
Attachment F 
 

 

Public Correspondence  
 

All of the attached written public correspondence includes 

two separate sets of comments.  The first set of comments 

(immediately following this cover page) includes: 

 

1) All written comments submitted specifically for 

distribution to the City Council for the May 12, 2021 City 

Council meeting; and  

 

The second set of comments (separated by an additional title 

page) includes following: 

 

2) All written comments submitted for distribution to the 

Planning Commission after the April 15 and 21, 2021 

Planning Commission Agenda Packet was distributed, and 

therefore is not included in Exhibit Q of Attachment D in 

this agenda packet. 

 

 

 

mhernandez
Typewritten Text
ITEM 1



From: Kathy Dean <ktdean1951@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 10:43 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 

 
 
 
Dear City Council members, 
 
We are residents of Calabasas in the Steeplechase community on Lost Hills 
Road.   We are very concerned about the proposed West Village at 
Calabasas Project. 
  
As long-time members of the National Wildlife Association, we are specifically 
concerned about the impact to wildlife habitat due to the reduction of the 
existing 1-mile wide Santa Monica Mountains Wildlife Linkage and 
Corridor.   The project will reduce the Corridor by 25% which will have an 
extremely detrimental impact on the habitat itself and the wildlife that use this 
Corridor.   Springs that provide water for wildlife will be eliminated, as well as 
native wetlands, habitat and vegetation including heritage oaks. 
  
Regarding the Santa Monica Mountains SEA (Significant Ecological Area), 
“these linkages allow movement between large open space areas within the 
SEA as well as between areas outside the SEA” and “the genetic flow through 
these areas is crucial in maintaining the diversity and viability of certain 
species within the Santa Monica Mountains.”  
 https://planning.lacounty.gov/sea/regional_habitat_linkages_and_wildlife_corr
idors/ 
According to the City of Calabasas Land Use Code 17.20.070(C), all 
development in a scenic corridor must comply with Scenic Corridor 
Guidelines and Hillside Development Standards.    
  
We do not believe that the West Village at Calabasas Project is in compliance 
with these guidelines and standards, and urge you to reject this building 
project as currently designed. 
  
Thank you for your attention, 
  
John and Kathy Dean 
4240 Lost Hills Road, Unit 2602 
Calabasas, CA 91301 
  



From: Kyle Wilgus <ktwilgus@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 11:39 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Cc: James Bozajian ‐ External <jrbozajian@earthlink.net>; James Bozajian 
<jbozajian@cityofcalabasas.com>; Mary Sue Maurer ‐ External <maureredge@gmail.com>; Peter Kraut 
<pkraut@cityofcalabasas.com>; David Shapiro <dshapiro@cityofcalabasas.com>; Alicia Weintraub 
<aweintraub@cityofcalabasas.com>; Maricela Hernandez <mhernandez@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ The West Village at Calabasas Project 

 
Dear City Council, 
 
I oppose and 100% disagree with the suggested development, “The West 
Village” at Las Virgenes and Agoura Road. My family and I live down the road 
in a community that just got over serious construction issues due to the 
Paxton townhouse development. I have severe autoimmune issues and that 
development caused me to be sick with Valley Fever during most of the 
construction period.  
 
My wife and I moved to Calabasas, purchasing our first home here to start a 
family. We lived in Los Angeles for 11 years. The point of us moving out of 
the City and up here was for the open space and to get out of the congested, 
over populated, homelessness of Los Angeles. This project concerns me that 
it would ruin Calabasas just as it has to the other cities in LA County that have 
overdevelopment issues such as, Woodland Hills, Tarzana, Van Nuys, Studio 
City, Hollywood, Marina Del Rey, etc. These cities are now transient 
communities with higher crime rates, more pollution, traffic congestion, no 
character, etc. Is this what you want the City of Calabasas to turn in to? Our 
police department, The Lost Hills Sheriff’s Department are understaffed 
already and can’t patrol the community it serves now. Adding these 180 new 
homes to the area will make it impossible to keep our community safe.  
  
When we had the fires in 2018, we had a difficult time 
evacuating. There were lines of cars for miles trying to get 
onto the freeways and evacuate the area. Adding 180 new 
homes, which would add lot's more vehicles to an already 
congested area would be dangerous and deadly. What 
would happen if we had another fire like this? Would you 
want to take the chance of complete gridlock, hysteria and 



be responsible for adding all these extra bodies to an 
already congested area that couldn’t get out to save 
themselves? Is greed really worth people’s lives? 

 
The shopping centers on both sides of Las Virgenes and Agoura Road need 
major renovations. The McDonald's and Jack N' The Box are complete eye 
soars. Why don't the land owners focus on remodeling those already 
constructed areas to strengthen and better our area?  

I 100% oppose this new development and believe it would only bring 
trouble to our already beautiful, overdeveloped community. Enough is 
enough! Go elsewhere to develop, not here!  
 
Regards,  
--  
Kyle Wilgus 
(310)945-7706 
ktwilgus@gmail.com 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Nataliya <nbulba@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 11:33 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: Council Meeting ‐ West Village at Calabasas project  
 
Greetings, 
 
I am supporting the residents of Calabasas who is in opposition to the proposed project. I used to live on 
Las Virgenes Road for 7 years before moving out to city of Thousand Oaks. One the the reasons my 
family decided to move out of Calabasas is due to the poor decisions made on behalf of city council in 
regards of the city development specifically , the construction of new hotel right off the Las Virgenes 
Road exit 101F. Las Virgenes had been already a pretty heavy cross street at the pick time before, and 
building a hotel was a worst idea made by city council. The already congested street cannot handle 
anymore traffic‐ it will be a dead trap for the residents unable to get out of their townhomes if fire 
happens like in 2018. The Las Virgenes street has only 2 lines and not designed to carry a heavy load of 
cars if more housings are added . Unfortunately our city council is not willing to acknowledge it ‐ money 
and bribing are very powerful and dangerous.  
I’m curious to see the outcome of the meeting, and hoping for the best for Las Virgenes residents. They 
have a right to live In a safe place like Las Virgenes used to be, and before the greedy hands of 
developers got onto Las Virgenes Rd.  
 
Would like to see there ate some honest people left in Calabasas council who are truly invested in 
preserving the beauty of original Las Virgenes Rd with its surrounding beautiful hill slopes and unique 
flora/fauna .   



 
Natalia Bulba 
Resided at Las Virgenes park 2012‐2019 

 
From: Kaleigh Kemmerly <kaleigh.kemmerly@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 11:14 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Cc: James Bozajian ‐ External <jrbozajian@earthlink.net>; James Bozajian 
<jbozajian@cityofcalabasas.com>; Mary Sue Maurer ‐ External <maureredge@gmail.com>; Peter Kraut 
<pkraut@cityofcalabasas.com>; David Shapiro <dshapiro@cityofcalabasas.com>; Alicia Weintraub 
<aweintraub@cityofcalabasas.com>; Maricela Hernandez <mhernandez@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: RE: City Council ‐ NO West Village at Calabasas Project 

 
Dear City Council, 
 
I would like to express my concern and oppose the suggested development, “The West Village” at Las 
Virgenes and Agoura Road. This is an awful idea! We live just down the road in a development called 
Stone Creek, across the street from the Paxton townhouse development. We endured terrible living 
conditions for many years due to that prolonged construction. Breaking ground took a minimum of 
three years. Within those years, we endured damage to our house. Constant shaking from the 
excavation, respiratory health problems, getting sick with sinus infections, valley fever and asthma 
attacks. There was heavy traffic congestion trying to get in and out of our community and essentially 
gridlocked the area due to all the construction traffic. During the years of construction, we had 
multiple flat tires due to nails on the road because of the construction, and witnessed several major 
car accidents while out walking and sitting at our stoplight. The most upsetting part was the 
wonderful landscape across from our house was destroyed, and now we stare at an eyesore of more 
ugly concrete apartment buildings. This Paxton project went bankrupt several times. It was originally 
supposed to be high end townhomes selling for just under $1MM and ended up being townhomes 
that could only be rented for a large amount of money that are now mostly vacant. What a waste of 
money, time and space, all the while, destroying the habitat of many animals and nature. We used to 
spot deer in the hills and haven’t seen one since before that project broke ground.  
 
After living in Marina Del Rey for 8 years, my husband and I bought our first house in this 
community years ago to start a family. The point of us moving out of Los Angeles and living in 
Calabasas is for the open space and to get out of the congested, stressful city life. This project 
concerns me that it would ruin Calabasas just as it has to the other cities in LA County that have 
overdevelopment issues such as, Woodland Hills, Tarzana, Van Nuys, Studio City, Hollywood, etc. 
These cities are now transient communities with higher crime rates, more pollution, traffic 
congestion, no character, etc. Is this what you want the City of Calabasas to turn in to? Our police 
department, The Lost Hills Sheriff’s Department are understaffed already and can’t patrol the 
community it serves now. Adding these 180 new homes to the area will make it impossible to keep 
our community safe and provide necessary resources to those in need.  
  
We already have another hotel being constructed right off the Las Virgenes/101 Freeway exit, 
building into the side of the hill with more land destruction. Who will stay there when it is next to a 
Mobil gas station and across from a Chevron and Shell gas station? This will most definitely have a 
low vacancy rate which will then be occupied at a lower rate and bring in the type of crowd that will 
endanger our community.  
  
When we had the fires in 2018, we had a difficult time evacuating. There were lines of cars for miles 
trying to get onto the freeways and evacuate the area. Trying to get on the freeway was dangerous 
and long. Adding 180 new homes, which would add give or take 360+ new vehicles to an already 



congested area would be dangerous and deadly. Complete gridlock. What would happen if we had 
another fire like this? Would you want to take the chance of complete gridlock, hysteria and be 
responsible for adding all these extra bodies to an already congested area that couldn’t get out to save 
themselves? Is greed really worth people’s lives?  
  
We just had a brush fire on 4/29/21 off the Las Virgenes/101 freeway. I was unable to get my 7-
month-old daughter to her pediatrician since they closed the on ramp to the freeway. I don’t 
understand how you could fathom adding more people to this direct area? Trying to evacuate would 
be a complete nightmare and cause chaos! As the Fire Chief said who spoke at the planning 
commission meeting, “Sheltering in Place would be Dangerous!”   
 
Why can’t the landowners go find other uninhabited areas in Southern California to go build on? Or 
why don’t they take over the old, run down shopping centers on both sides of Las Virgenes and 
Agoura Road? Already built and needs help. Why don’t they focus on that and make it nice?  

I am 100% against the plan of building and destroying this area with another shopping center and 
residential area. These poor animals have nowhere to live after all the fires and building already in 
this area. This new development would destroy our community and bring violence. We moved out 
here to raise our family in peace and space to escape the city and all the danger and chaos it brings. 
DON’T BRING IT HERE. NONE OF US WANT IT! 
 
 

Best,  
 
--  
Kaleigh L. Kemmerly 

 
From: Carol Harris <hellomrsharris@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 9:40 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village 

 
Seriously, there is consideration of building ANYTHING at this location?  Traffic snarls, 
watershed, historical wind-driven fires down this canyon:  Is this REALLY necessary?  What 
about the "no growth" promises when this city was first formed?  What about the drought?   
What is so necessary about more building here?  What a huge blunder it would be! How 
irresponsible! 
 
Carol Harris 
a concerned Calabasas resident 
 
 
                                   
 
 
 



5-2-21 
 
West Village at Calabasas 
 
Dear City of Calabasas City Council Members,  
 
Please reject the West Village at Calabasas proposal that New Homes is submitting 
to you. As you know, we are in a high fire potential area, and during the Woolsey 
Fire, our community was blocked and some were unable to vacate in a timely 
manner. Building extra homes in this area is very dangerous and puts all our lives 
at risk. This recent fire shows you that we are still prone to having such instances. 
Once again, the freeway was shut down, so you see how vulnerable residents on 
the West side are put in danger due to any seemingly small fire. 
 
Please enforce the existing codes and protect the residents’ interest. Help our 
residents be able to evacuate in case of emergencies; adding additional homes 
would only make our options possibly cause unnecessary evacuation blocks, which 
could cause horrible situations! 
 
Thanks, 
 
 
Janice Robinson  
Saratoga Hills, Calabasas 
 
From: Robert Barrow <olbob757@aol.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 4:33 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village at Calabasas 

 
From Bob Bartow                                                                                                      5-2-21 
  
To: City of Calabasas City Council Members 
info@cityofcalabasas.com 
  
Dear City Council Members, 
  
I was reading in the Acorn about how destructive the West Village proposed property would be 
for this City. I’m told that this code is not being followed, because it is being built right on a 
Wildlife Corridor. Calabasas is known for its wildlife linkage, and we don’t want that destroyed. 
Plus I heard the last meeting and Valley Fever has been spread near the Paxton development, and 
nobody wants that! 
  



Here’s the code: 
  
17.20.150(B)2: Grading and project design shall address and avoid impacts to habitat linkages 
and wildlife corridor 
  
Not to mention the fire hazards you’d be causing. It would add to our problem here on the west 
side and east side, for that matter. Obviously if we add more homes, it’s going to be more 
dangerous for us to be able to evacuate. When we had that fire recently we learned that even a 
small fire can cause traffic to be blocked, making it impossible for us to evacuate. 
  
  
Please deny this project. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Bob Bartow 
Calabasas Resident, Saratoga Hills 
 
From: Joanne Suwara <joasuw42@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 3:29 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: Please forward to City Council re West Village Public Hearing 

 
 
 

My 2, 2021 

To: Mayor Bozajian, Mayor Pro Tem Maurer, Council members Kraut, Weintraub and Shapiro: 

I am attaching the Calabasas Municipal Land Use Codes applicable to the West Village at 
Calabasas proposed project. 

These Municipal Codes are laws that were enacted by the City.  I have highlighted each instance 
where the word “shall” is used. This is especially important in a legal context.  In legal terms 
“shall” means something must happen.  

The expectation of all of us is that the law applies to everyone equally.  Whether it is a resident 
building a new home or adding to an existing dwelling, or an applicant who is proposing 
developing property anywhere in the city, the law should be enforced.   

Why is this project being pushed through the approval process when so many laws are being 
disregarded?  Where is the integrity in all of this?  No one should be above the law! 

There can be no dialogue between the public and the Council at the upcoming meeting but I will 
be asking this question of you that night and look forward to hearing your answers.    



Thank you. 

Joanne Suwara  

 
From: Kelly Spadoni <kspud0313@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 1:18 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas project 

 
Dear City Council Members, 
 
I am writing to ask you all to please deny the current proposed development for the same reasons 
that it was denied previously. 
 
 SIZE AND SCOPE OF PROJECT TOO LARGE 
• Number and height of buildings do not fit the property 
• Buildings will block the VIEW of the rolling hillsides 
• Is there a demand for condos and retail? Paxton Townhomes turned into rentals; retail space 
available throughout the City 
 
TRAFFIC 
• Traffic study does not reflect reality 
 
WILDFIRE CONCERNS 
• Calabasas has the highest Fire Danger Rating which is: Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
• The 101 freeway is the only designated route for emergency evacuation. Need to improve 
evacuation routes 
• When the freeway is closed, Agoura and Mureau Roads are clogged with overflow traffic. 
There is no way out except possibly Las Virgenes Road and Mulholland Highway 
 
EXCESSIVE GRADING 
• Violates Restricted Open Space creating artificial manufactured hills 
• Creates harmful air pollution from dust and exhaust fumes 
• Destroys wetlands, natural springs and wildlife habitats 
• Creates water pollution threatening the federally listed California Red Legged Frog 
 
These current laws should be followed: 
CITY OF CALABASAS LAND USE CODES 
• Development should preserve the hillside rather than alter the hillside to fit the development 
[Code 17.20.150(B)3] 
• All development in a Scenic Corridor must comply with Scenic Corridor Guidelines and 
Hillside Development Standards [Code17.20.070(C)] 
• Manufactured slopes cannot be counted as open space [Code17.20.055(A)9] 
• Development shall respect natural surroundings and follow natural topography [Code 
17.20.150(B)12] 
 



This developer seems to have no interest in being a good neighbour to our community. If they 
did, they would listen to the valid concerns of the residents and work with us to develop 
something that the community is on board with.  Instead we must waste more time reminding 
them of the same issues that were already addressed and previously denied. 
 
Thank you for your time, I sincerely appreciate your service and urge you to vote NO. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kelly Spadoni 
Calabasas resident since 1999 
 
From: RITA ROOSTA <riroosta@aol.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 11:24 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: We oppose the west village at calabasas project  
 
Thank you  
 
From: Karen Tiffany <karentiffany07@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, May 2, 2021 10:02 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Valley Project 

 
To All City Council Members, 
 
We voted overwhelmingly for Measure D to preserve zoned Open Space. 
 
We who voted No on F oppose the West Village at Calabasas project as it was 
presented.  There were more than a few mentions of Valley Fever concerns in the emails 
submitted to the Planning Commission and several were from local residents who 
contracted the disease. It's a public safety issue ! 
 
City Council should err on the side of caution. Just because the developer can move 2.6 
million cubic yards of dirt doesn't mean it should be allowed to do so. 
 
The proposed development is much too massive and dense for this piece of land and how it 
impacts the residential community. 
The freeway entrance has been closed just Thursday, April 29th, traffic everywhere, what's 
the evacuation plan?   
 
Please keep in mind the following: 
 
- The Impact on hillside views will be permanent.   
- The impact on traffic will be permanent. 
-  The impact on protected wildlife will be permanent. 
- The impact on fire safety will be permanent. 



-  The impact on our valuable Open Space will be permanent. 
- High impact on air quality during all construction phases impacts the health of all the 
surrounding communities. 
 
There are many more points to make from our Environmental, Fire safety and other 
special experts. 
 
This project needs to fit the contours of the valley and minimize residential and environmental 
impacts.  Alternative #5 does not meet these qualifications. 
 
Please send West Valley back to the drawing board. 
 
Karen Tiffany 
32 year Calabasas resident 
 
 
From: Steven Reints <slrreints@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 11:13 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 

 
To the City Council, 
We have seen this before. It still doesn’t meet the requirements of the city code.  The 
want to destroy the hill sides and grade for years.  It shouldn’t be allowed.  The views 
will be destroyed.   They should build something that meets the zoning.  The only thing 
that has changed is the traffic is worse than it was when they tried this before.  Once folks 
start commuting again it will only get worse and this is before the project adds to the 
problem. 
 
They want to build retail.  Have you looked at how many open store fronts there are on 
this side of town? This makes no sense.   I’ve lived here nearly 30 years and it was for us 
to control this kind of development that we became a city.   
 
I was against this before and remain more adamantly against this now.  I urge you to vote 
against this and urge the developer not to come back without a major reduction in 
scope.  They need to rethink this. 
 
