin.  The eastern debris basin receives water flows a smaller percentage of 
the site, and conveys waters from off-site properties and waters from above the 1,100-foot 
contour. The drainages are well incised, and contain several natural springs and seeps, along 
with several small areas where water has pooled. There is also a small ephemeral drainage 
which comprises USACE non-wetland waters of the U.S. and CDFG-jurisdictional Riparian 
habitat west of the eastern tributary. 
 
A formal jurisdictional delineation survey was conducted by biologists at Envicom Corporation 
in December 2007 and is discussed in detail in Section 4.4 of the Technical Background Report 
for the Project (Envicom Corporation, 2010).  Figure 4.2-3 illustrates the location of jurisdictional 
areas regulated by the USACE and CDFG within the project site boundaries as determined by 
Envicom.  Please note that this delineation has not been formalized by the regulatory agencies.  
USACE-jurisdictional wetlands were determined to occur on 0.011 acres (i.e.: met all three 
USACE criteria), 0.46 acres comprise non-wetland waters of the U.S., and a total of 2.044 acres of 
CDFG-jurisdictional riparian habitat.  
 

f.  Wildlife Movement Corridors.  Natural movement corridors and habitat linkages 
have been the focus of numerous studies intended to better understand relationships between 
animal populations, open space reserves, and natural movement patterns.  Wildlife movement 
can be limited by roads, railroads, dams, canals, urban development, and agriculture.  
Fragmentation of large habitat areas into small, isolated segments has been shown to generally 
reduce biological diversity, eliminate disturbance-sensitive species, restrict genetic flow 
between populations of organisms, and may eventually lead to the loss of local floral or faunal 
assemblages.  Wildlife corridors and habitat linkages are important landscape elements that 
reduce the potential loss in biological diversity. 

 
Most smaller project areas (that is, encompassing fewer than several hundred square miles) do 
not actually fully contain major wildlife movement corridors within their boundaries; however, 
they may lie along or within such a route, or they may contain smaller, secondary movement 
pathways or trail systems, with or without major corridor connections.  The following 
discussion initiates with large scale wildlife corridors and proceeds to smaller scale movement 
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pathways, and places the project site within the context of each. 
 
 Mapped Corridors or Linkages.  Corridors usually connect one large habitat area with 
another, and while there is no pre-defined size limit for such areas, they most often are on the 
scale of mountain ranges, valleys, or clearly delimited ecological situations (i.e. vernal pools).  
The Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to California Landscape conference (Penrod et al. 2001) 
refers to such corridors as “landscape linkages.”  These are specifically defined in that report as:   
 

“large, regional connections between habitat blocks (“core areas”) meant to facilitate animal 
movement and other essential flows between different sections of a landscape (taken from Soulé and 
Terborgh 1999).  These linkages are not necessarily constricted, but are essential to maintain 
connectivity function in the ecoregion.” 

 
Where the through movement of animals has been substantially restricted by urban or 
agricultural uses, landscape linkages or wildlife corridors may also be considered “choke-
points.”  The Missing Linkages Conference defined a choke-point as: 

 
“a narrow, impacted or otherwise tenuous habitat linkage connecting two or more habitat blocks 
(“core areas”).  Choke-points are essential to maintain landscape level connectivity, but are 
particularly in danger of losing connectivity function.” 

 
Since the time of the Missing Linkages: Restoring Connectivity to the California Landscape conference 
study, continued analysis has been conducted by the South Coast Wildlands (2008) to develop 
linkage designs for 15 major landscape linkages in the South Coast Ecoregion.  Agoura Hills lies 
at the southern end of the Santa Monica-Sierra Madre Connection, which is one of the few 
coastal to inland connections remaining in the South Coast Ecoegion.  This connection is 
centered on Palo Comado Canyon and Liberty Canyon/Chesebro Canyon area, with additional 
linkage identified along upper Las Virgenes Creek.  These areas are already within public 
ownership and are located approximately 3 miles east of the project site.  No other “missing 
linkages” or other large scale connectivity feature are identified in this area.  The California 
Essential Habitat Connectivity Project (Spencer, et al, February 2010) has recently completed a 
similar statewide study using a slightly different methodology for Caltrans and CDFG to 
determine those areas that are most suitable (also known as “least cost”) pathways to ensure 
connectivity between large blocks of natural habitat.  The project site and local vicinity are not 
part of either a Natural Landscape Block or Essential Connectivity Area as defined by Spencer, 
et al (2010) in California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected 
California. 
 
Habitat linkages differ somewhat from a wildlife corridor in that they may be identified by the 
presence of certain resources rather than by areas of linear movement.  They may serve as 
corridors for species, which move from site to site as individuals, but for low-mobility 
organisms (such as plants, flightless arthropods, amphibians, reptiles, chaparral birds) they may 
serve to continue long-term genetic exchange over a broad area.  For these species, directional 
movement populationally may be incremental and via a network of overlapping home ranges 
on a year to year basis.  Over many thousands of years, these species have been able to cross 
vast areas of otherwise unsuitable habitat.  For species such as lizards, salamanders, and 
wrentits, habitat linkages physically connect separate units of similar habitat value by  
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providing buffer zones or areas of marginal contact.  Land uses that retain connectivity between 
moderate-sized patches of similar-value habitats across an entire property and outward beyond  
 the boundaries provide better habitat linkage than do designs that set aside larger, but non-
contiguous, areas of habitat. 
 
Linkage zones may extend for many miles between primary habitat areas, and their adequacy 
for supporting genetic flow often depends upon the combined presence of specific resources, 
sufficient width (to buffer against adjacent disturbances), and sufficient shelter or cover.  
Certain specific resources (such as rock outcroppings, vernal pools, or oak trees) may be needed 
at particular intervals to insure that slower-moving species are able to traverse the linkage zone.  
For highly-mobile or flying organisms, habitat linkages may consist of a series of discontinuous 
patches of suitable resources, spaced sufficiently close together to permit movement along a 
route in a short period of time.  With reference to the project site, it is bordered by natural lands 
to the south, which serves as a source for wildlife, but any wildlife movement is highly limited 
by existing commercial uses and the freeway to the north.  No specific resources of particular 
importance for wildlife are limited to the site, particularly with respect to the extensive habitat 
that lies within the adjacent open space lands to the south.  
 
 Connectivity Features.  Movement pathways, in contrast to the definition of corridors, 
may provide routes of travel for mobile species, such as mule deer, mountain lion, coyote, black 
bear, or bobcat, but by themselves rarely serve to maintain individual population vigor or 
support the species on a broad geographic scale.  Movement pathways can occur within a 
habitat core area, as routes into such areas, or as a network of movement pathways and habitat 
patches within a wildlife corridor. Pathways may become well established, but may be altered 
should obstructions occur and alternative routes are available.  Movement pathways occur at a 
small scale, typically in terms of a few feet wide to a few hundred feet wide, such as the width 
of a stream or riparian corridor. Depending on the species and the nature of the obstruction, 
particular pathways may be important to local species survival, especially when alternative 
routes are lacking.  Movement pathway systems are the more common sort of linkages 
encountered on small to moderate-sized development sites.  Topography (drainages and 
ridgetops) and vegetation that provides cover for species movement are often the location of 
local movement pathways.  Local movement pathways may also be associated with culverts 
and bridges under and over major barriers.   
 
The project site is part of the natural open space that includes Ladyface Mountain and contains 
various habitats such as riparian, coastal scrub, chaparral, and oak woodland.  These natural 
habitats would be used by various organisms, such as migratory birds, as part of general 
wildlife movement.  The drainages will tend to funnel some larger animals, such as deer, from 
the upper slopes of Ladyface Mountain to grazing areas adjacent the oak woodland where good 
cover is present.  However, local wildlife movement is not dependent on any particular habitats 
or features of the site.  
 
 

4.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  Data used for this analysis included the 
following:  aerial photographs, topographic maps, a CNDDB database query, accepted scientific 
texts to identify species, a review of previous biological studies and survey reports prepared for 
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the site and the surrounding area, in particular the Envicom study (2010); and other available 
literature regarding the existing biological resources in and around the Project area.   
 
Chapter 1, Section 21001(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that it is the policy of the state of 
California to:  “Prevent the elimination of fish and wildlife species due to man’s activities, 
ensure that fish and wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and 
preserve for future generations representations of all plant and animal communities.”  
Environmental impacts relative to biological resources may be assessed using impact 
significance criteria encompassing checklist questions from the CEQA Guidelines and federal, 
state, and local plans, regulations, and ordinances.  Project impacts to flora and fauna may be 
determined to be significant even if they do not directly affect rare, threatened, or endangered 
species.  The project would have a significant impact if it were found to: 
 

 Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;  

 Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

 Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means;  

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

 Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance; and 

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

 
b. Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures.  Biological resources on-site and 1.4 acres 

off-site would be affected by the long term build-out of the proposed project.  Off-site areas that 
would be affected include portions of the right-of-way to the north of the site, and an adjacent 
property at the site’s northeast comer.  These areas would be altered to widen Agoura Road and 
to construct an entrance road to meet City of Agoura Hills requirements. Grading for Phase I 
and Phase II of the proposed project would remove natural communities, including chaparral, 
coastal scrub, native and non-native grasslands, riparian and upland woodland habitats (see 
Figure 4.2-1).  Table 4.2-1summarizes the acreage of natural communities that would be 
removed by project grading during each project phase and Table 4.2-2 summarizes the total 
acreage of natural communities that would be affected by grading, detention basin maintenance 
and fuel modification, as well as the residual acreage within the property left undisturbed by 
the proposed project.  As noted in these tables, most (77%) of the disturbance would occur 
within non-native grassland and disturbed habitats. Figures 4.2-4 and 4.2-5 show how Phases I 
and II of the project would affect plant communities.   
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Table 4.2-1.  Grading Impacts by Project Phase (Acres)* 
 

Habitat Type Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV 

Chaparral 0.001 1.05 0 0 

Coastal Scrub 1.20 0.25 0 0 

Native Grassland 0.04 0 0 0 

Non-native Grassland 4.60 4.06 0 0 

Woodland and Individual Trees 0.15 0.31 0 0 

Riparian 0.07 0.0 0 0 

Un-Vegetated / Disturbed 1.11 0.61 0 0 

Total 7.17 6.28 0 0 

* Includes both on-site and off-site areas, when applicable.   
Source:  Stantec, June 2010 in Envicom, August 2010. 

 
 

Table 4.2-2. Vegetation Impacted and Retained on the Project Site (Acres) 
 

Habitat Type Total Existing 
Habitat 

Total Grading 
Impacts 

Detention 
Basin Impacts 

Total Project Fuel 
Modification Impacts 

Retained 
Onsite 

Chaparral 23.91 1.05 0.002 0.49 22.37 

Coastal Scrub 3.71 1.45 0.11 0.09 2.06 

Native Grassland 0.15 0.04 0.01 0.0 0.10 

Non-native 
Grassland 

33.58 8.66 0.07 1.83 23.02 

Woodland and 
Individual Trees 

4.67 0.46 0.26 0.72 3.23 

Riparian 0.10 0.07 0.01 0.0 0.02 

Un-Vegetated / 
Disturbed 

1.90 1.72 0.02 0.01 0.15 

Total 68.02 13.45 0.48 3.14 50.95 

* Includes both on-site and off-site areas, when applicable.   
Source:  Stantec, June 2010 in Envicom, August 2010. 

 
Specific project impacts to biological resources during construction and operational periods are 
presented below. 

 
Impact BIO-1 Full build out of the project site would not result in the 

reduction of listed wildlife species habitat or restrict a listed 
species’ reproductive capacity.  It may however reduce the 
species population, reduce habitat, and restrict reproductive 
capacity of locally important wildlife species.  This is 
considered a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 
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No federal or state listed wildlife species are expected to use the habitats present at the site 
except potentially on rare, transient occurrences, as discussed in the environmental setting 
above.  The development of the project site during any of the phases would not be expected to 
cause any direct take of the listed species that could occur on this basis as these are all highly 
mobile birds.  No significant impact associated with federal or state listed wildlife species 
would occur. 
 
The sensitive invertebrate species that could potentially occur at the site are not limited to those 
habitats present at the site, or to the site in itself.  Given the large amount of suitable habitat 
outside the project site, no significant impacts to these sensitive species would be anticipated.  
 
Discing for weed control substantially reduces horned lizard populations as they rely on cryptic 
coloration to avoid predation and no horned lizards would be anticipated to be present in those 
areas of the site that have been regularly disced or subjected to continuous ground disturbance.  
However, individuals may be found within open, sandy areas of the annual grassland area, of 
which 8.7 acres (26%) would be eliminated by grading.  Fuel modification would disrupt an 
additional 1.8 acres of potentially suitable habitat, and alluvial fill from the debris cone for the 
reconstructed detention basin would affect another 0.07 acres.  Higher quality habitat for this 
lizard is present further to the south outside the City limits and most of the local population 
would be anticipated to be located in that area and not affected by the proposed development.  
Nonetheless, given the limited amount of suitable habitat in the vicinity of this site, the amount 
of habitat removed and anticipated loss of individuals can be considered substantial, and is 
considered a potentially significant impact. 
 
Coastal western whiptail generally prefers open or rocky areas with little vegetation, but may 
also be found within shrub, oak, or riparian habitats where invertebrate prey may be prevalent.  
A substantial portion of the site will remain in natural habitats that would continue to support 
this species.  As noted by the recent decrease in the level of concern regarding this subspecies, 
sufficient populations are expected to be present within the preserved open space lands south 
of the site such that while construction may result in the loss of individual whiptails, it would 
not cause a substantial reduction of the local whiptail population.  The impact to this lizard is 
considered to be adverse, but not significant.   
 
Sufficient habitat would remain within the site for the few individuals of San Bernardino 
ringneck snake, coast patch-nosed snake, and San Diego Mountain kingsnake that may be 
present within the property such that a substantial effect on their populations would not be 
anticipated.  The silvery legless lizard is potentially present within the oak duff of the coast live 
oak woodland and the valley oak savanna, of which the project would remove 1.44 acres or 
approximately 31% of the currently available habitat.  Given that this species has been found 
within urban development areas (primarily residential), loss of this amount of habitat is 
considered to cause an adverse, but not significant effect on the local population of silvery 
legless lizards. 
 
Most of the special status bird species that could occur at the site would do so only as transient 
individuals, and the proposed project would not have a significant impact on those species. For 
example, burrowing owl has not been observed within the proposed project area, though it 
does occur as a winter migrant in the Santa Monica Mountains (CBD et al. 2003).  Given the lack 
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of recorded observations in the developable portions of the site and the residual habitat to be 
retained within the site and present to the south in conserved open space lands, no significant 
effect would be anticipated.  While yellow warbler and yellow-breasted chat may occur at the 
site as a migrant, no suitable breeding habitat is present and no significant effect on these bird’s 
populations would occur. 
 
The oak titmouse is a “special animal” with respect to its nest locations because it is on various 
“watch lists” due to declining populations; it is not however listed by the CDFG as a species of 
special concern.  It is found in dry, open woods with a range limited mostly to California (from 
southern Oregon to northern Mexico; Sibley, 2000).  It is considered a common resident in a 
variety of habitats, but is typically associated with oaks.  It sometimes forages and breeds in 
riparian areas, and ventures into residential areas (Zeiner, et. al., 1990).  Development of the site 
as proposed would reduce nesting opportunities for this species, but given that 69% of the 
suitable woodland habitat would be retained within the site, the project would not result in a 
substantial reduction of this species habitat and impacts are considered adverse, but less than 
significant.  
 
Construction of Phase I and Phase II of the proposed project would result in the direct, 
permanent loss of portions of native habitats found on-site including chaparral, coastal scrub, 
native grassland, woodland, and riparian habitats, as well as non-native grassland and 
individual trees. Construction of Phases III and IV may result in the removal of native 
landscaping which has been planted in areas graded during a previous project phase.  Most 
native birds are protected under the California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 (any bird nest) 
and Section 3503.5 (birds of-prey), or Section 3511 (Fully Protected birds).  Potential impacts 
associated with habitat removal and disturbance, including within native landscaping that has 
been planted in previously graded areas between Phases, could occur if site construction occurs 
during the nesting season (generally February 1 - August 31).  These impacts are considered 
significant, but mitigable. 
 
Nest structures for the San Diego desert woodrat were only seen on upper slopes outside of the 
development impact zone, and this species is not expected within the development footprint. 
Therefore, no impact is expected to the San Diego desert woodrat.  
 
The project site is not located near cliffs that would serve as bat hibernacula or open water that 
is required for Yuma myotis foraging, therefore, it is unlikely that these sensitive bats known to 
be in the general vicinity would use the habitats present at the site to any large extent, and no 
significant impacts to these species would be anticipated.  As previously noted, neither the San 
Diego black-tailed jackrabbit or the American badger are expected at the site given that these 
relatively obvious animals were not observed during the Envicom Corporation surveys.  
Ringtail may occur at the site, but given the extent of the preserved suitable open space lands 
south of the site, the project would not be expected to have a significant impact on its local 
population. 
 
Exterior night lighting during the operational phase could potentially disrupt normal behavior 
and breeding for some wildlife species, and cause some species to avoid the residual natural 
habitats remaining at the site.  This would potentially increase the extent of impacts on the 
adjacent habitats and would contribute to a potentially significant impact. 
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Noise levels at the site are primarily influenced by traffic on the 101 Freeway and Agoura Road. 
The noise level in open space areas on the site would not be substantially increased by traffic or 
normal activities of the Hilton Foundation Campus during the operational period. Wildlife 
species that currently use the site probably find the level of noise at the site acceptable, and 
those that do not would have already left the area. Impacts to wildlife due to increased noise 
during the operational period would be less than significant. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  The applicant shall implement the following mitigation measure 
to reduce impacts associated with direct impact to coast horned lizard and possible effects to 
bird nesting. 
 

BIO-1(a) Sensitive Wildlife Survey.  Not more than two weeks prior to 
ground disturbing construction for Phase I and Phase II, as well as 
ground disturbing construction during any project phase that would 
remove native landscaping planted on previously graded areas, a 
preconstruction survey for sensitive wildlife species shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist and submitted to the City 
Planning and Development Department prior to beginning 
construction and/or commencement of any disturbance. If a 
sensitive species is found, avoidance is the preferred mitigation 
option.  If avoidance is not feasible, the species, shall be captured, 
when possible, and transferred to adjacent appropriate habitat 
within the open space on-site or directly adjacent to the project area. 
This shall be performed only by an approved biologist.  The CDFG 
and City of Agoura Hills shall be formally notified and consulted 
regarding the presence of this species on-site. If a federally listed 
species is found prior to grading of the site, the USFWS shall also be 
notified and appropriate “take” permits acquired prior to any 
relocation activity.  

 
BIO-1(b) Bird Nesting Surveys.  No earlier than 30 days prior to construction 

or site preparation activities that would occur during the 
nesting/breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting on 
the site (typically February 1 through August 31), the applicant shall 
have a field survey conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if 
active nests of any bird species protected by the state or federal 
Endangered Species Acts, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and/or the 
California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, or 3511 are 
present in the construction zone or within 300 feet of the construction 
zone. If active nests are found within the survey area, construction 
activities shall stop until consultation with the City, CDFG, and 
USFWS (when applicable) is conducted and an appropriate setback 
can be established commensurate with the species involved (25 feet 
for urban-adapted species such as Anna’s hummingbird and 
California towhee and up to 300 feet for certain raptors). A 
temporary construction fence barrier shall be erected around the 
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buffer and clearing and construction within the fenced area shall be 
postponed or halted, at the discretion of a biological monitor, until 
the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined by the 
biologist, and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. 
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.  

 
BIO-1(c) Lighting Requirements.  The project shall incorporate lighting 

design features to the extent possible that will reduce the amount 
and intensity of night lighting in open space areas adjacent to the 
development. This would involve using lighting only to the extent 
necessary, using low intensity lights, placing lighting close to the 
ground when possible, using shields to reduce glare and direct 
lighting downward, and pointing lights away from open space areas.  
Security lighting from the site should not exceed 0.01 foot-candles at 
the edge of the fuel modification zone. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  The mitigation measures identified above would reduce 

impacts to sensitive wildlife species to less than significant.   
 

Impact BIO-2 Implementation of the proposed project could reduce the 
species population, reduce habitat, and restrict reproductive 
capacity of endangered, threatened, or rare plant species.  
Implementation of the proposed project could result in 
reduction in the number and habitat of locally important plant 
species.  This is considered a Class I, significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

 
The consideration of whether or not a substantial habitat loss occurs to an individual species 
focuses on those sensitive or special status plants that have been identified by regulatory 
agencies because of the cumulative decreases in their ranges, or substantial decreases in overall 
and local population levels.  The degree to which a species has suffered such losses is reflected 
in the identified status level of that species, beginning with initial listing of an organism as a 
species of special concern through listing as threatened or endangered under the state or federal 
Endangered Species Acts.  Plants and animals that are listed as endangered have suffered such 
large losses in range and numbers that the additional loss of even a few individuals or a few 
acres of suitable habitat could result in the extinction of the animal. 
 
As discussed above, three special status plant species, Agoura Hills dudleya, Plummer‟s 
mariposa lily, and Ojai navarretia were observed within the Project site boundaries during 
previous surveys.  The proposed project would impact the sensitive plant, Ojai navarretia 
(Navarretia ojaiensis). Ojai navarretia is on the CNPS 1B. I list, indicating it is seriously 
threatened in California with a high degree/immediacy of threat. Construction of the Phase I 
parking lot and access road would remove about a thousand individuals or 0.27 acres of this 
species , and construction of the Phase II access trail would remove an additional fifteen 
individual Ojai navarretia plants.  Besides direct effects associated with the loss of habitat, the 
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navarretia would be subjected to indirect effects associated with the change of land use to a 
commercial use.  Given the location of the population adjacent to a parking lot, the primarily 
indirect effects to the remaining habitat would be micro-climate changes associated with solar 
heating of the asphalt parking lot, possible over-irrgiation associated with landscaping plants, 
and use of pesticides.   Because of the relative rareness of this species and the loss of about 87% 
of known occupied habitat at this site, this is considered a significant impact. 

 
Phase II fuel modification impacts to 0.24 acres of habitat containing the federally-listed as 
threatened Agoura Hills dudleya would be considered a potentially significant impact because 
of the recognized rareness of this listed species.  However, substantial suitable habitat remains 
within the property for this species (almost 13 acres) and impacts to this listed species would be 
less severe than those on the Ojai navarretia.  All other special status plants on the project site, 
including Plummer‟s mariposa lily, are either sufficiently outside of the grading area and fuel 
modification zones such that no phase of the proposed project would result in significant 
impacts to these species, or have sufficiently large populations onsite that loss of habitat would 
not result in a substantial impact on their populations. 
 
No additional impacts to sensitive plant species would result from construction of Phase III or 
Phase IV. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  The following mitigation actions are proposed. 

 
BIO-2(a) Ojai Navarretia Restoration Plan. The Applicant shall offset the 

proposed loss of 0.27 acres of habitat occupied by approximately 
1,000 individuals of Ojai navarretia at a 2:1 ratio on-site restoration 
(salvage and replanting), off-site preservation, off-site enhancement 
or another method approved by the City of Agoura Planning 
Director . A Mitigation Plan shall be submitted to the City of Agoura 
Hills and CDFG that identifies the location and methodology for 
satisfying the required offset ratio.  On-site restoration is preferred, 
with off-site preservation permitted only if the applicant 
demonstrates that on-site preservation is either not feasible or not as 
likely to be successful.  

 
 On-site Restoration (Salvage and Replanting).  On-site restoration 

would involve the collection of seed from within the development 
footprint and replanting the seed in a suitable area outside the 
development footprint.  If the Applicant proposes to undertake on-
site restoration, the Mitigation Plan methodology shall include a 
Restoration Plan, prepared by a qualified plant ecologist, that details 
the approach and timing associated with seed salvage, propagation, 
planting, irrigation, maintenance, coverage requirements, monitoring 
requirements, and contingency planning in order to achieve the 
performance standard of a 2:1 replacement.  The Restoration Plan 
shall identify several on-site locations for replanting (in the event 
that one area doesn‟t achieve specified success criteria work).  The 
Applicant shall maintain and monitor the plants for a minimum of 
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seven years.  Prior to issuance of the Phase I grading permit, the 
Applicant shall obtain approval for the Mitigation/Restoration Plan 
from the City of Agoura Hills, and secure a bond for an amount 
equal to the cost of the restoration effort.  The bond shall be released 
by the City upon satisfaction of the approved performance criteria.  
Note that due to limited information regarding restoration of Ojai 
navarretia there are uncertainties associated with implementation of 
this measure.  If the Applicant attempts on-site restoration and the 
for fails to meet the performance standard, the Applicant would be 
required to either attempt an additional restoration effort employing 
adaptive management based on the initial effort or mitigate via off-
site preservation or enhancement..  

 
 Off-Site Preservation.  Off-site preservation would consist of locating 

a population of Ojai navarretia containing at least two-times the 
number of individuals impacted by the project and preserving the 
population in perpetuity via placement of a conservation easement 
or purchase of the land and dedication to the City or an approved 
conservation organization.   The preserved population should be 
located on an area of sufficient size to create a preserve core and be 
located at least 350 feet away from existing or proposed 
development, paved roads, v-ditches and irrigated areas.  Additional 
the preserve population should exhibit connectivity to other 
protected open space or hillside areas (preferably, a minimum of 25 
percent of the preserved habitat should connect directly to natural 
habitat areas.  If the Applicant proposed to mitigate via off-site 
preservation of the species, the Mitigation Plan shall include a 
Preservation Plan that identifies the number of individual preserved, 
ownership of the land, parties involved, and the preservation 
methodology (ie conservation easement or dedication to an 
approved conservation organization).  The Applicant shall 
implement the approved off-site preservation and monitor the 
population for a minimum of seven years.  Under the preservation 
approach, the Applicant shall obtain approval for the Preservation 
Plan from the City of Agoura Hills and shall complete the 
transaction, prior to issuance of the Phase I grading permit.   

 

Off-Site Enhancement. Off-site enhancement would consist of 
locating disturbed poor quality population of Ojai navarretia 
containing at least two-times the number of individuals impacted by 
the project and enhancing the conditions of the habitat to prevent 
further disturbance and/or promote the long-term viability of the 
population.  The applicant shall submit an Enhancement Plan, 
prepared by a qualified ecologist, which identifies the location of the 
population and the need for enhancement, as well as the 
enhancement methodology that details the approach and timing 
associated with enhancement, maintenance, monitoring 
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requirements, and contingency planning in order to achieve the 2:1 
offset ratio performance standard.  The Applicant shall implement 
the approved enhancement plan and monitor the enhanced 
population for a minimum of seven years.  If the population 
proposed for enhancement were to be located on land owned by a 
public agency, or a conservation organization approved by the City 
of Agoura Hills, the Applicant may enter into an in-lieu fee 
agreement with the conservation organization to implement and 
monitor the approved Enhancement Plan.   Prior to issuance of the 
Phase I grading permit, the Applicant shall obtain approval for the 
Enhancement Plan from the City of Agoura Hills, and secure a bond 
for an amount equal to the cost of the enhancement effort. The bond 
shall be released by the City upon satisfaction of the approved 
performance criteria.  If the Enhancement Plan is to be accomplished 
via an in-lieu fee agreement, the agreement must be executed and 
fees conveyed prior to issuance of the Phase I grading permit.  The 
performance bond shall not be required if the mitigation is 
accomplished via an in-lieu fee agreement. 

 

BIO-2(b) Flagging and buffers for Agoura Hills Dudleya. Prior to fuel 
modification activities within habitat known to contain the 
Federally-listed as threatened Agoura Hills dudleya (see Figure 4.2-
1), a qualified biologist shall locate and flag Agoura Hills dudleya 
within the fuel modification zone, and shall demarcate an 
appropriate buffer(s) of at least 10 feet and develop/implement 
protocols in consultation with the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department that would protect the species from direct or inadvertent 
harm during fuel modification activities, while meeting fire 
protection requirements. The qualified biologist shall monitor all fuel 
modification activities within these areas.  Upon completion of each 
fuel modification effort, the biological monitor shall remove flagging 
used to demarcate the locations of Agoura Hills dudleya. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Given the few known extant populations of Ojai 

navarretia, the past general loss of suitable habitat in the region to urban and agricultural uses, 
and the little information available about the reasons for this plant‟s restricted distribution, the 
loss of 0.27 acres under Phase I and fifteen individuals under Phase II is significant in the short 
term, but through mitigation/restoration, the long-term significance likely decreases.   
 

Impact BIO-3 Implementation of the proposed project could result in the 
disturbance or reduction in extent of sensitive plant 
communities. This is considered a Class III, less than 
significant impact. 

 
The sensitive Valley Oak Woodland Alliance (0.84 acres) is located within the proposed 
project‟s grading area, fuel modification zone, and the debris cone associated with the western 
debris basin.  Build-out of the project would remove 0.212 acres of Valley Oak Woodlands, or 
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about 25% of this plant community.  Given the limited amount of this alliance to be removed, 
(less than 10,000 square feet); this impact is not anticipated to threaten or eliminate the 
community on-site or in the region.  Oak trees in themselves are important on an individual 
basis as wildlife habitat and impacts to the individual oak trees are discussed below under 
Impact BIO-6. 
 
Based on conversations with the Keith Condon of the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
(Envicom TBR, August 2010), required fuel modification activities within oak woodland areas 
are limited to removal of deadwood from the canopy of the oak trees and thinning of laddered 
fuels in the understory. The fuel modification activities associated with Phase I and Phase IV 
facilities are not anticipated to substantially change or further remove the Valley Oak 
Woodlands. 
 
Most native grasslands are considered sensitive as a result of their loss to urban and agricultural 
development and replacement throughout California by non-native grasslands.  Only 0.15 acres 
of native grassland has been distinguished at the site, and the proposed project would remove 
33% of it.  Most of the native grassland to be removed is dominated by saltgrass, which is not a 
rare species and this alliance has been ranked G5S4 (CDFG, October 2007), which is a level that 
is generally considered common enough to not be of concern.  Impacts to native grasslands are 
not considered significant. 
 
In addition, the City of Agoura Hills considers Coastal Sage Scrub to be an important habitat. 
“High value” (as determined by a qualified biologist) Coastal Sage Scrub habitat disturbed or 
removed as part of a project is to be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. If the Coastal Sage Scrub is habitat 
for a sensitive (endangered or threatened) species, the ratio could be higher. The proposed 
project would remove 44% of the 3.71 acres of mapped coastal scrub habitat as a result of 
grading, fuel modification, and debris cone effects.   Most of these impacts would occur to 
coastal scrub dominated by coyote brush and California buckwheat, which alliances are both 
ranked G5S5 by the CDFG and so are generally considered common enough to not be of 
concern.  Since these areas at the site do not harbor substantial populations of either sensitive 
plants or animals, the habitat is judged to be of moderate value and not requiring mitigation. 
 
All other sensitive communities on the project site are sufficiently outside of the grading area 
and fuel modification zones such that no phase of the proposed project would result in 
significant impacts on these communities. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  No phase of the proposed project would generate significant 
impacts related to sensitive plant communities.  As such, no mitigation measures are required. 
 

Significance After Mitigation.  Since no significant effects were identified, no residual 
significant impacts would occur.   
 

Impact BIO-4 Implementation of the proposed project would result in the 
direct reduction of jurisdictional drainages.  This is considered 
a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
Two ephemeral north-south drainages are on the project site, and a small erosion feature drains 
into the existing eastern debris basin.  A total of 1.584 acres of CDFG-jurisdictional riparian 
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habitats, 0.011 acres of USACE-jurisdictional wetlands, and 0.460 acres of USACE-jurisdictional 
non-wetland waters of the U.S. are present on the site. Phase I would impact portions of the east 
drainage and the small erosion feature, and Phase II would impact the remainder of the erosion 
feature and the west drainage.  Debris cone removal would also result in ongoing maintenance 
effects with temporary impacts to jurisdictional areas.  Phases I and II would also result in off-
site impacts to jurisdictional areas as a result of the widening of Agoura Road.  Table 4.2-3 and 
4.2-4 summarize the existing acreage and project-related impacts 
  

Table 4.2-3.  Phase I - Impacted USACE and CDFG Jurisdictional Areas 
 

Jurisdictional Areas 
Existing 
Acreage 

Impacted Acreage Cause of Phase 
I Grading 
Impacts Grading Debris Cone 

East Drainage 

USACE Wetlands 0.006 0 0 NA 

USACE Non-wetland 
Waters of U.S. 

0.143 0.064 0.007 
East parking lot, 

East debris 
basin, bio-

detention basin, 
native vegetated 

swale 

CDFG-Riparian 0.567 0.173* 0.020 

West Drainage 

USACE Wetlands 0.005 0 0 

NA 
USACE Non-wetland 
Waters of U.S. 

0.306 0 0 

CDFG-Riparian 0.991 0 0 

Small Erosion 
Feature 

USACE Wetlands 0 0 0 NA 

USACE Non-wetland 
Waters of U.S. 

0.011 0.009 0 East parking lot, 
access trail, and 

funicular CDFG-Riparian 0.026 0.012 0 

Totals 

USACE Wetlands 0.011 0 0  

USACE Non-wetland 
Waters of U.S. 

0.460 0.073 0.007 

CDFG-Riparian 1.584 0.185 0.020 

USACE Jurisdiction 0.471 0.073 0.007 

CDFG Jurisdiction 2.055 0.258 0.027 

Source:  Stantec, June 2010 in Envicom BTR, August 2010. 
*Includes impacted on-site and off-site areas, when applicable. 
** The section of the small erosion feature that would be subject to Phase I fuel modification would be graded during Phase II. 

 
 

Table 4.2-4.  Phase II - Impacted USACE and CDFG Jurisdictional Areas 

 

Jurisdictional Areas 
Existing 
Acreage 

Impacted Acreage Cause of Phase 
II Grading 
Impacts Grading Debris Cone 

East Drainage 

USACE Wetlands 0.006 0 0 

NA 
USACE Non-wetland 
Waters of U.S. 

0.143 0 0 

CDFG-Riparian 0.567 0 0 

West Drainage USACE Wetlands 0.005 0 0 NA 
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Table 4.2-4.  Phase II - Impacted USACE and CDFG Jurisdictional Areas 

 

Jurisdictional Areas 
Existing 
Acreage 

Impacted Acreage Cause of Phase 
II Grading 
Impacts Grading Debris Cone 

USACE Non-wetland 
Waters of U.S. 

0.306 0.092 0.060 West Debris 
Basin 

CDFG-Riparian 0.991 0.151 0.162 

Small Erosion 
Feature 

USACE Wetlands 0 0 0 N/A 

USACE Non-wetland 
Waters of U.S. 

0.011 0.001 0 East parking lot, 
access trail, and 

funicular CDFG-Riparian 0.026 0.001 0 

Totals 

USACE Wetlands 0.011 0 0  

USACE Non-wetland 
Waters of U.S. 

0.460 0.094 0.060 

CDFG-Riparian 1.584 0.153 0.162 

USACE Jurisdiction 0.471 0.094 0.060 

CDFG Jurisdiction 2.055 0.247 0.222 

Source:  Stantec, June 2010 in Envicom BTR, August 2010. 

*Includes impacted on-site and off-site areas, when applicable. 

 
Impacts associated with loss of waters of the U.S. and state, and the loss of riparian habitat in 
Phases I and II are considered significant, but mitigable.  Phases III and IV would not result in 
additional on-site or off-site impacts due to grading or debris cone maintenance.  Fuel 
modification zones for Phase I, II and IV would include jurisdictional habitat. Based on 
conversations with the Keith Condon of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, the Fuel 
Modification Plan would limit the fuel modification required for Phases I, II and IV within 
jurisdictional areas to the removal of deadwood, which would not significantly impact these 
areas. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  The following mitigation is proposed. 

 
BIO-4 (a) Agency Consultation: The applicant shall (prior to issuance of 

grading permits) consult with CDFG, USACE, and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and obtain applicable permits for 
the proposed impacts to jurisdictional waters. A Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permit would be required from the USACE for the 
discharge of fill to any of the USACE-jurisdictional wetlands or non-
wetland waters of the U.S. onsite.  Additionally, a Section 401 water 
quality certification would be required from the RWQCB.  These 
permits typically require mitigation to reduce impacts to water 
quality and quantity, vegetation, and wildlife.  The project applicant 
shall demonstrate to the City of Agoura Hills that the requirements of 
agencies with jurisdiction over waters and riparian habitat onsite can 
be met prior to obtaining grading permits.  This will include, but not 
be limited to, consultation with those agencies, securing the 
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appropriate permits, waivers or agreements, and arrangements with a 
local or regional mitigation bank including in lieu fees, as needed. 

 
Although the USACE and CDFG will require specific mitigation as part of their permitting 
processes, the following measures provide minimum mitigation requirements for impacts to the 
important water resources habitats under the City‟s jurisdiction. 
 

BIO-4 (b)  Replacement Ratio.  Federal and State protected waters and riparian 
habitat shall be replaced at a minimum ratio of 2/1 of habitat, at the 
same or greater quality, for every 1.0 acre removed.  Replacement 
shall be at an Agoura Hills Planning and Community Development 
Department approved location or by providing adequate funding for 
the replacement of suitable equivalent habitat to an organization 
currently conducting restoration of habitat.  The organization and its 
activities are to be approved by an Agoura Hills Planning and 
Community Development Department approved biologist prior to 
issuance of grading permits. 

 
BIO-4 (c) Waters/Riparian Habitat Restoration Plan.  In the event that onsite 

mitigation is to be done instead of the use of in-lieu fees or offsite 
mitigation, the project applicant shall submit a restoration plan for 
review and approval by an Agoura Hills Planning and Community 
Development Department staff and, as necessary, a City approved 
biologist or qualified landscape specialist.  The final restoration plan 
shall be submitted for City review and approval prior to Grading 
Permit issuance. The plan shall include, but not be limited to the 
following components: 

 

 Performance criteria (i.e., what is an acceptable success level 
of revegetation to mitigate past impacts); 

 Monitoring effort (i.e., who is to check on the success of the 
revegetation plan, and how frequently); 

 Contingency planning (i.e., if the effort fails to reach the 
performance criteria, what remediation steps need to be 
taken); and 

 Irrigation method/schedule (i.e., how much water is needed, 
where and for how long). 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  The mitigation measures provided above would reduce 

impacts to a less than significant level.    
 
 
Impact BIO-5 The proposed project does not lie within recognized migration 

corridors nor would it substantially affect local wildlife 
movement.  This is considered a Class III, less than significant 
impact. 
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The proposed development would not impede wildlife movement except for restricting 
movement within or through developed areas of the site. Movement would be restricted for 
wildlife moving through the site to the north, but the area to the north of the site is already 
urban. While the project would reduce wildlife habitat, it would not fragment existing habitat 
because development would be limited to areas north of the 1,100-foot contour and adjacent to 
existing urban areas. The entire southern section of the project site (well more than 1/2) would 
not be impacted, and this area would provide sufficient cover and a variety of the habitats 
found on-site to support movement of species that may potentially pass through the site. 
Substantial suitable lands for wildlife movement will continue to exist within protected lands of 
the Santa Monica Mountains, adjacent to the southern boundary of the Project site. North to 
south movement in the project vicinity is already eliminated by the urban area of the City of 
Agoura Hills, and limited in the project vicinity to the Liberty Canyon choke-point previously 
discussed. The project site is not in a critical linkage for wildlife movement such as an area 
providing access to an open culvert that wildlife could use to safely cross roads between areas 
of open space, or a narrow bottleneck of space or habitat between two larger areas of open 
space. The project site is not considered essential for the Santa Monica Mountains-Sierra Madre 
Mountains Connection regional wildlife corridor. Impacts to wildlife movement would be less 
than significant. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  No mitigation is proposed or necessary. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Since no significant effects were identified, no residual 

significant impacts would occur.   
 

Impact BIO-6 Implementation of the proposed project will result in the 
disturbance or loss of protected oak trees protected by the 
City’s Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines.  This is considered a 
Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
Of the 243 protected oak trees identified within 200 feet of the development footprint that meet 
the criteria specified in the City‟s Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, the proposed project over 
all four phases would remove 36 protected oak trees including 16 valley oak trees and 20 coast 
live oak trees. An additional 32 protected oak trees would be encroached upon within their 
canopies y and protected root zones. Fuel modification activities would be limited to removal of 
deadwood in the canopies and would not substantially impact protected oak trees within fuel 
modification zones.  Table 4.2-5 presents impacts by project phase to protected oak trees within 
the limits of disturbance, the western debris cone, and the fuel modification zone.  Please note 
that the impacts during Phase II includes the removal of one landmark tree (diameter greater 
than 36 inches).  Impacts to protected trees are considered a significant, but mitigable impact. 
 
Of the 113 scrub oaks surveyed, there are a total of 33 impacted (29 removals and 4 protection 
zone).  The canopy area of the 29 oak trees proposed for removal 29 removed oak canopy area 
totals 5,660 square feet (sf).  Although there are four phases of development in the proposed 
project (two phases of mass grading) all 33 scrub oaks would be affected during Phase II 
grading.  The required widening of Agoura Road and eastern and western debris cones will not 
affect any scrub oaks. 
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Table 4.2-5.  Impacts to Protected Oak Trees by Project Phase * 

Affected Trees Tree 
Removals/Encrochments 

Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV 

Valley Oak Trees Removed 5 11 0 0 

Coast Live Oak Trees Removed 5 15 0 0 

Scrub Oaks Removed 0 29 0 0 

Valley Oak Trees Encroached Upon** 1 5 0 0 

Coast Live Oak Encroached Upon** 8 18 0 0 

Scrub Oaks Encroached Upon** 0 4 0 0 

* Source: Stantec, June 2010 in Envicom BTR, August 2010.  Grading limits include project grading and 
limits of western debris cone. 
** Includes impact to Canopy and Root Protection Zone or Root Protection Zone only. 

 

Mitigation Measures.  The following mitigation is proposed. 

 

BIO-6(a) Oak Tree Protection and Preservation.  The project applicant shall 
submit the results of an oak tree survey and an Oak Tree Report, 
including an Oak Tree Preservation Program, for review and 
approval by the Agoura Hills Planning and Community 
Development Department oak tree consultant prior to the granting of 
a grading permit.  The project shall be developed and operated in 
compliance with the approved Oak Tree Preservation Program and 
any other conditions determined to be necessary by the City oak tree 
consultant.  The program shall include but not be limited to the 
following components: 

 

 No grading or development shall occur within 5 feet from the 
driplines of preserved oak trees that occur in the construction 
area beyond those specifically detailed in the program. 

 All specimen oak trees to be preserved within 25 feet of 
proposed ground disturbances shall be temporarily fenced 
with chain-link or other material satisfactory to the City 
throughout all grading and construction activities.  The 
fencing shall be installed six feet outside the dripline of each 
specimen oak tree, and shall be staked every six feet. 

 No construction equipment shall be parked, stored or 
operated within six feet of any specimen oak tree dripline. 

 No fill soil, rocks, or construction materials shall be stored or 
placed within six feet of the dripline of a specimen oak tree 
(pervious paving and other materials are allowed, as 
approved by the City). 

 No artificial surface, pervious or impervious, shall be placed 
within six feet of the dripline of any specimen oak tree, except 
for project access roads. 
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 Any roots encountered that are one inch in diameter or greater 
shall be cleanly cut.  This shall be done under the direction of 
a City approved arborist/oak tree consultant. 

 Any trenching required within the dripline or sensitive root 
zone of any specimen tree shall be done by hand.  In addition, 
trenching n the protected zone needs to preserve roots over 1 
inch by tunneling. 

 No permanent irrigation shall occur within the dripline of any 
existing oak tree. 

 Any construction activity required within three feet of a 
specimen oak tree's dripline shall be done with hand tools. 

 
BIO-6(b) Grading Plan.  The number of oak trees requiring removal and the 

number of trees that will be encroached upon by grading and project 
development shall be confirmed by the City‟s oak tree consultant 
with the final grading plan.  The plan shall also indicate 
requirements for retaining walls, tree wells, tree drainage 
requirements, and pruning as part of the plan. 

 

 BIO-6(c) Oak Tree Replacement.  The applicant shall obtain an oak 
tree permit and offset the proposed impacts to oak trees pursuant to 
the City of Agoura Hills Municipal Code, Oak Tree Preservation 
Guidelines, Sections 9657--9657.5. Mitigation for Phase I impacts shall 
begin prior to commencement of grading for Phase I, and mitigation 
for Phase II impacts shall begin prior to commencement of grading for 
Phase II.  The Guidelines require that at least two (2) 24” box trees, 
one (1) 36” box tree, and at least one (1) additional oak be planted 
such that the sum of the trunk diameters of the four or more 
replacement oaks is equal to or greater than the trunk of the oak to be 
removed. Mitigation for removal of landmark trees shall also include 
two (2) 60-inch box trees. The locations of the replanted trees shall be 
indicated on the project plans submitted to the City for review by the 
City‟s oak tree consultant.  Every attempt shall be made to plant oak 
trees according to species-specific habitat requirements:  valley oaks at 
lower elevations in alluvial soils and coast live oaks on mesic 
north-facing slope locations.   

 
 The following replacements have been identified in the oak tree 

report (August 2010). 
 

 (13) 15-gallon trees 

 (7221) 24-inch box trees 

 (3624) 36-inch box trees 

 (62) 48-inch box trees 

 (220) 60-inch box trees 

 4449” of additional trunk diameter 

 (7257) 15-gallon scrub oaks 
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(The replacement trees noted above are required to equal at least 669 inches of 
coast live or valley oak trunk diameter) 
 

 Significance After Mitigation.  Implementation of the mitigation measures above 
would reduce the project impacts to oak trees and scrub oaks to a level considered less than 
significant.  
 

Impact BIO-7 Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict 
with an adopted Habitat Preservation Plan or Natural 
Communities Conservation Plan, or other local adopted 
conservation plans. This is considered a Class III, less than 
significant impact. 

 
No adopted habitat preservation or conservation plans govern the project site.  Therefore, the 
project will have no effect on adopted plans governing biological resources in this area.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  No mitigation is proposed or necessary. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  Since no significant effects were identified, no residual 

significant impacts would occur.   
 

 c.  Cumulative Impacts.  Significance for cumulative impacts to biological 
resources are based upon: 

 

 The cumulative contribution of other approved and proposed development to 
fragmentation of open space in the project site’s vicinity; 

 The loss of sensitive habitats and species; 

 Contribution of the proposed project to urban expansion into natural areas; and 

 Isolation of open space within the proposed project by future projects in the vicinity. 
 
Cumulative development in the Agoura Hills area, particularly within the inland valley 
portion, has permanently eliminated extensive tracts of native plant communities, most 
particularly oak savanna and woodlands and riparian areas.  Native habitats support native 
wildlife species, many of which cannot survive in, or do not adapt to, the noise and disturbance 
associated with urban development.  Species that do tolerate developed, landscaped, and 
disturbed sites include aggressive, non-native species that further displace native plants and 
wildlife, or may prey upon native species.   
 
The proposed project lies on the southern rim of the developed portion of the City, and is 
backed by substantial open space in the Santa Monica Mountains that will be preserved in 
perpetuity.  Cumulative development in the area will include some infill actions, which would 
not have a cumulatively considerable effect, and additional development south of Agoura 
Road, associated with long term build-out of the Agoura Village Specific Plan.  The proposed 
project in association with the expected build-out of the north, lower slopes of Ladyface 
Mountain would result in the loss of open space and plant and wildlife habitat and an increase 
in urbanization at the edge of a large natural area, which would be cumulatively considerable.  
Further, loss of individual oak trees, impacts to CDFG-jurisdictional riparian habitat, USACE-
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jurisdictional non-wetland waters of the U.S., and sensitive wildlife species and nesting birds 
are considered cumulatively substantial.  However, the anticipated cumulative development 
would not significantly fragment open space, or cause a cumulatively considerable impact to 
wildlife movement, because development of related projects along Agoura Road within the 
Ladyface and/or adjacent Agoura Village Specific Plans are restricted to areas adjacent to 
Agoura Road and existing development.   
 
All cumulative development within the City would be subject to the regulations of the City, the 
State of California, and the federal government.  Compliance with these regulations on all new 
development proposals would be expected to reduce impacts from individual projects to a less 
than significant level for impacts to grassland, oak woodlands and individual oak trees, 
wetlands, and most special status species potentially in the project area, though it should be 
recognized that the gradual urbanization of the region would substantially alter biological 
conditions.  With the proposed mitigation measures identified herein, build out of the proposed 
project would not be cumulatively considerable with respect to the above biological resources.  
 
The proposed project would cause a cumulatively substantial reduction in the available habitat 
for Ojai navarretia, a plant with a very limited number of known occurrences.  The possibility 
exists for this plant to occur on other adjacent vacant lands that are within the City and so also 
subject to potential development.  As discussed above, given the limited knowledge regarding 
this plant and the historic loss of lands that potentially contained its habitat, removal of its 
habitat at the site is considered a substantial cumulative loss in itself, along with the potential 
loss of adjacent unoccupied habitat along the north slopes of Ladyface Mountain.  Because the 
ability to adequately mitigate for this plant is unknown, this cumulative impact remains 
substantial and significant. 
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 4.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
This section analyzes potential impacts to cultural resources.  The cultural resource discussion 
summarizes the findings of a Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation performed by McKenna 
et al. (January 2008) and the technical analyses contained within the Technical Background 
Report prepared for the proposed project by Envicom Corporation (2010).  The archaeological 
research included a records search with the South Central Coastal Information Center (SCCIC), 
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission and a field survey of the site.  
Paleontological research included a review of the paleontological sensitivity for the project site.  
The historical research included a search of existing historic resources and a review of historic 
maps.  The Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation is available for review in Appendix C.   
 

4.3.1  Setting 
 
 a.  Regional and Site History.  The project site is ethnographically associated with the 
Ventureño, which is a subgroup of the wide ranging and complex Chumash cultural group. 
Europeans first encountered the Chumash in 1542, in what is believed to be the present-day 
City of Ventura, during Juan Cabrillo's exploration of the California coast. Later, the Portolá 
expedition of 1769 encountered the Ventureño near present-day Fillmore. By the time of 
Spanish contact, the Chumash culture ranged from Morro Bay in northern San Luis Obispo 
County to Malibu in western Los Angeles County and included the northern Channel Islands. 
Recognized among present-day researchers as having a complex social structure, Chumash 
society featured social stratification which included ascribed status, highly organized 
production of certain goods (such as shell beads), possibly the highest population densities of 
any hunter-gatherer group in the world, and an extensive trade network, which may have 
included Southwestern cultures. 
 
Subsistence was based on gathering and hunting, with an emphasis on fish, shellfish, and 
marine mammals in coastal areas. The most important single food source was the acorn from 
California live oaks, but other important plant resources included islay, yucca, piñion pine nuts, 
cattails, and chia sage.  The mainland Chumash made extensive use of the bow and arrow for 
hunting larger game, such as deer, elk, coyote, and fox, while snares, traps, and dead falls were 
employed for smaller animals, such as birds, rabbits, and rodents. Food resources diminished 
further inland and associated settlement sizes and health declined. Portolá noted this variation, 
describing the Chumash that he encountered in the Conejo Valley in 1770 as "very poor and 
thin." 
 
The earliest non-native presence in Southern California came with Spanish maritime explorers 
Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo in 1542, Sebastián Rodriguez Cermeno in 1595, and Sebastián Vizcaíno 
in 1602. The overland expeditions of Gaspar de Portolá in 1769-1770 and Juan Bautista de Anza 
in 1774 and 1776 traversed the San Fernando Valley near the project site. Returning to New 
Spain (Mexico), the Portolá party passed through the area now called Agoura Hills, where Friar 
Juan Crespi recorded his observations of a Chumash village along Agua Amarga Creek, later 
named Medea Creek (Middle Creek) for its central location within the Las Virgenes land grant. 
The route taken by early Spanish overland expeditions became El Camino Real, the trail 
connecting the missions and eventually the route generally followed by U.S. Route 101 (US 101). 
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Historically, the project site is within the historic El Paraje de Las Virgenes Rancho, and Rancho 
Las Virgenes was confirmed as an 8,885-acre ranch granted to Jose Maria Dominguez by 
Mexican Governor Alvarado in April of 1837. The grant was originally assigned to Domingo 
Carrillo, son of Jose Raymundo of Loreto, but Carrillo abandoned his claim in favor of 
Dominguez. Some research suggests that the Rancho Las Virgenes may have been granted by 
Spain as early as 1800 (to Miguel Orcega).  Following the acquisition of California by the United 
States in 1848, Maria Antonia Muchada de Reyes claimed the Las Virgenes grant. With her 
husband, Josef Jacinto Reyes, she built the Reyes Adobe in present-day Agoura Hills. In 1873, 
Jose Guerra claimed the area as part of his 48,564-acre holdings.  However, Maria Antonia 
Machado was able to get her claim to the Las Virgenes Rancho (8,878 acres) reconfirmed in 
1883. Many Spanish families eventually left the area and were replaced by American farmers 
and ranchers. 
 
The City of Agoura Hills is within the area originally described as part of the El Paraje de Las 
Virgenes Rancho confirmed to Maria Antonia Machado in 1883. The general area was later 
referred to as "Picture City." When the post office was established in 1927 and the Post Office 
Department requested a single word name, Agoura was chosen because the place was on the 
Agoura Ranch. The name reflects that of Pierre Agoure, a Basque rancher of the 1890s. It is 
believed that the project site APN 2061-002-048 was within the larger 190.96-acre holdings of 
Brigido Botiller and APN 2061-002-024 was within the larger 127.31-acre holdings of Espiritu de 
Chaveza, each representing the subdivision and sale of portions of the historic Reyes Rancho. 

 
 c.  Records Search.   
 

Archaeological Resources.  As part of the Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation, a 
thorough archival research phase was conducted on December 12, 2007 at the South Central Coast 
Information Center (SCCIC), on the campus of California State University, Fullerton (CSUF).  The 
records search indicated that: 
 

 59 studies have been completed within the vicinity of the project site. 

 Four of the 59 studies involved portions of the project site, and two resource sites were mapped as 
being located within the project site boundary. 

 The project site is located within an area heavily used by prehistoric populations. 

 Locations CA-LAN – 970 and CA-LAN – 971 were identified as quarry loci (four loci) 

 At both locations, the presence of flakes and cores were recorded but were considered waste materials, 
no formal tools were recorded at either location. 

 
In addition to performing an archaeological records check, McKenna et al. consulted with the 
Native American Heritage Commission, which performed a record search of its Sacred Lands File 
(SLF) for the project area.  The SLF did not indicate the presence of Native American cultural 
resources in the vicinity of the project site; however, this does not guarantee the absence of these 
resources on the project site.   

 
Paleontological Resources. A review of the paleontological sensitivity for the project site 

was prepared by Dr. Samuel McLeod of the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County 
(contained with the Cultural Resources Investigation in Appendix C).  The review indicated that 
there are no vertebrate fossil localities that lie directly within the proposed project site boundaries, 
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but there are localities nearby from the sedimentary deposits similar to those that occur at the 
project site.  Almost the entire project site contains surficial exposures of bedrock of the Tertiary 
age Conejo Volcanics that would be devoid of fossils.  However, in the very northern portion of the 
project site there are some surficial deposits of terrestrial Quaternary Alluvium, either as fan 
deposits from the more elevated terrain to the south or as fluvial deposits from the drainages.  The 
review also indicated that the Museum’s closest vertebrate fossil locality in similar Quaternary 
deposits is LACM 3213, located approximately 2.5 miles west-southwest of the project site near the 
US Highway 101 and South Westlake Boulevard.  LACM 3213 produced a fossil specimen of a 
ground sloth, Paramyloclon.  In addition, LACM 7660, located approximately five miles northwest 
of the project site between the US Highway 101 and East Thousand Oaks Boulevard, produced an 
uncommon fossil specimen of American mastodon, Mammut americanum.  While excavations in the 
volcanic bedrock exposed in most of the project site would not encounter any fossils, excavations 
in the Quaternary deposits in the lower lying, northern portion of the site could potentially 
uncover vertebrate fossils.   

 
Field Survey.  During a field survey of the project site, there was no evidence of historic-

period resources.  Modern improvements to the project site were noted in the northwestern and 
northeastern corners of the site where flood control basins and channels have been developed to 
protect Agoura Road from damage and/or flooding.  In addition, overgrown and irregular dirt 
road alignments were identified in the northern portion of the property.  Neither the flood control 
system nor the overgrown roads are considered culturally significant.   
 
The project site is covered by numerous cobbles and boulders originating from the exposed 
bedrock outcroppings.  Some of these cobble and boulders exhibit impacts consistent with the 
reported quarrying activities.  The two previously recorded prehistoric quarry sites were located 
during the survey and photographed (see Appendix C).  The survey also identified additional 
bedrock outcropping between the CA-LAN-970 and CA-LAN-971 locations, indicating these two 
sites are actually one larger resource (CA-LAN-970-971).  Despite the presence of this quarry, the 
resource consists of the source area only.  There was no evidence of tools or work areas within the 
quarry and no evidence of habitation in the area.  The site(s) consist of the exposed bedrock 
outcropping with evidence of source testing and primary flaking activities.  No cores were 
identified.  The Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation determined that the project area exhibits 
limited activity, with no formal tools, no evidence of habitation, and no indications of buried 
resources.   
 

4.3.2  Impact Analysis 
 

a. Methodology and Thresholds of Significance.  Evaluation of significance under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is based on guidelines established by the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  The NRHP is an effective planning tool for long 
term and short-term cultural resource management considerations.  An evaluation of 
significance in prehistoric and historic sites is usually measured by a number of variables, 
which reflect their applicability to present and future research questions posed by scientists in 
describing and explaining culture change.   
 
As a means of evaluating a resource’s potential to yield significant data, criteria for eligibility 
have been established from which general research goals can be proposed to address the specifics 
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of a site or feature.  These goals are aimed at examining and documenting such broad behavioral 
patterns as: ethnicity, acculturation, and interaction; the organization and utilization of space by 
individuals or groups; changing land use patterns; the length and duration of occupation; 
technological advances and contributions; and, specialized activities and occurrences.  
 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, cultural resource impacts are considered 
significant if the proposed project would: 
 

a)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource, as 
defined in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines; 

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource, as defined in 
Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines;  

c)  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature; and/or 

d)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 
 
It should be noted that based on the lack of historic resources within the vicinity of the project 
site, the impact to historic resources was determined to be less than significant in the Initial 
Study (Appendix A).  As such, further discussion in the EIR is not warranted.   

 
b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

 
Impact CR-1 Development within the project area has the potential to cause a 

substantial change to identified archaeological resources located 
at the project site, and could expose previously undiscovered, 
buried cultural resources.  This is considered a Class II, 
significant but mitigable, impact. 

 
As discussed in above in the Setting, two prehistoric resource sites have been identified on the 
project site.  As part of the field survey for the Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation by 
McKenna et al., the two recorded prehistoric sites (CA-LAN-970 and CA-LAN-971) were 
located and found to consist of one larger expanse (CA-LAN-970-971) of quarrying activities 
rather than the two separate locations that were previously recorded.  This quarry site covers an 
area of approximately 98 feet (30 meters) by 820 feet (250 meters) and follows an arc between 
the two previously recorded site locations.  Some of the materials have rolled down the slope, 
resulting in some natural shatter and some primary flakes resulting from the testing of the 
cobbles.  As no cores, formal tools, areas of occupation, or work stations were identified within 
the quarry, the Phase I Cultural Resources Investigation concluded that the quarry site is not 
considered a significant cultural resource and that no further studies are warranted.   
 
However, habitation sites have been recorded within one mile of the project site and could 
represent the actual sites occupied by individuals exploiting CA-LAN-970-971.  Additional 
evidence of use may be uncovered within the alluvial deposits in the northern portion of the 
project site.  The general region is considered sensitive for archaeological resources, and there is 
a potential to uncover such resources at the project site during construction activities such as 
grading or site disturbance.  Project impacts are therefore considered potentially significant, but 
mitigable. 
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Mitigation Measures.  The following measures are required to reduce potential impacts 
to known and as yet undiscovered, buried cultural resources on the project site. 

 
CR-1(a) Construction Monitoring.  Initial grading activities or site disturbance shall 

be monitored by a qualified archaeologist and Native American Monitor 
approved by the City.  If cultural resource remains are encountered during 
construction or land modification activities, the applicable procedures 
established under CEQA and the City of Agoura Hills planning guidelines, 
shall be followed.  The City of Agoura Hills Department of Planning and 
Community Development shall be notified immediately, and work shall stop 
within a 100-foot radius until a qualified archaeologist has assessed the nature, 
extent, and potential significance of any remains.  In the event that such remains 
are determined to be significant, appropriate actions to mitigate impacts to the 
remains shall be implemented.  Depending upon the nature of the find, 
mitigation could involve avoidance, documentation, or other appropriate 
actions to be determined by a qualified archaeologist. 

 
CR -1(b) Archaeological Discovery.  If human remains are unearthed, State Health 

and Safety Code Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall 
occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin 
and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If the 
remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the coroner has 24 
hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  The 
NAHC will then identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely 
Descendent (MLD) of the deceased Native American, who will then help 
determine what course of action should be taken in dealing with the remains. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  With implementation of the above mitigation measures, 

impacts to archaeological resources would be reduced to less than significant. 
 

Impact CR-2 Development within the project area has the potential to expose 
previously undiscovered, buried paleontological resources.  
This is considered a Class II, significant but mitigable, impact. 

 
As discussed in above in the Setting, while the majority of the project site contains surficial 
exposures of bedrock of the Tertiary age Conejo Volcanics that would be devoid of paleontological 
resources such as fossils, in the very northern portion of the project site there are some surficial 
deposits of terrestrial Quaternary Alluvium, either as fan deposits from the more elevated terrain 
to the south or as fluvial deposits from the drainages.  While excavations in the volcanic bedrock 
exposed in most of the project site would not encounter any fossils, excavations in the Quaternary 
deposits in the lower lying, northern portion of the site could potentially uncover vertebrate fossils.    
 
Although no paleontological resources have been discovered at the project site, vertebrate fossils 
in similar Quaternary deposits as the project site have been discovered in the region, including 
within approximately two and half miles from the project site.  As such, grading and earth 
disturbing activities could potentially uncover paleontological resources on-site during 
construction of the proposed project.  Project impacts are therefore considered potentially 
significant, but mitigable. 
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Mitigation Measures.  The following measures are required to reduce potential impacts 

to as yet undiscovered, buried paleontological resources on the project site. 
 
CR-2 Paleontological Monitoring.  Initial grading activities or site disturbance 

activities shall be monitored by a qualified paleontologist approved by the 
City.  Should paleontological remains be encountered during such activities, the 
monitor shall have the authority to determine the applicable procedures to be 
followed.   The City of Agoura Hills Department of Planning and Community 
Development shall be notified immediately, and work shall stop within a 100-
foot radius until a qualified paleontologist has assessed the nature, extent, and 
potential significance of any remains.  In the event that such remains are 
determined to be significant, appropriate actions to mitigate impacts to the 
remains shall be implemented.  Depending upon the nature of the find, 
mitigation could involve avoidance, documentation, or other appropriate 
actions to be determined by a qualified paleontologist. 

 
Significance After Mitigation.  With implementation of the above mitigation measure, 

impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced to less than significant. 
 
 c.  Cumulative Impacts.  The proposed project, in conjunction with other development in 
the Agoura Hills area, would cumulatively increase the potential to encounter sensitive cultural 
resources.  Planned and pending development in the City would include 229 dwelling units, about 
890 thousand sf of commercial/office uses, and about 7,000 sf of institutional space.  Thus, potential 
cumulative impacts to cultural resources are considered potentially significant.  However, because 
the potential to disturb cultural resources depends upon the specific site and nature of an 
individual development, cultural resource issues must be addressed on a case-by-case basis.  
Compliance with CEQA requirements, including the implementation of recommendations in site-
specific cultural resource studies on all new development would reduce cumulative impacts to a 
level considered less than significant.  Such recommendations may include site avoidance, in-situ 
(in place) preservation, site salvage and documentation and/or other measures determined to be 
necessary based on the resources identified. 
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4.4  GEOLOGY and SOILS 
 
This section is predominantly based on a geologic and geotechnical review conducted by 
GeoSoils Consultants, Inc. (GeoSoils) in January 2009 along with an August 6, 2009 letter from 
GeoSoils to the City of Agoura Hills in response to their comments, both of which are provided 
in Appendix D. The study included review of regional geologic maps, historical aerial 
photograph interpretation, geological reconnaissance mapping, subsurface exploration (i.e., 
drilling and sampling of bucket auger borings and trenches), laboratory testing, and 
engineering analysis.  In addition, a probabilistic seismic hazard assessment of the project area 
was completed. 
 

4.4.1 Setting 
 

a.  Topography and Landforms.  The project site is located in the foothills at the 
northern base of the Santa Monica Mountains in the City of Agoura Hills.  The project site is 
bordered by Agoura Road to the north.  Open space and vacant land abuts the site to the west 
and east and the open mountainous terrain of the Santa Monica Mountains is located adjacent 
to the south of the project site. 
 
The Santa Monica Mountains are a relatively young, rugged coastal range that defines the 
southern margin of the Transverse Ranges, an east-west trending geological province that also 
encompasses the major Santa Ynez, San Gabriel, and San Bernardino mountain ranges.  The 
Santa Monica Mountains extend for 47 miles between Pt. Mugu in Ventura County to Griffith 
Park in Los Angeles County and the range averages seven miles in width north to south.  The 
Santa Monica Mountains at the project site location are generally underlain by the Miocene 
Conejo Volcanics Formation.  Younger alluvial deposits are located at the base of the hills, along 
the south side of the Ventura Freeway.  Relief across the proposed project site is approximately 
840 feet, ranging from approximately 950-1,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL) at the northern 
end of the project site to 1,790 feet along the crest of the Ladyface Mountain at the southern end 
of the site.  
 

Soils.  According to the Soil Conservation Service Classification System, the 
preponderant soil found throughout the project site is classified as “cotharin clay loam, 30 to 75 
percent slopes.”  According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Survey 
of the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area, the Cotharin series consists of soils 
that are shallow to fractured bedrock and are well drained.  These soils are formed in residuum 
and colluvium and are derived from metavolcanic rock. 
 

Geologic Units.  The geologically complex Santa Monica Mountains contain rocks 
ranging in age from the Jurassic to the Pleistocene, that are locally overlain by Pleistocene-age 
marine and non-marine terraces and recent (Holocene) stream deposits.  The rock units have 
been folded into a large, asymmetrical anticline (an uneven upward arching fold) and have 
subsequently been subjected to extensive faulting.  Bedrock on the site consists of volcanic 
breccia and interbedded siltstone and sandstone.  Based on a review of regional geologic maps 
and subsurface exploration, bedding on site strikes east-west and dips steeply to the north and 
northwest (approximately 37 to 59 degrees).  Regional geologic maps and field mapping 
indicate that this bedding does not daylight on the existing natural slopes on the site.  The 
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geologic and geotechnical conditions within the project site are classified according to the U.S. 
Geological Survey and other mapping sources.  The following is a description of the subsurface 
soil and rock conditions encountered during the subsurface explorations by GeoSoils (Figure 
4.4-1). 
 

Artificial fill (Af): Artificial fill was found in the flattish pad areas within the eastern 
parcel. The fill is medium brown, fine to medium sand with abundant rock fragments and was 
moist and moderately dense.   
 

Colluvium (Qcol): Colluvium mantles the bedrock on the slope areas of the site. This 
material consists of silty sand and silty, clayey, fine to medium sand and is generally slightly 
moist, porous, and moderately dense to loose.  The colluvium is generally up to four feet thick 
on the slope areas and may be considerably thicker at the base of natural slopes. 
 

Alluvium (Qal): Alluvium occupies the modern drainage courses on the site and 
generally consists of a silty, clayey, fine to coarse sand with cobbles, and is moderately dense 
and moist.   
 