Thank you, 
Steven Reints  
26906 Deerweed Trail 
Calabasas Hills, CA. 91301  
 
From: Anita McQuillan <antrim8@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 9:43 PM 



To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas project 

 

Proposed Development in Calabasas 

The proposed development of 180 housing units and a number of retail units at the junction of Agoura 
and Las Virgenes Road has raised many concerns. At the public hearing residents voiced opinions on the 
proposed development. Memories of the 2018 Woolsey fire raised many concerns about the impact of 
this development during times of natural disaster. Some people pointed out that traffic in the area was 
often at a standstill especially during morning and evening rush hours. It was thought that adding more 
housing units and retail stores would cause more ingress and egress issues, both at rush hour, and 
particularly, in the event of a natural crisis such as a fire or earthquake. 

Other concerns voiced were issues of historical significance such as removing the ancient landslide which 
is one of the more visible hillsides in the city. Issues of the impact on the ecosystem were addressed 
because there is plant life which is found here and in few other places. Concerns were also raised about 
the narrowing of the wildlife corridor that most certainly would be impacted by 180 housing units. 

At the end of the public hearing, the planners presented the proposed development. I felt it did not 
address any of the genuine concerns presented by the people. While the presenters spoke with childlike 
naivety about how the residents of the proposed 180 units would be able to easily access the freeway, I 
was left to think about the existing 24,000 residents of Calabasas, and their access to the freeway in 
times of crisis or even just at rush hour. 

Anita McQuillan 

 
From: Ali Yusufaly <anyusufaly@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 3:08 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village 

 
To Whom it May Concern,  
 
I would like to voice my support for the West Village project located at the intersection of Las 
Virgenes and Agoura Rd. As someone that works in Calabasas, I feel like the city needs more 
housing for those that want to live in the area. Calabasas is a desirable place to call home and 
more people should have the opportunity to do that. I hear the opposition claim that traffic is 
already so bad at the intersection, but I just don’t see it. I drive through that intersection multiple 
times a day, usually during peak traffic hours, and it is never a problem. Adding another couple 
of hundred trips per a day is not going to have a significant impact on the intersection.  
 
Having additional residents in Calabasas will only help local businesses who are already 
struggling to keep their doors open through the pandemic. The housing crisis in Calabasas and 
across the state is only going to be solved by building more units, and this project is a step 
towards that. I urge the council to approve this project. Thank you for your time.  
 
Sincerely,  
 



Ali Yusufaly 
 
From: tamiko fuote <tfuote@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 1:08 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas” 

 
To All City Council Members, 
 
We voted overwhelmingly for Measure D to preserve zoned Open Space. 
We who voted No on F oppose the West Village at Calabasas project as it was presented. 
 There were more than a few mentions of Valley Fever concerns in the emails submitted to the 
Planning Commission and several were from local residents who contracted the disease. It's a 
public safety issue ! 
City Council should err on the side of caution. Just because the developer can move 2.6 million 
cubic yards of dirt doesn't mean it should be allowed to do it.  
The proposed development is much too massive and dense for this piece of land and how it 
impacts the residential community. 
The freeway entrance has been closed just Thursday, April 29th, traffic everywhere, what's the 
evacuation plan?   
 The Impact on hillside views will be permanent.   
 The impact on traffic will be permanent. 
 The impact on protected wildlife will be permanent. 
 The impact on fire safety will be permanent. 
 The impact on our valuable Open Space will be permanent. 
 High impact on air quality during all construction phases impacts the health of all the 
surrounding communities 
 
There are many more points to make from our Environmental, Fire safety and other special 
experts. 
This project needs to be restrained to fit the contours of the valley and minimalize residential and 
environmental impacts.  Alternative #5 does not meet these qualifications. 
 
Please send West Valley back to the drawing board. 
 
Yours, 
Calabasas resident, 
Tamiko Fuote 
 
From: Vicky Myers‐Kaseff <vickyilene@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 11:58 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 
 
I have been a resident of Hidden Hills since 1987 and have seen a lot of development.  The area looks 
nothing like it did then.  Please vote against this development,  The traffic has gotten more congested 
with each development.  We voted for measure D.  Please respect our vote! 



 
Sincerely, 
 
Vicky Myers‐Kaseff 

 
From: Cherie Deeds <cdeeds@caremindr.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 11:38 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village at Calabasas project 
 
Thank you for accepting my input on the subject.   
 
I moved here 20 years ago from the city to get away from traffic, and densely populated areas.  I 
love it here in Calabasas!  Please don’t allow our little Camelot to be ruined!  That hillside and 
area is so beautiful!  And don’t get me started on the fires!  There was just one 2 days ago at Las 
Virgenes and the 101.   I’ve been against any big development in this area and will continue to 
be.  I also hope once it the project is denied, this will be the last time! 
 
Thank you, 
 
Cherie Deeds 
Regional Vice President 
cdeeds@caremindr.com 
818-912-1822 
CAREMINDr 
 
 
From: Greg and Bonnie Higa <gand4bs@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 11:10 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City of Calabasas West Village at Calabasas Project 

 
Dear Commission: 
 
We are longtime homeowners in Calabasas and we are vehemently opposed to the West Village 
Proposal.. We stood up and testified at the city hearing and the reasons for our opposition have not 
changed.  This project has been wrong for the city when it was first proposed and even more so now with 
all of the public safety concerns in a changing world. 
 
We agree with every word that follows and we urge you to vote down this monstrosity of a project.  The 
people of Calabasas can not be bought and sold and we urge you as members of our city leadership to 
vote the same way and prove that you want what is best for Calabasas. 
 
Thank you! 
 
Greg Higa 
Bonnie Higa 
Brooke Higa 
Bailey Higa 
26803 Live Oak Ct. 



Calabasas Hills, CA  91301 
818-880-5630 
 
 
 

Major Reasons the 2021 West Village Proposal is not right for 
Calabasas: 

EXCESSIVE GRADING 
• Violates Restricted Open Space creating artificial manufactured hills 
• Creates harmful air pollution from dust and exhaust fumes 
• Destroys wetlands, natural springs and wildlife habitats 
• Creates water pollution threatening the federally listed California Red Legged Frog 

SIZE AND SCOPE OF PROJECT TOO LARGE 
• Number and height of buildings do not fit the property 
• Buildings will block the VIEW of the rolling hillsides 
• Is there a demand for condos and retail? Paxton Townhomes turned into rentals; 
retail space available throughout the City 

TRAFFIC 
• Traffic study does not reflect reality 

WILDFIRE CONCERNS 
• Calabasas has the highest Fire Danger Rating which is: Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone 
• The 101 freeway is the only designated route for emergency evacuation. Need to 
improve evacuation routes 
• When the freeway is closed, Agoura and Mureau Roads are clogged with overflow 
traffic. There is no way out except possibly Las Virgenes Road and Mulholland 
Highway 

 
From: RichB <rbevando@pacbell.net>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 10:23 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas project 

 
Hello, 
 
 
Please reconsider plans for new development at West Village Calabasas. Would assume since most 
retail has diminished due to changes of purchasing on the Internet can only see vacant stores. World had 
changed dramatically since covid, corporations now are having employees remain at home to work now 
and after covid comes to a rest. Corporations learned they save on real estate cost by having their 



employees stay home, hotels will run vacant. Currently you have empty stores and big turn over as well at 
the Summit of California - Erewhon Shopping Center, commercial property is something of the pass.  
 
We are against this development as proposed, I vote no to new development. 
 
 
Rich Bevando 
 
 
From: Justine Ayers <dirtvixen2012@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 7:20 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 

 
Dear Council Members, 
My family has lived here since our house was built. My grandparents were the original owners of my 
home. We have seen the in "progress" over the years and the impact it has had to this city. I feel that 
this development will hugely impact our safety and ability to evacuate during the increasingly 
growing fires we are having. It WILL negatively impact the traffic since Malibu canyon is an 
evacuation route for Malibu. Just the other day the freeway was shut down for the fire next to the 
New Hotel. Our freeways and streets are already impacted by vacationers and beach goers in the 
summer months. 
The proposed grading and destruction of our hills goes again every reason we live here. We Do Not 
want to live near all these new buildings. Save our slice of heaven.  Developing here is 
irresponsible and dangerous to the safety   of our community. We already have a near empty eyesoar 
development at the intersection of Las Virgenes and Thousand Oaks Blvd. Empty buildings sit all 
along Agoura rd. We do not need anymore. 
Thank you for your time, 
Justine Ayers 
 
From: Sayra Boerner <sayraboerner@gmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, May 1, 2021 12:18 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 

 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
I am a resident of Calabasas, and I am writing to let you know that I strongly oppose the 
proposed development project on Las Virgenes at Agoura Rd known as “West Village at 
Calabasas”. It is an inappropriate project for development at that site and it violates many of our 
city codes. 
 
I am I concerned for the negative impact it will have on the area with a loss of natural habitat, 
and the increased risk of Valley Fever due to the mold spores that will be released from that 
much earth being moved, as well as the greater issues of safety it would create for our entire 
community. The proposed project is in a high fire zone, and as it is at the moment when there are 
fires in the area the traffic is a nightmare and evacuation is difficult. Imagine how much worse it 



would be if this project is approved and an additional 300 families are trying to evacuate? This 
project should not be allowed to come to fruition. 
 
Please uphold your duty to the residents of Calabasas and enforce our city’s existing laws by 
voting against this project. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Sayra Boerner 
Calabasas resident 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Cyndilee Rice <cyndilee@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 9:15 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council‐ West Village at Calabasas project  
 
Hello Council Members, 
I’m writing you today regarding the pending West Village project, on Las Virgenes and Agoura Road. I 
strongly oppose this project being approved. That’s already a bottleneck of traffic at that particular 
intersection. There are currently two additional projects on either side of this site, still under 
construction. I feel the developers are ignoring the confines of the land they purchased, and want you to 
amend the ordinances we already have in place to protect Calabasas. The plans for the space are just 
simply too big! The name says it, they want to build a village in the city! I’ve lived in Calabasas for 30 
years and have seen what irresponsible development has done to our city. I thought that was one of the 
reasons Calabasas became a city. We decided that we wanted more control and a say, in what happens 
where we live. If we continue to disregard the city’s protective ordinances and amend them for every 
project, why do we even have them? The city council and the planning commission are supposed to 
uphold the ordinances that have already been decided on. Not customize them for every project that 
comes along. I’m not allowed to cut down an Oak tree on my property, so why do developers 
continually get the green light, to do whatever they want with the space they buy?   
This project brings nothing to the city except traffic & overcrowding. Will demolish open space, 
permanently destroy the view, disrupt wildlife, level and pave over multiple sites on the property and 
pose a  serious evacuation challenge in an emergency. In the last few years alone, we’ve had multiple 
fires, a plane landing on the freeway, a deadly police shooting, and a helicopter crash. All at this very 
exit! The neighborhood north of the 101 on Las Virgenes only has one way out, that’s on Las Virgenes. I 
know the developers say that, their project is so close to the freeway there wouldn’t be a problem 
evacuating the project. That may be true for them, but for the rest of the people, the ones who already 
live here, we would be behind all those additional hundreds of cars and people. Stuck in a bumper to 
bumper gridlock traffic catastrophe! Years ago, before the many projects that have already been built 
and added cars and people to the area. We had a fire, and we had to evacuate A.E. Wright school, it 
wasn’t pretty. Gridlock with not only cars, but buses too, filled with children. The huge fire in 2018, was 
terrifying, what people don’t realize, is that when you have to evacuate in a fire, the smoke is thick, you 
can’t see, cars stop because they can’t see, but it blocks everyone! This is a big problem, when there is 
only one road out!  



I choose to buy a home in Calabasas because I love this city. I love being able to see a mountain with no 
buildings on it. I have a long commute to work, but it’s worth it to me, because of what we have here. If 
you turn Calabasas into Studio City, then you’ve taken away its charm.  We may as well just move to the 
valley, and save ourselves the commute!  
This area is already maxed out with what the current infrastructure can handle, enough is enough, we 
voted against this project before, I don’t understand why it keeps coming back!?  Please listen to the 
people who live in this city. We need to send the message that no means no, we don’t want this project! 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Cyndilee Rice 
 
From: Judy Bagg <judybagg@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 8:35 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 

 
Please do not permit this development to be built.  
 
From: Natasha Losada <natashalosada@me.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 8:14 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 
 
Hello, 
 
My name is Natasha Losada Stein and I live alongside my husband Alex and son Lucas at Deer Springs 
neighborhood. I write again to strongly oppose the development of West Village at Calabasas. The 
developer hasn’t provided solutions to the problems that seem to drag on since the inception of this 
project. We believe it will have a negative impact environmentally and with traffic density in case of 
evacuation.  We voted to keep this land as Open Space with Measure D. Please respect the will of 
voters. Thank you, 
 
Natasha Losada Stein 
 
From: Karen Fuchs <krf2@mac.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 7:31 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village 
 
Att: City Council members 
This is to express a NO ‘vote’ on the West Village proposed development in Calabasas. 
Karen Fuchs 
3331 Via Verde Court 
Calabasas Ca 91302 
 
From: Lisa Scotoni <lscotoni@prodigy.net>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 2:48 PM 



To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council - AvalonBay Initiative - I want to vote 
 
From: Evan Bryant <evantheos808@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 2:26 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas Project 

 
Hello, I am a fellow resident of Calabasas since 2001, and I very much disagree with and oppose 
the planned development projects at the Las Virgenes & Agoura Road intersection.  
Thank you,  
- Evan Bryant 
 
From: Lau Films United <leyton.philbrook@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 2:15 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: city council ‐ west village at calabassas project 

 
I am a nearby resident and highly oppose this project. We are already overdeveloped here and 
need to protect the surrounding nature and wildlife. This project would create massive amounts 
of traffic, which is already a catastrophe. Go build apartments and malls in less developed areas 
such as Lancaster or Mojave.  
 
From: Rogan Weiss <RoganWeiss@live.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 2:13 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City council‐west village at calabasas  

 
Hello, my family and I have lived in Calabasas for more than 40 years. Although the old Western 
ways are long and far behind us, this project would be a nail in the coffin for what we know as 
historic Calabasas. Not only with the suffocate the very slim wildlife Corredor adjacent to the 
Santa Monica Mountains, but it would add a big strain on the already fragile ecosystems that are 
hanging by a thread. Please, make the right choice and do not allow this atrocity to go any 
further. 
 
From: Joy Reints <jreints@opusd.org>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 2:08 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 

 
Dear Council Members and Planning Commision, 
I am writing this email in opposition to the development planned on Las Vigenes Road. The 
development is known as the West Village at Calabasas. I have lived in Calabasas since 1991. 
Since I have lived here I have watched the traffic levels increase dramatically. In just the past 
few years traffic has become gridlocked at the Agoura Rd Las Virgenes intersection. I don’t even 
attempt to go to Alberstsons Market between 4 and 6:30 pm. This project will only worsen traffic 
issues to a dangerous level. The last time this project was brought before the council and 



planning commission it was denied. Traffic has only gotten worse since then. The number of 
empty offices and store fronts have increased since then. I can see NO reason the city should 
green light this project. I implore, please listen to the citizens of Calabasas and vote no on the 
West Village at Calabasas Project. 
 
Joy Reints 
 
From: Ian Bryant <iansbryant@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 1:49 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City council ‐ West Village at Calabasas project  

 
To whom it may concern,  
 
 As a resident of the beautiful city of calabasas, a gateway to the natural splendor that is the 
Santa Monica Mountains, I stand in unison for the growing number of those who are whole 
heartedly against the new development that is proposed in the Las Virgenes/Malibu Canyon 
corridor at Agoura road. Not only would this create a growing number of traffic complications, 
but more importantly it would destroy the natural west facing hillside environment that not only 
gives Calabasas its unique character, but has stood the test of time. Do the right thing, and but an 
end to rampant development. 
Thank you,  
 
-Ian Samuel Bryant 
 
23658 Clover Trail 
Calabasas, CA USA 
 
From: Kristie Christie <mrskristiechristie@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 1:26 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 
 
Dear City Council,  
 
Thank you for serving our community as you do. I recognize that you volunteer to better our 
community.  
 
I’d like to plead with you to preserve this land that is being called the potential “West Village” of 
Calabasas. We are living with empty shopping centers at the Summit and up at Las Virgines. Those 
spaces have been approved and then are a disaster. 
 
 This hillside is one of the signature views that we all love as a part of living in Calabasas. I can’t imagine 
our city without it. In addition, this hillside is prone to fire and so building in this space is irresponsible. 
 
Our community voted overwhelmingly for Measure D to preserve open space, please honor the voice of 
the community. We do not want this developed.  



 
Thank you,  
 
Kristie Christie 
5056 Dantes View Drive Calabasas, CA  
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Timothy R. Bearer <timbearer@icloud.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 12:59 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council‐West Village at Calabasas Project 
 
We are residents of Calabasas whose backyard is on Las Virgenes Road, within a mile of the proposed 
project. 
 
We oppose this project wholeheartedly. 
 
Tim and Beth Bearer 
26600 Sunflower Ct. 
Calabasas, Ca  91302 
 
From: BETH BEARER <bethiebaby@me.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 11:02 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council‐West Village at Calabasas Project 
 
Dear City Council Member, 
I am extremely opposed to this project. I’m a local resident living off Las Virgenes Rd. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Beth Bearer  
 
From: Andrew R. Bearer <andrew.bearer@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 10:50 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas Project 

 
Hello Calabasas City Council Member(s), 
 
  My name is Andrew Bearer and I am a Calabasas resident living in the Lone Oak neighborhood 
on Las Virgenes Rd. adjacent to A.E. Wright middle school. I am writing this message to you 
to voice my utmost opposition to the proposed West Village development project. This 
project runs counter to all of the safety and quality of life aspects of our neighborhood 
that we value as the most important resources of our community. My family and I have 
lived here approximately 1 mile from the proposed West Village project site for over 25 years 
and witnessed the dramatic changes to the Las Virgenes Rd. corridor that the increase in resident 
density and associated traffic and heightened emergency evacuation pressures have incurred in 
our neighborhood over this time. I have lived through multiple dangerous fires here requiring 



evacuation, which is why adding more people in a designated high fire risk area is particularly 
concerning given the increase in local wildfire frequency in the last 3 years especially. I 
understand the need to meet government mandated housing requirements, but putting current 
residents and potential new residents in a situation of increased danger to an already very 
precarious situation is simply not a viable rationale to providing safe housing and community 
infrastructure that meets these requirements. Please reference this Los Angeles Times article in 
regards to an LA Superior Court Judge's decision from earlier this month about the planning of 
new housing development in our LA county high fire risk areas: 
- Los Angeles Times - Judge Blocks Construction of Tejon Ranch Housing Development 
 
Your consideration is most appreciated, 
Andrew Bearer 
 
 
From: Lisa Kroning <lkro630234@icloud.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 10:34 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West village at Calabasas project 
 
To whom it concerns, 
I am against this project for many reasons.  
1)The Paxton project tore down the hill in the end the units didn’t sell, now rentals. 
2)Majority of businesses in this area do not survive.We dont need more empty businesses at the 
expense of the environment. 
3) High fire zone. Would make it extremely difficult to evacuate.  
4)We need to preserve what little natural space we have left. 
Concerned resident, 
Lisa Kroning 
 
 
From: Humphry Knipe <humknipe@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 9:52 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 
 
Dear sirs 
 
I strongly advise against this destruction of the beautiful Calabasas hills. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Victor Knipe 
 
 
From: Doonan, Owen P <owen.doonan@csun.edu>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 8:21 AM 



To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 
 
Local citizens voted overwhelmingly for Measure D to preserve zoned Open Space. We still feel strongly 
that this space should be preserved for the benefit of the community and the ecology of our town. I and 
several of my neighbors in the Mulholland corridor strongly oppose the West Village at Calabasas 
building project. 
 