Older Alluvium (Qoa): Areas of older alluvium are located in the north central portion of 
the site.  This material is generally highly variable in composition and consists chiefly of sand 
with varying amounts of gravel, silt and clay.  These sediments consist of remnant alluvial 
deposits that have been modified by modern erosion. This material is exposed in the present 
road cut for Agoura Road.  The older alluvium has a considerable amount of oversized rock (six 
inches to one foot plus).   
 

Conejo Volcanics Formation (Tcvad and Tcvb): The volcanic bedrock beneath the site is 
pinkish-gray to light brown breccia with cobble and boulder sized rock fragments as well as a 
grey and orange interbedded siltstone (Tcvad) and sandstone (Tcvb) member.  The sedimentary 
units were encountered in Test Pits TP-9 and TP-12 through TP-19 (see Appendix D, Test Pit 
Logs).  Volcanic breccia was observed in TP-1 through TP-8, TP-10, TP-11, and TP-20. The 
sedimentary units were observed in the eastern portion of the site and the harder volcanic 
breccia material was observed in the western portion of the site.  The volcanic sedimentary 
materials are moist, moderately dense to very dense and were excavated fairly easily. Volcanic 
breccia materials are moist, hard to very hard and fractured.  The upper breccia materials are 
weathered and are anticipated to be rippable but will be very hard and difficult to rip with 
conventional grading equipment with increasing depth (see seismic survey results by 
Subsurface Surveys and Associates, Inc., Appendix D). 
 
The exploration logs included in Appendix D provide a detailed description of the soil strata 
encountered during the GeoSoils subsurface explorations. 
 

b.  Erosion Hazards.  Erosion is the wearing away of soil and bedrock by weathering, 
mass wasting, and transport by wind and water.  Severe erosion is a concern of agencies that 
regulate development, particularly the construction and maintenance of graded land such as 
slopes and building pads.  The potential severity of erosion is controlled by (a) the hardness, 
compactness, and cementation of the earth materials, (b) the slope of the ground, and (c) the 
presence of man-made drainage control devices and vegetation/ground cover.  



Source: Geologic and Geotechnical Engineering Review of Preliminary Grading Plans, Plate 1, Stantec, March 2010
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4.4.2  Impact Analysis 
 
 a.  Methodology and Thresholds of Significance.  The analysis of potential geology-
related impacts is based on a review of available literature on regional geology including the 
report prepared by GeoSoils Consulting, Inc. (GeoSoils), January 2009 and responses to city 
comments from GeoSoils (August 2009).  Based on the Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
impacts relating to geology are considered significant if the project would: 
 

a)  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving: 

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking, 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction; and or 
iv) Landslides; 

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; 
c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a 

result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse;  

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the California Building Code 
creating substantial risks to life or property; and/or 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water. 

 
The project was found to have less than significant or no impacts related to items a, c, d, and e 
as disclosed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A for discussions).  Therefore, these impacts will 
not be discussed in this section of the EIR. 
 

b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 
 
Impact GEO-1 Construction of the proposed project would include 

excavation, and cut and fill activities which would increase the 
potential for erosion or loss of topsoil during a storm event.  
Additionally, cut slopes of ratios between 1.5:1 and 2:1 could 
accelerate wind and water erosion during and immediately 
following construction.  Therefore, impacts would be Class II, 
significant but mitigable. 

 
Implementation of the proposed project would involve the development of four office 
buildings, a maintenance building, street access driveways, parking areas, and widening of 
Agoura Road along the frontage of the project site over four phases (see Section 2.0, Project 
Description).  Site preparation for project development would require grading activities 
including cut and fill operations.  Mass grading would be limited to Phases I and II, and IV, 
with minimal finish grading to occur in Phases III.   
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During Phase I, grading activities would be conducted in association with the proposed widening 
of Agoura Road, the project’s easterly ingress/egress, as well the pads for the proposed Phase I 
and Phase III buildings, central parking lot, internal circulation improvements, and drainage 
improvements (eastern debris basin and detention basin).  In order to align the project’s easterly 
ingress/egress from Agoura Road, a small amount of grading would occur on the neighboring 
property, whereby the applicant and the adjacent property owner have an existing easement 
agreement.  Phase I grading would disturb roughly 7.2 acres, which includes on-site grading, as 
well as grading within the Agoura Road right-of-way , and the off-site ingress/egress from 
Agoura Road.  Roughly 60,000 cubic yards of cut and 49,000 cubic yards of fill would be required, 
resulting in about 11,000 cubic yards of soil export. 
 
The grading activities proposed during Phase II would be conducted in association with the 
project’s westerly ingress/egress from Agoura Road, Phase II and Phase IV buildings, the 
proposed western parking lot, internal circulation, and drainage improvements (western debris 
basin and bio-swales).  Phase II grading would disturb roughly 6.3 acres on-site and would 
include 38,000 cubic yards of cut and 15,000 cubic yards of fill for a net export of 23,000 cubic 
yards of soil.  Phase IV grading would include 5,000 cubic yards of cut for excavation of the 
subterranean garage. 
 
As mentioned above, grading for the widening of Agoura Road would occur during Phases I and 
II.  During Phase I, grading of the central slope along the south side of Agoura Road and within 
the right-of-way from the eastern property boundary to the western debris basin would be 
conducted.  Additionally, Agoura Road would be improved between the eastern property 
boundary and the proposed western boundary of the eastern parcel.  The remainder of the 
grading/improvements associated with widening Agoura Road between the western limit of the 
Phase I grading/improvements and the western property boundary would be conducted in Phase 
II. 
 
According to the site conditions, onsite soils are subject to low rates of erosion (GeoSoils, 2009).  
However, construction activities including grading would expose additional soils to increased 
erosion potential during cut and fill operations.  Additionally, the proposed grading plan 
would result in cut slopes of ratios between 1.5:1 and 2:1, which could be subject to accelerated 
erosive processes of wind and water erosion during and immediately following construction.  
Locations where slopes exceed 1.5:1 are predominantly located along Agoura Road (see Figure 
2-3 in Section 2.0, Project Description).  This condition would be exacerbated during storm 
events, where concentrated surface water flow, can cause possible washouts of sloped areas 
resulting in decreased strength of the slope or carry soils out onto Agoura Road.  This would be 
a potentially significant impact if not mitigated. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  The applicant shall implement the following mitigation measure 
to reduce impacts associated with erosion potential. 

 
GEO-1 Erosion Control Measures.  The Applicant’s Contractor shall 

provide erosion control measures, when necessary, during all phases 
of grading and prior to the completion and construction of 
permanent drainage controls for all phases of construction. 
Measures may include but are not limited to slope protection 
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measures such as netting, landscaping, hydroseeding, temporary 
drainage control facilities such as retention areas and sandbagging, 
etc.  Erosion control measures shall be identified on grading plans 
and shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer prior to 
the issuance of the grading permit.  Subsequent inspections of 
implemented control measures shall be completed by the City on an 
as-needed basis. 

 
 Significance After Mitigation.  With the incorporation of GEO-1, the project’s erosion 
impacts would be less than significant. 
 
 c.  Cumulative Impacts.  The proposed project in combination with other planned and 
pending development in the area would cumulatively increase the potential for the exposure of 
people and property to seismic and other geologic hazards that exist throughout the Southern 
California region. Planned and pending development in the City would include 229 dwelling 
units, about 890 thousand sf of commercial/office uses, and about 7,000 sf of institutional space.  
All new development in the City of Agoura Hills would conform to applicable provisions of the 
California Building Code and Agoura Hills Municipal Code.  In addition, geologic, 
geotechnical, and seismic impacts related to development of the project site are localized and 
would not directly affect offsite areas. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to geology and 
soils are less than significant. 
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4.5  GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS  
 
This section analyzes the proposed project’s impacts related to global climate change from both 
mobile and operational pollutant generators. 
 

4.5.1 Setting 
 
a.  Overview of Global Climate Change. Global climate change (GCC) is a change in the 

average weather of the earth that is measured by temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and 
storms over a long period of time.  The baseline, against which these changes are measured, 
originates in historical records identifying temperature changes that have occurred in the past, 
such as during previous ice ages.  The global climate is continuously changing, as evidenced by 
repeated episodes of substantial warming and cooling documented in the geologic record.  The 
rate of change has typically been incremental, with warming or cooling trends occurring over the 
course of thousands of years.  The past 10,000 years have been marked by a period of incremental 
warming, as glaciers have steadily retreated across the globe.  However, scientists have observed 
an unprecedented acceleration in the rate of warming during the past 150 years. 
 
GCC is a documented effect.  Although the degree to which the change is caused by anthropogenic 
(man-made) sources is still under study, the increase in warming has coincided with the global 
industrial revolution, which has seen the widespread reduction of forests to accommodate urban 
centers, agriculture, and the use of fossil fuels – primarily the burning of coal, oil, and natural gas 
for energy.  Per the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007), 
the understanding of anthropogenic warming and cooling influences on climate has led to a 
high confidence (90% or greater chance) that the global average net effect of human activities 
since 1750 has been one of warming.  Most of the observed increase in global average 
temperatures, since the mid-20th century, is likely due to the observed increase in 
anthropogenic GHG concentrations per the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
(2007).  While there is some disagreement by individual scientists with some of the findings of 
the IPCC, the majority of scientists working on climate change agree with the main conclusions, 
as do the majority of major scientific societies and national academies of science.  Disagreement 
within the scientific community is always present for all issues; however, the current state of 
knowledge suggests that GCC warming is occurring, with eleven of twelve years from 1995-
2006 ranking among the twelve warmest years in the instrumental record of global surface 
temperature since 1850 (IPCC, 2007).  In addition, the majority of scientists agree that 
anthropogenic sources are a main, if not primary, contributor to the GCC warming. 
 
 b. Overview of Greenhouse Gases.  Gases that absorb and re-emit infrared radiation in the 
atmosphere are called greenhouse gases (GHG), in reference to the fact that greenhouses retain 
heat.  Common GHGs include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxides 
(N2Ox), fluorinated gases, and ozone.  GHG are emitted by both natural processes and human 
activities.  Of these gases, CO2 and CH4 are emitted in the greatest quantities from human 
activities.  Emissions of CO2 are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas CH4 results 
from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills.  Man-made GHGs, many of 
which have greater heat-absorption potential than CO2, include fluorinated gases, such as 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFC), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) (California 
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Environmental Protection Agency [CalEPA], 2006).  Different types of GHGs have varying global 
warming potential (GWPs).  The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in 
the atmosphere.  Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO2) 
is used to relate the amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as 
“carbon dioxide equivalent” (CDE), and is the amount of a GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP.  
Carbon dioxide has a GWP of one.  By contrast, CH4 has a GWP of 21, meaning its global warming 
effect is 21 times greater than CO2 on a molecule per molecule basis. 
 
The accumulation of GHG in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature.  Without the 
natural heat trapping effect of GHG, Earth’s surface would be about 34° C cooler (CalEPA, 2006).  
However, it is believed that emissions from human activities, particularly the consumption of fossil 
fuels for electricity production and transportation, have elevated the concentration of these gases in 
the atmosphere beyond the level of naturally occurring concentrations.  The following discusses 
the primary GHGs of concern. 
 
 Carbon Dioxide.  The global carbon cycle is made up of large carbon flows and reservoirs. 
Billions of tons of carbon in the form of CO2 are absorbed by oceans and living biomass (i.e., sinks) 
and are emitted to the atmosphere annually through natural processes (i.e., sources).  When in 
equilibrium, carbon fluxes among these various reservoirs are roughly balanced (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA], April 2008).  CO2 was the first GHG demonstrated to 
be increasing in atmospheric concentration, with the first conclusive measurements being made in 
the last half of the 20th Century.  Concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere have risen 
approximately 35% since the industrial revolution.  Per the IPCC (2007), the global atmospheric 
concentration of CO2 has increased from a pre-industrial value of about 280 parts per million 
(ppm) to 379 ppm in 2005.  The atmospheric concentration of CO2 in 2005 exceeds the natural 
range over the last 650,000 years (180 to 300 ppm) as determined from ice cores.  The average 
annual CO2 concentration growth rate was larger during the last 10 years (1995–2005 average:  1.9 
ppm per year) than it has been since the beginning of continuous direct atmospheric 
measurements (1960–2005 average: 1.4 ppm per year), although there is year-to-year variability in 
growth rates.  Currently, CO2 represents an estimated 82.7% of total GHG emissions (DOE, EIA, 
December 2008).  The largest source of CO2, and of overall GHG emissions, is fossil fuel 
combustion. 
 
 Methane.  CH4 is an effective absorber of radiation; though its atmospheric concentration is 
less than that of CO2and its lifetime in the atmosphere is limited to 10 to 12 years.  It has a GWP 
approximately 21 times that of CO2.  Over the last 250 years, the concentration of CH4 in the 
atmosphere has increased by 148% (IPCC, 2007), although emissions have declined from 1990 
levels.  Anthropogenic sources of CH4 include enteric fermentation associated with domestic 
livestock, landfills, natural gas and petroleum systems, agricultural activities, coal mining, 
wastewater treatment, stationary and mobile combustion, and certain industrial processes 
(USEPA, April 2008). 
 
 Nitrous Oxide.  Concentrations of N2O began to rise at the beginning of the industrial 
revolution.  N2O is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions 
that occur in fertilizers that contain nitrogen.  Use of these fertilizers has increased over the last 
century.  Agricultural soil management and mobile source fossil fuel combustion are the major 
sources of N2O emissions.  N2O’s GWP is approximately 310 times that of CO2. 
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 Fluorinated Gases (HFCS, PFCS and SF6).  Fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6, 
are powerful GHGs that are emitted from a variety of industrial processes.  Fluorinated gases are 
used as substitutes for ozone-depleting substances such as chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs), and halons, which have been regulated since the mid-1980s 
because of their ozone-destroying potential and are phased out under the Montreal Protocol and 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Electrical transmission and distribution systems account for 
most SF6 emissions, while PFC emissions result from semiconductor manufacturing and as a by-
product of primary aluminum production.  Fluorinated gases are typically emitted in smaller 
quantities than CO2, CH4, and N2O, but these compounds have much higher GWPs.  SF6 is the 
most potent GHG that the IPCC has evaluated. 

 
c.  Greenhouse Gas Inventory.  CO2 equivalent (CDE or CO2E) is a quantity that 

describes, for a given mixture and amount of GHGs, the amount of CO2 (usually in metric tons) 
that would have the same GWP when measured over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years).  
Worldwide anthropogenic emissions of GHGs were approximately 40,000 million metric tons 
(MMT) CDE in 2004, including ongoing emissions from industrial and agricultural sources, but 
excluding emissions from land use changes (i.e., deforestation, biomass decay) (IPCC, 2007).  CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel use accounts for 56.6% of the total emissions of 49,000 million metric tons 
CDE (includes land use changes) and all CO2 emissions are 76.7% of the total.  CH4emissions 
account for 14.5% of GHGs and N2O emissions account for 7.9% (IPCC, 2007).  

 
Total U.S. GHG emissions were 7,282 million metric tons CDE in 2007 (Department of Energy 
[DOE], Energy Information Administration [EIA], December 2008), or about 14% of worldwide 
GHG emissions.  U.S. emissions rose by 16.7% from 1990 to 2007, while emissions fell by 1.1% from 
2005 to 2006 (75.7 MMT CDE).  The following factors were primary contributors to this decrease:  
(1) warmer winter conditions in 2006, which reduced consumption of heating fuels, as well as 
cooler summer conditions, which reduced demand for electricity; (2) restraint on fuel consumption 
caused by rising fuel prices, primarily in the transportation sector; and (3) increased use of natural 
gas and renewables in the electric power sector. 

 
The residential and commercial end-use sectors accounted for 17% and 15%, respectively, of CO2 
emissions from fossil fuel combustion in 2007 (DOE, EIA, December 2008).  Both sectors rely 
heavily on electricity for meeting energy demands, with 72% and 79%, respectively, of their 
emissions attributable to electricity consumption for lighting, heating, cooling, and operating 
appliances.  The remaining emissions were due to the consumption of natural gas and petroleum 
for heating and cooking. 

 
California is the second largest emitters of GHGs among states and, if California were a country, it 
would be the sixteenth highest emitter among countries (AEP, 2007).  Out of the 492 million metric 
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE1) produced in California (7% of US total), 41% is associated 
with transportation.  Electricity generation is the second largest source, contributing 22% of the 
state’s GHG emissions (CEC, December 2006).  Most, 81%, of California’s 2004 GHG emissions (in 

                                                 
1
 Carbon dioxide equivalent (CDE or CO2E) is a quantity that describes, for a given mixture and amount of GHGs, the 

amount of CO2 (usually in metric tons; million metric tons [megatonne] = MMTCO2E = terragram [Tg] CO2 Eq; 1,000 
MMT = gigatonne) that would have the same global warming potential (GWP) when measured over a specified 
timescale (generally, 100 years).   
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terms of CDE) were CO2 produced from fossil fuel combustion, with 2.8% from other sources of 
CO2, 5.7% from methane, and 6.8% from nitrous oxide (CEC, December 2006).  Table 4.5-1 
illustrates the annual anthropogenic GHG emissions worldwide, nationally, and statewide. 
 

Table 4.5-1 
Annual Anthropogenic GHG Emissions 

Worldwide United States California 

40,000 MM CDE 7,892 MM CDE 492 MM CDE 

MM = million metric tons 
CDE = carbon dioxide equivalent 
Source:  IPPC, 2007; USEPA, April 2008; CEC, December 2006 

 
d.  Effects of Global Climate Change. GCC has the potential to affect numerous 

environmental resources through potential impacts related to future air temperatures and 
precipitation patterns.  Scientific modeling predicts that continued GHG emissions at or above 
current rates would induce more extreme climate changes during the 21st century than were 
observed during the 20th century.  A warming of about 0.2°C (0.36°F) per decade is projected, 
and there are identifiable signs that global warming could be taking place, including substantial 
ice loss in the Arctic (IPCC, 2007).  
 
According to the California Energy Commission’s (CEC) Final Climate Action Team Biennial 
Report, potential impacts in California of global warming may include loss in snow pack, sea 
level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and 
more drought years (CEC, 2009).  Below is a summary of some of the potential effects reported 
by an array of studies that could be experienced in California as a result of global climate 
change. 
 

Air Quality.  Higher temperatures, conducive to air pollution formation, could worsen 
air quality in California.  Climate change may increase the concentration of ground-level ozone, 
but the magnitude of the effect, and therefore its indirect effects, are uncertain.  If higher 
temperatures are accompanied by drier conditions, the potential for large wildfires could 
increase, which, in turn, would further worsen air quality.  However, if higher temperatures are 
accompanied by wetter, rather than drier conditions, the rains would tend to temporarily clear 
the air of particulate pollution and reduce the incidence of large wildfires, thereby ameliorating 
the pollution associated with wildfires.  Additionally, severe heat accompanied by drier 
conditions and poor air quality could increase the number of heat-related deaths, illnesses, and 
asthma attacks throughout the state (CEC, March 2009). 

 
Water Supply.  Uncertainty remains with respect to the overall impact of GCC on future 

water supplies in California.  Studies have found that, “considerable uncertainty about precise 
impacts of climate change on California hydrology and water resources will remain, until we 
have more precise and consistent information about how precipitation patterns, timing, and 
intensity will change” (California Department of Water Resources [DWR], 2006).  For example, 
some studies identify little change in total annual precipitation in projections for California 
(California Climate Change Center [CCCC], 2006).  Other studies show significantly more 
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precipitation (DWR, 2006).  Even assuming that climate change leads to long-term increases in 
precipitation, analysis of the impact of climate change is further complicated by the fact that no 
studies have identified or quantified the runoff impacts that such an increase in precipitation 
would have in particular watersheds (CCCC, 2006).  Also, little is known about how 
groundwater recharge and water quality will be affected (Id.).  Higher rainfall could lead to 
greater groundwater recharge, although reductions in spring runoff and higher 
evapotranspiration could reduce the amount of water available for recharge (Ibid.).   
 
The California Department of Water Resources (DWR, 2006) report on climate change and 
effects on the State Water Project (SWP), the Central Valley Project, and the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta concludes that “[c]limate change will likely have a significant effect on 
California’s future water resources… [and] future water demand.”  DWR also reports that 
“much uncertainty about future water demand [remains], especially [for] those aspects of future 
demand that will be directly affected by climate change and warming.  While climate change is 
expected to continue through at least the end of this century, the magnitude and, in some cases, 
the nature of future changes is uncertain” (DWR, 2006). 
 
This uncertainty serves to complicate the analysis of future water demand, especially where the 
relationship between climate change and its potential effect on water demand is not well 
understood (DWR, 2006).  DWR adds that “[i]t is unlikely that this level of uncertainty will 
diminish significantly in the foreseeable future.” Still, changes in water supply are expected to 
occur, and many regional studies have shown that large changes in the reliability of water 
yields from reservoirs could result from only small changes in inflows (Kiparsky, 2003; DWR, 
2006; Cayan, 2006, Cayan, D., et al, 2006).  

 
Hydrology.  As discussed above, climate changes could potentially affect:  the amount of 

snowfall, rainfall, and snow pack; the intensity and frequency of storms; flood hydrographs 
(flash floods, rain or snow events, coincidental high tide and high runoff events); sea level rise 
and coastal flooding; coastal erosion; and the potential for salt water intrusion.  Sea level rise 
may be a product of climate change through two main processes: expansion of sea water as the 
oceans warm and melting of ice over land.  A rise in sea levels could result in coastal flooding 
and erosion and could jeopardize California’s water supply.  Increased storm intensity and 
frequency could affect the ability of flood-control facilities, including levees, to handle storm 
events. 
 

Agriculture.  California has a $30 billion agricultural industry that produces half of the 
country’s fruits and vegetables.  Higher CO2 levels can stimulate plant production and increase 
plant water-use efficiency.  However, if temperatures rise and drier conditions prevail, water 
demand could increase; crop-yield could be threatened by a less reliable water supply; and 
greater ozone pollution could render plants more susceptible to pest and disease outbreaks.  In 
addition, temperature increases could change the time of year certain crops, such as wine 
grapes, bloom or ripen, and thereby affect their quality (CCCC, 2006). 
 

Ecosystems and Wildlife.  Climate change and the potential resulting changes in 
weather patterns could have ecological effects on a global and local scale.  Increasing 
concentrations of GHGs are likely to accelerate the rate of climate change.  Scientists expect that 
the average global surface temperature could rise as discussed previously: 1.0-4.5°F (0.6-2.5°C) 
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in the next 50 years, and 2.2-10°F (1.4-5.8°C) in the next century, with substantial regional 
variation.  Soil moisture is likely to decline in many regions, and intense rainstorms are likely to 
become more frequent.  Sea level could rise as much as two feet along most of the U.S. coast.  
Rising temperatures could have four major impacts on plants and animals: (1) timing of 
ecological events; (2) geographic range; (3) species’ composition within communities; and (4) 
ecosystem processes, such as carbon cycling and storage (Parmesan, 2004; Parmesan, C. and H. 
Galbraith, 2004) 
 
While the above mentioned potential impacts identify the possible effects of climate change at a 
global and potentially statewide level, in general scientific modeling tools are currently unable 
to predict what impacts would occur locally. 
 
 e.  Regulatory Setting.   
 

International and Federal Regulations.  The United States is, and has been, a participant 
in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) since it was 
signed on March 21, 1994.  The Kyoto Protocol is a treaty, made under the UNFCCC, and was 
the first international agreement to regulate GHG emissions.  It has been estimated that if the 
commitments outlined in the Kyoto Protocol are met, global GHG emissions could be reduced 
by an estimated 5% from 1990 levels, during the first commitment period of 2008–2012.  It 
should be noted that although the United States is a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol, Congress 
has not ratified the Protocol and the United States has not bound itself to the Protocol’s 
commitments (UNFCCC, 2007). 
 
The United States is currently using a voluntary and incentive-based approach toward 
emissions reductions in lieu of the Kyoto Protocol’s mandatory framework.  The Climate 
Change Technology Program (CCTP) is a multi-agency research and development coordination 
effort (led by the Secretaries of Energy and Commerce) that is charged with carrying out the 
President’s National Climate Change Technology Initiative (USEPA, December 2007; 
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/policy/cctp.html).  
 
To date, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has not regulated GHGs 
under the Clean Air Act; however, the U.S. Supreme Court in Massachusetts v. EPA (April 2, 
2007) held that the USEPA can, and should, consider regulating motor-vehicle GHG emissions.  
The USEPA has not yet promulgated federal regulations limiting GHG emissions.  On June 30, 
2009, the USEPA granted California’s request for a waiver to directly limit GHG tailpipe 
emissions for new motor vehicles beginning with the 2009 model year.  
 

California Regulations.  Assembly Bill (AB) 1493, requiring the development and 
adoption of regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases” 
emitted by noncommercial passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles used 
primarily for personal transportation in the State was signed into law in September 2002.  In 
2005, Executive Order S-3-05 established statewide GHG emissions reduction targets.  S-3-05 
provides that by 2010, emissions shall be reduced to 2000 levels; by 2020, emissions shall be 
reduced to 1990 levels; and by 2050, emissions shall be reduced to 80% of 1990 levels (CalEPA 
2006). 
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In response to S-3-05, CalEPA created the Climate Action Team (CAT), which in March 2006, 
published the Climate Action Team Report (the “2006 CAT Report”) (CalEPA, 2006).  The 2006 
CAT Report identified a recommended list of strategies that the state could pursue to reduce 
GHG emissions.  These are strategies that could be implemented by various state agencies to 
ensure that the S-3-05 targets are met and can be met with existing authority of the state 
agencies.  The strategies include the reduction of passenger and light duty truck emissions, the 
reduction of idling times for diesel trucks, an overhaul of shipping technology/ infrastructure, 
increased use of alternative fuels, increased recycling, and landfill methane capture, etc. 
 
AB 32, the “California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006,” was signed into law in the fall of 
2006.  AB 32 required the ARB to adopt regulations to require reporting and verification of 
statewide GHG emissions.  The ARB was required to produce a plan by January 1, 2009 to 
indicate how emission reductions will be achieved from major GHG sources via regulations, 
market mechanisms, and other actions.  In addition, this law required that ARB adopt 
regulations by January 1, 2010 to implement the early action GHG emission reduction measures 
that can be implemented before the adoption of those recommended by the 2009 plan.  The bill 
requires achievement by 2020 of a statewide GHG emissions limit equivalent to 1990 emissions 
(essentially a 25% reduction below 2005 emission levels; the same requirement as under S-3-05), 
and the adoption of rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and 
cost-effective GHG emissions reductions. 
 
In response to the requirements of AB 32, the ARB produced a list of 37 early actions for 
reducing GHG emissions in June 2007.  The ARB expanded this list in October 2007 to 44 
measures that have the potential to reduce GHG emissions by at least 42 million metric tons of 
CO2 emissions by 2020, representing about 25% of the estimated reductions needed by 2020 
(ARB, October 2007).  After completing a comprehensive review and update process, the ARB 
approved a 1990 statewide GHG level and 2020 limit of 427 MMT CDE.  The scoping plan 
required under AB 32 was approved by the ARB Board on December 12, 2008, and it provides 
the outline for actions to reduce GHG in California.  The scoping plan has a range of GHG 
reduction actions which include direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, 
monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms such as a 
cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 cost of implementation fee regulation to fund the program. 
 
Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed in August 2007, acknowledges that GCC is an environmental issue 
that requires analysis under CEQA.  In December 2009, the California Resources Agency 
(Resources Agency) adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for the feasible 
mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions.  The adopted guidelines give 
lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the assessment and 
mitigation of GHG and GCC impacts. 
 
Executive Order S-01-07 was enacted on January 18, 2007.  The order mandates that a statewide 
goal be established to reduce the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 
10% by 2020.  In addition, a Low Carbon Fuel Standard (“LCFS”) for transportation fuels is to 
be established for California. 
 
SB 375, signed in August 2008, requires the inclusion of sustainable communities’ strategies 
(SCS) in regional transportation plans (RTPs) for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.  The 
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bill requires ARB to set regional targets for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions 
from passenger vehicles, for 2020 and 2035.  On January 23, 2009 ARB appointed a Regional 
Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) to provide recommendations on factors to be considered 
and methodologies to be used in the ARB target setting process, as required under SB 375.  The 
RTAC final report, issued on September 30, 2009, recommended “ambitious but achievable” 
targets, with a significant emphasis on improving home affordability (rents and mortgages) 
near job centers as a means to reduce driving.  The ARB will set the final targets by September 
30, 2010. 
 
For more information on the Senate and Assembly bills, Executive Orders, and reports 
discussed above, and to view reports and research referenced above, please refer to the 
following websites: www.climatechange.ca.gov and http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/cc.htm. 
 

Local Regulations and CEQA Requirements.  Quantitative significance thresholds for 
this topic have not been adopted by the State of California, or any particular air pollution 
control district (APCD), including the SCAQMD.  Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, the 
Resources Agency adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of 
GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions.  The adopted CEQA Guidelines provide 
regulatory guidance on the analysis and mitigation of GHG emissions in CEQA documents, 
while giving lead agencies the discretion to set quantitative or qualitative thresholds for the 
assessment and mitigation of GHG and GCC impacts.  In addition, in an effort to guide 
professional planners, land use officials and CEQA practitioners, OPR prepared CEQA and 
Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change through California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  This document offers informal guidance regarding the steps lead agencies should take 
to address climate change in CEQA documents.  This guidance was developed in cooperation 
with the Resources Agency, Cal EPA, and the ARB. 

 

4.5.2 Impact Analysis 
 
a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  Pursuant to the requirements of SB 97, 

the Resources Agency adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for the feasible mitigation of 
GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions in December 2009.  These guidelines, in 
conjunction with the quantitative CAPCOA thresholds discussed below are used in evaluating the 
significance of GHG emissions from the proposed Project.  According to the CEQA Guidelines, 
impacts related to GHG emissions from the proposed Project would be significant if the Project 
would: 
 

 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment; or 

 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases. 

 
Any individual project, unless it is a massive construction project, does not generate sufficient 
GHG emissions to directly influence GCC; therefore, the issue of GCC typically involves an 
analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an impact is cumulatively considerable.  
“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
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significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15355). 
 
For future projects, the significance of GHG emissions may be evaluated based on whether 
projects are consistent with an adopted Climate Action Plan (or other GHG reduction plan).  
However, because the City of Agoura Hills has not adopted a Climate Action Plan with 
established GHG emissions reduction strategies, the proposed Project is evaluated based on its 
compliance with methodologies recommended by the CAPCOA (January 2008) CEQA and 
Climate Change white paper.  CAPCOA conducted an analysis of various approaches and 
quantitative significance thresholds, ranging from a zero threshold (all projects would be 
cumulatively considerable) to a threshold of up to 50,000 metric tons CDE per year.  Table 4.5-2 
illustrates the CAPCOA recommended thresholds. 
 

Table 4.5-2 

CAPCOA Suggested Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases 

Quantitative (900 tons) ~900 tons CDE/year 

Quantitative 
CARB Reporting 
Threshold/Cap and Trade 

Report:  25,000 tons CDE/year  
 

Cap and Trade:  10,000 tons CDE/year 

Quantitative 
Regulated Inventory 
Capture 

~40,000 - 50,000 tons CDE/year 

Qualitative 
Unit-Based Threshold 

Commercial space > 50,000 sf* 

Statewide, Regional or 
Areawide 
(CEQA Guidelines 
15206(b)). 

Office Space > 250,000 sf 

*sf = square feet 
Sources:  California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), CEQA & 
Climate Change, January 2008.  

 
The CEQA Guidelines recognize that there may be a point where a project’s contribution, although 
above zero, would not be a considerable contribution to the cumulative impact (CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15130 [a]).  Therefore, a quantitative threshold of greater than zero is considered most 
appropriate for the analysis of GHG emissions under CEQA.  In order to provide a reasonable 
worst-case estimate of impacts related to GHG emissions and GCC, CAPCOA’s second lowest 
non-zero threshold of 10,000 metric tons CDE/year is used in this analysis as a benchmark for 
cumulative significance. 
 
In addition, to this quantitative threshold, the proposed Project’s consistency with the CalEPA 
GHG emissions reduction strategies that were prepared by CalEPA’s Climate Action Team 
(CAT) for projects below 10,000 tons CDE/year.  The CAT strategies are recommended to 
reduce GHG emissions at a statewide level to meet the goals of the Executive Order S-3-05 
(http://www.climatechange.ca.gov).  Further, the Project analysis will measure consistency with 
the California Attorney General’s, Global Warming Measures (2008) and OPR’s, CEQA and Climate 

http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/
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Change (2008) greenhouse gas reduction measures which aim to curb the generation of 
emissions through suggestions pertaining to land use, transportation, renewable energy, energy 
efficiency, etc.  Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to GCC would be 
cumulatively considerable if the Project would: 
 

 Generate 10,000 tons CDE/year, or 

 Be inconsistent with any of the GHG reduction strategies set forth by the 2006 CAT Report, 
OPR’s CEQA and Climate Change GHG Reduction Measures, and the Attorney General’s 
Global Warming Measures. 

 
b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

 

Impact GHG-1 The proposed project would generate GHG emissions from 
both mobile and operational sources.  However, the Project 
would not exceed suggested CAPCOA thresholds and would 
not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of 
an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of GHGs.  Therefore, impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant. 

 
Implementation of the proposed Project would generate GHG emissions from mobile and 
operational sources.  Construction emissions are a one-time source and are not considered in the 
project’s ability to conflict with the State’s GHG reduction goals.  Thus, the impact discussion is 
focused on the project’s mobile and operational sources. 
 
 Direct Emissions from Mobile Combustion.  Emissions of CO2 from transportation sources 
were quantified using the California Air Resource Board’s URBEMIS 2007 (version 9.2.4) computer 
model.  N2O and CH4 emissions were quantified using the California Climate Action Registry 
General Reporting Protocol (March 2007) direct emissions factors for mobile combustion (see 
Appendix E for calculations).  Total daily mileage was calculated in URBEMIS 2007 and 
extrapolated to derive total annual mileage.  Emission rates were based on the vehicle mix output, 
generated by URBEMIS, and the emission factors found in the California Climate Action Registry 
General Reporting Protocol. 
 
One of the limitations to a quantitative analysis is that emission models, such as URBEMIS, 
evaluate aggregate emissions and do not demonstrate, with respect to a global impact, what 
proportion of these emissions are “new” emissions, specifically attributable to the proposed project 
in question.  For most projects, the main contribution of GHG emissions is from motor vehicles and 
the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT), but the quantity of the emissions appropriately 
characterized as “new” is uncertain.  Traffic associated with a project may be relocated trips from 
other locales, and consequently, may result in either a higher or lower net VMT.  In this instance, it 
is likely that some of the proposed project-related GHG emissions associated with traffic and 
energy demand would be truly “new” emissions; but, it is also likely that some of the emissions 
represent diversion of emissions from other locations.  Thus, although GHG emissions are 
associated with the project, it is not possible to discern how much diversion is occurring or what 
fraction of those emissions represent global increases.  In the absence of information regarding the 
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types of trips, the VMT generated by URBEMIS and correlated to the traffic report (Appendix F) is 
used as a conservative estimate.   
 
 Indirect Emissions from Operational Activities.  Emissions from operational are those 
that would occur during daily operation of the proposed project.  They include the generation 
of emissions from natural gas use, landscaping, consumer products, along with off-gassing from 
architectural coatings.  These pollutant sources are quantified in the URBEMIS modeling 
prepared for the proposed project (see Appendix E).  N2O and CH4 emissions were quantified 
using the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol (March 2007) indirect 
emission factors for electricity use (see Appendix E for calculations).  The calculations and 
emission factors contained in the General Reporting Protocol were selected based on technical 
advice provided to the Registry by the California Energy Commission.  This methodology is 
considered reasonable and reliable for use, as it has been subjected to peer review by numerous 
public and private stakeholders, in particular the CEC, and is recommended by CAPCOA 
(January 2008). 
 
 Estimate of GHG Emissions.  GHG emissions estimates include both the mobile 
emissions and operational emissions.   
 
 Operational Indirect and Stationary Direct Emissions.  Project operation would consume an 
estimated 1.5 million kilowatt-hours [kWh] of electricity per year (see Table 4.5-3).  The 
generation of electricity through combustion of fossil fuels typically yields CO2, and to a smaller 
extent N2O and CH4.  As discussed above, annual electricity emission can be calculated using 
the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, which has developed 
emission factors, based on the mix of fossil-fueled generation plants, hydroelectric power 
generation, nuclear power generation, and alternative energy sources associated with the 
regional grid.    Table 4.5-4 shows the estimated operational emissions of GHGs from the 
proposed project.  The CO2 emission estimates in Table 4.5-4 are partially based on the 
URBEMIS model (see Appendix E), which also takes into account emissions from other 
operational sources, such as natural gas used for space heating. 

   

Table 4.5-3 
Estimated Electricity Consumption 

Square 
Feet 

Electricity Demand 
Factor 

1
  

Annual Electricity 
Demand (kWH/year) 

90,300 
16,800 kWH/ 
1,000 sf/year 

1,517,040 

sf = square feet       kWH = kilowatt hour      
1 
Source: Energy Information Administration, 2003 CBECS Detailed 

Tables, 2008.   
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Table 4.5-4 
Estimated Annual Operational Emissions 

of Greenhouse Gases 

Source 
Annual Emissions  

Emissions CDE 

CO2
 a

 682 tons (short, US) 618 metric tons  

CH4
 
 0.02 metric tons 0 metric tons  

N2O 0.006 metric tons 2 metric tons  

Project Total 621 metric tons 
b
 

a CO2 emission estimates are partially based on the URBEMIS model 
(see Appendix E), which also take into account emissions from other 
operational sources, such as natural gas used for space heating. 
CDE = carbon dioxide equivalents 
Calculation Methodology per 30, Version 2.2, March 2007, pages 30-35. 
b
 Project total does not add properly due to fractions of CDE. 

See Appendix E  for GHG emission worksheets and assumptions. 

  
 Transportation Emissions.  Mobile source GHG emissions were estimated using the 
average daily trips estimate generated by the project traffic report and the total vehicle miles 
traveled estimated in URBEMIS 2007 (v. 9.2.4).  The URBEMIS 2007 model estimates that 
approximately 7,334 daily VMT are associated with the project.  Table 4.5-5 shows the estimated 
mobile emissions of GHGs that would result from project development.  It should be noted that 
the net increase in GHG emissions is anticipated to be lower than URBEMIS projections, 
because existing traffic is not included in calculations.  
 

Table 4.5-5 
Estimated Annual Mobile Emissions of 

Greenhouse Gases 

Source 

Annual Emissions  

Emissions CDE 

CO2 1,331 tons (short, US) 1,207 metric tons  

CH4 0.1 metric tons 3 metric tons  

N2O 0.2 metric tons 54 metric tons  

Project Total 1,265 metric tons  

CDE = carbon dioxide equivalents 
Calculation Methodology per California Climate Action Registry 
General Reporting Protocol, Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, Version 2.2, March 2007, pages 30-35. 
See Appendix E for GHG emission factor assumptions. 

 
Combined Stationary and Mobile Source Emissions.  Table 4.5-6 combines the operational and 

mobile GHG emissions associated with the proposed project, which totals approximately 1,886 
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metric tons per year of CDE.  This total represents roughly 0.0004% of California’s total 2004 
emissions of 492 million metric tons.  These emission projections indicate that about 33% of the 
project GHG emissions are associated with electricity use, while the other 67% of GHG 
emissions are associated with vehicular travel.  Please note that as discussed above, the mobile 
emissions are in part a redirection of existing travel to other locations, and so already a part of 
the total California GHG emissions. 

 

Table 4.5-6 
Combined Annual Emissions of 

Greenhouse Gases 

Emission Source Annual Emissions  

Operational 621 metric tons CDE 

Mobile 1,265 metric tons CDE 

Project Total 1,886 metric tons CDE 

CDE = carbon dioxide equivalents 
Sources:  Operational Emissions from URBEMIS 2007 (version 
9.2.4). 
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol, 
Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Version 
2.2, March 2007. 

 
The estimate of project electricity use is conservative, because the project is attempting LEED 
certification and includes many features that would reduce overall energy consumption, such as 
photovoltaic panels.  As discussed in the project description, the following LEED features will 
be incorporated, which will reduce direct and indirect energy consumption.   
 

Building Design 
 

Site Design 

 Photovoltaic solar energy collection  Native vegetation in landscaping 

 Passive heating/ventilation systems and no 
recirculation of air 

 Permeable hardscape in courtyards, 
parking areas, and cart paths 

 Thermal massing features  Bioswales to catch, convey and filter runoff 
from hardscape surfaces 

 Green roof system  Collection of rainwater to support 
irrigation demand 

 Interior lighting systems and building 
design that maximize use of natural 
sunlight and reduce the need for interior 
lighting 

 Pedestrian and electric cart path to reduce 
hillside grading 

 Occupant controlled shading device  Individual environmental controls 

 High efficiency fixtures to reduce annual 
energy consumption 

 Computer monitored and irrigation 
controls 

 Electric car charging station  Drip emitter and low precipitation spray 
heads 

 Low-flow water consumption fixtures  Green design for debris basins 
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 Local, renewable and recycled building 
materials 

 Invasive species eradication and native 
plant restoration 

 Reclaimed water for non-potable water 
demand 

 Maximization of open space 

 Construction waste management plan  

 
GHG Cumulative Significance.  The proposed Project’s contribution of 1,886 metric tons of 

CDE would not exceed the 10,000 metric ton CDE threshold identified above in the Methodology 
and Significance section.  Therefore, the Project’s operational contribute to GHG would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  In addition, the Project would be consistent with the applicable 
measures indicated in the 2006 CAT Report (see Table 4.5-7), OPR’s CEQA and Climate Change, 
and the Attorney General’s Global Warming Measures (see Table 4.5-8).  Consistency with these 
measures illustrates that the Project would not conflict with the State’s greenhouse legislation and 
would not contribute to the inability to meet reduction goals. 

 

Table 4.5-7 

Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Strategies 

 

Strategy Project Consistency 

California Air Resources Board 

Vehicle Climate Change Standards 

AB 1493 (Pavley) required the state to develop and 
adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible 
and cost-effective reduction of climate change 
emissions emitted by passenger vehicles and light 
duty trucks.  Regulations were adopted by the ARB in 
September 2004. 

Consistent - Vehicles that travel to and from the Project 

site on public roadways would be in compliance with ARB 
vehicle standards that are in effect at the time of vehicle 
purchase. 

Diesel Anti-Idling 

The ARB adopted a measure to limit diesel-fueled 
commercial motor vehicle idling in July 2004. 

Consistent - Current State law restricts diesel truck idling 

to five minutes or less.  Diesel trucks operating to and 
from the Project site are subject to this statewide law.  
Construction vehicles are also subject to this regulation. 

 

Hydrofluorocarbon Reduction 

1) Ban retail sale of HFC in small cans. 

2) Require that only low GWP refrigerants be used in 
new vehicular systems. 

3) Adopt specifications for new commercial 
refrigeration. 

4) Add refrigerant leak-tightness to the pass criteria for 
vehicular inspection and maintenance programs. 

5) Enforce federal ban on releasing HFCs. 

Not applicable - This strategy applies to consumer 

products.  The Project does not include the selling or use 
of such. 

Alternative Fuels: Biodiesel Blends 

ARB would develop regulations to require the use of 1 
to 4 percent biodiesel displacement of California 
diesel fuel. 

Consistent - Diesel vehicles that travel to and from the 

Project site on public roadways could utilize this fuel once 
it is commercially available. 
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Table 4.5-7 

Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Strategies 

 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Alternative Fuels: Ethanol 

Increased use of E-85 fuel. 

Consistent - Employees and customers of the Project 

could choose to purchase flex-fuel vehicles and utilize this 
fuel once it is commercially available in the region and 
local vicinity. 

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction Measures 

Increased efficiency in the design of heavy-duty 
vehicles and an education program for the heavy-duty 
vehicle sector. 

Consistent - Heavy-duty vehicles that travel to and from 

the Project site on public roadways would be subject to all 
applicable ARB efficiency standards that are in effect at 
the time of vehicle manufacture. 

Achieve 50% Statewide Recycling Goal 

Achieving the State’s 50% waste diversion mandate 
as established by the Integrated Waste Management 
Act of 1989, (AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, Statutes of 
1989), will reduce climate change emissions 
associated with energy intensive material extraction 
and production as well as methane emission from 
landfills.  A diversion rate of 48% has been achieved 
on a statewide basis.  Therefore, a 2% additional 
reduction is needed. 

Consistent – The project site is located within the City of 

Agoura Hills, which is required to achieve a 50% solid 
waste diversion rate.  Solid waste generated by the project 
would be collected by the City-approved trash hauling 
entity and sorted to achieve the City’s diversion goals.  
The project includes a Construction Waste Management 
Plan to reduce total generation of waste.   

 

Zero Waste – High Recycling 

Efforts to exceed the 50% goal would allow for 
additional reductions in climate change emissions. 

Consistent – The project includes a Construction Waste 

Management Plan that would further reduce the 
generation of waste above the current 50% reduction 
goals. 

Department of Forestry 

Urban Forestry 

A new statewide goal of planting 5 million trees in 
urban areas by 2020 would be achieved through the 
expansion of local urban forestry programs. 

Consistent – The project includes a re-vegetation plan 

that includes the planting of plants, as well as a green 
roof.  Further, the project would preserve about 55 acres 
of land which includes native vegetation. 

 

  

Department of Water Resources 

Water Use Efficiency 

Approximately 19% of all electricity, 30% of all natural 
gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are used to 
convey, treat, distribute and use water and 
wastewater.  Increasing the efficiency of water 
transport and reducing water use would reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Consistent – The project includes low-flow water 

consumption fixtures and includes the use of reclaimed 
water for non-potable water demand to reduce the 
demand and conveyance of water.   

  

Energy Commission (CEC) 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and 
in Progress 

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the CEC to 
adopt and periodically update its building energy 
efficiency standards (that apply to newly constructed 
buildings and additions to and alterations to existing 
buildings). 

Consistent – The project is proposing to achieve LEED 

Platinum certification which would provide for a high level 
of energy efficiency. 
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Table 4.5-7 

Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Strategies 

 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place 
and in Progress 

Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Energy 
Commission to adopt and periodically update its 
appliance energy efficiency standards (that apply to 
devices and equipment using energy that are sold or 
offered for sale in California). 

Consistent – All buildings proposed on the project site 

would be designed to achieve LEED Platinum certification.  
Based on current requirements, these design 
considerations would ensure that the project would 
provide for a high level of energy efficiency.  In addition, 
under State law, appliances that are purchased for the 
project – both pre- and post-development – would be 
consistent with energy efficiency standards that are in 
effect at the time of manufacture. 

Fuel-Efficient Replacement Tires & Inflation 
Programs 

State legislation established a statewide program to 
encourage the production and use of more efficient 
tires. 

Consistent - Employees and customers of the Project site 

could purchase tires for their vehicles that comply with 
state programs for increased fuel efficiency.  

Municipal Utility Energy Efficiency 
Programs/Demand Response 

Includes energy efficiency programs, renewable 
portfolio standard, combined heat and power, and 
transitioning away from carbon-intensive generation. 

Not applicable - The project would not preclude 
implementation of this strategy by municipal utility 
providers. 

Municipal Utility Renewable Portfolio Standard 

California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), 
established in 2002, requires that all load serving 
entities achieve a goal of 20 percent of retail electricity 
sales from renewable energy sources by 2017, within 
certain cost constraints. 

Not applicable - The project would not preclude 

implementation of this strategy by Southern California 
Edison. 

Municipal Utility Combined Heat and Power 

Cost effective reduction from fossil fuel consumption 
in the commercial and industrial sector through the 
application of on-site power production to meet both 
heat and electricity loads. 

Not applicable - This strategy addresses incentives that 

could be provided by utility providers such as Southern 
California Edison and The Gas Company.   

Alternative Fuels: Non-Petroleum Fuels 

Increasing the use of non-petroleum fuels in 
California’s transportation sector, as recommended as 
recommended in the CEC’s 2003 and 2005 Integrated 
Energy Policy Reports. 

Consistent - Employees and customers of the Project site 

could purchase alternative fuel vehicles and utilize these 
fuels once they are commercially available in the region 
and local vicinity. 

Business, Transportation and Housing 

Measures to Improve Transportation Energy 
Efficiency 

Builds on current efforts to provide a framework for 
expanded and new initiatives including incentives, 
tools and information that advance cleaner 
transportation and reduce climate change emissions. 

Consistent – The project includes electric vehicle 

charging stations that could facilitate the use of GHG-
reducing vehicles. 
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Table 4.5-7 

Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Strategies 

 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation 
Systems (ITS) 

Smart land use strategies encourage jobs/housing 
proximity, promote transit-oriented development, and 
encourage high-density residential/commercial 
development along transit corridors. 

 

ITS is the application of advanced technology systems 
and management strategies to improve operational 
efficiency of transportation systems and movement of 
people, goods and services. 

 

The Governor is finalizing a comprehensive 10-year 
strategic growth plan with the intent of developing 
ways to promote, through state investments, 
incentives and technical assistance, land use, and 
technology strategies that provide for a prosperous 
economy, social equity and a quality environment. 

 

Smart land use, demand management, ITS, and value 
pricing are critical elements in this plan for improving 
mobility and transportation efficiency.  Specific 
strategies include: promoting jobs/housing proximity 
and transit-oriented development; encouraging high 
density residential/commercial development along 
transit/rail corridor; valuing and congestion pricing; 
implementing intelligent transportation systems, 
traveler information/traffic control, incident 
management; accelerating the development of 
broadband infrastructure; and comprehensive, 
integrated, multimodal/intermodal transportation 
planning. 

Consistent –The project is located near residential 

neighborhoods to allow the opportunity for relatively short 
commute distances. 

State and Consumer Services Agency 

Green Buildings Initiative 

Green Building Executive Order, S-20-04 (CA 2004), 
sets a goal of reducing energy use in public and 
private buildings by 20 percent by the year 2015, as 
compared with 2003 levels.  The Executive Order and 
related action plan spell out specific actions state 
agencies are to take with state-owned and -leased 
buildings.  The order and plan also discuss various 
strategies and incentives to encourage private building 
owners and operators to achieve the 20 percent 
target. 

Consistent – All buildings proposed on the project site 

would be designed to achieve LEED Platinum certification.  
Based on current requirements, these design 
considerations would ensure that the project would 
provide for a high level of energy efficiency.  Moreover, 
even if a LEED Platinum certification is not achieved, use 
of the LEED program to guide the design towards 
sustainability shows intent to reduce the project’s demand 
for energy and resources, which is a voluntary action that 
seeks to conform with programs and policies like the 
Green Buildings Initiative (see project objectives on page 
2-21). 
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Table 4.5-7 

Project Consistency with Applicable Climate Action Team Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction Strategies 

 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 

Accelerated Renewable Portfolio Standard 

The Governor has set a goal of achieving 33 percent 
renewable in the State’s resource mix by 2020.  The 
joint PUC/Energy Commission September 2005 
Energy Action Plan II (EAP II) adopts the 33 percent 
goal. 

Not applicable -  The project would not preclude 
implementation of this strategy by energy providers. 

California Solar Initiative 

The solar initiative includes installation of 1 million 
solar roofs or an equivalent 3,000 MW by 2017 on 
homes and businesses, increased use of solar 
thermal systems to offset the increasing demand for 
natural gas, use of advanced metering in solar 
applications, and creation of a funding source that can 
provide rebates over 10 years through a declining 
incentive schedule. 

Consistent – The project includes photovoltaic solar 

energy collection panels which would be used to supply 
electricity to the project. 

 
Table 4.5-8 

Project Consistency with Applicable Attorney General and OPR’s Global Warming and 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures 

 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Attorney General Global Warming Reduction Measures 

Energy Efficiency 

 Install efficient lighting and lighting control 
systems.  Use daylight as an integral part of 
lighting systems in buildings. 

 
 

 Install light colored “cool” roofs, cool pavement, 
and strategically placed shade trees. 

 

 Install energy efficient heating and cooling 
systems, appliances and equipment, and 
control systems. 

 
Consistent – The project includes the use of interior 

lighting systems that maximize the use of natural 
sunlight.  Additionally, the project includes occupant-
controlled shading devices. 
 
Consistent – The project proposal includes a green roof 

system. 
 
 
Consistent – The project proposal includes the use of 

high efficiency fixtures and controls to reduce energy 
needs. 

Renewable Energy 

 Install solar and wind power systems, solar and 
tankless hot water heaters, and energy-efficient 
heating ventilation and air conditioning.   

 
Consistent – The project proposal includes the use of 

photovoltaic solar energy collection panels. 
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Table 4.5-8 
Project Consistency with Applicable Attorney General and OPR’s Global Warming and 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures 

 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Water Conservation and Efficiency 

 Create water efficient landscapes 
 
 
 
 
 

 Use reclaimed water for landscape irrigation in 
new developments and on public property. 

 

 Design buildings to be water-efficient.  Install 
water-efficient fixtures and appliances. 

 
Consistent – The project proposal includes the use of 

native vegetation, bioswales, rainwater collection, drip 
emitter and low precipitation spray heads for landscape 
irrigation, and permeable hardscapes that would improve 
the site’s water efficiency and landscape. 
 
Consistent – Rainwater collection is proposed to help 

offset non-potable water demand. 
 
Consistent – The project proposal includes the use of 

low-flow water consumption fixtures to reduce water 
demand. 

Solid Waste Measures 

 Reuse and recycle construction and demolition 
waste 

 
Consistent  - The project proposal includes the use of a 

Construction Waste Management plan to reduce waste. 

Land Use Measures 

 Include mixed-use, infill, and higher density in 
development projects to support the reduction 
of vehicle trips, promote alternatives to 
individual travel, and promote efficient delivery 
of services and goods. 

 

 Preserve and create open space and parks.  
Preserve existing trees, and plant replacement 
trees at a set ratio. 

 
Consistent – The proposed project would be located 

within the City of Agoura Hills in an area planned for 
development having regional access from the US-101 
approximately 0.25 miles from the site. 
 
Consistent – The project includes preservation of open 

space in the southern portion of the site.  Of the project’s 
66.6 acres, approximately 55 acres would be preserved 
as open space.  Trees removed are required to be 
replaced at a ratio that follows the City’s oak tree 
ordinance. 

Transportation and Motor Vehicles 

 Limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including 
delivery and construction vehicles. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 Provide the necessary facilities and infrastructure 
to encourage the use of low or zero-emission 
vehicles 

 
 
 

 

 
Consistent - Currently, the California Air Resources 

Board’s (CARB) Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) 
to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling 
restricts diesel truck idling to five minutes or less.  Diesel 
trucks operating from and making deliveries to, the 
Project site are subject to this state-wide law.  
Construction vehicles are also subject to this regulation. 
 
Consistent – The project proposal includes the 

construction of electric vehicle charging stations. 
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Table 4.5-8 
Project Consistency with Applicable Attorney General and OPR’s Global Warming and 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures 

 

Strategy Project Consistency 

OPR Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures 

Land Use and Transportation 

 Limit idling time for commercial vehicles, including 
delivery and construction vehicles. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Encourage infill, redevelopment, and higher 
density development, whether in incorporated or 
unincorporated settings. 

 
Consistent - Currently, the California Air Resources 

Board’s (CARB) Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) 
to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling 
restricts diesel truck idling to five minutes or less.  Diesel 
trucks operating from and making deliveries to, the 
Project site are subject to this state-wide law.  
Construction vehicles are also subject to this regulation. 
 
Consistent – The project is located in an area planned 

for development in close proximity to residential 
development and the US 101 corridor that may result in 
reduced travel time for future employees. 

Urban Forestry 

 Preserve or replace onsite trees (that are removed 
due to development) as a means of providing 
carbon storage. 

 

Consistent – The project includes a re-vegetation plan 

that includes planting of native trees, shrubs and 
regionally appropriate landscape materials.  Oak tree 
removals would be replaced at a ratio of 4:1 (two 36-inch 
boxed and two 24-inch boxed specimens) and a ratio of 
at least inch-for-inch in tree diameter, pursuant to the 
City’s Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines.  Scrub oaks are 
to be replaced for an equivalent land area at a ratio of 
one 5-gallon scrub oak planted 10 feet on center.  
Further, the project would preserve about 54 acres of 
land that includes native vegetation. 

Green Buildings 

 Encourage public and private construction of 
LEED certified buildings. 

 
Consistent – The project is proposing to achieve LEED 

Platinum certification which would provide for a high level 
of energy efficiency. 

Energy Conservation Policies and Actions 

 Recognize and promote energy saving 
measures beyond Title 24 requirements for 
residential and commercial projects 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Where feasible, include in new buildings 
facilities to support the use of low/zero carbon 
fueled vehicles, such as the charging of electric 
vehicles from green electricity sources 

 

 Incorporate onsite renewable energy 
production, including installation of photovoltaic 
cells or other solar options 

 
Consistent – All buildings proposed on the project site 

would be designed to achieve LEED Platinum 
certification.  Based on current requirements, these 
design considerations would ensure that the project 
would provide for a high level of energy efficiency.  
Moreover, even if a LEED Platinum certification is not 
achieved, use of the LEED program to guide the design 
towards sustainability shows intent to reduce the 
project’s demand for energy and resources, which is a 
voluntary action that seeks to conform with Energy 
Conservation Policies and Actions (see project objectives 
on page 2-21). 
 
Consistent – The project proposal includes the 

construction of electric car charging stations. 
 
 
 
Consistent – The project proposal includes the use of 

photovoltaic solar energy collection 
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As indicated above in Tables 4.5-7 and 4.5-8, the proposed project would be consistent with the 
applicable measures recommended to reduce the generation of greenhouse gas emissions. 
Additionally, as the proposed project incorporates sustainable design features (see Section 2.0, 
Project Description) to achieve LEED Platinum certification, the project would further reduce the 
generation of GHG emissions by increasing the site’s energy efficiency.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would be consistent with the objectives of AB 32, SB 97, and SB 375, and would 
therefore, result in less than significant impacts to climate change. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  No mitigation is required since the impact would not be 
significant.   
 

Significance after Mitigation.  Impacts would be less than significant without 
mitigation.   
 
  c.  Cumulative Impacts.  As indicated above in Impact GHG-1, emissions associated 
with the proposed project were found to be less than significant.  Analyses of greenhouse gases 
are cumulative in nature as they affect the accumulation of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere.  
Furthermore, now that greenhouse gases are required to be discussed for each project within 
the State as part of CEQA, analysis of projects are subject to individual review.  The project’s 
contribution to cumulative levels of greenhouse gases would be less than significant.  
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4.6  HYDROLOGY and WATER QUALITY 
 

This section analyzes the potential for the proposed project to adversely affect hydrology and 
water quality.  This section is partially based on a surface drainage study prepared for the 
project (Hydrology Study for Existing and Preliminary Developed Conditions/SUSMP, Hilton 
Foundation Project prepared by Stantec Consulting, Inc., February 19, 2009) and a technical 
background report for the project prepared by Envicom Corporation in March 2010.  These 
documents are included as Appendix D. Additional information reviewed for this analysis 
includes reports and publications by the Malibu Creek Watershed Monitoring Program 
(MCWMP) and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB). 
 

4.6.1 Setting 
 
  a.  Project Site Hydrology.  The project site is located at the base of the north side of 
Ladyface Mountain.  The site includes 66.6 acres and fronts the south side of Agoura Road for a 
distance of approximately 1,565 feet situated roughly between Reyes Adobe Road and Lindero 
Canyon Road.  The project site is undeveloped and undisturbed with the exception of two on-
site debris basins.  The project site is within the Malibu Creek Hydrologic Area (Malibu Creek 
Watershed) and the Lindero Canyon Hydrologic Subarea (Figure 4.6-1).  The Malibu Creek 
Watershed is within the Santa Monica Bay Hydrologic Unit, which is within the South Coast 
Hydrologic Region. 
 
The Malibu Creek Watershed (MCW) covers 109 square miles of the southwestern portion of 
Los Angeles County and an adjacent area of the southern edge of Ventura County.  The 
watershed includes portions of unincorporated Los Angeles and Ventura Counties and all or 
parts of the following five cities: Westlake Village, City of Agoura Hills, Calabasas, Malibu, and 
Thousand Oaks.  Approximately 80% of the Malibu Creek Watershed is undeveloped, and 
includes large areas of protected open space.  Development is concentrated in and around the 
cities and consists mostly of residential, agricultural, commercial, and industrial land uses.  The 
MCW has several designated beneficial uses, and contains a diversity of wildlife habitats, 
animals, and plants, including several rare, threatened, and endangered species.  The Malibu 
Creek Watershed Monitoring Program (MCWMP) collects data and information on pollutants 
that may impair the beneficial uses of Malibu Creek and its tributaries.  A number of other 
public agencies and special interest groups are also involved with water quality monitoring in 
the watershed. 
 
The Lindero Canyon Hydrologic Subarea contains Medea Creek, Palo Comado Canyon Creek, 
Cheeseboro Canyon Creek, and the lower reaches of Lindero Creek.  Land use in the Lindero 
Canyon Hydrologic Subarea include suburban and urban areas and protected open space. 
Creeks flow in open and closed cement channels through urban areas along the US 101 Freeway 
corridor.  The main drainages on the project site drain the north-facing slopes of Ladyface 
Mountain, conveying runoff to an underground, channelized section of Lindero Creek via 
storm drains. Lindero Creek originates in the Simi Hills to the north of the project site and it 
runs south parallel to Lindero Canyon Road until reaching Lake Lindero, just north of the US 
101 Freeway.  A short distance downstream of Lake Lindero, Lindero Creek continues generally 
southeast and underground and eventually connects with Medea Creek  



Malibu Creek Watershed
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Figure 4.6-1
City of Agoura Hills

Source:  Envicom Corporation, March 2010.

Source: CaSIL Streams, Lakes & Watersheds, 2007.  Base Source: USGS Topographic 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Calabasas, Thousand Oask, Newbury Park, Malibu Beach, Point Dume, and Triunfo Pass
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near Kanan Road.  Medea Creek then flows south to Malibu Lake and Malibu Creek.  Figure 
4.6-1 shows the location of the project site within the Malibu Creek Watershed. 
 
The project site consists of moderate to moderately steep vegetated slopes and is drained by 
two main unnamed ephemeral drainages (identified as the west drainage and east drainage). 
Both drainages originate on the upper slopes of Ladyface Mountain and flow through the site to 
separate existing debris basins located adjacent to Agoura Road before entering the 
underground stormwater system leading to Lindero Creek (see Figure 4.6-2).  The western 
drainage is defined on the Thousand Oaks, California USGS topographic map as a “blue-line 
stream”; however, the eastern drainage is not mapped as such.  The drainages at the site are 
well incised and contain natural springs and seeps.  Two tributaries converge with the main 
channel of the western drainage near the southwest corner of the west parcel.  Two tributaries 
converge with the main channel of the eastern drainage on lower slopes, relatively close to the 
existing east debris basin.  There is also a small ephemeral unnamed drainage situated west of 
the east drainage that also drains separately into the eastern of the two debris basins. 

 
b. Surface Drainage.  A surface drainage analysis was conducted to determine flow 

rates and flow volume for the western and eastern drainage basins for the existing condition 
and the proposed post-development condition.  The analysis was conducted to assist in the 
design of a drainage solution that would limit the off-site post development 50-year storm peak 
discharge to the pre-development 50-year storm peak discharge.  The surface drainage analysis 
evaluated approximately 187.0 acres of hillside which included 127.4 acres from the western 
basin and 59.6 acres from the eastern basin.  The results of the pre-development hydrology 
study are shown in Table 4.6-1. 

 
Table 4.6-1 

Pre-Development 50-Year Storm Drainage Analysis Results 

Drainage 
Basin 

Acres 
50-Year Clear 

Flow (cfs) 
50-Year Burned 

Flow (cfs) 
50-Year Bulked 

Flow (cfs) 

Western 127.4 257 311 488 

Eastern 59.6 106 129 202 

Source: Stantec Consulting, Inc. Hydrology Study for Existing and Preliminary Developed 
Conditions/SUSMP, February 19, 2009. 

 
Flow from the westerly watershed travels south to north in the existing hillside terrain to the 
existing westerly debris basin, where after debris removal the water discharges via an 
underground existing storm drain line to a 96” reinforced concrete pipe (RCP).  Flow from the 
easterly watershed travels from south to north to the existing easterly debris basin where after 
debris removal, the water discharges via an underground existing 72” RCP storm drain line. No 
existing capacity issues have been identified. 
 

c.  Flood Hazard Zones and Dam Inundation.  Potential flood hazards may result from 
overflow of natural watercourses and man-made drainage systems due to excessive and 
unusual storm run-off.  The City of Agoura Hills existing storm drain system and flood control 
facilities generally have sufficient capacity to provide developed areas with adequate protection 
from flooding.  The project site is located in flood Zone X, which is an area with a 0.2% annual 
chance of flood and is not within the 100-year flood zone (FEMA Flood Map, Panel No.  
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06037C1243F, September 2008).  Lake Lindero is located in Lindero Creek, upstream from the 
project site on the north side of the 101 Freeway.  In the case of a full or partial failure of Lake 
Lindero, the lake's water would flow into Lindero Creek, which is at a lower elevation than the 
project site.  Therefore, the project site would not be affected. 

 
d. Surface Water Quality.  Pollutant discharge from the project site in stormwater runoff 

has the potential to affect the water quality of Lindero Creek and other downstream water 
bodies within the Malibu Creek Watershed.  General categories of substances that impact water 
quality are metals, pesticides, pathogens, nutrients, sedimentation/siltation, salinity/total 
dissolved solids/chlorides, trash, and priority organics.  The Clean Water Act requires the State 
of California to set Water Quality Standards (WQS) that are based on the designated beneficial 
uses for the water body (e.g. recreation, water supply, aquatic life, agriculture), and to identify 
those water bodies that repeatedly fail to meet WQS.  Water bodies that repeatedly fail to meet 
WQS are required have Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for pollutants causing the 
impairments from point and non-point sources.  Designated beneficial uses and WQS for waters 
within the Malibu Creek Watershed can be found in the Los Angeles Region Water Quality 
Control Plan (LARWQCP) and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency documents for the 
Malibu Creek Watershed.  The California Water Quality Control Board publishes the 303(d) list 
of water quality limited segments, i.e. those segments that require or have established TMDLs, 
including those within the Malibu Creek Watershed. 

 
Lindero Creek and several downstream water bodies within the Malibu Creek Watershed are 
303(d) listed and some are managed with TMDLs.  Additionally, Lindero Creek and several 
downstream water bodies have repeatedly failed to meet various WQS based on monitoring 
data reported by the MCWMP, but have not been 303(d) listed for these pollutants.  
 
In general, excess nutrients, bacteria, and sedimentation are the largest water quality concerns 
in the watershed.  The 303(d)-impaired water bodies downstream from the project site are 
shown in Table 4.6-2.   
 

Table 4.6-2 
Water Quality Downstream of Project Site in Malibu Creek Watershed 

Water Body Impairments 

Lindero Creek (Lake 
Lindero to Medea Creek) 

Algae, coliform bacteria, benthic-macroinvertebrate 
bioassessments 

Medea Creek (Lindero 
Creek to Malibu Lake) 

Algae, coliform bacteria, sedimentation/siltation, selenium, trash 

Malibu Lake Algae, eutrophic, organic enrichment/low dissolved oxygen 

Malibu Creek 
Benthic-macroinvertebrate bioassessments, coliform bacteria, 
fish barriers, invasive species, nutrients (algae), scum/foam-
unnatural, sedimentation/siltation, selenium, sulfates, trash 

Malibu Lagoon 
Benthic community effects, coliform bacteria, eutrophic, 
swimming restrictions, viruses (enteric), pH 

Source: Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Los Angeles Region Integrated Report: 
Clean Water Act Section 305(b) and Section 303(d) List of Impaired Waters, 2008 Update.  July 2009.  
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City of Agoura Hills

Source:  Stantec Consulting, Inc., January 2009, Envicom Corp, March 2010.
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Lindero Creek's designated beneficial uses include municipal and domestic supply, water 
contact recreation, non-water contact recreation, warm freshwater habitat, and wildlife habitat.  
The reach of Lindero Creek south of Lake Lindero is listed as impaired by the 303( d) list due to 
the presence of algae and coliform bacteria, and benthic-macroinvertebrate.  Non-point source 
coliform bacteria and algae in Lindero Creek are currently being addressed by U.S. EPA 
approved TMDLs. 
 