Prof. Dr. Owen Doonan 
Professor of Art History  
California State University Northridge 
18111 Nordhoff St. 
Northridge, CA 91330‐8300 
Email Owen.doonan@csun.edu 
 
From: Annette Berger <annetteberger@ymail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2021 7:41 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council‐West Village 
 
We voted overwhelmingly for Measure D to preserve zoned Open Space. 
 
Please vote no on this project. 
 
From: Nanci Gamache <nanci.gamache@icloud.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 11:16 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City council against west village 
 
Once again we are pleading with you to do the right thing and do not allow this to pass.  It goes against 
everything our city stands for.  Do not ruin our open space.  Listen to your constituents….we do not 
want this! 
Put it to rest once and for all. 
 
Nanci and Tom Gamache 
48 year residents of Calabasas 
 
From: Keith Rivers <krfilms@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 11:01 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 

 
Just want you guys to know that my wife and I greatly oppose this project from happening. 
 
We voted overwhelmingly for Measure D to preserve zoned Open Space.  
 
Please do not destroy the beauty of this hillside. 
 



It is irreversible. 
 
Thank you for listening. 
 
Best, 
 
Keith 

From: Jaime M. Brown <jkmazilu@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 10:52 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 
 
To the City Council of Calabasas: 
 
I am writing to submit my opposition to the development of the West Village at Calabasas, and request 
that the City Council deny the application for this development.   
 
I am a long time resident of Los Angeles. I grew up in Malibu and moved back after university to the 
West Side and recently moved to the quaint community of Monte Nido, right off Las Virgenes. My family 
and I chose this spot because of the picturesque landscape and to immerse ourselves in nature. Hearing 
that this is threatened by yet another real estate development project is disappointing and goes against 
Measure D to preserve Open Spaces such as the one on Las Virgenes. We moved here to be with nature, 
not with concrete.  
 
Additionally, development of this area poses a fire risk to residents, such as my family, that I do not 
believe has been fully evaluated. We are limited to one way in, one way out, and the West Village 
development would bring additional congestion, particular during fires in this extreme fire risk area.  
 
Lastly, the proposed movement of hillsides to support the foundation of the West Village exposes the 
community to unknown pollutants, particularly those that can cause Valley Fever. It is my understanding 
that other such projects have caused outbreaks of Valley Fever in the area. The risks of this should be 
fully evaluated.  
 
Please deny approval of the West Village to keep our neighborhood picturesque and safe.  
 
Thank you, 
Jaime 
 
Jaime M. Brown, PhD 
Monte Nido, CA 91302 
 
 
From: Michael Tonery <tonerym@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 10:22 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: Opposition to West Village at Calabasas development  
 



Dear Calabasas City Council,  
 
I am a 30 year resident in the Deer Springs area and moved to Calabasas due to its beauty, lack of 
development and traffic that the SFV has faced over the past decades which has ruined its appeal 
overtime.  
 
I strongly oppose the massive development that is proposed for the West Village Project off Las Virgenes 
Road on the west side of Calabasas. 
It is hard to believe that our elected officials in the City of Calabasas who represent the people who live 
in Calabasas like myself would ever think of voting for this horrible development! 
When elections come around our City Council candidates beg us for their vote and we always say we 
don’t want anymore development‐ please protect our city and do not allow projects like this one you 
are considering! 
 
You all took an oath to represent us in this City and now we are asking you as our elected officials to 
honor our NO vote for this project and preserve our beuitiful Mountain View’s along with not to 
increase the traffic and density that will play additional havoc that this project will place on our west 
side of Calabasas. 
 
This decision if you vote for this project will have massive consequences for any council members who 
wishes to be re‐elected to the city council from the majority of the west side residents which we will 
lose total trust of your campaign promises! 
 
Thank you very much for your attention and support of this letter. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Tonery  
26842 Cold Springs Street 
Calabasas Hills, 91301 
 
 
From: Susan Andaloro <keleomana@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 9:57 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: city council‐west village at Calabasas 
 
I do not want this project to go forward. These developers can continue to ruin all the places that are 
already ruined, but we all moved here because we like it the way it is‐ not overdeveloped! 
 
Thanks, 
Sue Andaloro 
Calabasas 
 
From: Judith Hodgins <judithhodgins@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 9:45 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: Las Virgenes open space  
 



We vehemently oppose the bulldozing of the open space in Las Virgenes. Too much of it has already 
been destroyed!  Do not approve any project in the open space on Las Virgenes road.  
Bob and Judith Hodgins 
25688 Whittemore Dr  
Calabasas 91302 
 
From: Laura Meadows <lathme@aol.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 8:21 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council‐ West Village at Calabasas 
 
Hello, 
 
I thought that this project was denied but here we are again.  I strongly disagree with this development 
proceeding.   It’s a nightmare with traffic on this side of Calabasas.  Today’s small fire on the hillside of 
Las Virgenes was a nightmare to try and get from Agoura to my home in Mont Calabasas.    With the 101 
freeway closed Mureau Rd was a nightmare.   
It’s the same fear we had previous years with the fires.  Every year it’s getting worse and adding that 
much congestion on roads that are already backed up will be a nightmare.  Please ask the residence who 
live on this side of Calabasas.  This decision doesn’t effect the majority of Calabasas and with the hotel 
going up this will add more people on this side of Calabasas.   
The construction nightmare with Paxton was ridiculous.  It took over 20 minutes to get to AE Wright 
everyday  Previous years we would get there in 5 minutes, and look what happened with that 
development.   Renting vs buying.  It’s a nightmare  
Please do not approve this development.  
Thank you, 
Laura Meadows 
26863 Mont Calabasas Dr 
Calabasas, Ca 91302 
 
From: Jennifer Lakin <jenniferelakin@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 6:52 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City council ‐ West Village 

 
Building the West Village is a remarkably bad idea.  PLEASE DON’T do it.   
 
From: shereeyablon@yahoo.com <shereeyablon@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 5:36 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village at Calabasas project 

 

To whom it may concern.  

This project and all the negative consequences it will have in our community is unacceptable to 
the majority of us and something we are very opposed to in our area.   



It will cause even more of traffic build up problem, noise, pollution, is a fire hazard, will kill the 
wildlife and nature, and destroy the open, beautiful mountain views.  

Please listen to how we all feel, stop this project, and respect our communities’ requests.  

Thank you in advance.  
 
Sheree Yablon 
818.427.6038 Cell 
Keller Williams Calabasas Estate Properties 
23975 Park Sorrento Ste. 110 
Calabasas CA 91302 
 
From: Yahoo1 <Liliyat@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 5:27 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas 
 
All Calabasas residents oppose West Village. Please DO NOT ruin our beautiful city.  
 
Sincerely  
Liliya Telishevsky, resident since 1994 
 
From: Joyce Barkin <joyce.barkin@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 3:21 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West village Calabasas 

 
It is time to stop the building .  Our lovely hills are being destroyed & the growth will continue 
to impact the already horrific traffic. 
 
From: Ronna Leavitt <ronnaleavitt@mac.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 2:51 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Cc: James Bozajian ‐ External <jrbozajian@earthlink.net>; James Bozajian 
<jbozajian@cityofcalabasas.com>; Mary Sue Maurer ‐ External <maureredge@gmail.com>; Peter Kraut 
<pkraut@cityofcalabasas.com>; David Shapiro <dshapiro@cityofcalabasas.com>; Alicia Weintraub 
<aweintraub@cityofcalabasas.com>; Maricela Hernandez <mhernandez@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas Project 

 
Dear City Council, 
 
 
We would like to express our concerns about the proposed development at Las Virgenes and Agoura Road 
called The West Village. This is a terrible idea! We live across the street from the Paxton townhouse 
development. For many years, we endured terrible living conditions, due to that build. The excavation process 
took at least three years. Within those multiple years, we endured damage to our house (it was like a 3.5 
earthquake daily), respiratory health problems Sinus infections, asthma attacks and valley fever), terrible 



traffic congestion getting out of our community, and overall congestion within the area. Over the years it took 
them to build, we ended up with four construction nails in my tires, almost witnessed several major car 
accidents, and the worst part of it all, we watched the beautiful landscape across from our house get destroyed. 
These high end townhouses, that were supposed to be sold for almost a million dollars ended up being 
townhouses that could only be rented for a large amount of money, and now they are mostly vacant. Again, 
such a sad way to not make a dollar, all the while, destroying the habitat of many animals.We used to have 
deer on the hills grazing and now nothing!! 
 
 
Growing up in the valley, we enjoyed getting off at "Malibu Canyon Road” and seeing the goats, sheep and 
cows graze the meadows, while we continued on the highway to the ocean. We were sad to see that the land 
was purchased and the animals no longer grazed there. 
 
 
The point of moving and living in Calabasas is for the open space, not for the feel of a city, like Los Angeles. 
The more development that occurs in this beautiful community, the more it will turn into, and have the issues 
that larger areas, such as Woodland Hills, Tarzana, Van Nuys, Studio City, Hollywood, etc have…transient 
communities, higher crime rates, more pollution, traffic congestion. Is this what you want the city of Calabasas 
to turn in to? The Lost Hills Sheriffs Department is already understaffed and can barely patrol the community 
it serves now. Adding 180 new homes to the area, will stretch their ability to patrol the area and provide 
necessary resources to those in need.  
 
Now, all you get when you get off the freeway is another hotel (more land destruction) that will most likely be 
vacant or occupied at a low rate. The idea that this side of Calabasas could endure many, many years of 
excavation, years of loud construction, with an increase in traffic (in an already VERY congested area) could 
turn into be very deadly, on so many levels. During the fires of 2018, evacuating was not easy. Lines of cars 
trying to escape the fires were long. Trying to get on the freeway was dangerous and long and when we turned 
around and to take Mulholland, that too was congested. If you think adding 180 new homes, which is about 
another 300 cars at the very least, to the already congested area, could turn out to be a deadly and dangerous 
idea.  
 
 
The chances that the fires of 2018 would repeat itself are slim, however, who wants to take that chance? Not 
only would it be extremely dangerous to have more congestion in the area, but destroying more beautiful land, 
for no reason other than greed would be extremely sad, disappointing, and dangerous. 
 
 
Basically, the company who purchased the land bought a lemon and it’s unfortunate, but the residents and 
employees of Calabasas shouldn’t suffer for their mistake.  
 
 
With the most recent brush fire (4/29/21) off of Las Virgenes and 101 freeway, I was unable to get my son to 
his doctor’s appointment as they closed the on ramp to the freeway. They are also evacuating the construction 
workers working on the hotel, off of the freeway. How would it be a good idea to add more people, in this 
area? Trying to evacuate would be a complete disaster!!! Sheltering in place, per the fire chief who spoke at 
the planning commission meeting, would be dangerous!!!  
 
 
This is what Las Virgenes Road, Agoura Road, and the 101 looks like during a small brush fire. Imagine 
1,000s of people trying to evacuate all at once?? This constructions project is a TERRIBLE and dangerous 
idea!!! 



 
 

 
 
We are AGAINST the idea of building and destroying this plot of land! If you want to keep Calabasas family 
friendly and a decent and safe place to live, you will reconsider these plans. Lets keep Calabasas safe, beautiful 
and a wonderful place to raise a family. 
 
Best, 
Ronna and Geoff Leavitt 
 
From: Rodger Reiss <rodgereiss@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 2:11 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: Development on Las Virgines and Agoura Rd 
 
  I have lived off Las Virgines and Piuma for 20 years and have seen the traffic and building become a real 
problem ‐ PLEASE STOP AUTHORIZATION OF NEW COMMERCIAL/APT. BUILDINGS NOW! 
 
   We are ruining what once made Calabasas the dream of the Valley! 
 
  Please do your jobs and limit this perversion of our land and community!! 
 
  Thank you 
 
  Rodger Reiss 
 
From: Margaret Hazan <mmhazan@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 10:42 AM 



To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City council‐ west village at Calabasas  
 
We voted overwhelmingly for Measure D to preserve zoned Open Space. We still feel strongly the same 
way. I voted in the last election for elected officials based on preserving our lands. Did you lie on the 
ballots? We don’t need another gross office building. Do NOT build!  
 
Margaret Hazan  
818‐294‐2418  
 
 
From: Bob Selvin <bobselvin@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 29, 2021 9:38 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas Hearing 

 
We don't want this project.  We don't want extra traffic.  We like our community the way it 
is.  Please hear us.  Please listen to the people who live here.  I have lived here for over 30 years 
and love it here.  Please don't destroy our city.   
 
Thank you for listening. 
 
Bob Selvin 
26262 Adamor Rd. 
Calabasas, CA 92302 
 
 

Dear Members: 
 
After participating in both meetings, April 15th, and 21st, we are even more 
disappointed in some of the members of the City of Calabasas. By the same token, we 
are very thankful that some members really care about Calabasas residents and our city. 
We would like to express our most sincere gratitude to Mr. Harrison. 
Towards the end of the meeting, following Mr. Harrison's remarks and comments, we 
were convinced that all the members present at the Zoom meeting would vote NO on the 
proposal. We were shocked and outraged to hear the 3 of you voting yes. What does it 
take for you to realize that you are getting paid to represent and protect us, the 
taxpayers/residents of the Calabasas, and not the developers?  
How difficult is it to realize that if the traffic status to evacuate was a disaster in 2018, 
this fact still remains to this date, and will get much worse if you approve this project. 
Based on developers/your argument the Village residents will have immediate access to 
101. Great, we are very happy for them. But honestly is this the best argument you came 
up with in regard to the traffic issues? How about all the residents living at the far end of 
Las Virgenes road?  Even a second grader can figure out that if you add more residents to 
our city, the traffic will be proportionately worse.  And have you even considered all the 
risks involved if on top of the evacuation, there are some residents requiring immediate 



care such as heart attack, etc… And who is there to guarantee that our city will not face 
another natural disaster of different kinds? How can Chief Smith guarantee that we will 
not have a more serious fire disaster in near future? If most of the occurred fire were so 
predictable to Chef Smith, then how came the City did not have a more efficient plan to 
evacuate. My brother-in-law was stock in Parkmore in the middle of all the houses in 
flame.  You are willing to put the lives of our residents in danger, because you want to 
please the developers? Who gives you the right to endanger the residents, as well as the 
wildlife of our City. How can you in good faith listen to all the arguments from both days 
and still vote Yes?  You will all be hold responsible of any lost life caused by your 
reckless approval of the project. This is not acceptable by us the residents. I am sorry to 
say that all our neighbors, friends and relatives have lost trust in the City of Calabasas, 
and that your reputation is less than desirable. You voted yes knowing well that 
the developer's Staff, and Mr. Summers twisted the truth, thus misleading the City 
Council. I believe you underestimated Mr. Harrison as well as the residents of Calabasas' 
knowledge on the matter.  
 
Mr. Summers, For the past few years, every time we attend these City meetings, your 
arguments/statements always make us wonder who you are really representing?  
 
Apparently based on your comments, it is rather obvious that you are not protecting our 
rights to safety, but on a contrary, your agenda is rather aligned with those developers. I 
truly hope that you resign and apply for a job with those developers. Your comments as 
well as the developers' statements are rather insulting to us residents. We are so thankful 
to have so many dedicated and highly educated residents in this matter to present us with 
the true facts. Last but not least we would like to extend our thanks to both Mr. Harrison 
and Mr. Lia for voting no on the Proposal, and our deepest disappointment to Mr. 
Mueller, Mr. Milstein and mostly Mr. Summers. I hope that all three of you listen to your 
conscience and vote No to protect our city and all of the residents of Calabasas. Once this 
project is approved it will be impossible to reverse all the damages to wildlife, as well as 
the life of the residents of the Calabasas.  
 
We are all exhausted to constantly fight for our right to safety and safe living 
environment, because of these types of projects coming up nonstop. So many residents do 
not even have time to participate in these meeting/or express their disapproval and 
dissatisfaction. Please do your job and protect us, as required by your job description. 
 
 
Respectfully: 
 
Hamid Tabatabai 

 

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
From: James Spadoni <jim@jcbackings.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 8:33 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council / West Village at Calabasas Project 

 
Hello, my name is Jim Spadoni and I’m a 23‐year resident of Calabasas. 
 
I enjoy hearing the enthusiasm and commitment of my fellow Calabasians that take the time to express 
their disappointment about the West Village project’s latest attempt to be pushed through our broken 
system.  I’m hearing countless residents oppose this project for specific code violations such as ([Code 
17.20.150(B)3] ‐ Development should preserve the hillside rather than alter the hillside to fit the 
development, [Code 17.20.070(C)] All development in a Scenic Corridor must comply with Scenic 
Corridor Guidelines and Hillside Development Standards, [Manufactured slopes cannot be counted as 
open space and Development shall respect natural surroundings and follow natural topography).  The 
only ones in favor of this project are nonresidents that are either part of the developer team or 
somehow related to the developer.  Our city government is supposed to look out for the residents and 
not the side of this questionable project like the West Village project.  Please have the developer of the 
West Village project adhere to all of the city codes and regulations already in place to build a more 
suitable project.   
 
Please vote NO on this project tonight. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Jim Spadoni 
3960 Lost Springs Drive 
Calabasas, CA  91301 
(818) 974‐6760 

 
From: Byron Chee <byron.k.chee@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 4:59 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Cc: Byron Chee <byron.k.chee@gmail.com> 
Subject: West Village Project  
 
Dear Calabasas City Council, 
 
I have lived in Deer Springs since mid‐1990s. 
The Council & Planning Commission have supported preserving the land for future generations that has 
been the single most reason we have not moved. 
I do not support the West Village project and urge both the Council & Planning Commission to reject this 
project. 



For our children and generations that follow, please preserve the land for all living residents including 
the Flora & Fauna that were here before us. They do not have a voice. 
Sincerely, 
 
Byron Chee 

 
5-3-2021  
 
Re:  West Village at Calabasas project 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners,  
 
Although I realize that you are all aware of our City codes and laws for our 
beautiful land here in Calabasas, I want to remind you of a couple of codes 
that would be violated if this project were to be allowed to be constructed.  
 
First, the code that states that the development should fit the land, rather 
than altering the land to fit the development is definitely being ignored. This 
proposal indicates that v-ditches and grading of the ancient landslide would 
replace our beautiful hillsides. (Code 17.20.150(B)3).  
 
It doesn’t make sense that we are still having to express our views against 
Alternative 5, since it is so similar to previous renderings.  
 