The project site currently is in a natural condition, with the exceptions of one unpaved road and 
two asphalt driveways that access the debris basins located near the northeast and northwest 
corners of the site. There are no existing land uses or known conditions on-site that could 
potentially be detrimental to either surface water or groundwater quality.  The site is well 
vegetated and terrain surfaces are permeable with the exception of some rocky areas.  As a 
result the site has normal rates of infiltration and erosion. 
 
Erosion includes the movement of soil by surface waters due to sheet flow or in natural 
channels.  Water quality problems caused by erosion such as high sediment loads, total 
suspended solids, and turbidity can affect aquatic plant growth and survival and reproduction 
of some animal species.  Sediment is also one of the primary sources of pollutants since bacteria, 
metals, hydrocarbons, and organic matter can attach to fine particles and/or be trapped within 
sedimentary deposits.  Additionally, the debris basins on-site reduce the potential introduction 
of sediment via stormwater flows from reaching Lindero Creek.  A review of historical land 
uses based on the interpretation of historical aerial photographs from 1928 to 2002 and site 
surveys by Citadel indicate that the parcels comprising the site have been free of development 
such that there are no environmental concerns regarding past uses of the site or its adjacent 
parcels (Environmental Site Assessments, Parcels 2061-002-024 & 2061-002-048, Citadel, April 2, 
2008).  
 

e. Groundwater Quantity and Quality.  Two small alluvial groundwater basins are 
close to, but not beneath, the project site (California Department of Water Resources (DWR)). 
The eastern boundary of the Thousand Oaks Groundwater Basin lies approximately 0.4 miles 
west of the project site.  The southern boundary of the Russell Valley Groundwater Basin lies 
adjacent to the north side of the project site.  The topographic gradient of Ladyface Mountain is 
directed toward the Russell Valley Groundwater Basin.  Therefore it is possible that subsurface 
waters originating on the project site may percolate or flow underground into the Russell 
Val1ey Groundwater Basin. It is unlikely the Thousand Oaks Groundwater Basin directly 
receives subsurface waters originating at the project site. 

 
The Russell Val1ey Groundwater Basin covers 3,087 acres and has a total storage capacity 
estimated at 10,570 acre-feet.  Recharge is predominantly from percolation of rainfall. 
Groundwater levels rise and fall rapidly, even with minimal pumping, indicating a relatively 
small storage capacity of the basin that is easily depleted and rapidly replenished by winter 
rains. Estimations (based on 2002 conditions) show that extraction likely exceeds the recharge 
from underflow and irrigation return.  Both TDS and sulfate exceed their Maximum 
Contaminant Level (MCL) for some wells in the basin and groundwater in the basin is generally 
of poor quality. 
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f.  Regulatory Setting.   
 
Federal.  The federal Water Pollution Control Act, also known as the Clean Water Act 

(CWA), is the principle statute governing water quality.  The statute’s goal is to end all 
discharges entirely and to restore, maintain, and preserve the integrity of the nation’s waters.  It 
mandates permits for wastewater and stormwater discharges, requires states to establish site-
specific water quality standards for navigable bodies of water, and regulates other activities that 
affect water quality, such as dredging and filling wetlands.   

 
Water quality standards mandated by the CWA consist of four basic elements: 
 

 Designated uses of the water body (e.g., recreation, water supply, aquatic life, agriculture); 

 Water quality criteria to protect designated uses (numeric pollutant concentrations and narrative 

 requirements); 

 An anti-degradation policy to maintain and protect existing uses and high quality waters; and 

 General policies addressing implementation issues (e.g., low flows, variances, mixing zones). 
 
Water quality regulation requires states and tribes to establish a three-tiered anti-degradation 
program. Anti-degradation implementation procedures identify the steps and questions that 
must be addressed when regulated activities are proposed that may affect water quality. The 
specific steps to be followed depend upon which tier or tiers of the anti-degradation program 
apply. 
 
For stormwater discharges into an existing waterway, water quality control is governed by a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit.  The major CWA section 
that applies to activities potentially occurring as part of onsite development is NPDES Section 
402.  Section 402 (33 U.S.C. 1342 and 40 CFR 122) establishes a permitting system for the 
discharge of any pollutant (except dredge and fill material) into waters of the United States.  An 
NPDES permit is required for all point source discharges of pollutants to surface waters.  A 
point source is a discernible, confined, and discrete conveyance, such as a pipe, ditch, or 
channel.   

 
The major purpose of the NPDES program is to protect human health and the environment by 
protecting the quality of water.  California’s primary statute governing water quality and water 
pollution is the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1970 (Porter-Cologne Act).  The 
Porter-Cologne Act grants the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) broad powers to protect water quality and is the 
primary vehicle for implementation of California’s responsibility under the federal CWA.  The 
Porter- Cologne Act grants the SWRCB and RWQCBs the authority and responsibility to adopt 
plans and policies, to regulate discharges to surface and groundwater, to regulate waste 
disposal sites, and to require clean up of discharges of hazardous materials and other 
pollutants.  Each regional board is required to adopt a water quality control plan or basin plan 
that reflects the regional differences in existing water quality, the beneficial uses of the region’s 
ground and surface water, and local water quality conditions and problems.  The boards 
implement the permit provisions (Section 402) and certain planning provisions (Sections 205, 
208, and 303) of CWA.  This means that the state issues one discharge permit for purposes of 



Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project  
Section 4.6  Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
4.6-9 

both state and federal law.  Under state law, the permit is officially called Waste Discharge 
Requirement.  Under federal law, the permit is officially called an NPDES General Permit. 
 
As the basic Federal regulatory and enforcement tool under the CWA, the NPDES program 
incorporates specific discharge limitations to ensure that water quality standards are met for 
stormwater discharges from municipal storm sewer systems (MS4s) and industrial sites. The 
NPDES program was established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Congress 
amended the CWA in 1987 to require the implementation of a two-phased program to address 
other stormwater discharges.  Phase I, established by EPA in November 1990, requires NPDES 
permits for stormwater discharges from construction sites disturbing greater than five acres of 
land.  (Note that by disturbing over five acres of land, the Hilton Foundation Headquarters 
project falls into this category).  After Phase I implementation, the EPA recognized that smaller 
construction projects (those disturbing less than five acres) were also contributing substantially 
to pollutant discharges.  In response, the EPA instituted NPDES Phase II in December 1999 with 
the regulations becoming effective in February 2000.  Phase II requires NPDES permits for 
stormwater discharges from construction sites disturbing between one and five acres of land. 
The Phase II NPDES Program is intended to reduce adverse impacts to water quality and 
aquatic habitat by instituting the use of controls on the unregulated sources of stormwater 
discharges that have the greatest likelihood of causing continued environmental degradation. 
Stormwater discharges from urbanized areas are a concern because of the high concentration of 
pollutants found in these discharges. 
 
The Construction General Permit was updated on July 1st, 2010.  Two new elements were 
included in the new CGP.  First, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be 
written, amended, and certified by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD).  Second, construction 
projects will be assigned a Risk Level (Risk Level 1 – 3) based on site characteristics for erosion 
potential, threat to “receiving waters,” and the time of year that the project activity would 
occur.  The project Risk Level determines compliance requirements set forth in the permit. 
 
Concentrated development in urbanized areas substantially increases impervious surfaces, such 
as city streets, driveways, parking lots, and sidewalks, on which pollutants from human 
activities settle and remain until a storm event washes them into nearby storm drains.  Common 
pollutants may include sediment, nutrients, bacteria and viruses, oil and grease, organic 
compounds, and gross pollutants such as trash.  Stormwater runoff picks up, transports, and 
discharges these pollutants, untreated, to waterways via storm drain systems.  These discharges 
can result in the loss of wildlife habitat, reduced aesthetic value, and contamination of 
recreational waterways that can threaten public health. 
 
The CWA requires that states submit plans to the EPA, defining water quality standards in 
order to achieve designated beneficial uses.  States designate uses for all water body segments 
and then set water quality criteria necessary to protect these uses.  In addition, each state 
identifies waters failing to meet standards for specific pollutants.  If the state determines that 
waters are impaired for one or more constituents, and the standards cannot be met through 
point source controls, the CWA requires establishing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) 
that will achieve applicable standards.  TMDLs represent the allowable pollutant load from all 
sources (point, non-point, and natural) for a given watershed. 
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The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) was established in 1974 to protect the quality of drinking 
water in the U.S.  This law focuses on all waters actually or potentially designated for drinking 
use, whether from above ground or underground sources.  It established maximum 
contaminant levels (MCLs) for a broad range of chemical compounds and other constituents 
(approximately 86 constituents in water) deemed hazardous to human health.  Primary MCLs 
are health-based and Secondary MCLs are related to aesthetic qualities of water, such as taste 
and appearance. As such, MCLs form the basis of drinking water quality regulations. 
 

State.  In addition to standards and regulations established by the Federal program, 
California adopted a number of other more stringent legislative acts in order to further 
strengthen State water quality standards.  These acts include the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Act, California Water Code, Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, and the California 
Oceans Plan. Within California, the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is 
responsible for developing and implementing water quality control policy. SWRCB is the 
agency designated by the EPA for administering applicable Federal CWA program, which 
include adopting water quality standards for State waters.  Nine Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards (RWQCBs) administer these Federal programs, including NPDES compliance. 
The Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) oversees water quality 
permitting in the City of Agoura Hills.  While federal regulations allow two permitting options 
for stormwater discharges (individual permits and General Permits), the SWRCB has elected to 
adopt only one statewide General Permit that applies to all stormwater discharges associated 
with construction activity, except from those on Tribal Lands, in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic 
Unit, and those performed by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  This 
General Permit requires all dischargers where construction activity disturbs one acre or more to: 
 

1.  Develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which specifies 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) that will prevent all construction pollutants from 
contacting stormwater and with the intent of keeping all products of erosion from moving off-
site into receiving waters 

2.  Eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to storm sewer systems and other waters of 
the nation 

3.  Perform inspections of all BMPs. 
 
On December 13, 2001, the LARWQCB, adopted Order No. 01-182. This Order is the NPDES 
Permit (NPDES No. CAS004001) for municipal stormwater and urban runoff discharges within 
the County of Los Angeles.  As adopted in December 2001, the requirements of Order No. 01-
182 (the "Permit") covers 84 cities and the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, with the 
exception of the portion of Los Angeles County in the Antelope Valley including the cities of 
Lancaster and Palmdale, the City of Long Beach, and the City of Avalon. Under the Permit, the 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District is designated as the Principal Permittee; the County 
of Los Angeles along with the 84 incorporated cities, including the City of Agoura Hills, are 
designated as Permittees. 
 
In compliance with the Permit, the Permittees implemented a stormwater quality management 
program (SQMP) with the ultimate goal of accomplishing the requirements of the Permit and 
reducing the amount of pollutants in stormwater and urban runoff.  One specific requirement of 
a SQMP is the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP). The SUSMP outlines the 
necessary Best Management Practices (BMPs) which must be incorporated into design plans for  
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certain categories of development and/or redevelopment.  The LARWQCB adopted a Water 
Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) on June 13, 1994.  The Basin Plan designates beneficial uses 
and establishes water quality objectives for groundwater and surface water within the Los 
Angeles Region.  It has been amended, but not updated since 1994. Section 13260(a)(I) of the 
California Water Code (CWC) addresses waste discharges that could affect the State's waters.  It 
requires that any person discharging wastes or proposing to discharge wastes that could affect 
the quality of State waters, into other than a community wastewater collection system, must file 
a Report of Waste Discharge with the RWQCB.  The RWQCB would then prescribe 
requirements for the discharge or proposed discharge of wastes in accordance with provisions 
in Section 13260(1) of the CWC. 
 

City of Agoura Hills.  The City of Agoura Hills General Plan Natural Resources Element 
directs to preserve water courses in their natural state, where feasible, as well as to reduce 
sediment entering waterways (policy NR-6.4).  As a permittee within the County of Los Angeles 
Municipal Stormwater NPDES permit, the City is required to comply with several programs to 
insure water that is discharged from its limits meets the requirements mandated by the NPDES 
permit. 
 

4.6.2 Impact Analysis. 
 

a.  Methodology and Significance Thresholds.  To analyze hydrological conditions on 
the project site, hydrological information was collected from the City of Agoura Hills General 
Plan, hydrology and water quality maps, the City of Agoura Hills Municipal Code, the State 
Water Resources Control Board, and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.  
Information was compared to CEQA thresholds to determine impacts related to flooding, 
surface water quantity and quality, and ground water quantity and quality. 
 
In accordance with Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, on-site development would have a 
significant hydrology/water quality impact if it would cause any of the following: 
 

 Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering or the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted) 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site 

 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site 

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

 Otherwise substantially degrade water quality 
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 Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map 

 Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect 
flood flows 

 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 

 Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 
 

As discussed in the Initial Study (see Appendix A), the proposed project would not 
substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge; place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area; expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam; or result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  Therefore, the 
discussion below focuses on impacts related to water quality standards and waste discharge 
requirements; onsite drainage patterns; and stormwater quality and quantity. 

 
b.  Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. 

 
Impact HWQ-1 During project grading and construction, the soil surface 

would be subject to erosion and the downstream watershed 
could be subject to temporary sedimentation and discharges 
of various pollutants.  However, the project would be 
required to comply with the NPDES General Construction 
Permit, which would reduce impacts to a Class III, less than 
significant level. 

 
Grading during the Phase I and Phase II construction periods would alter the lower portions of 
the existing drainages due to relocation of the debris basins, and would disrupt existing 
patterns of surface flow within the grading envelope.  Grading and other construction activities 
during all project phases have the potential to generate soil erosion and to increase sediment 
loads in stormwater runoff.  Also, spills, leakage, or improper handling and storage of 
substances such as oils, fuels, chemicals, metals, and other substances from vehicles, equipment, 
and materials used during all construction phases could cause pollutants to be present in 
stormwater runoff and impact downstream water bodies.   

 
The applicant would be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and 
Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ).  
 
Pursuant to Ordinance No. 97-272, § 1, 4-16-97 of the City of Agoura Hills Municipal Code:  
 

“Each industrial discharge, discharger associated with construction activity, or other discharger 
described in any general storm water permit addressing such discharges, as may be issued by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the state water resources control board, or the regional 
board shall comply with all requirements of such permit. Each discharger identified in an 
individual NPDES permit shall comply with and undertake all activities required by such permit. 
Proof of compliance with any such permit may be required in a form acceptable to the city 
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engineer or his designated representative, prior to the issuance of any grading, building or 
occupancy permits, or any other type of permit or license issued by the city.” 

 
Dischargers disturbing one acre or more are required to develop and implement a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) under the Construction General Permit, 2009-0009-DWQ 
Permit, adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), effective July 1, 2010.  
The SWPPP specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) that would prevent all construction 
pollutants from contacting stormwater and with the intent of keeping all products of erosion 
from moving off-site into receiving waters; eliminate or reduce non stormwater discharges to 
storm sewer systems and other waters of the nation; and implement a monitoring program that 
incorporates procedures to determine whether BMPs are effectively protecting on and off-site 
water quality.   
 
Determination of compliance requirements is made by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD).  
The QSD must be a:  
 

• Licensed Engineer, Geologist, or Landscape Architect with the State of California,  
• Certified Hydrologist,  
• Professional in Storm Water Quality (CPSWQ), or  
• Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC).   

 
The QSD will evaluate the project and assign a Risk Level (Risk Level 1 – 3) based on site 
characteristics for erosion potential, threat to “receiving waters,” and the time of year that the 
project activity would occur. The project Risk Level determines compliance requirements set 
forth in the permit.  BMPs will be applied based on the Risk Level of the project and the site 
characteristics.  Strategies to control the quality of runoff may include the following methods, 
depending on the site characteristics and the scope of the project. 
 

• Erosion Control: Measures that prevent erosion and keep soil particles from entering 
stormwater, lessening the eroded sediment that must be trapped, both during and at 
completion of construction. Feasible methods might include hydroseeding or using 
non-toxic soil binders. 

 
• Sediment Control: Feasible methods of trapping eroded sediments so as to prevent a 

net increase in sediment load in stormwater discharges from the site.  Strategies to 
reduce sediment loading might include the use of silt fences, hay bales, or sand bags 
around storm drain inlets.  

 
• Site Management: Methods to manage the construction site and construction 

activities in a manner that prevents pollutants from entering stormwater, drainage 
systems or receiving waters.  Strategies to maintain the construction site may include 
watering active construction areas two or more times per day to reduce airborne soil 
particles, sweeping adjacent streets to reduce soil tracked onto streets by 
construction vehicles, and pollutant containment areas for construction related 
equipment and processes that generate pollutants such as construction staging areas. 

 
• Materials and Waste Management: Methods to manage construction materials and 

wastes that prevent their entry into stormwater, drainage systems, or receiving 
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waters.  Feasible methods to manage materials and waste may include provision of 
designated recycling and disposal areas for general waste, construction waste and 
industrial wastes such as concrete dust, cutting slurry, motor oil and lubricants.  

 
As described above, proof of compliance with the permit, including the SWPPP, would be 
required pursuant to Ordinance No. 97-272, § 1, 4-16-97 of the City of Agoura Hills Municipal 
Code, prior to the issuance of grading, building, or occupancy permits.  Therefore, impacts 
related to stormwater quality during construction of the project would be less than significant.  
Please also see the related erosion control impact discussion GEO-1 in Section 4.4, Geology.   
 

Mitigation Measures.  Compliance with mitigation measure GEO-1, Erosion Control 
Measures would ensure that erosion control methods are incorporated into the plans and 
construction process, while compliance with the SWPPP required under the NPDES General 
Permit would further ensure that temporary impacts to water quality are less than significant. 
No additional mitigation is necessary. 
 

Impact HWQ-2 The proposed project would alter the existing drainage 
pattern on the project site. However, drainage on the project 
site would not exceed the capacity of the off-site storm drain 
system.  Therefore, impacts would be Class III, less than 
significant.   

 
The proposed grading and storm drain system would alter the over land flow of water within 
the development footprint, including the lower portions of existing drainages.  Stormwater 
within the development footprint would be collected and either stored for irrigation use, or 
conveyed via the proposed on-site storm drain system to the bio detention basin (percolation 
basin) or one of the debris basins.  The proposed system has been designed to convey at least 
the first ¾ -inch flush of stormwater runoff from within the development footprint and a 
portion of Agoura Road to the percolation basin via a series of bio swales.  Stormwater runoff 
from areas outside the development footprint would continue to flow to the west and east 
debris basins before entering the off-site stormwater system.  Consistent with existing 
conditions, the post-project operational surface water carried by the two main ephemeral 
drainages onsite would be discharged into the existing underground stormwater system at 
Agoura Road. 
 
The lowest reaches of the western drainage would be modified pursuant to the revised design 
for the western drainage basin, which would accommodate the widening of Agoura Road.  No 
tributaries of the western drainage would be modified or affected by project development.  The 
lower reaches of the eastern drainage and two small tributaries would also be modified due to 
construction of a new debris basin.  The debris basin would be located upstream of the 
proposed eastern access road and parking lot. In the proposed condition, the eastern drainage 
and the two tributaries would empty directly into the relocated debris basin.  A small 
ephemeral drainage in the north-central section of the site would be altered by construction of 
the parking lot, funicular, and access path.  Stormwater runoff from the remaining section of 
this small drainage would be captured by a swale that would empty into the eastern debris 
basin. 
 



Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project  
Section 4.6  Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
4.6-17 

The results of the post-development analysis of surface drainage flow rates and volumes at the 
point of discharge to the underground stormwater system are shown in Table 4.6-3.  The results 
show reduced flows in the western basin compared to the pre-development condition, and only 
slightly increased flows for the eastern basin compared to the pre-development condition. 
However, as noted in the totals, post-development flows from the site do not exceed pre-
development flows.   
 
 

Table 4.6-3 
Pre-Development and Post-Development 50-Year Storm Drainage Analysis 

Results 

Drainage 
Basin 

Acres 
50-Year Clear 

Flow (cfs) 
50-Year Burned 

Flow (cfs) 
50-Year Bulked 

Flow (cfs) 

Pre - 
Project 

Post - 
Project 

Pre - 
Project 

Post - 
Project 

Pre - 
Project 

Post - 
Project 

Pre - 
Project 

Post - 
Project 

Western 127.4 125.5 257 249 311 301 488 473 

Eastern 59.6 60.8 106 109 129 138 202 217 

Total 363 358 440 439 690 690 

Source: Stantec Consulting, Inc. Hydrology Study for Existing and Preliminary Developed Conditions/SUSMP, 
February 19, 2009. 

 
The 50-year storm runoff flow discharge would be further decreased due to the use of the 
proposed bio swales and establishment of an underground bio detention basin.  Therefore, the 
proposed stormwater system and project improvements in the western and eastern debris 
basins would maintain or reduce flows and discharge from their pre-development conditions.  
 
The proposed project would not have an adverse effect on existing drainage systems. 
Stormwater flows from the site would not exceed the capacity of the off-site storm drain system. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in less than significant flooding impacts due to 
alteration of drainage pattern and site development. 
 
 Mitigation Measures.  Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 

Impact HWQ-3 Pollutants associated with operation of the proposed project 
could be discharged into the storm drain system.  However, 
the proposed project includes treatment facilities.  In 
addition, the project would be required to comply with 
NPDES and City requirements regarding runoff from the site.  
Impacts would be Class III, less than significant.   

 
The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit regulates and ensures 
protection of stormwater resources, as would the following proposed General Plan policies: 
Policy NR-1.3 (Slope Preservation), Policy NR-6.4 (Protect Open Space Areas and Water 
Resources), Policy NR-6.5 (Watershed Education), Policy NR-6.6 (Cooperation with Other 
Agencies), Policy NR-6.7 (Stormwater Quality), Policy NR-6.8 (New Development), Policy NR-
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4.2 (Conserve Natural Resources), Policy NR-4.11 (Creeks and Natural Resources), Policy U-3.5 
(Protection of Water Bodies), and Policy U-3.6 (Bioswales).  The uses proposed on the project 
site would not create effluent discharges from point sources and therefore the project would not 
violate any waste discharge requirements.  Pollutants that may be present on-site during the 
operational phases of the project could include pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers used for 
landscaping, and oil, gasoline, metals, and other substances from vehicles.  If untreated, the 
pollutants would be discharged into the off-site storm drain system.  However, stormwater 
runoff from developed hardscape, such as parking areas, would be partially reduced based on 
the use of permeable materials, with the remainder directed to bio swales or the bio detention 
basin.  The bio swales and bio detention basin would trap and/or treat many pollutants, 
including sediment, pathogens, and nutrients, and would generally reduce the potential for 
pollutant loading to Lindero Creek. 
 
The project would be required to comply with NPDES standards, including implementation of 
BMPs and the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).  Several BMPs are already 
included in the project, including debris basins, bioswales, and the bio detention basin.  In 
addition, LEED sustainable design features including pervious hardscape and native plant 
materials will increase infiltration and reduce pesticide and fertilizer use at the site, which will 
have a beneficial impact with respect to reducing the quantity of runoff and improving the 
quality of runoff.  Implementation of the proposed Drainage Concept and NPDES 
requirements, as well as native landscaping of graded areas would result in less than significant 
impacts to surface water quality from stormwater runoff.   
 
It is noted that the easterly bio swale and the bio detention basin will not be fully constructed 
with Phase I improvements; however,  
 

Mitigation Measures.  Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.   
 

c.  Cumulative Impacts.  As shown in Section 3.0, Environmental Setting, planned and 
pending development in the City would include 229 dwelling units, about 890 thousand sf of 
commercial/office uses, and about 7,000 sf of institutional space.  The development of related 
projects would increase the impervious surface area in local watersheds, thereby potentially 
increasing the amount of surface water entering area drainages.  This could cumulatively 
contribute to the risk of flooding downstream of the proposed project site. However, the 
proposed project would not increase off-site stormwater flow because the proposed stormwater 
system would limit flows to pre-development levels.  Therefore, the project’s contribution to 
potential cumulative surface drainage flooding impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Storm runoff concentrations of oil, grease, heavy metals, and debris increase as the amount of 
urban development increases in a watershed, as these pollutants are present as a result of 
human activities in urban areas.  SUSMP and SWPPP BMPs are designed to address both the 
proposed project level impacts and cumulative project impacts of regional development.  Given 
proper design and implementation of SUSMP and SWPPP BMPs, the proposed project's 
contribution to cumulative surface and ground water quality impacts would be less than 
significant. 
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5.0  LONG TERM IMPACTS 
 

5.1 GROWTH INDUCING EFFECTS 
 
The CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of a proposed project’s potential to foster economic or 
population growth, including ways in which a project could remove an obstacle to growth.  
Growth does not necessarily create significant physical changes to the environment.  However, 
depending upon the type, magnitude, and location of growth, it can result in significant adverse 
environmental effects.  The proposed project’s growth-inducing potential is therefore 
considered significant if it could result in significant physical effects in one or more 
environmental issue areas.  An example of when an economic effect might create a physical 
change would be when economic growth in one area creates blight conditions elsewhere by 
causing existing competitors to go out of business and, consequently, the buildings to be left 
vacant.   
 

5.1.1 Economic and Population Growth 
 
The proposed project would develop a 90,300 square foot headquarters campus development 
on approximately 11.75 acres of a 66.6 acre project site over a 25 year period.  Currently, the 
Conrad N. Hilton Foundation employs approximately 21 people and is stationed out of Los 
Angeles.  The proposed project would relocate this business to the City of Agoura Hills and is 
anticipated to expand its operations, requiring up to 100 employees.  For analytical purposes, it 
is assumed that all 21 current employees would be added to the City of Agoura Hills 
population.  Given the City’s estimated population of 23,387 (California Department of Finance, 
2010), this represents an increase in population of 0.09%.  Additionally, the growth up to 100 
employees over a 25 year period would not result in a significant increase as it is likely that 
many of these positions would be taken from the local job market.  Therefore, the proposed 
project would not be considered growth-inducing as it would not substantially increase long-
term population growth.  The project would also generate temporary jobs during the 
construction phases of the project, however, it is anticipated that construction workers would 
come from the local labor workforce. 
 
The project would not have economic or social effects that would result in adverse physical 
changes or deterioration of the surrounding area, as the project site is currently undeveloped.  
The project site would preserve about 55 acres of the 66.6 acre site as open space.  Further, no 
existing housing or population would be displaced.   

 

5.2 REMOVAL OF OBSTACLES TO GROWTH 
 
The proposed project would be located adjacent to a fully urbanized area of Agoura Hills 
within the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan area.  Construction is currently occurring on the 
property adjacent to the eastern boundary of the project site. The proposed development would 
concentrate Phases I and III on the eastern portion of the site and Phases II and IV on the 
western portions of the site.  Major improvements to water, sewer, and circulation systems and 
drainage connection infrastructure would not be needed for this development as these utilities 
are already located along the northern property boundary within the Agoura Road right-of-
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way.  Furthermore, the project would not facilitate growth on nearby lands as the project 
preserves approximately 55 acres as open space and does not provide for additional access to 
nearby undeveloped properties, as these are already accessible from Agoura Road.  Therefore, 
the project would not remove an obstacle to growth. 
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6.0  ALTERNATIVES 
 
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), 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 decision-making and public 
participation. 
 
The proposed project would cause environmental impacts less than significant after mitigation 
in all cases but one.  The impact related to rare plants and in particular the Ojai navarretia was 
classified as unavoidably significant due to the removal of 1,000 individuals on about 0.27 acre 
during Phase I and removal of about 15 individuals during Phase II.  Therefore, alternatives 
were devised that would reduce this impact to a level that is less than significant.  It is noted 
that the impact is unavoidably significant in the short term, but the significance after mitigation 
would likely decrease with increasing success of the mitigation/restoration efforts employed 
through Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a).  
 
Alternatives to the proposed project that would reduce significant impacts are listed below and 
Table 6-1 provides a summary comparison of the development characteristics of each as 
compared with the proposed project.   
 

 Alternative 1 – No Project 

 Alternative 2 - Ojai navarretia Avoidance – Parking Lot Redesign 

 Alternative 3 –  Ojai navarretia Avoidance - Reduced Density 
 

Table 6-1 

Project Alternative Comparison 

Feature Proposed Project 
Alternative 1: 

No Project 

Alternative 2: 

Ojai navarretia 

Avoidance - Parking 

Lot Redesign 

Alternative 3: Ojai 

navarretia 

Avoidance - 

Reduced Density 

Total Office Space (sf) * 90,300 sf None 90,300 60,750 sf 

Buildings * 

4 buildings: 

24,000 sf 
36,000 sf 
7,500 sf 

21,300 sf 

None 

4 buildings: 

24,000 sf 
36,000 sf 
7,500 sf 

21,300 sf 

2 buildings:  

24,000 sf 
36,000 sf 

Stories/Building Height 
35 ft above 

ground surface 
None 

35 ft above ground 
surface 

35 ft above ground 
surface 

Parking Spaces 239 spaces None 239 spaces 184 spaces 

Agoura Road Widening Yes No Yes Yes 

* also includes 1,500 sf of maintenance building 
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Each of the various alternatives is described below along with the relative impact analysis. This 
section also evaluates the feasibility of similar development at alternative locations and, as 
required by CEQA, includes a discussion of the “environmentally superior alternative” among 
those studied. A more detailed description of the alternatives is included in the impact analysis 
for each alternative.  Additionally, the ability of each alternative to achieve some or all of the 
project objectives shall be addressed.  As previously identified in Section 2.6, Project Objectives, 
the following list provides a synopsis of the objectives and goals of the proposed project, as 
required by Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines: 
 

 Develop a project that is aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent uses and 
the environment. 

 Provide an example for future projects to incorporate environmentally sensitive site 
planning and “green” elements that reduce the demand for utilities and the generation of 
solid waste. 

 Develop a project that is consistent with the size and scale of development allowed under 
the Ladyface Specific Plan. 

 Create a headquarters for the Foundation that would facilitate an engaging workspace 
environment that is open and light-filled so as to encourage creativity, collaboration, and 
productivity. 

 To construct a project that is architecturally attractive and achieves the United States 
Green Building Council’s LEED Platinum Certification. 

 To assure through the Development Agreement that the Hilton Foundation will be able to 
build out all four phases of the project over time, and that the City will receive the benefits 
associated with locating the project within its boundaries. 

 

6.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 
 
This alternative assumes that the proposed project would not be developed and that the site 
would remain vacant, as it is currently.   The No Project alternative would avoid the proposed 
project’s environmental impacts in every issue area studied in the EIR.  However, this 
alternative does not preclude the site from future development under a different proposal. 
 

6.2 OJAI NAVARRETIA AVOIDANCE - PARKING LOT REDESIGN 
 

6.2.1 Description 
 
Under the Ojai Navarretia Avoidance – Parking Lot Redesign Alternative, all of the same 
buildings would be constructed; however, the Central Parking Lot that is proposed for 
construction in Phase I would need to be redesigned to avoid the Ojai navarretia population 
(see Figure 4.2-4, Ojai navarretia population is designated with blue hatch marks and the “No” 
symbol).  It is not certain how the parking lot would be reconfigured to avoid this population; 
however, the southern most row of parking containing 23 parking spaces would likely need to 
be substantially removed from the development footprint such that there is a 10-foot fuel 
modification buffer between the revised Central Parking Lot footprint and the Ojai navarretia 
population.  In addition, this Central Parking Lot is the location for the Phase IV parking lot 
expansion that involves subterranean construction.  It is likely that the modified surface 
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parking footprint would also result in modifications to the subterranean design under Phase IV 
or require an above ground parking garage.   
 
Options for relocating up to 23 surface parking spaces could involve redesigning the Central 
Parking Lot under Phase I such that it is located closer to Agoura Road.  It is noted that there is 
a grade change between the Central Parking Lot and the roadway, so parking expansion 
northward towards the roadway would need to account for this grade change. In addition, as 
shown on Figure 4.6-3, the proposed drainage system including bio-swales and a bio-detention 
system are located adjacent the roadway and may need to be reconfigured to accommodate a 
relocated parking area.  
 
Other options for parking relocation could involve development of an above ground parking 
structure or a subterranean parking level during Phase I.  A subterranean or partially 
subterranean structure could be set back into the hillside, with the excavated soil transported 
off site.  Parking during subsequent phases would also need to be re-evaluated and may need 
to be reconfigured such that additional surface parking occurs elsewhere on site, or the 
subterranean parking occurs elsewhere on-site, or the subterranean parking proposed beneath 
the Central Parking Lot is redesigned to account for the reduced surface parking area of the 
Central Parking Lot.  Construction of a subterranean parking structure closer to the roadway 
may also necessitate redesign of the currently proposed drainage features and would likely 
require additional grading to reposition the features elsewhere on site.   
 
All other project design features would remain consitent with the currently proposed project 
and would result in the same amount of overall development.   

 

6.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a.  Aesthetics. This alternative would have the same number of buildings as compared 
with the proposed project and it is assumed that all of the buildings could be maintained in 
their currently proposed configurations.  This would result in the same overall massing for the 
site with respect to building development.   
 
If the surface parking were relocated closer to the roadway, the aesthetic impacts associated 
with that relocation could be greater than those of the proposed project due to increased 
visibility of surface parking.  In addition, construction of an above ground or partial 
subterranean garage built into the hillside, but located closer to the roadway might be visible 
from the roadway would likewise have the potential for adverse visual impacts.  Without 
mitigation this alternative would not meet the project objective of developing a project that is 
aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent land uses and the environment.  These 
impacts could be mitigated to a level that is less than significant with incorporation of design 
features such as landscaping and /or architectural features on a parking structure that would 
help to ensure that the parking is attractive and does not degrade the visual character of the 
site.  Thus, the impact with respect to aesthetics would likely be Class II, significant but 
mitigable for impacts related to alteration of the visual character/visual quality of the site 
(Impact AES-1), whereas the proposed project has Class III, less than significant impacts with 
respect to visual character/visual quality. 
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This alternative, the same as the proposed project, would have Class III, less than significant 
impacts related to scenic resources within view of a State Scenic Highway because the project is 
not visible from such a roadway.  In addition, this alternative would have Class III, less than 
significant impacts related to light and glare due to compliance with City standards, the same 
as with the proposed project.  
 

b.  Biological Resources.  This alternative would avoid affecting about 1,000 Ojai 
navarretia plants on about 0.27 acres, but would necessitate relocation of 23 parking spaces 
under Phase I and may also require relocation of subterranean spaces that are proposed under 
Phase IV.  If the relocation can be accommodated within the northern most portions of the 
property where grading is proposed to occur for road widening, the impacts to biological 
resources would be less than those of the proposed project as the unavoidably significant 
impact associated with removal of the 0.27 acres of Ojai navarretia would be eliminated.  The 
impact would likely be Class II, significant but mitigable with conditions on irrigation and 
management to protect the on-site populations, or would be Class III, less than significant if no 
indirect impacts are likely to occur due to incorporation of a substantial buffer.   
 
Given the road widening project, grade changes, and drainage plans for bio-swales along the 
Agoura Road frontage, it may not be feasible to accommodate parking within the northernmost 
areas of the property.  There is ample additional area to relocate parking on the site, given that 
development is limited to only 12.09 acres of the 66.6 acre-site; however, there are a number of 
other sensitive biological resource areas (see Figure 4.2-4 and Figure 4.2-5) and roofline 
development is not permitted to exceed the 1,100 foot elevation contour.  Enlarging the Central 
Parking Lot westward would affect California buckwheat dominated coastal scrub, and a 
grouping of oaks that is mapped as a sensitive Valley Oak Woodland Alliance [see Figures 4.2-4 
4.2-5, and 4.2-1(a-b)].  Moving the parking lot to the south would affect a different mapped 
sensitive Coast Live Oak Woodland Alliance and additional jurisdictional drainage areas [see 
Figures 4.2-4 4.2-5, and 4.2-1(a-b)].   
 
Increased impacts to California buckwheat dominated coastal sage scrub would be Class III, 
less than significant, the same as with the proposed project (see discussion under Impact BIO-3 
in Section 4.2, Biological Resources); however, additional impacts to Oak Woodland Alliances 
may require mitigation (Class II, significant but mitigable), depending on the extent of the 
impacts (see discussion under Impact BIO-3 in Section 4.2, Biological Resources).  Increased 
impacts to jurisdictional drainages would require additional offset pursuant to mitigation 
measures BIO-4(b-c).   
 
All other impacts related to biolgical resources are likely to be the same as the proposed project: 
Class II, significant but mitigable for sensitive wildlife species (Impact BIO-1); Class II, 
significant but mitigable for jurisdictional drainages (Impact BIO-2); Class III, less than 
significant for wildlife migration corridors (Impact BIO-5); Class II, significant but mitigable for 
protected oak trees (Impact BIO-6); and Class III, less than significant for habitat conservation 
plans (Impact BIO-7). 
 
 c.  Cultural Resources.  This alternative would have similar impacts related to cultural 
resources as compared to the proposed project.  As identified in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, 
the proposed project has the potential to unearth cultural resources during grading.  Similarly, 
this alternative would result in similar ground disturbance and grading extent as the proposed 
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project.  Therefore, impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable.  Mitigation measures 
CR-1(a), CR-1(b), and CR-2 would apply to this alternative.  
 
 d.  Geology and Soils.  Impacts to geology and soils would be similar to those identified 
for the proposed project.  As this alternative would develop all the same phases as identified 
for the proposed project, this alternative would have the same grading extent and slopes which 
include slopes above 1.5:1.  Slopes higher than 1.5:1 have an increased chance of erosion and 
instability.  This would result in the same impacts related to erosion or loss of topsoil and 
impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable.  Mitigation measure GEO-1 would 
apply to this alternative. 
 
 e. Greenhouse Gases.  As indicated in Section 4.3, Greenhouse Gases, the bulk of the 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions associated with the project would come from vehicular 
traffic emissions.  This alternative, having the same density as the proposed project would 
result in the same amount of GHG emissions as compared with the proposed project. Thus, 
impacts would be Class III, less than significant, the same as with the proposed project. 
 
 f.  Hydrology and Water Quality.  This alternative could potentially place development 
closer to the Agoura Road right-of-way, where bio-swales and a bio-detention basin are 
proposed (see Figure 4.6-3).  If parking were to be relocated in this area, the drainage system 
may need to be redesigned as well.  However, it is assumed that engineering and design 
solutions are available that would ensure adequate bio-treatment of stormwater such that 
impacts related to adequacy of onsite treatment facilities (see Impacts HWQ-2 and HWQ-3) 
would not exceed the capacity or treatment requirements of the receiving storm drain system.  
Thus impacts related to site discharge would be Class III, less than significant the same as with 
the proposed project.   In addition, sedimentation impacts during construction (see Impact 
HWQ-1) would remain Class III, less than significant, the same as with the proposed project, 
due to compliance with NPDES general construction permit requirements.   
 
 g.  Other Initial Study Issues.  Additional grading or excavation for a subterranean 
garage under Phase I of this alternative could have additional air quality impacts during 
construction activity.  Increased excavation and soil hauling if subterranean parking is 
constructed would result in increased Phase I construction emissions.  However, as Phase IV 
includes only 5,000 CY of excavation for the subterranean garage, construction of a 
subterranean garage under Phase I in the same location is likely to require a similar amount of 
excavation.  The planned Phase IV construction proposal would allow for the soil to remain 
onsite and be utilized elsewhere in the Phase IV construction; whereas excavation for Phase I 
under this alternative does not include any design features that would require additional fill.  
Thus, it is assumed that these 5,000 CY would need to be transported off-site.  Assuming 20 CY 
of soil per truck, export of 5,000 CY of soil would require about 250 truck trips.  Thus, 
additional emissions from on-road vehicular truck travel would be associated with this 
alternative.  However, the impact would likely be Class II, significant but mitigable with 
requirements for limitations on daily soil hauling.  
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6.3 OJAI NAVARRETIA AVOIDANCE – REDUCED DENSITY  
 

6.3.1 Description 
 
Under the Reduced Density Alternative, development on the project site would be limited to 
that which is proposed to occur in Phases I and II of the proposed project. Therefore, the 
Reduced Density Alternative would consist of 60,750 square feet of development as opposed to 
90,300 square feet of office uses proposed under the proposed project; a difference of 29,550 
square feet. The modern architectural style, sustainable building and design elements, and the 
overall aesthetic concept would be similar to what is proposed under the project. Site 
improvements (e.g., parking and circulation elements, street widening, drainage 
improvements, landscaping) under this alternative would also be similar to those proposed for 
the project except for those improvements that would be required to implement Phases III and 
IV of the project, such as the building pad for the Phase III building, the temporary surface 
parking lot that was proposed to be later replaced by an office building during Phase IV, and 
the subterranean parking structure. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would 
include the widening of Agoura Road, which would require that the easterly debris basin be re-
designed and relocated south of its existing location; and that the westerly debris basin be 
moved and improved to meet current design requirements.   
 
Under this alternative, it is assumed that the northeastern portion of the site that would be 
occupied by the Phase III building under the proposed project could be made available for the 
phase I building, and that 23 parking spaces could be relocated from the currently proposed 
southern portion of the Central Parking Lot to meet the Phase I demands while avoiding the 
Ojai navarretia population (see Figure 2-7 for the Phase III building footprint and Figure 2-4 for 
the Phase I building footprint).   
 
The Reduced Density Alternative would include a 24,000 square-foot office building with 75- 
parking spaces on the eastern portion of the site and a 36,000 square-foot office building with a 
109-space parking lot on the western portion of the site, similar to the proposed project (see 
Figures 2-4 and 2-6). The proposed office buildings would consist of the same uses proposed for 
the project and would reach a maximum height of 35 feet above the ground surface. Similar to 
the project, vehicular access would be provided from two ingress/egress points on Agoura 
Road: the eastern driveway would provide access to the 24,000 square-foot office building and 
parking lot; the western driveway would provide access to the 36,000 square-foot office 
building and parking lot. Like the project, this alternative would also include a funicular and an 
internal cart path to provide connectivity between the eastern and western portions of the site.  
Total site disturbance would be similar to the proposed project. 

 

6.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 

a.  Aesthetics.  This alternative would have fewer buildings than the proposed project 
which would reduce total building massing on the project site.  As mentioned above, this 
alternative would include only the development of Phase I and II of the proposed project.  This 
would reduce the overall visual impacts of the project site from vantage points by preserving 
more open space.  Further, as this alternative would include less development, it would 
consequently have lesser impacts relative to light and glare as compared with the proposed 
project.   
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However, relocation of the east building or surface parking closer to the roadway to avoid the 
Ojai navarretia population and provide an area to accommodate the 23 displaced parking could 
have greater aesthetic impacts as compared with those of the proposed project due to increased 
visibility of surface parking.  Without mitigation this alternative would not meet the project 
objectives of developing a project that is aesthetically and functionally compatible with 
adjacent land uses and the environment, and the ability to build out all four phases of the 
project over time.  These impacts could be mitigated to a level that is less than significant with 
incorporation of design features such as landscaping and/or architectural features on the Phase 
I building that would help to ensure that the visual character of the site is not degraded.  Thus, 
the impact with respect to aesthetics would likely be Class II, significant but mitigable for 
impacts related to alteration of the visual character/visual quality of the site (Impact AES-1), 
whereas the proposed project has Class III, less than significant impacts with respect to visual 
character/visual quality. 
 
This alternative, the same as the proposed project, would have Class III, less than significant 
impacts related to scenic resources within view of a State Scenic Highway because the project is 
not visible from such a roadway.  In addition, this alternative would have Class III, less than 
significant impacts related to light and glare due to compliance with City standards, the same 
as with the proposed project.  
 

b.  Biological Resources.  This alternative would avoid affecting about 1,000 Ojai 
navarretia plants on about 0.27 acres, but would necessitate relocation of 23 parking spaces 
under Phase I.  This alternative would accommodate the relocation within the northeastern 
portion of the property where grading is already proposed to occur (see Figure 2-4).  Thus, the 
impacts to biological resources would be less than those of the proposed project as the 
unavoidably significant impact associated with removal of the 0.27 acres of Ojai navarretia 
would be eliminated.  The impact would likely be Class II, significant but mitigable with 
conditions on irrigation and management to protect the on-site populations, or would be Class 
III, less than significant if no indirect impacts are likely to occur due to incorporation of a 
substantial buffer.   
 
All other impacts related to biolgical resources are likely to be the same as the proposed project: 
Class II, significant but mitigable for sensitive wildlife species (Impact BIO-1); Class II, 
significant but mitigable for jurisdictional drainages (Impact BIO-2); Class III, less than 
significant for wildlife migration corridors (Impact BIO-5); Class II, significant but mitigable for 
protected oak trees (Impact BIO-6); and Class III, less than significant for habitat conservation 
plans (Impact BIO-7). 
 
 c.  Cultural Resources.  This alternative would have similar impacts related to cultural 
resources as compared to the proposed project.  As identified in Section 4.3, Cultural Resources, 
the proposed project has the potential to unearth cultural resources during grading.  Similarly, 
this alternative would result in similar ground disturbance and grading extent as compared 
with the proposed project.  Therefore, impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable.  
Mitigation measures CR-1(a), CR-1(b), and CR-2 would apply to this alternative.  
 
 d.  Geology and Soils.  Impacts to geology and soils would be similar to those identified 
for the proposed project.  As this alternative would develop Phases I and II as identified for the 
proposed project, this alternative would have the same grading extent and slopes which 
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include slopes above 1.5:1.  Slopes higher than 1.5:1 have an increased chance of erosion and 
instability.  This would result in the same impacts related to erosion or loss of topsoil and 
impacts would remain Class II, significant but mitigable.  Mitigation measure GEO-1 would 
apply to this alternative. 
 
 e. Greenhouse Gases.  As indicated in Section 4.3, Greenhouse Gases, the bulk of the 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions associated with the project would come from vehicular 
traffic emissions.  This alternative would result in a reduction of GHG emissions compared to 
the proposed project’s emissions due to the reduction in total development and associated 
vehicular traffic.  This alternative would result in about 30% less development and would 
likewise result in about 30% less greenhouse gas emissions.  Similar to the proposed project, 
impacts would remain Class III, less than significant. 
 
 f.  Hydrology and Water Quality.  This alternative would have similar but slightly 
lower impacts related to hydrology and water quality compared to the proposed project 
because there would be 29,500 sf less building development.  As indicated above, this 
alternative would include Phases I and II of the proposed project which would include 
approximately the same amount of grading, but would not involve excavation of 5,000 CY for 
construction of the subterranean garage under Phase IV.  Therefore, the potential for this 
alternative to result in erosion or sedimentation during construction would be about the same, 
Class III, less than significant the same as the proposed project due to compliance with NPDES 
General Construction Permit requirements (see Impact HWQ-1).  The operational phase of this 
alternative would have incrementally lower impacts than those identified for the proposed 
project as less total development is proposed with respect to stormwater discharge volumes 
and quality (see Impact HWQ-2 and HWQ-3 in Section 4.6, Hydrology and Water Quality).   
 
 g.  Other Initial Study Issues.  This alternative would result in about a 30% reduction in 
office space, which corresponds to about a 30% reduction in trip generation, operational air 
quality emissions from vehicular travel and energy use, about a 30% reduction in water 
consumption, wastewater generation and solid waste generation.  The proposed project had 
impacts that were less than significant for all of these issue areas and this alternative would 
likewise have Class III, less than significant impacts, the same as with the proposed project.  
This project would have about the same impacts related to other issue areas, with the exception 
of construction air quality emissions, due to elimination of emissions associated with building 
construction for Phases III and IV, and elimination of emissions associated with excavation of  
5,000 CY of soil for the subterranean garage.  Nevertheless, it is anticipated that the impact 
would remain Class II, significant but mitigable due to daily PM emissions in excess of the 
thresholds and mitigation measure AQ-1 from the initial study would apply (see initial study in 
Appendix A and Executive Summary, Table ES-1).   

 
6.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 
 
An alternative that would cluster the proposed development on the northwestern portion of the 
project site was also considered but rejected. It was determined that clustering development on 
the developable portion of the western section of the site would increase potential land use and 
visual impacts as compared to the project because existing site-specific conditions (e.g., 
topography, limited "preferred" land area) would likely require that building heights be 
increased beyond that which is permitted by the existing regulations in order to accommodate 
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the building square footage that is proposed under the project. Therefore, this alternative 
would be inconsistent with existing plans and would increase the project visibility from off-site 
locations. The comparative merits of this alternative do not substantiate further consideration. 
 

6.5 ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS 
 
The California Supreme Court, in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990), indicates 
that a discussion of alternative sites is needed if the project “may be feasibly accomplished in a 
successful manner considering the economic, environmental, social, and technological factors 
involved” at another site. 
 
As suggested in Goleta, several criteria form the basis of whether alternative sites need to be 
considered in detail.  These criteria take the form of the following questions: 
 

1. Could the size and other characteristics of another site physically accommodate the 
project? 

2. Is another site reasonably available for acquisition? 
3. Is the timing of carrying out development on an alternative site reasonable for the 

applicant? 
4. Is the project economically feasible on the alternative site? 
5. Is the land use designation of the alternative site compatible with the project? 
6. Does the lead agency have jurisdiction over the alternative site? 
7. Are there any social, technological, or other factors that may make the alternative 

site infeasible? 
 
As discussed above, some factors that may be taken into account when addressing the 
feasibility of alternatives include, in part: site suitability, general plan consistency, other plans 
or regulatory limitations, and whether a proponent can reasonably acquire, control or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). 
The project would be consistent with the land uses envisioned for the project site pursuant to 
existing plans.  
 
Other sites located throughout Agoura Hills could potentially meet some of the criteria 
outlined in the Goleta decision.  However, the project’s primary objectives involve the creation 
of a new LEED-certified campus facility that could be expanded based on the foundation’s 
growth.  Therefore, the project would need a large enough site to develop the project site.  The 
project site represents the only property in the area that is already under the ownership of the 
Applicant and it is not feasible for the applicant to exchange the proposed site for another site 
without financial loss. In addition, other properties large enough to accommodate the project 
are also likely to have a variety of biological constraints due to the location of the City at the 
base of the Santa Monica Mountains. Therefore, an analysis of an alternative that considers 
development of the proposed project on another site is unwarranted. 

 
6.6 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE  

 
As required by CEQA, this section identifies the environmentally superior alternative.  
Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, would avoid all environmental impacts of the 
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proposed project.  Therefore, this alternative would be environmentally superior.  However, 
this alternative would not meet primary objectives of the proposed project, which include the 
following objectives as described in Section 2.6 of Section 2.0, Project Description. 
 

 Develop a project that is aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent uses and 
the environment. 

 Provide an example for future projects to incorporate environmentally sensitive site 
planning and “green” elements that reduce the demand for utilities and the generation of 
solid waste. 

 Develop a project that is consistent with the size and scale of development allowed under 
the Ladyface Specific Plan. 

 Create a headquarters for the Foundation that would facilitate an engaging workspace 
environment that is open and light-filled so as to encourage creativity, collaboration, and 
productivity. 

 To construct a project that is architecturally attractive and achieves the United States 
Green Building Council’s LEED Platinum Certification. 

 To assure through the Development Agreement that the Hilton Foundation will be able to 
build out all four phases of the project over time, and that the City will receive the benefits 
associated with locating the project within its boundaries. 

 
Table 6-2 illustrates an impact comparison of the proposed alternatives and the proposed 
project.  Alternatives 2 and 3 would be inferior to the proposed project as the aesthetic impacts 
associated with locating development closer to the roadway would likely have Class II, 
significant but mitigable impacts as compared with the Class III, less than significant impacts 
associated with the proposed project.  Both Alternatives 2 and 3 would be superior to the 
project with respect to biological resources as both alternatives would avoid the 1,000 Ojai 
navarretia individuals on 0.27 acres, while Alternative 2 could have a greater volume of 
impacts to other sensitive species such as oak woodlands, oak trees and coastal scrub. 
However, these additional impacts to biological resources would either be less than significant 
or mitigable through application of measures that are already applicable under the proposed 
project (see discussion under 6.2.b).  Impacts related to all other issue areas in the initial study 
would be about the same as the proposed project in terms of impact classes, though operational 
effects of Alternative 3 would be about 30% lower due to the reduction in development density 
(see Table 6-2). 
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Table 6-2 

Impact Comparison of Alternatives 
a

 

Issue 

Proposed 

Project Impact 

Classification 
b
 

Alternative 1:  

No Project 

Alternative 2: 

Ojai navarretia 

Avoidance - 

Parking Lot 

Redesign 

Alternative 3: 

Ojai navarretia 

Avoidance - 

Reduced Density 

Aesthetics III + - / = - / = 

Biological Resources II + + / = + / = 

Cultural Resources II + = = 

Geology and Soils II + = = 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

III + = = 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

III - = = 

Other Initial Study Issues 

II for construction 
air quality and III 
for all other issue 

areas 

+ =  = 

+ Superior to the proposed project (reduced level of impact) 
- Inferior to the proposed project (increased level of impact) 
= Similar level of impact to the proposed project 

 

Based on the preceding discussion and the information summarized in Table 6-2, Alternatives 2 
and 3 both have increased aesthetic impacts and decreased biological resource impacts.  These 
alternatives would both eliminate the Class I unavoidably significant impact associated with 
removal of the Ojai navarretia.  However, these two alternatives would also have increased 
aesthetic impacts associated with placing development closer to the roadway. These increased 
aesthetic impacts would likely be considered Class II, significant but mitigable under CEQA.  
Therefore, both Alternatives 2 and 3 would be considered superior to the proposed project in 
the short term, but may be equivalent to the project in the long term provided the mitigation for 
Ojai navarretia is successful.   
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8.0  ADDENDA and ERRATA/ 
COMMENTS and RESPONSES 

 

8.1 ADDENDA and ERRATA 
 
The changes incorporated into this EIR involve clarifications resulting from comments received 
from the applicant, staff, and the public.   
 
This section of the Final EIR for the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus 
Project presents modifications to the Draft EIR text based on comments received and the City’s 
responses, which are included below in Section 8.2.  Deletions are noted by strikeout and 
insertions by underline. Individual typographical corrections are not specifically stated.  
 

Initial Study 
 
Page 18, Paragraph 1 - AQ-1 Dust Control.  The applicant shall prepare a construction 

Management Plan for Phase I and Phase II construction activities to control 
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.  At a minimum, the Plan shall include the 
following dust control measures. 

 
The simultaneous disturbance area shall be minimized as much as possible. 

The proposed project shall comply with SCAQMD established minimum 
requirements for construction activities to reduce fugitive dust and PM 
emissions. 

A plan to control fugitive dust through implementation of best available control 
measures shall be prepared and submitted to the City for approval prior to the 
issuance of grading permits.  The plan shall specify the dust control measures to 
be implemented.  Such measures may include, but are not limited to the 
following: 

a) Application of soil stabilizers to inactive areas; 

b) Preparation of a high wind dust control plan and implement plan 
elements with termination of soil disturbance when winds exceed 25 
mph; 

c) Stabilization of previously disturbed areas if subsequent construction 
is delayed; and  

d) Covering all stockpiles with tarps. 

The project proponent shall comply with all applicable SCAQMD Rules and 
Regulations including Rule 403, ensuring the clean up of construction-related 
dirt on approach routes to the site.  Rule 403 prohibits the release of fugitive dust 
emissions from any active operation, open storage pile or disturbed surface area 
visible beyond the property line of the emission source.  Particulate matter on 
public roadways is also prohibited.   
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Adequate watering techniques shall be employed to mitigate the impact of 
construction-related dust particulates.  Portions of the site that are undergoing 
surface earth moving operations shall be watered such that a crust will be 
formed on the ground surface, and then watered again at the end of each day.  
Watering of exposed surfaces and haul roads two times per day is required. 

Any vegetative cover planted on site shall be planted as soon as practicable to 
reduce the disturbed area subject to wind erosion.  Irrigation systems required 
for these plants shall be installed as soon as practicable to maintain good ground 
cover and to minimize wind erosion of the soil. 

Any construction access roads (other than temporary access roads) shall be 
paved as soon as possible and cleaned after each workday.  The maximum 
vehicle speed on unpaved roads shall be 15 mph.   

 

Executive Summary 
 
Page ES-1, Paragraph 2 - 
 
PROJECT IMPACTS 

 
As proposed, the proposed project would result in one unavoidable significant impact (Impact 
BIO-2, Implementation of the proposed project could reduce the species population, reduce 
habitat, and restrict reproductive capacity of endangered, threatened, or rare plant species.).  All 
other project impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels.  A summary of 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and residual impacts is provided in Table ES-1. 
 
Page ES-1, Paragraph 4 - This alternative assumes that the project is not constructed.  This 
alternative would reduce impacts in every issue area as no development would occur; however, 
this alternative would not achieve the applicant’sproject’s objectives.   
 
Page ES-2, Paragraph 2 - This alternative would eliminate the Project’s Class I, unavoidably 
significant impact associated with removal of Ojai navarretia; however, this alternative would 
place development closer to Agoura Road, which would increase the potential for adverse 
aesthetic impacts, and would not meet the project objective of developing a project that is 
aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent land uses and the environment. 
 
Page ES-2, Paragraph 5 - This alternative would eliminate the Project’s Class I, unavoidably 
significant impact associated with removal of Ojai navarretia; however, this alternative would 
place development closer to Agoura Road, which would increase the potential for adverse 
aesthetic impacts, and would not meet the project objectives of developing a project that is 
aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent land uses and the environment, and the 
ability to build out all four phases of the project over time.   
 

Section 1.0 Introduction 
 
Page 1-4, Paragraph 4 – There are responsible agencies The Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District is a responsible agency for the project.   
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Section 2.0 Project Description 
 
Page 2-4, Paragraph 1 – The proposed project’s total development footprint would be limited to 
approximately 13.5 acres, with on-site development of 12.09 acres (or 18%) of the 66.6-acre 
project site), and an additional 1.4 acres of grading that would occur within the right-of-way 
and easement.  This includes the disturbance within the subject property, and does not include 
development footprint within the Agoura Road right-of-way or the off-site easement for the 
eastern access driveway.  An additional 1.4 acres of grading would occur within the right-of-
way and easement.   
 

Section 3.0 Environmental Setting 
 
Page 3-2, Paragraph 6 – The project’s development footprint would be limited to approximately 
12.09 acres or 18% of the 66.6 acre project site.  The proposed project’s total development 
footprint would be limited to approximately 13.5 acres, with on-site development of 12.09 acres 
(or 18%) of the 66.6-acre project site), and an additional 1.4 acres of grading that would occur 
within the right-of-way and easement.   
 

Section 4.1 Aesthetics 
 
Page 4.1-13, Paragraph 5 – The proposed grading plan has been designed to maintain 
manufactured slopes at a ratio of 2:1 or flatter, with the exception of the central cut slope to 
accommodate the widening of Agoura Road, which is proposed at a 1.75:1 slope. 
 
The proposed 1.75:1 2:1 road cut would not exceed the 2:1 maximum slope requirement set 
forth in the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan for projects seeking the density levels allowed 
under Scenario 2-A.  In addition, The two road cuts and one slope along the western access 
driveway would not exceed slope height gradient requirements set forth in the Specific Plan.  
With discretionary approval of this Building Code deviation, the project would be compatible 
with requirements of the Specific Plan. 
 
Page 4.1-13, Paragraph 6 – They would be shifted to the south and regarded; the western slope 
would be re-graded at a 2:1 slope and the central road cut would be graded at a 1.75:1 2:1 slope. 
 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
 
Page 4.2-32, Paragraph 4, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a – On-site restoration is preferred, with 
off-site preservation permitted only if the applicant demonstrates that on-site preservation is 
either not feasible or not as likely to be successful. 

 
Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
 
Page 4.2-32, Paragraph 5, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a – The Restoration Plan shall identify 
several on-site locations for replanting (in the event that one area doesn’t achieve specified 
success criteria work).  The Applicant shall maintain and monitor the plants for a minimum of 
seven years. 
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Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
 
Page 4.2-33, Paragraph 2, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a – The Applicant shall implement the 
approved off-site preservation and monitor the population for a minimum of seven years.   
 
Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
 
Page 4.2-33, Paragraph 3, Mitigation Measure BIO-2b – Prior to fuel modification activities 
within habitat known to contain the Federally-listed as threatened Agoura Hills dudleya (see 
Figure 4.2-1), a qualified biologist shall locate and flag Agoura Hills dudleya within the fuel 
modification zone, and shall demarcate an appropriate buffer(s) of at least 10 feet and 
develop/implement protocols in consultation with the Los Angeles County Fire Department 
that would protect the species from direct or inadvertent harm during fuel modification 
activities, while meeting fire protection requirements. The qualified biologist shall monitor all 
fuel modification activities within these areas.  Upon completion of each fuel modification 
effort, the biological monitor shall remove flagging used to demarcate the locations of Agoura 
Hills dudleya. 
 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
 
Page 4.2-37, Paragraph 3, Mitigation Measure BIO-4a – The applicant shall (prior to issuance 
of grading permits) consult with CDFG, USACE, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) and obtain applicable permits for the proposed impacts to jurisdictional waters. 
 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
 
Page 4.2-37, Paragraph 3, Mitigation Measure BIO-4b – Federal and State protected waters and 
riparian habitat shall be replaced at a minimum ratio of 2/1 of habitat, at the same or greater 
quality, for every 1.0 acre removed.  Replacement shall be at an Agoura Hills Planning and 
Community Development Department approved location or by providing adequate funding for 
the replacement of suitable equivalent habitat to an organization currently conducting 
restoration of habitat.  The organization and its activities are to be approved by an Agoura Hills 
Planning and Community Development Department approved biologist prior to issuance of 
grading permits. 
 
 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
 
Page 4.2-39, Paragraph 3, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 Implementation of the proposed project 
will result in the disturbance or loss of protected oak trees protected by the City’s Oak Tree 
Preservation Guidelines.  This is considered a Class II, significant but mitigable impact. 

 
Of the 243 protected oak trees identified within 200 feet of the development footprint that meet 
the criteria specified in the City’s Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, the proposed project over 
all four phases would remove 36 protected oak trees including 16 valley oak trees and 20 coast 
live oak trees. An additional 32 protected oak trees would be encroached upon within their 
canopies y and protected root zones. Fuel modification activities would be limited to removal 
of deadwood in the canopies and would not substantially impact protected oak trees within 
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fuel modification zones.  Table 4.2-5 presents impacts by project phase to protected oak trees 
within the limits of disturbance, the western debris cone, and the fuel modification zone.  
Please note that the impacts during Phase II includes the removal of one landmark tree 
(diameter greater than 36 inches).  Impacts to protected trees are considered a significant, but 
mitigable impact. 
 
Of the 113 scrub oaks surveyed, there are a total of 33 impacted (29 removals and 4 protection 
zone).  The canopy area of the 29 oak trees proposed for removal 29 removed oak canopy area 
totals 5,660 square feet (sf).  Although there are four phases of development in the proposed 
project (two phases of mass grading) all 33 scrub oaks would be affected during Phase II 
grading.  The required widening of Agoura Road and eastern and western debris cones will not 
affect any scrub oaks. 
 

Table 4.2-5.  Impacts to Protected Oak Trees by Project Phase * 

Affected Trees Tree 
Removals/Encroachments 

Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV 

Valley Oak Trees Removed 5 11 0 0 

Coast Live Oak Trees Removed 5 15 0 0 

Scrub Oaks Removed 0 29 0 0 

Valley Oak Trees Encroached 
Upon** 

1 5 0 0 

Coast Live Oak Encroached Upon** 8 18 0 0 

Scrub Oaks Encroached Upon** 0 4 0 0 

* Source: Stantec, June 2010 in Envicom BTR, August 2010.  Grading limits include project grading and 
limits of western debris cone. 
** Includes impact to Canopy and Root Protection Zone or Root Protection Zone only. 

 

Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
 
Page 4.2-41, Paragraph 3 - The following replacements have been identified in the oak 

tree report (August 2010). 
 

 (13) 15-gallon trees 

 (7221) 24-inch box trees 

 (3624) 36-inch box trees 

 (62) 48-inch box trees 

 (220) 60-inch box trees 

 4449” of additional trunk diameter 

 (7257) 15-gallon scrub oaks 
(The replacement trees noted above are required to equal at least 669 inches of coast 
live or valley oak trunk diameter) 
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Section 4.4 Geology and Soils 
 
Page 4.4-5, Paragraph 6,– GEO-1 Erosion Control Measures.  The Applicant’s Contractor shall 
provide erosion control measures, when necessary, during all phases of grading and prior to 
the completion and construction of permanent drainage controls for all phases of construction. 
Measures may include but are not limited to slope protection measures such as netting, 
landscaping, hydroseeding, temporary drainage control facilities such as retention areas and 
sandbagging, etc.   
 

Section 4.5 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
Page 4.5-5, Paragraph 6,– 
 

Section 6.0 Alternatives 
 
Page 6-2, Paragraph 1 – Additionally, the ability of each alternative to achieve some or all of the 
project objectives shall be addressed.  As previously identified in Section 2.6, Project Objectives, 
the following list provides a synopsis of the objectives and goals of the proposed project, as 
required by Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines: 
 

 Develop a project that is aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent uses and 
the environment. 

 Provide an example for future projects to incorporate environmentally sensitive site 
planning and “green” elements that reduce the demand for utilities and the generation of 
solid waste. 

 Develop a project that is consistent with the size and scale of development allowed under 
the Ladyface Specific Plan. 

 Create a headquarters for the Foundation that would facilitate an engaging workspace 
environment that is open and light-filled so as to encourage creativity, collaboration, and 
productivity. 

 To construct a project that is architecturally attractive and achieves the United States 
Green Building Council’s LEED Platinum Certification. 

 To assure through the Development Agreement that the Hilton Foundation will be able to 
build out all four phases of the project over time, and that the City will receive the benefits 
associated with locating the project within its boundaries. 

 

Section 6.2.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Page 6-3, Paragraph 6 – Without mitigation this alternative would not meet the project objective 
of developing a project that is aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent land uses 
and the environment.   
 

Section 6.3.2 Impact Analysis 
 
Page 6-7, Paragraph 1 – Without mitigation this alternative would not meet the project objective 
of developing a project that is aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent land uses 
and the environment.   
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8.2 COMMENTS and RESPONSES 
 
This section includes comments received during the circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project EIR (SCH# 
2010071025), responses to the comments on the Draft EIR, and corrections to the EIR, where 
warranted, based on information provided by commenters relative to the proposed project and its 
environmental effects.   
 
The Draft EIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period that began on October 20, 2010 
and concluded on December 6, 2010.  The City received 12 comment letters on the Draft EIR.  
The commenter and the page number on which each commenter’s letter appears are listed 
below. 
 

Letter No. and Commenter Page No. 
1. Las Virgenes Water District 8-8 

2. Save Open Space 8-12 

3. County of Los Angeles, Sheriff’s Department 8-19 

4. Dr. & Mrs. Mitchell Pelter 8-21 

5. Mike & Sue Davis 8-23 

6. Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains 8-25 

7. California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish and 
Game 

8-37 

8. Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 8-41 

9. United States Department of Interior, National Park Service 8-45 

10. United States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 8-10 

11. Envicom Corporation 8-58 

12. County of Ventura, Public Works Agency 8-62 
 
The comment letters and responses follow.  Each comment letter has been numbered 
sequentially and each separate issue raised by the commenter, if more than one, has been 
assigned a number.  The responses to each comment identify first the number of the comment 
letter, and then the number assigned to each issue (Response 1.1, for example, indicates that the 
response is for the first issue raised in comment Letter 1).  
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Letter1 
 
COMMENTER: Neal L. Clover, Las Virgenes Water District 
 
DATE:   November 1, 2010 
 
Response 1.1 
 
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not address the use of recycled water for 
landscape irrigation as a means to offset the project’s potable water demand of almost 12-acre 
feet per year.  The Initial Study prepared for the proposed project determined that the Las 
Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD), which purchases all of its potable water from the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), will have sufficient water supply to 
meet the project’s project demand; the project’s demand is conservatively estimated at 0.07-0.08 
percent of the region’s total water supply over the next 20 years.  The Initial Study’s conclusion 
that the proposed project would have less than significant impacts on water supply was based 
upon the fact that MWD consistently managed its existing water supplies through the 
preparation of water resource plans, such as the Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan 
and Integrated Resources Plan.  These studies have confirmed 100 percent reliability of water 
supply for at least a 20-year planning period.  MWD has maintained its supply reliability in the 
face of such uncertainties in the past, and is actively managing its supplies to ensure the same 
100 percent reliability for the future.  As a result, no changes to the EIR are warranted.  The City 
of Agoura Hill has indicated that recycled water is available for the proposed project and will 
be requiring connection to this infrastructure as a condition of project approval.    
 