Our Land Use Codes and General Plan state that Scenic Corridor must 
comply with Scenic Corridor Guidelines and Hillside Development 
Standards (Code17.20.070©). Alternative 5 does not do that either. 
 
Last, but certainly not least, if we were to allow New Homes to proceed with 
this development, the safety of our whole community would be 
compromised. As you remember, during the Woolsey fire, various roads 
were blocked and some citizens were unable to evacuate. Please do not 
allow this developer to cause harm to city residents by adding additional 
homes and non-essential businesses to our community. 
 
It would be unacceptable to approve a development that violates so many 
codes. Please vote to enforce our own City Codes and just say “No” to New 
Homes. Ask them to propose something that will benefit the City of 
Calabasas, the land & the residents. 
 
Regards, 



 
 
Priscilla, Mel & Celene Lee 
Calabasas residents since 1992 
 
From: Amy Groth <amy.groth805@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 12:59 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas project 

 
I am against the proposed development for West Village at Calabasas project.  Please vote no. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Amy Groth 

 
From: Hayden Miller <haydenm29@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 12:57 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas project 

 
I am against the disgusting proposed development.  Please vote no. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Hayden Miller 

 
From: rhea damon <damonrhead@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 11:19 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas Hearing 
 
To City Council:  It”s apparent that the same issues exist re: West Village at Calabasas, and the powers 
that be are not concerned about the safety and quality of life for the residents living in this part of 
Calabasas. My guess is that the city  council members DO NOT live in the Las Virgenes corridor, or they 
would not be endorsing this development project. 
 
Las Virgenes Rd. is already congested. There is ongoing and increased fire risk in the area, and increased 
traffic would be a major safety threat to escape.  The natural beauty of the area is being destroyed.  
There will be increased pollution, destruction of wildlife habitats and  desecration of the natural hills.  
Fabricated man‐made hills can never replace them. The buildings’ height and number of buildings do not 
fit the area, and will block the views of the hills.  There are already too many homes and townhouses in 
this small area, and we don’t need more retail stores to add to the congestion.   
 



This project is out of compliance with the needs of the community and the vision for Open Space on 
which the City of Calabasas was founded.  Please don’t proceed with this oversized and destructive 
project.  Rhea Damon/Las Virgenes area resident 

 
 
From: Joe Chilco <joe.chilco@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 11:18 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Cc: Maricela Hernandez <mhernandez@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City Council ‐ West Village at Calabasas ‐ 5/12/21 public hearing ‐ public comments 

 
Attached please find a pdf containing public comments dated 5-3-21 regarding the West Village 
at Calabasas proposed project, submitted on behalf of myself and Volunteers For Responsible 
Development. 
 
There are a total of 24 pages in the comments submitted. 
 
Please acknowledge receipt of this email submission and confirm that all pages have been 
forwarded to all City Council members for inclusion in their packets in connection with the 5-12-
21 public hearing referenced above. 
 
Thanks, 
Joe Chilco 
Calabasas resident 
 
From: Randi Drasin, MS, RDN <randisfitness@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 9:49 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject:  

 
  Hello 
 
I am writing to voice my opinion against the West Village Project. If the project is approved on 
any level, the beautiful views will be obstructed and replaced by massive buildings. Plus the 
gorgeous hillside will be destroyed with grading and a concrete jungle forever. PLEASE 
PLEASE PLEASE Vote NO on the organization's proposal and keep our peaceful community 
from this monstrosity being built 
 
Thank you! 
Calabasas Homeowner, 
 
Randi Drasin 
 
From: Susan Ellis <srellis8@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 7:59 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 



Cc: Kindon Meik <kmeik@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: Code Review of Revenue Generating Home Activities 

 
Hi.....please forward to the Planning Commision. Thank you. 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
I urge you to recommend to uphold the 30 day minimum short term rental for all 
the reasons it was done in the first place.  
 
Any exception would most certainly disrupt that particular neighborhood. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Best regards, 
Susan Ellis 

Calabasas 
 
From: Jennifer Hoffman <jenniferhalvarado@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 7:41 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village ‐ City Council 

 
I would like to share that I am opposed to the West Village development.  
 
Thank you,  
Jennifer Hoffman 
 
From: Sally Shoji <sally.shoji@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 2:13 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village Development 

 
To our friend James and the City Council: 
 
Please continue to uphold the previous vote on Measure D, as well as traffic problems especially 
in emergencies with fires, landslide issues and preservation of open space.  We have raised our 
three children who have enjoyed this wonderful environment and we have lived 57 years in this 
beautiful area.  Let's continue to retain this for future children and families. 
 
Gratefully, 
Jim and Sally Shoji  
 



From: Judy Bagg <judybagg@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 1:43 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village at Calabasas for City Council Meeting 

 
It is not responsible to put families at risk with a FLAWED EVACUATION PLAN. Resident of 
Calabasas, 
Judy Bagg 
 
From: Denise Miller <deniseymiller@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 11:40 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village at Calabasas for City Council Meeting 
 
This project is not good for Calabasas for many reasons.  I would like to focus on 2 reasons for 2 minutes 
and ask 2 questions,  This is my 2 cents 
 
 
PROTECTED OPEN SPACE WILL BE GRADED, HILLSIDES DESTROYED 
 
The City of Calabasas Codes (laws) do not allow this. The laws have words such as SHALL, MUST 
COMPLY, CANNOT.  
 
Question:  Would allowing the development to proceed "as is” be breaking the LAW? 
 
 
 
FIRE SAFETY 
 
This project is not safe for many reasons, Most importantly 
 
EVACUATION PLAN IS FLAWED,  FAMILIES COULD BE TRAPPED 
 
During the Woolsey Fire I evacuated late.  I had not gotten any notices and was oblivious to the danger.  
There are MANY stories of people who could not get out at all.  It was so smoky we weren’t sure where 
the on ramp was or if it was open but managed to get on to the 101 freeway.   I think it was closed.  The 
chilling part was pulling on the side of an empty freeway and looking back at where we had come from.  
Large plumes of dark ominous smoke.  The gateway to the Santa Monica Mountains was an inferno and I 
feared for the families that were trapped. 
 
Recent fire activity demonstrated families could be trapped.  Don’t need a fancy traffic study of fire 
statistics to know that.  I stood at the corner of Las Virgenes Road and Agoura Road during recent fire 
and observed that there was total gridlock.  No movement on either road. The freeway on ramp was 
closed and the freeway itself was jammed.  
 
 
Question:  Considering the safety of families during a fire.  Would allowing the development to proceed 
"as is”  be responsible?? 



 
 
From: ROBERT FLORIO <rflorio475@aol.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 9:14 AM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: West Village at Calabasas 

 
Dear Council,   
 
Please see attached Letter. A copy is pasted below in the body of this email. 
 
With gratitude, 
The Florio's 
 
 
From: Bonnie Higa <bhiga@chartwellescrow.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 5:44 PM 
To: Arvin Petros <apetros@cityofcalabasas.com>; Rachel Biety <rbiety@cityofcalabasas.com>; Bob 
Burris <bburris@cityofcalabasas.com>; Michael Russo <mrusso@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: City of Calabasas West Village at Calabasas Project/One More Letter 

 
Dear Commission: 
 
My husband has already sent in a letter on behalf of our family absolutely opposing this project.   
 
I would implore you to reflect very seriously about the fire danger that is our area.  The fire department is 
already stretched to its limits, as we saw with the Woosley Fire.  If you allow a project of this size to be 
built directly in the "HOT" Zone, resources will be diverted to saving the structures for this project, 
resources that we can not afford to waste.   
 
In addition, in case you are not aware, the developer has already proven that they are not 
a good neighbor, when they intimated your residents from gathering signatures and signing the petition 
to put this project on the ballot for a vote. 
 
Not only did the developer try to intimate your residents, a member of your planning commission did as 
well.  They argued that if we did not support the project, something bigger and more intrusive would get 
approved.  That there is nothing the city can do if the developer crosses every "T" and dots every "I". 
 
I would like to remind you that your neighboring council members in Malibu do not let a single thing get 
built in their city, that the residents do not want.  Regardless of any efforts on developers' parts to cross 
every "T" and dot every "I", time and time again they get turned down. 
 
Lastly, think about all the empty businesses and office space on our side.  Particularly the giant mall built 
at the end of Las Virgenes, that sits virtually empty. 
 
We do not need to gut our hillside, displace our wildlife, increase traffic in an already 
severely congested area, and increase fire danger all for the almighty dollar.   
 
I ask you to think about the residents of your city, including wildlife, and vote no on this project. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Bonnie Higa 



From: Joanne Suwara <joasuw42@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 3:50 PM 
To: info <info@cityofcalabasas.com> 
Subject: Please forward to City Council re West Village Hearing 

 

May 3, 2021 

 To:  Mayor Bozajian, May Pro Tem Maurer, Council Members Kraut, Weintraub and Shapiro: 

 Re:  Wildfire Risks are NOT addressed in EIR as per CEQA Guidelines 

           The Amended Final EIR is Deficient and Should NOT be Certified 

  

Updated CEQA Guidelines became effective on December 28, 2018.  This included a new section, XX, which was 
added to Appendix G.  The purpose of this amendment is to focus on projects located in very high fire severity 
zones.  That would include the entire City of Calabasas.    

 When I looked in the Amended Final EIR, dated March, 2021, over two years after these updated guidelines 
became effective, I was shocked to find that this new section was nowhere to be found.   

 It is really unconscionable that so much time and money is spent on supporting the applicant’s proposed project 
while ignoring the risks to and concerns of the residents.    In the Amended Final EIR there are updated Traffic 
studies, updated Geology reports, and a new Alternative preferred by the developer.  

 Yet, the Section on Wildfire Risks is curiously missing.  Safety in the event of wildfires is high on the list of 
residents’ concerns, especially after their experiences during the Woolsey Fire.  

 The Woolsey Fire came right through the Las Virgenes Valley where over 8,000 people live (approximately 1/3 of 
Calabasas’ residents).  It destroyed  9 homes along with several businesses as it jumped the freeway, closed all roads 
in and out and burned on both sides of Las Virgenes Road on its way to Malibu.  

 The site for this proposed project is right in the middle of the path that Woolsey Fire took, the same path of 
numerous other fires over the years.   It isn’t a matter of “if” another wildfire occurs…...it is “when”.    

  The following excerpts from The Center doer Biological Diversity’s article,  Built to Burn (February 2021) say it 
better than I can.   

 When local officials approve more development in fire-prone areas we all pay the price.  Californians suffer 
from unsustainable firefighting and recovery costs, degraded ecosystems and smoky air.    

 Reckless land use planning is causing fires to be more destructive.  Development in Very High Fire Severity 
Zones increases the threat over time, places more people at risk, and destroys habitats that support high 
levels of biodiversity. 

 The science is clear that placing more homes and people in fire-prone areas puts more people in 
danger.  Local officials should consider not appproving more development in fire-prone areas and instead 
focus on increasing housing near city centers. 



Please do not certify the EIR.   Instead, advocate for responsible development. 

I have attached Appendix G for your review.  Not following the updated CEQA Guidelines should be enough reason 
to decline to certify the Amended Final EIR.  It is deficient.   

 Thank you. 

 Joanne Suwara 

 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX G 

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

NOTE: The following is a sample form that may be tailored to satisfy individual agencies’ needs 
and project circumstances. It may be used to meet the requirements for an initial study when the 
criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines have been met. Substantial evidence of potential impacts 
that are not listed on this form must also be considered. The sample questions in this form are 
intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts, and do not necessarily represent 
thresholds of significance. 

1. Project title: _______________________________________________________________

2. Lead agency name and address:

____________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________

3. Contact person and phone number: ____________________________________________

4. Project location: ___________________________________________________________

5. Project sponsor's name and address:

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

6. General plan designation: ___________________________

7. Zoning: ________________________

8. Description of project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later
phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off-site features necessary for its
implementation. Attach additional sheets if necessary.)

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

9. Surrounding land uses and setting: (Briefly describe the project's surroundings)

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________ 
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10. Other public agencies whose approval is required: (e.g., permits, financing approval, or
participation agreement.)

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is
there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of
impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

_________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________

NOTE: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project 
proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal 
cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See 
Public Resources Code section 21080.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native 
American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the 
California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. 
Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality.  
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving 
at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact,” as indicated by the checklist on the 
following pages.  

Aesthetics 

Biological Resources 

Geology/Soils 

Hydrology/Water Quality 

Noise 

Recreation 

Utilities / Service Systems 

Agriculture / Forestry 
Resources 

Cultural Resources 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Land Use / Planning 

Population / Housing 

Transportation 

Wildfire 

Air Quality 

Energy 

Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Mineral Resources 

Public Services 

Tribal Cultural Resources

Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

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 
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed 
to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

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” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in 
an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

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 or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated 
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures 
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

Signature Date 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

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

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

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

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

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

a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from
the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the
project.

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

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

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

9. The explanation of each issue should identify:

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance
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Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
I. AESTHETICS. Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project:

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) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?

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

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: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 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 or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

III. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan?

b) 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?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
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 Wildlife 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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (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?

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a

historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an

archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside

of dedicated cemeteries?

VI. ENERGY. Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy
resources, during project construction or operation?

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause 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?
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Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
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 Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct
or indirect 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?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature?

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

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:
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
§ 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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in the
project area?

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
ground water quality?

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project
may impede sustainable groundwater management of the
basin?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream
or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a
manner which would:
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i) result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;

ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
offsite;

iii) 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; or

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation?

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource

that would be a 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?

XIII. NOISE. Would the project result in:
a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase

in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 
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?

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned 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 people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

XV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project:
a) 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:
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Significant  
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Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 
Fire protection? 

Police protection? 

Schools? 

Parks? 

Other public facilities? 

XVI. RECREATION.
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?

XVII. TRANSPORTATION. Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing

the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities?

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines § 15064.3,
subdivision (b)?

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES.
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the

significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public
Resources Code § 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and
that is:
i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of

Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k), or

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code § 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource
Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe.

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:
a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 

expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
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b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project

and reasonably foreseeable future development during
normal, dry and multiple dry years?

c) Result in a determination by the waste water 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?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or 
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

XX. WILDFIRE. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the
project:

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled
spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire
risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially 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?
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Background
• Two developers tried to develop this property and failed when faced 

with the reality of the area topography

• The New Home Company proposed “Canyon Oaks,” but it failed, too

• The New Home Company briefly tried a denser, more business-
oriented development in 2016 but never followed up

• The New Home Company proposed “West Village” in 2017

• Voted down 3-2 in 2019
• Came back with a revised plan and EIR in 2020
• The revised EIR is currently up for review
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EIR Actions to date 
Revised EIR prepared and presented for public review in 2020:

• Public review revealed that it was full of carefully selected factoids 
and truisms

• Many Municipal Codes were ignored, misquoted, or glossed over
• The term: “Environmentally Superior” translates to: “Least Worst”

• Public correspondence received by Planning Commission:
148 opposed
1 in favor (by an organization whose members could benefit)

The Planning Commission reviewed and recommended acceptance –
April 21, 2021

…. But reality inevitably strikes >>
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Reality # 1 - Aesthetics
• Project is taking a beautiful 

pastoral scene and making it into 
a bunch of 3-story residential 
buildings complete with cityfied 
driveway canyons.

• With the current revision, they’ve 

merely changed the building 
arrangement.   And the extensive 
landslide mitigation task and 
encroachment into open space  
are still there.

Protect the viewshed. No buildings over 35 feet as per code. All development in a Scenic 
Corridor must comply with Scenic Corridor Guidelines and Hillside Development Standards 
[Calabasas Municipal Code (CMC) 17.20.070(C)]
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Excerpts from EIR
Confirm Viewshed Concern

Before After

Fig. 4.1-13

Fig. 4.1-13 Plate 3Fig. 4.1-10 Plate 2 

Fig. 4.1-16

Point of 
view
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Now you see the hills . . . . . . Now you don’t.



Reality # 2 – Wildfire Potential
• All of Calabasas is in a Fire Hazard 

Zone IV (the highest), including the 
project area. 

• CMC Section 17.20.130 noted but not 
addressed in detail by EIR

• Fuel modification zones creating 
exclusions zones can’t exist in canyon 

areas and around multi-dwelling units

• Project basically adds more fuel and 
connected buildings in the fire zone

• Fire insurance could be hard to get 
and/or may be expensive or both

*The Center for Biological Diversity “Built to 

Burn”: New Report on Development in Fire 

Zones

* Senate Bill SB 55: “This bill would, -, prohibit 

the creation or approval of a new development, 

as defined, in a very high fire hazard severity 

zone or a state responsibility area.”

Fires jump roads and these roads can get 

jammed by evacuees (e.g., Woolsey fire)
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Reality # 3 – Open Space

After

Before

Wildlife Corridor

Ref.: CDFW Letter Nov. 12, 2020 – Comment #1 Mountain Lion

Project grading

Development should preserve the hillside rather than alter the hillside to fit the development [CMC  
7.20.150(B)3], Manufactured slopes cannot be counted as open space [CMC 17.20.055(A)9].  The 
hillside/landslide in dedicated open space should be left undisturbed.

CMC 17.90.020 Defines "Development" as any grading or construction activity or alteration of the land, its 
terrain contour or vegetation...Even public utility structures are prohibited.

• Remedial grading extends into 
designated open space 

• Established wildlife corridor will 
be narrowed significantly by 
remedial hillside development.

• There can’t even be  a cable 

box, let alone the 2 miles of 
concrete v-ditches that will be 
constructed.
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Reality # 4 – Future Landslides
• Extent of landslide remediation 

unchanged by Alternate 5

• Invasion of open space is 
unchanged from basic plan

• Density and design should fit 
the land without altering natural 
terrain.

Development shall respect natural surroundings and follow natural topography   CMC 17.20.150(B)12]

Preserve natural drainage courses and provide drainage in a more natural  appearing condition rather than 
with standard concrete box [vee] drainage channel. [General Plan Open Space Element – Policy III-15]

5/1/2021 8Carl Ehrlich, Calabasas

Basic plan                           Alternate 5



Reality # 5 – Traffic & 
Greenhouse Gases

• Existing gridlock during commute hours will only get worse by 
adding more cars.  The opposite can’t be true

• More cars will add to greenhouse gas pollution

• Added signals at  the intersection will only increase stop time for all 
lanes as will more pedestrian crossings

• The commercial element is uncertain at best noting the number of 
vacancies in the local area already

• Of the 149 pieces of public correspondence submitted to the 
Planning Commission, 63 cited traffic congestion and 37 cited 
emergency evacuation as severe concerns
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Reality # 6 – Water Usage 
During Construction
A few facts:
• Backfill requires water for proper compacting*
• This soil (silty-clay) requires 30-50 gal of water per cubic yard of backfill *
• Total soil to be compacted: 2,647,756 cubic yards (revised EIR page 2)
• Estimated resident usage: 37,714 gal per day (EIR Table 4.12-3)
• Water to be used  for backfill:  ~80 -130 million gallons**

This water would ordinarily supply:

8 to 13 years of estimated usage by West Village residents

or:

1½ - 2½ years supply to possible future Calabasas, Agoura Hills and local 
County developments, combined (EIR Table 4.12-9)

*  Soil Compaction Handbook  ** Excludes dust prevention 
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Summary of Findings
Facts about this proposal:

• EIR and project fail to comply with state and municipal laws, rules 
and plans.