Response 1.2 
 
The commenter requests consideration of dual plumbing for sanitary fixtures (potable and 
recycled).   This comment is noted.  There is a high likelihood that the project design will 
include dual plumbing fixtures, as part of its goal to achieve a LEED Platinum Certification. As 
a result, no changes to the EIR are warranted.   
 
Response 1.3 
 
The commenter indicates that approval of the project’s plan should include low fixtures. This 
comment is noted. 
 
Response 1.4 
 
The commenter indicates that approval of the project’s plan should include native plants as 
part of the proposed landscaping, along with water efficient landscape techniques.  The 
majority of the landscaped plantings will be native species that are not tolerant of the elevated 
levels of salts typically found in reclaimed water.  Therefore, reclaimed water will likely not be 
applied directly.  The applicant intends to irrigate with reclaimed water mixed with either 
potable water or rainwater collected on-site to dilute the salt content prior to application.  The 
analysis of the proposed water demand provided in the Draft EIR conservatively assumed that 
landscaped areas would be irrigated with potable water. 
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Response 1.5 
 
The commenter states that use of recycled water is required during construction activities such 
as grading.  As stated above, the City of Agoura Hills standard conditions of approval require 
the use of recycled water where available.  The City has confirmed the availability of recycled 
water within Agoura Road, which is adjacent to the project site’s northern boundary.  No 
changes to the EIR are warranted.   
 
Response 1.6 
 
The commenter references the need for the project to pay connection fees.  The comment is 
noted. The City will require the payment of connection fees prior to issuance of building 
permits.  No changes to the EIR are warranted.   
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Letter 2 
 
COMMENTER: Mary E. Wiesbrock, Save Open Space 
 
DATE:   November 3, 2010 
 
Response 2.1 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the EIR’s aesthetics section is inadequate, due to its 
omission of more precise architectural details.  In addition, the commenter opines that the 
buildings do not blend into the mountainside.  The aesthetics analysis contained within the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is based in part on: (1) the project characteristics 
described in Section 2.0, Project Description, (2) discussions and analysis in the Technical 
Background Report prepared for the project (Envicom Corporation, March 2009), and (3) visual 
simulations prepared by RRM Design Group.  DEIR Section 4.1Aesthetics does not contain a 
discussion of the proposed project’s architectural details.  Architectural information is provided 
in EIR Section 2.0 Project Description, which contains the following architectural information:    
 

 Page 2-10, Figure 2-5, provides an architectural rendering of the Phase 1 Building; and   

 Page 2-14, 2-15, Sustainable Design Elements, provides a description of modern building 
design elements intended to achieve a LEED Platinum Certification.   

 
To further illustrate the project’s architectural details, additional visual simulations prepared by 
the project architect have been included as Figures 8-1, 8-2, 8-3, and 8-4.  These additional 
illustrations illustrate exterior building treatments, landscape design, massing, etc.   
 
DEIR Section 4.1 Aesthetics utilized criteria established by CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G and 
other applicable regulatory documents, including the City of Agoura Hills General Plan 
Natural Resources Chapter, and the City of Agoura Hills Ladfyface Mountain Specific Plan to 
determine the project’s anticipated level of aesthetic impact.  View simulations along with a 
qualitative view preservation policy consistency analysis formed the basis for determining 
whether or not the proposed project blended into the hillside.  The view simulations were 
prepared using a combination of site photographs and existing topographic data (1-foot 
contour resolution), proposed grading, elevations for Phase I development, and massing 
models for Phases II, III, and IV.  The simulations illustrate the project’s potential to: (1) 
incrementally alter the existing visual character of the site from Agoura Road and from off-site 
areas north of the US 101 Freeway, (2) substantially damage scenic resources, including trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway, and (3) introduce 
lighting and glare in an area that currently contains vacant land.  Based upon this information, 
aesthetic impacts were considered less than significant.  
 
The City of Agoura Hills’ architectural standards do not require the use of a specific 
architectural vernacular in order to achieve consistency with the applicable view preservation 
policies contained with the General Plan, and Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.  To the 
contrary, less subjective design elements such as building height, prohibition of development to 
below the 1,100 foot elevation, use of exterior building materials and colors compatible with the 
natural environment, adequate setbacks, and preservation of the natural terrain and overall 
viewshed were utilized to determine the level of aesthetic impact.  Nevertheless, the figures 
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City of Agoura Hills 
 

superimpose detailed computer generated renderings of the proposed Phase I building against 
the site’s terrain/vegetation model. This illustration further confirms that the project’s 
modernistic architectural elements are consistent with the view preservation policies adopted 
by the City of Agoura Hills. 
 
Response 2.2 
 
The commenter requests that the EIR discuss major departures from Agoura Hills architectural 
standards.  The architecture of the building has been designed to work as a functional system 
that increases the efficiency and comfort of the work space environment, and reduces the 
typical demand for utilities such as electricity and off-site storm water runoff and treatment.  
Although the project does not look like any other building within the City, it has been designed 
to be consistent with the City’s architectural and visual resource protection standards and 
would not result in a significant adverse impact on the visual character of Ladyface Mountain 
or any other scenic vista.  Based upon all of the project information provided to date, aesthetic 
impacts were considered less than significant.  
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Northeast Elevation
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Section 8.0  Response to Comments

Figure 8-1
City of Agoura Hills

Source:  Zimmer Gunsul Frasca Architects LLP, November, 2010.
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Looking Southwest

Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project

Section 8.0  Response to Comments

Figure 8-2
City of Agoura Hills

Source:  Zimmer Gunsul Frasca Architects LLP, November 2010.
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From Agoura Road

Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project

Section 8.0  Response to Comments

Figure 8-3
City of Agoura Hills

Source:  Zimmer Gunsul Frasca Architects LLP, November 2010.
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Entry Walk

Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project

Section 8.0  Response to Comments

Figure 8-4
City of Agoura Hills

Source:  Zimmer Gunsul Frasca Architects LLP, November 2010.
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Letter 3 
 
COMMENTER: Gary T. K. Tse, County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department 
 
DATE:   November 4, 2010 
 
Response 3.1 
 
The commenter concurs with the analysis presented in the DEIR.  No response is required. 
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Letter 4 
 
COMMENTER: Dr. & Mrs. Mitchell Pelter 
 
DATE:   November 18, 2010 
 
Response 4.1 
 
The commenter states his objection to the proposed project and other developments proposed 
and/or built in the City of Agoura Hills.  This comment letter does not contain any specific 
comments related to the EIR and therefore no response is provided.   
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Letter 5 
 
COMMENTER: Mike & Sue Davis 
 
DATE:   November 20, 2010 
 
Response 5.1 
 
The commenter encourages City leaders to consider a different perspective on the Hilton 
project.  The office space to be provided by this project over an estimated 25-year period is 
intended for the private use of the applicant.  The location of the contractors that will be used to 
build the project have not been determined at this time.  As discussed on page 34 of the Initial 
Study (Appendix A of the DEIR) of the 120 new jobs that would be created upon build-out of 
all four phases of the project, it is estimated that approximately one-half would result in new 
residents to the City.   
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    23 November 2010 

 

Doug Hooper 

Assistant Director of Community Development 

City of Agoura Hills 

Planning and Community Development Department 

30001 Ladyface Court 

Agoura Hills, CA  91301 

dhooper@ci.agoura-hills.ca.us 

 
RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation 

        Headquarters Campus Project 

 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

 

The Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains (RCDSMM) appreciates the 

opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Conrad N. 

Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project in the City of Agoura Hills.  As a reviewing 

and resource agency in the Santa Monica Mountains, the RCDSMM is actively involved in 

monitoring local and endangered species within the Santa Monica Mountains as well as water 

quality monitoring and restoration efforts to improve the health of the Malibu Creek watershed 

and surrounding areas.  In addition to reviewing the draft EIR, RCDSMM staff has attended a 

public presentation of the project, and we have been impressed by the clear intention of the 

applicant to develop an environmentally exemplary project, which to a great extent, particularly 

in the building systems/energy conservation area, has been realized in the design.   

 

We offer the following comments as resource conservationists in order to help the applicant to 

fully realize those intentions and their project objectives in their final EIR and specific design 

and phasing proposal.  

 

Two significant categories of resource impacts exist in the proposed design, one comprehensive, 

and the other specific: 

 

1. The direct impact of development footprint on the site’s Ojai navarretia population 

2. Overall quantity of hardscape and associated drainage impacts. 

 

We suggest that both of these could be addressed in a version of Alternative 3 that we hope to 

see developed in significant detail in the final EIR.  

 

8-25

pcalderwood
Oval

pcalderwood
Text Box
Letter 6



 

  - 2 - 

 

 

Alternative 3 (Reduced Density) would result in less total developed area (29,550 square 

feet), avoid impact to the rare and sensitive Ojai navarretia population, and would have the 

least amount of impact overall while still allowing for the applicant to achieve their 

objectives.  The overall Greenhouse Gas Emissions would be reduced (by about 30% 

according to the EIR) under this alternative due to a reduction in total development and 

vehicular traffic.  The impacts to hydrology and water quality from stormwater discharge 

volumes and quality would be less due to the reduction in 29,550 sq ft. of building area and 

the exclusion of the excavation of 5,000 CY for the subterranean garage proposed to occur 

under Phase IV of the current project proposal.  This alternative would also result in about 

30% less water consumption, wastewater generation and solid waste generation.  This said, 

many impacts to biological resources, greenhouse gases, and hydrology and water quality 

under both the proposed project and Alternative 3 remain:  specifically, the direct and 

indirect impacts that would result from the development of buildings and parking lots on 

the property, which lies on the base of the north side of Ladyface Mountain, a defining 

geographic feature of Agoura Hills. 

 

Although Alternative 2 appears to provide protection of the population of Ojai navarretia 

(Navarretia ojaiensis) found on site, it seems likely that in the long-term this alternative will 

have equal, and possibly greater environmental impacts compared to the proposed project due to 

the need for relocating 23 parking spaces elsewhere.  Relocation of 23 parking spaces could 

result in additional excavated hillside for a subterranean parking level or could disturb some 

other potentially important habitat area on site.  Relocation of these spaces might also make it 

necessary to reconfigure parking structures during subsequent phases of development, which 

might result in additional impacts due to increased subterranean or surface parking.  However, 

replacement of larger, dispersed areas of impervious surface parking with narrower, multi-level 

structured parking at the extreme north of the property might reduce the total impervious surface 

area of the project significantly.  And since the majority of the slope along Agoura Road is to be 

re-graded with visible hard drainage elements incorporated in all the proposals save the no-build 

alternative, co-locating a parking structure within the north slope, if designed with a sensitivity 

comparable to the other (LEED Platinum-rated) architectural elements proposed in the project 

could better serve the stated objectives of the applicant to both “develop a project that is 

aesthetically and functionally compatible with adjacent land uses and the environment, and 

provide further “example for future projects to incorporate environmentally sensitive site 

planning and “green” elements….”   

 
Given that Alternative 2 may increase or decrease project impacts, further information on the 

relocation of the 23 spaces from the Central Parking Lot and subsequent reconfiguration of the 

other parking lots is needed in order to determine whether this Alternative is viable.  While the 

same is true of Alternative 3, the potential for this alternative in its most sensitive configuration 

is superior to that of Alternative 2, given that it would provide the minimum amount of overall 
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impervious surface, retain the greatest amount of contiguous open space, and all of the most 

sensitive habitat areas, whilst having the least amount of greenhouse gas emissions. 

 

One possible alternative to consider is to utilize porous pavers or other permeable paving 

materials to reduce runoff, enhance groundwater recharge and still achieve the required number 

of parking spaces. 

 

Biological Resources 

Ojai navarretia  

Navarretia ojaiensis is extremely rare, with only two known locations in the Santa Monica 

Mountains, and few other locations within Ventura County (Magney 2010). It has recently been 

added to the California Native Plant Society list 1B (Plants Rare and Endangered in California 

and elsewhere) and is eligible for formal listing under both the federal and state Endangered 

Species Act.  There are no known examples of successful restoration of this species and its 

extreme rarity suggests that the complex suite of environmental factors that sustain the small 

niche populations is quite specific and difficult to replicate.  

 

Although the current proposal includes a restoration plan for Ojai navarretia, there is no 

guarantee that this plan will succeed in actually mitigating for the loss of this extremely rare 

population due to development.  Therefore, every effort should be made to avoid any removal of 

or impacts to the population of Ojai navarretia on the site.  Alternative 3 is the best proposed 

option in terms of protecting the Ojai navarettia, as it would avoid direct impacts on the 

population that is currently located on the development site and no mitigation would be 

necessary, provided that grading of adjacent areas is configured in a manner that would maintain 

the existing drainage patterns in, and shading of, the Ojai navarettia area. 

 

Oak Woodlands/Individual Oak Trees 

Although mitigation ratios for impacts to individual trees and woodlands are addressed in the 

Biological Resources section, results of previous oak tree restoration plantings indicates that 

planting acorns and saplings, rather than boxed trees results in better root establishment and long 

term viability.  Instead of planting 24 or 36-inch box oaks, we recommend that two or more 

saplings (under 1 gallon) be required per inch diameter of oaks lost to development.  A 

monitoring and maintenance plan for a minimum of 10 years should be implemented to ensure 

that the individual replacement plantings become established and self-sustaining.  To mitigate 

short-term aesthetic impacts, additional box trees may be provided, but should not be relied upon 

for successful Oak Woodland regeneration. 

 

In addition, the EIR does not discuss the ecosystem function and ecological services loss 

associated with the removal of the oak woodland for the proposed project and each alternative.  

Oak trees and woodlands provide substantial economic benefits that can be estimated and used to 

develop a cost/benefit analysis for each alternative.  Furthermore, neither the Biological 

Resources nor the Greenhouse Gas Emissions sections discuss the loss of carbon sequestration 
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provided by oaks, as described in (CA Forest Protocol 2009).  Given that this project is 

committed to the significant effort required to achieve LEED platinum standards for the building, 

it makes sense that the site impacts associated with the building should meet equally high 

standards.  At minimum, the EIR should address the following questions:  

 How much sequestered carbon dioxide will be released if the live trees over five 

inches or greater DBH (including roots), standing dead trees, or downed woody 

debris are burned or otherwise disposed? 

 How much potential carbon dioxide sequestration over the next 100 years will be lost 

as a result of the proposed conversion? 

 How will the loss of the oak woodlands and the carbon sequestration they provide be 

mitigated? 

 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

The project is located within the Malibu Creek Watershed (MCW), which is listed as impaired 

by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Therefore, any additional runoff and pollution 

from the proposed development is of serious concern.  Runoff on the property is currently 

channeled from two natural drainages via storm drains to Lindero Creek, which eventually 

connects to Medea Creek and then into Malibu Creek.  Given that water quality in Lindero Creek 

and within the MCW is already impaired, additional impacts from erosion, alteration of 

drainages and input of pollutants during and following development need to be actively managed 

using appropriate Best Management Practices, and monitored over time to ensure compliance. 

While we acknowledge the proposed drainage swales and infiltration basins of the proposal and 

alternatives, more quantitative information on amount of runoff and natural treatment strategies 

should be provided. 

 

The information found in Table 4.6-3 compares the pre and post development runoff only. How 

much additional runoff is anticipated once all buildings and hardscapes are in place as proposed? 

How much of that will be retained and used for irrigation?  Additional information regarding the 

proposed percolation/retention basins would clarify the extent of hydrologic regime change 

anticipated across the site. 

 

Additionally, the opportunity for showcasing state of the art rainwater harvesting across the 

entire built environment, and not solely related to the buildings would help meet the stated goal 

of integrating green technology throughout the project.  The reduction of potable water needed to 

meet landscaping needs should also be highlighted. 

 

Summary 

The project site, located at the base of the north side of Ladyface Mountain, represents an 

important ecological and resource and is a gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains.  We urge the 

City of Agoura Hills to seriously consider and prioritize the ecological resources and ecosystem 
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functioning of the habitats found within and around the proposed development site and to act in a 

manner that will best conserve and protect these precious resources.  We look forward to 

reviewing the Final EIR and are available to answer any questions regarding our suggestions. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Clark Stevens AIA, APA 

Executive Officer 

Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains (RCDSMM) 

 

Jenna Krug 

Conservation Biologist 

RCDSMM 

 

CC: Rosi Dagit, Senior Conservation Biologist, RCDSMM 

Woody Smeck 

Joe Edminston 
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Letter 6 
 
COMMENTER: Clark Stevens, Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica 

Mountains 
 
DATE:   November 23, 2010 
 
Response 6.1 
 
The commenter states that Alternative 3 would result in less total developed area (29,550 square 
feet), avoid impacts to the rare and sensitive Ojai navarretia population, and would have the 
least amount of impact overall while still achieving the project objectives.  In addition the 
commenter states that Alternative 3 and the proposed project would still impact biological 
resources, greenhouse gas concentrations, and hydrology and water quality, specifically from 
the development of buildings and parking lots.  EIR Section 6.3.2 Alternatives, and Table 6-2: 
Impact Comparisons of Alternatives determined that the environmental impacts associated 
with Alternative 3 could have increased aesthetic impacts (due to the location of buildings 
closer to Agoura Road) and decreased biological impacts (due to the avoidance of 1,000 Ojai 
navarretia).  In addition, the impact analysis prepared for Alternative 3 determined that all 
other impacts would be proportionally reduced.  The incremental (30 percent) reduction would 
still result in less than significant project impacts for all other impact categories.  Therefore, as 
illustrated in Table 6-2, a similar level of overall environmental impact would be result if 
Alternative 3 were adopted in place of the proposed project. No changes to the EIR are 
necessary.   
 
Response 6.2 
 
The commenter states that Alternative 2 appears to protect the population of Ojai navarretia 
found on-site, but the long-term impacts would likely be equal or greater than the proposed 
project’s anticipated impacts due to the need for relocating 23 parking spaces elsewhere on site. 
 In addition, the commenter states that the relocation could require additional hillside 
excavation for a subterranean parking area or could disturb other potentially important habitat 
on site. Therefore, the commenter recommends replacement of the larger dispersed areas of 
impervious parking with narrower, multi-level structured parking at the extreme northern 
portion of the property as a way to develop a project that is aesthetically and functionally 
compatible with adjacent land uses and the environment, and would serve as a good example 
of environmentally sensitive site planning.  DEIR Section 6.2.1: Alternatives, and Table 6-2: 
Impact Comparisons of Alternatives determined that the environmental impacts associated 
with Alternative 2 could have increased aesthetic impacts (due to the relocation of the parking 
lot closer to Agoura Road) and reduced biological impacts (due to the avoidance of 1,000 Ojai 
navarretia plants).  Environmental impacts to cultural resources, geology and soils, greenhouse 
gasses, and hydrology and water quality were considered similar to the proposed project. In 
addition, DEIR Section 6.2.2(b) analyzed the potential impacts resulting from the relocation of 
parking areas to the northernmost areas of the property.  Parking lot relocation to the 
northernmost areas of the property was considered potentially infeasible given the current 
plans for road widening, grade changes, and bio-swale drainage improvements.  As illustrated 
in Table 6-2, a similar level of overall environmental impact would be created if Alternative 2 
were adopted in place of the proposed project. No changes to the EIR would be necessary.   
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Response 6.3 
 
The commenter states an opinion that additional information is needed for Alternative 2 to 
determine if the relocation of 23 spaces from the Central Parking Lot is viable.  Alternative 2 
was specifically devised to reduce the impacts on Ojai navarretia to a level that was less than 
significant.  Detailed descriptions of the options for relocating the Central Parking Lot were 
provided in DEIR Section 6.2.1 Alternatives.  The relocation options included, relocation of 
parking lot closer to Agoura Road during Phase 1, development of an above ground parking 
structure during Phase 1, and development of subterranean parking structure during Phase 1.  
Alternative 2 also considered enlarging the parking lot westward, and moving the parking lot 
to the south.  All of these relocation options were considered potentially viable and their 
potential impacts were determined after completing a qualitative and quantitative assessment 
of all available information.  No changes to the EIR would be necessary.   
 
Response 6.4  
 
The commenter requests the use of porous pavers or other permeable paving materials to 
reduce runoff and improve water quality and still achieve the required number of parking 
spaces.  The project proposes to utilize permeable hardscape in courtyards, parking areas and 
cart paths.  Please refer to Section 2.0 Project Description, Page 2-14 for a more detailed 
description of proposed building methods.  Overall, the project design includes 61,250 square 
feet of permeable hardscape surfaces.  To reduce runoff and enhance groundwater recharge, the 
proposed project includes rooftop rainwater collection systems to support landscape irrigation, 
greenroofs, a system of bio-swales to collect, convey and treat runoff from within the 
development footprint, and a naturally vegetated detention basin to store first-flush runoff 
prior to release into the stormdrain system.   
 
Response 6.5 
 
The commenter states that Navarretia ojaiensis is extremely rare, is eligible for formal listing 
under both the federal and state Endangered Species Act, and there are no known examples of 
successful restoration of this species.  The commenter also suggests that the species’ extreme 
rarity is due to the complex suite of environmental factors that sustain the small niche 
populations, and is quite specific and difficult to replicate.  DEIR Section 4.2 Biological Resources 
describes Ojai navarretia as a prostrate annual herb that is typically found in coastal scrub, 
chaparral, and valley and foothill grasslands between 900 and 2,000 feet in elevation.  It is 
currently known from approximately 10 occurrences in the last 40 years, with only 3 new 
accession records from the Consortium of California Herbaria.  Ojai navarretia was observed on 
site in an area of grassland south of the eastern debris basin during focused floristic surveys 
completed by Envicom Corporation during the spring of 2008.  The species’ extreme rarity is 
acknowledged.  While the rareness of the species is not disputed, as evidenced by only 10 
known occurrences and only two occurrences documented in the last 37 years, the documented 
specimen populations have been substantial.  For example, the CDFG Natural Diversity 
Database has identified over 1,000 specimens on the proposed project site, 60, 000 specimens in 
the Newhall Ranch area, and 1,000 specimens found north of Ojai in Stewart Canyon.  Please 
refer to Appendix B for CDFG Natural Diversity Database Reports.    
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Response 6.6 
 
The commenter states that there is no guarantee that the restoration plan for Ojai navarretia 
will succeed in actually mitigating the loss of this extremely rare plant species, and therefore, 
every effort should be made to avoid removal of or impacts to the on-site population.  The 
DEIR determined that impacts to Ojai navarretia would be Class I, significant and unavoidable. 
To reduce the anticipated impacts to the species, Mitigation Measure Bio-2(a) requires that a 2:1 
offset ratio be accomplished via on-site restoration (salvage and replanting) or off-site 
preservation, which are two of the standard methodologies commonly used to mitigate impacts 
to special status plant species.  In the interest of identifying a range of mitigation options that 
afford the greatest probability of attaining the required mitigation success criteria, Envicom 
Corporation (biologist for the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation) drafted a letter for incorporation 
into the Response to Comments.  This letter, dated December 3, 2010, is provided below as 
Comment Letter No. 11.  Essentially, the letter proposes to modify the requirements of 
Mitigation Measure Bio-2 (a) to include off-site enhancement as one of the options for reducing 
the potential impact to Ojai navarretia.  The mitigation measure also requires the submission of 
a Mitigation Plan to the City of Agoura Hills and the Department of Fish and Game to identify 
the precise location and methodology for satisfying the required offset mitigation.  No changes 
to the EIR would be necessary.   
 
Response 6.7 
 
The commenter states an opinion that Alternative 3 is the best option for protecting on-site 
specimens of Ojai navarretia.  The commenter states that Alternative 3 would require no 
mitigation, provided that grading of adjacent areas would not impact the existing drainage 
patterns in and around the Ojai navarettia area.  This comment is noted.  As discussed above, 
Alternative 3 would reduce the project size to 60,750 square feet, a difference of 29,550 square 
feet.  The relocation of buildings and vehicle parking areas closer to Agoura Road would avoid 
impacts to Ojai navarretia but could increase aesthetic impacts due to the increased visibility of 
surface parking. As illustrated in Table 6-2, the overall impacts associated with Alternative 3 
would be similar to the impacts anticipated with the proposed project. No changes to the EIR 
would be necessary.   
  
Response 6.8 
 
The commenter states that planting acorns and saplings rather than boxed trees would result in 
better oak tree root establishment and long-term viability.  The commenter requests the 
planting of two or more saplings (under 1 gallon) per inch of oak tree diameter lost to 
development, in lieu of planting 24-inch or 36-inch box trees.   As stated in mitigation measure 
BIO-6(c) Oak Tree Replacement, the City of Agoura Hills Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines 
require that at least two (2) 24-inch box trees, one (1) 36-inch box tree, and at least one (1) 
additional oak be planted, such that the sum of the trunk diameters of the four or more 
replacement oaks is equal to or greater than the trunk of the oak to be removed.  Adoption of 
the commenter’s proposed oak tree mitigation plan would conflict with the City’s adopted Oak 
Tree Preservation Guidelines and would therefore require approval of a variance.  However, it 
should be noted that the commenter’s request of planting saplings could be accommodated 
within the “444 inches of additional trunk diameter” to be planted as stipulated in mitigation 
measure BIO-6(c).  No changes to the EIR would be necessary.   

8-32



Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project – SCH# 2010071025 

Section 8.0  Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses 

 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
 

 
Response 6.9 
 
The commenter requests implementation of a 10-year oak tree monitoring and maintenance 
plan to ensure that the individual oak tree replacement plantings become established and self-
sustaining.  This comment is noted and the recommendation will be forwarded to the City of 
Agoura Hills Planning Department for consideration as part of the Oak Tree Permit.  
 
Response 6.10 
 
The commenter requests the planting of box trees to mitigate short-term aesthetic impacts, but 
requests that box trees should not be relied upon for successful Oak Woodland regeneration.  
Mitigation measure Bio-6(c) requires not only the planting of various sizes of box oak trees, but 
also the planting of 444” of additional oak tree trunk diameter.  It also requires that oak trees be 
planted according to species-specific habitat requirements:  valley oaks at lower elevations in 
alluvial soils and coast live oaks on mesic north-facing slope locations.  No changes to the EIR 
would be necessary.   
 
Response 6.11 
 
The commenter states that the EIR does not discuss the ecosystem function and ecological 
services loss associated with the removal of oak woodland for the proposed project and each 
alternative.  In addition, the commenter states that the neither the Biological Resources nor the 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions sections discuss the loss of carbon sequestration provided by oaks,  
as described in the  2009 California Forest Protocol.   
 
The DEIR’s assessment of biological impacts was based upon site specific biological surveys 
including a jurisdictional delineation, botanical inventory, focused rare plant surveys, and an 
oak tree inventory all prepared by Envicom Corporation and peer reviewed by Rincon 
Consultants, Inc.  The DEIR contains a comprehensive characterization of all biological habitats 
present on-site.  Vegetation was classified and mapped in broad natural community classes, 
including Non-native grassland, Native Grassland, Coastal Sage Scrub, Chaparral, Woodland 
and Riparian.  Vegetation at the project site was also classified in greater detail based on the 
hierarchical system of natural community alliances and associations of the U.S. National 
Vegetation Classification System (Grossman et al.).  Specifically, Valley Oak, Coast Live Oak, 
and California Walnut were identified on Figure 4.2-1(a) and (b) of the Draft EIR as 
“woodlands” areas where the concentrations of trees were sufficient to constitute functional 
woodlands.  These woodlands were further described as Special-Status Communities, as they 
were included on the List of California Vegetation Alliances (CDFG, October 2007) with a 
global or state conservation rate of G3S3.  Each alternative considered as part of the DEIR 
contains sufficient information to allow meaningful, analysis, and comparison with proposed 
project, as evidenced by each alternative’s discussion of Aesthetics, Biological Resources, 
Cultural Resources, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gasses, Hydrology and Water Quality, and 
Other Initial Study Issues.  Table 6-2 Impact Comparison of Alternatives was also provided in 
the form of a matrix to display the major conclusions of significant environmental effects of 
each alternative.   
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EIR Section 4.5 Greenhouse Gasses analyzed the proposed project’s estimated greenhouse gas 
emissions, pursuant to the requirements of SB 97 and the resulting amendments to the CEQA 
Guidelines (December 2009).  A quantitative GHG emission threshold of 10,000 tons CDE/year 
was utilized as a benchmark for determining the project’s cumulative GHG significance.  In 
addition, the project’s consistency with the CalEPA GHG emissions reduction strategies was 
also determined.  Consistency with these strategies was recommended to reduce GHG 
emissions at a statewide level to meet the goals of Executive Order S-3-05 
(www.climatechange.ca.gov).  Finally, the DEIR’s GHG analysis measured consistency with the 
California Attorney General’s, Global Warming Measures (2008) and OPR’s, CEQA and 
Climate Change (2008) greenhouse gas reduction measures which aim to curb the generation of 
emissions through suggestions pertaining to land use, transportation, renewable energy, energy 
efficiency, etc.  This analysis determined that the project’s GHG emissions would be less than 
significant.  Furthermore, biological mitigation measures included in the DEIR require the re-
establishment of significantly more oak trees and other natural habitat than originally found 
on-site.  This is consistent with the “Urban Forest” provision of the Climate Action Team, 
Attorney General and OPR’s Global Warming and Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies, which 
identify the preservation or replacement of onsite trees (that are removed to allow 
development) as a means of providing carbon storage. Please refer to Tables 4.5.7 and 4.5.8 for 
more details. Greenhouse gas impacts were therefore considered less than significant.  No 
changes to the EIR would be necessary.   
 
Response 6.12 
 
The commenter requests that the EIR analyze how much sequestered carbon dioxide will be 
released if the live trees over five inches or greater DBH (including roots), standing dead trees, 
or downed woody debris are burned or otherwise disposed.  Please refer to Response 6.11 
above. Greenhouse gas impacts were therefore considered less than significant.  No changes to 
the EIR would be necessary.   
 
Response 6.13 
 
The commenter requests that the EIR analyze how much carbon dioxide sequestration over the 
next 100 years will be lost as a result of the proposed conversion.  Within the next 100 years, the 
314 trees to be planted on-site will mature and eventually offset the carbon sequestration of the 
36 oak trees that will be removed as a result of the proposed project.  
 
Response 6.14 
 
Commenter requested that the EIR analyze how will the loss of the oak woodlands and the 
carbon sequestration they provide be mitigated.  Please refer to Response 6.11 above. 
Greenhouse gas impacts were therefore considered less than significant.  No changes to the EIR 
would be necessary.   
 
Response 6.15 
 
The commenter expresses concerns about water quality within the Malibu Creek Watershed.  
The commenter acknowledged the proposed drainage swales and infiltrations basins of the 
proposed project and alternatives but requested that more quantitative information on the 
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amount of runoff and natural treatment strategies should be provided in the EIR.  DEIR Section 
4.6 Hydrology and Water Quality provides a comprehensive quantitative analysis of pre- and 
post-development drainage volumes.  The total overall post-development flows from the 
project site would not exceed pre-development conditions.  These calculations are based on 
conservative assumptions that do not take into consideration the reduction in flows caused by 
the proposed rooftop rainwater collection system, greenroof, bio-swales and the detention 
basin.  The analysis of the proposed post-development 50-year storm drainage analysis 
provided in table 4.6-3 includes runoff that would be created, including all buildings and 
hardscape areas.  The calculations provided for the post-development condition are 
conservative and do not include reductions attributable to the rooftop rainwater collection 
system, greenroof, bio-swales, and the detention basin.  The rainwater collection system would 
be the primary system used to collect runoff for use in irrigation.  The detention basin is 
proposed as a naturally vegetated basin that would collect runoff from the developed portion 
of the project site via a system of bio-swales.  The detention basin would detain the water and 
rely on the vegetation to treat the water prior to release into the stormdrain system. 
 
Response 6.16 
 
The commenter requests clarification of how much additional runoff is anticipated from all 
buildings and harsdscape, how much will be retained and used for irrigation, and the extent of 
hydrologic regime change across the site.  The runoff volumes associated with the post-
development condition include the amount of runoff generated from the all proposed 
buildings, hardscape areas and drainage improvements.  At this point in time, it is unknown 
how much runoff (if any) will be retained and used for irrigation.  The overall impact to the 
hydrologic regime was not considered significant, as the proposed project will be preserving 
the major on-site drainages. In addition, the project proposed to develop the flatter areas of the 
site, which currently function as natural detention areas.   No changes to the EIR would be 
necessary.   
 
Response 6.17 
 
The commenter highlights the opportunity for showcasing state of the art rainwater harvesting 
across the built environment which would help meet the stated goal of integrating green 
technology throughout the project.  The commenter also requested the highlighting of potable 
water demand needed to meet landscaping needs.   The project includes several LEED building 
techniques designed to reduce runoff and potable water demand.  Please refer to EIR Section 
2.4 Project Characteristics for more details.  The project’s projected potable water demand for 
landscaping is 10,523 gallons per day (11.8 Acre-Feet/Year) (DEIR Appendix A Initial Study, 
Page 44).  The total overall post-development flows from the project site would not exceed pre-
development conditions.  These calculations are based on conservative assumptions that do not 
take into consideration the reduction in flows caused by the proposed rooftop rainwater 
collection system, greenroof, bio-swales and the detention basin.  The analysis of the proposed 
post-development 50-year storm drainage analysis provided in table 4.6-3 includes runoff that 
would be created, including all buildings and hardscape areas.  The calculations provided for 
the post-development condition are conservative and do not include reductions attributable to 
the rooftop rainwater collection system, greenroof, bio-swales, and the detention basin.  The 
rainwater collection system would be the primary system used to collect runoff for use in 
irrigation.  The detention basin is proposed as a naturally vegetated basin that would collect 
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runoff from the developed portion of the project site via a system of bio-swales.  The detention 
basin would detain the water and rely on the vegetation to treat the water prior to release into 
the stormdrain system.  
 
Response 6.18 
 
The commenter described the important ecological resources on the project site and urged the 
City of Agoura Hills to seriously consider and prioritize the ecological resources on-site.  This 
comment does not contain any specific comments on the DEIR. Therefore, no response is 
provided.  
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Letter 7 
 
COMMENTER: Edmund Pert, California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Fish 

and Game 
 
DATE:   December 3, 2010 
 
Response 7.1 
 
The commenter generally concurs with biological mitigation measures Bio-1 through Bio-6 and 
appreciates the thorough biological assessments that were conducted, along with the well-
planned mitigation measures.  This comment is noted. No response is required.    
 
Response 7.2 
 
The commenter requests an additional biological mitigation measure, Bio-1(a) which would 
include protocol level surveys for coastal California gnatcatcher given the proposed removal of 
coastal sage scrub.  Protocol level surveys were determined to be unnecessary,  based upon the 
fact that suitable coastal sage scrub habitat required to support the species is largely absent 
from the site and the species has not been documented as occurring as a breeding population 
with this portion of the Santa Monica Mountains.  Impacts resulting from removal of the coastal 
sage scrub habitat during grading were considered less than significant given that the impact 
areas do not harbor substantial populations of either sensitive plants or animals.   No changes 
to the EIR would be necessary.   
 
Response 7.3 
 
The commenter recommended the recordation of a conservation easement over the remaining 
undeveloped portions of the property (50-acres) as a way to help ameliorate impacts to 
biological resources.  The Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan requires all area above the 1,100-
foot elevation to be designated open space.  The proposed project is in compliance with this 
design consideration and does not propose development above the 1,100-foot contour interval.  
This open space area will constitute 56 percent of the land owned by applicant at this site. 
 
Response 7.4 
 
The commenter recommends the adoption of Alternative 3, which would avoid impacts to Ojai 
navarretia.  The commenter recommends adoption of Alternative 3.  This recommendation is, in 
part, based upon the rarity of the species and the often poor success of salvage and replanting 
efforts.   The goal of mitigation measure BIO-2(a), as originally included in the DEIR and as 
modified by Envicom Corporation (see Comment Letter No. 11), is to afford the greatest 
probability for attaining the required success criteria as part of a comprehensive mitigation 
program for Ojai navarretia.  While the rareness of the species is not disputed, as evidenced by 
only 10 known occurrences and only two occurrences documented in the last 37 years, the 
documented specimen populations have been substantial.  For example, the CDFG Natural 
Diversity Database has identified over 1,000 specimens on the proposed project site, 60, 000 
specimens in the Newhall Ranch area, and 1,000 specimens found north of Ojai in Stewart 
Canyon.  Please refer to Appendix B for CDFG Natural Diversity Database Reports.  The size 
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and distribution of these populations potentially indicates that mitigation measure BIO-2(a) has 
a reasonable chance of reducing the significance of direct and indirect project impacts to Ojai 
navarretia over the long-term.  In addition, it should be noted that although Alternative 3 
would reduce impacts to Ojai navarretia, it would increase aesthetic impacts due to the 
relocation of either the east building or surface parking areas closer to Agoura Road.  Overall 
environmental impacts resulting from implementation of Alternative 3 are considered 
comparable to the proposed project.  
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Letter 8 
 
COMMENTER: Paul Edelman, California Resources Agency, Santa Monica Mountains 

Conservancy 
 
DATE:   December 6, 2010 
 
Response 8.1 
 
The commenter requests that the project should more fully incorporate protection of Ojai 
navarretia and Agoura Hills dudleya into the project design.  The commenter also states that an 
adequate Final EIR would explicitly identify potential mitigation restoration sites for Ojai 
navarretia, and indicate a project design (including a fuel modification plan) that avoids all 
impacts, direct or indirect, to the on-site Agoura Hills dudleya.  CEQA Guidelines (Section 
15132) require that a Final EIR contain the following elements:   
 

 Draft EIR or a revision to the Draft EIR;  

 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary;  

 The responses of the Lead Agency to significant  environmental points raised in 
the review and consultation process; and  

 Any other information added by the Lead Agency.  
 
The guidelines do not require the incorporation of the commenter’s above described 
recommendations in order to permit the lead agency (City of Agoura Hills) from certifying the 
Final EIR, as long as Final EIR certification includes the adoption of a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and the required CEQA findings.  Nevertheless, it should be noted that 
mitigation measure BIO-2(a) explicitly indentifies on-site restoration (salvage and replanting) 
within the undeveloped portions of the site as a way to reduce impacts to Ojai navarretia.  The 
specific guidelines for on-site restoration are described in the DEIR’s mitigation measure BIO-
2(a) On-site Restoration (Salvage and Replanting) and within Envicom’s letter dated December 3, 
2010 (included in this response to comments as Comment Letter No. 11).  In addition, 
mitigation measure BIO-2(b) specifically requires a qualified biologist to locate and flag Agoura 
Hills dudleya within the fuel modification zone, demarcate an appropriate buffer of at least 10 
feet, and develop/implement protocols in consultation with the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department.  This would protect the species from direct or inadvertent harm during fuel 
modification activities, while also meeting fire protection requirements.  After mitigation, 
residual impacts to Ojai navarretia are considered significant in the short-term, but long-term 
residual impacts would be reduced through mitigation/restoration.  Residual impacts to 
Agoura Hills dudleya would be reduced to less than significant levels.    
 
Response 8.2 
 
The commenter requests that the City Agoura Hills require, as a condition of approval, the 
dedication of a conservation easement in favor of the Mountains Recreation and Conservation 
Authority (MRCA) that includes every portion of the site outside of the project boundary.  The 
commenter also requests that the easement area prohibit any fencing, lighting, grading, 
planting of non-native vegetation, facilities, or hardscape and that the easement include a 
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$20,000 long-term monitoring fund.  The Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan requires all area 
above the 1,100-foot elevation to be designated open space.  The proposed project is in 
compliance with this design consideration and does not propose development above the 1,100-
foot contour interval.  This open space area will constitute 56 percent of the land owned by 
applicant at this site. 
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Letter 9 
 
COMMENTER: Woody Smeck, United States Department of Interior, National Park 

Service 
 
DATE:   December 6, 2010 
 
Response 9.1 
 
The commenter states that in their professional experience, salvage and replanting of Ojai 
navarretia may be infeasible.  This opinion is based upon the plant’s noted lack of dispersal and 
limited occurrences on the subject parcel.  The commenter requests that the DEIR address 
several ecological and botanical concerns, the primary concern being difficulty in finding a 
suitable on-site location where any reasonable success with replanting could be expected.  
Given the rarity of the species (10 occurrences within the last 40 years), it is acknowledged that 
the precise probability of successfully completing the Ojai Navarretia Restoration Plan,  as 
specified in mitigation measure BIO-2(a),  is unknown.  However, a review of the California 
Department of Fish and Game Natural Diversity Database indicates that large numbers of the 
specimen (up to 60,000 in the Newhall Ranch area of Ventura County) are generally associated 
with chaparral, coastal scrub, and valley and foothill grasslands (See Appendix B for CDFG 
Natural Diversity data sheets).  The data suggests that Ojai navarretia is more specifically 
associated with clay lenses on gentle to steep north or south facing slopes and within dense or 
sparse collection of grasslands, southern oak woodlands, and chaparral.  Areas proposed for 
salvage and replanting, and/or preservation, and/or enhancement outside of the project 
development area do share similar site characteristics when compared to the other Ojai 
navarretia occurrences.  Therefore, the on-site areas proposed for preservation should at least 
be considered a potentially viable restoration area.  If on-site restoration efforts were deemed 
unsuccessful, mitigation measure BIO-2(a) requires the project applicant to either attempt 
additional restoration efforts employing adaptive management or mitigate via off-site 
preservation or enhancement.  In summary, mitigation measure BIO-2(a) proposes standard 
methodologies commonly used to mitigate impacts to Ojai navarretia, including on-site 
restoration at a 2:1 ratio, off site preservation vis-à-vis the recordation of a conservation 
easement or fee title acquisition, or off-site enhancement.  The comprehensive mitigation 
program would address: (1) the approach and timing associated with seed salvage, (2) 
propagation, planting, irrigation, maintenance, and coverage requirements, (3) monitoring 
requirements, and (4) contingency planning in order to achieve the performance standard of a 
2:1 replacement.  However, due to the uncertainty associated with restoration of the Ojai 
navarretia species, the City has determined that the proposed project’s impact on the Ojai 
navarretia species is significant, unmitigatible, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations 
will be required. 
 
Response 9.2 
 
The commenter expresses concerns with respect to off-site preservation as a mitigation measure 
for Ojai navarretia.  In response to this concern, the applicant’s biologist Envicom Corporation 
(biologist for the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation) drafted a letter for incorporation into the 
Response to Comments.  This letter, dated December 3, 2010, is provided below as Comment 
Letter No. 11.  This letter included Off-Site Enhancement as an additional mitigation option.  
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This would consist of locating a disturbed or poor quality population of Ojai navarretia 
containing at least two-times the number of individuals impact by the project and enhancing 
the conditions of the habitat to prevent further disturbance and/or promote the long-term 
viability of the population.  If necessary, the CDFG Natural Diversity Database sheets for Ojai 
navarretia (included in Appendix B) could be used to identify a number of potential off-site 
enhancement sites.  Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a) has been revised to incorporate the suggested 
modifications.   
 
Response 9.3 
 
The commenter requests that Section 6.0 Alternatives include more formal design plans for 
Alternatives 2 and 3.  In response to this comment, Figure 6.1 was included in Section 6.0 
Alternatives to more clearly illustrate the alternative’s design configuration.  
 
Response 9.4 
 
The commenter expresses concerns that the proposed mitigation to avoid impacts to Agoura 
Hills dudleya (involving specialized fuel modification) may be ineffective for reasons such as:  
 

 Inexperienced facility management and use of laborers without botanical 
experience; and  

 Illegal collection due to on-site flagging.   
 
The commenter further suggests implementing a fuel modification plan that will avoid direct 
and indirect impacts to the dudleya within fuel modification zones.  Fuel modification activities 
do not typically require the removal of individual plants and shrubs and are not expected to 
result in a significant change to the habitat surrounding Agoura Hills dudleya.  The Los 
Angeles County Fire Department has agreed to allow the applicant to reduce the width of the 
fuel modification zones south of the Phase II building from 200 feet to 100 feet.  As indicated on 
Figure 4.2-5 of the REIR, the reduced limits of the fuel modification zones would extend into a 
small percentage of the total on-site area containing the Agoura Hills dudleya.  The area 
occupied by Agoura Hills dudleya that would be included within the fuel modification zones 
represents approximately 0.25 acres of the 11.6 acres located on the project site.  Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-2(b) has been amended to include the following provision, “Upon 
completion of each fuel modification effort, the biological monitor shall remove the flagging 
used to demarcate the locations of Agoura Hills dudleya.” 
 
Response 9.5 
 
The commenter states that views of the Ladyface Mountain ridgeline along Agoura Road are in 
fact uninhibited along valley frontages and that Figure 4.1-1b shows that views of the crest of 
Ladyface Mountain are present at the southwest corner of the site.  It is acknowledged that the 
crest of Ladyface Mountain is visible from Agoura Road looking southeast across the project 
site’s valley landforms.  However, at the extreme southwest corner of the property, views of the 
crest of Ladyface Mountain from Agoura Road are in fact blocked by an existing cut slope.  This 
is consistent with the text description of views from Agoura Road on page 4.1-3.  The views 
illustrated in Figures 4.1-1(a) and (b) are an accurate representation of views looking southeast 
from Agoura Road.  However, the view locations provided in Figures 4.1-1(a) and (b) were 
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unintentionally misrepresented in the key maps due to their small scale.  The actual view 
simulation locations are further east along Agoura Road, which provide a more open view of 
Ladyface Mountain. In response to this comment, Figures 4.1-1(a) and (b) were modified.   
 
Response 9.6 
 
The commenter states that the project blocks views of Ladyface Mountain, and thus it is 
inconsistent with the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.  View simulations 4.1-1 through 4.1-2 
illustrate the anticipated views of the project from the most sensitive view corridors 
surrounding the project site.  These simulations, along with project’s exhibits included in the 
Section 2.0 Project Description, clearly show that the project’s proposed buildings are 
substantially set back from Agoura Road and the proposed building massing would not block 
views of Ladyface Mountain.  It should also be noted that the project is in conformance with the 
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan provision that prohibits any portion of a building elevation 
above the 1,100 ft. elevation.  This provision was developed specifically to ensure the 
preservation of Ladyface Mountain’s scenic qualities.  No changes to the EIR would be 
necessary.   
 
Response 9.7 
 
The commenter states that the proposed project would be highly visible and would contribute 
to the cumulatively significant loss of the continuous sweeping views from Agoura Road to the 
Ladyface Mountain crest.  The EIR includes visual simulations that illustrate views of the 
proposed project from multiple vantage points.  These simulations confirm that views from 
Agoura Road and other vantage points would be incrementally changed as a result of the 
proposed project.  However, the Agoura Hills Specific Plan was adopted to specifically allow 
incremental development within the lower regions of vacant parcels adjacent to Agoura Road, 
provided that each individual project was consistent with the Specific Plan provisions 
regulating building design, building setbacks, building height, building materials, etc.  As 
described in Section 4.1(c) Cumulative Impacts, the proposed project along with previous and 
future project development was anticipated and addressed by the Ladyface Mountain Specific 
Plan’s view preservation criteria.  The Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan requires that all area 
above the 1,100-foot elevation to be designated open space.  The proposed project is in 
compliance with this design consideration and does not propose development above the 1,100-
foot contour interval. 
 
Response 9.8 
 
The commenter states that the proposed project is not consistent with the National Park 
Service’s GMP visual resource protection goals and objectives and cumulative development 
may not be consistent with the Agoura Hills General Plan.  The proposed project is consistent 
with the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan land use designation of “Business Park”, and the 
density allowed for under Scenario 2-A (90,300 square feet).  As discussed in the DEIR Section 
4.1 Aesthetics, the proposed project is consistent with the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan 
design consideration that pertains to the protection of visual resources with the exception of the 
height of the cut slope that would be created to accommodate for the widening of Agoura Road 
and the western driveway that would provide access for Phases II and IV.  The proposed slope 
heights would be not a steep as the existing cut slope and would be contour-graded and 
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landscaped with native vegetation to more closely match surrounding landscapes.  As 
illustrated in Figures 4.1-1(a) and 4.1-1(b), the proposed slopes would soften the appearance of 
the existing road cut, would not obstruct views of Ladyface Mountain, and would be consistent 
with the Specific Plan’s intent to achieve a natural appearance.  As the Ladyface Mountain 
Specific Plan is a component of the City of Agoura  
 
Response 9.9 
 
The commenter states that the incorporation of LEED certified building methods into the 
project design does necessarily ensure that the project would be environmentally friendly with 
respect to sensitive habitat areas present within the project site.  While the incorporation of 
LEED certified building methods certainly has the potential to reduce a project’s overall impact 
on sensitive biological resources, Section 4.2 Biological Resources does not reference LEED 
Certification as a specific biological mitigation measure.     To the contrary, site specific and 
more conventional mitigation measures are required, such as preservation in place, on-site 
restoration, 2:1 replacement, agency consultation, etc.  No changes to the EIR would be 
necessary.   
  
Response 9.10 
 
The commenter encourages the City to preserve the existing valuable open space at the project 
site and investigate opportunities for in-fill development or adaptive re-use as opposed to the 
proposed project.  The City is not aware of any existing and currently available/vacant office 
complexes in Agoura Hills of at least 90,300 square feet in size that would accommodate the 
proposed project.  
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Exemptions to the prohibitions against take may be obtained through coordination with the 
Service in two ways.  If a project is to be funded, authorized, or carried out by a Federal agency, 
and may affect a listed species, the Federal agency must consult with the Service pursuant to 
section 7(a)(2) of the Act.  If a proposed project does not involve a Federal agency but may 
result in the take of a listed animal species, the project proponent should apply to the Service for 
an incidental take permit pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act.  
 
Section 9 of the Act does not address the incidental take of listed plant species.  However, 
protection of listed plants is provided in that the Act requires a Federal permit for the removal or 
reduction to possession of endangered or threatened plants from Federal lands.  Furthermore, it is 
unlawful for any person to remove, cut, dig-up, or damage or destroy a listed plant species in 
knowing violation of any law or regulation of any state or in the course of any violation of a state 
criminal trespass law [section 9(a)(2)(B) of the Act]. 
 
As it is not our primary responsibility to comment on documents prepared pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), our comments on the proposed project do not 
constitute a full review of project impacts.  We are providing our comments based upon a review 
of sections addressing biological resources, project activities that have potential to affect 
federally listed species, and our concerns for listed species within our jurisdiction related to our 
mandates under the Act.  Based upon our review, we have the following concerns regarding the 
DEIR’s characterization of impacts to federally listed species.  
 
The DEIR states that the proposed project may have a potentially significant impact on 
biological resources, including federally listed species.  Impact BIO-2 states that the 
implementation of Phase II fuel modification would impact 0.24 acres of habitat containing the 
federally threatened Agoura Hills dudleya (Dudleya cymosa spp. agourensis), a potentially 
significant impact (page 4.2-32).  As a protective measure, BIO-2(b) states that prior to fuel 
modifications activities within habitat known to contain Agoura Hills dudleya, a qualified 
biologist would locate and flag the species within the fuel modification zone and demarcate an 
appropriate buffer of at least 10 feet and develop/implement protocols in consultation with the 
Los Angeles County Fire Department that would protect the species from direct or inadvertent 
harm during fuel modification activities.   
 
We have outstanding concerns regarding the impact of this project on Agoura Hills dudleya.  
Fuel modification is inherently an ongoing activity, and the owner of the property would need to 
commit to implementation of the aforementioned protective measure for this species in 
perpetuity.  A qualified biologist should survey the property each year prior to fuel modification 
to locate new recruits of the species and to monitor the effectiveness of the protective measure.  
Implementing the protective measure prior to ground disturbing activities would be helpful in 
protecting the species in the short term, but regulatory mechanisms are absent to require the 
property owner to continue the measure in perpetuity.  Further, there is a reasonable likelihood 
that plants could be taken regardless of the method used to clear vegetation within the fuel 
modification zone.  Use of herbicides may spread throughout occupied habitat for Agoura Hills 
dudleya, rendering the habitat unsuitable for the species in the future.  Broad-scale use of a 
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“weed-wacker” or similar equipment may inadvertently kill flagged plants, or plants not 
identified during surveys.  Therefore, we recommend revising the project footprint so that the 
fuel modification zone is located outside suitable habitat for Agoura Hills dudleya. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation 
Headquarters Campus Project.  If you have any questions regarding our comments, please 
contact Colleen Mehlberg of our staff at (805) 644-1766, extension 221. 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
       /s/:  Jeff Phillips 
 
       Jeff Phillips 
       Deputy Assistant Field Supervisor 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project – SCH# 2010071025 

Section 8.0  Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses 

 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
 

Letter 10 
 
COMMENTER: Jeff Phillips, United States Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife 

Service 
 
DATE:   December 7, 2010 
 
Response 10.1 
 
The commenter states concerns regarding fuel modification impacts on the Agoura Hills 
dudleya, particularly with respect to the implementation of mitigation measure BIO-2(b).  The 
commenter’s concerns are noted and the feasible provisions have been incorporated into 
mitigation measures BIO-2(b).  
 
Response 10.2   
 
The commenter recommended revising the project footprint so that the fuel modification zone 
is located outside of habitat suitable for Agoura Hills dudleya.  The comment was forwarded to 
the City of Agoura Hills for consideration.  Implementation of a biologically sensitive fuel 
modification program combined with the proposed preservation of approximately 13-acres of 
Agoura Hills dudleya habitat would reduce impacts to less than significant levels.  No changes 
to the EIR would be necessary.   
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Section 8.0  Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses 

 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
 

Letter 11 
 
COMMENTER: Travis Cullen, Envicom Corporation  
 
DATE:   December 3, 2010 
 
Response 11.1 
 
The commenter, writing on behalf of the project applicant, proposes modification to Mitigation 
Measure BIO-2(a).  The modifications include the addition of Off-site Enhancement as way to 
reduce impacts to Ojai navarretia.  This is another commonly accepted practice for mitigating 
impacts to special status plant species.  Off-site enhancement would involve a project applicant 
entering into an agreement with an off-site property owner to enhance the quality of a 
disturbed or poor quality population of Ojai navarretia.  Mitigation Measure BIO-2(a) was 
revised to include the additional mitigation option.   
 
Response 11.2 
 
The commenter outlined specific language changes to mitigation measure BIO-2(a).  The 
proposed language changes have been incorporated into mitigation measure BIO-2(a).   
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY    
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

Traffic, Advance Planning & Permits Division 
M E M O R A N D U M 

   

 

DATE: December 16, 2010 
  
TO: RMA – Planning Division 
 Attention:  Laura Hocking 
   
FROM: Behnam Emami, Engineering Manager II 
 
SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT 10-021-1 Notice of Intent (NOI) to Adopt Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
 Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus   
 Phased construction and operation of a campus headquarters  
 30440 and 30500 Agoura Road (LA County) 
 Lead Agency: City of Agoura Hills 
 APN’s 2061-002-024 and 2061-002-048 
   
Pursuant to your request, the Public Works Agency - Transportation Department has reviewed the 
NOI to adopt a DEIR for the Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus in Agoura Hills. 
 
The proposed project involves phased construction and operation of a campus headquarters for the 
Conrad N. Hilton Foundation. Proposed project components include four office buildings and a 
maintenance building totaling 90,300 square feet, street access driveways; a funicular (inclined cable 
tramway); interior circulation and parking areas; native landscaping; security, architectural, and 
outdoor accent lighting; and drainage improvements, as well as the widening of Agoura Road along 
the frontage of the project site. Additional project elements include outdoor seating areas and native 
plant gardens. With a development agreement, project implementation would occur in four phases 
over an estimated 25-year period.  The project is located at 30440 and 30500 Agoura Road south of 
State Route 101 and west of Kanan Road in the City of Agoura Hills in Los Angeles County. 
 
We offer these comments: 
 

1. Table 2: Project Trip Generation on P. 11 of the Traffic Circulation and Parking Study for 
the Hilton Foundation Project dated March 12, 2010 included in Appendix A for the Draft 
EIR indicates that this project would generate additional traffic on roads near the campus 
located approximately 1.6 miles from the Los Angeles and Ventura County line.  Table 2 
provides that the proposed project at full build-out will generate 721 average daily trips, 135 
a.m. peak hour trips, and 127 p.m. peak hour trips.  However, no project specific impacts on 
County roadways were identified in the Draft EIR. 
 

2. The cumulative impact of this project, when considered with the cumulative impact of all 
other approved (or anticipated) development projects in the County, is potentially 
significant. The agreement between the City of Agoura Hills and the County of Ventura 
dated February 2, 1992, requires the City to condition projects to mitigate the traffic and 
circulation impacts.  If the project cumulative impacts are not mitigated, current General 

1 
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Plan (GP) policy will require County opposition to this project.   To address the cumulative 
adverse impacts of traffic on the Regional Road Network, projects should be required to pay 
a Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF) to the County in accordance with the Ventura 
County TIMF Ordinance 4246 and the County GP Policy 4.2.2. Based on the information 
provided in the Traffic Study for the NOI to adopt a draft EIR and the TIMF rate for the 
Thousand Oaks area, the TIMF due to the County would be: 
  

721 ADT* x   $6.11/ADT**   =   $4,405.31 
 

*  721 trips generated at full build-out 
**  Rate per ADT for Traffic Impact District #6 T.O. Unincorporated Area Case by Case 

 
The above estimated fee may be subject to adjustment at the time of deposit, due to 
provisions in the TIMF Ordinance allowing the fee to be adjusted for inflation based on the 
Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index.  
 

Our review is limited to the impacts this project may have on the County’s Regional Road Network. 
 
Please contact me at 654-2087 if you have questions. 
 
F:\transpor\LanDev\Non_County\10-021-1.doc 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project – SCH# 2010071025 

Section 8.0  Addenda and Errata/Comments and Responses 

 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
 

Letter 12 
 
COMMENTER: Behnam Emami, Public Works Agency, Transportation Department  
 
DATE:   December 16, 2010 
 
Response 12.1 
 
The proposed project is located approximately 2.1 miles east of the Los Angeles/Ventura 
County Line via Agoura Road, and 2.4 miles via U.S. 101.  The commenter indicates that the 
proposed project at full build-out would generate 721 average daily trips, and that no specific 
impacts on County (Ventura) roadways were identified in the Draft EIR.  Appendix A of the 
Draft EIR includes the Initial Study that was prepared for the proposed project. Included as 
Appendix 1 of the Initial Study is a Traffic Study that was prepared for the proposed project by 
Associated Transportation Engineers (dated March 12, 2010).  Table 3 (page 13)  in the Traffic 
Study identifies the distribution of project vehicle trips, and Table 4 (page 13) identifies 
potential project impacts on the associated intersections.  As is shown in Table 4, the proposed 
project would not result in any impacts to the intersections analyzed in the Traffic Study.  This 
Traffic Study was the basis for the analysis and determination in the Initial Study that project 
impacts would be less than significant, and that further study of this issue in an EIR is not 
warranted (page 41 of the Initial Study).  
 
Response 12.2 
 
The commenter states an opinion that the cumulative impact of the proposed project, when 
considered with the cumulative impact of all other approved (or anticipated) development 
projects in the County (Ventura), is potentially significant. This statement is not supported by 
any analysis or technical study to validate the assertion that a potentially significant impact 
would occur.  Cumulative project impacts were analyzed in the previously identified Traffic 
Study (page 15), which was the basis for the in the Initial Study that cumulative project impacts 
would be less than significant (pages 40 and 41 of the Initial Study).  As further discussed in 
Response 12.3, the Traffic Study does not indicate the potential for project contribution to 
cumulative impacts to the Ventura County Regional Roadway Network. 
 
Response 12.3 
 
The commenter indicates that all of the 721 project generated trips would be subject to the 
County’s Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee (TIMF).  This fee is intended to address cumulative 
adverse impacts of traffic on the Regional Road Network (Ventura County).  However, the 
commenter has provided no supporting analysis or technical study to establish a nexus 
between project generated traffic and perceived impacts to the Ventura County Regional Road 
Network, or that all of the projected generated trips would be directed to Ventura County 
roadways.  As is indicted in Table 3 of the Traffic Study (page 13) only 45 percent of the project 
trips (40 percent [324 trips] via U.S. 101, and 5 percent [36 trips] via Agoura Road) would be 
distributed to the west of the project site, towards Ventura County.  Neither U.S. 101 or Agoura 
Road is part of the Ventura County Regional Roadway Network.  Rather, these facilities are 
maintained by Caltrans (U.S. 101) and the cities of Agoura Hills, Westlake Village and 
Thousand Oaks (Agoura Road).  As there is no evidence provided that the proposed project 
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City of Agoura Hills 
 

would generate traffic affecting the Ventura County Regional Road Network, and there is no 
basis for requiring the project applicant to pay any fees per the Ventura County TIMF or the 
1992 agreement between the City of Agoura Hills and the County of Ventura.  However, the 
applicant desires to ensure that all impacts are addressed and is willing to agree to a voluntary 
condition of approval which requires payment of the County of Ventura TIMF in the amount of 
$4,405.31 as requested by the County of Ventura, Public works Agency, Transportation 
Department.  
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PUBLIC WORKS AGENCY    
TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

Traffic, Advance Planning & Permits Division 
M E M O R A N D U M

DATE: July 21, 2010 

TO: RMA – Planning Division 
Attention:  Laura Hocking 

FROM: Behnam Emami, Engineering Manager II 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DOCUMENT 10-021 Notice of Preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Report / Initial Study 
Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus   

 Phased construction and operation of a campus headquarters  
 30440 and 30500 Agoura Road (LA County) 
 Lead Agency: City of Agoura Hills 
 APN’s 2061-002-024 and 2061-002-048 
   
Pursuant to your request, the Public Works Agency - Transportation Department has completed the 
review of the project named above. 

The proposed project involves phased construction and operation of a campus headquarters for the 
Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus. The project includes four office buildings; a maintenance 
building; street access driveways; a funicular (inclined cable tramway); interior circulation and 
parking areas; native landscaping; security, architectural, and outdoor accent lighting; outdoor 
seating areas; and drainage improvements, as well as the widening of Agoura Road along the 
frontage of the two parcels. The project will be implemented in four phases over 25 years. The 
project is located at 30440 and 30500 Agoura Road south of State Route 101 and west of Kanan 
Road in the City of Agoura Hills in Los Angeles County. 

We have the following comments: 

When future developments are proposed, the projects may have site specific and/or cumulative 
impact on Ventura County roadways.  The subsequent environmental document for these 
projects should include any site-specific or cumulative impact to the Ventura County Road 
Network and local roads. The project proponent will then be required to mitigate any adverse 
impacts this project may have on Ventura County Road Network.  To address the cumulative 
adverse impacts of traffic on the Regional Road Network, Traffic Impact Mitigation Fees 
(TIMF) should be assessed on development projects in accordance with the terms of the 
Agreement between the City of Agoura Hills and Ventura County dated February 12, 1992. With 
payment of the TIMF, the level of service and safety of the existing roads with regards to 
cumulative impact would remain consistent with Ventura County's General Plan. 

Our review is limited to the impacts this project may have on the County’s Regional Road Network. 

1



2

Please contact me at 654-2087 if you have questions. 

F:\transpor\LanDev\Non-County\10-021.doc
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Exemptions to the prohibitions against take may be obtained through coordination with the 
Service in two ways.  If a project is to be funded, authorized, or carried out by a Federal agency, 
and may affect a listed species, the Federal agency must consult with the Service pursuant to 
section 7(a)(2) of the Act.  If a proposed project does not involve a Federal agency but may 
result in the take of a listed animal species, the project proponent should apply to the Service for 
an incidental take permit pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act.

As it is not our primary responsibility to comment on documents prepared pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), our comments on the proposed project do not 
constitute a full review of project impacts.  We are providing our comments based upon a review 
of sections addressing biological resources, project activities that have potential to affect 
federally listed species, and our concerns for listed species within our jurisdiction related to our 
mandates under the Act.  Based upon our review, we have the following concerns regarding the 
Initial Study’s characterization of impacts to federally listed species.  

The Initial Study included in your request states that the proposed project may have a potentially 
significant impact on biological resources, including federally listed species.  The Initial Study 
does not elaborate on the habitat present onsite or whether biological surveys were conducted.
We have enclosed a list of federally listed species which have to potential to occur on the 
proposed project site, based upon data contained in our records.  Unless this has already been 
done, we recommend that surveys be conducted according to the Service’s guidelines for 
conducting and reporting botanical inventories for federally listed, proposed and candidate 
plants.  These guidelines are enclosed below. Measures to avoid impacts to federally listed 
species should be incorporated into the project description, should they occur onsite.  Please be 
advised that according to the California Department of Fish and Games’ Natural Diversity Data 
Base, there is an occurrence of the federally threatened Agoura Hills dudleya (Dudleya cymosa
spp. agourensis) on the project site. 

We have conservation responsibilities and management authority for migratory birds under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. 703 et. seq.)(MBTA).  Any land 
clearing or other surface disturbance associated with the proposed actions should be timed to 
avoid potential destruction of bird nests or young of birds that breed in the area, as such 
destruction may be in violation of the MBTA.  Under the MBTA, nests with eggs or young of 
migratory birds may not be damaged, nor may migratory birds be killed.  If this seasonal 
restriction is not possible, we recommend that a qualified biologist survey the area for nests or 
evidence of nesting (e.g., mated pairs, territorial defense, carrying of nesting material, 
transporting food, etc.) prior to the commencement of land clearing activities.  If nests or other 
evidence of nesting are observed, a protective buffer should be delineated and the entire area 
avoided to prevent destruction of or disturbance to active nests. 

We recommend that you review information in the California Department of Fish and Game’s 
Natural Diversity Data Base.  You can contact the California Department of Fish and Game at 
(916) 324-3812 for information on other sensitive species that may occur in this area. 
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In summary, we find the Initial Study to be lacking in the specificity of information regarding the 
presence of federally listed species and biological resources needed to accurately evaluate and 
characterize the impacts the project, as proposed, would have on these resources. We recommend 
that this information be gathered for evaluation by the applicant and the City of Agoura Hills to 
avoid any impacts to federally listed species.  We are available to work with you to achieve this 
goal.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation 
Headquarters Campus Project.  If you have any questions regarding our comments, please 
contact Colleen Mehlberg of our staff at (805) 644-1766, extension 221. 

       Sincerely, 

       /s/:  Roger P. Root 

       Roger P. Root 
       Assistant Field Supervisor 

Enclosures



FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES THAT MAY OCCUR IN  
THEVICINITY OF THE CONRAD N. HILTON FOUNDATION 

 HEADQUARTERS CAMPUS PROJECT, AGOURA HILLS, CALIFORNIA

Plants
Braunton’s milk-vetch   Astragalus brauntonii E 
Santa Monica Mountains live-forever Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia T 
Agoura Hills dudleya    Dudleya cymosa spp. agourensis                             T 
Lyon’s pentachaeta    Pentachaeta lyonii E 

Key:
E – Endangered T - Threatened 



Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories for 
Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate Plants 

These guidelines describe protocols for conducting botanical inventories for federally listed, 
proposed and candidate plants, and describe minimum standards for reporting results.  The 
Service will use, in part, the information outlined below in determining whether the project under 
consideration may affect any listed, proposed, or candidate plants, and in determining the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects.  

Field inventories should be conducted in a manner that will locate listed, proposed, or candidate 
species (target species) that may be present.  The entire project area requires a botanical 
inventory, except developed agricultural lands.  The field investigator(s) should: 

1. Conduct inventories at the appropriate times of year when target species are present and 
identifiable.  Inventories will include all potential habitats.  Multiple site visits during a 
field season may be necessary to make observations during the appropriate phenological 
stage of all target species. 