• They disrespect the physical and natural environment: geology, 
biology, water, and air.

• They ignore the concerns of the people and businesses conveyed 
through public participation, and the No on F vote against their 
previously approved project. 

• The EIR is deficient as it fails to provide adequate analysis of the 
increased fire risk caused by the development.
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Closing Comments

Finally, all things being considered: 

• Just say NO and Deny this project!

• Then lay the groundwork for future 
development into acceptable land 
utilization that respects land use codes. 
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Mayor Bozajian and City Council members: 
 
With regard to the West Village at Calabasas proposed project, please consider the following comments in your deliberations, 
submitted on behalf of myself and Volunteers For Responsible Development. There are a total of 24 pages. 
 
I begin with an overview of key issues. This is followed by specific, detailed information on each. 
 
Public safety: Public safety is a basis for denying the proposed project. 
 
Fire risk – residential buildings in a box canyon in a very high fire risk area. 
 
Traffic - it impacts emergency evacuation routes. 
 
Open Space: 
 
Preservation – 20 acres bulldozed is unacceptable. 
 
Concrete v-ditches are a permanent land use not allowed. 
 
Legal: 
 
Enforce the laws - not compliant with 2030 General Plan and CMC. 
 
EIR is deficient – no analysis of fire risk impacts. 
 
“Arm’s length” process - Geologists did not reach an opinion independent of each other. 
 
Affordable Housing: 
 
It doesn’t make sense to grade 2.6 million cubic yards of dirt for 15-18 affordable units. 
 
Convert existing vacant commercial buildings to residential. In-fill development. 
 
RHNA – can be met by spreading 15-18 units over several other locations 

Biological/Environmental: 

Wildlife Corridor – reduction of width by one-quarter mile 

Special Status Wildlife – mountain lions  

Special Status Plants –  

Destruction/burying of natural springs/seeps/wetlands 
 
 
PUBLIC SAFETY – FIRE RISK 
 
The Woolsey Fire awakened us to the fact that there is a “New Normal”. Wildfires are expected to be more frequent and 
more devastating. The annual summary of fires in California on the Cal Fire website confirm this fact. 2017 had more fires 
than in the last 9 years prior combined. 2018 was the most devastating in terms of lives and structures lost. This was 
especially evident on the west side where multiple homes were totally lost or damaged. Building new homes adjacent to open 
space plus adding hundreds of additional cars to already overburdened streets is a public safety issue that must be given 
serious consideration. 
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Urban wildfires occur frequently and pose a real public safety threat yet the EIR doesn’t address it or state any mitigation.  
 
The Fire Hazard Severity Zones identify fire hazard, not fire risk. 
 
“Hazard” is based on the physical conditions that give a likelihood that an area will burn over a 30 to 50-year period without 
considering modifications such as fuel reduction efforts. 
 
“Risk” is the potential damage a fire can do to the area under existing conditions. 
 
Putting hundreds of people in a box canyon in a very high fire risk area is irresponsible and dangerous. The proposed project has a 
significant impact on public safety. Public safety is a basis for denying the proposed project. 
 
Fire safe building practices can’t make your home fireproof but they can improve the chances that it will still be standing after the 
wildfire is out. Most of the existing buildings and homes in the area were built 30 years ago or more. New building codes won’t 
protect existing homes in the area from fire. That’s the reality of the fire risk created by the proposed development. 
 
At least 670 structures were destroyed inside the Malibu city limits, including more than 400 single-family homes with an 
estimated market value of at least $1.6 billion. Older buildings burn. 
 
On top of the impact to the residents of this project, the burning buildings in this project will set off fires in the Colony and 
throughout the neighborhood. 
 
This is demonstrated in the report “Built to Burn” A report by the Center for Biological Diversity: California’s Wildlands 
Development Are Playing With Fire  
Bold Land-use Reforms Needed Now to Ensure Safer, Sustainable Future 
February 2021 
Tiffany Yap, DEnv/PhD, Senior Scientist 
J.P. Rose, Staff Attorney 
Peter Broderick, Staff Attorney 
Aruna Prabhala, Urban Wildlands Program Director, Senior Attorney 
 
This report is incorporated within and made a part of this comment letter. 
 
 
TRAFFIC 
 
The 3-acre brush fire beside the Las Virgenes 101 Southbound freeway burned all the way to the top of the hills. Traffic was 
immediately backed up on Las Virgenes Road and Agoura Road and access to the freeway was closed. This is what happened in a 
3-acre fire on a critical egress route. While the Woolsey Fire was the most devastating and burned the greater acreage in California 
history, there have been smaller local fires. One such fire off Mureau Road resulted in the closure of the 101 freeway ramps, 
blocked egress by means of Mureau Road, which caused traffic to back up on Agoura Road, Lost Hills Road and on Las Virgenes 
Road north and south of the 101 freeway. Any reasonable person would conclude that local fires and the resulting lack of quick 
egress is a major public safety risk. How many times does this have to be repeated to prove the point? Once should be sufficient. 
 
This is an excerpt from the 2030 General Plan EIR - Section 2.0 Project Description - Table 2-7 
Potential Improvements to the Specific “Critical Intersections and Roadway Corridors” Las Virgenes Road. 
 
Widen the two-lane road between Lost Hills Road and Agoura Road to provide four 12-foot travel lanes, a 15-foot landscaped 
median with left-turn pockets at intersections, and Class II bike lanes. 
• Restripe the Las Virgenes Road/Oak Glen Street intersection to include 2 travel lanes and separate left-turn pockets on the 
northbound and southbound approach and a separate right turn lane on the southbound approach. 
• Install traffic signal at the Las Virgenes Road/Oak Glen Street intersection. 
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• Restripe the southbound approach of the Lost Hills Road/Las Virgenes Road intersection to provide one left-turn lane, 
one through lane and one through + right-turn lane. The eastbound approach will also be re-striped to provide one left + 
through lane and dual right-turn lanes. 
• Restripe the northbound approach of the Las Virgenes Road/US 101 Southbound Ramp intersection to provide for two 
through lanes and a shared through-right lane. The through movements using the shared through/right-turn lane would be 
restricted to vehicles accessing the 101 SB ramp. 
 
These were all “imagined” in 2008. They are not benefits of the West Village at Calabasas proposed project. It begs the question -
why haven’t these traffic improvements been made long ago in response to the residents’ complaints about local traffic problems? 
 
OPEN SPACE: 
 
Per CMC 17.90.020.D - Definitions of specialized terms and phrases, "Development" “means any grading or construction 
activity or alteration of the land, its terrain contour or vegetation, including the addition to, erection, expansion, or alteration 
of existing structures.” 
 
The CMC prohibits development and permanent uses of OS-DR zoned land. Concrete v—ditch infrastructure is permanent and part 
of the development. 
 
This image of the Paxton project, located farther down Las Virgenes Road, taken in February 2021 proves this – even after 3 years, 
the concrete v-ditches are clearly visible. They are unnatural in appearance and a permanent feature of the hillsides, now scarred 
with their presence across this development. 

 
 
Grading of Open Space-Development Restricted land does not meet the intent of the goals, objectives and policies of the 
General Plan. It does not meet the stated purpose and general intent of the zoning district and it does not share characteristics 
in common with OS-DR. Additionally, it would be of a greater intensity, density or generate more environmental impact than 
what is listed in the zoning district. 
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In May 2007, Rincon Consultants authored a Draft Issue Paper on Open Space for the City of Calabasas as part of its General 
Plan Update. They wrote on page 4 “Note that lands zoned OS do allow for single family residential development at a very 
low density, while the other zoning designations OS-DR and REC do not allow for development except for the recreational 
facilities permitted under REC.” At the time that Rincon wrote this, the West Village at Calabasas site was under different 
ownership and different zoning. Less than three years after Rincon’s writing, the zoning for the majority of the parcel would 
be changed to OS-DR. Clearly Rincon understood the concept that OS-DR lands do not allow development. 
 
Grading on OS-DR land permanently changes its undisturbed, natural condition. Changing OS-DR land to manufactured 
slopes excludes it from the open space set aside calculation as specified in CMC 17.20.055(A)9 - Cluster development 
standards. If the land is excluded as open space, then there has been a change that triggers Measure D. This also reduces the 
quantity of open space in the city, which is not consistent with the 2030 General Plan Open Space Element. 

This vision of responsible development and protection of open space is also evidenced by City Council members unanimously 
supporting ballot arguments for Measure D (Ord. No. 2005-225, §1). In turn, at the ballot box, voters passed Measure D by an 
almost 90% majority showing the support of city residents for open space protection. Ironically, the EIR states that Measure D 
does not protect open space, but approving this project will. 

The voting public again agreed with this vision with Measure F that rejected the previous project that had been approved for 
this site. In November 2016, Measure F resulted in 64.8% voting against to only 35.1% voting for the project. Every precinct 
in the city agreed. They did not want hillsides destroyed by bulldozers that turned them into manufactured slopes. 
 
 
LEGAL 
 
CMC 17.18.040(D) Development Standards. All development within the -SC overlay zoning district shall comply with all 
applicable provisions of the Performance Standards for Hillside Development and Urban Design Standards of Chapter 17.20, 
the Scenic Corridor Development Guidelines adopted by the council, all applicable provisions of this development code, and 
any applicable specific plan, master plan corridor design plan or design guidelines. 
 
This project is inconsistent with General Plan Open Space Element Policy III-2, Hillside Management Policies III-12 and -14, 
Conservation Element Policy IV-2, and Land Use Element Policies II-10, -14 and -15. It’s also inconsistent with Safety Element 
policies. The City’s General Plan background report explains that “Consistent with Calabasas’ commitment to foster 
environmentally responsible development, the City’s 2030 General Plan Safety Element establishes the following policy: VII-4, 
which discourages development in landslide areas as the City’s preferred management strategy – as a higher priority than 
attempting to implement engineering solutions.” 
 
Below are codes from the CMC and Policies from the 2030 Calabasas General Plan that are applicable to the Land Use and 
Planning of the West Village at Calabasas proposed development. 
 
Open Space Element 
 
Policy III-11: Maintain the existing visual character of hillsides, recognizing both the visual importance of hillsides from 
public view areas and the importance of providing panoramic views from hillsides. 
 
Policy III-14: Preserve all significant ridgelines and other significant topographic features such as canyons, knolls, rock 
outcroppings, and riparian woodlands. Significant ridgelines are shown on Figure III-4. Exceptions may be granted to 
accommodate General Plan designated trails, viewpoints, and fuel modification measures needed for the protection of public 
health and safety. 
 
Policy III-15: Preserve natural drainage courses and provide drainage in a more natural appearing condition rather than with 
standard concrete box drainage channels. 
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Conservation Element 
 
Policy IV-2: Ensure that new developments, including roads, maintain the biotic habitat value of riparian areas, oak 
woodlands, habitat linkages, and other sensitive biological habitats. 
 
Land Use Element 
 
Policy II-8: Emphasize retention of Calabasas' natural environmental setting, neighborhood character, and scenic features as 
a priority over the expansion of urban areas. 
 
Safety Element 
 
Policy VII-4: Discourage development within potential landslide areas and areas with severe soil limitations as the City’s 
preferred management strategy, and as a higher priority than attempting to implement engineering solutions. 
 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
 
The threat of “by right” approval of the project can be dealt with by simply removing the land parcel from the 6th RHNA cycle. In 
any event, that decision rests with the City Council. Another project can fulfill the requirement. Several alternative means to 
accomplish that were suggested during the April 15th public comments. It has no bearing on whether or not to approve the specific 
proposed development because it’s not the one and only possibility. 
 
 
BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS – WILDLIFE and PLANT LIFE 
 
The General Plan’s Conservation Element IV-2 explicitly lists loss of habitat linkages as “unacceptable biological impacts”. 
 
Expert comments provided by California Department of Fish and Wildlife warrants careful consideration. CDFW notes that 
in addition to constricting the Wildlife Linkage and Corridor one quarter mile, “An undisclosed amount will further impact 
the wildlife corridor when fuel modification and landslide remediation are included in the analysis.” CDFW “concurs with 
the City’s Wildlife Corridor and Linkage designation that a minimum 1-mile wide corridor remain, to continue to allow safe 
and protected exchange of wildlife and access to perennial water.” 
 
There are 2.62 acres of jurisdictional waters and adjacent Riparian Habitat that fall under the authority of California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Approximately 76% will be “disturbed” by the proposed development. The CDFW states, 
“Indirectly impacting seeps through dewatering of the landslide slope may result in the removal of sensitive vegetation 
communities including oak (Quercus lobata alliance-S3) and walnut woodlands (Juglans californica alliance-S3) on the slope 
outside of the landslide remediation footprint due to dewatering the hill and lowering local groundwater levels.” CDFW 
recommends “redesigning the Project to avoid impacts to the existing, natural seep-fed wetlands supporting sensitive 
vegetation communities including Anemopsis californica- Juncus arcticus var. mexicanus association (ranked S2). If this is 
not feasible, especially given that this feature facilitates regional wildlife movement and provides a source of water to 
wildlife, CDFW recommends creation of a similar habitat (including full hydrologic and geomorphic function) at a ratio that 
ensures no net loss of function and value.” 
 
California Native Plant Society comments included that all ground disturbance activities, especially from heavy machinery 
and grading, either permanently scar or alter soils, plant communities, biota, and introduce non-native species. 
 
In comments submitted by experts from the California Department of Fish & Wildlife, the California Native Plant Society, Heal the 
Bay and the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy, all recommend a smaller project in order to avoid environmental damage to 
habitat and its value. 
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EIR CERTIFICATION 
 
The EIR cannot be certified. It is deficient because it fails to provide adequate analysis of the wildfire risk impacts of the proposed 
development. The EIR does not offer any analysis. 
 
This deficiency isn’t specific to the Woolsey Fire. The former California Attorney General joined CEQA lawsuits against proposed 
developments in San Diego and Northern California in high fire risk areas that failed to adequately assess whether a development 
would increase the wildfire risk. 
 
CEQA guidelines state that, “The significant effects on the environment should be discussed with emphasis in proportion to their 
severity and probability of occurrence.” The EIR acknowledges that, “The number and frequency of large magnitude earthquakes 
that may occur during the life of the proposed project cannot be predicted reliably.” 
 
The findings that the landslide must be remediated for public safety and the argument that concrete V-ditches are an allowed 
temporary land use are not supported by facts and cannot be made. 
 
The proposed landscape plan violates the Scenic Corridor Ordinance No. 94-69. 
 
The trees proposed on Las Virgenes Road will grow to heights that will block views. 
 
LAS VIRGENES STREET TREES: 
 
PLATANUS RACEMOSA - This large tree grows to 35 metres (110 ft) in height with a trunk diameter of up to one meter  
(three feet). https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Platanus_racemosa 
 
This large tree grows to 35 meters in height, but is more commonly 20-25 meters, with a trunk diameter of up to one meter. 
https://calscape.org/Platanus-racemosa-(Western-Sycamore) 
 
 
CEDRUS DEODARA - It is a large evergreen coniferous tree reaching 40–50m (131–164 ft) tall, exceptionally 60m (197 ft)  
with a trunk up to 3 m (10 ft) in diameter. 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cedrus_deodara 
 
 
QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA - Coast live oak typically has a much-branched trunk and reaches a mature height of 10–25 meters  
(33–82 ft). 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quercus_agrifolia 
 
 

LANDSLIDE – THERE IS NO PUBLIC SAFETY THREAT 
 
A Geologist expert with 32 years experience has confirmed that the landslide at the West Village at Calabasas project, as 
mapped by the current consultant, failed to the northwest into the bottom of the existing canyon. The direction of movement 
is not toward Las Virgenes Road. Further movement of the landslide mass as mapped by the consultants is not possible since 
the mass has come to rest against the north (opposite) wall of the canyon. The north canyon wall prevents any additional 
movement of the slide mass from occurring since that canyon wall buttresses or impedes further movement in that direction. 
The existing landslide is presently at its lowest potential energy, is stable, and does not represent a hazard to the public or to 
adjoining properties. 
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The portion of the property north of the existing creek channel is not underlain by a landslide. Extensive grading in the form 
of fill placement has already been conducted on this portion of the property. The area south of the creek channel where the 
landslide exists is predominantly natural ground that has been designated as resource- protected open space. 
 
Responsible development of this property should be limited to the area north of the creek channel where more stable geologic 
conditions exist and where past grading has already been conducted. Significant flat pad areas already exist on the northern 
portion of the site, and additional level pad areas can be created using conventional grading techniques where extensive 
remedial grading is not required to make a safe development. A project such as that would be consistent with more of the 
Calabasas Municipal Codes and General Plan Policies than the proposed project. 
 
With regard to seismic activity on the project site, the Independent Geotechnical Peer Review by LGC, Valley Inc. states, “we 
generally conclude that the potential for on-site landslides to impact the adjacent Las Virgenes Road and/or the adjacent Shea 
Homes property under existing conditions is slight”.  
 
The EIR states, “No active faults have been mapped in Calabasas...” 
 
In Section 4.4. Geology/Soils of the EIR it states, “…the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone Act (APEHA)…requires studies 
within 500 feet of active or potentially active faults. No known active or potentially active faults traverse the site based on existing 
maps prepared by the State of California. Therefore, the project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone.” 
 
“Additionally, a deterministic seismic hazards analysis was completed to determine the maximum hazard exposure to the project 
site. These analyses determined it is probable that the project area will experience at least one moderate to severe ground shaking 
event from one of the nearby faults, which could be up to 7.3 in magnitude.” 
 
A magnitude 7.1 earthquake occurred on July 6, 2019. Effects were felt across much of Southern California, parts of Arizona and 
Nevada, as far north as the San Francisco Bay Area, and as far south as Baja California, Mexico. And yet, a seismic event of this 
magnitude and one having a very large area of impact did not result in significant movement of the landslide on the project site. 
There is no mention of this fact in the EIR. 
 
Likewise, the January 1994 Northridge earthquake, magnitude 6.7, which did significant structural damage to many homes in 
Calabasas did not result in significant movement of the landslide on the project site. 
 
When questioned at the July 18, 2019 Public Hearing by then-Planning Commissioner Kraut, City Engineer Robert Yalda admitted 
that the City would not pay to remediate the ancient landslide if the development was not approved. Further, City Engineer Yalda 
admitted that the ancient landslide is not even on a list of potential landslide areas within the City that are being tracked. 
Commissioner Kraut concluded that the remediation of the ancient landslide was only to serve the development. 
 