2. If available, use a regional or local reference population to obtain a visual image of the 
target species and associated habitat(s).  If access to reference populations(s) is not 
available, investigators should study specimens from local herbaria.   

3. List every species observed and compile a comprehensive list of vascular plants for the 
entire project site.  Vascular plants need to be identified to a taxonomic level which 
allows rarity to be determined. 

4. Report results of botanical field inventories that include: 

a. a description of the biological setting, including plant community, topography, 
soils, potential habitat of target species, and an evaluation of environmental 
conditions, such as timing or quantity of rainfall, which may influence the 
performance and expression of target species 

b. a map of project location showing scale, orientation, project boundaries, parcel 
size, and map quadrangle name 

c. survey dates and survey methodology(ies) 

d.  if a reference population is available, provide a written narrative describing the 
target species reference population(s) used, and date(s) when observations were 
made  

e. a comprehensive list of all vascular plants occurring on the project site for each 
habitat type 

f. current and historic land uses of the habitat(s) and degree of site alteration



g. presence of target species off-site on adjacent parcels, if known 

h. an assessment of the biological significance or ecological quality of the project 
site in a local and regional context  

5. If target species is (are) found, report results that additionally include: 

a. a map showing federally listed, proposed and candidate species distribution as 
they relate to the proposed project 

b. if target species is (are) associated with wetlands, a description of the direction 
and integrity of flow of surface hydrology.  If target species is (are) affected by 
adjacent off-site hydrological influences, describe these factors. 

c. the target species phenology and microhabitat, an estimate of the number of 
individuals of each target species per unit area; identify areas of high, medium 
and low density of target species over the project site, and provide acres of 
occupied habitat of target species. Investigators could provide color slides, 
photos or color copies of photos of target species or representative habitats to 
support information or descriptions contained in reports. 

d. the degree of impact(s), if any, of the proposed project as it relates to the potential 
unoccupied habitat of target habitat. 

6. Document findings of target species by completing California Native Species Field 
Survey Form(s) and submit form(s) to the Natural Diversity Data Base.  Documentation 
of determinations and/or voucher specimens may be useful in cases of taxonomic 
ambiguities, habitat or range extensions. 

7. Report as an addendum to the original survey, any change in abundance and distribution 
of target plants in subsequent years.  Project sites with inventories older than 3 years from 
the current date of project proposal submission will likely need an additional survey.
Investigators need to assess whether an additional survey(s) is (are) needed.

8. Adverse conditions may prevent investigator(s) from determining presence or identifying 
some target species in potential habitat(s) of target species.  Disease, drought, predation, 
or herbivory may preclude the presence or identification of target species in any year.  An 
additional botanical inventory(ies) in a subsequent year(s) may be required if adverse 
conditions occur in a potential habitat(s).  Investigator(s) may need to discuss such 
conditions.

9. Guidance from California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) regarding plant and 
plant community surveys can be found in Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of 
Proposed Developments on Rare and Endangered Plants and Plant Communities, 1984.



Please contact the CDFG Regional Office for questions regarding the CDFG guidelines 
and for assistance in determining any applicable State regulatory requirements. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This document is an Initial Study (IS) to assess the potential environmental effects of a proposed 
campus project for the Hilton Foundation.  The project would involve the construction of 90,300 
square feet of office and maintenance space on a 66.6-acre property in the City of Agoura Hills. 
 
LEGAL AUTHORITY AND FINDINGS 
 
This IS has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines and relevant provisions of CEQA of 1970, as amended.  The IS is used as a screening 
tool to determine whether project implementation may result in significant impacts that would 
need further study in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
 
Section 15063(c) of the CEQA Guidelines defines an Initial Study as the proper preliminary 
method of analyzing the potential environmental consequences of a project.  The purposes of an 
Initial Study are: 
 

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

 
(2) To enable the Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts, thus 

avoiding the need to prepare an EIR; and 
 
(3) To provide sufficient technical analysis of the environmental effects of a project to 

permit a judgment based on the record as a whole, that the environmental effects of a 
project have been adequately mitigated. 

 
IMPACT ANALYSIS AND SIGNIFICANCE CLASSIFICATION 
 
The IS includes discussions of the possible environmental effects of the proposed project for 
specific issue areas that have been identified on the CEQA Appendix G Initial Study Checklist.  
For each issue area, potential effects are discussed and evaluated. 
 
A “significant effect” is defined by Section 15382 of the CEQA Guidelines as “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected 
by a project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of 
historic or aesthetic significance.”  According to the CEQA Guidelines, “an economic or social 
change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment, but may be 
considered in determining whether the physical change is significant.”   
 
USE OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS IN THIS ANALYSIS 
 
The following environmental analyses and technical studies were used as a basis for this 
document.  These resources are available for public review at Agoura Hills City Hall, located at 
30001 Ladyface Court in Agoura Hills 

 
• City of Agoura Hills, General Plan Update EIR, March 12, 1993. 
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• City of Agoura Hills, Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, 1991. 
• City of Agoura Hills, Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan EIR, February 1990. 
• Envicom Corporation, Conrad N. Hilton Headquarters Campus: Project Application, May 2010 
• Envicom Corporation, Conrad N. Hilton Headquarters Campus: Technical Background Report, 

March 2010 
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INITIAL STUDY 
 
PROJECT TITLE 
 
Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project 

 
LEAD AGENCY and CONTACT PERSON  
 
City of Agoura Hills 
30001 Ladyface Court 
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 
Contact:  Doug Hooper, Assistant Director of Community Development, (818) 597-7342 
 
PROJECT PROPONENT 
 
Conrad N. Hilton Foundation 
10100 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite 1000 
Los Angeles, CA 90067-4003 
 
PROJECT SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
Location:  The project site is located at 30440 and 30500 Agoura Road west of the Agoura 
Road/Reyes Adobe Road intersection in the City of Agoura Hills, Los Angeles County.  Figure 
1 illustrates the location of the project site in its regional context and Figure 2 shows the location 
of the project site in the City of Agoura Hills.   
 
Assessor Parcel Numbers:  The project site is identified by Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 
2061-002-024 and 2061-002-048. 
 
Existing General Plan Designation:  The City of Agoura Hills General Plan land use 
designation is Planned Development District (PD).   
 
Existing Zoning:  Specific Plan (SP) 
 
Surrounding Land Uses:   
 
The property to the east has entitlements for a business park that is currently under 
construction, while the property to the south and west is vacant land.  A business park is also 
located north of the site across Agoura Road.   
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 
 
The proposed project involves phased construction and operation of a campus headquarters for 
the Conrad N. Hilton Foundation.  Proposed project components include four office buildings; a 
maintenance building; street access driveways; a funicular (inclined cable tramway); interior 
circulation and parking areas; native landscaping; security, architectural, and outdoor accent 
lighting; and drainage improvements, as well as the widening of Agoura Road along the 
frontage of the project site.  Additional project elements include outdoor seating areas and 
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native plant gardens.  With a development agreement, project implementation would occur in 
four phases over an estimated 25-year period.  The overall site plan, including locations of 
project components, is illustrated in Figure 3 and a summary of each primary structural 
component by phase is provided in Table 2-1. 
 

Table 1 
Proposed Land Use by Phase 

Land Use by Phase Square Feet 

Phase I 
 Office (west) 
 Maintenance 

 
24,000 

750 

Phase II 
 Office (west) 
 Maintenance 

 
36,000 

750 

Phase III 
 Office (east) 

 
7,500 

Phase IV 
 Office (east) 

 
21,300 

Total 90,300 

 
 Development Components.  As shown in Table 2-1, the proposed project involves a total 
of 90,300 square feet of development, including 88,800 square feet of office space in four 
buildings, and a 1,500 square-foot maintenance facility.  The project would focus development 
on the central and northern portions of the project site.  The proposed buildings would be 
designed in accordance with the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan, which requires buildings to 
maintain a roofline below the 1,100-foot contour.  Within the area proposed for development, 
there are two main subareas: the western portion and the eastern portion.  Project development 
during Phases I and III would primarily occur on the eastern portion of the site.  Project 
development during Phases II and IV would occur on the western portion of the site.  All 
buildings proposed on the project site are designed with the goal of achieving the United States 
Green Building Council’s LEED Platinum Certification.  The following paragraphs summarize 
each phase of the proposed project. 
 
 Phase I. As shown in Figure 3, Phase I development would occur on the northeastern 
portion of the project site and include the construction of the Phase I office building, a 
maintenance structure, parking and circulation elements, and drainage improvements, as well 
as landscaping and related outdoor features.  With respect to the overall plan for the proposed 
project, Phase I would also include grading on the slope east of the western debris basin along 
the south side of Agoura Road; grading within the Agoura Road right-of-way from the eastern 
property boundary to the western debris basin; improvement of Agoura Road from the eastern 
property boundary to the proposed western boundary of the eastern parcel; and rough grading 
for the Phase III building pad.  To minimize soil erosion and water run-off, the graded area for 
the Phase III building would be planted with native vegetation until such time that Phase III is 
implemented. 
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The proposed 24,000 square-foot Phase I office building would consist of two stories with a 
maximum height of 35 feet.  The Phase I building is envisioned to include offices, a reception 
area, meeting rooms, and a convenience kitchen with casual seating.  Landscaping is proposed 
along building facades and internal circulation routes.  Garden features would be installed in 
the parking lot area, obscuring and softening the façade appearance.  The proposed 750 square-
foot ancillary maintenance structure would be situated on the west end of the proposed parking 
lot area.  A first-flush detention basin to be located north of the Phase I parking lot would 
collect and hold the first ¾-inch of water from the development footprint and adjacent sections 
of Agoura Road until it is released into the off-site storm drain system. 
 
Vehicular access would be provided from a driveway off of Agoura Road at the northeast 
corner of the project site.  Entry signage with streetscape plantings would be erected to indicate 
the location of the entry drive to the project site from Agoura Road.  A total of 75 parking spaces 
would be provided in a surface parking lot west of and adjacent to the Phase I building (the 
“Central Parking Lot”); the entry drive would consist of an internal landscaped roadway 
providing on-site access to the surface parking lot; and a landscaped pedestrian walkway 
would provide connectivity between the parking and office uses. 
 
 Phase II.  Phase II would be implemented so as to accommodate the Foundation’s 
anticipated growth over time.  As shown in Figure 3, Phase II would include the construction of 
a 36,000 square-foot office building, an access driveway with road side parking, a western 
parcel parking lot, add spaces to the Central Parking Lot, completion of the improvements to 
Agoura Road up to the western property line, and improvements to the western debris basin to 
accommodate for the widening of Agoura Road. The proposed office building would consist of 
two levels and reach a maximum height of 35 feet above the ground surface.  The Phase II office 
building is envisioned to include offices, a reception area, meeting rooms, and a convenience 
kitchen with casual seating.  Phase II would also expand the Phase I maintenance structure by 
750 square feet, which would provide additional area for grounds keeping facilities, as well as 
equipment and electric cart storage for the project.   
 
Phase II would provide a total of 110 parking spaces between a new Western Parking Lot, 
driveway and circle parking spaces, and additional spaces within the Central Parking lot.  The 
Western Parking Lot would consist of 43 spaces adjacent to the Phase II office building in the 
location of the Phase IV office building.  Thirty-three spaces would be provided along the 
driveway and circle near the entrance to the Phase II building, and 34 spaces would be added to 
the Central Parking Lot.  Site improvements to occur during Phase II also include a funicular to 
provide direct connectivity between Phase I development and Phase II development, as well as 
an internal cart path that would meander between the eastern and western portions of the site.  
Vehicular access to the Phase II building and parking areas would be provided from a driveway 
on Agoura Road on the western portion of the project site.  Entry signage would indicate the 
location of the western entry to the project site from Agoura Road. 
 
 Phase III.  As shown in Figure 3, a 7,500 square-foot Phase III office building would be 
constructed on the northeastern most corner of the project site during this phase.  The height of 
the Phase III building would be a maximum of 35 feet above grade.  Mass grading for the Phase 
III building pad would be conducted during Phase I; however, some fine grading would be 
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required to prepare the site for the Phase III building.  The Western Parking Lot would be 
expanded by 23 spaces to move parking spaces allocated to Phase II closer to the building, and 
free up spaces in the Central Parking Lot for the proposed Phase III use. 
 
 Phase IV. Construction of the Phase IV office building would complete the anticipated 
build out of the proposed project.  As shown in Figure 3, during Phase IV a 21,300 square-foot 
office building would be constructed in the western portion of the site.  The proposed Phase IV 
office building would be two storied with an approximate height of 35 feet.  The building 
would consist of offices and meeting rooms.  With respect to the overall site plan, the Phase IV 
building would replace the Western Parking Lot that would be developed during Phase II. 
Parking spaces within Western Parking Lot as well as additional spaces required for Phase IV 
would be accommodated via construction of 130 subterranean parking spaces within the 
Central Parking Lot. 
 
 Internal Site Circulation.  Internal site circulation would be provided via a funicular and 
cart path that would be constructed during Phase II.  The funicular would be situated on a 
dedicated track that would provide direct access between the western driveway turnaround 
and the eastern parking lot.  The cart path would also connect the eastern and western portions 
of the site via a scenic pathway.  The connecting pathway would be up to 10 feet wide and 
comprised of permeable surface materials.  Implementation of the funicular and cart path 
would support centralization of the parking areas, thereby reducing the amount of hillside 
grading. 
 
 Landscaping and Irrigation.  Landscaping and trees would be planted along the main 
access roads, internal circulation paths, and the Agoura Road frontage. Landscaping is also 
proposed around structures, and related outdoor elements (e.g., gardens, water features) would 
be appropriately located throughout the developed portions of the project site.  Undeveloped 
open space areas would retain natural vegetation and graded slopes would be planted with 
native plants including chaparral species, coastal sage scrub, and grassland.  Irrigation for the 
proposed landscaping would be provided via a combination of a rainwater collection system 
and potable water. 
 
 Drainage Facilities.  There are currently two existing debris basins, under Los Angeles 
County Flood Control jurisdiction, located on site along Agoura Road.  One is near the eastern 
and another near the western property boundary.  The widening of Agoura Road would affect 
the existing configuration of both basins. The easterly debris basin would be redesigned and 
relocated south of the proposed Phase I building and Central Parking Lot.  In the location of the 
existing eastern debris basin a detention basin would be constructed to collect first-flush runoff 
from the entire site as well as portions of Agoura Road.  Runoff from the developed areas of the 
eastern portion of the site would be collected via onsite storm drainage and routed to a bioswale 
to be located between the eastern access drive and Agoura Road, before entering the detention 
basin. 
 
Runoff from within the development footprint on the western portion of the site would be 
collected via a series of inlets and routed to bioswales along the access road and Agoura Road 
before entering the detention basin. The westerly debris basin would also be moved to 
accommodate the widening of Agoura Road and improved to meet current design 
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requirements.  Multiple project elements, including roofs, access roads, parking lots, sidewalks, 
and green space would be designed to be multifunctional, incorporating detention, retention, 
filtration, or runoff use. 
 
 Construction Grading.  The City of Agoura Hills has specific requirements for grading 
design and implementation in the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan area.  As previously noted, 
construction of the proposed project is expected to occur in four phases over an approximate 25-
year period.  Grading of the site would consist of a cut/fill operation to create level building 
pads and associated features.  The primary proposed fill areas are the lower lying, gentle slopes 
between ridges. Erosion control measures would be included during grading and prior to the 
completion and construction of permanent drainage controls.  Mass Grading would be limited 
to Phases I and II, and IV, with minimal finish grading to occur in Phases III.  The following 
paragraphs describe the proposed grading activities in further detail. 
 
During Phase I, grading activities would be conducted in association with the widening of 
Agoura Road, the project’s easterly ingress/egress, as well the pads for the Phase I and Phase III 
buildings, the Central Parking Lot, internal circulation improvements, and drainage 
improvements (eastern debris basin and detention basin).  In order to align the project’s easterly 
ingress/egress from Agoura Road, a small amount of grading would occur on the neighboring 
property, whereby the Applicant and the adjacent property owner have an existing easement 
agreement.  Phase I grading would disturb roughly 5.8 acres on site and 0.24 acres off site to 
include roughly 81,800 cubic yards of cut and 79,000 cubic yards of fill.  
 
The grading activities proposed during Phase II would be conducted in association with the 
project’s westerly ingress/egress from Agoura Road, Phase II and Phase IV buildings, the 
proposed Western Parking Lot, internal circulation, and drainage improvements (western 
debris basin and bioswales).  Phase II grading would disturb roughly 6.1 acres on site and 
would include 75,000 cubic yards of cut and 50,000 cubic yards of fill.   
 
Phase IV grading would include 5,000 cubic yards of cut for excavation of the subterranean 
garage. 
 
As mentioned above, grading for the widening of Agoura Road would occur during Phases I 
and II.  During Phase I, grading of the central slope along the south side of Agoura Road and 
within the right-of-way from the eastern property boundary to the western debris basin would 
be conducted.  Additionally, Agoura Road would be improved between the eastern property 
boundary and the proposed western boundary of the eastern parcel.  The remainder of the 
grading/improvements associated with widening Agoura Road between the western limit of 
the Phase I grading/improvements and the western property boundary would be conducted in 
Phase II. 
 
The approvals requested from the City include:   
 

• Tentative Parcel Map for the reconfiguration of the two parcels 
• Variances, and/or Modifications to the zoning ordinance Regulations and Requirements, 

including: 
� Variance for retaining walls and garden walls in excess of 6 feet in height 
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� Variance or modification for a 10 percent reduction to on-site parking requirements 
• Conditional Use Permit for developing a parcel within the Ladyface Mountain SP area 
• Oak Tree Permit for the removal and encroachment of the protected zone of oak trees 
• Development Agreement 

 
PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL MAY BE REQUIRED FOR 
SUBSEQUENT ACTIONS (e.g. permits, financing approval, or participation 
agreement): 
 

• Section 1602 Permit (Streambed Alteration Agreement) in accordance with the California 
Fish and Game Code (California Department of Fish and Game); 

• US Army Corps of Engineers permit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for 
impacts to waters of the US; and 

• Section 401 Permit (Clean Water Action) in accordance with the California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and LA County Flood Control. 

• Los Angeles County Flood Control approval of facility modifications 
 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS AFFECTED 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
including impacts that could not be lessened to a level of insignificance through incorporation 
of mitigation identified in the Initial Study. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forest 
Resources  Air Quality  

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology / Soils  
 Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

 Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology / Water 
Quality 

 Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 
 Population / Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities / Service  
      Systems 

 Mandatory Findings of 
      Significance 
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DETERMINATION 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

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

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, there would not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the 
project have been made by or agreed to by the applicant.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and 

an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

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

 
 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 

environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been 
avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR, including revisions or mitigation 
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
 
 
 

   
Doug Hooper, Assistant Director of  
Community Development 
City of Agoura Hills 

 Date 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 
 
 
 
I.  AESTHETICS – Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway?     
 
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings?     
 
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?     
 
a, c)  The project site is visually characterized as a vacant, largely undisturbed landscape 
including gently sloping grassland areas with scattered oak trees and brush.  To the south of the 
project site, gradually steepening foothills increase abruptly in slope, as distinguished by 
rugged dark-colored volcanic rock formations.  Development of the project site would 
introduce approximately 90,300 square feet of office space broken up between four buildings in 
a campus-type environment in the northern half of the project site, as well as alteration of the 
existing slopes and landforms through site grading.  Given that the project site is undeveloped, 
the proposed project would substantially alter the visual character of the project site from 
nearby vantage points and would have potentially significant aesthetic impacts.  Therefore, 
further study in an EIR is necessary. 
 
b)  The proposed project would result in the development of approximately 90,300 square feet 
of office use on undeveloped lands.  The project site is not located in proximity to a state scenic 
highway, however, the Scenic Highways Element of the City of Agoura Hills General Plan 
designates Agoura Road as a Local Scenic Highway and the 101 Freeway as a “visually 
sensitive” corridor.  Scenic resources such as trees and rock outcropping would be removed or 
otherwise altered.  Impacts are potentially significant and further study in an EIR is necessary. 
 
d)  The proposed project would introduce lighting in an area where no lighting currently exists.  
The project would include exterior building lights and parking lot lights that have the 
potentially to incrementally increase lighting within the City and in an area adjacent to open 
space.  Lighting could result in potentially significant impacts and further study in an EIR is 
necessary. 
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II.  AGRICULTURE and FORESTRY RESOURCES:  In 
determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer 
to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California 
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to information compiled by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the 
Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest 
Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon 
measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols 
adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  -- Would 
the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland 
of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the 
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to non-agricultural use?     
 
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?     
 
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code Section 
51104(g))??     
 
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?     
 
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?     
 
a)  The project site does not contain Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance as shown on the maps prepared by the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program (California Department of Conservation, 2004).  Therefore, no impacts 
would occur and further study in an EIR is not warranted.   
 
b)  The project site is not zoned for agricultural use.  Additionally, the City does not have 
agricultural zoning or Williamson Act contracts.  Therefore, there would be no conflict with 
zoning for agricultural use or with a Williamson Act Contract and the project would not convert 
agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses.  No impact would occur and further study in an EIR 
is not warranted. 
 
c, e)  The project site is within the City of Agoura Hills and is zoned Ladyface Mountain Specific 
Plan (SP).  Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning 
of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production.  No impacts would 
occur and further study in an EIR is not warranted.   
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d) The project site does not contain forest lands as identified by the United States Department of 
Agriculture Forest Service (2010).  Therefore, the project would not convert forest lands and no 
impacts would occur.  Further study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
 
III.  AIR QUALITY  -- Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be relied 
upon to make the following determinations. Would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?     
 
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation?     
 
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?     
 
d) Result in a temporary increase in the concentration of 
criteria pollutants (i.e., as a result of the operation of 
machinery or grading activities)?     
 
e) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?     
 
f) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people?     
 
The project site is within the South Coast Air Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  The local air quality management agency 
is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that air quality standards are met and, if 
they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards.     
 
Depending on whether or not the standards are met or exceeded, the air basin is classified as 
being in “attainment” or “nonattainment.”  The South Coast Air Basin is in nonattainment for 
both the federal and state standards for ozone and nitrogen dioxide as well as the state 
standard for PM10.  Thus, the basin currently exceeds several state and federal ambient air 
quality standards and is required to implement strategies that would reduce the pollutant 
levels to recognized acceptable standards.  This non-attainment status is a result of several 
factors, the primary ones being the naturally adverse meteorological conditions that limit the 
dispersion and diffusion of pollutants, the limited capacity of the local air shed to eliminate 
pollutants from the air, and the number, type, and density of emission sources within the 
South Coast Air Basin.  The SCAQMD has adopted an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) 
that provides a strategy for the attainment of state and federal air quality standards.   
 
The SCAQMD has established the following significance thresholds for construction activities 
within the South Coast Air Basin:  
 

• 100 pounds per day of NOx 
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• 550 pounds per day of CO 
• 150 pounds per day of PM10 
• 55 pounds per day of PM2.5 

 
The SCAQMD also has established the following significance thresholds for project operations 
within the South Coast Air Basin: 
 

• 55 pounds per day of ROC 
• 55 pounds per day of NOx  
• 550 pounds per day of CO 
• 150 pounds per day of SOx 
• 150 pounds per day of PM10 
• 55  pounds per day of PM2.5 

 
The South Coast Air Basin is classified as being in “attainment” for federal and state carbon 
monoxide standards.  According to the AQMP, all areas within the South Coast Air Basin have 
been in attainment of federal carbon monoxide standards since 2003 and no area exceeded state 
standards in 2005.  The highest levels of carbon monoxide concentrations listed in the AQMP 
were 5.9 ppm, substantially lower than the California 8-hour standard of 9.0 ppm.  (Greenhouse 
gas emissions are addressed below in Section XVII, Mandatory Findings of Significance, of this 
document.) 
 
a)  Generally, a project would conflict with or potentially obstruct implementation of an air 
quality plan if it would contribute to population growth in excess of that forecasted in the air 
quality management plan.  Currently, the population in the City of Agoura Hills is 
approximately 23,337 people (California Department of Finance, 2009).  The project does not 
propose housing, so it would not directly generate population growth; however, the project 
would provide employment opportunities.  There are currently 30 employees of the Hilton 
Foundation and after completion of all phases of the proposed project it is estimated that there 
would be 150 150 employees, for a net increase of 120 employees (150 – 30 current).  Some of the 
employees may relocate to the City; however, any new housing indirectly generated by the 
proposed project would be subject to CEQA review.  Consequently, the project would not 
contribute to an exceedance of the City’s projected population growth forecast, which is 23,400 
people in 2020.  In addition, the project would incorporate TDM components in conformance 
with the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan and City of Agoura Municipal Code, which include 
the following measures. 
 

� Electrical vehicle charging station in each parking lot 
� Van-pool, car-pool, hybrid, and electric vehicle parking spaces 
� Ridesharing information wuld be made available to all employees 
� Bicycle storage areas, showers, a dressing area and lockers 
 

Based on the above, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
b, c)  Emissions generated by the proposed project would include temporary construction 
emissions and long-term operational emissions.  Construction emissions are discussed under 
item d. 
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Long-term emissions generated by the proposed project would be primarily from vehicle trips 
to the office building.  The project would be required to adhere to City standards regarding 
emissions and would also be required to meet the latest building energy efficiency standards set 
forth by Title 24 (California Energy Commission, 2008). 
 
The long-term air quality emissions associated with the proposed project were estimated using 
the URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4 air quality model.  Air quality modeling assumptions and detailed 
results can be found in the Technical Background Report prepared by Envicom (2010), which 
may be viewed at Agoura Hills City Hall.  Operational emissions were determined based on the 
proposed square footage combined with the trip generation rates contained in the traffic impact 
study prepared for the project by Associated Transportation Engineers (see Appendix A).  
Project emissions estimates as determined in the modeling analysis are presented in Table 2.  
Mobile emissions are those associated with vehicle trips, while the use of natural gas and 
landscaping maintenance equipment are included in the area emissions. 
 

Table 2 
Operational Emissions (pounds per day) 

Emissions (lbs/day) 
Emission Source 

ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Phase I      

Mobile Emissions 1.5 2.1 18.6 3.4 0.7 

Area Emissions 0.3 0.2 1.7 0.0 0.0 

Total Emissions 1.8 2.3 20.3 3.4 0.7 

Phase II      

Mobile Emissions 2.3 3.1 27.9 5.1 1.0 

Area Emissions 0.4 0.3 1.8 0.0 0.0 

Total Emissions 2.7 3.4 29.7 5.1 1.0 

Phase I-Phase IV      

Mobile Emissions 3.3 3.8 37.3 12.7 2.5 

Area Emissions 0.7 0.6 2.1 0.0 0.0 

Total Emissions 4.0 4.4 39.4 12.7 2.5 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75 100 550 150 55 

Exceed SCAQMD 
Thresholds? NO NO NO NO NO 

Source:  Envicom, 2010 (URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4)  For air quality spreadsheets and assumptions see 
Technical Background Report available for public review at Agoura Hills City Hall 
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As shown in Table 2, emissions generated by the proposed project would not exceed the 
SCAQMD’s daily operational thresholds for any pollutant during Phase I, Phase II, or at 
buildout; therefore, regional air quality impacts would be less than significant.   
 
In addition to SCAQMD’s regional significance thresholds for operational emissions, long-term 
operational impacts would be significant if project-generated traffic were to cause a significant 
impact at a local intersection that would result in CO concentrations above state or federal 
standards.  Areas with high vehicle density, such as congested intersections and parking 
garages, have the potential to create high concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO), known as 
CO hot spots.  A project’s localized air quality impact is considered significant if CO emissions 
create a hot spot where either the California one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or 
the federal and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm is exceeded.  This typically occurs at 
intersections having a level of service (LOS) of E or F.  According to the Caltrans Transportation 
Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (1997), a detailed CO screening analysis should be 
conducted when project-generated traffic worsens a signalized intersection from LOS A, B, C or 
D to E or F or when a project is likely to worsen air quality at a signalized intersection. 
 
The 2007 SCAQMD summary card, which provides data on current conditions, states the 
maximum CO one-hour concentration for Source Receptor Area (SRA)-6 (West San Fernando 
Valley) as 4.0 ppm, and the maximum eight-hour concentration as 2.8 ppm.  As discussed in 
Section XV, Transportation/ Traffic, the proposed project would not increase the LOS from LOS 
A, B, C, or D to E or F at any intersection within the vicinity of the project site.  Given that 
project traffic would not have a significant impact at any intersection, project-generated traffic 
would not significantly worsen air quality at intersections within the vicinity of the project site.  
Neither the 20 ppm one-hour CO standard nor the 9.0 ppm eight-hour CO standard would be 
exceeded.  Impacts related to CO hotspots would be less than significant. 
 
d)  Construction vehicles and equipment traveling along unpaved roads, grading, trenching, 
and stockpiled soils have the potential to generate fugitive dust (PM10) through the exposure of 
soil to wind erosion and dust entrainment.  In addition, exhaust emissions associated with 
heavy construction equipment have the potential to adversely affect air quality.   
 
Temporary construction emissions were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 v.9.2.4 computer 
model (see Appendix A for air quality data).  Although the exact years of each phase have yet to 
be determined, for the purposes of this analysis, construction phasing assumptions are shown 
in Table 3. 
 
During project site preparation, the soils that underlie portions of the site would be turned over 
and pushed around, exposing the soil to wind erosion and dust entrainment by onsite operating 
equipment.  Rule 403 of the SCAQMD Handbook requires implementation of measures to 
minimize emissions for all dust generating activity, regardless of whether it exceeds thresholds.  
The non-attainment status of the South Coast Air Basin for PM10 dust emissions requires that 
Best Available Control Measures (BACMs) be used to minimize regional cumulative PM10 
impacts from all construction activities, even if any single project does not cause the thresholds 
to be exceeded.   
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Table 3  
Construction Phasing Assumptions 

Construction Phase Construction Duration New Construction 
(square feet) 

Grading Cut 
(cubic yards) 

Grading Fill 
(cubic yards) 

Phase I February 1, 2011 – 
August 1, 2012 24,000 81,800 * 79,000 

Phase II September 1, 2012 – 
July 1, 2014 36,000 75,000 *  50,000 

Phase III January 1, 2015 – 
February 1, 2016 9,000 0 0 

Phase IV January 1, 2020 – 
August 1, 2020 21,300 5,000 * 0 

* It is assumed that excess cut would be exported from the project site by 14 cubic yard capacity trucks for a round 
trip distance of 20 miles.  This is a conservative estimate since the Calabasas landfill is located approximately 6 
miles from the project site. 

 
The majority of emissions associated with construction activities onsite come from off-road 
vehicles such as cranes and backhoes, but some emissions are also associated with construction 
worker trips and the application of architectural coatings, which release volatile or reactive 
organic gases (ROG) during the drying phase.  Exhaust emissions (particularly NOx and CO) 
would result from on and off-site operation of heavy equipment.  Initial clearing and grading 
would gradually shift toward building construction and then to finish construction, paving and 
landscaping.  The types and numbers of equipment would vary among contractors.  However, 
based on the size of the phased projects, the construction equipment fleet in Table 4 is assumed 
as a basis for estimating maximum daily equipment operations during various construction 
activities.   
 

Table 4   
Construction Fleet Assumptions 

Grading * Construction Paving 

1 tractor/loader/backhoe 1 crane 1 paver 

1 rubber tired dozer 2 forklifts 1 paving equipment 

1 grader 1 generator set 1 tractor/loader/backhoe 

1 water truck 1 tractor/loader/backhoe 4 cement mixers 

 3 welders 1 roller 

* grading would be required for phases I, II and IV only 

 
SCAQMD has developed Localized Significance Thresholds (LSTs) in response to the 
Governing Board’s Environmental Justice Enhancement Initiative (1-4).  LSTs were devised in 
response to concern regarding exposure of individuals to criteria pollutants in local 
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communities.  LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that would not cause or 
contribute to an air quality exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard at the nearest sensitive receptor, taking into consideration ambient 
concentrations in each source receptor area (SRA), project size, distance to the sensitive 
receptor, etc.  However, LSTs only apply to emissions within a fixed stationary location, 
including idling emissions during both project construction and operation.  LSTs have been 
developed only for NOx, CO, PM10 and PM2.5.  LSTs are not applicable to mobile sources such as 
cars on a roadway (Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, SCAQMD, June 2003).  
As such, LSTs for operational emissions would not apply to the proposed project, as cars on 
roadways would generate the majority of emissions. 
  
LSTs have been developed for emissions within areas up to five acres in size, with air pollutant 
modeling recommended for activity within larger areas.  The SCAQMD provides a lookup table 
for sites that measure 1, 2 or 5 acres.  While the project site is larger than 5 acres, no construction 
activity would involve more than 5 acres of daily disturbance.  Therefore, the use of LST 
“lookup tables” is appropriate for this analysis.  The site is located in Source Receptor Area 6 
(SRA-6), which is designated by the SCAQMD as the West San Fernando Valley and includes 
the City of Agoura Hills.  The closest sensitive receptors are residences located about 1,200 feet 
west of the project site.  The closest school to the project site is the Buttercup Preschool located 
approximately ¾ of a mile northwest of the project across the US-101.  LST pollutant 
concentration data is currently only published for one, two and five-acre sites for a source 
receptor distance of 25, 50, 100, 200 and 500 meters.  For the purposes of this analysis, it is 
assumed the area of disturbance would be two acres located within 200 meters (about 650 feet) 
of a sensitive receptor.  Table 5 shows the applicable LST thresholds.  
 

Table 5 
SCAQMD LSTs for Construction in SRA-6 

Pollutant 
Allowable emissions 82 feet 
from the 2-acre site boundary 

(lbs/day) 

Gradual conversion of NOx to NO2 250 

CO 3,871 

PM10  84 

PM2.5  26 

Source:  http://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/handbook/LST/appC.pdf.. 
 
Table 6 shows the maximum construction emissions that would result from construction of the 
proposed project.  As indicated in Table 6, the estimated daily construction emissions of criteria 
pollutants would exceed SCAQMD construction thresholds and LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5, 
however, ROG and NOx emissions would not exceed the applicable thresholds.  Based on the 
URBEMIS modeling output, the PM10 and PM2.5 exceedance occurs during Phase I and Phase II 
grading due to dust.  Therefore, mitigation is required.    
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Table 6 
Maximum Daily Construction Emissions for All Phases 

Emission Source ROG NOx CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily 8.9 42.0 27.1 317.7 68.0 

SCAQMD Thresholds (peak day) 75 100 550 150 55 

Exceed SCAQMD Thresholds? No No No Yes Yes 

Localized Significance Thresholds n/a 250 3,871 84 26 

Exceed Localized Significance 
Thresholds? n/a No No Yes Yes 

Based on URBEMIS 2007 Model Output (Envicom, 2010) 

 
The following mitigation measure is required. 
 

AQ-1 Dust Control.  The applicant shall prepare a construction Management 
Plan for Phase I and Phase II construction activities to control PM10 and 
PM2.5 emissions.  At a minimum, the Plan shall include the following 
dust control measures. 

 
The simultaneous disturbance area shall be minimized as much as possible. 

The proposed project shall comply with SCAQMD established minimum 
requirements for construction activities to reduce fugitive dust and PM 
emissions. 

A plan to control fugitive dust through implementation of best available 
control measures shall be prepared and submitted to the City for approval 
prior to the issuance of grading permits.  The plan shall specify the dust control 
measures to be implemented.  Such measures may include, but are not limited 
to the following: 

a) Application of soil stabilizers to inactive areas; 

b) Preparation of a high wind dust control plan and implement plan 
elements with termination of soil disturbance when winds exceed 25 
mph; 

c) Stabilization of previously disturbed areas if subsequent construction 
is delayed; and  

d) Covering all stockpiles with tarps. 

The project proponent shall comply with all applicable SCAQMD Rules and 
Regulations including Rule 403, ensuring the clean up of construction-related 
dirt on approach routes to the site.  Rule 403 prohibits the release of fugitive 
dust emissions from any active operation, open storage pile or disturbed 
surface area visible beyond the property line of the emission source.  
Particulate matter on public roadways is also prohibited.   
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Adequate watering techniques shall be employed to mitigate the impact of 
construction-related dust particulates.  Portions of the site that are undergoing 
surface earth moving operations shall be watered such that a crust will be 
formed on the ground surface, and then watered again at the end of each day.  
Watering of exposed surfaces and haul roads two times per day is required. 

Any vegetative cover planted on site shall be planted as soon as practicable to 
reduce the disturbed area subject to wind erosion.  Irrigation systems required 
for these plants shall be installed as soon as practicable to maintain good 
ground cover and to minimize wind erosion of the soil. 

Any construction access roads (other than temporary access roads) shall be 
paved as soon as possible and cleaned after each workday.  The maximum 
vehicle speed on unpaved roads shall be 15 mph.   
 

Table 7 
Mitigated Construction Emissions 

 PM10 PM2.5 

Mitigated Emissions 22 5 

SCAQMD Threshold 150 55 

LST Threshold 84 26 

Exceed Threshold  No No 

 
With implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1, construction air quality impacts relative to 
PM10 and PM2.5 would be reduced to a level that is less than significant.  The impact would be 
less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
 
e)  Certain population groups are considered particularly sensitive to air pollution.  Sensitive 
receptors include health care facilities, retirement homes, school and playground facilities, and 
residential areas.  The closest sensitive receptor population to the project site are residences 
located about 1,200 feet west of the site.  As discussed in items b and c, above, the proposed 
project would not result in an exceedance of the SCAQMD thresholds during operation of the 
project.  The project has significant but mitigable impacts related to construction generated 
dust; however, with implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 project generated emissions 
would be below SCAQMD construction thresholds and LSTS.  Daily thresholds are established 
to protect human receptors from potentially significant health impacts.  Therefore, since the 
project would not exceed established thresholds with mitigation, the project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during both construction and 
operational phases.  Impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant.   
 
f)  The proposed office building would not generate any objectionable odors.  Office building 
uses are not identified on Figure 5-5, Land Uses Associated with Odor Complaints, of the 1993 
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  Therefore, it is unlikely that the proposed project 
would generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  There would be 
no impact associated with odors.  
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IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as 
a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

    

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

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

    

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

    

 

a-f) The project involves the development of 90,300 square feet of office space with associated 
parking, utilities, maintenance facilities and gardens on a 66.6-acre site.  Much of the site would 
remain undeveloped; however, a preliminary biological analysis indicates potentially 
significant impacts to biological resources.  This issue will be further analyzed in an EIR.  

 
 
 
 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?     
 
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?     
 
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?     
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
A Phase I Cultural Resources investigation was completed for the proposed project by 
McKenna et al (2008) and was included in the Technical Background Report prepared for the 
project by Envicom Corporation (March 2010), available for review at City Hall. 

a)  As discussed in the Cultural Resources investigation (2008), the project site does not contain 
any State or Nationally recognized historic resources as the project is undisturbed vacant land.  
Additionally, it has been determined that the project site has a low potential for such resources 
to occur.  The City of Agoura Hills designated resource (Reyes Adobe) located approximately ½ 
mile away from the project site would not be affected by the proposed development as no 
development is planned adjacent to the Reyes Adobe.  Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant with regard to historical resources and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
b-d)  The Cultural Resources investigation (2008) performed for the project site indicated that 
previously recorded prehistoric sites are present onsite.  Furthermore, based on existing 
conditions, there is potential for additional archaeological and paleontological resources to 
occur in the general area.  Excavation of the project site has the potential to disturb or damage 
unknown cultural resources.   Therefore, impacts would be potentially significant and further 
analysis in an EIR is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving:     
 
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.     
 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?     
 
iv) Landslides?     
 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     
 
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?     
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-
B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property?     
 
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water?     
 
The analysis contained in this section is partially based on a technical background report 
prepared by Envicom Corporation (March 2010) as well as on a geotechnical report prepared by 
Geosoils Consultants, Inc (January 13, 2009) and City of Agoura Hills reviews.  This 
documentation is available for public review at Agoura Hills City Hall.  The geotechnical 
investigation included research, field mapping, subsurface exploration, and seismic survey. 
 
a (i)  The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and there 
are no active faults on or adjacent to the property (Geosoils Consultants, Inc. 2009).  Therefore, 
the potential for fault rupture within the project site is less than significant.   
 
a (ii)  The project site is subject to seismic groundshaking from faults in the region.   The project 
site is situated in the seismically active Transverse Ranges Geomorphic province.  Like any 
other area in the region, the project site would experience ground motion from earthquakes 
generated on regional faults, including the Malibu, San Fernando, Northridge, San Andreas, 
Newport-Inglewood and Malibu Coast Faults.  Design and construction of the building would 
be required to be engineered to withstand the expected ground acceleration that may occur at 
the site, pursuant to local building regulations and applicable provisions of the Uniform 
Building Code (UBC) and the California Building Code (CBC).  Pursuant to the City of Agoura 
Hills Municipal Code, the project “shall be subject to review by the building official.  
Supplemental reports and data, including geology and geotechnical reports by consultants, may 
be required as he may deem necessary.  Recommendations included in the reports and 
approved by the building official shall be incorporated in the grading plan or specifications.” 
(City of Agoura Hills Municipal Code Section 3304.4.4).  Impacts would be less than 
significant. 
 
a (iii), c) Liquefaction describes a phenomenon where cyclic stresses that are produced by 
earthquake-induced ground motions creates excess pore pressures in cohesionless soils.  As a 
result the soils may acquire a high degree of mobility, which can lead to lateral spreading, 
consolidation and settlement of loose sediments. Ground oscillation, flow failure, loss of bearing 
strength, ground fissuring sand boils and other damaging deformations.  This phenomenon 
occurs only below the water table, but after liquefaction has developed, it can propagate 
upward into overlying, non-saturated soils as excess pore water escapes.  Research has shown 
that saturated, loose sands with a silt content of less than 25% are most susceptible to 
liquefaction, whereas other soil types are generally considered to have a low susceptibility.   
According to the Official State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map – Thousand Oaks 
Quadrangle, the site is not located within a “Zone of Required Investigation for Liquefaction” 
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and the potential for adverse effects related to liquefaction is less than significant  (Geosoils 
Consultants, Inc. 2009).  
 
a (iv)  Landslides are slope failures that occur where the horizontal seismic forces act to induce 
soil and/or bedrock failures.  The most common effect is reactivation or movement on a pre-
existing landslide.  Existing slides that are stable under static conditions become unstable and 
move during strong ground shaking.  According to the Official State of California Seismic 
Hazard Zones Map – Thousand Oaks Quadrangle, the site is not located within a zone of 
earthquake-induced landslides.  A suspected landslide mapped by Leighton and Associates, for 
the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan is partially mapped in the eastern portion of the site;  
however, the potential slide does not pose a threat to the proposed development because the 
proposed development is concentrated in the central and northern portion of the site (Geosoils 
Consultants, Inc. 2009).   Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
b)  During wet winters, concentrated surface water flow can, over time, cause rilling and 
possible washouts of substantial slope areas whether composed of natural soils or artificial fill.  
According to Geosoils Consultants, Inc., onsite soils are subject to low rates of erosion; however, 
proposed grading would expose additional soils to erosive processes.  In particular, the 
proposed grading pan would result in fill slopes of ratios between 1.5:1 and 2:1, which could be 
subject to accelerated processes of wind and water erosion during and immediately following 
construction.  This is a potentially significant impact that will be further analyzed in an EIR.   
 
d)  Native soils were found to have a low to high expansion index (Geosoils Consultants, Inc 
2009).  The geotechnical report recommends that surficial soil samples for expansion and 
chemical analysis be obtained for building locations upon completion of rough grading.  
Compliance with CBC requirements regarding expansive soils would result in a less than 
significant impact.   
 
e)  The proposed project would be connected to the City’s sewer system and would not use a 
septic system.  No impact would occur. 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With  

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the 

project:  

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment?     

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases?     

 
a, b)  The project involves the development of 90,300 square feet of office space with associated 
parking, utilities, maintenance facilities and gardens on a 66.6-acre site.   The project has been 
designed with the goal of achieving LEED platinum status.  The project incorporates a variety of 
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sustainable features that will serve to reduce this project’s incremental contribution to Global 
Climate Change.  Nevertheless, this is potentially significant impact that will be further 
analyzed in an EIR. 
 
 
 
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would 
the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal 
of hazardous materials?     
 
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?     
 
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?     
 
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?     
 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area?     
 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?     
 
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?     
 
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands?     
 
Information used in this analysis relies upon two Phase I Environmental Site Assessments 
(ESAs) prepared by Citadel Environmental Services, Inc. (one for each parcel, 2008) for the 
Technical Background Report (Envicom, 2010), available for public review at Agoura Hills City 
Hall. 
 
a, b)  The proposed project would involve the construction of a 90,300 square-foot office 
headquarters campus.  The only potentially hazardous substances used on site would be 
associated with facilities and landscape maintenance and cleaning.  The safe handling of these 
materials is subject to the product labels and State and Federal regulations.  The proposed office 
use would not involve the significant routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous substances 
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nor would it create a safety hazard or significant upset.  Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted.  
 
c)  The closest school to the project site is the Buttercup Preschool located approximately ¾ of a 
mile northwest of the project across the US-101.  Additionally, the project would not emit or 
handle hazardous materials or substances, other than minor amounts typically used for 
maintenance.  Therefore, no impacts would occur with respect to hazardous materials release 
within ¼ mile of a school and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
d)  According to the ESAs prepared for the proposed project, neither parcel comprising the 
proposed project site is identified on any Federal or State environmental hazards list (2008).  
Four sites in the vicinity of the project site, ranging in distance from 500 to 2,600 feet from the 
site boundary, appear on the RCRA SQG or LUST lists.  However, due to the locations of these 
sites from the project site, or actions being taken to remediate the reported conditions, none of 
these sites poses a significant hazard to the project (Envicom Corporation, 2010).  Therefore, no 
impacts would occur and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
e, f)  The closest airport is the Van Nuys Airport, located about 17.5 miles away.  There are no 
airports or airstrips located within the project vicinity.  The project site is not within an area 
covered by an airport land use plan, nor is it located in the vicinity of a private air strip.  
Therefore, no impacts would occur in relation to aircraft related hazards and further analysis in 
an EIR is not warranted. 
 
g)  The project would be required to comply with the City’s policies associated with emergency 
preparedness.  Additionally, implementation of the proposed project would widen Agoura 
Road, which is one of Agoura Hills’ evacuation routes.  This widening would increase the 
circulation on this route and would benefit the City’s evacuation plan.  Therefore, no impacts 
would occur and further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
h)  Wildland fires are a major concern due to the hilly, mountainous, and undeveloped 
character of much of the surrounding areas of Agoura Hills (Public Safety Element, 1992).  The 
City of Agoura Hills Municipal Code classifies the City as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone. The City of Agoura Hills Uniform Fire Code, found in Section 8200 of the City of Agoura 
Hills Municipal Code includes modifications to the California Building Code and Los Angeles 
County Fire Code that intend to prevent loss during a wildland fire, including design and 
installation standards.  Additionally, the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan (September 1991) 
establishes primary and secondary fuel modification zones and requires each development be 
reviewed for adequate defensible space.  Furthermore, the applicant is proposing to construct 
two fire access roads.  The fire access roads would be 20 feet wide and would include a 
sufficient turnaround at their respective terminus.  The project would include new on site fire 
protection facilities such as fire hydrants and added fire flow adequate for the proposed 
development.  Compliance with the provisions and building standards required by the City of 
Agoura Hills, Los Angeles County Fire Code, and the California Building Code would reduce 
potential impacts to less than significant levels.  Further analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?     
 
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)?     
 
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?     
 
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site?     
 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?     
 
f) Result in temporary modifications to existing drainage 
patterns that may increase the flow rate of stormwater, 
violate water quality discharge requirements, or result in 
substantial erosion on or off-site due to construction 
activities?     
 
g) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     
 
h) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?     
 
i) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?     
 
j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam?     
 
k) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
 
The following analysis is partially based on the drainage report prepared for the proposed 
project by Stantec, dated February 19, 2009.  The analysis is also based on a technical 
background report prepared by Envicom Corporation, dated March 2010 available for public 
review at Agoura Hills City Hall 
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a, g.  The proposed project involves development of 90,300 square feet of office space with 
associated parking, utilities, maintenance facilities and gardens on a 66.6-acre site.  If large 
amounts of bare soil are exposed during construction of the proposed project, finely grained 
soils could be entrained, eroded from the site, and transported to drainages.  The amount of 
material that could potentially erode from the site during temporary construction activities 
would be greater than under existing conditions due to the loss of vegetation and movement of 
soils (please see also the related discussion of erosion potential under item IV.b). 
 
Following construction, a portion of the project site would be devoted to the parking and 
circulation of vehicles.  Paved surfaces would replace existing pervious ground cover, which 
can both absorb water and filter out pollutants.  In contrast, paved surfaces accumulate 
pollutants such as deposits of oil, grease, and other vehicle fluids and hydrocarbons.  Traces of 
heavy metals deposited on streets and parking areas from auto operation and/or fall out of 
airborne contaminants are common urban surface water pollutants.  During storm events, these 
pollutants would be transported by runoff into storm drain systems and ultimately into the 
regional watershed.  The introduction of urban pollutants to runoff from the project area could 
adversely affect the water quality of runoff from the project site. 
 
The potential for adverse effects related to short-term construction effects and long-term 
operational effects are potentially significant and will be analyzed further in an EIR.  
 
b. The project would not draw on groundwater resources during the construction phases.  
Additionally, the project site is not considered a significant source of recharge for the Russell 
Valley Groundwater Basin (Envicom Corporation 2010).  Therefore, the project impact to 
groundwater quantity is less than significant.   
 
c-f.  The project site is located on a hillside that would be graded.  Excavation within the hillside 
area and fill of canyon areas during grading will change the drainage patterns on site.  In 
addition, the project includes relocation of a debris basin that is under the jurisdiction of Los 
Angeles County Flood Control.  Lastly, the development of roads, parking lots and buildings 
would increase the amount of impervious surface, which has the potential to increase runoff.  
The impact is potentially significant and will be further analyzed in an EIR.   
 
h,i,j.  The proposed project involves the development of 90,300 square feet of office space with 
associated parking, utilities, maintenance facilities and gardens on a 66.6-acre site.  It does not 
involve the construction of housing.  Furthermore, the project site is not within a FEMA 
designated special flood hazard area subject to 100-year flooding, as indicated on Federal 
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).  In the case of a partial or full failure of Lake Lindero located 
about 900 feet north of the site across U.S. 101 to the north, the project site would not be 
inundated as the water would flow into Lindero Creek which is at a lower elevation than the 
project site (Envicom Corporation, 2010).  Therefore, no impact with respect to flooding would 
occur.  
 
k.  Seiches are oscillations of the surface of an inland body of water that varies in period from a 
few minutes to several hours.  Seismic excitations can induce such oscillations.  Tsunamis are 
large sea waves produced by submarine earthquakes or volcanic eruptions.  Lake Lindero is 
located about 900 feet to the north and is separated from the project site by U.S. 101 and 
intervening development. Since the site is not located more than 900 feet south of the closest 
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inland body of water and is located 900 feet above sea level, which is outside the zone of a 
tsunami, the risk of these two hazards is not pertinent to the site.  Therefore, no impact would 
occur. 
 

 
 
 
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community? 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect?     
 
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?     
�
a)  The proposed 90,300 square foot office use campus would be constructed on an undeveloped 
piece of land adjacent to office uses to the north across Agoura Road and open space to the 
west, east, and south within the Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan area in the City of Agoura 
Hills.  The project would only develop the northern 11.75 acres of the 66.6 acre site, leaving the 
majority of the site as open space.  The project site would be similar to the surrounding uses on 
Agoura Road, particularly the businesses located north of Agoura Road.  The project does not 
propose any new roadways or structures that would cut off existing neighborhoods.  Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant and further analysis of this issue in an EIR is not 
warranted. 
 
b)  The proposed project involves the construction of a 90,300 square-foot office campus project 
within the Planned Development District designation of the City’s General Plan.  The Ladyface 
Mountain Specific Plan establishes the land use designations and development standards for 
the project site.  Approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), a Development Agreement (DA), 
and variances or modification to the zoning ordinance regulations would be needed for the 
project to be implemented.  Variances or waivers include approvals for a 10% reduction to 
onsite parking requirements, garden and retaining wall heights in excess of 6 feet.  With 
approval of the requested variances or waivers, the project would be consistent with the 
applicable regulations. 
 
The project includes development up to the maximum building area allowed under the 
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan.  This level of development is allowable within the Specific 
Plan framework with approval of a CUP, if the project can be found to be consistent with the 
Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan by illustrating compliance with its goals, objectives, and 
policies.  Because office uses are an allowable use within the Specific Plan area and the 
proposed project is within the allowable development intensity, impacts would be less than 
significant with approval of the requested variances or waivers, and further study of this issue 
in an EIR is not warranted. 
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c)  The project site is not subject to an adopted habitat conservation plan (HCP) or natural 
community conservation plan (NCCP).  There would be no impact in this regard.  
 
 
 
 
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state?     
 
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?     
 
a, b)  According to the California Division of Mines and Geology (DMG), no significant mineral 
deposits are present within the City of Agoura Hills (City of Agoura Hills, General Plan Update 
1993).  The majority of the City north of Agoura Road is classified as MRZ-1, with the remaining 
areas, including Ladyface Mountain and the project site being classified as MRZ-3.  MRZ-3 
identifies areas where the significance of mineral deposits cannot be evaluated from available 
data.  Given the project’s location adjacent to urban areas and zoning, exploration for mineral 
resources is not an anticipated use of the site.   Therefore, no impacts would occur and further 
analysis in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
 
 
 
XII. NOISE – Would the project result in:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
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Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies?     
 
 
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?     
 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity due to 
construction activities above levels existing without the 
project?     
 
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels?     
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XII. NOISE – Would the project result in:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 
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Less Than 
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No 
Impact 

 
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?     
 
Noise level (or volume) is generally measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound 
pressure level (dBA).  The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound power levels 
to be consistent with that of human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies 
around 4,000 Hertz (about the highest note on a piano) and less sensitive to low frequencies 
(below 100 Hertz).   
 
Noise is often reported as a noise equivalent level (Leq), which is essentially the average sound 
level over a given time period.  Other indices often used to gauge noise include the Day-Night 
Level (Ldn) and the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL).  CNEL is similar to the Ldn 
except that it adds 5 additional dB to evening noise levels (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.).  The City of 
Agoura Hills utilizes the CNEL for measuring noise levels.  For the most sensitive uses, such as 
churches and schools, 60 dBA CNEL is the maximum normally acceptable exterior level.   
 
a, c)  The project site lies within the 65 dBA CNEL contour.  As such, employees of the proposed 
project could be subject to noise in the 65 dBA CNEL range.  Table N-3 of the adopted General 
Plan indicates that office uses are “normally compatible” with ambient noise in the 70-75 dBA 
CNEL range.  Because onsite noise is less than 70 dBA CNEL, the ambient noise environment on 
the project site would be compatible with the proposed office use.    
 
Operation of the proposed office building would not substantially increase existing ambient 
noise levels.  The primary source of noise from the project would be that associated with 
project-generated traffic as office developments are typically not considered significant noise 
producing uses.  The noise sensitive uses in the vicinity of the project site that could be affected 
by project-generated traffic noise are the residences located about 1,200 feet to the west.   
 
Two 20-minute noise measurements were taken in the vicinity of the project site on January 26, 
2009, about 1,000 feet west of the site and 200 feet east of the closest sensitive receptors.  The 
measurements were taken in locations with line of sight to the freeway and without line of sight 
to the freeway. The measurements were 67.6 Leq and 64.8 Leq respectively.  As indicated, 
freeway line-of-sight adds about three extra decibels to the ambient noise environment.   
 
For traffic-related noise, impacts are considered significant if project-generated traffic results in 
exposure of sensitive receptors to unacceptable noise levels.  The May 2006 Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment created by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
recommendations were used to determine whether or not increases in roadway noise would be 
considered significant.  The allowable noise exposure increase changes with increasing ambient 
noise exposure, such that lower ambient noise levels have a higher allowable noise exposure 
increase.   
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Table 8 shows the significance thresholds for increases in traffic related noise levels caused 
either by the project alone or by cumulative development.   
 

Table 8 
Significance of Changes in Operational 

Roadway Noise Exposure 

Ldn or Leq in dBA 

Existing Noise 
Exposure 

Allowable Noise 
Exposure Increase  

<50 7 

50.1-55 5 

55.1-60 3 

60.1-65 2 

65.1-70 1 

70.1-75 >0 but <1 

75.1+ 0 

Source:  Federal Transit Administration (FTA), May 2006 

 
If nearby sensitive receptors would be exposed to traffic noise increases exceeding the above 
criteria, impacts would be considered significant.   
 
Development of the proposed project would increase the amount of vehicle trips to and from 
the site, which has the potential to generate an increase in traffic noise on area roadways.  Thus, 
project operation would incrementally increase noise levels at neighboring uses.  Envicom 
Corporation evaluated noise level increases on 26 roadway segments as part of the Technical 
Background Report prepared for the project (2010), available for public review at Agoura Hills 
City Hall.  Of these, 14 had no increase (0.0 dB), while the segment of Agoura Road west of 
Reyes Adobe Road was documented as having the largest increase in noise.  Roadway noise 
attributed to this segment increased by 0.5 dB.  Noise levels for roadway segments where a 
change was documented are shown in Table 9. 
 
 Lindero Canyon/SB 101 Ramps.  As documented in Table 9, existing roadway noise 
levels at the Lindero Canyon/US 101 ramps are between 70 and 75 dBA.  Therefore, the 
allowable noise level increase along these segments is less than 1 dBA.  As noted, project 
generated increases are 0.1 dBA. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.   
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Table 9 
Roadway Generated Noise  

Segment Existing Existing + 
Project 

Net 
Difference 

Cumulative 
(no Project) 

Cumulative + 
Project 

Net 
Difference 

Lindero Canyon 
Road/SB 101 Ramps       

 SB Approach Lane 73.5 73.6 0.1 74.1 74.1 0.0 

 EB Approach Lane 71.1 71.2 0.1 71.7 71.7 0.0 

 NB Approach Lane 71.6 71.7 0.1 72.0 72.0 0.0 

Agoura Road       

 W of Lindero Cyn. Rd 68.9 68.9 0.0 69.3 69.4 0.1 

 E of Lindero Cyn. Rd 69.0 69.0 0.0 69.5 69.6 0.1 

 W of Terrace Park Dr 68.8 68.8 0.0 69.3 69.4 0.1 

 E of Terrace Park Dr 67.8 67.9 0.1 68.5 68.5 0.0 

 W of Reyes Adobe Rd 67.7 68.2 0.5 68.4 68.8 0.4 

 E of Reyes Adobe Rd 68.8 68.8 0.0 70.1 70.1 0.0 

Reyes Adobe Rd/NB 
101 Ramps       

 N of Canwood Street 68.4 68.5 0.1 68.8 68.8 0.0 

 S of Canwood Street 69.9 69.9 0.0 70.4 70.4 0.0 

 SB Approach Lane 69.9 70.0 0.1 70.5 70.5 0.0 

 WB Approach Lane 64.9 65.0 0.1 65.3 65.3 0.0 

 NB Approach Lane 68.9 69.2 0.3 69.9 70.1 0.2 

Reyes Adobe Rd/SB 
101 Ramps       

 SB Approach Lane 68.9 69.1 0.2 69.9 70.1 0.2 

 EB Approach Lane 64.2 64.2 0.0 64.9 64.9 0.0 

 NB Approach Lane 69.2 69.6 0.4 70.5 70.8 0.3 

Source: Table 4.12-4 Traffic Noise Impact Analysis, Envicom Corporation 2010 

  
 Agoura Road.  As documented in Table 9, existing roadway noise levels along Agoura 
Road are between 65 and 70 dBA.  Therefore, the allowable noise level increase along these 
segments is 1 dBA.  Project generated noise is a maximum of 0.5 dBA, while there is a 
cumulative increase of 0.4 dBA.  These noise level increases are below the threshold and the 
impact would be less than significant.  
 
 Reyes Adobe Rd/NB 101 Ramps.  As documented in Table 9, existing roadway noise 
levels along Reyes Adobe Rd at the NB 101 Ramps are between 65 and 70 dBA under existing 
conditions, but increase to 70.8 under cumulative conditions.  Therefore, the allowable noise 
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level increase along these segments is 1 dBA for all intersections at 70 or under and no more 
than 1 dBA for all intersections with noise levels in excess of 70.1 dBA but less than 75 dBA.  
Project generated noise is a maximum of 0.3 dBA, while there is a cumulative increase of 0.2 
dBA.  These noise level increases are below the thresholds and the impact would be less than 
significant. 
 
 Reyes Adobe Rd/NB 101 Ramps.  As documented in Table 9, existing roadway noise 
levels along Reyes Adobe Rd at the SB 101 Ramps are between 65 and 70 dBA under existing 
conditions, but increase to 70.5 under cumulative conditions.  Therefore, the allowable noise 
level increase along these segments is 1 dBA for all intersections at 70 or under and no more 
than 1 dBA for all intersections with noise levels in excess of 70.1 dBA.  Project generated noise 
is a maximum of 0.4 dBA, while there is a cumulative increase of 0.3 dBA.  These noise level 
increases are below the thresholds and the impact would be less than significant. 
 
b,d)  Construction activity would generate a temporary increase in noise in the site vicinity.  As 
shown in Table 10, maximum noise levels relating to construction range from 78-88 decibels 
(dB) at a distance of 50 feet (Harris Miller, Miller & Hanson Inc., May 2006).  
 

Table 10 
Typical Construction Noise Levels 

Equipment 
Typical Level (dBA) 

50 Feet from the Source 

Air Compressor 81 

Backhoe 80 

Concrete Mixer 85 

Pile Driver (Impact) 101 

Pile Driver (Sonic) 96 

Paver 89 

Saw 76 

Scraper  89 

Truck  88 

Source: Harris Miller, Miller & Hanson Inc. May2006 for 
the Federal Transit Administration 

 
Sensitive receptors include residential units, libraries, schools, hospitals, and nursing homes.  
The sensitive receptors closest to the project site include residences about 1,200 feet to the west 
of the site.  The closest school to the project site is the Buttercup Preschool located 
approximately ¾ of a mile northwest of the project across the US-101.  Commercial office uses 
are present across Agoura Road to the north; however, these are not sensitive receptors.  
Construction noise generally attenuates by about 6 dB per doubling of distance.  Therefore, 
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assuming a maximum noise level of 101 for an impact pile driver, the noise level at the closest 
sensitive receptor (the nearby residences) would be about 77 dBA.   
 
Construction of the proposed project would be required to comply with Article IV, Chapter 1, of 
the City’s Municipal Code, which limits the use of construction equipment that generates noise 
in excess of 60 dBA to between the hours of 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM, Monday through Saturday.  
No construction activity is permitted between 7:00 PM and 7:00 AM that generates noise in 
excess of the 50 dBA nighttime standard, and no construction activity is permitted on Sundays 
or legal holidays.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.   
 
e, f)  The closest airport is the Van Nuys Airport, located 17.5 miles away.  The project site is not 
located within the vicinity of an airport or private airstrip; and therefore, would not be affected 
by air traffic noise impacts.  No impact would occur. 
 

Mitigation Measures.  Impacts would be less than significant without mitigation. 
 
 
 
 
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
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Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
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No 
Impact 

 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)?     
 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?     
 
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     
 
a)  The proposed project involves the construction of 90,300 square feet of office space.  No 
direct population growth increases would occur as no residential units are proposed.  However, 
the project would result in indirect population increases as the Hilton Foundation would 
expand into the project facility.  There are currently 30 employees of the Hilton Foundation and 
after completion of all phases of the proposed project, there would be 150 employees [net 
increase of 120 into the region (150 – 30 current)].   
 
The City of Agoura Hills currently has a population of 23,387 (California Department of 
Finance, 2010).  For analytical purposes, assuming that half of the 120 new jobs would result in 
new residents of the City, the population would increase to 23,447, or by 0.3%, over the project’s 
25 year buildout period.  Using SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan (2008) growth projections 
for the year 2035 (23,501 residents), the indirect population growth studied for the project 
(23,447 residents) would be below SCAG’s population projections and would result in less than 
significant population growth impacts.  Therefore, further study of this issue in an EIR is not 
warranted. 
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b, c)  The project site is currently undeveloped land that includes no residential units.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not displace people or residences.  No impacts would 
occur and further study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
 
 
 
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public 
services:     
 
i. Fire protection?     
 
 
ii. Police protection? 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
iii. Schools? 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
iv. Parks?     
 
v. Other public facilities?     
 
a.i)  Agoura Hills is served by the Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) Fire Stations 
#65, #89, and 125.  Fire Station #89 is the closest fire station to the project site, located at 29575 
Canwood Street northeast of the project site across Highway 101 about 1.25 miles from the 
project site.  This station is staffed with a 3-person engine company (1 Fire Captain, 1 Fire 
Fighter Specialist, and 1 Fire Fighter) and a 2-person paramedic squad (2 Fire 
Fighter/Paramedics).  According to the LACFD, the proposed project would not result in an 
increased demand or a special need for services that could not be met by existing staffing and 
equipment among the fire stations #65, #89 and 125 (Chief Frank Vidales, LACFD, 2008 and 
2010).  Therefore, no new or expanded facilities would be required to serve to project.  In 
addition the proposed project would have to comply with requirements pertaining to building 
construction, site access, adequacy of flows, and fire hydrants, as dictated by the LACFD, 
Prevention Bureau.  A Las Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD) Fire Flow Availability 
Report dated June 17, 2009 indicated that water supply infrastructure in Agoura Road has 
sufficient pressure to deliver required flows to the project (Mike Brown, LVMWD, 2009).  
Additionally, any potential project impacts would be offset by the payment of City’s LACFD 
Developer Fees, which contribute to the purchase of necessary equipment.  Therefore, project 
impacts would be less than significant and further study of this issue in an EIR is not 
warranted. 
 
a.ii)  The Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) provides law enforcement and 
protection services within the City of Agoura Hills, including the project site.  The project 
would be served by the LASD’s Lost Hills Station, which is located at 27050 Agoura Road in the 



Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project 
Initial Study 
 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
36 

City of Calabasas.  The station patrols the cities of Agoura Hills, Calabasas, Hidden Hills, 
Westlake Village, and Malibu, as well as the adjacent unincorporated area.  The Lost Hills 
Station participates in a reciprocal aid agreement with the nearby communities of Westlake and 
Calabasas, which enables these stations be called upon for assistance, if necessary. 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would incrementally increase the need for law 
enforcement services on the project site.  The project is not anticipated to result in significant 
demand increases as the project does not include a residential component.  Additionally, the 
LASD has identified that the project would not present any unique law enforcement problems 
(Sgt. Phillip Brooks, LASD, 2008).  Therefore, the proposed project would not require expansion 
of existing facilities or construction of new facilities.  Impacts would be less than significant 
and further study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
a.iii)  The proposed project would not directly generate an increase in population, as no 
residential uses are proposed.  Therefore, no direct increase in students or impacts relating to 
school capacity would occur.  Nevertheless, the applicant would be required to pay state-
mandated school impact fees.  Pursuant to Section 65995 (3)(h) of the California Government 
Code (Senate Bill 50, chaptered August 27, 1998), the payment of statutory fees “...is deemed to 
be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, 
involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or any change 
in governmental organization or reorganization.”  Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant and further study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
a.iv)  The proposed project involves the construction of a 90,300 square foot office use campus 
and does not include residential uses that would directly generate population that would 
increase demand on park facilities.  Additionally, the project includes onsite recreational 
facilities that would reduce the demand for employees to seek off-site facilities.  See Section 
XIV, Recreation, for further discussion.  Impacts would be less than significant and further 
study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
a.v) The proposed project involves the construction of a 90,300 square foot office use campus 
and does not include residential uses that would directly generate population that would 
increase demand on other public facilities.  No impacts to other public facilities are anticipated 
and further study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
 
 
 
XV. RECREATION 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated?     
 
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment?     
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a, b)  The proposed project includes the development of a 90,300 square foot office campus and 
includes no residential uses that would directly generate population.  Demand for local 
recreational facilities is generated primarily by local residents.  To a lesser extent, daytime 
population within an area, e.g., workers and visitors may also use local parks and recreational 
facilities.  As identified in Section XII, Population and Housing, the proposed project would 
indirectly generate population increases and the creation of approximately 120 new jobs in the 
region within the 25-year buildout period, which could potentially increase the demand and 
wear of existing recreational facilities.  However, the proposed project would provide onsite 
recreational areas including sitting areas and native plant gardens, which would reduce the 
need for employees and/or visitors to seek off-site amenities.  Given the project’s minimal 
direct increase in population (see Section XII) and on-site recreational facilities, the project’s 
demand on recreational facilities is not expected to result in substantial physical deterioration of 
parks and recreational facilities.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and further 
study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC -- Would 
the project:  

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 
policy establishing a measure of effectiveness 
for the performance of the circulation system, 
taking into account all modes of transportation, 
including mass transit and non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the 
circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways, and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit?     