The 2008 zoning change to OS-DR of 61 acres located on the West Village at Calabasas land parcel was included in the 2030 
General Plan. It created an Open Space buffer that was never intended to be developed, bulldozed or disturbed, but left in a natural 
state. See ORDINANCE NO. 2014-316. The document created by City staff as their presentation of File No. 140000288 dated May 
13, 2004 to City Council includes the following: “On Page II-15 of the Land Use Element and Page III-2 of the Open Space 
Element, language is being added to each table to clarify that there are two zoning designations (OS and OS-DR) that correspond 
with the OS-RP land use designation, and that no development is allowed on lots zoned OS-DR.” The emphasis of the underlined 
text clearly indicates the City Council’s intention and leaves no doubt as to interpretation. 
 
When a commenter stated that the landslide remediation requires very invasive grading that will provide a source of material to fill 
the existing canyon and create a super pad, the response to the comment was “Remedial grading is not proposed to provide source 
material for non-remedial grading.” This claim is unsubstantiated. The figures for “cut” on the West Village at Calabasas project 
are approximately 500,000 cubic yards more than the “cut” figures for the Canyon Oaks project. It’s the same landslide remediation 
proposed. The EIR for each of the projects stated that no soil would be exported. The massive difference in the “cut” figures is 
because the West Village at Calabasas project has more building pads proposed.  
 
Manufactured slopes are still subject to slope failure, as acknowledged in the General Plan.  
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Andrew Price, the consultant of record for the project, testified that Leighton & Associates, Inc. worked with RJR Engineering and 
GeoLabs Westlake Village in 2010-2012 on another proposed project on the WV site, when the three companies came to a 
consensus of the landslide’s characteristics. While he was engineering geologist for the City he reviewed the New Millennium 
project for the project site, along with The Oaks and The Colony project as the City’s geotechnical reviewer. 
 
He now claims that absolutely nothing can be built anywhere on the two parcels of the West Village site. He stated that he reviewed 
reports on the project going back to the 1980s from various consultants who worked on the West Village site. If this analysis was 
available all those years ago when he was working for the City during the creation of the 1995 General Plan, why wasn’t it included 
in that document? That is an omission that cannot be overlooked when considering the validity of Mr. Price’s claim. 
 
Mr. Price’s testimony included his statement that “Leighton & Associates also worked with RJR Engineering and GeoLabs 
Westlake Village in 2010-2012 on another proposed project on the project site, when the three companies came to a consensus of 
the landslide’s characteristics.” The claim of “Independent Peer Review” is suspect, as after “reevaluating the data”, they have all 
come to the same conclusion which supports the developer’s contention. As the consultant on the proposed project in the employ of 
the developer, Mr. Price’s testimony must be considered in light of that fact and given any “weight” accordingly. 
 
CONCLUDING STATEMENTS 
 
The developer is wrong when it suggests that the proposed project is “pre-approved” because the General Plan imagined that 16 
acres of the land parcel is zoned for development. The General Plan does not specify the details of any development on this land 
parcel. No development of this size is “pre-approved”. There are other potential developments that might “fit the land” better. Just 
because 16 acres is zoned for development doesn’t mean all 16 acres are capable of being developed for every project proposed. 
 
Changes have occurred since the last General Plan update that have resulted in increased fire risk, impacts on traffic, and the need 
for effective emergency evacuation routes in the City and, in particular, in the limited egress communities on the west side. The 
reality of how the proposed project will impact all of these concerns is what should be considered. The resolution of denial should 
include these findings. 
 
The policies and codes to protect open space, our fragile environment and our community’s values are already in place. I urge you 
to enforce the laws that protect the public’s interests and defend them in court, if necessary. 
 
The City Council can make all the findings contained in the Resolution of Denial (RESOLUTION No. 2021-714). 
 
I ask that the City Council deny certification of the EIR and the proposed project. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of all these comments. 
 
Joe Chilco, on behalf of myself, and Volunteers For Responsible Development 
Calabasas resident 
(address on file) 
Submitted May 3, 2021 
 
“Built to Burn” A report by the Center for Biological Diversity: California’s Wildlands Development Are Playing With Fire  
Bold Land-use Reforms Needed Now to Ensure Safer, Sustainable Future February 2021 follows: 
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Satellite image of the 2018 Camp Fire near Paradise, California / NASA. 
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Guenoc Valley area, where the 2020 
LNU Complex Fire burned through / 
Drew Bird Photography 

 
Executive Summary 

 

 

Wildfires have occurred on California’s landscapes for millennia. They’re a natural and necessary process for many of 
California’s ecosystems. But some of the recent fires have been exceptionally harmful to communities 

 
Since 2015 almost 200 people in the state have been killed in wildfires, more than 50,000 structures have burned down, hundreds of 
thousands have had to evacuate their homes and endure power outages, and millions have been exposed to unhealthy levels of smoke 
and air pollution. Meanwhile costs for fire suppression and damages have skyrocketed. 

 
Policymakers must reckon with California’s wildfire history and acknowledge that reckless land-use policies are increasing 
wildfire risk and putting more people in harm’s way. Legislation that prioritizes the following proactive measures is needed 
immediately: 

▪ Stop building new homes in highly fire-prone wildlands; 
▪ Retrofit existing homes with high fire risk. 

Where we place homes influences fire risk. Almost all contemporary wildfires in California, 95-97%, are caused by human sources 
such as power lines, car sparks and electrical equipment. Building new developments in highly fire-prone wildlands increases 
unintentional ignitions and places more people in danger. 

 
Hotter, drier and windier conditions due to climate change make the landscape more conducive to wildfire ignitions and spread. 

 
Most destruction to human communities from fire has been caused by wind-driven, human-ignited fires in highly fire-prone 
shrubland habitats. More than 2 million homes have high fire risk, and local governments continue to approve new construction 
in highly fire-prone wildlands. Such reckless sprawl development endangers all Californians.  
 



 

 
 

Elected officials and planners need to consider the state’s complex fire history and fire 
ecology to implement smarter land use that protects people and native biodiversity. 
Many of California’s ecosystems have adaptations to survive and thrive with wildfires. 
But long-term fire resilience is varied depending on the habitat type and fire regime 
(i.e., the frequency, intensity, severity, spatial complexity and seasonality of fire over 
time). Changes to fire regimes threaten human communities as well as native habitats 
and wildlife. 

 
Increased human ignitions due to sprawl development in highly fire- prone native 
shrublands are harmful to people and biodiversity. Native shrubland habitats, like 
chaparral and sage scrub, are adapted to high severity wildfires at relatively infrequent 
intervals ranging between 30 to 130 years or more. But increased fire frequency in these 
habitats is causing type conversion to non-native grasses and forbs that burn more easily 
throughout more of the year. This altered fire regime endangers human communities and 
the unique biodiversity those habitats support. 

 
If California policymakers continue to expand development into highly fire-prone 
wildlands and dismiss the need for home hardening in high fire-risk areas, then more 
destructive fires will ignite and more structures will burn. More people will be killed by 
fires and have extended exposure to hazardous smoke. More firefighters and first 
responders will be 
put at risk. Some biodiversity and unique ecosystems will be lost. Fire suppression and 
recovery costs will continue to rise. 

 
We must change these destructive land-use policies and prepare our communities 
to safely coexist with wildfire. 

 
Californians Facing Unprecedented Wildfire Impacts 

Wildfires have occurred on California’s landscapes for millennia. Lightning strikes and 
indigenous burning drove fire regimes that varied by habitat, frequency, size, extent and 
seasonality (Kimmerer and Lake 2001; Stephens et al. 2007; Anderson 2018). 

 
Approximately 4.4 to 11.9 million acres of land are estimated to have burned in 
California every year prior to European colonization due to lightning-caused fires and 
cultural burning (Stephens et al. 2007). But in the past 200 years, California’s highly 
diverse habitats and their historical fire regimes have been disrupted (Stephens and 
Sugihara 2018). The impacts on human communities due to these changes have now 
become clear. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pyrocumulus cloud from the 2020 Ranch 2 Fire near 

Azusa, California / Russ Allison Loar, Flickr CC-BY-ND 
 

2 



3  

 
 
Meanwhile the cost of fire suppression and damages in areas managed by the California Department of Forestry and Fire (Cal Fire) 
has skyrocketed to more than $23 billion during the 2015-2018 fire seasons (Figure 1b). After adjusting for inflation, this is more than 
double the wildfire cost for the previous 26 years of records combined. These harmful trends will continue unless policymakers reckon 
with the reckless land-use policies that put our communities in harm’s way. 

 
 

 
 

 
Figure 1. Wildfire destruction and costs over time. (a) Number of structures destroyed from 1989 to 2020 
(*2019 and 2020 statistics are not finalized) and (b) Cal Fire wildfire-suppression and damage costs from 
1979 to 2018, adjusted for inflation. Data source: Cal Fire (https://www.fire.ca.gov/stats-events/). 

Recent fires have been exceptionally destructive to California communities (Figure 1a). Based on fire records from the past 100 years, 
fires have become deadlier and more destructive, and large fires are occurring at an increasing rate (Stephens and Sugihara 2018). 
Seventeen of the 20 largest wildfires, 18 of the 20 most destructive wildfires, and 11 of the 20 deadliest wildfires have occurred after 
2003 (Cal Fire 2020a, 2020b, 2020c). 
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Owl soars over fire / U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Sprawl Disrupts Fire Regimes and Makes Wildlife More Vulnerable to Fire 

Wildfires are a natural and necessary process in many of California’s ecosystems, providing essential habitat for numerous species. 
For example, woodpeckers and many other animals of the Sierra Nevada rely on wildfire to create the dead trees, shrubs and post-
fire vegetation within which these animals find the food they need 
to survive (e.g., Bond et al. 2009; Campos and Burnett 2015; Taillie et al. 2018; Blakey et al. 2019; Stillman et al. 2019). The 
critical role of wildfire in Sierra Nevada forests has been dramatically disrupted, however, by development, logging and fire 
suppression. As a result, these forests have a deficit of wildfire, meaning there’s much less fire in these forests than there was 
historically — prior to 1800, an estimated 20 to 53 times more forest area burned each year in California than in recent decades 
(Stephens et al. 2007). 

 
Researchers therefore recommend that more wildfires be allowed to burn each year in the backcountry, instead of being suppressed, in 
order to allow Sierra Nevada forests to rejuvenate and support the region’s exceptional biodiversity. Continued sprawl development in 
these landscapes is an expanding impediment to efforts to restore natural fire regimes at any level. 

 
California’s shrubland habitats, on the other hand, such as chaparral and sage scrub, are experiencing a very different relationship 
with fire. These ecosystems are adapted to high-severity wildfires at relatively infrequent intervals ranging from 30 to 130 years or 
more (Keeley and Fotheringham 2001; Stephens et al. 2007; Keeley and Syphard 2018; Baker and Halsey 2020), but increased fire 
frequency from human ignition sources due to sprawl development is now causing these shrubland habitats to receive too much fire. 
This altered fire regime is the primary driver of habitat degradation and loss of biodiversity in these ecosystems (Keeley 2005) and 
leads to 
conversion of these important habitats to non-native grasses and forbs that burn more easily throughout more of the year, thereby 
compounding the problem of too much fire (Keeley 2005; Syphard et al. 2009; Balch et al. 2013; Sugihara et al. 2018; Syphard et al. 
2019). Any additional sprawl development in these highly fire-prone habitats further undermines efforts to restore natural fire regimes 
and reduce human ignitions in these areas. 

 
In addition to disrupting fire regimes, human activities have also put many of California’s wild animals at risk of extinction. As a 
result, fire can sometimes have harmful consequences to endangered species that now only 
exist in very small, isolated populations due to massive habitat loss and fragmentation from sprawl development combined with other 
threats. 
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For example, two mountain lion deaths in the Santa Monica Mountains were attributed in part to the 2018 Woolsey Fire (Figure 2). 
Although mountain lions are highly mobile and generally able to move away from wildfires, these lions were unable to escape 
to safety because they were boxed in by roads and development. Such deaths can further destabilize the small mountain 
lion population that’s already facing numerous other threats, including low genetic diversity, vehicle strikes and rodenticide 
poisoning, and make them more vulnerable to local extinction (Benson et al. 2016; Benson et al. 2019). 

 
Similarly, researchers fear, post-fire landslides after the 2020 Bobcat Fire could be the end for remnant populations of sensitive species 
in the San Gabriel mountains that have been hard hit by sprawl development combined with disease, non-native predators and other 
threats, including Santa Ana suckers, unarmored threespine stickleback fish, speckled dace, arroyo chub, mountain yellow-legged 
frogs and western pond turtles (Figure 2) (Sahagun 2020). While historically these species would have been able to recolonize from 
neighboring populations after the loss of individuals or populations to fire impacts, that ability is now limited by the species’ current 
small and fragmented population structure. Continued alteration of historical fire regimes due to sprawl development will further 
endanger those remnant populations. 

 

Figure 2. The burned paws of P-64, an adult male mountain lion whose death was attributed to the 2018 
Woolsey Fire (left), and a mountain yellow-legged frog, whose remnant populations in the San Gabriel 
Mountains are threatened by post-fire landslides in the wake of the 2020 Bobcat Fire (right). Photo credits: 
National Park Service and U.S. Geological Survey (Adam Backlin). 

 
Poor Land-use Planning Fuels More Destructive Fires 

Reckless land-use planning is causing fires to be more destructive. Development in highly fire-prone areas increases unintentional 
ignitions, places more people at risk, and destroys native shrubland habitats that support high levels of biodiversity. Almost all 
contemporary wildfires in California (95-97%) are caused by humans in the wildland urban interface (Syphard et al. 2007; Balch et al. 
2017; Radeloff et al. 2018; Syphard and Keeley 2020). 

 
For example, the 2019 Kincade Fire, 2018 Camp and Woolsey fires, and 2017 Tubbs and Thomas fires were sparked by powerlines or 
electrical equipment. And although many of the 2020 fires were sparked by a lightning storm, the Apple Fire was caused by sparks 
from a vehicle, the El Dorado Fire was caused by pyrotechnics at 
a gender-reveal celebration, the Blue Ridge Fire was likely caused by a house fire, and electrical equipment is suspected to have 
ignited the Silverado and Zogg fires. 
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The contrast between the 1964 Hanly Fire and 2017 Tubbs Fire offers a poignant example of how expanding development in highly 
fire-prone areas increases fire risk. Both fires were caused by people: It’s believed that the Hanly Fire was started by a hunter either 
discarding a cigarette or burning debris, while the Tubbs Fire was caused by faulty electrical equipment on private property. 

 
These fires had similar footprints (Figure 2), yet the Tubbs Fire burned more than 5,500 structures and killed at least 22 people, 
while the 1964 Hanly Fire only burned about 100 structures and killed no one. From 1964 to 2017 the population of nearby Santa 
Rosa grew from 30,000 to 170,000 people — sprawl development had extended farther into fire-prone wildlands and put more 
people at fire risk (Figure 3) (Keeley and Syphard 2019). 

More than a million homes were built in the wildland-urban interface between 1990 and 2010 (Radeloff et al. 2018), and more than 2 
million homes are located in high fire-risk areas (Verisk 2020). Such development in California’s highly fire-prone wildlands is 
increasing wildfire frequency while placing more people in harm’s way. 

 
Recent fires highlight this issue: 15 of the 20 most destructive California wildfires have occurred in the past five years (Cal Fire 
2020b). If current land-use practices continue, scientists estimate, 640,000 to 1.2 million new homes will be built in the state’s highest 
wildfire-risk areas by 2050 (Mann et al. 2014), which will only worsen the devastating trend. 

 
 

 

 

Figure 3. A tale of two fires: the 1964 Hanly Fire (a) and the 2017 Tubbs Fire (b). Despite the simliar fire 
footprints (shown with the purple line), the Hanly Fire caused no deaths, and only about 100 structures were 
destroyed, while the Tubbs Fire killed 22 people and destroyed more than 5,500 structures. Note the extension of 
housing development within the fire footprint after the Hanly Fire (Keeley and Syphard 2019). 

Most destruction to human communities from fire has been caused by human-ignited fires in mixed shrubland habitats (Syphard 
2020). Native shrublands like chaparral and sage scrub are highly diverse and adapted to high- intensity, relatively infrequent fires. 
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The 2017 Thomas Fire near the city of Ventura, California / European Space Agency 

 
 
Placing developments in these highly fire-prone habitats ultimately increases fire threat over time. Continued sprawl is causing more 
frequent fires, which convert shrublands to non-native grasses that ignite more easily throughout more of the year. This perpetuates a 
dangerous cycle that increases wildfire ignitions, extends the fire season, and eliminates native shrubland habitats and biodiversity. 

 
Wind is another important factor in wildfire risk. Foehn winds, referred to as the Santa Ana winds in the south and the Diablo or North 
winds in the north, commonly occur in the fall. These are dry, warm, strong winds that can spread fires dangerously fast. Winds were 
clocked at 40 to 95 miles per hour during the 2020 wildfire season. Wind-driven fires can cover 25,000 acres in one to two days as 
embers are blown ahead of the fires and toward adjacent fuels like flammable vegetation and/or structures (Syphard et al. 2011). 

 
The 2018 Hill Fire in Ventura County spread three miles in 15 minutes (County of Los Angeles 2019). The speed at which these wind-
driven fires can spread may overwhelm and outpace even the most experienced and capable agencies (County of Los Angeles 2019). 
And in some cases, high winds in developed areas may play a role in initiating wildfires. The 2018 Woolsey Fire, which killed three 
people and burned more than 1,600 structures, was sparked by powerlines that were knocked down by strong winds. 

 
In addition, progressively hotter, drier and windier conditions due to climate change are making it easier for wildfires to ignite 
and spread. The number of days with extreme fire weather conditions in California has doubled since 1980, and further climate 
change will amplify that trend (Goss et al. 2020). 

 
It’s time for California to acknowledge that land use influences wildfire risk. Placing more homes in highly fire- prone areas increases 
the chances of causing larger and more destructive wildfires (Keeley and Syphard 2019; Syphard and Keeley 2020). 
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Policymakers Continue Approving Sprawl Development in Highly Fire-prone Areas  

Local officials continue to approve sprawl projects in high-wildfire zones. For example, in December 2018 the Los Angeles County 
Board of Supervisors approved the 19,000-home Centennial development in high and very high fire-hazard severity zones on the 
remote northern edge of the county (Agrawal 2018a). Between 1964 and 2015, Cal Fire documented 31 wildfires larger than 100 acres 
within five miles of the 12,000-acre development site, including four within the project’s boundaries (Figure 4a) (Agrawal 2018b). 

 
Similarly, in April 2019 the board approved the 3,150-home Northlake development, which sits in a very high fire-hazard severity 
zone. Multiple fires have burned the Northlake project footprint over the last few years (Figure 4b). Both projects were approved by a 
4-1 vote, with Supervisor Sheila Kuehl casting the lone opposition vote. 

a) Centennial Development b) Northlake Development 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4: Wildfire burned areas in and near the recently approved development projects of Centennial (a) and 
Northlake (b). Black outlines indicate development areas, and red indicates previously burned areas. 