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel 
demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or 
highways?     

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial 
safety risks?     

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm 
equipment)?     

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
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Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC -- Would 
the project:  

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bikeways, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise substantially 
decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities?     

 
The following analysis is based upon a traffic, circulation and parking study performed by 
Associated Transportation Engineers (March 2010), which analyzes the proposed project’s 
traffic impacts on surrounding street network.  The complete study is contained in Appendix A. 
 
The project site is located on Agoura Road east of the intersection of the Agoura Road and 
Lindero Canyon Road in the City of Agoura Hills.  Regional access to the site is available via 
Highway 101.  The nearest access to Highway 101 is via the on and off-ramps at Reyes Adobe 
Road, west of the project site.   
 
a, b)  The traffic study examined eight intersections in the vicinity of the project site.  The study 
intersections are listed below and shown on Figure 3 of the traffic study. 
   

• Lindero Canyon Road/US 101 NB Ramps 
• Lindero Canyon Road/US 101 SB Ramps 
• Lindero Canyon Road/Agoura Road 
• Agoura Road/Park Terrace Drive 
• Reyes Adobe Road/Canwood Street 
• Reyes Adobe Road/US 101 NB Ramps 
• Reyes Adobe Road/US 101 SB Ramps 
• Reyes Adobe Road/Agoura Road 

 
The qualitative measure used to describe the condition of traffic flow is Level of Service (LOS).  
LOS ranges from A to F, where LOS A would be excellent conditions and LOS F would be 
overload conditions. The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method of intersection analysis 
was used to compare the volume of traffic with the capacity of the intersection on signalized 
intersections.  On intersections that are not signalized, the Intersection Delay Method was used 
to compare the volume of traffic with the capacity of the intersection.  The intersection volume-
to-capacity (V/C) ratio allows for the calculation of the corresponding LOS for intersections in 
the vicinity of the project site.  
 
Existing traffic LOS levels and V/C or delays are identified on Table 2. 
 

Significance Thresholds.  The proposed project would contribute traffic that would 
impact both the City of Agoura Hills and the City of Westlake Village.  Therefore, both cities’’ 
traffic thresholds are used in this analysis. 
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The City of Agoura Hills and the City of Westlake Village both consider LOS C or better 
acceptable for intersection operations.  A significant impact would occur in the City of Agoura 
Hills when a proposed project increases traffic demand by 2% or greater (V/C increase ≥ 0.02) 
at a facility that would operate at LOS D or worse with project-added traffic volumes.  A 
significant impact would occur in the City of Westlake Village when a proposed project 
increases traffic demand by 1% or greater (V/C increase ≥ 0.01) at a facility that would operate 
at LOS D or worse with project-added traffic volumes. 

 
Project Trip Generation.  Trip generation estimates for the proposed project were 

calculated based on rates presented in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual, 8th Edition (2008).  Project trip generation broken out by phase is identified 
below in Table 11.  As identified, the project would add a total of 721 daily trips, 135 am peak 
hour, and 127 pm peak hour trips. 
 

Cumulative Base Traffic Conditions.  Cumulative traffic volumes were forecasted for the 
study-area intersections assuming development of the approved and pending projects located 
in the City of Agoura Hills and the City of Westlake Village.  A list of approved and pending 
project used for this analysis is contained in the Technical Appendix of the Traffic Report 
(Appendix A) for reference.  The cumulative base traffic volumes illustrate the future traffic 
conditions for the project site.  Table 3 illustrates the projected LOS and V/C or delay for each 
of the studied intersections for the cumulative analysis. 
 

Table 11 
Project Trip Generation 

ADT AM Peak PM Peak 
Phase Land Use Size 

Rate Trips Rate Trips Rate Trips 

1 Headquarters Building 24,750 sf 7.98 198 1.49 37 1.40 35 
2 Headquarters Building 36,750 sf 7.98 293 1.49 55 1.40 51 
3 Headquarters Building 7,500 sf 7.98 60 1.49 11 1.40 11 
4 Headquarters Building 21,300 sf 7.98 170 1.49 32 1.40 30 

Project Totals: 90,300 sf  721  135  127 
Source: ATE, Traffic Study, March 2010. See Appendix A. 

 
 Traffic Improvements.  The cumulative traffic base assumed that several traffic 
improvements within the City of Westlake Village and Agoura Hills would be completed.  
Intersection improvements in the City of Westlake Village would be along the Lindero Road 
corridor and would include additional through lanes and turn lane modifications.  Intersection 
improvements within the City of Agoura Hills would be along the Reyes Adobe Road corridor 
and would include additional turn lanes, turn lane modifications, and restriping.  Traffic 
improvements specifics can be found on pages 8-10 of the Traffic Study in Appendix A. 
 
  LA County Congestion Management Program. The Los Angeles County Congestion 
Management Program (CMP) requires a regional traffic impact analysis (TIA) for: 
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• All CMP arterial monitoring intersections where a proposed project would add 50 or more 
trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours of adjacent street traffic.  

• All CMP mainline freeway monitoring locations where the proposed project would add 150 
or more trips, in either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

 
Project Impacts.  Table 12 compares the Existing and Existing plus Project LOS at the 

studied intersections.  The proposed project would add 721 ADT to the study area street 
network, such that intersections would experience some increases in traffic volume.  Table 12 
indicates that the V/C ratio or delay would range from less than 0.01 to 0.06.  The data 
presented in this table indicate that all studied intersections would operate at LOS C or better 
under Existing and Existing plus Project conditions.  Therefore, the project would not generate 
project specific impacts based on City thresholds. 
 

Table 12 
Existing and Existing + Project Peak Hour Levels of Service 

Existing Existing Plus Project 

Intersection Peak Hour Delay or 
V/C LOS Delay or 

V/C LOS 

Project 
Increase in 
V/C or 
Delay 

Significant 
Project 
Impact? 

Lindero Canyon Road/US 
101 NB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.79 
0.77 

C 
C 

0.79 
0.77 

C 
C 

<0.01 
<0.01 

NO 
NO 

Lindero Canyon Road/US 
101 SB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.74 
0.65 

C 
B 

0.75 
0.65 

C 
B 

0.01 
<0.01 

NO 
NO 

Lindero Canyon 
Road/Agoura Road 

AM 
PM 

0.69 
0.73 

B 
C 

0.71 
0.73 

C 
C 

0.02 
<0.01 

NO 
NO 

Agoura Road/Park Terrace 
Street 

AM 
PM 

0.31 
0.45 

A 
A 

0.33 
0.45 

A 
A 

0.02 
<0.01 

NO 
NO 

Reyes Adobe 
Road/Canwood Street 

AM 
PM 

0.47 
0.61 

A 
B 

0.47 
0.61 

A 
B 

<0.01 
<0.01 

NO 
NO 

Reyes Adobe Road/US 101 
NB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.69 
0.54 

B 
A 

0.73 
0.58 

C 
A 

0.04 
0.04 

NO 
NO 

Reyes Adobe Road/US 101 
SB Ramps 

AM 
PM 

0.57 
0.70 

A 
B 

0.58 
0.74 

A 
C 

0.01 
0.04 

NO 
NO 

Reyes Adobe Road/Agoura 
Road 

AM 
PM 

0.39 
0.56 

A 
A 

0.40 
0.62 

A 
B 

0.01 
0.06 

NO 
NO 

Source:  ATE, Traffic Study, March 2010.  See Appendix A. 

 
Table 13 compares the Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project LOS at the studied 
intersections.  The data presented in this table indicates that all studied intersections are forecast 
to operate at LOS C or better under Cumulative and Cumulative plus Project conditions. 
Therefore, the project would not generate cumulative impacts based on City thresholds. 
 
None of the arterial intersections impacted by the proposed project are included in the CMP 
network.  However, the proposed project is forecasted to add 44 am and 56 pm peak hour trips 
to US Highway 101 northbound, and 50 am and 40 pm peak hour trips to US Highway 101 
southbound.  This is less than the 150 peak hour trip threshold identified above.  Therefore, 
based on the CMP criteria, the proposed project would not generate a significant impact to the 
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freeway segments located within the study area.  Impacts would be less than significant and 
further study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 

Table 13 
Cumulative and Cumulative + Project Peak Hour Levels of Service 

Cumulative Cumulative Plus Project 

Intersection Peak Hour Delay or 
V/C LOS Delay or 

V/C LOS 

Project 
Increase in 
V/C or 
Delay b 

Significant 
Project 
Impact? 

Lindero Canyon Road/US 
101 NB Ramps a 

AM 
PM 

0.72 
0.71 

C 
C 

0.72 
0.71 

C 
C 

<0.01 
<0.01 

NO 
NO 

Lindero Canyon Road/US 
101 SB Ramps a 

AM 
PM 

0.71 
0.67 

C 
B 

0.72 
0.67 

C 
B 

0.01 
<0.01 

NO 
NO 

Lindero Canyon 
Road/Agoura Road a 

AM 
PM 

0.64 
0.66 

B 
B 

0.65 
0.66 

B 
B 

0.01 
<0.01 

NO 
NO 

Agoura Road/Park Terrace 
Street 

AM 
PM 

0.33 
0.48 

A 
A 

0.36 
0.49 

A 
A 

0.03 
0.01 

NO 
NO 

Reyes Adobe 
Road/Canwood Street a 

AM 
PM 

0.50 
0.49 

A 
A 

0.50 
0.50 

A 
A 

<0.01 
0.01 

NO 
NO 

Reyes Adobe Road/US 101 
NB Ramps a 

AM 
PM 

0.70 
0.48 

B 
A 

0.73 
0.50 

C 
A 

0.03 
0.02 

NO 
NO 

Reyes Adobe Road/US 101 
SB Ramps a 

AM 
PM 

0.48 
0.56 

A 
A 

0.49 
0.58 

A 
A 

0.01 
0.02 

NO 
NO 

Reyes Adobe Road/Agoura 
Road 

AM 
PM 

0.53 
0.72 

A 
C 

0.53 
0.79 

A 
C 

<0.01 
0.07 

NO 
NO 

Source:  ATE, Traffic Study, March 2010.  See Appendix A 
a LOS calculations assume planned improvements 
b Increase not applicable at LOS C or better 

 
Using the traffic impact significance criteria described above, the proposed project would not 
have a significant impact at any of the studied intersections during the morning or afternoon 
peak hours for both the existing and cumulative scenarios or to the CMP network.  Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant and further study of this issue in an EIR is not 
warranted.  
 
c)  The closest airport is the Van Nuys Airport, located about 17.5 miles away.  Given the nature 
and scope of the proposed project, and that there are no airports or airstrips in the project 
vicinity, the project would not change any air traffic patterns.  No impacts to air traffic would 
occur and further study of this issue in an EIR is not warranted. 
 
d, e)  The proposed project would provide access through two driveways on the south side of 
Agoura Road.  The traffic study (Appendix C) included a gap analysis that determined there 
was sufficient room to accommodate the associated traffic into and out of the project site.  
Additionally, the proposed project proposes improvements to increase the circulation of 
Agoura Road that include widening and providing a raised median, an additional eastbound 
through lane, and a bike lane along the project’s frontage. 
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As discussed in Section XIII, Public Services, the proposed project would be required to comply 
with Fire Code and LACFD standards including access design requirements.  Building permits 
are not given unless LACFD standards are met.  The project itself is not expected to result in 
emergency access or hazardous internal design impacts.  Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant and further study of these issues in an EIR are not warranted. 
 
f)  The proposed project is required to be constructed according to City and LACFD regulations 
pertaining to ingress and egress, which would prevent hazardous conditions conflicting with 
alternative modes of transportation.  Additionally, the project proposes LEED certification 
which, promotes the use of public transit and pedestrian mobility.  As such, the proposed 
project would not conflict with adopted policies or plans relating to these modes of 
transportation and impacts would be less than significant.  Further study of these issues in an 
EIR is not warranted. 
 
 
 
XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would 
the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact No Impact 

 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?     
 
b) Require or result in the construction of new water 
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects?     
 
c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?          
 
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and resources, 
or are new or expanded entitlements needed?     
 
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments?     
 
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs?     
 
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?     
 
a,b,e.  Wastewater generated in the Agoura Hills area is treated at the Tapia Water Reclamation 
Facility (TWRF), operated by Las Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD).  The TWRF has 
a capacity of 16 million gallons per day (mgd), but is undergoing planned modifications that 
will result in a capacity reduction.  The modifications are necessary to improve the nutrient 
removal capabilities of the plant and enable the TWRF to conform to new discharge limits on 
nutrients that stimulate algal growth.  The TWRF currently treats an average of 9.5 mgd 
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(LVMWD, 2010).  Therefore, there is currently a surplus capacity of 6.5 mgd.  Under reduced 
treatment conditions, there would be a surplus of 2.5 mgd.  The project’s wastewater generation 
was calculated from wastewater generation factors obtained from the Sanitation Districts of Los 
Angeles County.  As shown in Table 15, the proposed project would generate an estimated 
2,540 gallons per day (gpd) of wastewater. 
 

Table 14 
Projected  Wastewater Generation 

Land Use Area 
(square feet) Generation Factor Flow  

(Gallons Per Day) 

Office 88,800 200 gpd/1,000 sf 17,760 gpd 

Maintenance 1,500 100 gpd/1,000 sf 150 gpd 

Total  90,300 n/a 17,910 gpd 

a gpd = square feet 
b sf = gallons per day  
Source:  Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, LA City Planning 

 
The 17,910 gallons per day of wastewater generated by the proposed project would represent 
about 0.27% of the current 6.6 mgd excess capacity and would represent about 0.71% of the 
future 2.5 mgd excess capacity.  Because projected generation is within the projected future 
surplus capacity, impacts to wastewater treatment systems would be less than significant. 
 
c.  The project involves the development of 90,300 square feet of office space with associated 
parking, utilities, maintenance facilities and gardens on a 66.6-acre site.  Please refer to Section 
VIII, Hydrology and Water Quality, for discussion of onsite runoff.  The project has potentially 
significant impacts related to stormwater quantity and quality that will be further analyzed in 
an EIR.   
 
d.  The Las Virgenes Municipal Water District (LVMWD) supplies potable water in the City of 
Agoura Hills.  The LVMWD has no local sources of water and obtains all of its potable water 
from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), which in turn receives 
water from the State Water Project.  The LVMWD’s potable water system currently operates 
with a storage deficit in the Jed Smith Zone and pumping deficits at the Twin Lakes, Mulwood, 
and Seminole zones (LVMWD Potable Water Updated Master Plan, 2007).   
 
Assuming that water demand is 120% of wastewater generation, the proposed project would 
require approximately 21,492 gallons per day (gpd), or 24 acre-feet per year (AFY) of potable 
water.  In addition, the project will have landscaping needs.  The landscaping needs were 
calculated based on vegetation types and climate pursuant to Department of Water Resources 
Methodology (Envicom Corporation, 2010).  As shown in Table 15, the proposed project would 
need on average about 12 AFY to irrigate the landscape planting areas.  The above estimates are 
conservative, as the land use generation factors are typically utilized to calculate the overall 
demand for the project, including exterior landscaping.  The net increase in potable water 
demand accounts for offset due to the Mandatory Water Efficiency Credit, which requires 
conservation of at least 20% beyond baseline water usage as a regional priority under the LEED 
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program.   Finally, the above analysis assumes that the entire project demand would occur all at 
once, whereas in actuality, demand would occur over a period of up to 25 years.  Therefore, 
initial demand would represent about 30% of the overall demand.  Phase II would require an 
additional 41% of the overall demand.  The remaining roughly 30% would be required upon 
development of Phase III and Phase IV.   
 

Table 15 
Projected Potable Water Demand  

Land Use Area 
(square feet) 

Generation 
Factor * 

Flow  
(Gallons Per Day) 

Demand 
(AFY) 

Office 88,800 240 gpd/1,000 sf 21,312  23.9 

Maintenance 1,500 120 gpd/1,000 sf 180  0.2 

Landscape Irrigation NA NA 10,523 11.8 

Total  90,300 n/a 32,015 35.9 

Net Increase After 
Mandatory Water 

Efficiency LEED Credit 
n/a 20% reduction 25,612 28.7 

Notes: sf = square feet 
gpd = gallons per day  
AFY = Acre feet per year 
:*Based on LA County Sanitation District and Los Angeles City Planning methodology;, water demand assumes 120% of 
wastewater generation. 

 
Table 16 shows LVMWD total water supply forecast over the next 20 years.  The available water 
supply is 36,590 AFY in 2010 and is anticipated to increase in 2015 and 2020.  The proposed 
project would represent a demand of 0.07% - 0.08% of the total supply to the region over the 
next 20 years.  
 

Table 16 
Current and Projected LVMWD Water Supply (AFY) 

Water Sources 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 

Imported – Metropolitana 31,090 31,400 34,250 33,820 32,920 

Recycled 5,260 5,490 5,730 5,970 6,180 

Groundwater 240 240 240 240 240 

Total Water Supply 36,590 37,130 40,490 40,030 39,340 

Project’s Share of  Demand  0.08 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 

Source:  2005 Urban Water Management Plan, LVMWD, 2005. 
a  Includes water purchased from the City of Simi Valley and Ventura County Waterworks District.  Also includes 
imported water that meets recycled water demands during peak irrigation times when quantities of recycled water are 
insufficient. 
b  Data interpolated from 2005 and 2010 figures 
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MWD has engaged in substantial water supply projection and planning efforts.  In its 2003 
Blueprint Report and 2005 Regional Urban Water Management Plan, MWD has consistently 
found that its existing water supplies, when managed according to its water resource plans, 
such as the Water Surplus and Drought Management Plan and Integrated Resources Plan, are 
and will be 100% reliable for at least a 20-year planning period.  Since publication of those 
reports, MWD has continued to implement its water supply programs, as reported in its annual 
Implementation Reports, the most recent of which was published in February 2009.  Although 
water supply conditions are always subject to uncertainties, MWD has maintained its supply 
reliability in the face of such uncertainties in the past, and is actively managing its supplies to 
ensure the same 100% reliability for the future.  Based on the above analysis, sufficient water is 
available to meet the proposed project’s demand.  Therefore, impacts related to water supply 
would be less than significant. 
 
f, g.  The Calabasas Sanitary Landfill, located adjacent to Highway 101 on Lost Hills Road, 
would receive solid waste generated by the proposed project.  The total capacity of the 
Calabasas Landfill is 69.7 million cubic yards and its remaining capacity is approximately 8.1 
million tons, as of March 2008 (Los Angeles County Sanitation District, 2008).  An average of 
1,164 tons of waste is deposited in the landfill daily, with a permitted maximum daily tonnage 
of 3,500 tons per day (Nicole Gonzales, 2008).  The landfill is projected to close in 2028. 
 
The following disposal rates from the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
(CIWMB) were used to calculate the amount of solid waste generated by the proposed project:   
 Office uses generate 0.006 pounds/sf/day.  As shown in Table 17, the proposed project would 
generate approximately 0.279 tons of solid waste per day, or about 99 tons per year.  The 
diversion rate for recycling was 55% in 2006 (California Integrated Waste Management Board); 
therefore, about 0.126 tons/day or 45 tons/year of waste would be sent to the landfill based on 
the 2006 diversion rate.  This is likely conservative, as the City continues to implement 
diversion programs including pick up of recyclable materials from commercial businesses and 
construction waste recycling.  The daily total represents 0.004% of Calabasas Landfill’s available 
daily capacity; therefore, sufficient landfill capacity is available to serve the project and impacts 
related to solid waste would be less than significant.  
 

Table 17 
Projected Solid Waste Generation 

Use Square feet lbs/sf/day Total Solid Waste/ 
Day (tons) 

Total Solid 
Waste/ Year 
(tons) 

Post –Diversion 
Waste 

Office 90,300 0.006 0.279 99 45 

Source:  CIWMB 2009.  http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/default.htm 
 
Moreover, as a LEED project, LEED 2009 Materials and Resources (MR) Prerequisite 1 for New 
Construction requires provision of an easily accessible dedicated area for the collection and 
storage of materials for the entire building.  Recycled storage must include at a minimum paper, 
corrugated cardboard, glass, plastics and metals.   
 
Other credits that may be utilized by the project to reduce waste include the following credits. 
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MR Credit 2 Construction Waste Management -  Recycle and or salvage of between 50 and 75% of 

construction debris.  Develop and implement a construction waste management plan 
that, at a minimum, identifies the materials to be diverted from disposal and whether 
the materials will be sorted on-site or comingled.   

 
MR Credit 3 Materials Reuse – Use salvaged, refurbished or reused materials, the sum of which 

constitutes at least 5% or 10% based on cost, of the total value of materials on the project. 
 
MR Credit 4 Recycled Content – Use materials with recycled content such that the sum of 

postconsumer recycled content plus ½ of the pre-consumer content constitutes at least 
10% or 20%, based on cost, of the total value of the materials in the project.  

 
 
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

 
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory?     
 
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)?     
 
c) Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly?     

 
 
a.  As discussed in Section IV, Biological Resources, there are potentially significant impacts 
related to biological resources that will be further analyzed in an EIR.  As discussed in Section 
V, Cultural Resources, here are potentially significant impacts related to archaeological and 
paleontological resources that will be further analyzed in an EIR.  Therefore, impacts to 
biological resources and cultural resources are potentially significant and further analysis in an 
EIR is warranted.   
 
b.  As discussed in Section III, Air Quality and Section VII, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the 
proposed project has the potential to emit emissions that cumulatively could impact air quality 
and climate change.  Therefore, impacts are potentially significant and further analysis in an EIR 
is warranted.   
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c. As discussed in Section III, Air Quality; Section VI, Geology/Soils; and Section VII, Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions, the proposed project has the potential to result in potentially significant impacts 
which has the potential to directly or indirectly adversely affect human beings or health.  
Therefore, impacts are potentially significant and further analysis in an EIR is warranted. 
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Air Quality 
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File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\Sara Gerrick\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\Hilton 2010\Hilton Phase 1.urb924

Project Name: Hilton Phase 1 Construction

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

2011 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 8.04 18.93 14.32 0.00 0.02 1.42 1.43 0.01 1.31 1.31 2,113.69

2011 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 7.23 16.14 14.32 0.00 0.02 0.24 0.26 0.01 0.22 0.23 2,113.69

2010 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 8.59 86.70 40.62 0.08 26.34 2.77 29.11 5.54 2.55 8.08 11,210.38

2010 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 8.59 91.19 40.62 0.08 374.28 4.24 378.52 78.20 3.90 82.10 11,210.38

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5
Exhaust

PM2.5 CO2

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Summary Report:
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Time Slice 9/1/2011-9/30/2011 
Active Days: 22

2.85 16.18 11.38 0.00 1.39 1.27 1,659.090.02 1.37 0.01 1.26

1.39Asphalt 09/01/2011-09/30/2011 2.85 16.18 11.38 0.00 1.27 1,659.090.02 1.37 0.01 1.26

Paving On Road Diesel 0.07 0.91 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.04 138.31

Paving Worker Trips 0.06 0.11 1.95 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 248.74

Paving Off-Gas 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 2.48 15.15 9.07 0.00 0.00 1.33 1.33 0.00 1.22 1.22 1,272.04

Time Slice 10/3/2011-12/30/2011 
Active Days: 65

8.04 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.660.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00Coating 10/01/2011-12/30/2011 8.04 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 11.660.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coating Worker Trips 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.66

Architectural Coating 8.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Time Slice 12/1/2010-12/28/2010 
Active Days: 20

8.59 91.19 40.62 0.08 378.52 82.10 11,210.38374.28 4.24 78.20 3.90

378.52Mass Grading 12/01/2010-
12/28/2010

8.59 91.19 40.62 0.08 82.10 11,210.38374.28 4.24 78.20 3.90

Mass Grading On Road Diesel 4.69 61.18 23.49 0.08 0.28 2.51 2.78 0.09 2.30 2.40 8,325.43

Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.04 0.08 1.31 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 155.49

Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 374.00 0.00 374.00 78.11 0.00 78.11 0.00

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 3.85 29.94 15.82 0.00 0.00 1.73 1.73 0.00 1.59 1.59 2,729.46

Time Slice 1/3/2011-8/30/2011 
Active Days: 172

3.95 18.93 14.32 0.00 1.43 1.31 2,113.690.01 1.42 0.00 1.31

1.43Building 01/01/2011-08/30/2011 3.95 18.93 14.32 0.00 1.31 2,113.690.01 1.42 0.00 1.31

Building Worker Trips 0.05 0.09 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 197.00

Building Vendor Trips 0.02 0.24 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 50.71

Building Off Road Diesel 3.88 18.60 12.57 0.00 0.00 1.41 1.41 0.00 1.29 1.29 1,865.99
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1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 1/1/2011 - 8/30/2011 - Default Building Construction Description

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Paving Equipment (104 hp) operating at a 0.53 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

Onsite Cut/Fill:  3000 cubic yards/day;  Offsite Cut/Fill: 0 cubic yards/day

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Low

Off-Road Equipment:

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 1964.29

Phase: Mass Grading 12/1/2010 - 12/28/2010 - Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description

Off-Road Equipment:

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 2

Total Acres Disturbed: 8

1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Acres to be Paved: 2

Phase: Paving 9/1/2011 - 9/30/2011 - Default Paving Description

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Excavators (168 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Sweepers/Scrubbers (91 hp) operating at a 0.68 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase Assumptions
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Construction Mitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

Time Slice 12/1/2010-12/28/2010 
Active Days: 20

8.59 86.70 40.62 0.08 29.11 8.08 11,210.3826.34 2.77 5.54 2.55

29.11Mass Grading 12/01/2010-
12/28/2010

8.59 86.70 40.62 0.08 8.08 11,210.3826.34 2.77 5.54 2.55

Mass Grading On Road Diesel 4.69 61.18 23.49 0.08 0.28 2.51 2.78 0.09 2.30 2.40 8,325.43

Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.04 0.08 1.31 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 155.49

Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 26.06 0.00 26.06 5.44 0.00 5.44 0.00

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 3.85 25.45 15.82 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.24 0.24 2,729.46

Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 7/1/2008 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 100

Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 6/30/2008 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Nonresidential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Nonresidential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 7/1/2008 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 50

3 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 6/30/2008 specifies a VOC of 100

Phase: Architectural Coating 10/1/2011 - 12/30/2011 - Type Your Description Here
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Time Slice 10/3/2011-12/30/2011 
Active Days: 65

7.23 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.660.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00Coating 10/01/2011-12/30/2011 7.23 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 11.660.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coating Worker Trips 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 11.66

Architectural Coating 7.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Time Slice 9/1/2011-9/30/2011 
Active Days: 22

2.85 13.91 11.38 0.00 0.26 0.23 1,659.090.02 0.24 0.01 0.22

0.26Asphalt 09/01/2011-09/30/2011 2.85 13.91 11.38 0.00 0.23 1,659.090.02 0.24 0.01 0.22

Paving On Road Diesel 0.07 0.91 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.04 138.31

Paving Worker Trips 0.06 0.11 1.95 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 248.74

Paving Off-Gas 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 2.48 12.88 9.07 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.18 0.18 1,272.04

Time Slice 1/3/2011-8/30/2011 
Active Days: 172

3.95 16.14 14.32 0.00 0.24 0.21 2,113.690.01 0.23 0.00 0.21

0.24Building 01/01/2011-08/30/2011 3.95 16.14 14.32 0.00 0.21 2,113.690.01 0.23 0.00 0.21

Building Worker Trips 0.05 0.09 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 197.00

Building Vendor Trips 0.02 0.24 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 50.71

Building Off Road Diesel 3.88 15.81 12.57 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.21 0.00 0.19 0.19 1,865.99

PM10: 5% PM25: 5%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Mass Grading 12/1/2010 - 12/28/2010 - Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description

PM10: 84% PM25: 84%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Equipment loading/unloading mitigation reduces emissions by:

Construction Related Mitigation Measures
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For Excavators, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Excavators, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Sweepers/Scrubbers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Sweepers/Scrubbers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

NOX: 15%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Paving 9/1/2011 - 9/30/2011 - Default Paving Description

NOX: 15%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 69% PM25: 69%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Manage haul road dust 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 44% PM25: 44%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%
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For Forklifts, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Cranes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Building Construction 1/1/2011 - 8/30/2011 - Default Building Construction Description

For Cranes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Generator Sets, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Paving Equipment, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pavers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Pavers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rollers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Rollers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
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ROG: 10%

For Residential Architectural Coating Measures, the Residential Interior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Residential Architectural Coating Measures, the Residential Exterior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Architectural Coating 10/1/2011 - 12/30/2011 - Type Your Description Here

For Nonresidential Architectural Coating Measures, the Nonresidential Interior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

ROG: 10%

ROG: 10%

For Nonresidential Architectural Coating Measures, the Nonresidential Exterior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Welders, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

NOX: 15%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Welders, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%
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File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\Sara Gerrick\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\Hilton 2010\Hilton Phase 2.urb924

Project Name: Hilton Phase 2 Construction

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

2014 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 12.11 15.74 13.64 0.00 0.02 1.09 1.10 0.01 1.00 1.00 2,233.68

2014 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 10.90 14.17 13.64 0.00 0.02 0.52 0.54 0.01 0.48 0.49 2,233.68

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 9.19 93.17 43.46 0.13 15.08 3.00 18.08 3.21 2.76 5.96 16,811.04

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 9.19 96.83 43.46 0.13 210.17 4.13 214.30 43.95 3.80 47.75 16,811.04

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5
Exhaust

PM2.5 CO2

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Summary Report:
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Time Slice 9/1/2014-9/30/2014 
Active Days: 22

2.33 13.45 10.60 0.00 1.10 1.00 1,624.410.02 1.09 0.01 1.00

1.10Asphalt 09/01/2014-09/30/2014 2.33 13.45 10.60 0.00 1.00 1,624.410.02 1.09 0.01 1.00

Paving On Road Diesel 0.04 0.47 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 103.73

Paving Worker Trips 0.05 0.09 1.57 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 248.64

Paving Off-Gas 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 2.06 12.89 8.85 0.00 0.00 1.06 1.06 0.00 0.98 0.98 1,272.04

Time Slice 10/1/2014-12/30/2014 
Active Days: 65

12.11 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.570.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00Coating 10/01/2014-12/30/2014 12.11 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 17.570.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coating Worker Trips 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.57

Architectural Coating 12.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Time Slice 11/27/2013-12/31/2013 
Active Days: 25

9.19 96.83 43.46 0.13 214.30 47.75 16,811.04210.17 4.13 43.95 3.80

214.30Mass Grading 11/27/2013-
12/31/2013

9.19 96.83 43.46 0.13 47.75 16,811.04210.17 4.13 43.95 3.80

Mass Grading On Road Diesel 5.99 72.35 28.05 0.13 0.46 2.79 3.26 0.15 2.57 2.72 13,926.17

Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.03 0.06 1.05 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 155.41

Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 209.70 0.00 209.70 43.79 0.00 43.79 0.00

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 3.18 24.42 14.36 0.00 0.00 1.34 1.34 0.00 1.23 1.23 2,729.46

Time Slice 1/1/2014-8/29/2014 
Active Days: 173

3.10 15.74 13.64 0.00 1.07 0.98 2,233.680.02 1.06 0.01 0.97

1.07Building 01/01/2014-08/30/2014 3.10 15.74 13.64 0.00 0.98 2,233.680.02 1.06 0.01 0.97

Building Worker Trips 0.05 0.10 1.85 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 292.40

Building Vendor Trips 0.02 0.25 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 75.30

Building Off Road Diesel 3.02 15.39 11.56 0.00 0.00 1.04 1.04 0.00 0.96 0.96 1,865.99
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1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase: Building Construction 1/1/2014 - 8/30/2014 - Default Building Construction Description

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Paving Equipment (104 hp) operating at a 0.53 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

Off-Road Equipment:

2 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 6 hours per day

Onsite Cut/Fill:  1650 cubic yards/day;  Offsite Cut/Fill: 0 cubic yards/day

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Low

Off-Road Equipment:

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 3285.71

Phase: Mass Grading 11/27/2013 - 12/31/2013 - Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description

Off-Road Equipment:

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 1.5

Total Acres Disturbed: 6

1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

Acres to be Paved: 1.5

Phase: Paving 9/1/2014 - 9/30/2014 - Default Paving Description

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Excavators (168 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Sweepers/Scrubbers (91 hp) operating at a 0.68 load factor for 8 hours per day

Phase Assumptions
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Construction Mitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

Time Slice 11/27/2013-12/31/2013 
Active Days: 25

9.19 93.17 43.46 0.13 18.08 5.96 16,811.0415.08 3.00 3.21 2.76

18.08Mass Grading 11/27/2013-
12/31/2013

9.19 93.17 43.46 0.13 5.96 16,811.0415.08 3.00 3.21 2.76

Mass Grading On Road Diesel 5.99 72.35 28.05 0.13 0.46 2.79 3.26 0.15 2.57 2.72 13,926.17

Mass Grading Worker Trips 0.03 0.06 1.05 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 155.41

Mass Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.61 0.00 14.61 3.05 0.00 3.05 0.00

Mass Grading Off Road Diesel 3.18 20.76 14.36 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.20 0.00 0.18 0.18 2,729.46

Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 7/1/2008 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 100

Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 6/30/2008 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Nonresidential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Nonresidential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 7/1/2008 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 50

3 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 6/30/2008 specifies a VOC of 100

Phase: Architectural Coating 10/1/2014 - 12/30/2014 - Default Architectural Coating Description



8/12/2010 1:30:23 PM

Page: 5

Time Slice 10/1/2014-12/30/2014 
Active Days: 65

10.90 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.570.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00Coating 10/01/2014-12/30/2014 10.90 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 17.570.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coating Worker Trips 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.57

Architectural Coating 10.90 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Time Slice 9/1/2014-9/30/2014 
Active Days: 22

2.33 12.02 10.60 0.00 0.45 0.40 1,624.410.02 0.43 0.01 0.40

0.45Asphalt 09/01/2014-09/30/2014 2.33 12.02 10.60 0.00 0.40 1,624.410.02 0.43 0.01 0.40

Paving On Road Diesel 0.04 0.47 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 103.73

Paving Worker Trips 0.05 0.09 1.57 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 248.64

Paving Off-Gas 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 2.06 11.46 8.85 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.41 0.00 0.37 0.37 1,272.04

Time Slice 1/1/2014-8/29/2014 
Active Days: 173

3.10 14.17 13.64 0.00 0.54 0.49 2,233.680.02 0.52 0.01 0.48

0.54Building 01/01/2014-08/30/2014 3.10 14.17 13.64 0.00 0.49 2,233.680.02 0.52 0.01 0.48

Building Worker Trips 0.05 0.10 1.85 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 292.40

Building Vendor Trips 0.02 0.25 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 75.30

Building Off Road Diesel 3.02 13.82 11.56 0.00 0.00 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.46 0.46 1,865.99

PM10: 5% PM25: 5%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Mass Grading 11/27/2013 - 12/31/2013 - Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description

PM10: 84% PM25: 84%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Equipment loading/unloading mitigation reduces emissions by:

Construction Related Mitigation Measures
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For Excavators, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Excavators, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Sweepers/Scrubbers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Sweepers/Scrubbers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

NOX: 15%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Paving 9/1/2014 - 9/30/2014 - Default Paving Description

NOX: 15%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 69% PM25: 69%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Manage haul road dust 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 44% PM25: 44%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%
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For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Architectural Coating 10/1/2014 - 12/30/2014 - Default Architectural Coating Description

NOX: 15%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rollers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Rollers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pavers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Pavers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Cranes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Building Construction 1/1/2014 - 8/30/2014 - Default Building Construction Description

For Cranes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:
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ROG: 10%

For Nonresidential Architectural Coating Measures, the Nonresidential Exterior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

For Nonresidential Architectural Coating Measures, the Nonresidential Interior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

For Residential Architectural Coating Measures, the Residential Exterior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

For Residential Architectural Coating Measures, the Residential Interior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:
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File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\Sara Gerrick\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\Hilton 2010\Hilton Phase 3 Construction.urb924

Project Name: Hilton Phase 3 Construction

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

2016 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 3.83 8.45 7.86 0.00 0.01 0.64 0.65 0.00 0.59 0.59 1,214.43

2016 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 3.44 7.20 7.86 0.00 0.01 0.10 0.11 0.00 0.09 0.10 1,214.43

2015 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 2.28 14.92 11.13 0.00 0.35 0.13 0.48 0.07 0.11 0.19 2,371.63

2015 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 2.28 17.54 11.13 0.00 5.01 0.81 5.82 1.05 0.75 1.79 2,371.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5
Exhaust

PM2.5 CO2

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Summary Report:
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Time Slice 7/1/2016-8/30/2016 
Active Days: 43

1.39 8.45 7.86 0.00 0.65 0.59 1,214.430.01 0.64 0.00 0.59

0.65Asphalt 07/01/2016-08/30/2016 1.39 8.45 7.86 0.00 0.59 1,214.430.01 0.64 0.00 0.59

Paving On Road Diesel 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.69

Paving Worker Trips 0.03 0.06 1.20 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 217.51

Paving Off-Gas 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 1.32 8.33 6.64 0.00 0.00 0.63 0.63 0.00 0.58 0.58 979.23

Time Slice 9/1/2016-10/28/2016 
Active Days: 42

3.83 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.550.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00Coating 09/01/2016-10/30/2016 3.83 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 5.550.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coating Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.55

Architectural Coating 3.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Time Slice 12/15/2015-12/31/2015 
Active Days: 13

2.28 17.54 11.13 0.00 5.82 1.79 2,371.635.01 0.81 1.05 0.75

5.82Fine Grading 12/15/2015-
12/31/2015

2.28 17.54 11.13 0.00 1.79 2,371.635.01 0.81 1.05 0.75

Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.73 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 124.31

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.04 0.00 1.04 0.00

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 2.26 17.50 10.40 0.00 0.00 0.81 0.81 0.00 0.74 0.74 2,247.32

Time Slice 1/1/2016-6/30/2016 
Active Days: 130

1.10 7.61 6.27 0.00 0.47 0.43 1,213.210.00 0.46 0.00 0.43

0.47Building 01/01/2016-06/30/2016 1.10 7.61 6.27 0.00 0.43 1,213.210.00 0.46 0.00 0.43

Building Worker Trips 0.01 0.02 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.66

Building Vendor Trips 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.37

Building Off Road Diesel 1.09 7.56 5.90 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.00 0.42 0.42 1,138.18



8/12/2010 1:36:51 PM

Page: 3

Phase: Building Construction 1/1/2016 - 6/30/2016 - Default Building Construction Description

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase: Architectural Coating 9/1/2016 - 10/30/2016 - Default Architectural Coating Description

2 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 4 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

10 lbs per acre-day

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

Off-Road Equipment:

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

Phase: Fine Grading 12/15/2015 - 12/31/2015 - Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 0.5

Total Acres Disturbed: 2

Phase: Paving 7/1/2016 - 8/30/2016 - Default Paving Description

Off-Road Equipment:

Acres to be Paved: 0.5

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase Assumptions
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Construction Mitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

Time Slice 12/15/2015-12/31/2015 
Active Days: 13

2.28 14.92 11.13 0.00 0.48 0.19 2,371.630.35 0.13 0.07 0.11

0.48Fine Grading 12/15/2015-
12/31/2015

2.28 14.92 11.13 0.00 0.19 2,371.630.35 0.13 0.07 0.11

Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.73 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 124.31

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.00 0.35 0.07 0.00 0.07 0.00

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 2.26 14.88 10.40 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.12 0.00 0.11 0.11 2,247.32

Time Slice 1/1/2016-6/30/2016 
Active Days: 130

1.10 6.48 6.27 0.00 0.08 0.07 1,213.210.00 0.07 0.00 0.07

0.08Building 01/01/2016-06/30/2016 1.10 6.48 6.27 0.00 0.07 1,213.210.00 0.07 0.00 0.07

Building Worker Trips 0.01 0.02 0.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 59.66

Building Vendor Trips 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.37

Building Off Road Diesel 1.09 6.42 5.90 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.06 0.06 1,138.18

Rule: Nonresidential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Nonresidential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 7/1/2008 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 100

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 6/30/2008 specifies a VOC of 100

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 7/1/2008 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 50

Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 6/30/2008 specifies a VOC of 250
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Time Slice 9/1/2016-10/28/2016 
Active Days: 42

3.44 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.550.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00Coating 09/01/2016-10/30/2016 3.44 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 5.550.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coating Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.55

Architectural Coating 3.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Time Slice 7/1/2016-8/30/2016 
Active Days: 43

1.39 7.20 7.86 0.00 0.11 0.10 1,214.430.01 0.10 0.00 0.09

0.11Asphalt 07/01/2016-08/30/2016 1.39 7.20 7.86 0.00 0.10 1,214.430.01 0.10 0.00 0.09

Paving On Road Diesel 0.01 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 17.69

Paving Worker Trips 0.03 0.06 1.20 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 217.51

Paving Off-Gas 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 1.32 7.08 6.64 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.09 979.23

PM10: 5% PM25: 5%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Fine Grading 12/15/2015 - 12/31/2015 - Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description

PM10: 84% PM25: 84%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Manage haul road dust 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Graders, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 69% PM25: 69%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Equipment loading/unloading mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 44% PM25: 44%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph mitigation reduces emissions by:

Construction Related Mitigation Measures
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For Pavers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rollers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pavers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rollers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

NOX: 15%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Graders, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Paving 7/1/2016 - 8/30/2016 - Default Paving Description

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
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NOX: 15%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Architectural Coating 9/1/2016 - 10/30/2016 - Default Architectural Coating Description

For Residential Architectural Coating Measures, the Residential Exterior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

ROG: 10%

For Nonresidential Architectural Coating Measures, the Nonresidential Interior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

For Residential Architectural Coating Measures, the Residential Interior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

For Nonresidential Architectural Coating Measures, the Nonresidential Exterior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Cranes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

NOX: 15%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Building Construction 1/1/2016 - 6/30/2016 - Default Building Construction Description

For Cranes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Forklifts, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%
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File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\Sara Gerrick\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\Hilton 2010\Hilton Phase 4 Construction.urb924

Project Name: Hilton Phase 4 Construction

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Construction Unmitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

2018 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 10.61 7.41 7.65 0.00 0.01 0.53 0.54 0.00 0.49 0.49 1,351.24

2018 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 9.55 6.32 7.65 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.00 0.08 0.08 1,351.24

2017 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated) 2.04 12.52 10.44 0.00 0.53 0.11 0.63 0.11 0.10 0.21 2,371.60

2017 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated) 2.04 14.72 10.44 0.00 7.51 0.68 8.19 1.57 0.63 2.19 2,371.60

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5
Exhaust

PM2.5 CO2

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES

Summary Report:
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Time Slice 7/2/2018-8/31/2018 
Active Days: 45

1.24 7.41 7.65 0.00 0.54 0.49 1,221.520.01 0.53 0.00 0.49

0.54Asphalt 07/01/2018-08/31/2018 1.24 7.41 7.65 0.00 0.49 1,221.520.01 0.53 0.00 0.49

Paving On Road Diesel 0.01 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.81

Paving Worker Trips 0.03 0.05 1.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 217.48

Paving Off-Gas 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 1.16 7.29 6.58 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.00 0.48 0.48 979.23

Time Slice 9/3/2018-10/30/2018 
Active Days: 42

10.61 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00Coating 09/01/2018-10/30/2018 10.61 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 15.390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coating Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.39

Architectural Coating 10.61 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Time Slice 12/15/2017-12/29/2017 
Active Days: 11

2.04 14.72 10.44 0.00 8.19 2.19 2,371.607.51 0.68 1.57 0.63

8.19Fine Grading 12/15/2017-
12/31/2017

2.04 14.72 10.44 0.00 2.19 2,371.607.51 0.68 1.57 0.63

Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.02 0.03 0.64 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 124.28

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.50 0.00 7.50 1.57 0.00 1.57 0.00

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 2.03 14.69 9.80 0.00 0.00 0.68 0.68 0.00 0.62 0.62 2,247.32

Time Slice 1/1/2018-6/29/2018 
Active Days: 130

0.94 6.35 6.69 0.00 0.37 0.34 1,351.240.01 0.36 0.00 0.34

0.37Building 01/01/2018-06/30/2018 0.94 6.35 6.69 0.00 0.34 1,351.240.01 0.36 0.00 0.34

Building Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.81 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 169.41

Building Vendor Trips 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.65

Building Off Road Diesel 0.91 6.22 5.77 0.00 0.00 0.36 0.36 0.00 0.33 0.33 1,138.18
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Phase: Building Construction 1/1/2018 - 6/30/2018 - Default Building Construction Description

1 Air Compressors (106 hp) operating at a 0.48 load factor for 8 hours per day

Off-Road Equipment:

1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

1 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase: Architectural Coating 9/1/2018 - 10/30/2018 - Default Architectural Coating Description

2 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 4 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day

10 lbs per acre-day

Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default

Off-Road Equipment:

On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0

Phase: Fine Grading 12/15/2017 - 12/31/2017 - Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description

4 Cement and Mortar Mixers (10 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day

Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 0.75

Total Acres Disturbed: 3

Phase: Paving 7/1/2018 - 8/31/2018 - Default Paving Description

Off-Road Equipment:

Acres to be Paved: 0.75

1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 6 hours per day

1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day

1 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day

Phase Assumptions
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Construction Mitigated Detail Report:

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Mitigated

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust PM10 PM2.5 Dust PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5 CO2

Time Slice 12/15/2017-12/29/2017 
Active Days: 11

2.04 12.52 10.44 0.00 0.63 0.21 2,371.600.53 0.11 0.11 0.10

0.63Fine Grading 12/15/2017-
12/31/2017

2.04 12.52 10.44 0.00 0.21 2,371.600.53 0.11 0.11 0.10

Fine Grading On Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips 0.02 0.03 0.64 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 124.28

Fine Grading Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.00 0.52 0.11 0.00 0.11 0.00

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel 2.03 12.48 9.80 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.09 0.09 2,247.32

Time Slice 1/1/2018-6/29/2018 
Active Days: 130

0.94 5.41 6.69 0.00 0.07 0.06 1,351.240.01 0.06 0.00 0.06

0.07Building 01/01/2018-06/30/2018 0.94 5.41 6.69 0.00 0.06 1,351.240.01 0.06 0.00 0.06

Building Worker Trips 0.02 0.04 0.81 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 169.41

Building Vendor Trips 0.01 0.09 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 43.65

Building Off Road Diesel 0.91 5.28 5.77 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.05 0.05 1,138.18

Rule: Nonresidential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Nonresidential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250

Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 7/1/2008 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 100

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 6/30/2008 specifies a VOC of 100

Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 7/1/2008 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 50

Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 6/30/2008 specifies a VOC of 250
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Time Slice 9/3/2018-10/30/2018 
Active Days: 42

9.55 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

0.00Coating 09/01/2018-10/30/2018 9.55 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 15.390.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Coating Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 15.39

Architectural Coating 9.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Time Slice 7/2/2018-8/31/2018 
Active Days: 45

1.24 6.32 7.65 0.00 0.10 0.08 1,221.520.01 0.09 0.00 0.08

0.10Asphalt 07/01/2018-08/31/2018 1.24 6.32 7.65 0.00 0.08 1,221.520.01 0.09 0.00 0.08

Paving On Road Diesel 0.01 0.07 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.81

Paving Worker Trips 0.03 0.05 1.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 217.48

Paving Off-Gas 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel 1.16 6.20 6.58 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.07 0.07 979.23

PM10: 5% PM25: 5%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Replace ground cover in disturbed areas quickly mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Water exposed surfaces 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Fine Grading 12/15/2017 - 12/31/2017 - Default Mass Site Grading/Excavation Description

PM10: 84% PM25: 84%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 55% PM25: 55%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Manage haul road dust 2x daily watering mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Graders, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 69% PM25: 69%

For Soil Stablizing Measures, the Equipment loading/unloading mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 44% PM25: 44%

For Unpaved Roads Measures, the Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 mph mitigation reduces emissions by:

Construction Related Mitigation Measures
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For Pavers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rollers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Pavers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rollers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

NOX: 15%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Graders, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Rubber Tired Dozers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Cement and Mortar Mixers, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Paving 7/1/2018 - 8/31/2018 - Default Paving Description

NOX: 15%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Water Trucks, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:
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NOX: 15%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Architectural Coating 9/1/2018 - 10/30/2018 - Default Architectural Coating Description

For Residential Architectural Coating Measures, the Residential Exterior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Air Compressors, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

ROG: 10%

For Nonresidential Architectural Coating Measures, the Nonresidential Interior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

For Residential Architectural Coating Measures, the Residential Interior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

ROG: 10%

For Nonresidential Architectural Coating Measures, the Nonresidential Exterior:  Use Low VOC Coatings mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Cranes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%

NOX: 15%

The following mitigation measures apply to Phase: Building Construction 1/1/2018 - 6/30/2018 - Default Building Construction Description

For Cranes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Forklifts, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Particulate Filter (DPF) 1st Tier mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

PM10: 85% PM25: 85%

For Forklifts, the Diesel Oxidation Catalyst 15% mitigation reduces emissions by:

NOX: 15%
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File Name:

Project Name: Hilton Operational Phase 1

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1.71 2.12 19.36 0.02 3.48 0.69 2,273.56

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1.44 1.94 17.67 0.02 3.47 0.68 2,072.75

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.27 0.18 1.69 0.00 0.01 0.01 200.81

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Summary Report:
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OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

General office building 1.44 1.94 17.67 0.02 3.47 0.68 2,072.75

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 1.44 1.94 17.67 0.02 3.47 0.68 2,072.75

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM25 CO2

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

Architectural Coatings 0.14

Consumer Products 0.00

Hearth - No Summer Emissions

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 2.81

Natural Gas 0.01 0.16 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 198.00

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.27 0.18 1.69 0.00 0.01 0.01 200.81

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

Analysis Year: 2012  Temperature (F): 80  Season: Summer

Emfac: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Operational Settings:

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Urban Trip Length (miles) 12.7 7.0 9.5 13.3 7.4 8.9

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.5 0.0 0.0 100.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 0.9 0.0 22.2 77.8

Motor Home 0.9 0.0 88.9 11.1

Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Motorcycle 2.8 60.7 39.3 0.0

Urban Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 7.3 1.4 95.9 2.7

Light Auto 51.5 0.6 99.2 0.2

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.5 0.0 60.0 40.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.6 0.0 81.2 18.8

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 10.7 0.9 99.1 0.0

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 23.0 0.4 99.6 0.0

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

General office building 7.98 1000 sq ft 24.75 197.51 2,010.11

197.51 2,010.11

Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips Total VMT
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% of Trips - Residential 32.9 18.0 49.1

General office building 35.0 17.5 47.5

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

Trip speeds (mph) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0

Rural Trip Length (miles) 17.6 12.1 14.9 15.4 9.6 12.6

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial
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File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\Sara Gerrick\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\Hilton 2010\Hilton Operational Phase 2.urb924

Project Name: Hilton Operational Phase 2

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 3.38 4.20 36.34 0.05 8.64 1.69 5,661.49

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 2.87 3.77 34.45 0.05 8.63 1.68 5,166.68

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.51 0.43 1.89 0.00 0.01 0.01 494.81

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Summary Report:
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OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

General office building 2.87 3.77 34.45 0.05 8.63 1.68 5,166.68

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 2.87 3.77 34.45 0.05 8.63 1.68 5,166.68

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM25 CO2

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

Architectural Coatings 0.36

Consumer Products 0.00

Hearth - No Summer Emissions

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 2.81

Natural Gas 0.03 0.41 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 492.00

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.51 0.43 1.89 0.00 0.01 0.01 494.81

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

Analysis Year: 2015  Temperature (F): 80  Season: Summer

Emfac: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Operational Settings:

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Urban Trip Length (miles) 12.7 7.0 9.5 13.3 7.4 8.9

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.6 0.0 0.0 100.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 0.9 0.0 22.2 77.8

Motor Home 0.9 0.0 88.9 11.1

Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Motorcycle 2.9 48.3 51.7 0.0

Urban Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 7.3 1.4 95.9 2.7

Light Auto 50.9 0.2 99.6 0.2

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.5 0.0 60.0 40.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.7 0.0 82.4 17.6

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 10.8 0.0 100.0 0.0

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 23.2 0.0 100.0 0.0

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

General office building 7.98 1000 sq ft 61.50 490.77 4,994.81

490.77 4,994.81

Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips Total VMT
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% of Trips - Residential 32.9 18.0 49.1

General office building 35.0 17.5 47.5

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

Trip speeds (mph) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0

Rural Trip Length (miles) 17.6 12.1 14.9 15.4 9.6 12.6

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial
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File Name: C:\Documents and Settings\Sara Gerrick\Application Data\Urbemis\Version9a\Projects\Hilton 2010\Hilton Operational Phase 4.urb924

Project Name: Hilton Operational Phase 4

Project Location: South Coast AQMD

On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

Combined Summer Emissions Reports (Pounds/Day)

Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 3.96 4.43 39.38 0.08 12.67 2.47 8,335.12

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 3.27 3.81 37.32 0.08 12.66 2.46 7,609.91

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.69 0.62 2.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 725.21

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

Summary Report:



8/12/2010 2:04:57 PM

Page: 2

OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

General office building 3.27 3.81 37.32 0.08 12.66 2.46 7,609.91

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 3.27 3.81 37.32 0.08 12.66 2.46 7,609.91

Source ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM25 CO2

Operational Unmitigated Detail Report:

Architectural Coatings 0.53

Consumer Products 0.00

Hearth - No Summer Emissions

Landscape 0.12 0.02 1.55 0.00 0.01 0.01 2.81

Natural Gas 0.04 0.60 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 722.40

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated) 0.69 0.62 2.06 0.00 0.01 0.01 725.21

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 CO2

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated

Area Source Unmitigated Detail Report:

Analysis Year: 2020  Temperature (F): 80  Season: Summer

Emfac: Version  : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006

Does not include correction for passby trips

Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips

Operational Settings:

Area Source Changes to Defaults
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Urban Trip Length (miles) 12.7 7.0 9.5 13.3 7.4 8.9

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial

Heavy-Heavy Truck 33,001-60,000 lbs 0.6 0.0 0.0 100.0

Med-Heavy Truck 14,001-33,000 lbs 1.0 0.0 20.0 80.0

Motor Home 0.9 0.0 88.9 11.1

Other Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

School Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Motorcycle 2.9 41.4 58.6 0.0

Urban Bus 0.1 0.0 0.0 100.0

Light Truck < 3750 lbs 7.2 0.0 98.6 1.4

Light Auto 50.6 0.0 100.0 0.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 10,001-14,000 lbs 0.5 0.0 60.0 40.0

Lite-Heavy Truck 8501-10,000 lbs 1.7 0.0 82.4 17.6

Med Truck 5751-8500 lbs 11.0 0.0 100.0 0.0

Light Truck 3751-5750 lbs 23.3 0.0 100.0 0.0

Vehicle Fleet Mix

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel

General office building 7.98 1000 sq ft 90.30 720.59 7,333.85

720.59 7,333.85

Summary of Land Uses

Land Use Type Acreage Trip Rate Unit Type No. Units Total Trips Total VMT
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% of Trips - Residential 32.9 18.0 49.1

General office building 35.0 17.5 47.5

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use)

Trip speeds (mph) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0

Rural Trip Length (miles) 17.6 12.1 14.9 15.4 9.6 12.6

Travel Conditions

Home-Work Home-Shop Home-Other Commute Non-Work Customer

Residential Commercial
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  
4.4.1 Environmental Setting  

Methodology 
This section describes existing conditions on the entire 66.6-acre project site based on surveys conducted 
by Envicom biologists between December 2007 and June 2008.  Surveys included vegetation mapping 
and a botanical inventory, a springtime rare plant survey, wildlife observation, and a jurisdictional 
delineation. Additional information related to biological resources at the project site is available in 
Appendix B including wetland determination data forms, representative site photographs, and 
comprehensive lists of all vascular plant species observed, all vertebrate wildlife species observed or that 
may potentially use the site, and sensitive and special-status plant and wildlife species of the Santa 
Monica Mountains that may potentially occur on, or utilize the site. 
 
Regulatory Setting  
Federal 
Endangered Species Act of 1973 
The Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and implementing regulations, Title 16 United States Code 
(USC) Section 1531 et seq. (16 USC 1531 et seq.), Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 
17.1 et seq. (50 CFR Section 17.1 et seq.), includes provisions for the protection and management of 
federally listed threatened or endangered plants and animals and their designated critical habitats.  Section 
7 of the Endangered Species Act requires a permit to take threatened and endangered species during 
lawful project activities.  The administering agency is the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for 
terrestrial, avian, and most aquatic species. 
 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
Section 7 of Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 USC 742 et seq., 16 USC 1531 et seq., and 50 CFR 
17 requires consultation if any project facilities could jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered 
species.  Applicability depends on Federal jurisdiction over some aspect of the project (e.g., dredge or fill 
activities in “Waters of the U.S.”).  The administering agency is expected to be the Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE) in coordination with the USFWS.   
 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 USC Sections 703-711) includes provisions for protection of 
migratory birds, including the non-permitted take of migratory birds, under the authority of the USFWS 
and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 
�
Clean Water Act of 1977, Section 404 
This section of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1251 et seq., 33 CFR Sections 320 and 323) gives the 
ACOE authority to regulate discharges of dredge or fill material into Waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands.   
 
Clean Water Act of 1977, Section 401 
Under federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401, every applicant for a federal permit or license for 
any activity, which may result in a discharge to a water body must obtain State Water Quality 
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Certification (Certification) that the proposed activity will comply with state water quality standards. 
Most Certifications are issued in connection with ACOE Section 404 permits for dredge and fill 
discharges. 
 
State 
California Endangered Species Act of 1984 
The California Endangered Species Act and implementing regulations in the Fish and Game Code, 
Section 2050 through Section 2098, include provisions for the protection and management of plant and 
animals species listed as endangered or threatened, or designated as candidates for such listing.  Plants of 
California declared to be endangered, threatened, or rare are listed at 14 CCR Section 670.2.  Animals of 
California declared to be endangered or threatened are listed at 14 CCR Section 670.5.  14 CCR Section 
15000 et seq. describes the types and extent of information required to evaluate the effects of a proposed 
project on biological resources of a project site.  
 
Section 2081(b) and (c) of the California Endangered Species Act allows CDFG to issue an incidental 
take permit for a State listed threatened and endangered species only if specific criteria area met.  These 
criteria can be found in Title 14 CCR, Sections 783.4(a) and (b).  No Section 2081(b) permit may 
authorize the take of “fully protected” species and “specified birds.”  If a project is planned in area where 
a species or specified bird occurs, an applicant must design the project to avoid all take; the CDFG cannot 
provide take authorization under this act.   
�
Fish and Game Code 
The Fish and Game Code provides specific protection and listing for several types of biological resources.  
These include: 
 

• Fully Protected species. 
• Streams, rivers, sloughs, and channels. 
• Significant Natural Areas. 
• Designated Ecological Reserves. 

 
Fully Protected Species are listed in Section 3511 (Fully Protected birds), Section 4700 (Fully Protected 
mammals), Section 5050 (Fully Protected reptiles and amphibians), and Section 5515 (Fully Protected 
fishes).  The Fish and Game Code of California prohibits the taking of species designated as Fully 
Protected.   
 
Section 1600 of the Fish and Game Code requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement for any activity that 
may alter the bed and/or bank of a stream, river, or channel.  Typical activities that require a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement include excavation of fill placed within a channel, vegetation clearing, structures 
for diversion of water, installation of culverts and bridge supports, cofferdams for construction 
dewatering, and bank reinforcement.   
 
The Fish and Game Code Section 1930 designates Significant Natural Areas.  These areas include 
refuges, natural sloughs, riparian areas, and vernal pools and significant wildlife habitats.  An inventory 
of Significant Natural Areas is maintained by the CDFG Natural Heritage Division and is part of the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).  Section 1580 of the Fish and Game Code lists 
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Designated Ecological Reserves.  Designated Ecological Reserves are significant wildlife habitats to be 
preserved in natural condition for the general public to observe and study.   
 
CEQA, Public Resources Code Section 2100 et seq. 
The CEQA Guidelines provide a framework for the analysis of impacts to biological resources.  The 
administering agency is the CEQA Lead Agency (i.e., City of Agoura Hills) in coordination with the 
CDFG. 
�
Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 
The Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 and implementing regulations in Section 1900 et seq. of the Fish 
and Game Code designates rare and endangered plants and provides specific protection measures for 
identified populations.  It is administered by the CDFG.   
�
Public Resource Code Sections 25500 & 25527 
These code sections prohibit development in certain areas of critical concern for biological resources, 
such as ecological preserves, wildlife refuges, estuaries, and unique or irreplaceable wildlife habitats of 
scientific or educational value.  If there is no alternative, strict criteria are applied under the authority of 
the CDFG.   

������
Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, City of Agoura Hills Municipal Code, Sections 9657--9657.5 
This code requires the preservation of oak trees and scrub oaks (genus Quercus) in recognition of their 
historical, aesthetic, and environmental value to the citizens of Agoura Hills.  The policy applies to the 
removal, cutting, pruning, or encroachment into the root protection zone of an oak species.  To qualify, 
oak trees must have a trunk diameter greater than two inches at 3.5 feet above grade.  
 
General Project Site Characteristics 
On-site topography consists primarily of moderately steep slopes, with gradual slopes near the northern 
boundary, and very steep slopes in the southern section of the site.  The southern site boundary extends 
just over the crest of one of Ladyface’s westernmost peaks.  Therefore, the site also includes south-facing 
slopes that drain south into Triunfo Canyon.  Elevation ranges from roughly 950 feet above mean sea 
level (MSL) at the northern site boundary along Agoura Road to roughly 1,790 feet at the site’s highest 
point, near the southern boundary.  There are intermittent and ephemeral drainages on-site. The two most 
prominent drainages begin high on the north slope of Ladyface [Mountain], and flow north through the 
site to debris basins that connect with the stormwater system along Agoura Road.  There are two springs 
where permanent water is available.     
 
Geology at the site is comprised of Conejo Volcanics and Diabase Intrusions (Santa Monica Mountains 
NRA, 2007). A sparsely vegetated band of rock outcrops of andesite-dacite volcanic breccia on the 
midslope runs roughly parallel to the slope contours.  Soils at the site are clay loam, from a Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) soil survey of the Santa Monica Mountains (Wasner, A., 2006).  
Average high/low summer temperatures are 90/55ºF, average high/low winter temperatures are 70/40ºF, 
precipitation is approximately 18 inches per year, and some fog occurs primarily in Spring months 
(Evens, J. and Keeler-Wolf, T., 2006).  Vegetation consists of annual grasslands with scattered oak trees 
on the lower slopes, riparian vegetation or denser oak woodlands in and around drainages, and dense 
chaparral on the higher slopes, growing on a substrate of reddish basalt. 
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Vegetation  
Vegetation on the project site was classified and mapped in broad natural community classes, including 
Non-native Grassland, Native Grassland, Coastal Scrub, Chaparral, Woodland, and Riparian. The 
vegetation map for the north portion of both parcels is illustrated in Figure 4.4-1, and the vegetation map 
for the remainder of the eastern parcel is illustrated in Figure 4.4-2.  Natural community classes are 
depicted on the vegetation map using different colors, and dominant species (or individuals, in cases 
when individual oak trees or individual shrubs are mapped) found within the natural community class are 
identified on the vegetation map with abbreviations using the first letter of the genus and species of their 
scientific names.  Sensitive plant species are mapped either by area, i.e. the extent of a concentration of 
several individuals, or by using points and a number for the quantity of individuals found at that location.  
 
Vegetation at the project site was also classified in greater detail based on the hierarchical system of 
natural community alliances and associations of the U.S. National Vegetation Classification System 
(Grossman et al.).   Alliances and associations are defined by species composition, abundance, and 
environmental/habitat characteristics.  Alliances are the more generic unit of classification and contain 
more specifically defined associations.  The List of California Vegetation Alliances, published by the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) on October 22, 2007, was used to determine alliances at 
the site.  The List of California Vegetation Alliances provides a conservation status rank for each alliance, 
which is an estimate of the degree of threat to the alliance at two geographic scales.  Because the List of 
California Vegetation Alliances only includes currently accepted alliances and an updated list of currently 
accepted associations is still forthcoming, the List of California Natural Communities Recognized by the 
California Natural Diversity Database, published in September 2003, was used to determine natural 
community associations at the site.    
 
Table 4.4-1 summarizes vegetation found on the entire site, classified at three hierarchical levels: natural 
community class, alliance, and association.  For example, the Coastal Scrub Class contains five alliances 
found on the site: California Sagebrush Scrub Alliance, Black Sage Scrub Alliance, California Buckwheat 
Scrub Alliance, Coyote Brush Scrub Alliance, and California Sagebrush-Black Sage Scrub Alliance.  The 
California Sagebrush Scrub Alliance, for example, contains two natural community associations that are 
found on-site: the California Sagebrush Association and California Sagebrush-Deerweed Association.   
 
With the exception of the California Annual Grasslands Alliance, Valley Oak Woodland and Coast Live 
Oak Woodland Alliances, natural community alliances and associations are not intentionally depicted on 
the vegetation map, although in many cases natural community class boundaries and dominant species 
correspond with the vegetation alliance present at the particular location.  In the case of Valley Oak and 
Coast Live Oak Woodlands, we have delineated areas where the concentration of trees constitutes a 
functional “woodland.”  Scattered and distant trees are simply shown as “isolated individual trees.” 
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Figure 4.4-1 Existing Vegetation - North Portion 
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Figure 4.4-2 Existing Vegetation – South Portion 
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Table 4.4-1 
Natural Community Alliances and Associations at Hilton Site 

Natural 
Community 
Class�

Natural Community Alliance�  Natural Community 
Associations1�

Conservation 
Status Rank2 
of Alliance�

California Sagebrush (Artemisia 
californica) Scrub (32.010.00)�

.01-California Sagebrush 

.02-California Sagebrush - 
Deerweed (Lotus scoparius)�

G5S4�

Black Sage (Salvia mellifera) Scrub 
(32.020.00)�

.01-Black Sage-Laurel Sumac 
(Malosma laurina) 
.02-Black Sage-California 
Buckwheat 
.03- Black Sage�

G4S4�

California Buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum) Scrub (32.040.00)�

.02-California Buckwheat 
�

G5S5�

Coyote Brush (Baccharis pilularis) Scrub 
(32.060.00)�

.09-Coyote Brush/Annual 
Grasses� G5S5�

Coastal Scrub�

California Sagebrush-Black Sage Scrub 
(Artemisia californica-Salvia mellifera) 
(32.120.00)�

.01-California Sagebrush-
Black Sage� G4S4�

Chamise (Adenomstoma fasciculatum) 
Chaparral (37.101.00)�

.02-Chamise-Black Sage 

.08–Chamise-Hoaryleaf 
Ceanothus 
.09–Chamise-Scrub Oak�

G5S5�

Chamise-Black Sage (Adenostoma 
fasciculatum-Salvia mellifera) Chaparral 
(37.102.00)�

.02-Chamise-Black 
sage/Herbaceous 
.03-Chamise-Black 
Sage/Mixed Shrub�

G4S4�

Hairyleaf Ceanothus (Ceanothus 
oliganthus) Chaparral 
(37.207.00)�

.01-Hairyleaf Ceanothus� G4S4�

Hoaryleaf Ceanothus (Ceanothus 
crassifolius) Chaparral 
(37.208.00)�

.01-Hoaryleaf Ceanothus� G4S4�

Wedgeleaf Ceanothus (Ceanothus 
cuneatus) Chaparral 
(37.211.00)�

.01-Wedgeleaf Ceanothus� G5S5�

Greenbark Ceanothus (Ceanothus 
spinosus) Scrub 
(37.214.00)�

No association� G4S4�

Scrub Oak (Quercus berberidifolia) 
Chaparral 
(37.407.00)�

.02-Scrub Oak 

.04 –Scrub Oak-(Toyon) 

.06 –Scrub Oak-(Birchleaf 
Mountain-mahogany)�

G5S5�

Chaparral�

Scrub Oak-Birchleaf Mountain-mahogany 
(Quercus berberidifolia-Cercocarpus 
betuloides) Chaparral (37.408.00)�

.01-Scrub Oak-Birchleaf 
Mountain-mahogany� G4S4�
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Natural 
Community 
Class�

Natural Community Alliance�  Natural Community 
Associations1�

Conservation 
Status Rank2 
of Alliance�

Scrub Oak-Chamise (Quercus 
berberidifolia-Adenostoma fasciculatum) 
Chaparral 
(37.409.00)�

.01 –Scrub Oak-Chamise-
Hoaryleaf Ceanothus� G4S4�

Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) 
(37.911.00)� No association� G4S4�

Creeping Ryegrass Grassland  
(Leymus triticoides) 
(41.08.00) 

No association� G4S3 

Saltgrass (Distichlis spicata) 
(41.200.00)� No association� G5S4 

�

Native 
Grassland 

 
Bigelow’s Spike-moss  
(Selaginella biglovii) 
(42.062.00)�

No association� G4S4?�

California Annual Grassland 
(42.040.00)�

.02 –Soft Brome-Storksbill 
(Bromus hordeaceous–
Erodium botrys)�

G5S5�
Non-native 
Grassland� Annual Brome (Bromus sp.) 

(42.026.00)�

.09 –Soft Chess-Filaree 
(Bromus hordeaceous-
Erodium botrys)�

No Rank 
Available�

Southern Cattail (Typha domingensis) 
(52.050.00)� No association� G4S3�

Arroyo Willow Riparian Forests and 
Woodlands (Salix lasiolepis) (61.201.00)�

.02 –Southern Arroyo Willow 
Riparian� G5S5�Riparian 

Narrow-leaf Willow Riparian Scrub  
(Salix exigua) 
(61.209.00)�

No association� G5S4�

Valley Oak Forests and Woodlands 
(Quercus lobata) 
(71.040.00) 

.03 -Coast Live Oak-Valley 
Oak/Poison-oak 
(Toxicodendron diversilobum) 
.06 –Valley Oak-Coast Live 
Oak/Grass 

G3S3 

Woodlands 

Coast Live Oak Forest and Woodland 
(Quercus agrifolia) 
(71.060.00)�

.02- Coast Live Oak 

.07 –Coast Live Oak/Chamise-
Black Sage 
.08 –Coast Live 
Oak/California Sagebrush 
.09 –Coast Live Oak/Grass 
.13 –Coast Live Oak/Poison-
oak 
.15 –Coast Live Oak/Toyon-
Poison-oak 
.20 –Southern Coast Live Oak 
Riparian Forest�

G5S4�
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Natural 
Community 
Class�

Natural Community Alliance�  Natural Community 
Associations1�

Conservation 
Status Rank2 
of Alliance�

California Walnut Woodland and Forests 
(Juglans californica) (72.100.00)�

.01 -California Walnut 
Woodland� G3S3��

California Bay Forest and Woodland 
(Umbellularia californica) 
(74.100.00)�

.01- California Bay� G4S4�

1. “No association” indicates an inability to define natural communities to the association level, either because no 
associations are currently described for the given alliance, or because associations currently described for the alliance are 
not a good match for the natural community present on the site.   
2.  NatureServe’s conservation status ranking system consists of a geographic scale (G=Global; S=State) and a degree of 
threat (1=critically imperiled; 2=imperiled; 3=vulnerable to extirpation or extinction; 4=apparently secure; and 
5=demonstrably widespread, abundant, or secure).  For example, G1 would indicate the natural community alliance is 
critically imperiled across its entire range (i.e., globally). A rank of S3 would indicate the alliance is vulnerable and at 
moderate risk within the state, even though it may be more secure elsewhere.  Global and state rankings are based on the 
best available information and consider factors such as abundance, distribution, trends, and threats. 
�
�
Coastal Scrub  
Coastal Scrub, sometimes called Coastal Sage Scrub,1 is not extensive on the project site.  It occurs 
primarily in the northern section of the site as scattered pockets of California buckwheat (Eriogonum 
fasciculatum foliolosum), as California sagebrush (Artemisia californica) on an east-facing slope in the 
northwest, and in a small area on a north-facing slope dominated by purple sage (Salvia leucophylla) with 
California sagebrush and California buckwheat.  Some patches of coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis) are 
found in the southeast. 
 
Chaparral  
Chaparral is extensive in the higher elevations in the southern section of the east parcel. There is also a 
large stand of chaparral at lower elevations on the north-facing slopes above coast live oak woodlands in 
the northeast.  Elsewhere, chaparral vegetation occurs as small patches or isolated shrubs.  Isolated shrubs 
are primarily laurel sumac (Malosma laurina), which are typically surrounded by grassland.  Small 
patches consist of toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia), birch-leaf mountain-mahogany (Cercocarpus 
betuloides), various species of ceanothus (Ceanothus spp.), chamise (Adenostoma fasciculatum), or scrub 
oak (Quercus berberidifolia). 
 
Native Grassland 
There are a few small areas dominated by native grasses on the project site.  All concentrations of native 
grasses are small pockets along the base of the slope in the northern section of the project site.  There are 
small concentrations of perennial Junegrass (Koeleria macrantha), perennial blue wildrye (Elymus 
glaucus), creeping ryegrass (Leymus triticoides), and perennial saltgrass (Distichlis spicata).  There is 
also a concentration of the native annual small fescue (Vulpia microstachys pauciflora) along with other 
non-native annual grasses and some native annual herbs. 
 

�������������������������������������������������
1  In addition, sometimes called Coastal Sagebrush Scrub.  The term Coastal Scrub is preferred, since in many cases, neither sage 

(Salvia), nor sagebrush (Artemisia) is present. 
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Non-native Grassland  
Non-native grassland occupies a large portion of the project site, and is primarily characterized by alien 
annual grasses.  The non-native grassland on this site contains a diversity of both non-native and native 
annual and perennial grasses and forbs.  Annual grasses are common, and native perennial grasses are 
relatively uncommon.  There are only a few non-native biennials and perennials.  Native annual and 
perennial forbs cover a low percentage of the grassland, but they are diverse.  Bands of rock outcrops of 
Conejo Volcanic andesite-dacite breccia are interspersed within the annual grassland community.  
��
Representative Species of Non-native Grassland on Project Site 
* denotes: non-native species 
Annual grasses 

*Ripgut grass (Bromus diandrus) 
*Soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus) 
*Foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis rubens) 
*Wild oats (Avena barbata) 
*Italian ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum) 
*Foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum) 
*Rattail fescue (Vulpia myuros) 

 
Perennial grasses 

Melic grasses (Melica spp.) 
Needlegrasses (Nassella spp.) 
Ryegrasses (Leymus condensatus) 
One-sided bluegrass (Poa secunda) 

 
Annual forbs 

Fascicled tarweed (Deinandra fasciculata) 
Telegraph weed (Heterotheca grandiflora) 
Horseweed (Conyza canadensis) 
Popcorn flowers (Cryptantha spp., Plagiobothrys nothofulvus, and Pectocarya linearis ferocula) 
Fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii) 
Fringepod (Thysanocarpus spp.) 
Doveweed (Croton setigerus) 
Vinegar weed (Trichostema lanceolatum) 
California plantain (Plantago erecta) 
Lotuses (Lotus spp.) 
Lupines (Lupinus spp.) 
Clarkias (Clarkia spp.) 
Red-maids (Calandrinia ciliata) 
*Tocalote (Centauria melitensis) 
*Italian thistle (Carduus pycnocephalus) 
*Smooth cat’s-ear (Hypochaeris glabra) 
*Common groundsel (Senecio vulgaris) 
*Black mustard (Brassica nigra) 
*Bur-clover (Medicago polymorpha) 
*Filarees (Erodium spp.) 
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*Annual bedstraw (Galium aparine) 
*Windmill pink (Silene gallica) 

 
Biennial and Perennial forbs 

*Hoary mustard (Hirschfeldia incana) 
 
Perennial forbs 

Narrow-leaf milkweed (Asclepias fascicularis) 
Everlastings (Gnaphalium spp. ) 
Gumplant (Grindelia camporum) 
Deerweed (Lotus scoparius) 
Shooting-stars (Dodecatheon clevelandii sanctarum) 
Golden stars (Bloomeria crocea) 
Blue-dick (Dichelostema capitata) 
Mariposa lilies (Calochortus spp.) 

�
Riparian  
Riparian vegetation dominates the northern ends of both the west and east drainages on the project site.   
A small spring within the eastern drainage supports hydrophytic species including southern cattail (Typha 
domingensis), mugwort (Artemisia douglasiana), and mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia).  Small 
concentrations of these species are depicted on the vegetation map.  The diversity of hydrophytic 
vegetation was greater in the western drainage.  In addition to other species, the western drainage has 
emergent arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis) and valley oak (Quercus lobata) saplings. There is an isolated 
Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii) in the eastern debris basin, and an isolated arroyo willow (Salix 
lasiolepis) on a slope along Agoura Road.  Both of these species are typically found in riparian areas. 
While some areas containing coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) on the site are decidedly riparian, coast 
live oak was not classified and mapped as riparian habitat because this species is not obligated to grow in 
riparian areas.  Lower portions of the drainages included a larger amount of ruderal species such as black 
mustard and various thistle species.  
�
Woodlands  
A woodland is defined as an area with at least 10% canopy cover.  Oak woodlands consisting of valley 
oak (Quercus lobata) and coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) of varying density and understory 
composition traverse the lower slopes of the site south of the existing west debris basin, and south and 
southwest of the existing east debris basin.  Other woodlands on the site include a small stand of 
California walnut (Juglans californica) and a small stand of California bay (Umbellularia californica), 
which are located at high elevations in the southern section of the east parcel.  
 
Un-vegetated Surface 
At the time of the biological surveys, the two debris basins were devoid of vegetation, due to a recent 
cleanout, except for a single Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii).  The debris basins were mapped as 
Bare Ground.  Access driveways leading to these debris basins were mapped as “Asphalt.”   
�
Sensitive Plant Species and Natural Communities  
Sensitive plant species or natural communities either have unique biological significance, limited 
distribution, restricted habitat requirements, particular susceptibility to human disturbance, or a 
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combination of these factors.  For the purposes of this EIR, we distinguish between “special-status” 
species, and “sensitive” plant species.” Herein, we reserve the term sensitive to denote those species that 
meet the criteria of CEQA Section 15380 as an Endangered, Rare or Threatened Species, whether or not 
officially listed, as provided in 15380(d).  The distinction is that impacts to sensitive species meeting 
CEQA 15380 criteria are potentially significant, whereas impacts to special-status species not meeting 
this criteria do not require a mandatory findings of significant.  The California Department of Fish and 
Games List of Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes and Lichens (CDFG 2008) provides a comprehensive 
list of species that are herein considered as sensitive.  However, it also includes numerous species that do 
not meet the CEQA 15380 criteria, which we continue to refer to as special-status species.  Our 
discussion of sensitive plant species and communities include those that meet any one of the following: 

• Plant species that are listed, proposed for listing, or meet the criteria for listing as endangered, 
threatened, or rare by under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) or California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA); 

• Plant species that are listed on the CDFG’s Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes and Lichens List, 
which includes the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Vascular Plants.  Plants on the CNPS List 1B (which includes rare, threatened, or endangered 
species in CNPS’s opinion in California and elsewhere) and List 2 (plants considered rare, 
threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere) are considered sensitive.   

• Plant community alliances included on the List of California Vegetation Alliances (CDFG, 
October 2007) with a global or state conservation status rank of G1 through G3 or S1 through S3, 
respectively.  (See Table 4.4-1 above for discussion of this ranking system), or included on the 
List of California Terrestrial Natural Communities Recognized by the California Natural 
Diversity Database (CDFG, September 2003) and recognized as of “high inventory priority”.   

 
Valley Oak Woodland and Forest Alliance (71.040.00) 
This alliance is characterized by Valley Oak (Quercus lobata) in the tree layer.  In this case, it occurs with 
coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia).  It is found on the lower and more gradual slopes on the site, and has 
been assigned a conservation status rank of G3S3. Therefore, this alliance is “vulnerable to extirpation or 
extinction” within the state, and at a global scale.  
 
California Walnut Woodland and Forests Alliance (72.100.00) 
This alliance is characterized by dominant California Black Walnut (Juglans californica) in the tree layer.  
It is found in the southern section of the east parcel on the steeper midslopes of Ladyface.  It has a 
conservation status rank of G3S3, and therefore, is “vulnerable to extirpation or extinction” within the 
state, and at a global scale.   
 
Southern Cattail Alliance (52.050.00) 
This alliance is characterized by dominant cover of Southern Cattail (Typha domingensis).  It is located in 
a drainage on the eastern side of the project site.  This alliance has been assigned a conservation status 
rank of G4S3 and is therefore “vulnerable to extirpation or extinction” within the state, and “apparently 
secure” globally.   
 
Blue Wildrye (41.640.00) 
This natural community is characterized by dominant blue wildrye (Elymus glaucus).  The degree of 
threat to this community, or its rarity, are sufficient for the California Department of Fish and Game to 
consider it to be of “high inventory priority”.   
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Creeping Ryegrass Alliance (41.080.00) 
This alliance is characterized by dominant creeping ryegrass (Leymus triticoides). This alliance has been 
assigned a conservation status rank of G4S3 and is therefore “vulnerable to extirpation or extinction” 
within the state, and “apparently secure” globally.  It occurs in the northeast section of the site. 
 
Agoura Dudleya 
Agoura dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. agourensis)2 was found growing on rock outcrops of andesite-
dacite breccia, which provide very specific and restricted soil conditions suitable for this species.  
Dudleya cymosa spp. agourensis is listed as Federal Threatened (FT), and is on the California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS) list 1B.2 (Fairly threatened in California with moderate degree/immediacy of 
threat).  
 
Ojai Navarretia 
Navarretia specimens on the site examined in Spring 2008 were determined to be Navarretia ojaiensis.  
The species is restricted to an area of grassland south of the eastern debris basin.  The California Native 
Plant Society has placed Ojai navarretia on the 1B.1 list (Seriously threatened in California and high 
degree/immediacy of threat).  It is currently known from approximately 10 occurrences, with only two 
occurrences documented in the last 37 years.  
 
Plummer’s Mariposa Lily 
The sensitive Plummer’s mariposa lily (Calochortus plummerae) was confirmed present on the project 
site in June 2008, occurring in moderate numbers at higher elevations.  Plummer’s mariposa lily is on the 
CNPS list 1B.2 (fairly threatened in California with moderate degree/immediacy of threat).  
 
Bryophytes and Lichens 
The potential for occurrence of non-vascular plants, namely, Special Bryophytes (mosses and liverworts) 
and Special Lichens (CDFG April 2008) is considered in the discussion in Appendix B, based upon 
considerations of habitat, microhabitat, and known distribution.  It was concluded that one species of 
Special Lichens, and two species of Special Bryophytes, have potential to occur at the project site, albeit, 
with low probability.  Among these, woven-spored lichen (Texosporium sancti-jacobi) [Status: S1.1] is 
known to occur in close proximity to the site, with habitat described as “rare, on [volcanic] soil with 
cryptogrammic crust, on rabbit dung and old twigs [in coastal sage scrub]” (CDFG, 2008).  If this species 
is present, it is mostly likely to be found at upper elevations of the site, in the sparsely vegetated breccia 
rock zones, mainly above the 1,100-foot contour line.  California screw moss (Tortula californica) [CNPS 
List 1B.2] is known from two locations in the Santa Monica Mountains, on rocks and thin soil over rocks.  
Coastal triquetrella (Triquetrella californica) [CNPS List 1B.2] has been reported at widely scattered 
locations in Oregon, and along the entire coast of California from Del Norte to San Diego counties, but 
there are no records between San Francisco/Contra Costa and San Diego.  Nonetheless, its potential 
occurrence at the project site cannot be discounted, in habitats described as “roadsides, hillsides, rocky 
slopes, fields, chaparral, low to moderate elevations (50-500m).”  If either moss species is present, they 
are most likely to be found at upper elevations of the site, in the sparsely vegetated breccia rock zones, 
mainly above the 1,100-foot contour line. 

�������������������������������������������������
� The federal listing of Santa Monica Mountains dudleya (Dudleya cymosa ssp. ovatifolia) as a Threatened species included 

Agoura dudleya as synonymous.  However, the California Native Plant Society and California Department of Fish and Game 
continue to recognize Agoura dudleya as a distinct species.�
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Locally Protected Species 
Oak Trees and Scrub Oaks 
The City of Agoura Hills requires the preservation of all species of oak (Quercus spp.), including scrub 
oaks.  The project oak survey report (Appendix B) evaluated a total of 243 protected oak trees, including 
204 coast live oaks (Quercus agrifolia) and 39 valley oaks (Quercus lobata) within 200 feet of the project 
footprint.  Valley oaks are primarily found in the west-central portion of the lower (more northern) slopes, 
within its deeper colluvial soils.  Coast live oaks prefer more mesic locations, particularly canyon slopes 
and north-facing slopes.  Coast live oaks are well distributed throughout the northern portion of the 
project site, with a dense oak woodland on the eastern portion of these lower slopes.  There are also an 
estimated 113 scrub oaks (Quercus berberidifolia) within the survey area, these covering an estimated 
0.39 acres. 
�
Jurisdictional Habitat 
As shown on Figure 4.4-3, the project site contains two primary north-south drainages.  Both drainages 
are unnamed and ephemeral in nature.  The western drainage is defined on a USGS topographic map as a 
“blue-line stream.”  The two major drainages (western and eastern) each terminate into separate debris 
basins located on the project site.  The western drainage system originates off-site, from steep, north-
facing slopes to the south.  It drains the majority of the site. Three separate tributary channels converge 
on-site into a single channel just south of the 1,100-foot contour line and the southwestern site boundary.  
The single channel then flows northward to the western debris basin. The eastern debris basin receives 
water flows a smaller percentage of the site, and conveys waters from off-site properties and waters from 
well above the 1,100-foot contour.  The drainages are well incised, and contain several natural springs 
and seeps, along with several small areas where water has pooled.  There is also a small ephemeral 
drainage that we refer to as a “small erosion feature”, which has ACOE non-wetland and CDFG riparian 
habitat west of the east tributary. 
 
Figure 4.4-3 illustrates the location of jurisdictional areas regulated by the ACOE and CDFG located on 
the project site.  As shown, 0.011 acres meet all three ACOE criteria for determination as Wetland Waters 
of the United States, and 0.46 acres are Non-wetland Waters of the United States (ACOE Non-wetland).  
Additionally, there are 1.573 acres of CDFG Riparian habitat beyond limits of ACOE Jurisdiction, for a 
total of 2.044 acres of CDFG Jurisdiction.  The areas termed ACOE Non-wetland Waters of the United 
States lack some or all the wetland criterion set forth in the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of 
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual:  Arid West Region (December 2006).  Areas termed Wetland 
must exhibit hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and hydrology, or must present an atypical situation 
where one of the criteria is not met.  There are no atypical situations present on-site.  The delineation 
found three areas considered Wetland.  Non-wetlands are those areas within on-site drainages below the 
plane of the Ordinary High Water Mark (outside of, while CDFG Riparian habitat extends from bank to 
bank, and to the landward edge of riparian vegetation, if present.  Therefore, areas on-site containing 
Wetlands or ACOE non-wetlands are also coincident with CDFG Riparian habitat.  The completed data 
forms and photographs for each plot are included in Appendix B. Table 4.4-2 summarizes the acreage of 
on-site Wetland, Non-wetland, and Riparian habitat under ACOE or CDFG jurisdiction.��
�
�
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Table 4.4-2 
Existing ACOE and CDFG Jurisdictional Areas  

ACOE Waters of U.S.  
Wetland Non-wetland 

 CDFG 
Riparian* 

CDFG 
Jurisdiction 

East Drainage 0.006 0.143 0.567 0.716 
West Drainage 0.005 0.306 0.991 1.302 

Small Erosion Feature n/a 0.011 0.015 0.026 
Total 0.011 0.460 1.573 2.044 

Source:  Envicom Corporation Biological Assessment, 2009. 
*�������������	��
����������� ���� ������!��"�#���	�������� 

�
�
Wildlife Observed 
Vertebrate wildlife species observed during biological surveys were primarily winter resident and year-
round resident, and are listed below.  One reptile was observed, but additional species of lizards and 
snakes are expected.  Mammals observed have been documented based on sightings of individuals, scat or 
nest structures found on the project site.  Appendix B provides a comprehensive list of all vertebrate 
wildlife species that have been observed or can be reasonably anticipated to occur on the project site, 
including those that would only potentially occur occasionally, rarely, sporadically, seasonally, 
infrequently, as transient, or during migration.  The species that can be reasonably anticipated to occur 
were determined based on the reported ranges of the species from several sources, and the types and 
extent of habitat that is available at the site. 
 
Vertebrate Wildlife Species Observed on the Project Site 
Reptiles 
 Great Basin fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis longipes) 
 
Birds3 
 western scrub-jay 
 California towhee 
 spotted towhee 
 dark-eyed junco 
 oak titmouse 
 common bushtit 
 Say’s phoebe 
 black phoebe 
 yellow-rumped warbler 
 white-crowned sparrow 
 golden-crowned sparrow 
 ruby-crowned kinglet 
 hermit thrush 
 western meadowlark 
 Anna’s hummingbird 
 California quail 
�������������������������������������������������
3 Scientific names of birds are omitted, since common names are well standardized. 
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 northern flicker (red-shafted) 
 common raven 
 red-tailed hawk 
 
Mammals 
 dusky-footed woodrat (Neotoma fuscipes) 

San Diego desert woodrat (N. lepida intermedia) 
California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) 
eastern fox squirrel (Sciurus niger) [introduced] 
mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) 
gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus) 
coyote (Canis latrans) 

�
Sensitive Wildlife Species 
As with sensitive plants and natural communities, we distinguish between special-status and sensitive 
wildlife species. The California Department of Fish and Games List of Special Animals (CDFG 2008a) 
includes all species that we herein consider sensitive.  However, it also includes numerous species that do 
not meet the CEQA 15380 criteria, which we continue to refer to as special status species.  Our discussion 
of sensitive wildlife species includes those that are: 
 

• Listed, proposed for listing, or meet the criteria for listing as endangered, threatened, or rare by 
under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) or Califonia Endangered Species Act (CESA); 
or 

• Listed on the California Department of Fish and Game’s (CDFG) Special Animals list with a 
designation of SSC (Species of Special Concern) or CFP (California Fully Protected).   

 
An assessment of the habitat needs and potential for occurrence of sensitive and special-status wildlife at 
the project site is provided in Appendix B.  It considers the complete range of wildlife species from the 
Special Animals List (CDFG 2008a) that are known to occur in the Santa Monica Mountains, based on 
accounts from several sources.  The results of that assessment are summarized as follows: 
 
Invertebrates 
According to CDFG’s CNDDB Rarefind 3 application, no sensitive invertebrates are known to occur on-
site.  However, a few special-status invertebrate species are known to exist in the Santa Monica 
Mountains, and by extension, several must be considered as potentially occurring at the project site.  For 
example, the monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus) is expected to occur, but not as a winter roosting 
species.  Too little is known of the distribution and habitat preferences of four other special-status insect 
species that are known to occur in the Santa Monica Mountains to make an objective assessment of their 
potential to occur at the site.  These include Santa Monica Mountains hairstreak butterfly (Satyrium 
auretorum fumosum), Santa Monica shieldback katydid (Aglaothorax longipennis), Santa Monica 
grasshopper (Trimerotropis occidentaloides), and valley oak ant (Proceratium californicum).  Due to lack 
of vernal pool habitat, the federally listed Endangered Riverside fairy shrimp (Streptocephalus woottoni) 
is considered absent.   
 
�
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Amphibians and Reptiles 
Based on habitat available on-site, no sensitive amphibian species are expected to occur on, or within 0.5 
mile of the site.  The sensitive California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) (FT, SSC) is probably 
extinct from the Santa Monica Mountains, persisting locally only in the Simi Hills, in East Las Virgenes 
Creek on the former Ahmanson Ranch, now the Upper Las Virgenes Canyon Open Space Preserve.  
There are no historic or extant records of sensitive arroyo toad (Anaxyrus [Bufo] californicus) (FE, SSC) 
having occurred in the Santa Monica Mountains.  Similarly, there are no records of sensitive western 
spadefoot (Spea hammondii) (SSC) for the Santa Monica Mountains.  Suitable habitat was not found on-
site to support these species. 
 
Two sensitive reptile species are reasonably expected to occur as residents, including coast horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma coronatum) (SSC), and coast patch-nosed snake (Salvadora hexalepis virgultea) (SSC). 
Two other special status reptile species including coastal whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris stejnegeri), 
andSan Bernardino ringneck snake (Diadophis punctatus modestus) are also expected,.  The potential for 
occurrence of sensitive species including silvery legless lizard (Anniella p. pulchra) (SSC), two-striped 
garter snake (Thamnophis hammondii) (SSC), and San Diego Mountain kingsnake (Lampropeltis zonata 
pulchra) (SSC) is considered very low.   
�
Birds 
Bird species on the CDFG Special Animals list of 2008a which are known to occur in the Santa Monica 
Mountains and their potential to occur are listed below.  The potential for occurrence is based on their 
range and habitat preferences. 
 
Sensitive and Special Status Bird Species Observed, Potentially Occurring, or Potentially 
Nesting at the Site 
Observed and possibly nesting 
  oak titmouse 
 
Potentially using site and possibly nesting 
 loggerhead shrike (SSC) 
 Nuttall’s woodpecker 
 Costa’s hummingbird 

Allen’s hummingbird 
Cooper’s hawk (SSC) 
Lawrence’s goldfinch 

 
Potentially using site and probably not nesting 
 great blue heron 

snowy egret 
great egret 
golden eagle (CFP) 
prairie falcon 
 

Potentially using site as winter visitants or transients  
 least Bell’s vireo (FE, SE) 
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southwestern willow flycatcher (FE, SE) 
bank swallow (CT) 

 northern harrier (SSC) 
sharp-shinned hawk 
ferruginous hawk 
merlin 
California gull 
long-eared owl 
short-eared owl 
burrowing owl 
black swift 
Vaux’s swift 
rufous hummingbird 
Lewis’ woodpecker 
red-breasted sapsucker 
olive-sided flycatcher (SSC) 
purple martin (SSC) 
Virginia’s warbler 
hermit warbler 
yellow warbler (SSC) 
yellow-breasted chat (SSC) 
summer tanager (SSC) 
chipping sparrow 
Brewer’s sparrow 
lark sparrow 
California gray-headed junco 

 
Not expected 
 coastal California gnatcatcher (FT, SSC) 

tricolored blackbird (SSC) 
 
Mammals 
Up to as many as eight sensitive (SSC) species of bats are potentially occurring on the project site.  These 
species are listed in Appendix B.  Too little is known of their distribution and habitat requirements to 
make an objective assessment of the level and type of use of the site, but all might potentially forage over 
the site, and some may roost in trees thereon, or adjacent.  One other sensitive mammal species, the San 
Diego desert woodrat (Neotoma lepida intermedia) (SSC) is known to occur within the rocklands in the 
extreme south portion of the project site.  Three other sensitive mammals, namely, ringtail (Bassariscus 
astutus), (California Protected), San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus bennettii) (SSC) 
and American badger (Taxidea taxus neglecta) (SSC), are reasonably anticipated to occur on the site 
� �
Wildlife Movement 
Wildlife needs to be able to access essential habitat for water, foraging, breeding, and cover.  Also, open 
space in natural condition of sufficient area, and linkages between open spaces should be maintained so 
healthy-functioning ecological and evolutionary processes can continue, and wildlife can move to ensure 
the mixing of genes within populations, for dispersal and migration, and to respond and adapt to 
environmental stress.  Examples of barriers or impediments to movement include housing and other urban 
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development, roads, fencing, inadequate habitat, or open areas with little vegetative cover.  Adequate 
conditions for movement and sensitivity to barriers are species dependent, and may be relevant for a 
species at a small scale or at a regional scale.  Therefore, it is important to consider the impact of the 
project on wildlife movement at various scales, as well as a project’s impact on the size and fragmentation 
of natural areas and connectivity between open spaces.   
The project site is part of a large fragment of natural open space that includes Ladyface (the mountain 
itself includes 747.3 acres of land according to the Agoura Hills Ladyface Mountain Specific Plan) and 
contains various habitats such as riparian, coastal scrub, chaparral, and oak woodland.  Impediments to 
movement outside of this area include Kanan Road to the east and south, Agoura Road and urban 
development to the north, and Triunfo Canyon Road to the west and southwest. Wildlife that can 
successfully cross Kanan Road or Truinfo Canyon Road and additional 2-lane rural roads can connect to 
larger areas of natural open space within the Santa Monica Mountains.   
 
A critical bottleneck for wildlife movement between the Santa Monica Mountains and the Simi Hills is 
located east of Ladyface in the vicinity of Liberty Canyon Road.  This area is part of an important 
regional wildlife corridor called the Santa Monica-Sierra Madre Connection (South Coast Wildlands, 
2006). The Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area Land Protection Plan and the South Coast 
Missing Linkages: a Linkage Design for the Santa Monica-Sierra Madre Connection identify land 
essential for preservation of this critical linkage, but neither the Ladyface open space area or the project 
site are included.  
 
To the north of the project site, the existing storm water system is essentially closed off, so wildlife would 
not be able to cross under Agoura Road using the storm water system.  Moreover, these stormwater drains 
are subterranean beneath built-up areas along the US 101 and areas to the north of Agoura Road are 
developed, and not suitable habitat for most wildlife species.   
 
4.4.2 Thresholds of Significance 
In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and for the purposes of this EIR, the 
proposed project would have a significant impact on biological resources if it would: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means; 

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

• Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance; or 

• Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 
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4.4.3 Project Impacts  
Project impacts presented in this section are organized in part by the four proposed phases of project 
development.  See the Project Description (Section 2.0) for a discussion of grading, construction, and 
planned facilities for each phase.  The mass grading necessary for the construction of all project phases 
would be completed during Phase I and Phase II.  This mass grading would remove existing vegetation 
and disturb surface soils.  Areas mass graded during Phase I or Phase II that would not be developed until 
a subsequent phase would be landscaped with native vegetation.  As subsequent phases are implemented, 
fine grading, grading of the native landscaped areas, and the grading necessary to excavate the Phase IV 
underground parking structure would occur, but no grading of previously undisturbed areas would be 
necessary to prepare the site for construction.  The two debris basins at the site would have associated 
debris cones, which would be adjacent to and upstream from each basin.  The debris cones would 
potentially be subject to maintenance during the operational project phases to remove collected debris, as 
necessary.  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works anticipates that maintenance of the debris 
basins will require the removal of vegetation and trees located within the calculated debris cone.  Build-
out of the entire project is anticipated to occur over an estimated 25-year period, with grading for Phase I 
anticipated to begin in 2011.   
 
Vegetation Impacts  
Grading for Phase I and Phase II of the proposed project would remove natural communities, including 
chaparral, coastal scrub, native and non-native grasslands, riparian and upland woodland habitats (Figure 
4.4-4 and Figure 4.4-5).  
 
Table 4.4-3 summarizes the acreage of natural communities that would be removed by project grading 
during each project phase.  Phase III and Phase IV grading would not result in additional impacts to 
natural communities, as no disturbance of previously non-graded areas would occur.   

 
Table 4.4-3 

Grading Impacts by Project Phase (Acres) 

Habitat Type Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV 
Chaparral 0.001 1.05 0 0 

Coastal Scrub 1.20 0.25 0 0 
Native Grassland 0.04 0 0 0 

Non-native Grassland 4.60 4.06 0 0 
Woodland and Individual Trees 0.15 0.31 0 0 

Riparian 0.07 0 0 0 
Unvegetated surface 1.11 0.61 0 0 

Total 7.17 6.28 0 0 
Source:  Stantec, June 2010. 
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Figure 4.4-4 Phase I Impacts to Vegetation – North Portion  
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Figure 4.4-5 Phase II Impacts to Vegetation – South Portion 
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Debris cone maintenance has the potential to impact natural communities during the operational phase of 
the project.  The acreages of potential debris cone impacts are summarized in Table 4.4-4. 
 

Table 4.4-4 
Potential Debris Cone Maintenance Impacts by Project Phase (Acres) 

Habitat Type Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV 

Chaparral 0 0.002 0 0 
Coastal Scrub 0.02 0.09 0 0 
Native Grassland  0.01 0 0 0 
Non-native Grassland 0.04 0.03 0 0 
Woodland and Individual Trees 0.03 0.23 0 0 
Riparian 0.01 0 0 0 
Un-vegetated surface 0 0.02 0 0 

Total 0.11 0.37 0 0 
Source:  Stantec, June 2010. 

 
 
Fuel modification would potentially result in impacts to natural communities during all four project 
phases.  The acreages of potential fuel modification impacts are summarized in Table 4.4-5.   
 
 

Table 4.4-5 
Potential Fuel Modification Impacts by Project Phase (Acres) 

Habitat Type Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV 
Chaparral 0 0.48 0 0.01 
Coastal Scrub 0.02 0.02 0.001 0.05 
Native Grassland  0 0 0 0 
Non-native Grassland 0.34 1.26 0.07 0.16 
Woodland and Individual Trees 0.19 0.29 0.004 0.24 
Riparian 0 0 0 0 
Un-vegetated surface 0 0.01 0 0 

Total 0.55 2.06 0.08 0.46 
Source:  Stantec, June 2010. 

 
 

Table 4.4-6 summarizes the total acreage of natural communities that would be impacted by grading, 
debris cone maintenance and fuel modification, as well as the acreage left undisturbed by the proposed 
project.  Resulting impacts on sensitive vegetation communities and plants are described below. 
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Table 4.4-6 
Vegetation Impacted and Left Undisturbed on the Project Site (Acres) 

Habitat Type 
Total 
Existing 
Habitat  

Total Project 
Grading 
Impacts  

Total 
Project 
Debris 
Cone 
Impacts 

Total Project 
Fuel 

Modification 
Impacts  

Undisturbed  

Chaparral 23.91 1.05 0.002 0.49 22.37 
Coastal Scrub 3.71 1.45 0.11 0.09 2.06 
Native Grassland  0.15 0.04 0.01 0 0.10 
Non-native Grassland 33.58 8.66 0.07 1.83 23.02 
Woodland and 
Individual Trees 4.67 0.46 0.26 0.72 3.23 

Riparian 0.10 0.07 0.01 0 0.02 
Un-vegetated surface 1.90 1.72 0.02 0.01 0.15 
Total 68.02 13.45 0.48 3.14 50.95 
Source:  Stantec, June 2010. 

 
 
Impacts To Sensitive Plant Community Alliances (Impact BIO-1) 
There is a total of 0.84 acres of the sensitive Valley Oak Woodland Alliance located within the proposed 
project’s grading area, fuel modification zone, and debris cone associated with the western debris basin.  
The build-out of the project would result in a loss of 0.212 acres of Valley Oak Woodland Alliance. The 
remaining 0.628 acres (74.8%) of valley oak woodland alliance located on the project site would remain 
intact.  This impact is not anticipated to threaten or eliminate the community on-site or in the region.  
Impacts to the individual oak trees are discussed below under Impacts to Locally Protected Species.    
 
Based on conversations with the Keith Condon of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, required fuel 
modification activities within oak woodland areas are limited to removal of deadwood from the canopy of 
the oak trees and thinning of laddered fuels in the understory.  The fuel modification activities associated 
with Phase I and Phase IV facilities are not anticipated to substantially change or remove the valley oak 
woodland.  
 
All other sensitive plant communities on the project site are sufficiently outside of the grading area and 
fuel modification zones such that no phase of the proposed project would result in significant impacts on 
these communities.   
 
Phase I 
Phase I impacts associated with the removal of 0.015 acres of Valley Oak Woodland are considered less 
than significant.  
 
Phase II 
Phase II impacts associated with the removal of 0.18 acres of Valley Oak Woodland are considered less 
than significant.  Phase II debris cone maintenance impacts to 0.017 acres of Valley Oak Woodland are 
considered less than significant.   
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Phase III and Phase IV 
There would be no impact to sensitive plant communities as a result of construction of Phase III or Phase 
IV.  
 
 
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-1 
No phase of the proposed project would generate significant impacts related to sensitive plant 
communities.  As such, no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Significance of Impact BIO-1 After Mitigation 
Project impacts associated with sensitive plant communities are considered to be less than significant 
(Class III). 
 
Impacts to Sensitive Plant Species (Impact Bio-2) 
The proposed project would impact the sensitive plant, Ojai navarretia (Navarretia ojaiensis).  Ojai 
navarretia is on the CNPS 1B.1 list, indicating it is seriously threatened in California with a high 
degree/immediacy of threat.  The build-out of the project would result in the loss of 0.27 acres of Ojai 
navarretia, and removal of fifteen individual plants.  Phase II fuel modification activities would encroach 
into 0.24 acres of habitat containing the federally threatened Agoura dudleya.  All other sensitive plants 
on the project site are sufficiently outside of the grading area and fuel modification zones such that no 
phase of the proposed project would result in significant impacts on these species. 
 
Phase I 
The loss of 0.27 acres of Ojai navarretia as a result of construction of Phase I would be a significant 
impact.   
 
Phase II 
The loss of fifteen individual Ojai navarretia plants as a result of construction of Phase II would be a 
significant impact.  Phase II fuel modification impacts to 0.24 acres of habitat containing the federally 
threatened Agoura dudleya would be potentially significant.  
 
Phase III and Phase IV 
There would be no impact to sensitive plant species as a result of construction of Phase III or Phase IV.  
�
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-2 
BIO 2-1 The Applicant shall offset the proposed 0.27 acres of impact to Ojai navarretia via 

preservation, enhancement or restoration at a ratio of 2:1. Prior to issuance of the Grading 
Permit, the Applicant shall prepare and submit a Mitigation Plan to the City of Agoura 
Hills and other relevant Regulatory Agenciesthat identifies the location, methods, 
monitoring requirements, performance criteria and contingencies associated with the 
proposed mitgation.  $���������%���&�	��'��(���	�	������((�������� ��	�������������
��� �		������%� �������� &��(��� %��� &�	�� ')����(��������� %��� &�	�� ''� �(���	� 	����
��((�������� ��	�����������������		������%���������&��(���%���&�	��''� 

 
BIO 2-2 Prior to fuel modification activities within habitat known to contain the federally 
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threatened Agoura dudleya (see Figure 4.4-1), a qualified biologist shall locate and flag 
Agoura dudleya within the fuel modification zone, and shall determine and demarcate an 
appropriate buffer(s) and develop/implement protocols in consultation with the CDFG 
and the Los Angeles County Fire Department that would protect the species from direct 
or inadvertent harm during fuel modification activities, while meeting fire protection 
requirements.  The qualified biologist shall monitor all fuel modification activities within 
these areas.  

 
Significance of Impact BIO-2 After Mitigation 
Phase I and Phase II impacts to Ojai navarretia after mitigation would be less than significant (Class II).  
Phase II impacts to Agoura dudleya would be reduced to a less than significant level after mitigation 
(Class II). 
 
Impacts to Locally Protected Species - Oak Trees and Scrub Oaks (Impact BIO-3) 
Of the 243 protected oak trees identified within 200 feet of the development footprint, the proposed 
project, over all four phases, would require the removal of 36 protected oak trees, including 16 valley oak 
trees and 20 coast live oak trees. An additional 32 protected oak trees would be encroached upon within 
the canopy and/or root protection zone.  The proposed project would require removal of 29 scrub oaks 
and four scrub oak canopy or root protection zones would be encroached upon.  Fuel modification 
activities would be limited to removal of deadwood in the canopies and would not substantially impact 
protected oak trees within fuel modification zones.4   Table 4.4-7 presents impacts by project phase to 
protected oak trees and scrub oaks within the limits of disturbance.   
  

Table 4.4-7 
Impacts to Protected Oak Trees and Scrub Oaks within Grading Limits* 

  Phase I Phase II Phase III Phase IV 

Valley Oaks 5 11 0 0 

Coast Live Oaks 5 15 0 0 Removed 

Scrub Oaks 0 29 0 0 
Valley Oaks 1 5 0 0 

Coast Live Oaks 8 18 0 0 Encroached 
Upon* 

Scrub Oaks 0 4 0 0 
Source:  Stantec, June 2010.*Grading Limits include project grading and limits of debris cone. 
**Includes impact to Canopy and Root Protection Zone or Root Protection Zone only. 

 
Phase I 
The Phase I removal of 10 protected oak trees and the encroachment into the root protection zones and 
canopies of nine protected oak trees would be a significant impact.   
 

�������������������������������������������������
�����	��������*����+�������������%�������	�!�����	�������������
����(�����
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Phase II 
The Phase II removal of 26 protected oak trees, which includes one landmark tree, and 29 scrub oaks, as 
well as the encroachment into the root protection zones and canopies of 23 protected oak trees and four 
scrub oaks would be a significant impact.   
 
Phase III and Phase IV 
There would be no impact to protected oak trees and scrub oaks as a result of construction of Phase III or 
Phase IV.  
 
Mitigation Measures for Impacts BIO-3  
BIO 3-1 The applicant shall obtain an oak tree permit and offset the proposed impacts to oak trees 

pursuant to the City of Agoura Hills Municipal Code, Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, 
Sections 9657--9657.5.  Mitigation for Phase I impacts shall begin prior to 
commencement of grading for Phase I, and mitigation for Phase II impacts shall begin 
prior to commencement of grading for Phase II.  The Guidelines require that at least two 
(2) 24” box trees, one (1) 36” box tree, and at least one (1) additional oak be planted such 
that the sum of the trunk diameters of the four or more replacement oaks is equal to or 
greater than the trunk of the oak to be removed. Mitigation for removal of landmark trees 
shall also include two (2) 60-inch box trees. The locations of the replanted trees shall be 
indicated on the project plans submitted to the City for review by the City’s oak tree 
consultant. Every attempt shall be made to plant oak trees according to species-specific 
habitat requirements: valley oaks at lower elevations in alluvial soils; and coast live oaks 
on mesic north-facing slope locations. 

 
Significance of Impact BIO-3 After Mitigation 
Implementation of mitigation measure BIO 3-1 would reduce the project Phase I and Phase II impacts to 
protected oak trees and scrub oaks to a level considered less than significant (Class II). 
 
Impacts to Jurisdictional Waters and Riparian Habitat (Impact BIO-4) 
ACOE Non-wetlands and CDFG Riparian Habitat 
There are two ephemeral north-south drainages on the project site and a small erosion feature that contain 
0.011 acres of ACOE wetland Waters of the U.S. and 0.460 acres of ACOE non-wetland Waters of the 
U.S. for a total of 0.471 acres of ACOE jurisdiction.  There are also 1.584 acres of CDFG Riparian habitat 
(beyond ACOE jurisdiction), for a total of 2.055 acres of CDFG jurisdictional habitat on the site.  Phase I 
would impact portions of the east drainage and the small erosion feature, and Phase II would impact the 
remainder of the small erosion feature and the west drainage.  Debris cone maintenance requirements 
would also result in temporary impacts to jurisdictional areas.  Table 4.4-8 and Table 4.4-9 summarize 
the existing acreage and impacts to ACOE Wetlands, ACOE non-wetlands, and CDFG Riparian habitat 
that would result from grading and debris cone maintenance. ACOE wetlands Waters of the U.S. would 
not be impacted by any phase of the project.  Phases III and IV would not result in impacts due to grading 
or debris cone maintenance. 
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Table 4.4-8 
Phase I - Impacted ACOE and CDFG Jurisdictional Areas 

 
 

  
 

Impacted Acreage* 
Jurisdictional Areas Existing 

Acreage Grading Debris 
Cone 

Cause of Phase I 
Grading Impacts 

ACOE Wetlands  0.006 0 0 N/A 
ACOE Non-wetlands 0.143 0.064 0.007 East 

Drainage 
CDFG Riparian 0.567 0.173 0.020 

East parking lot, east 
debris basin, bio-
detention basin, 
native vegetated swe 

ACOE Wetlands  0.005 0 0 
ACOE Non-wetlands 0.306 0 0 

West 
Drainage 

CDFG Riparian  0.991 0 0 
N/A 

ACOE Wetlands 0 0 0 N/A 
ACOE Non-wetlands 0.011 0.009 0 

Small 
Erosion 
Feature CDFG Riparian 0.026 0.012 0 

East parking lot, 
access trail and 
funicular.  

ACOE Wetlands 0.011 0 0 Totals 
ACOE Non-wetlands 0.460 0.073 0.007 

 

CDFG Riparian* 1.584 0.185 0.020 

ACOE Jurisdiction 0.471 0.073 0.007 

CDFG Jurisdiction 2.055 0.258 0.027 

Source:  Stantec, June 2010. 
,������������	��
����������� ���� ������!��"�#���	���������
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Table 4.4-9 
Phase II - Impacted ACOE and CDFG Jurisdictional Areas 

 
 
Fuel modification zones for Phase I, II and IV would include jurisdictional habitat.  Based on 
conversations with the Keith Condon of the Los Angeles County Fire Department, the Fuel Modification 
Plan would limit the fuel modification required for Phases I, II and IV within jurisdictional areas to the 
removal of deadwood, which would not significantly impact these areas. 
 
Phase I 
Phase I grading impacts to 0.237 acres of CDFG jurisdiction within the east drainage and 0.021 acres of 
CDFG jurisdiction within the small erosion feature  would be a significant impact.  Phase I debris cone 
maintenance impacts to 0.027 acres of CDFG jurisdiction acres within the eastern drainage would be a 
potentially significant impact.  Phase I fuel modification impacts within jurisdictional areas would be 
less than significant.   
 
Phase II 
Phase II grading impacts to 0.243 acres of CDFG jurisdiction within the western drainage and 0.004 acres 
CDFG jurisdiction impacted within the small erosion feature would be a significant impact.  Phase II 
debris cone maintenance impacts of 0.222 acres of CDFG jurisdiction acres within the western drainage 
would be a potentially significant impact.  Phase II fuel modification impacts within jurisdictional areas 
would be less than significant.   
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Phase III 
There would be no impact to jurisdictional areas as a result of Phase III of the project. 
 
Phase IV 
Phase IV fuel modification impacts within jurisdictional areas would be less than significant. 
�
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-4  
BIO 4-1 The applicant shall consult with CDFG, ACOE and the Regional Water Quality Control 

Board (RWQCB) and obtain applicable permits for the proposed impacts to jurisdictional 
habitat.  Jurisdictional non-wetland streambed and riparian habitat that would be 
temporarily impacted during construction phases of the project, but would not be 
permanently lost, shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio.  Jurisdictional areas that would be 
permanently impacted by the project shall be mitigated at a 3:1.  Mitigation shall be 
provided in the form of restoration, preservation and/or payment of in-lieu fees.  
Mitigation for each Phase of impacts shall be secured prior to issuance of a grading 
permit for each Phase. 

 
Significance of Impact BIO-4 After Mitigation 
Phase I and Phase II impacts after implementation of the proposed mitigation would be considered less 
than significant (Class II).   
  
Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife Species  
Direct loss of Sensitive Wildlife Species (Impact BIO-5) 
Phases I - IV 
One sensitive wildlife species was observed on the site, the San Diego desert woodrat.  Nest structures for 
the San Diego desert woodrat were only seen on upper slopes well above the development impact zone, 
and this species is not expected within the development footprint.  Therefore, no impact is expected to the 
San Diego desert woodrat.  All other sensitive wildlife species with the potential for occurrence on the 
site are listed above.  Potential for occurrence is based upon presence and quality of foraging and 
breeding habitat, and a list from the CNDDB of sensitive wildlife species known to occur within the 
Thousand Oaks USGS 7.5-minute quadrangle, and within 8 adjacent USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles. 
These species may be subject to direct harm if present during grading and construction activities. Direct 
loss of a sensitive wildlife species due to construction activities results in a potentially significant 
impact.  
 
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-5 
BIO 5-1  Not more than two weeks prior to ground disturbing construction for Phase I and Phase 

II, as well as ground disturbing construction during any project phase that would remove 
native landscaping planted on previously graded areas, a preconstruction survey for 
sensitive wildlife species shall be conducted by a qualified biologist and submitted to the 
City Planning and Development Department prior to beginning construction and/or 
commencement of any disturbance. If a species is found, avoidance is the preferred 
mitigation option.  If avoidance is not feasible, the species, shall be captured, when 
possible, and transferred to adjacent appropriate habitat within the open space on-site or 
directly adjacent to the project area.  This shall be performed only by a CDFG approved 
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biologist. The CDFG and City of Agoura Hills shall be formally notified and consulted 
regarding the presence of this species on-site. If a federally listed species is found prior to 
grading of the site, the USFWS shall also be notified. Only a USFWS approved biologist 
would be allowed to capture and relocate these animals.      

 
Significance of Impact BIO-5 After Mitigation 
Impacts to sensitive species after implementation of the proposed mitigation would be considered less 
than significant (Class II).   
 
Disturbance or Direct Loss of Nesting Birds and Nests (Impact BIO-6) 
Phases I - IV 
Construction of Phase I and Phase II of the proposed project would result in the direct, permanent loss of 
portions of native habitats found on-site including chaparral, coastal scrub, native grassland, woodland, 
and riparian, as well as non-native grassland and individual trees.  Construction of Phases III and IV may 
result in the removal of native landscaping which has been planted in areas graded during a previous 
project phase.  Potential impacts associated with habitat removal and disturbance to wildlife species 
would include bird species that may utilize the site’s resources, if only seasonally, temporally, 
occasionally, infrequently, or rarely.  Possible significant impacts to these sensitive and other bird species 
could occur if site construction occurs when birds are nesting thereon. Disturbing habitats on the site, 
including native landscaping that has been planted in previously graded areas, during the nesting season 
(February 1 – August 31) could result in the loss of bird nests, eggs, and young, and this would be in 
violation of one or more of California Fish and Game Code sections 3503 (any bird nest), 3503.5 (birds-
of-prey), or 3511 (Fully Protected birds).  In addition, removal or destruction of one or more active nests 
of any other birds listed by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), whether nest damage 
was due to tree removal or to other construction activities, would be considered a violation of the MBTA 
and California Fish and Game Code Section 3511, and therefore would be a potentially significant 
impact. 
�
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-6 
BIO 6-1 No earlier than 30 days prior to construction or site preparation activities that would 

occur during the nesting/breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting on the 
site (typically February 1 through August 31), the applicant shall have a field survey 
conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if active nests of any bird species 
protected by the state or federal Endangered Species Acts, Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
and/or the California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, or 3511 are present in 
the construction zone or within 500 feet of the construction zone.  If active nests are 
found within the survey area, construction activities within the 500-foot radius shall stop 
until consultation with the City, CDFG and USFWS (when applicable) is conducted and 
an appropriate setback can be established.  A fence barrier shall be erected around the 
buffer and clearing and construction within the fenced area shall be postponed or halted, 
at the discretion of a biological monitor, until the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged, as determined by the biologist, and there is no evidence of a second attempt at 
nesting.   
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Significance of Impact BIO-6 After Mitigation 
Impacts to nesting birds and active nests after implementation of the mitigation would be less than 
significant (Class II). 
 
Wildlife Movement (Bio-7)  
Phases I - IV 
The proposed development would not impede wildlife movement except for restricting movement within 
or through developed areas of the site. Movement would be restricted for wildlife moving through the site 
to the north, but the area to the north of the site is already urban.  While the project would reduce wildlife 
habitat, it would not fragment existing habitat because development would be limited to areas north of the 
1,100-foot contour and adjacent to existing urban areas.  The entire southern section of the project site 
(well more than ½) would not be impacted, and this area would provide sufficient cover and a variety of 
the habitats found on-site to support movement of species that may potentially pass through the site.  
 
The project site is not in a critical linkage for wildlife movement such as an area providing access to an 
open culvert that wildlife could use to safely cross roads between areas of open space, or a narrow 
bottleneck of space or habitat between two larger areas of open space.  The project site is not considered 
essential for the Santa Monica Mountains-Sierra Madre Mountains Connection regional wildlife corridor. 
Impacts to wildlife movement would be less than significant.   
 
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-7 
The proposed project would not generate any significant impacts related to wildlife movement.  As such, 
no mitigation measures are required. 
 
Significance of Impact BIO-7 After Mitigation 
Potential impacts associated with wildlife movement are considered to be less than significant (Class 
III). 
 
Impact of Exterior Night Lighting on Sensitive Species (BIO-8) 
Phases I - IV 
Exterior night lighting during the operational phase could potentially disrupt normal behavior and 
breeding for some wildlife species, and cause some species to avoid the site.  This would lower the value 
of remaining habitat.  Exterior night lighting would contribute to a potentially significant impact.   
 
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-8 
BIO 8-1 The project shall incorporate lighting design features to the extent possible that will 

reduce the amount and intensity of night lighting in open space areas surrounding the 
development.  This would involve using lighting only to the extent necessary, using low 
intensity lights, placing lighting close to the ground when possible, using shields to 
reduce glare and direct lighting downward, and pointing lights away from open space 
areas.   
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Significance of Impact BIO-8 After Mitigation 
Implementation of the proposed mitigation would reduce exterior night lighting impacts to a level 
considered less than significant (Class II). 
 
Impact of Noise on Sensitive Species (BIO-9) 
Phases I - IV 
Noise levels at the site are primarily influenced by traffic on the 101 Freeway and Agoura Road.  The 
noise level in open space areas on the site would not be substantially increased by traffic or normal 
activities of the Hilton Foundation Campus during the operational period.  Wildlife species that currently 
use the site probably find the level of noise at the site acceptable, and those that do not would have 
already left the area.  Impacts to wildlife due to increased noise during the operational period would be 
less than significant.  
 
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-9 
No mitigation measures are required. 
 
Significance of Impact BIO-9 After Mitigation 
Project noise impacts on wildlife are considered to be less than significant without mitigation (Class 
III). 
 
Cumulative Impacts (Impact BIO-10) 
As described in Section 3.0 Related Projects, the project area includes 17 currently planned projects.  
Some of these projects are within urban areas and are not expected to contribute significantly to 
cumulative impacts on biological resources.  The proposed development projects south of Agoura Road, 
and the expected build-out of the north, lower slopes of Ladyface Mountain would result in the loss of 
open space and plant and wildlife habitat and an increase in urbanization at the edge of a large natural 
area.  However, the anticipated cumulative development would not significantly fragment open space, or 
cause a cumulatively considerable impact to wildlife movement, because development of related projects 
along Agoura Road within the Ladyface and/or adjacent Agoura Village Specific Plans are restricted to 
areas adjacent to Agoura Road and existing development.  
 
The proposed project would significantly impact Ojai navarretia, oak trees and scrub oaks, riparian 
habitat, and non-wetland Waters of the U.S., and would potentially impact sensitive wildlife species and 
nesting birds.  The possibility exists for the same biological resources to occur on other proposed 
development sites in the project area, resulting in a potentially significant cumulative impact.  The 
contribution of the proposed project to cumulative impacts to biological resources is considered 
significant.  However, the planned mitigation measures for the above-mentioned significant impacts 
would reduce the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to a less than significant (Class III) level.  
 
Mitigation Measures for Impact BIO-10 
See mitigation measures for significant impacts BIO-2 through BIO-6, and BIO-8 discussed above.   
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Significance of Impact BIO-10 After Mitigation 
The proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to biological resources would be less than 
significant (Class II).  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document represents an inventory and evaluation of oak trees and scrub oak habitat, protected by the 
City of Agoura Hills, located within 200 feet of the Hilton Foundation Headquarters project.  The survey 
area consists of a portion of two parcels, APN 2061-002-048 (western parcel totaling 36.6 acres) and 
APN 2061-002-024 (eastern parcel totaling 30.0 acres), located south of Agoura Road between Lindero 
Canyon Road and Reyes Adobe Road (Figure 1).   The project site is currently undeveloped.  Two 
detention basins under the jurisdiction of the L. A. County Flood Control District are located south of 
Agoura Road, near the east and west property boundaries.  Two tributaries traverse the project site south 
to north and empty into the detention basins.

This is an updated report based on the Applicants revised plans.  The proposed project includes the 
construction of a contemporary-style office campus to provide the Foundation a central headquarters to 
operate its long-term charitable projects.  Project implementation would occur in four phases of 
development that would be constructed over an estimated 25-year period.  The proposed project includes 
offices and maintenance building, modifications to existing roadways, as well as construction of new on-
site circulation routes and parking areas.  The Phase I and Phase III buildings would be located on the 
site’s eastern parcel, and the Phase II and Phase IV buildings would be located on the site’s western 
parcel. The Applicant is proposing to design and construct Agoura Road to a full width of 36 feet along 
the project frontage And develop two new private roads, both 28-feet in clearance width, which would 
provide site access from Agoura Road to the eastern and western portions of the site.  Maintenance access 
roads leading to the redesigned/updated eastern and western debris basin as well as fire access roads 
would be constructed.  The western and eastern portions of the project site are to be connected via a cart 
pathway.  As an alternate to the cart pathway, visitors and employees may also utilize a funicular.

2.0 METHODOLOGY

The City of Agoura Hills protects all oak trees (genus Quercus), including, but not limited to coast live 
oak, valley oak and scrub oak.  Oak trees must have a minimum trunk diameter of two inches at 3.5 feet 
in height.  Oaks with multiple trunks are protected if their combined trunk diameters are two inches or 
greater.  

Envicom Corporation Certified Arborist Mr. Tom Hayduk (ISA Certification #WE-4350A) assisted by 
Staff Biologist, Mr. Tyler Barns, conducted a survey and evaluation of protected valley oak and coast live 
oak trees during several site visits between January 18 and March 10, 2008.  Two additional oak trees 
were found on December 3, 2008, three additional oak trees were surveyed on April 28, 2009, and three 
were surveyed on June 14, 2010.  The survey area for this report consisted of the proposed limits of 
grading (Stantec, 2010) along with a 200-foot buffer from the limits of grading.

2.1 COAST LIVE OAK AND VALLEY OAK TREES

Coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) and valley oak (Quercus lobata) trees were evaluated using ISA 
standards, including the recordation of physical structure, general heath assessment, and indications of 
disease and/or pests.  Each oak tree was numbered with a one-inch round, imprinted metal tag in 
ascending order from #1–243.  Previous number tags, if found, were recorded to allow for the correlation 
of current and prior oak tree reports.  Eighteen off-site oaks were included in the survey due to their 
proximity to the anticipated grading zone of the development, or proximity to the Agoura Road expansion 
area.  Oak Trees were mapped using a Trimble GeoXT sub-meter GPS unit.   Photographs of oak trees 
surveyed are provided in Appendix A and tree evaluation forms can be found in Appendix B.
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The following information can be found on the tree evaluation forms.  Each tree was measured or 
estimated for height and trunk circumference.  The circumferences were measured at approximately 3.5 
feet above the ground, except where noted on the oak tree data sheets.  The tree heights were calculated 
using a clinometer or visually estimated.  A canopy class rating was given for each tree. In order of 
increased shading by other trees, the five canopy classes used were open grown, dominant, co-dominant, 
intermediate and over-topped.  The canopy dimensions of each tree were recorded with a tape measure 
from eight cardinal directions.  Measurements shown with an estimation symbol were visually estimated 
due to steep terrain.  The aspect of the terrain at the base of each tree was noted using a compass, and the 
percent slope was estimated through visual observation.  Soil build-up at the base of the oak trunks was 
noted as alluvial fill, colluvial fill and/or presence of wood rat nests.

Following the analysis of the tree’s physical structure and environment, a basic evaluation was conducted 
for each tree’s aesthetic qualities and general health.  Relevant line items were marked with a “yes” if 
applicable, “xx” if the condition was excessive and “minor” if the condition was marginal.  Aesthetic 
assessment items evaluated included unbalanced crown, excessive horizontal branching, weak main 
crotch, fire damage, presence of cavities and trunk lean.  Health assessment items evaluated included 
evidence of disease, exfoliation, leaf scorch, exudation, epicomic growth and the presence of insect pests 
and parasites (including galls and mistletoe).  An evaluation of tree vigor was based on length of new tip 
growth, leaf color, amount of deadwood and presence or lack of a full canopy (sparse foliage).  Aesthetic, 
health and vigor ratings are listed (A-F) for each tree.  Specific recommendations are listed to remedy 
structural problems and general recommendations are listed to improve the health of the trees.

2.2 SCRUB OAK HABITAT

Scrub oaks (Quercus berberifolia) of ordinance size were individually mapped but not tagged, measured 
or evaluated for health condition.  Scrub oaks that were accessible in open terrain were mapped directly in 
the field.  A majority of the scrub oaks located in dense chaparral were identified from vantage points that 
allowed for direct mapping onto aerial photographs.  Near the proposed cart pathway linking the upper 
and lower portions of the campus, scrub oaks were mapped with a Trimble GeoXT sub-meter GPS unit.  
Photographs of scrub oaks are provided in Appendix A.

3.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.1 COAST LIVE OAK AND VALLEY OAK TREES

There were 243 oak trees surveyed, of those there are 204 coast live oaks and 39 valley oaks (Figure 2 
and 3).  Within the site, coast live oaks prefer mesic locations, particularly canyon slopes and north-
facing slopes.  Coast live oaks are well distributed throughout the northern portion of the property, with a 
dense oak woodland existing on the eastern portion of these lower slopes.  Valley oaks are primarily 
found in the west-central portion of the lower (more northern) slopes, with its deeper colluvial soils.  

3.1.1 LANDMARK OAK TREES
The City of Agoura Hills classifies “Landmark Trees” as trees with trunk diameters exceeding 48 inches.  
There are seven multi-trunk coast live oaks with diameters that have attained this size.  Specific data on 
these oak trees provided in Table 1.  Six of the seven landmark oaks are impacted by the proposed 
project.  
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Table 1
Landmark Oak Trees

Oak Tree # Tree Species Trunk 
Diameters Height Aesthetic 

Rating
Health 
Rating

Vigor 
Rating

25* Coast Live Oak 24.0”, 18.2”, 
16.0”, 11.0” 30’ B B B

31* Coast Live Oak 33.1”, 27.6”, 
20.6”, 9.6” 25’ D C B

33 Coast Live Oak 24.4”, 14.4”, 
12.5” 30’ C C C

37* Coast Live Oak 26.2”, 25.5” 34’ C C C

59* Coast Live Oak 16.1”, 14.3”, 
14.1”, 12.8” 27’ D D C

63* Coast Live Oak 23.8”, 10.1”, 
7.3”, 5.5”, 4.9” 33’ B B C

92* Coast Live Oak 30.3”, 18.9”, 
17.1” 35’ C C C

Source:  Envicom Corporation, April 2010.
*Oaks impacted by proposed project grading.

3.2 SCRUB OAK HABITAT

There are 113 scrub oaks located within the survey area (Figure 2 and 3).  The scrub oak habitat consists 
of 0.88 acres (38,204 sq. ft.) of protection zone coverage.  The scrub oak habitat surveyed is primarily 
located within the central portion of the site between 1000-ft and 1100-ft in elevation.  Scrub oaks were 
not tagged in the field.

4.0 IMPACTS
4.1 IMPACTS TO COAST LIVE OAK AND VALLEY OAK TREES

Of the 243 oaks surveyed, there are a total of 68 impacted by the proposed project.  Of the 68 oak trees 
impacted, 46 are coast live oak and 22 are valley oaks.  Although there are four phases of the proposed 
project, only Phase I and II impact oak trees because due to mass grading of the project site.  Phase I oak 
impacts are shown on Figure 4, Phase II oak impacts are shown on Figure 5, and the Master Plan oak 
impacts are shown on an Index Map (Figure 6) and six 1:20 scale fold-out maps (Figures 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 
and 12).  The maps show the locations of all protected oak tree trunks, canopies and protection zones 
within the survey area on the current grading plan (Stantec, 2010) detailing type of impact.

Table 2 provides detailed information for each individual tree impacted, including the phase the tree is 
impacted, as well as the type and cause of impact.  Grading impacts include project grading, buildings, 
roads, debris basins, the widening of Agoura Road, and debris cone impacts mandated by the Los Angeles 
County Flood Control District (LACFCD).  LACFCD requires that all oaks within the debris cone be 
removed and adjacent oaks with overhanging limbs may incur protection zone impacts such as cutting of 
limbs to facilitate maintenance of the facility.
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Table 2
Impact Analysis of Coast Live Oak and Valley Oak Trees by Phase

Oak 
Tree # Tree Species Trunk 

Diameters Impact Type
Protection 

Zone 
Impact %

Reason for Impact

PHASE 1 – Grading Impacts

56 Valley Oak 31.0” Removal 100% Grading for cut-slope for 
widening of Agoura Rd.

86 Coast Live Oak 30.0” Removal 100%
Grading for cut-slope for 
widening of Agoura Rd. 
and Phase I parking lot.

87 Valley Oak 26.1” Removal 100%
Grading for parking lot 
and a portion of the 
eastern debris basin.

89 Valley Oak 3.7” Removal 100%
Grading for entrance to 
cart path and funicular to 
Phase II site.

91 Coast Live Oak 13.8” Protection Zone 1.7% Grading for parking lot.

92 Coast Live Oak
30.3”, 18.9”, 

17.1”, 
43.2”@ 2’

Protection Zone 0.8% Grading for parking lot.

94 Coast Live Oak 18.6”, 14.0”, 
2.7”, 2.4”

Canopy & 
Protection Zone 3.8% Grading for parking lot.

95 Coast Live Oak ~24.0” Protection Zone 0.5% Grading for parking lot.

105 Coast Live Oak 4.2” Protection Zone 12.7%
Grading for parking lot 
and maintenance road to 
eastern debris basin.

111 Coast Live Oak 2.6”@ 2’, 1.1”, 
1.1”@ 2.5’ Protection Zone 23.3%

Grading for maintenance 
road to eastern debris 
basin and debris cone. 

114 Coast Live Oak 2.2” Protection Zone 2% Eastern debris cone.

115 Coast Live Oak 2.4” Removal 42% Eastern debris cone.

116 Coast Live Oak 9.0”, 7.8” Removal 37% Eastern debris cone.

117 Coast Live Oak 2.9” Removal 100% Eastern debris cone.

118 Coast Live Oak 2.4”, 1.1”@ 
1.5’ Protection Zone 21.3% Eastern debris cone.
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Oak 
Tree # Tree Species Trunk 

Diameters Impact Type
Protection 

Zone 
Impact %

Reason for Impact

119 Valley Oak 40.0” Removal 38% Eastern debris cone.

223 Valley Oak 5.5” Removal 100%
Grading for the widening 
of Agoura Rd. and 
western entrance road.

239 Coast Live Oak 3.0” Removal 100% Grading for cut-slope for 
widening of Agoura Rd.

241 Valley Oak 34.0” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 22.9%

Grading for eastern 
entrance road to Phase I 
site.

PHASE 2 – Grading Impacts

1 Coast Live Oak 31.3” Removal 100% Grading for cut-slope for 
widening of Agoura Rd.

2 Coast Live Oak 11.7”@ 2.5’
11.1”@ 6.1” Removal 100% Grading for cut-slope for 

widening of Agoura Rd.