 
This is a trend that’s likely to continue throughout the greater Los Angeles region. The Southern California Association of 
Government’s Regional Transportation Plan, which covers Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and 
Ventura counties and was approved in September 2020, estimates that an additional 154,300 housing units will be built in very 
high fire-hazard zones by 2045 (SCAG 2020). 

 
San Diego County has similarly persisted in authorizing new sprawl development in rural, highly fire-prone areas of the county. 
In 2018 the county approved the 2,000-unit Newland Sierra project, which would have been constructed on 2,000 acres in a very 
high wildfire-hazard zone. Voters repealed the county’s approval by referendum in March 2020, in part due to fire concerns. 
Also in 2018 the county approved the fire-prone 
Harmony Grove South and Valiano projects, with approximately 800 combined housing units. A judge halted these projects in 2020 
after finding that San Diego county hadn’t adequately addressed the safety and evacuation of potential new residents. 
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In 2019 and 2020, San Diego County approved two more new development projects (Otay Village 14 and Otay Village 13, 
respectively) with over 3,000 housing units on a combined 3,000 acres in the ecologically sensitive Otay region. The project sites 
have been burned in several separate fires over the past two decades. In a letter to the county urging it not to approve the Otay 
Village 13 project, the California attorney general cited “the increased risk of wildfire that the Project will create.” 

 
Los Angeles and San Diego counties were named the top two counties in the state with the highest number of housing units 
located in high wildfire-risk areas (Verisk 2020). Together these counties and their local 
governments have recently approved the construction of more than 30,000 homes for almost 100,000 people in highly fire-prone 
areas (Table 1). 

Table 1. Approved development projects located in highly fire-prone areas in Los Angeles and San Diego 
counties. Number of people were estimated using 2019 U.S. Census data. 

 
County/Local 
Government 

Approved Housing Project 
(Year Approved) 

Number of 
Housing Units 

Number of 
People 

 
Status 

Los Angeles Centennial (2018) 19,333 57,806 Lawsuit is ongoing 
Los Angeles Northlake (2019) 3,150 9,419 Project blocked after 

successful litigation 
San Diego Newland Sierra (2018) 2,135 6,127 Project blocked after a 

successful referendum 
San Diego Harmony Grove South (2018) 453 1,300 Project blocked after 

successful litigation 
San Diego Valiano (2018) 326 936 Project blocked after 

successful litigation 
San Diego Otay Village 14 (2019) 1,119 3,212 Lawsuit is ongoing 
San Diego Otay Village 13 (2020) 1,938 5,562 Lawsuit is ongoing 
City of Santee Fanita Ranch 2,949 8,464 Lawsuit is ongoing 
Total  31,403 92,826  

The problem of runaway development in risky areas is not confined to Southern California. For example, in 2020 Lake County 
approved a massive new luxury residential and resort project on 16,000 acres in the Guenoc Valley, northwest of Sacramento, over the 
objections of fire experts and the attorney general, who cited concerns about the project’s risks to public safety. At the time the county 
was considering the project, the site had experienced at least five fires since 2006. Less than two months after the county’s approval the 
site burned yet again in the 2020 LNU Complex Fire. 

 
Wildfire Impacts Disproportionately Affect Low-income, Minority Communities 

Impacts of wildfire disproportionately affect vulnerable communities with less adaptive capacity to respond to and recover from 
hazards like wildfire. Low-income and minority communities, especially Native American, Black, Latinx and Southeast Asian 
communities, are the most marginalized groups when wildfires occur (Davies et al. 2018). 

 
Past environmental hazards have shown that those in at-risk populations (e.g., low-income, elderly, disabled, non-English-speaking, 
homeless) often have limited resources for disaster planning and preparedness (Richards 2019). Vulnerable groups also have fewer 
resources to have cars to evacuate, buy fire insurance, implement defensible space around their homes, or rebuild, and they have less 
access to disaster relief during recovery (Fothergill and Peak 2004; Morris 2018; Harnett 2018; Davis 2018; Richards 2019). 
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The 2020 Apple Fire north of Beaumont, California / Brody Hessin, CC-BY 

 
In addition, emergency services often miss at-risk individuals when disasters happen because of limited capacity or language 
constraints (Richards 2019). For example, evacuation warnings are often not conveyed to 
disadvantaged communities (Davies et al. 2018). In the aftermath of wildfires and other environmental disasters, news stories have 
repeatedly documented the lack of multilingual evacuation warnings leaving non-English speakers in danger. (Gerety 2015; Axelrod 
2017; Banse 2018; Richards 2019). Survivors are left without resources to cope with the death of loved ones, physical injuries and 
emotional trauma from the chaos that wildfires have inflicted on their communities. 

 
Health impacts from wildfires, particularly increased air pollution from fine particulates (PM2.5) in smoke, also disproportionately 
affect vulnerable populations, including low-income communities, people of color, children, the elderly and people with pre-existing 
medical conditions (Künzli et al. 2006; Delfino et al. 2009; Reid et al. 2016; Hutchinson et al. 2018; Jones et al. 2020). 
 

Increased PM2.5 levels during wildfire events have been associated with increased respiratory and cardiovascular emergency room 
visits and hospitalizations, which were disproportionately higher for low socioeconomic status communities and people of color 
(Reid et al. 2016; Liu et al. 2017; Hutchinson et al. 2018; Jones et al. 
2020). Similarly, asthma admissions were found to have increased by 34% due to smoke exposure from the 2003 wildfires in 
Southern California, with elderly and child age groups being the most affected (Künzli et al. 2006). 

 
Farmworkers, who are majority people of color, often have less access to healthcare due to immigration or economic status. They are 
more vulnerable to the health impacts of poor air quality due to increased exposure to air pollution as they work. Yet farmworkers 
often have to continue working while fires burn, and smoke fills the air, or risk not getting paid (Herrera 2018; Parshley 2018; Kardas-
Nelson et al. 2020). 

 
Unprecedented California wildfires are increasing negative health impacts within and beyond its borders. A recent study found 
that wildfire smoke now accounts for up to 50% of ambient fine particle pollution in the western United States (Burke et al. 
2021). Land-use planning must improve now. 
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California Can Forge a Safer Future 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The 2018 Camp Fire near Paradise, California / U.S. Department of Agriculture 
 

 

Stop	Building	New	Homes	in	Highly	Fire-prone	Wildlands	

The science is clear. Placing more homes and people in highly fire-prone areas leads to more human-caused ignitions and puts more 
people in danger. California should prohibit new development in high fire-risk areas to keep people safe and protect its rich 
biodiversity. 

 
Californians broadly support this approach — 3 out of 4 want to restrict housing developments in wildfire-prone areas, according to a 
2019 poll (Dillon 2019). Yet local governments like Los Angeles and San Diego counties continue to push for sprawl development in 
such areas. 

 
Developers claim that compliance with building codes written in 2008 will make their developments fire safe. This is misleading 
and produces a false sense of security. 

 
While some measures can reduce fire risk, they do not make structures or communities fireproof. In an analysis that included more 
than 40,000 structures exposed to wildfire between 2013 and 2018 in California, many “fire- safe” structures were destroyed (Syphard 
and Keeley 2019). And although an analysis conducted in the aftermath of the 2017 Camp Fire showed that new building codes 
improved home survival, with 51% of homes built to code undamaged compared to 18% of homes built prior to 2008, about half of 
the homes built to fire-safety codes were still destroyed in the blaze (Kasler and Reese 2019). 

The best way to limit fire risk is to avoid building homes in highly fire-prone wildlands. 

Policymakers must reckon with California’s wildfire history and acknowledge that reckless land-use policies are increasing wildfire 
risk and putting more people in harm’s way. The combination of sprawl development in highly fire-prone wildlands and altered fire 
regimes endangers communities. 

Legislation that prioritizes the following proactive measures is needed immediately: 

Stop building new homes in highly fire-prone areas; 

Retrofit existing homes with high fire risk. 
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Retrofit	Existing	Homes	With	High	Fire	Risk	

 

 

Although there are steps that can be taken to reduce risk, they do not guarantee safety from fire. Limiting new development in 
highly fire-prone areas is critical to reducing risk. But for homes already in high fire-risk areas, home-hardening is important to 
minimize the chances of human ignitions and fire spread. 

 
It is estimated that more than 2 million homes are located in high fire-risk areas (Verisk 2020). Investing resources primarily in fire 
suppression without adequately addressing the human-related cause of the fires will not reduce wildfire losses (Stephens et al. 2009). 
State funds must be equitably distributed to retrofit existing communities in fire-prone areas to reduce the chances of unintentional 
ignitions and minimize spread should a fire ignite. 

 
Retrofits should include ember-resistant vents, fire-resistant roofs and irrigated defensible space immediately adjacent to (i.e., 
within 100 feet of) structures. Although such features do not make homes fireproof, they have been shown to improve the chances 
of structure survival in fires (Syphard et al. 2014; Syphard et al. 2017). 
External sprinklers with an independent water source could reduce structures’ flammability when fires occur (California Chaparral 
Institute 2018). Rooftop solar and clean energy microgrids could reduce fire risk from utilities’ infrastructure during extreme 
weather (Roth 2019). 

 
The state must also engage, prepare and train homeowners to harden their homes, reduce the risk of fire ignitions and spread, and be 
ready to safely defend their homes or evacuate early when needed (Stephens et al. 2009). As communities rebuild from recent wildfire 
destruction, now is the time to instill a culture of coexistence with wildfire. 

 
California policymakers can help our state meet this crucial challenge. Strong land use policies that consider the state’s diverse fire 
history and ecology will help improve our relationship with wildfire and ensure a safer and healthier future for both humans and 
wildlife. 
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May 3, 2021 
 
 
 
 
Dear Mayor Bozajian and City Council Members: 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the West Village at Calabasas (“West Village”) proposed 
project. This project conflicts with the General Plan and the Calabasas Municipal Code, which requires 
denial of this project. 
 
My comments will encompass both the original West Village proposal, as well as Alternative 5, unless 
noted. The two proposals have the same project footprint, development area and virtually the same 
impacts (as noted in the Recirculated EIR numerous times). The proposals differ in the number of 
residential units (180 for West Village; 146 for Alternative 5) and the number of buildings (15 for West 
Village; 22 for Alternative 5). 
 
I think that most residents will acknowledge that something will be built on the land. Given the 
environmental constraints, the City must make sure it’s the right project for this site. I write this without 
hyperbole: if this project is approved, it will render the Open Space-Development Restricted designation 
meaningless. At the crux of your decision is whether OS-DR land can be permanently altered by 
development. If allowed, it would be a significant realigning of our city’s values and in opposition to our 
city’s founding principles. 
 
The West Village at Calabasas EIR described the project as: “The planned development would convert a 
portion of the site’s natural areas, which contain natural hillsides, oak trees, seep-fed wetland features, 
and ephemeral drainages, into graded pads designed to support buildings, roadways, drainage 
improvements, and re-contoured and remediated slopes. Overall, proposed grading would involve re-
contouring the existing hillsides and filling the existing canyon feature to create a series of building 
pads.” 
 
The proposed project would grade just over 2.6 million cubic yards of earth, with 90% of it being done to 
remediate an ancient landslide in Open Space-Development Restricted land. Alternative 5 proposes an 
additional 11,000 cubic yards. To give you some perspective, the adjacent Paxton project grading was 
161,700 cubic yards1; West Village is sixteen times that amount of grading. 
 
As you read the rest of my comments, please keep in mind the Calabasas Municipal Code’s definition of 
development2: 

Development means any grading or construction activity or alteration of the land, its terrain contour 
or vegetation, including the addition to, erection, expansion, or alteration of existing structures.  
 

General Plan: 
The General Plan’s approach in the Open Space Element is to recognize basic property rights, limit the 
intensity of development to that which is consistent with environmental values and the carrying 

 
1 Paxton MND, p. 19 
2 CMC 17.90.020 Definitions 
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capacity of the land.3 The proposed 2.6 million cubic yards of grading over 35 acres indicates that this 
development exceeds the carrying capacity of the land; it’s the wrong development for this site.  
 
The General Plan notes that its policy (III-2) is to limit development intensity within lands designated as 
open space to that which is in keeping with the community’s environmental values and will avoid 
significant impacts to environmental features, including riparian areas, wildlife habitats, wildlife 
movement corridors and habitat linkages. The General Plan makes an important distinction with Open 
Space-Development Restricted land that there is no basic (nor maximum) land use intensity allowed for 
OS-DR lands4  
 
 One of the defined functions of Open Space is Protection of Public Health and Safety5:  

“Hillside areas within Calabasas are potentially unstable platforms for development and are also 
susceptible to wildfire. Thus, the General Plan includes policies and criteria to provide a margin of 
safety and protection against slope failure and wildfire. The application of these criteria will minimize 
the extent of hillside development and potentially increase the amount of land designated as open 
space. Also, maintaining open space lands in their natural state, and, correspondingly, restricting new 
development to infill areas and along only the fringes of the City’s existing built-up areas, reduces 
exposure to wildfire. 

 
The Approach to Hillside Management lays out the risks and approach to management: 

“If development is improperly planned, the very amenities that people seek as precious attributes of 
hillside living can be altered or destroyed. In addition, the cumulative effects of improper hillside 
development can include alteration of sensitive biological habitats and habitat linkages, erosion and 
degradation of water quality, increased downstream runoff and flooding problems, slope failures, fire 
hazards…. Generally speaking, hillsides are unstable landforms. Consequently, development on 
hillsides increases the likelihood of soil erosion, silting of lower slopes, slope failure, and flooding. In 
addition, despite the best efforts of geologists and civil engineers, manmade slopes created by 
development within hillside areas can be subject to slope failure.  
 
Overall, the preferred option for undeveloped hillside lands is to maintain them in their natural 
condition. However, as a means of balancing the desire and need for preserving hillside areas with a 
recognition of property rights, the General Plan defines those areas that, because of their 
environmental significance, require varying degrees of protection, and also provides for areas where 
development and varying degrees of landform modification may occur…. The basic development 
intensities of the land use map in the Land Use Element aim to maximize the amount of hillside area 
left in a natural state.” 
 

The General Plan permits the basic land use intensity if a project is consistent with the General Plan’s 
goals, objectives, approaches, policies and performance standards. However, a greater intensity (up to 
the maximum) is permitted only if the impacts of the development are less than those listed in the 
“Maximum Acceptable Development Impacts” Table 6-2 in the Calabasas Municipal Code6. The first 
three impacts in that table are Preservation of Open Space, Hillside Management and Biotic Resources. 
Both West Village and Alternative 5 would create negative impacts in each of these categories.  
 
 

 
3 General Plan Approach, Open Space Element 
4 General Plan Land Use Element, Table II-1 
5 General Plan Open Space Element, p. III-11 
6 General Plan Policy II-15 
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Impacts to Preservation of Open Space: 
The CMC defines the purpose of the Open Space District7: 

“The OS zoning district is intended for areas of the city identified by the General Plan as having 
important environmental resources and hazards. The OS zoning district is consistent with the open 
space-resource protection land use district of the General Plan.” 

And,  
“OS-DR (Open Space-Development Restricted) District. The OS-DR zoning district is intended for 
areas of the city with existing open space that have been development restricted through the use of 
deed restrictions, conservation easements or dedications of common open space as part of an 
approved subdivision. The OS-DR zoning district will also accommodate publicly owned open space 
land.” 

The land in question has remarkable environmental resources, as well as a hazard. That determined the 
Open Space zoning. The City went one step further and assigned it OS-DR zoning to restrict development 
of the land.  
 
The CMC defines open space in its Cluster development standards8:  

“The open space shall be generally configured as large, contiguous areas of undisturbed native 
habitat capable of serving the various purposes of such open space, including view preservation of 
the natural areas, habitat preservation and wildlife corridor preservation. The open space set aside 
calculation should not include lawns, landscaping, manufactured slopes, or other artificially 
landscaped features but may include habitat restoration areas.”  

 
Note the term “undisturbed native habitat.” The developer proposes converting approximately 20 acres 
of Open Space-Development Restricted land into manufactured slopes. Regardless of whether they 
plant native habitat on those slopes, they are still manufactured slopes and cannot be counted as open 
space, per the CMC. If this development is approved, the City loses 20 acres of open space. This conflicts 
with the Development Impacts in CMC’s Table 6-2.  
 
The EIR tries to make the argument that certain temporary use of OS-DR land is permissible. However, 
the use proposed for both the original West Village and Alternative 5 are permanent uses. Once natural 
slopes are converted to manufactured slopes, they remain that way. The miles of concrete V-ditches 
that will be poured onto those manufactured slopes are permanent. Because of the new, permanent use 
of the OS-DR for development, the total number of acres permanently impacted will be 35.8 acres, not 
the 11.13 acres the developer claims.  
 
In their comments about counting manufactured slopes9 as open space, the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife explained how “the value of this open space would be dramatically reduced for native 
plants and animals.” California Native Plant Society echoed the remarks. I strongly urge you to read the 
comments they submitted for the West Village proposal. Heal the Bay also submitted comprehensive 
comments regarding water quality and wetlands on the site that should be read. 
 
At the 4/21/2021 Planning Commission public hearing for the project, the Assistant Attorney quoted10 
Measure D11, purporting that it allowed development on open space lands. He highlighted subsection 
B(3), which lists exceptions to Measure D: 

 
7 CMC 17.16.010(C) 
8 CMC 17.20.055(A)9 
9 CDFW, CNPS & Heal the Bay Comments 2/19/2019 
10http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=7107, timestamp 033320 
 

http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=7107
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“Amendments which facilitate any of the following land uses: uses permitted in the PF land use 
district; uses in support of open space uses such as bus shelters, parking facilities, and comfort 
stations; and public utility facilities such as antennae and pipelines.”  

There is no permitted use of OS-DR land other than temporary filming. The recontouring of natural open 
space hillsides into manufactured slopes and installing miles of concrete v-ditches is permanent 
development. It is not “in support of open space uses such as bus shelters, parking facilities, and 
comfort stations”.  Allowing the conversion of OS-DR land to manufactured slopes (development, per 
the CMC) would be a de-facto rezoning of OS-DR lands without voter approval. That is a violation of 
Measure D. Voters overwhelmingly supported the protection of open space in the City by passing 
Measure D with 84% approval. Measure O, which removed the sunset clause of Measure D, passed in 
2015 with 97.6% voter approval. If the Council considers approving these actions, it requires a vote of 
the people . 
 
The CMC is clear on allowable uses. Table 2-2 in the CMC lists allowable land uses. The only use that is 
listed for OS-DR zoning is temporary filming. As an example of the extent the OS-DR is supposed to be 
protected from other uses, the only signs that are allowed on OS-DR are for educational or directional 
signs for the purpose of identifying trails or other amenities in the OS-DR.12 
 
The CMC allows acknowledges that not every conceivable land use could be written into the CMC. That’s 
why it gives the Community Development Director (CDD) the authority to make a “determination of 
similar use.” The CDD makes a determination of similar use if the proposed use is similar to one or more 
other permitted and listed uses.13 The CMC states the CDD14: 

“… may attach restrictions to the use, in addition to those required by this development code, which 
will ensure that the use: 
 b. Will not injure the value of adjoining or abutting property; 
 c. Will not result in any significant environmental damage 
 e. Will be in conformity with the General Plan and/or applicable specific plan(s).” 