15 Coast Live Oak ~40.0” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 14% Western debris cone.

16 Coast Live Oak 24.0” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 13.5% Western debris cone.

22 Valley Oak 17.6” Removal 100% Grading for Phase II 
development.

24 Coast Live Oak 7.6” Removal 72% Western debris cone.

25 Coast Live Oak ~24.0”, 18.2”, 
~16.0”, 11.0”

Canopy & 
Protection Zone 17.7% Western debris cone.

28 Coast Live Oak 16.0”@ 3’, 
14.2@ 2’

Canopy & 
Protection Zone 19.2% Western debris cone.

29 Coast Live Oak 6.4” Protection Zone 10.9% Western debris cone.

31 Coast Live Oak 33.1”, 27.6”, 
20.6, 9.6” Removal 75% Western debris cone.

32 Coast Live Oak 17.7” Removal 52.7% Western debris cone.

36 Valley Oak 17.2” Protection Zone 4.5%
Grading for western 
entrance road for Phase 
II.

37 Coast Live Oak 26.2”, 25.5” Protection Zone 2.6%
Grading for western 
entrance road for Phase 
II.

39 Coast Live Oak 8.0” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 22.9% Western debris cone.
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Oak 
Tree # Tree Species Trunk 

Diameters Impact Type
Protection 

Zone 
Impact %

Reason for Impact

40 Coast Live Oak 4.2” Removal 36.7% Western debris cone.

41 Coast Live Oak 9.9” Removal 67.3% Western debris cone.

42 Coast Live Oak 4.5” Removal 80% Western debris cone.

43 Coast Live Oak 18.0”, 10.6” Removal 100% Western debris cone.

44 Coast Live Oak 12.6”, 8.7” Removal 100% Grading for western 
debris basin.

45 Valley Oak 6.5”, 4.9”, 2.3” Removal 100% Grading for western 
debris basin.

46 Valley Oak 3.1” Removal 100% Grading for western 
debris basin.

49 Valley Oak 10.3”, 10.0” Removal 100%
Grading for the widening 
of Agoura Rd. and 
western debris basin.

50 Valley Oak 7.3” Removal 31.1%
Grading for western 
debris basin and debris 
cone.

51 Coast Live Oak 12.0”, 11.8”, 
8.2” Removal 25.2%

Grading for western 
debris basin and debris 
cone.

52 Valley Oak 35.5” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 14.3%

Grading for western 
debris basin and debris 
cone.

53 Coast Live Oak 4” Removal 100% Grading for western 
debris basin.

54 Valley Oak 27.5” Removal 100%
Grading for western 
entrance road for Phase 
II.

55 Valley Oak 5.9”, 1.7” Removal 100%
Grading for western 
entrance road for Phase 
II.

57 Valley Oak 5.4”, 4.9”, 3.7”, 
2.8” Removal 100%

Grading for western 
entrance road for Phase 
II.

58 Valley Oak 8.3” Removal 100%
Grading for western 
entrance road for Phase 
II.

59 Coast Live Oak 16.1”, 14.3”, 
14.1”, 12.8”

Canopy & 
Protection Zone 13.5% General grading for Phase 

II.

60 Coast Live Oak 24.3”, 13.8” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 25.9% Grading for Phase II 

parking lot.
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Oak 
Tree # Tree Species Trunk 

Diameters Impact Type
Protection 

Zone 
Impact %

Reason for Impact

61 Coast Live Oak 27.5” Protection Zone 1.8% Grading for Phase II 
parking lot and buildings.

62 Coast Live Oak 15.2”, 10.6”, 
4.5” Removal 100% Grading for Phase II 

building.

63 Coast Live Oak 23.8”, 10.1”. 
7.3”, 5.5”, 4.9”

Canopy & 
Protection Zone 9.7% Grading for Phase II 

parking lot.

64 Coast Live Oak 7.9”, 7.3”, 6.6”, 
4.9”, 4.0” Protection Zone 3.5% Grading for Phase II 

building.

65 Valley Oak 25.2” Protection Zone 3.4% Grading for Phase II 
building.

71 Valley Oak 14.7” Removal 100% Grading for fire access 
road.

72 Valley Oak 15.9” Protection Zone 0.5%
Most southern limits of 
grading for fire access 
road.

73 Valley Oak 20.2” Removal 100% Grading for Phase II 
building.

74 Coast Live Oak 5.5”, 5.2”, 4.0”, 
3.6” Removal 100% Grading for fire access 

road.

78 Coast Live Oak 18.6” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 6.2%

Grading for cart path 
connecting Phase I and 
Phase II site.

84 Valley Oak 9.8” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 2.9%

Grading for cart path and 
funicular connecting 
Phase I and Phase II site.

88 Coast Live Oak 21.6” Removal 100%
Grading for cart path and 
funicular connecting 
Phase I and Phase II site.

99 Coast Live Oak 19.4” Protection Zone 2.6%
Grading for cart path 
connecting Phase I and 
Phase II site.

100 Coast Live Oak ~4.0”, ~5.0” Protection Zone 8.1%
Grading for cart path 
connecting Phase I and 
Phase II site.

227 Coast Live Oak 5.1”, 4.2” Protection Zone 4.1%
Grading for cart path 
connecting Phase I and 
Phase II site.

228 Coast Live Oak 5.6” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 19.7%

Grading for cart path 
connecting Phase I and 
Phase II site.
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Oak 
Tree # Tree Species Trunk 

Diameters Impact Type
Protection 

Zone 
Impact %

Reason for Impact

229 Coast Live Oak 7.9”, 6.6” Canopy & 
Protection Zone 23.7%

Grading for cart path 
connecting Phase I and 
Phase II site.

Source:  Envicom Corporation, June 2010.

The impacts assessed in Table 2 include the following impacts totals for the proposed project.  Phase I 
impacts a total of 19 oak trees: ten removals, two canopy and protection zone impacts, and seven 
protection zone impacts.  Phase II impacts a total of 49 of oak trees: 26 removals, 13 canopy and 
protection zone impacts, and ten protection zone impacts.  

There are nine oak trees to remain on-site with significant (approximately 20% or greater) protection zone 
impacts due to project grading and/or debris cone maintenance.  A discussion of the grading and pruning 
impacts for these oaks is provided in Table 3.  Tree profiles for each tree mentioned in Table 3 can be 
found in Appendix C.

Table 3
Oaks with Approximately 20% or Greater Protection Zone Impacts

Oak 
Tree #

Protection Zone 
Impact % Discussion of Impact

PHASE 1 – Grading Impacts

111 23.3%
Impacts to tree #111 include 17.3% impact due to grading for the parking 
lot and 6% impact for maintenance of the debris cone.  Impacts associated 
with this tree should be considered less than significant.

118 21.3%

Proposed maintenance of the debris cone, required by LACFCD, would 
impact approximately nine feet of the northern protection zone, but would 
not impact the canopy of the oak, which is approximately two feet south 
of the limit of the debris cone. Impacts associated with this tree should be 
considered less than significant.

241 22.9%

Proposed grading will impact approximately six feet of the northern 
canopy of tree #241.  Phase I impacts are associated with grading of a 2:1 
cut-slope required for the eastern entrance road from Agoura Road  
Impacts associated with this tree should be considered less than 
significant.
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Oak 
Tree #

Protection Zone 
Impact % Discussion of Impact

PHASE 2 – Grading Impacts

25 17.7%

Proposed maintenance of the western (Phase II) debris cone impacts 25 
feet of the eastern protection zone and 20 feet of the eastern canopy of oak 
#25.  Impacts associated with this tree due to debris cone maintenance 
should be considered less than significant.

28 19.2%

Proposed maintenance of the western (Phase II) debris cone impacts 15 
feet of the northeast protection zone and 10 feet of the northeast canopy of 
oak #28.  Impacts associated with this tree due to debris cone maintenance 
should be considered less than significant.

39 22.9%

Proposed maintenance of the western (Phase II) debris cone impacts 12 
feet of the eastern protection zone of oak #39.  There are no canopy 
impacts associated with this tree.  Impacts associated with this tree due to 
debris cone maintenance should be considered less than significant.

60 25.9%

Proposed grading for western entrance road, circular driveway, and
parking lot impacts the southern portion of the tree #60 protection zone 
and canopy.  A proposed three-foot wall would be installed 0-1.5 feet 
inside the southern canopy.  The southern canopy is approximately two 
feet in height, thus, some pruning of the lower canopies may be required 
to provide access for wall construction and grading equipment.  Because 
the grading will occur uphill from the oak trunk the grading and pruning 
impacts should be considered less than significant.

228 19.7%

Grading for a cart pathway and a wall would impact 0.5 feet inside the 
northeast canopy.  Construction of a retaining wall would require a cut up 
to three feet in depth required for construction of the pathway.  The 
northeast edge of canopy height was estimated at three feet, the north edge 
of canopy height estimated at six feet, and the east edge of canopy height 
estimated at two feet, thus, some pruning of lower branches may be 
required.  Given the size of the oak canopy and existence of other shrubs 
rooted in the area to be cut, the grading and pruning impacts for the small 
coast live oak should be considered less than significant.

229 23.7%

Grading for a cart pathway and a wall would impact one foot inside the 
southwest canopy.  Construction of a three-foot wall would require the 
addition of up to one foot of fill material for the pathway added under the 
southwest edge of canopy and one to three feet of cut within the southwest 
protection zone. Pruning required for grading and wall construction access 
should be minimal, as the west, southwest and south edge of canopies 
were estimated at seven to eight feet in height.  Some pruning of some 
lower branches may be required for the grading and wall construction 
access.  The grading and pruning impacts should be considered less than 
significant.

Source:  Envicom Corporation, June 2010.
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The canopy heights of 12 oaks from the existing and proposed grade impacted by both Phase I and Phase 
II grading are located in Table 4.  Canopy heights were measured for impacted trees remaining onsite that 
have a canopy and protection zone impact of approximately 10% or greater.

Table 4
Oak Trees with Protection Zone Impacts 10% and Greater

Oak Tree # Tree Species Protection Zone 
Impact %

Canopy Height 
above Existing 

Grade

Canopy Height above 
Proposed Grade

PHASE 1

241 Valley Oak 22.9%

N=3’            NE=5’
E=11’          SE=9’
S=14’          SW=8’
W=8’          NW=25’

N=8’          NE=5’
E=11’        SE=9’
S=14’        SW=8’
W=8’         NW=28’

PHASE 2

15 Coast Live 
Oak 14%

N=12’         NE=15’
E=8’           SE=15’
S=10’         SW=15’
W=20’        NW=8’

N=12’         NE=15’
E=8’           SE=15’
S=10’         SW=15’
W=20’        NW=8’

16 Coast Live 
Oak 13.5%

N=20’         NE=6’
E=15’         SE=15’
S=10’         SW=15’
W=30’       NW=40’

N=20’         NE=6’
E=15’         SE=15’
S=10’         SW=15’
W=30’       NW=40’

25 Coast Live 
Oak 17.7%

N=15’         NE=10’
E=10’         SE=4’
S=6’           SW=6’
W=5’          NW=5’

N=15’         NE=10’
E=10’         SE=4’
S=6’           SW=6’
W=5’          NW=5’

28 Coast Live 
Oak 19.2%

N=25’         NE=12’
E=18’          SE=15’
S=15’         SW=10’
W=15’       NW=15’

N=25’         NE=12’
E=18’          SE=15’
S=15’         SW=10’
W=15’       NW=15’

39 Coast Live 
Oak 22.9%

N=10’         NE=7’
E=9’          SE=15’
S=10’         SW=3’
W=6’        NW=1’

N=10’         NE=7’
E=9’          SE=15’
S=10’         SW=3’
W=6’        NW=1’

52 Valley Oak 14.3%

N=4’         NE=5’
E=4’          SE=4’
S=3’          SW=4’
W=3’        NW=20’

N=4’         NE=5’
E=6’          SE=4’
S=3’          SW=4’
W=3’        NW=20’

59 Coast Live 
Oak 13.5%

N=4’         NE=2’
E=1’          SE=3’
S=2’          SW=5’
W=1’        NW=2’

N=4’         NE=2’
E=1’          SE=3’
S=2’          SW=5’
W=1’        NW=4’
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Oak Tree # Tree Species Protection Zone 
Impact %

Canopy Height 
above Existing 

Grade

Canopy Height above 
Proposed Grade

60 Coast Live 
Oak 25.9%

N=7’         NE=6’
E=7’          SE=5’
S=2’          SW=3’
W=6’        NW=6’

N=7’         NE=6’
E=7’          SE=5’
S=4’          SW=4’
W=6’        NW=6’

63 Coast Live 
Oak 9.7%

N=7’         NE=7’
E=9’          SE=0’
S=1’          SW=6’
W=6’        NW=9’

N=7’         NE=7’
E=9’          SE=0’
S=1’          SW=6’
W=6’        NW=9’

228 Coast Live 
Oak 19.7%

N=6’         NE=3’
E=2’          SE=3’
S=5’          SW=5’
W=8’        NW=7’

N=6’         NE=6’
E=2’          SE=3’
S=5’          SW=5’
W=8’        NW=7’

229 Coast Live 
Oak 23.7%

N=5’         NE=6’
E=5’          SE=6’
S=7’          SW=8’
W=8’        NW=12’

N=5’         NE=6’
E=5’          SE=6’
S=7’          SW=5’
W=8’        NW=12’

4.2 IMPACTS TO SCRUB OAK HABITAT

Of the 113 scrub oaks surveyed, there are a total of 33 impacted (29 removal and 4 protection zone).  The 
29 removed scrub oak canopy area totals 5,660 square feet.  Although there are four phases of 
development in the proposed project (two Phases of mass grading) all 33 scrub oaks are impacted due to 
Phase II grading only.  Scrub oak impacts are shown on Figures 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9. The maps show the 
locations of the protected scrub oaks and protection zones on the current grading plan provided by Stantec 
(2010). The required widening of Agoura Road and eastern and western debris cones will not impact any 
scrub oaks.

5.0 TREE REPLACEMENT MITIGATION
5.1 MITIGATION FOR COAST LIVE OAK AND VALLEY OAK TREES

Pursuant to the City of Agoura Hills Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines, at least four (4) oak trees shall be 
planted as standard tree replacement mitigation to replace each oak that is proposed for removal.  Oaks 
with a significant percentage (~20%) of the protection zone to be impacted by project grading on a 
commercial property may also require standard tree replacement mitigation. The replacement oaks must 
consist of two (2) 24-inch box specimens, one (1) 36-inch box specimen, two (2) 60-inch box specimen 
for landmark trees, and at least (1) additional oak, such that the sum of the trunk diameters of the four or 
more replacement oaks is equal to or greater than the trunk of the oak to be removed.

Replacement trees shall be planted in accordance with the procedures established in the City of Agoura 
Hills Preservation Guidelines.  The timing of required mitigation shall be tied to the Phase that the 
proposed impacts occur within (ie impacts to oaks trees in Phase II will be mitigated during Phase II). 
Table 5 provides the quantity and size of replacement oaks required for each of the 36 oaks proposed for 
removal.  Replacement tree mitigation calculations included in Table 4 assume a 15-gal oak represents 
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one-inch of trunk diameter, a 24-inch box oak represents two-inches of trunk diameter and a 36-inch box 
oak represents three-inches of trunk diameter.

Table 5
Replacement Oak Quantities for Oak Removals

Oak 
Tree 

#

Tree 
Species

Trunk
Diameters

15-
gallon 
Oaks

(x 1-inch)

24-inch 
Oaks

(x 2 inches)

36-inch 
Oaks

(x 3 inches)

60-inch 
Oaks

(x 5 inches)

Additional Inches 
Required for 

Mitigation
(rounded up)

PHASE 1 – Grading Impacts

56 Valley 
Oak 31.0” 1 2 1 0 23”

86 Coast 
Live Oak 30.0” 0 2 1 0 23”

87 Valley 
Oak 26.1” 0 2 1 0 20”

89 Valley 
Oak 3.7” 1 2 1 0 0

115 Coast 
Live Oak 2.4” 1 2 1 0 0

116 Coast 
Live Oak 9.0”, 7.8” 0 2 1 0 10”

117 Coast 
Live Oak 2.9” 1 2 1 0 0

119 Valley 
Oak 40.0” 0 2 1 0 33”

223 Valley 
Oak 5.5” 1 2 1 0 0

239 Coast 
Live Oak 3.0” 1 2 1 0 0

PHASE I TOTAL 6 20 10 0 109”

PHASE 2 – Grading Impacts

1 Coast 
Live Oak 31.3” 0 2 1 0 25”

2 Coast 
Live Oak

11.7”@ 2.5’
11.1”@ 6.1” 0 2 1 0 22”

22 Valley 
Oak 17.6” 0 2 1 0 11”

24 Coast 
Live Oak 7.6” 1 2 1 0 0
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Oak 
Tree 

#

Tree 
Species

Trunk
Diameters

15-
gallon 
Oaks

(x 1-inch)

24-inch 
Oaks

(x 2 inches)

36-inch 
Oaks

(x 3 inches)

60-inch 
Oaks

(x 5 inches)

Additional Inches 
Required for 

Mitigation
(rounded up)

31 Coast
Live Oak

33.1”, 27.6”, 
20.6, 9.6” 0 2 1 2 74”

32 Coast 
Live Oak 17.7” 0 2 1 0 11”

40 Coast 
Live Oak 4.2” 1 2 1 0 0

41 Coast 
Live Oak 9.9” 0 2 1 0 3”

42 Coast 
Live Oak 4.5” 1 2 1 0 0

43 Coast 
Live Oak 18.0”, 10.6” 0 2 1 0 22”

44 Coast 
Live Oak 12.6”, 8.7” 0 2 1 0 15”

45 Valley 
Oak

6.5”, 4.9”, 
2.3” 0 2 1 0 7”

46 Valley 
Oak 3.1” 1 2 1 0 0

49 Valley 
Oak 10.3”, 10.0” 0 2 1 0 14”

50 Valley 
Oak 7.3” 1 2 1 0 0

51 Coast 
Live Oak

12.0”, 11.8”, 
8.2” 0 2 1 0 25”

53 Coast 
Live Oak 4” 1 2 1 0 0

54 Valley 
Oak 27.5” 0 2 1 0 21”

55 Valley 
Oak 5.9”, 1.7” 1 2 1 0 0

57 Valley 
Oak

5.4”, 4.9”, 
3.7”, 2.8” 0 2 1 0 10”

58 Valley 
Oak 8.3” 0 2 1 0 2”

62 Coast 
Live Oak

15.2”, 10.6”, 
4.5” 0 2 1 0 24”

71 Valley 
Oak 14.7” 0 2 1 0 8”
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Oak 
Tree 

#

Tree 
Species

Trunk
Diameters

15-
gallon 
Oaks

(x 1-inch)

24-inch 
Oaks

(x 2 inches)

36-inch 
Oaks

(x 3 inches)

60-inch 
Oaks

(x 5 inches)

Additional Inches 
Required for 

Mitigation
(rounded up)

73 Valley 
Oak 20.2” 0 2 1 0 14”

74 Coast 
Live Oak

5.5”, 5.2”, 
4.0”, 3.6” 0 2 1 0 12”

88 Coast 
Live Oak 21.6” 0 2 1 0 15”

PHASE II TOTAL 7 52 26 2 335”
PROJECT BUILD-OUT

TOTAL 13 72 36 2 444”

Source:  Envicom Corporation, June 2010.

5.2 MITIGATION FOR SCRUB OAK HABITAT

Based on consultation with the City of Agoura Hills (Anne Burroughs, July 2, 2010), impacts to scrub 
oaks will be offset via planting of 15-gallon scrub oak individuals.  The mitigation requirement is 
calculated based on replanting the canopy area of impacted scrub oaks assuming 10-foot on-center 
spacing.  As discussed above, grading for Phase II of the project would result in 5,660 square feet of 
impacts to scrub oak canopy.  Assuming the 10-foot on-center spacing, a total of 72 15-gallon scrub oaks 
will be required as mitigation.  The mitigation scrub oaks shall be planted on the site and maintained for a 
period of three (3) years. Satisfaction of the required mitigation for scrub oaks shall occur within Phase II 
of the project.

6.0 ADDITIONAL MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS

1. For road or equipment clearance pruning, the degree of pruning and the style of cuts must be 
determined and performed in accordance with International Society of Arboriculture, Pruning 
Standards and ANSI A-300 Pruning Guidelines.  All branches pruned to allow for access of 
grading equipment should be cut-back above the largest branch attachment, or cut-back to the 
main trunk.

2. Protective fencing shall be installed for protected trees deemed to be at risk due to project 
grading.  Fencing shall be chain-link, with a minimum height of five feet.  Protective fencing 
shall be installed in a semi-circle around the portion of canopy adjacent to project grading.  Small 
gaps shall be provided at strategic locations along long stretches of fencing to allow for wildlife 
movement, and pedestrian access for weed control, pruning and other activities required to 
properly maintain the health of the oak trees.  The fencing can be re-positioned as needed to allow 
for additional grading as necessary in specific areas.  The Project Arborist must be present during 
the fence placement or repositioning.  Regular inspections of this fencing shall occur during site 
development.

3. The fences must be installed prior to the commencement of any grading operations.  Signs must 
be installed on the fence in strategic locations around each oak, or at 50-foot intervals around 
each oak grove.  The signs must be two (2) feet by two (2) feet and contain the following 
language: WARNING: THIS FENCE SHALL NOT BE REMOVED OR RELOCATED 
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WITHOUT WRITTEN AUTHORITY FROM THE CITY OF AGOURA HILLS 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT.

4. All work performed within the protection zone (dripline plus five feet) of any protected tree shall 
be monitored by the Project Arborist.  Work shall be accomplished, to the extent possible, using 
hand tools only.

5. All oak roots severed during construction will be clean cut at a 45 degree angle, with the exposed 
cut facing downward, and treated by the Project Arborist.

6. The leaf-litter build-up under oak canopies on this site is ideal for healthy tree growth and root 
development.  Do not alter or remove if possible.  A three-inch layer of mulch may be advisable 
in settings where leaf-litter has been lost.  Maintaining the mulch layer under oaks is critical to
keeping a high number of roots in the upper layers of soil.  Coast live oaks are particularly 
efficient at dropping large amounts of biomass to maintain a copious mulch layer.  The 
maintenance of mulch layers also assists in the survival of fungi that form ectomycorrhizal 
associations with oak roots.

7. Do not remove the tags numbering each on-site protected tree.
8. Remove all concrete, trash, and debris located within the oak protection zones.  No construction 

materials are to be stored or discarded within the protection zone any protected oak.  Rinse water, 
concrete residue, liquid contaminates (paint, thinners, gasoline, oils, etc.) of any type shall not be 
deposited in any form at the base of an oak.

9. No vehicles shall be parked within the protection zone of a protected tree.  No construction 
vehicles are to be parked under the shade (within the protection zone) of a protected tree.

10. The Project Arborist will be overseeing the care of mitigation oaks and existing oaks that remain 
on-site through the completion of the construction phase of the project.

11. Operate in conformance with the City of Agoura Hills Oak Tree Preservation Guidelines.

7.0 TREE HEALTH RECOMMENDATIONS
7.1 DISEASES

Various species of wood-decay fungi constitute the most significant oak pathogens in California.  CODA 
(California Oak Disease and Arthropod database) includes more than 40 species of fungi that cause 
branch or trunk cankers or decay the truck, root crown, or roots of oaks growing under natural conditions.  
Trees colonized by canker rot fungi and other wood-decay fungi usually decline slowly, literally falling 
apart as large branches, eventually leading to failure of the trunk and tree.  Evidence of disease (fungal 
fruiting bodies and exudations) was noted for 26 coast live oaks (13%) and one valley oak (3%).  Visible 
fungal sporulation was relatively uncommon on the surveyed oaks, but species of Stereum, Hypoxylon
and Phellinus were occasionally observed.  These fungal fruiting bodies were found on 15 coast live oaks.
Cramp balls (Hypoxylon thouarsianum) were found on three coast live oaks (#95, #136, #137).  This 
opportunistic decay fungus is a saprophyte, a secondary pest that hastens the death of injured or severely 
stressed trees.  The most distinctive characteristic of cramp balls are its spherical, charcoal-like fruiting 
bodies with a conspicuously pimpled surface that develop on the surface of infected bark or wood.  This 
fungus causes a white rot of the sapwood of living trees and deadwood.  Sapwood decay of weakened 
trees may lead to branch or trunk failure.  Infections are probably limited to the rainy season (Plate 1A).  
False turkey-tail brackets (Stereum sp.) were found on ten coast live oaks (#92, #107, #127, #134, #143, 
#166 - 169, #205).  This wood rot devours localized deadwood, or occurs on fallen deadwood.  Some 
species can weaken the outer layers of living trees.  Their pale white to tan sporocarps tend to appear on 
the bark (Plate 1B).
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Mustard yellow polypore (Phellinus gilvus) was found on one coast live oak (#211).  This decay fungus 
usually colonizes deadwood and severely declining trunks and branches.  The polypore is shelf-like, 
corky and solitary or occurs in overlapping clusters.  The upper surface is generally dark yellowish 
brown, but is variable in appearance.  The lower surface is covered with minute round pores, and is 
initially buff-colored, becoming dark purple-brown at maturity (Plate 1C).

An unidentified white mycelium growth was found on one coast live oak (#10).  This fungus could be one 
of a hundred different decay species that attack the outer bark and decaying organic matter (Plate 1D).

Oaks #95, #136, #137 and #211 are of concern due to the types of fungi growing on their main trunks.  
Nothing can be done for these trees once they are infected with wood decay fungi.  Nor is it likely that the 
fungus can be completely eliminated from the soil or general area around the tree once the tree is 
removed.  A tree with fungal fruiting structures on several limbs, the trunk, base, or roots should be 
removed promptly if located where property damage may occur, or where falling limbs or the falling tree 
could strike people.  If most of the tree appears healthy, any single branch with fungal fruiting structures 
should be removed promptly.

Exudation is fluid being expelled from inside a tree, and indicates that decay is actively occurring in the 
trees.  Exudation was observed along the lower trunks of 11 coast live oaks (#190, #194, #195, #202, 
#203, #207, #208, #209, #213, #214, #221), and one valley oak (#55).  The specific locations of most of 
the exudations are provided on the oak tree data sheets.  The infection may be related to the large 
distribution of carpenterworm (Prionoxystus robiniae) larvae observed in the trunks and branches of the
oaks.  Carpenter worms are reported to cause the exudation of sap through wood boring, with their 
distribution and abundance affecting sap resources.  

To treat the exudation, first clean the site of the exudation and then sterilize with a Clorox and water 
solution.  After sterilizing, apply a Bordeaux mixture/linseed oil solution to the site.  A recommended 
Bordeaux fungicide is Liqui-Cop (three parts) plus boiled linseed oil (one part) applied to the trunk 
wounds with a paintbrush.  The Liqui-Cop is a copper fungicide containing 31.4% copper ammonium 
complex.  The linseed oil is used to spread the fungicide along the infected trunk, and into the conductive 
tissues of the oaks.  Exfoliation is the flaking off of bark from a trunk.  Exfoliation was observed on 135 
(66%) of the coast live oaks and two (6%) of the valley oaks.  There were 38 coast live oaks with 
excessive exfoliation, and 23 coast live oaks with only minor exfoliation.  The majority of the exfoliations 
are likely resultant from wildfire.  There were 13 coast live oaks with decayed wood on the undersides of 
low-hanging horizontal branches that were noted as exfoliation.  Five of the coast live oaks with 
exfoliation were noted for cracks existing along the trunks.  Trunk or branch cavities were found on 55 of 
the coast live oaks (27%).  Trunk cavities were found on two of the valley oaks (6%).  Trunk hollows 
were found on 13 coast live oaks (6%) and one valley oak (3%).  The specific locations of most of the 
exfoliations, cavities and branch hollows are provided on the survey forms.

Fire damage was observed on 110 coast live oaks (54%) and one valley oak (3%).  There were 16 coast 
live oaks with excessive fire damage, and 13 coast live oaks with only minor fire damage.  The fire
damage contributed to the exfoliation found on the lower trunks and undersides of horizontal branches of 
the coast live oaks.  In general, coast live oaks are more prone to fire damage than valley oaks due to their 
distribution along the transition zone of chaparral.

Conditions such as leaf scorch, sparse foliage and epicormic growth, in addition to length of new shoot 
growth, leaf color and amount of deadwood build-up were used to estimate the vigor of the coast live 



Plate 1A – Cramp ball growing on trunk of Oak #136.

Photographs of Oak Health Issues Plate 1

HILTON OAK REPORT
ENVICOM
CORPORATION

Plate 1E – Ehrhorn’s scale infesting trunk of Oak #4.

Plate 1G – Carpenterworm adult moth observed on trunk of Oak #93. 

Plate 1D – Unidentified white mycelium growth on deadwood of Oak #10.

Plate 1F – Carpenterworm larvae extracted from trunk of Oak #157.

Plate 1H – Oval-shaped gall observed in canopy of Oak #94.

Plate 1B – False turkey-tail brackets
growing on trunk of Oak #167.

Plate 1C – Mustard yellow polypore
growing on trunk of Oak #211.
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oaks.  Valley oaks were not rated for vigor because they were deciduous at the time of the survey.  Leaf 
scorch is a non-infectious condition caused by an unfavorable environment.  Leaf scorch was observed on 
nine coast live oaks (4%).  Sparse foliage and epicormic branching may also be indicative of attack by 
specific agents.  Sparse foliage was observed on 49 coast live oaks (24%).  Epicormic branching was 
found in 69 coast live oaks (34%) and 11 valley oaks (31%).  The high percentage of epicormic branching 
on the valley oaks can be attributed to its tendency to sprout along the internal portions of its branches 
more readily than coast live oaks.  The large percentage of coast live oaks with sparse foliage and 
epicormic branching may be largely attributed to attack from carpenter worms that girdle the trunks and 
branches, causing an increase in deadwood build-up and sprouting on viable, internal portions of the 
canopy. 

7.2 INSECT PESTS
The survey found numerous oak trees inhabited or afflicted by insect pests.  These pests include 
Ehrhorn’s scale, wood-boring insects, and gall-inducing Cynipids.  Ehrhorn’s scale (Mycetococcus 
ehrhorni) was observed on the trunks of 12 coast live oaks (#4, #23, #24, #26, #29, #42, #43, #44, #64, 
#68, #74, #92) and two valley oaks (#48, #50).  The oak trunks were generally located in dense shade, 
which may have contributed to the scale build-up.  Ehrhorn’s scales are small (1 mm) red scale insects 
covered by a mat of white fungal growth.  The fungus feeds on honeydew.  The undersides of infested 
tree limbs appear white or white spotted (Plate 1E). 

Scales feed by sucking plant juices, and some may inject toxic saliva into plants.  When numerous, scales 
weaken a plant and may cause it to grow slowly.  Infested plants appear water stressed, and foliage may 
turn yellow.  To treat the fungus covering the scale, apply a Bordeaux mix or copper compound.  To treat 
Ehrhorn’s scale, apply horticultural oil in the late winter/early spring. 

Evidence of wood borer activity was observed or suspected on 125 coast live oaks (61%) and 11 valley 
oaks (31%).  Trees infested with wood borers are listed on the oak tree survey forms.  Photographs of 
larvae and adult moths observed on oak trunks confirm the presence of carpenterworms, suspected of 
infesting many of the coast live oaks and valley oaks on the project site.  The following information on 
the life cycle and recommended treatment for carpenterworms is taken from the U.C. Online Statewide 
Integrated Pest Management Program (ipm.ucdavis.edu/index).

Carpenterworm is a common wood-boring insect that can cause significant damage to many tree species, 
including oaks. The larval stage is a large, wood-boring caterpillar that feeds within a tree’s inner bark on 
the sapwood (Plate 1F).  The earliest signs of an infestation are dark sap spots on the tree trunk.  As the 
larvae feed within the sapwood, they expel frass (excrement) and sawdust out of the gallery entrance hole.  
By the time the larvae are mature, the galleries measure about 1/2 inch in diameter and 6-10 inches long.  
Gallery entrances are often found in crotch areas of trees, or in cracks and crevices in the bark.  Eggs are 
frequently deposited in areas that are already infested, and multiple galleries may arise in the same area, 
leading to extensive scarring on the corky bark tissue. 

The adult carpenterworm is a large, robust moth with a wing expanse of about three inches.  The 
forewings are mottled black and gray, making the moths difficult to see when resting on the tree trunk 
(Plate 1G).  Adult female moths lay up to 200 eggs in a sticky mass on the outer bark of an appropriate 
host tree.  When the eggs hatch, the larvae immediately begin to bore into the sapwood, until they begin 
the reach maturity, at which time they bore into the heartwood.  There are anywhere from 8-31 instars 
(molts), and the larva takes from 1-4 years to complete its development.  Early instar larvae tend to be 
dark reddish, while medium-sized larvae are pinkish.  Large male larvae are pinkish to creamy brown and 
about 5 mm long.  Large female larvae are greenish white and about 7.5 mm long. Adults emerge from 
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the protruding pupal cases and soon mate.  Moth emergence is erratic, but typically occurs from April-
July.  The females mate shortly after emerging, and live for only a few days.   

The extensive feeding of carpenterworms in large branches can cause branches to weaken and break in 
high winds.  The potential damage caused by dropping limbs is a major hazard in urban settings.  Branch 
girdling by carpenterworms may also cause dieback of branches.  Options for control of carpenterworms 
include manually killing the larva by poking a long, sharp wire into the gallery, which is practical only 
when the infestation is small.  Applications of nematodes (Steinemema feltiae or S. carpocapsae) into 
carpenterworm galleries along the trunk can kill infected larvae in about one week.  Installation of 
pheromone lures in Delta traps to capture adult male carpenterworm moths will provide an indication of 
adult moth activity, and mass-trapping and mating disturbance may be possibilities.  

Insecticides are valuable tools that have shown potential for protecting trees from carpenter worms and 
other wood borers, and include soil-applied systemic insecticides, trunk-injected systemic insecticides, 
and protective cover sprays applied to the trunk, branches, and foliage.  Consultation with a pest control 
advisor is recommended.  It is important to understand that success in not assured, and that trees will have 
to be treated each year.  Keeping trees healthy and vigorous will help prevent more extensive 
carpenterworm damage.  Tree removals may be the best course for extensively damaged trees.  

California oakworm (Phryganidia californica) damage was observed on the leaves of 14 coast live oaks 
(Oaks #1, #2, #3, #4, #6, #7, #8, #9, #12, #17, #19, #20, #31, #239).  Young larvae of the California 
oakmoth feed between veins on the lower leaf surface.  Larvae in later instars chew completely through 
the leaf blade, often leaving only major leaf veins.  Coast live oaks are attacked by both spring (first) and 
summer (second) generations.  In southern California, three generations can occur per year.  California 
oakworm population levels cycle over a period of years, so that numbers may range from very high to 
nearly absent in any given year.  In outbreak years, oaks may be almost completely defoliated, typically 
by late summer or early fall.  However, defoliation seldom, if ever, kills affected trees, and no treatment 
for the California oakworm is recommended. 

Crown whitefly larvae were observed on the underside of leaves on three coast live oaks (#168, #192, 
#195).  The whitefly larvae likely exist in the canopies of a larger portion of the oaks.  Management of 
whitefly infestations is very difficult, and since the herbivory damage is not severe, control measures are 
not recommended. 

There are more than 200 species of cynipid wasps that are associated with California native oaks.  
Cynipids are the most abundant gall inducers and produce the majority of galls that embellish California 
oaks.  Each species has evolved a specific dependence that restricts it to either the red, white, or 
intermediate oak group.  Gall wasps that occur on valley oak are absent from coast live oak.  Galls were 
observed on 17 coast live oaks (8%) and three valley oaks (8%).  Two types of galls were found, a large 
rounded form and a smaller oval form.  The oval form completely enclosed the stem, and may cause twig 
dieback by blocking the vascular tissue (Plate 1H).  However, neither gall species involved enough of the 
canopy to have a significant impact on tree health. 

7.3 OAK UNDERSTORY PLANT SPECIES/CONTROL OF EXOTIC SPECIES

All native and non-native plant species observed under oak canopies were recorded on the field data
sheets.  The native shrubs, perennials and grasses listed in Table 6 can be used as a guide for future 
habitat restoration and as a reference for ornamental landscape design using site-specific native species
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Exotic species found inside the protection zones of protected oak trees included perennial and annual 
species. For trees with weed species existing inside the protection zones, exotic species control has been 
listed on the protected tree survey forms. Exotic broadleaf species found inside the protection zones have 
been specified as perennial or annual species. This information can be used to help develop a strategy to 
control or reduce the quantity of these weeds existing in native habitat.  The only exotic grasses found 
were annual species, and, due to their new winter growth, these grasses were not differentiated in the 
survey.

Table 6
Oak Understory Plant Species

Scientific Name Common Name
Native Shrubs

Adenostoma fasciculatum chamise
Artemisia californica California sagebrush
Baccharis pilularis coyote brush
Baccharis salicifolia mulefat
Ceanothus oliganthus var. sorediatus hairy-leaved ceanothus
Eriogonum fasciculatum var. foliolosum California buckwheat
Heteromeles arbutifolia toyon
Lonicera subspicata var. denudata chaparral honeysuckle
Malacothamnus fasciculatus bush mallow
Malosma laurina laurel sumac
Quercus berberidifolia scrub oak
Rhamnus ilicifolia hollyleaf redberry
Rhus ovata sugarbush
Ribes malvaceum var. viridifolium chaparral currant
Ribes speciosum fuchsia-flowered gooseberry
Rosa californica California wild rose
Salvia leucophylla purple sage
Salvia mellifera black sage
Sambucus mexicana blue elderberry
Solanum xanti purple nightshade
Toxicodendron diversilobum poison-oak
Native Perennials

Adiantum jordanii California maidenhair
Artemisia douglasiana mugwort
Barbarea orthoceras winter cress
Chenopodium californicum California goosefoot
Corethrogyne filaginifolia var. f. woolly aster
Dichelostemma capitatum blue dicks
Dudleya cymosa ssp. agourensis Agoura dudleya
Epilobium canum ssp. c. California-fuchsia
Erigeron foliosus ssp. stenophyllus fleabane aster
Eriogonum elongatum var. e. wand buckwheat
Galium nuttallii ssp. n. San Diego bedstraw
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Scientific Name Common Name
Gnaphalium bicolor two-tone everlasting
Gnaphalium californicum California everlasting
Keckiella cordifolia heart-leaved penstemon
Lathyrus vestitus var. v. wild sweet pea
Lotus scoparius deerweed
Marah macrocarpus wild cucumber
Mimulus aurantiacus var. pubescens sticky monkeyflower
Pentagramma triangularis ssp. t. gold back fern
Polygala cornuta var. fishiae Fish’s milkwort
Potentilla glandulosa ssp. g. sticky cinquefoil
Ranunculus californicus California buttercup
Sanicula crassicaulis Pacific sanicle
Native Grasses

Bromus carinatus California brome
Elymus glaucus blue wildrye
Koeleria macrantha June grass
Melica californica California onion grass
Melica imperfecta coast melic
Nassella pulchra purple needlegrass
Exotic Species

Brassica nigra black mustard (broadleaf annual)
Carduus pycnocephalus Italian thistle (broadleaf annual)
Centaurea melitensis tocalote (broadleaf annual)
Erodium cicutarium red-stem filaree (broadleaf annual)
Galium aparine annual bedstraw (broadleaf annual)
Marrubium vulgare horehound (broadleaf perennial)
Sonchus oleraceus common sow thistle (broadleaf annual)

7.4 GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Specific recommendations have been provided per oak tree on the tree evaluation forms (Appendix B), 
including removal of deadwood, removal of soil build-up, or wood rat nests covering the root crowns of 
the oak trees, and exotic species control inside the protection zone.  It is advised that mature oaks in 
public areas be inspected on an annual basis for tree health and safety (structural integrity).  

The protected trees would greatly benefit from the removal of exotic perennial species and control of 
exotic annual species, followed by the addition of 3-4 inches of organic mulch installed inside the 
protection zones.  The mulch thickness should taper down to zero at the oak trunks.  Organic mulch is 
usually composed of shredded urban wood wastes and leaf litter.  Use of general shredded mulch under 
oak trees should be limited to non-alleopathic species, excluding eucalyptus, walnut, pepper and other 
tree species.  The benefits of mulching include: protecting soil from erosion caused by winds and the 
washing effects of rain; reducing compaction caused by short, heavy rains; conserving moisture; 
maintaining an even soil temperature; interfering with the build-up of weed growth that competes with 
desired plants for water and nutrients; improving root growth and mycorrhizae formation; and providing 
an aesthetically pleasing “finished” look to the landscape.
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Care should be taken to avoid placing any sprinklers within watering distance of the oak trunks.  
Generally, sprinklers should not reach within 15 feet of a mature oak trunk.  Grass or ground covers 
should not be installed next to oak trunks.  Too much moisture near the base of an oak is believed to be 
their leading cause of death in public settings.  Oak root fungus tends to thrive in an over-irrigated setting.  
Oak trees survive and thrive on annual rainfall alone and generally do not need supplemental irrigation 
except during periods of extended drought. Watering should take place at or near the dripline only.  
Landscape plans should leave the areas within the dripline of an oak in a native or natural setting where 
feasible.

8.0 DEFINITIONS
Health Assessment – This is a rating of each tree’s overall condition and vigor based on a visual, above-
ground inspection (A = Excellent, B = Good, C = Fair, D = Poor, E = Almost Dead, F = Dead) 

Aesthetic Assessment – An appraisal of the tree’s form and its association with adjacent trees or objects 
(wall, homes, etc.) (A = Excellent, B = Good, C = Fair, D = Poor, E = Almost Dead, F = Dead)

Open Grown – The canopy of the tree is separated from canopies of other oaks or shrubs and receives 
full sunlight to all sides. 

Dominant Canopy - The tree's crown is above the surrounding tree crowns and able to receive full 
sunlight on all sides. 

Co-Dominant Canopy - The tree's crown is in the upper canopy and at the same levels as one or more of 
the adjacent trees.  The top of the crown receives full sunlight. 

Intermediate - The tree's crown is below the level of two or more of the adjacent trees, but is not 
completely overtopped. The top of the crown can receive some sunlight when the sun is directly 
overhead.

Over-topped Canopy - The tree trunk is covered by the canopy of an adjacent tree, partially or 
completely blocking sunlight from its canopy. 

Cavity – A cavity is a hollow area in the trunk or branch, usually due to wood decay. 

Exfoliation – The flaking off of bark from a trunk.

Exudation – The issuance or expelling of liquid, usually from wounds or disease.

Insect Damage – Some form of damage of the parts of the tree caused by insects or mites (i.e. Scales, 
caterpillars, weevils, borers, mites, etc.).

Included Bark – Bark embedded with the crotch below a branch and the trunk or below two or more 
branches that prevents the formation of a normal branch bark ridge.

Epicormic Growth – The excessive growth along branches in the canopy.

Leaf Scorch – A non-infectious condition caused by an unfavorable environment.  Symptoms include 
brown or yellow leaf margins caused by water loss.
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Protected Zone – Area within the dripline of a protected tree and extending five feet outside the dripline 
or 15 feet from the trunk of a tree, whichever distance is greater.

Alluvial fill (Alluvium) – A general term for all detrital material deposited or in transit by streams, 
included gravel, sand, silt, clay, and all variations and mixtures of these.  Unless otherwise noted, 
alluvium is unconsolidated.

Colluvial fill (Colluvium) – A deposit of rock fragments and soil material accumulated as a result of 
gravitational action.
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APPENDIX C

Oak Tree Profiles
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Appendix G 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 



Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project  
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
1 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Section 2.0 and Section 4.0 of the Final EIR identify the mitigation measures that will be 
implemented to reduce the impacts associated with the 9900 Wilshire project.  The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was amended in 1989 to add Section 21081.6, which 
requires a public agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting program for assessing and 
ensuring compliance with any required mitigation measures applied to proposed development.   
 
As stated in Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, 

... the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes 
made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or 
avoid significant effects on the environment.  

 
Section 21081.6 provides general guidelines for implementing mitigation monitoring programs 
and indicates that specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements, to be enforced during 
project implementation, shall be defined prior to final certification of the EIR. 
 
The mitigation monitoring table lists those mitigation measures that may be included as 
conditions of approval for the project.  These measures correspond to those outlined in Section 
2.0 and discussed in Section 4.0.  To ensure that the mitigation measures are properly 
implemented, a monitoring program has been devised which identifies the timing and 
responsibility for monitoring each measure.  The project applicant will have the responsibility 
for implementing the measures, and the various City of Beverly Hills departments will have the 
primary responsibility for monitoring and reporting the implementation of the mitigation 
measures. 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

Air Quality 

AQ-1 Dust Control.  The applicant shall 

prepare a construction Management 
Plan for Phase I and Phase II 
construction activities to control PM10 
and PM2.5 emissions.  At a minimum, 
the Plan shall include the following dust 
control measures: 
 
The simultaneous disturbance area shall 
be minimized as much as feasible.  The 
proposed project shall comply with 
SCAQMD established minimum 
requirements for construction activities to 
reduce fugitive dust and PM emissions.  
A plan to control fugitive dust through 
implementation of best available control 
measures shall be prepared and 
submitted to the City Building Official for 
approval prior to the issuance of grading 
permits.  The plan shall specify the dust 
control measures to be implemented.  
Such measures shall include, but are not 
limited to the following: 
 
Application of soil stabilizers to inactive 
areas; 
 
Preparation of a high wind dust control 
plan and implement plan elements with 
termination of soil disturbance when 
winds exceed 25 mph; 
 
Stabilization of previously disturbed 
areas if subsequent construction is 
delayed; and  
 
Covering all stockpiles with tarps. 

Building and 
Safety 

Department 

Site inspection This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

The project proponent shall comply with 
all applicable SCAQMD Rules and 
Regulations including Rule 403, ensuring 
the clean-up of construction-related dirt 
on approach routes to the site.  Rule 403 
prohibits the release of fugitive dust 
emissions from any active operation, 
open storage pile or disturbed surface 
area visible beyond the property line of 
the emission source.  Particulate matter 
on public roadways is also prohibited.  
Adequate watering techniques shall be 
employed to mitigate the impact of 
construction-related dust particulates.  
Portions of the site that are undergoing 
surface earth moving operations shall be 
watered such that a crust will be formed 
on the ground surface, and then watered 
again at the end of each day.  Watering 
of exposed surfaces and haul roads two 
times per day is required.  Any 
vegetative cover planted on site shall be 
planted as soon as practicable to reduce 
the disturbed area subject to wind 
erosion.  Irrigation systems required for 
these plants shall be installed as soon as 
practicable to maintain good ground 
cover and to minimize wind erosion of 
the soil.  Any construction access roads 
(other than temporary access roads) 
shall be paved as soon as possible and 
cleaned after each workday.  The 
maximum vehicle speed on unpaved 
roads shall be 15 mph. 

Biological Resources 

BIO-1(a) Sensitive Wildlife Survey.  Not more 

than two weeks prior to ground disturbing 
construction for Phase I and Phase II, as 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The project applicant shall 
hire a qualified biologist to 
survey the construction 

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

well as ground disturbing construction 
during any project phase that would 
remove native landscaping planted on 
previously graded areas, a 
preconstruction survey for sensitive 
wildlife species shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist and submitted to the 
City Planning and Development 
Department prior to beginning 
construction and/or commencement of 
any disturbance. If a sensitive species is 
found, avoidance is the preferred 
mitigation option.  If avoidance is not 
feasible, the species shall be captured 
 when possible, and transferred to 
adjacent appropriate habitat within the 
open space on-site or directly adjacent to 
the project area. This shall be performed 
only by an approved biologist.  The 
CDFG and City of Agoura Hills shall be 
formally notified and consulted regarding 
the presence of this species on-site. If a 
federally listed species is found prior to 
grading of the site, the USFWS shall also 
be notified and appropriate “take” permits 
acquired prior to any relocation activity.  

 

 

 

area for sensitive wildlife 
species.    

grading permits. 

BIO-1(b) Bird Nesting Surveys.  No earlier than 

30 days prior to construction or site 
preparation activities that would occur 
during the nesting/breeding season of 
native bird species potentially nesting 
on the site (typically February 1 through 
August 31), the applicant shall have a 
field survey conducted by a qualified 
biologist to determine if active nests of 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The project applicant shall 
hire a qualified biologist to 
conduct a field survey for 
nesting birds or any 
protected bird species.   

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

any bird species protected by the state 
or federal Endangered Species Acts, 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and/or the 
California Fish and Game Code 
Sections 3503, 3503.5, or 3511 are 
present in the construction zone or 
within 300 feet of the construction zone. 
If active nests are found within the 
survey area, construction activities shall 
stop until consultation with the City, 
CDFG, and USFWS (when applicable) 
is conducted and an appropriate 
setback can be established 
commensurate with the species 
involved (25 feet for urban-adapted 
species such as Anna’s hummingbird 
and California towhee and up to 300 
feet for certain raptors). A temporary 
construction fence barrier shall be 
erected around the buffer and clearing 
and construction within the fenced area 
shall be postponed or halted, at the 
discretion of a biological monitor, until 
the nest is vacated and juveniles have 
fledged, as determined by the biologist, 
and there is no evidence of a second 
attempt at nesting. 
  

BIO-1(b) 

(Cont.) 

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.  

 

Same as above Same as above Same as above   

BIO-1(c) Lighting Requirements.  The project 

shall incorporate lighting design features 
to the extent possible that will reduce the 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The Community 
Development Department 
shall review all building 

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

amount and intensity of night lighting in 
open space areas adjacent to the 
development. This would involve using 
lighting only to the extent necessary, 
using low intensity lights, placing lighting 
close to the ground when possible, using 
shields to reduce glare and direct lighting 
downward, and pointing lights away from 
open space areas.  Security lighting from 
the site should not exceed 0.01 foot-
candles at the edge of the fuel 
modification zone. 

plans and confirm that the 
project design 
incorporates lighting 
fixtures designed to 
reduce the amount and 
intensity of night lighting 
in open space areas.   

building permits. 

BIO-2(a) Ojai Navarretia Restoration Plan. The 

Applicant shall offset the proposed loss 
of 0.27 acres of habitat occupied by 
approximately 1,000 individuals of Ojai 
navarretia at a 2:1 ratio via on-site 
restoration (salvage and replanting), off-
site preservation, off-site enhancement 
or another method approved by the City 
of Agoura Hills Planning Director. A 
Mitigation Plan shall be submitted to the 
City of Agoura Hills and CDFG that 
identifies the location and methodology 
for satisfying the required offset ratio.  
On-site restoration is preferred, with off-
site preservation permitted only if the 
applicant demonstrates that on-site 
preservation is either not feasible or not 
as likely to be successful. 
 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The project applicant shall 
hire a qualified biologist to 
prepare an Ojai navarretia 
Mitigation Plan which 
mitigates, at a 2:1 ratio, 
the loss of 0.27 acres of 
Ojai navarretia habitat .     

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 

  

BIO-2(a) 

(cont.) 

 

 

 

 

On-site Restoration (Salvage and 
Replanting).  On-site restoration would 
involve the collection of seed from within 
the development footprint and replanting 
the seed in a suitable area outside the 
development footprint.  If the Applicant 
proposes to undertake on-site 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The Community 
Development Department 
shall review and approve 
the Ojai navarretia 
Mitigation Plan to confirm 
that it provides 2:1 
mitigation for the loss of 

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

 

 

 

 

 

 

restoration, the Mitigation Plan 
methodology shall include a Restoration 
Plan, prepared by a qualified plant 
ecologist, that details the approach and 
timing associated with seed salvage, 
propagation, planting, irrigation, 
maintenance, coverage requirements, 
monitoring requirements, and 
contingency planning in order to achieve 
the performance standard of a 2:1 
replacement.  The Restoration Plan 
shall identify several on-site locations 
for replanting (in the event that one area 
doesn’t achieve specified success 
criteria work).  The Applicant shall 
maintain and monitor the plants for a  
minimum of seven years.   
 

Ojai navarretia habitat via 
on-site restoration, off-site 
preservation, and/or off-
site enhancement.  

BIO-2(a) 

(cont.) 

 

Prior to issuance of the Phase I grading 
permit, the Applicant shall obtain 
approval for the Mitigation/Restoration 
Plan from the City of Agoura Hills, and 
secure a bond for an amount equal to 
the cost of the restoration effort.  The 
bond shall be released by the City upon 
satisfaction of the approved performance 
criteria. Note that due to limited 
information regarding restoration of Ojai 
navarretia there are uncertainties 
associated with implementation of this 
measure.  If the Applicant attempts on-
site restoration and the for fails to meet 
the performance standard, the Applicant 
would be required to either attempt an 
additional restoration effort employing 
adaptive management based on the 
initial effort or mitigate via off-site 
preservation or enhancement.  

Community 
Development 
Department 

The project applicant shall 
post a performance bond 
with the City of Agoura 
Hills for an amount equal 
to the entire cost of Ojai 
navarretia restoration.      

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 
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Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Environmental Impact Report 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

BIO-2(a) 

(cont.) 

 

Off-Site Preservation.  Off-site 
preservation would consist of locating a 
population of Ojai navarretia containing 
at least two-times the number of 
individuals impacted by the project and 
preserving the population in perpetuity 
via placement of a conservation 
easement or purchase of the land and 
dedication to the City or an approved 
conservation organization. The 
preserved population should be located 
on an area of sufficient size to create a 
preserve core and be located at least 
350 feet away from existing or proposed 
development, paved roads, v-ditches 
and irrigated areas.  Additional the 
preserve population should exhibit 
connectivity to other protected open 
space or hillside areas (preferably, a 
minimum of 25 percent of the preserved 
habitat should connect directly to 
natural habitat areas.  If the Applicant 
proposed to mitigate via off-site 
preservation of the species, the 
Mitigation Plan shall include a 
Preservation Plan that identifies the 
number of individual preserved, 
ownership of the land, parties involved, 
and the preservation methodology (i.e. 
conservation easement or dedication to 
an approved conservation 
organization).  The Applicant shall 
implement the approved off-site 
preservation and monitor the population 
for a minimum of seven years.   
 
 
 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The Community 
Development Department 
shall review and approve 
the Ojai navarretia 
Mitigation Plan to confirm 
that it provides 2:1 
mitigation for the loss of 
Ojai navarretia habitat via 
on-site restoration, off-site 
preservation, and/or off-
site enhancement.  

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 

  



Conrad N. Hilton Foundation Headquarters Campus Project  
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

 
 

City of Agoura Hills 
9 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

BIO-2(a) 

(cont.) 

 

Under the preservation approach, the 
Applicant shall obtain approval for the 
Preservation Plan from the City of 
Agoura Hills and shall complete the 
transaction, prior to issuance of the 
Phase I grading permit.   

Same as above Same as above Same as above   

BIO-2(a) 

(cont.) 

 

Off-Site Enhancement. Off-site 
enhancement would consist of locating 
disturbed poor quality population of Ojai 
navarretia containing at least two-times 
the number of individuals impacted by 
the project and enhancing the conditions 
of the habitat to prevent further 
disturbance and/or promote the long-
term viability of the population.  The 
applicant shall submit an Enhancement 
Plan, prepared by a qualified ecologist, 
which identifies the location of the 
population and the need for 
enhancement, as well as the 
enhancement methodology that details 
the approach and timing associated with 
enhancement, maintenance, monitoring 
requirements, and contingency planning 
in order to achieve the 2:1 offset ratio 
performance standard.  The Applicant 
shall implement the approved 
enhancement plan and monitor the 
enhanced population for a minimum of 
seven years.  If the population proposed 
for enhancement were to be located on 
land owned by a public agency, or a 
conservation organization approved by 
the City of Agoura Hills, the Applicant 
may enter into an in-lieu fee agreement 
with the conservation organization to 
implement and monitor the approved 
Enhancement Plan.   

Community 
Development 
Department 

The Community 
Development Department 
shall review and approve 
the Ojai navarretia 
Mitigation Plan to confirm 
that it provides 2:1 
mitigation for the loss of 
Ojai navarretia habitat via 
on-site restoration, off-site 
preservation, and/or off-
site enhancement. 

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

BIO-2(a) 

(cont.) 

 

Prior to issuance of the Phase I grading 
permit, the Applicant shall obtain 
approval for the Enhancement Plan from 
the City of Agoura Hills, and secure a 
bond for an amount equal to the cost of 
the enhancement effort. The bond shall 
be released by the City upon satisfaction 
of the approved performance criteria.  If 
the Enhancement Plan is to be 
accomplished via an in-lieu fee 
agreement, the agreement must be 
executed and fees conveyed prior to 
issuance of the Phase I grading permit.  
The performance bond shall not be 
required if the mitigation is accomplished 
via an in-lieu fee agreement. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The project applicant shall 
obtain approval of the 
enhancement plan and 
post a performance bond 
with the City of Agoura 
Hills for an amount equal 
to the entire cost of Ojai 
navarretia restoration.      

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 

  

BIO-2(b) Flagging and buffers for Agoura Hills 
Dudleya. Prior to fuel modification 

activities within habitat known to contain 
the Federally-listed as threatened 
Agoura Hills dudleya (see Figure 4.2-1), 
a qualified biologist shall locate and flag 
Agoura Hills dudleya within the fuel 
modification zone, and shall demarcate 
an appropriate buffer(s) of at least 10 
feet and develop/implement protocols in 
consultation with the Los Angeles County 
Fire Department that would protect the 
species from direct or inadvertent harm 
during fuel modification activities, while 
meeting fire protection requirements. The 
qualified biologist shall monitor all fuel 
modification activities within these areas.  
Upon completion of each fuel 
modification effort, the biological monitor 
shall remove flagging used to demarcate 
the locations of Agoura Hills dudleya. 

Community 
Development 
Department 

 

Los Angeles 
County Fire 
Department  

The project applicant shall 
hire a qualified biologist 
approved by the City of 
Agoura Hills to locate and 
flag Agoura Hills dudleya 
within the fuel 
modification zone and 
demarcate the 
appropriate habitat buffer.   

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to and during any fuel 
modification 
activities.  
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Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

BIO-4(a) Agency Consultation: The applicant 

shall (prior to issuance of grading 
permits) consult with CDFG, USACE, 
and the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) and obtain applicable 
permits for the proposed impacts to 
jurisdictional waters. A Clean Water Act 
Section 404 permit would be required 
from the USACE for the discharge of fill 
to any of the USACE-jurisdictional 
wetlands or non-wetland waters of the 
U.S. onsite.  Additionally, a Section 401 
water quality certification would be 
required from the RWQCB.  These 
permits typically require mitigation to 
reduce impacts to water quality and 
quantity, vegetation, and wildlife.  The 
project applicant shall demonstrate to 
the City of Agoura Hills that the 
requirements of agencies with 
jurisdiction over waters and riparian 
habitat onsite can be met prior to 
obtaining grading permits.  This will 
include, but not be limited to, 
consultation with those agencies, 
securing the appropriate permits, 
waivers or agreements, and 
arrangements with a local or regional 
mitigation bank including in lieu fees, as 
needed. 
 

Community 
Development 
Department  

The project applicant shall 
consult with CDFG, 
USACE, and RWQCB 
and obtain all applicable 
permits from the above 
mentioned agencies for 
the proposed impacts to 
jurisdictional waters.  

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 

  

BIO-4(b) Replacement Ratio.  Federal and State 

protected waters and riparian habitat 
shall be replaced at a minimum ratio of 
2/1 2.0 acres of habitat, at the same or 
greater quality, for every 1.0 acre 
removed.  Replacement shall be at an 
Agoura Hills Planning and Community 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The Community 
Development Department 
(or their approved 
biologist) shall determine 
the acceptable location for 
providing 2:1 riparian 
habitat mitigation.  

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

Development Department approved 
location or by providing adequate funding 
for the replacement of suitable equivalent 
habitat to an organization currently 
conducting restoration of habitat.  The 
organization and its activities are to be 
approved by an Agoura Hills Planning 
and Community Development 
Department approved biologist prior to 
issuance of grading permits. 
 

BIO-4(c) Waters/Riparian Habitat Restoration 
Plan.  In the event that onsite mitigation 

is to be done instead of the use of in-lieu 
fees or offsite mitigation, the project 
applicant shall submit a restoration plan 
for review and approval by an Agoura 
Hills Planning and Community 
Development Department staff and, as 
necessary, a City approved biologist or 
qualified landscape specialist.  The final 
restoration plan shall be submitted for 
City review and approval prior to Grading 
Permit issuance. The plan shall include, 
but not be limited to the following 
components: 
 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The Community 
Development Department 
(or their approved 
biologist) shall review and 
approve any on-site 
waters/riparian habitat 
restoration plan prepared 
by the project applicant.  

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 

  

BIO-4(c) 
(cont.) 

 Performance criteria (i.e., what is an 
acceptable success level of 
revegetation to mitigate past impacts); 
 

 Monitoring effort (i.e., who is to check 
on the success of the revegetation 
plan, and how frequently); 

 

 Contingency planning (i.e., if the effort 
fails to reach the performance criteria, 
what remediation steps need to be 

Same as above Same as above Same as above   
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Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 

Monitoring Action 
Implementation 

Schedule 

Verification of Completion 

Check Box Date 

taken); and 
 

 Irrigation method/schedule (i.e., how 
much water is needed, where and for 
how long). 

 

BIO-6(a)  Oak Tree Protection and Preservation.  

The project applicant shall submit the 
results of an oak tree survey and an 
Oak Tree Report, including an Oak Tree 
Preservation Program, for review and 
approval by the Agoura Hills Planning 
and Community Development 
Department oak tree consultant prior to 
the granting of a grading permit.  The 
project shall be developed and operated 
in compliance with the approved Oak 
Tree Preservation Program and any 
other conditions determined to be 
necessary by the City oak tree 
consultant.  Please refer to Section 4.2 
Biology for a description of required 
Oak Tree Preservation Plan 
components.  

 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The Community 
Development Department 
(or their approved oak 
tree consultant) shall 
review and approve the 
Oak Tree Report and Oak 
Tree Preservation 
Program. 

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 

  

BIO-6(b) 

 

Grading Plan.  The number of oak trees 

requiring removal and the number of 
trees that will be encroached upon by 
grading and project development shall be 
confirmed by the City’s oak tree 
consultant with the final grading plan.  
The plan shall also indicate requirements 
for retaining walls, tree wells, tree 
drainage requirements, and pruning as 
part of the plan. 
 

Community 
Development 
Department 

The City of Agoura Hills 
oak tree consultant shall 
confirm the number of 
trees requiring removal or 
encroachment as a result 
of project grading.   

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
to issuance of 
grading permits. 

  

BIO-6(c) 

 

Oak Tree Replacement.  The applicant 

shall obtain an oak tree permit and 
Community 

Development 
The City’s oak tree 
consultant shall review 

This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
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Mitigation Measure 
Responsible 
Department 
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offset the proposed impacts to oak trees 
pursuant to the City of Agoura Hills 
Municipal Code, Oak Tree Preservation 
Guidelines, Sections 9657-9657.5. 
Mitigation for Phase I impacts shall 
begin prior to commencement of 
grading for Phase I, and mitigation for 
Phase II impacts shall begin prior to 
commencement of grading for Phase II.  
The Guidelines require that at least two 
(2) 24-inch box trees, one (1) 36-inch 
box tree, and at least one (1) additional 
oak be planted such that the sum of the 
trunk diameters of the four or more 
replacement oaks is equal to or greater 
than the trunk of the oak to be removed. 
Mitigation for removal of landmark trees 
shall also include two (2) 60-inch box 
trees. The locations of the replanted 
trees shall be indicated on the project 
plans submitted to the City for review by 
the City’s oak tree consultant.  Every 
attempt shall be made to plant oak trees 
according to species-specific habitat 
requirements:  valley oaks at lower 
elevations in alluvial soils and coast live 
oaks on mesic north-facing slope 
locations.   
 
The following replacements have been 
identified in the oak tree report (August 
2010). 
 

 (13) 15-gallon trees 

 (7221) 24-inch box trees 

 (3624) 36-inch box trees 

 (62) 48-inch box trees 
 (220) 60-inch box trees 

Department and approve all project 
plans to confirm that all 
impacts to oak trees have 
been properly identified 
and that the proposed on-
site replanting is in 
conformance with the 
City’s Oak Tree 
Preservation Guidelines.  

to issuance of 
grading permits. 
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 4449” of additional trunk diameter 

 (7257) 15-gallon scrub oaks 
 

Cultural Resources 

CR-1(a) Construction Monitoring.  Initial 

grading activities or site disturbance 
shall be monitored by a qualified 
archaeologist and Native American 
Monitor approved by the City.  If cultural 
resource remains are encountered during 
construction or land modification activities, 
the applicable procedures established 
under CEQA and the City of Agoura Hills 
planning guidelines, shall be followed.  
The City of Agoura Hills Department of 
Planning and Community Development 
shall be notified immediately, and work 
shall stop within a 100-foot radius until a 
qualified archaeologist has assessed the 
nature, extent, and potential significance 
of any remains.  In the event that such 
remains are determined to be significant, 
appropriate actions to mitigate impacts to 
the remains shall be implemented.  
Depending upon the nature of the find, 
mitigation could involve avoidance, 
documentation, or other appropriate 
actions to be determined by a qualified 
archaeologist. 

 

Community 
Development 
Department/ 

Building & Safety 
Department 

The project applicant shall 
hire a City approved 
archaeologist and Native 
American on-site 
construction monitor.    

On-site monitoring 
shall occur during all 
grading activities.    

  

CR-1(b) Archaeological Discovery.  If human 

remains are unearthed, State Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5 require that 
no further disturbance shall occur until 
the County Coroner has made the 
necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public Resources 

Community 
Development 
Department/ 

Building & Safety 
Department 

All on-site grading or 
other site disturbance 
shall be suspended in the 
event human remains are 
unearthed.  

This measure shall 
be implemented as 
directed by the 
County Coroner 
and/or Native 
American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC).  
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Code Section 5097.98.  If the remains are 
determined to be of Native American 
descent, the coroner has 24 hours to notify 
the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC).  The NAHC will then identify the 
person(s) thought to be the Most Likely 
Descendent (MLD) of the deceased Native 
American, who will then help determine 
what course of action should be taken in 
dealing with the remains. 

CR-2 Paleontological Monitoring.  Initial 

grading activities or site disturbance 
activities shall be monitored by a 
qualified paleontologist approved by the 
City.  Should paleontological remains be 
encountered during such activities, the 
monitor shall have the authority to 
determine the applicable procedures to be 
followed.  The City of Agoura Hills 
Department of Planning and Community 
Development shall be notified immediately, 
and work shall stop within a 100-foot 
radius until a qualified paleontologist has 
assessed the nature, extent, and potential 
significance of any remains.  In the event 
that such remains are determined to be 
significant, appropriate actions to mitigate 
impacts to the remains shall be 
implemented.  Depending upon the nature 
of the find, mitigation could involve 
avoidance, documentation, or other 
appropriate actions to be determined by a 
qualified paleontologist. 
 

Community 
Development 
Department/ 

Building & Safety 
Department 

The project applicant shall 
hire a City approved 
paleontologist to monitor 
on-site grading activities.  

This measure shall 
be implemented 
during initial grading 
activities and shall 
continue until the 
paleontologist 
confirms monitoring 
is no longer 
necessary.  

  

Geology 

GEO-1 Erosion Control Measures.  The 

Applicant’s Contractor shall provide 
Public Works The City Engineer and 

Building and Safety 
This measure shall 
be implemented prior 
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erosion control measures, when 
necessary, during all phases of grading 
and prior to the completion and 
construction of permanent drainage 
controls for all phases of construction. 
Measures may include but are not 
limited to slope protection measures 
such as netting, landscaping, 
hydroseeding, temporary drainage 
control facilities such as retention areas 
and sandbagging, etc.  Erosion control 
measures shall be identified on grading 
plans and shall be reviewed and 
approved by the City Engineer prior to 
the issuance of the grading permit.  
Subsequent inspections of implemented 
control measures shall be completed by 
the City on an as-needed basis. 

Department 

 

Building and Safety 
Department  

 

 

Department shall review 
and approve all project 
construction plans and 
shall confirm that all 
appropriate erosion 
control measures are 
shown on the approved 
construction plans.  

to issuance of 
grading permits. 
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