The proposed project will cause at least one of the homes in The Colony to take a hit on its property 
value due to the proximity of the proposed project’s buildings. My comments will cover the 
environmental damage the proposed project will inflict and how it does not comply with the General 
Plan and other specific plan(s). 
 
Additionally, when making a determination of similar use, certain findings must be made15. Among those 
are: 

1.  The proposed use meets the intent of, and is consistent with, the goals, objectives and policies of 
the adopted General Plan; 
2.  The proposed use meets the stated purpose and general intent of the zoning district in which the 
use is proposed to be located;  
4.  The proposed use shares characteristics common with, and is not of a greater intensity, density or 
generate more environmental impact than, those listed in the zoning district in which it is to be 
located.  

I believe it’s a reasonable conclusion to say that recontouring OS-DR hillsides into manufactured slopes 
does not meet the stated purpose and general intent of OS-DR. The proposed use is clearly of a greater 
intensity, density and will generate more environmental impact than the listed uses of OS-DR.  
 

 
12 CMC 17.30.030(C) 
13 CMC 17.11.020(A)1. 
14 CMC 17.11.020(A)2 
15 CMC 17.11.020(C) 
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At the 4/21/2021 public hearing, Commissioner Mueller stated, “I don’t recall a project that involved 
such a significant impact in an area that has close to fifty oak trees… That’s a significant intrusion on 
that property.”16 It’s worth noting that at 2.6 million cubic yards of grading, it’s significantly more 
intrusive than its predecessor, Canyon Oaks (2.1 million cubic yards). In a referendum, voters across the 
City rejected Canyon Oaks by a margin of nearly 2:1.  
 
A document dated May 13, 2014 was used by City staff to conduct a presentation in preparation for the 
annexation of several parcels along Agoura Road17. Two of the undeveloped parcels were to have the 
land use designation Open Space-Resource Protected (OS-RP). The presentation included the following 
statements in support of the land use designation and zoning:  

“The proposed land use designations will preserve and strengthen the existing land use patterns, and 
will not invite or encourage any further development.” (emphasis in original document). 
 
“On page II-15 of the Land Use Element and Page III-2 of the Open Space Element, language is being 
added to each table to clarify that there are two zoning designations (OS and OS-DR) that correspond 
with the OS-RP land use designation, and that no development is allowed on lots zoned OS-DR.” 
(emphasis in original document). 

The clear intent of that language and emphasis in the City’s document is protection of OS-DR land and 
that “no development is allowed”.  
 
Impacts to Hillside Management: 
The proposed project and Alternative 5 are grossly out of compliance with the CMC’s Hillside 
Management. Performance Standards for Hillside Development are specified in CMC 17.20.150(B): 

“Grading and project design shall conform to the city’s grading ordinance (Title 15) and the following 
standards: 
 1.  Projects within hillside areas shall be designed to protect important natural features and to 
minimize the amount of grading.  

The code further makes clear: 
 “The intent of this section is to limit the amount of grading on the steeper portions of a lot.” 
  2.  Grading and project design shall address and avoid impacts to habitat Linkages and wildlife 
corridors.   
  3.  Overall project design and layout shall adapt to the natural hillside topography and maximize 
view opportunities to and from a development. A development should preserve the hillside rather 
than alter it to fit the development.  
  6. Structures shall be sited in a manner that will: 
   a. Fit into hillside contours and the form of the terrain; 
   b. Retain outward views from the maximum number of units and maintain the natural 
character of the hillside; and, 
  c. Preserve natural hillside areas and ridgelines views from the public right-of-way. 
  12. The overall scale and massing of structures shall respect the natural surroundings and unique  
  visual resources of the area by incorporating designs with (i) minimize bulk and mass, (ii) follow 
   natural topography, and (iii) minimize visual intrusion on the natural landscape. 
 

Note use of the word “shall”, which makes these standards mandatory. The project proposes filling in 
the canyon in order to accommodate a larger development than what the land allows. That is wildly 
inconsistent with these standards. West Village and Alternative 5 do not minimize the amount of 

 
16 http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=7107, timestamp 014107 
17 https://www.cityofcalabasas.com/home/showdocument?id=11447  

http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=7107
https://www.cityofcalabasas.com/home/showdocument?id=11447
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grading, protect important natural features, or follow the natural topography. The analogy of trying to 
fit a square peg in a round hole comes to mind. The proposed project is the antithesis of these codes.  
 
CMC 17.20.070(C) states: 

 “Proposed development and new land uses within a scenic corridor designated by the -SC overlay 
zoning district shall comply with the city’s Scenic Corridor Development Guidelines.”  

Especially pertinent among those guidelines is:  
“Grading shall be kept to an absolute minimum.”  

Use of the word “shall” leaves no wiggle room.  
 
CMC 17.18.040 lays out requirements within the -SC overlay zone: 

Scenic Corridor (-SC) overlay zone. 
 A.  Purpose.  The purpose of the -SC overlay zoning district is to protect an important economic 
and cultural base of the city by preventing the destruction of the natural beauty and environment of 
the city; to safeguard and enhance property values; to protect public and private investment, 
buildings and open spaces; 
 D.  Development Standards.  All development within the -SC overlay zoning district shall comply 
with all applicable provisions of the Performance Standards for Hillside Development and Urban 
Design Standards of Chapter 17.20, the Scenic Corridor Development Guidelines adopted by the 
council, all applicable provisions of this development code, and any applicable specific plan, master 
plan corridor design plan or design guidelines. 

 
The Las Virgenes Gateway Master Plan (LVGMP) would be one of the “applicable specific plan, master 
plan corridor design plan” referenced in 17.18.040(D). It states its policy for Hillside Management: 

Minimize the alteration of existing land forms and maintain the natural topographic characteristics 
of hillside areas, allowing only the minimal disruption required to recognize basic property rights. 

With 2.6 million cubic yards of grading and filling in the canyon, the proposed project and Alternative 5 
are far from “only the minimal disruption”. West Village and Alternative 5 far exceed basic property 
rights. The original proposed project asks for 180 units, which is the maximum build out for residential 
units. The CMC and the General Plan18 both state: 

“Densities greater than the minimum may be permitted up to the maximum only if the impacts of 
the proposed development are less than those identified in Table 6-2 (Development Impacts of 
Individual Development Projects) in Chapter 17.60 and are consistent with the performance 
standards in Chapter 17.20”   

And,  
“Allowed density will be determined through the conditional use permit process, and the maximum 
density may be approved only where the project complies with all applicable provisions of the 
development code.” 

The General Plan reminds us 
“The assignment of maximum development intensity to the land uses identified on the General Plan 
Land Use Map does not imply that all parcels could be developed at their maximum intensity or that 
any specific parcel is entitled to the maximum intensity.” (emphasis in original) 

 
Both projects are inconsistent with the CMC. Both must be denied.  
 
 
 

 
18 CMC 17.13.020(A)4, General Plan Land Use Policy II-15 
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Impacts to Biological Resources/Wildlife Linkage and Corridor: 
One of the biggest impacts for which there is no mitigation is the 25% loss of Wildlife Linkage and 
Corridor. The developer cites the use of wildlife-friendly fencing as a mitigation measure. Fencing does 
not make up for the elimination of one quarter of the Wildlife Linkage and Corridor. CMC 17.20.150(B)2 
is clear: 

“Grading and project design shall address and avoid impacts to habitat linkages and wildlife corridors.” 
Once again, note the use of the word “shall” in the code. Fencing does not address loss of acreage. This 
loss is unmitigated. Both West Village and Alternative 5 do not comply with the CMC. 
 
The Las Virgenes Gateway Master Plan, which must be followed, per CMC 17.18.040(D), states its policy 
for Biotic Resources: 

“Ensure that new development protects riparian areas, oak woodlands, habitat linkages and other 
biologically sensitive habitats.” 

Neither project protects habitat linkages. Furthermore, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
emphasized the importance of the Wildlife Linkage and Corridor for California mountain lions. Mountain 
lions in Southern California have been listed as part of CDFW’s evolutionarily significant unit (ESU). This 
affords Southern California mountain lions protection under the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA) during the review period to determine their listing. While actual sightings are rare, we know 
mountain lions are in Calabasas. In September 2020, a mountain lion was killed trying to cross the 101 
freeway near Parkway Calabasas. It was photographed within sight of the Bob Smith car dealership, 
about two miles from the Wildlife Linkage and Corridor – not very far for a mountain lion. 
 
In one of the EIR Responses that I received, it was stated that the City had not established a minimum 
width for the Wildlife Linkage and Corridor. A minimum width does not need to be set. We have codes 
and policies that protect the existing Wildlife Linkage and Corridor. A twenty-five percent loss of that 
Linkage and Corridor conflicts with the CMC and the applicable Master Plan.  
 
The OS-DR land in question is rich and vibrant. It’s home to five species that the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife consider Special Animals. It’s home to near-rare plants (Catalina Mariposa lily and 
California black walnut). Four year-round, spring-fed wetlands are crucial to the survival of many 
species. The developer proposes paving over and relocating these rare and fragile ecosystems. I posed a 
question in one of my comment letters asking for statistics on the success/failure rate of reconstructed 
wetlands. It was never answered. I later received my answer by reading comments submitted by Heal 
the Bay which stated:   

“Nationwide, methods to replace wetlands have largely proven unsuccessful in fully recreating the 
biodiversity and habitat lost in areas where the wetlands have been impacted or destroyed. Research 
shows that in general, mitigation requirements in 401 and 404 permits have been shown to be 
insufficient to ensure high performance in mitigated wetlands.” 

 
For a better picture than I can provide of the impacts to biological resources, I urge you to reread the 
previous comments by California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Native Plant Society, Heal 
the Bay and Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy.  
 
Landslide in OS-DR: 
The developer contends that the ancient landslide in OS-DR land is now a major public safety hazard 
that must be remediated for any development on the project site. At the 4/15/21 Planning Commission 
hearing, City staff confirmed that there were no new studies or borings done and that the landslide “is 
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one of the most well-studied sites in this city, throughout our history.”19 Yet throughout the years, there 
was never a mention that remediation was necessary, regardless of project size. One of Rincon’s 
geologists also worked on our city’s General Plan. And yet no mention of the supposedly imminent 
public safety hazard was ever mentioned. At the 7/18/2019 public hearing, the City engineer stated that 
the landslide wasn’t even on the City’s “watch list”. Robert Yalda testified that no mitigation would be 
necessary if the project did not go forward.20 Just over a minute after that statement, Mr. Yalda stated 
that it would not slide into Las Virgenes Road. The 2019 public hearing included testimony that this 
ancient landslide is not a hazard because it is buttressed by the north wall of the canyon. After 
examining all of the data presented and testimony by the City engineer at the 2019 public hearings, 
then-Commissioner Kraut concluded “…the proposed landslide mitigation within the open space is 
simply to maximize the developable land…The development is the reason we’re mitigating the 
landslide.21” Remediating the landslide in OS-DR land is simply a scheme by the developer to enable a 
larger project than what the land can carry.  
 
The General Plan is clear in its approach to development in/near landslide areas:  

“…despite the best efforts of geologists and civil engineers, manmade slopes created by development 
within hillside areas can be subject to slope failure. Overall, the preferred option for undeveloped 
hillside lands is to maintain them in their natural condition. The General Plan defines those areas 
that, because of their environmental significance, require varying degrees of protection and also 
provides for areas where development and varying degrees of landform modification may occur.”22 

Once again, the preferred management strategy is avoidance. The Open Space-Development Restricted 
land is zoned as such because of its environmental significance; it’s zoned “Development Restricted” for 
protection. If the OS-DR land was an area “where development and varying degrees of landform 
modification may occur” it would have been zoned differently.  
 
Additionally, the General Plan’s Environmental and Infrastructure Constraints states: 

“Consistent with Calabasas’ commitment to foster environmentally responsible development, the 
City’s 2030 General Plan Safety Element establishes the following policy: 
Policy VII-4    Discourage development within potential landslide areas with severe soil limitations as 
the City’s preferred management strategy, and a higher priority than attempting to implement 
engineering solutions.”23  

Both West Village and Alternative 5, are inconsistent with the General Plan Policy. The General Plan 
clearly acknowledges that engineering solutions exist, but makes clear the preferred and responsible 
choice is discouraging development in potential landslide areas. 
 
Wildfires: 
The General Plan’s Safety Element policies for dealing with wildfires echoes its policy on landslides: 

VII-14 Discourage development and encourage sensitive siting of structures within hazardous fire 
areas as higher priorities than attempting to implement fuel modification techniques that would 
adversely affect significant biological resources 

 
The Recirculated EIR has a glaring omission: the recurring risk of wildfires. The EIR mentions the  
Woolsey fire only in the context of it not requiring a new EIR. The EIR mentions rare seismically-induced 
risks but ignores the reality of recurring wildfires in our area. The entire City of Calabasas is in a Very 

 
19 http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=7103, timestamp 013334 
20 http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=6714,  timestamp 004210 
21 http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=6714, timestamp 010313 
22 General Plan Approach, Hillside Management, p. 77 
23 General Plan, Environmental and Infrastructure Constraints, p. 429 

http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=7103
http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=6714
http://calabasas.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=4&clip_id=6714
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High Fire Risk Severity Zone, per Cal-Fire. The entire project site burned in the Woolsey fire. Since 
December 2018, CEQA has required that wildfire impacts be analyzed. CEQA 15126.2(a) states: 

“The EIR shall also analyze any significant environmental effects the project might cause or risk 
exacerbating by bringing development and people into the area affected. For example, the EIR 
should evaluate any potentially significant direct, indirect, or cumulative environmental impacts of 
locating development in areas susceptible to hazardous conditions (e.g. floodplains, coastlines, 
wildfire risk areas), including both short-term and long-term conditions, as identified in authoritative 
hazard maps, risk assessments or in land use plans addressing such hazard areas.” (emphasis in 
original) 

This goes beyond just assuring the City that development will be built to code and certain sprinklers or 
roofing material will be used. The EIR is deficient because this analysis has not been included.  
 
A small portion of Las Virgenes Road was expanded to four lanes with the Paxton development. 
However, it bottlenecks down to just two lanes for the majority of the road south of the site. Las 
Virgenes Road is a designated disaster route, meaning that one lane must remain open for first-
responder vehicles. This effectively reduces Las Virgenes Road to a single lane for evacuations. Woolsey 
and other smaller fires have shut down the 101, as well as Agoura and Mureau Roads, which are 
alternates to the 101. How many residents live south of the proposed site? How would this 
development impact evacuation in the Malibu Canyon area? What about Monte Nido and Malibu? 
Residents from all three communities would rely on a mostly single lane for miles for evacuation before 
it expands to another lane. How will building in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (in a box canyon 
nonetheless) impact fires in our area? Are we adding more fuel to the next wildfire? None of this is 
addressed. This omission renders the EIR deficient. 
 
Possible Recommendation: 
In considering approval for West Village or Alternative 5, the Tentative Tract Map cannot be approved 
without required findings. CMC 17.41.100(A) states: 

Required Findings for Approval: The review authority may approve a tentative map only when it shall 
first find that the proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and improvement: 
     1.  Is consistent with the General Plan, and any applicable specific plan, and 
     2.  That none of the findings for disapproval in subsection (D) of this section can be made. The 
findings shall apply to each proposed parcel as well as the entire subdivision…. 

The preceding pages show all the instances in which both West Village and Alternative 5 are inconsistent 
with the General Plan and applicable specific plans.  
 
Item 2 above is what’s crucial. The findings for disapproval are easily met.  

Subsection (D), Findings Requiring Disapproval: 
A tentative tract map shall be denied if the review authority makes any of the following findings: 

1.  The proposed subdivision including design and improvements is not consistent with the 
General Plan or any applicable specific plan;  
2.  The site is not physically suitable for the type or density of the proposed development;  
3.  The design of the subdivision or the proposed improvements are likely to cause substantial 
environmental damage or injure fish or wildlife or their habitat;  
7.  The proposed subdivision is not consistent with all applicable provisions of this development 
code, the Municipal Code, or the Map Act. 
 

Note the phrase “shall be denied if the review authority makes any of the following findings.”  If just one 
of the above findings can be met, the Tentative Tract Map must be denied. Both West Village and 
Alternative 5 meet four of the Findings Requiring Disapproval.   
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At the April 21, 2019 Planning Commission public hearing, Commissioner Mueller recommended 
approval with a recommendation of 135 units (a 25% reduction from the original 180 units). This 25% 
reduction is an arbitrary number and does not reflect an improvement in the development impacts. As 
long as there is development south of the creek and there is grading (development, per CMC) in the OS-
DR, there will be significant environmental impacts. Rather than stating a specific number of units, the 
location of units is what should have been specified. 

 
The developer purchased this land in 2012. At the time of the purchase, it had the same zoning as today. 
It had the same geologic constraints in the Open Space-Development Restricted land that it has today. 
Every parcel of land has limitations and zoning restrictions. Just because 16 acres is zoned for 
development does not mean that it is developable. This developer cannot reasonably expect to develop 
a portion of land that’s not zoned for development any more than I can expect to build a market in my 
yard. It’s not zoned for it. The philosophy of our city’s General Plan and our development code is that 
“development should fit the land.”  Clearly, neither West Village at Calabasas nor Alternative 5 fit the 
land.  
 
I stated at the beginning of my comments, something will be built on the land. But because of the 
environmental constraints, the utmost care must be taken in approving a project for this particular site. 
The land can carry a much smaller project. The minimum area for Planned Development is five acres; 
however, it may be less,24 provided the Community Development Director finds: 

 (i) there’s unique character to the site or to the proposed land use; and  
 (ii) the proposed reduction is consistent with the goals of the General Plan  

A smaller development would be far more consistent with our General Plan and CMC. There has been 
no community support for the proposed project and the previous proposed project because of the 
massive grading and intrusion into OS-DR land. A smaller, completely residential project could be 
proposed. A smaller project that is north of the creek can avoid development of the OS-DR land, avoid 
remediation of the landslide and avoid the environmental devastation that the West Village/Alternative 
5 project will inflict. I also believe that the commercial component should be removed. The City has a 
glut of vacant commercial space. We do not need more. The community would be better served by 
using that square footage for residential units (how about affordable housing units?). I believe a 
development as I described could garner community support.  
 
I noted in Impacts to Biological Resources that we have codes and policies that protect our Wildlife 
Linkage and Corridor. Our City has codes that define and protect Open Space-Development Restricted 
land. Our codes support denial of this project. But in order for the codes to actually work, we just need 
our decision-makers to implement them.  I urge you to deny this proposed project and any of its current 
alternatives 2 through 5. 
 
Best regards,  
Frances Alet 
Calabasas 
 
 

 
24 CMC 17.16.040 Planned Development additional standards 
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