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2030 General Plan

Notice of Preparation 
of a

Draft Environmental
Impact Report 

The City of Calabasas will be the Lead Agency for the preparation of an environmental impact 
report (EIR) for a proposed update to the Calabasas General Plan.  The proposed project 
involves the update of the 1995 General Plan, which currently serves as the blueprint for the 
development of the City.  Each of the General Plan elements will be updated with goals, 
objectives, and policies that reflect the current needs and preferences of the community.  The 
land use map will also be updated.  The draft 2030 General Plan includes the following 
elements:

Land Use Noise
Open Space Community Design 
Conservation Parks, Recreation & Trails 
Housing Cultural Resources 
Circulation Services, Infrastructure & Technology 
Safety

For the most part, the goals, objectives, and policies of the updated General Plan will be similar 
to those of the 1995 General Plan, with only minor revisions to reflect current conditions in and 
around Calabasas.  The General Plan land use map (see attached map and associated 
descriptions of land use designations depicted on the map) is also substantially similar to the 
map contained in the 1995 General Plan.  The plan area for the City would be reduced as 
compared to that shown in the 1995 General Plan, eliminating much of the area south of the 
City from the City’s plan area.  However, within the City, land use designations would remain 
unchanged on approximately 98% of the land.  In addition, no land use designation changes 
that would facilitate development within areas currently designated for open space use are 
proposed.   
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The most substantive changes to the land use map involve the re-designation of four separate 
areas within and adjacent to the City that are currently designated for business and business 
park uses as “mixed use” districts.  The mixed use designations would accommodate a mix of 
retail, office, and residential uses at somewhat higher intensities than allowed under the current 
business/business park designations.  One of the mixed use districts – known as Craftsman’s 
Corner (north of the Ventura Freeway and generally east of Parkway Calabasas) – is outside the 
current City limits within unincorporated Los Angeles County.  The City is interested in 
annexing this area into Calabasas to accommodate its redevelopment with mixed uses, possibly 
including performing arts facilities and similar uses.   

Another notable change involves the creation of a “Planned Development” designation that 
would apply to two areas along Las Virgenes Road (an approximately 7.5-acre area on the west 
side of Las Virgenes Road known as Las Virgenes 1 and an approximately 20-acre area along 
the east side of Las Virgenes Road near the Las Virgenes Road/Agoura Road intersection known 
as Las Virgenes 2).  This designation denotes areas under single or common ownership that 
warrant detailed planning because of the presence of unique features, environmental 
conditions, or development constraints.  Under the Planned Development designation, the Las 
Virgenes 1 area would accommodate a mix of single and multiple family housing and a 2.5-
acre park, while the Las Virgenes 2 area would accommodate a mix of office, retail, and single 
or multiple family residential uses. 

The draft Circulation Element is substantially similar to the Transportation chapter of the 
current General Plan.  However, the underlying data and information have been updated to 
reflect current conditions and validate the appropriateness of retaining circulation policies.  In 
addition, traffic level of service (LOS) standards have been revised in some locations to better 
reflect current and projected future traffic conditions.  Finally, policies relating to pedestrians 
and transit have been added. 

The draft Housing Element is also similar in intent to the Housing Improvement Program of the 
current General Plan.  However, similar to the draft Circulation Element, data and information 
have been updated to reflect current conditions.  In addition, new programs have been 
identified to implement the City’s housing objectives and policies. 

The Draft EIR will be a program EIR.  Per the CEQA Guidelines, a program EIR is an EIR that may 
be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project.  The purpose 
of a program EIR is to allow the lead agency to consider broad policy alternatives and 
programwide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to 
deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts. 
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The EIR will examine each of the issue areas on the City’s environmental checklist; therefore, 
preparation of an initial study was not warranted.  Issues to be discussed include: 

Aesthetics Mineral Resources 
Agriculture Resources Noise
Air Quality Population/Housing 
Biological Resources Public Services 
Cultural Resources Recreation 
Geology/Soils Transportation/Traffic 
Hazards & Hazardous Materials Utilities/Service Systems 
Hydrology/Water Quality Mandatory Findings of Significance 
Land Use/Planning  

In addition to the CEQA-required “no project” alternative, the Draft will examine a range of land 
use scenarios that address one or more potential environmental effects.  These will likely 
include, but are not limited to, alternatives that:  (1) facilitate multiple family residential 
development at a density of 20 units/acre in order to meet the State Housing and Community 
Development Department requirements pertaining to facilitating the development of affordable 
housing; (2) reduce allowable development intensities within mixed use areas in order to reduce 
traffic and other identified significant impacts; and (3) retain the current Residential-Single 
Family (R-SF) designation on the Las Virgenes 1 site (which, as discussed above, is proposed to 
be re-designated to “Planned Development”). 

The City of Calabasas would like to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content 
of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory responsibilities in 
connection with the proposed project.  Your agency may need to use the EIR prepared by the 
City of Calabasas when considering your permit or other approval of certain aspects of the 
project. 

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest 
possible date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. 

Please send your response to Isidro Figueroa, Planner, at 

City of Calabasas 
Planning Division 
26135 Mureau Road 
Calabasas, California 91302 
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Mr. Figueroa can be reached at (818) 878-4225.  Mr. Figueroa’s email address is 
ifigueroa@cityofcalabasas.com.  Please provide the name for a contact person in your agency. 

The City will hold an EIR scoping meeting on the General Plan update on Thursday, May 1 in the 
City Council Chambers at Calabasas City Hall, 26135 Mureau Drive, Calabasas, California.  The 
meeting will begin at 6 PM.  The purpose of the meeting is to solicit input on the scope and 
content of the environmental analysis that will be included in the Draft EIR. 

Project Title:    City of Calabasas 2030 General Plan

Project Sponsor:   City of Calabasas

Date April 4, 2008  Signature  

  Title Principal, Rincon Consultants 
(consultant to the City of Calabasas) 

  Telephone (805) 641- 1000 x 12 



































COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
“Creating Community Through People, Parks and Programs” 

Russ Guiney, Director

Planning and Development Agency • 510 Vermont Ave • Los Angeles, CA 90020 • (213) 351-5198

May 6, 2008 

Mr. Isidro Figueroa, Planner 
City of Calabasas 
Planning Division 
26135 Mureau Road 
Calabasas, CA 91302 

Dear Mr. Figueroa: 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
PROPOSED UPDATE TO THE CALABASAS GENERAL PLAN 

The Notice of Preparation for the proposed update to the Calabasas General Plan has 
been reviewed for potential impacts on the facilities under the jurisdiction of this 
Department.  With respect to parks and recreation, the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
should consider any potential impacts of the project on existing and proposed County trails 
in the area.  These trails include (but are not limited to) the following: 

o Calabasas/Cold Creek Lateral Trail 
o Calabasas/Topanga Connector Trail 
o Las Virgenes Creek Trail 

o Malibu Creek Lateral Trail  
o Topanga/Henry Ridge Lateral Trail 
o Valley Circle Scenic Corridor Trail 

For specific questions concerning County trails, please contact Mr. Robert Ettleman, Park 
Planner, at (213) 351-5134 or rettleman@parks.lacounty.gov.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this environmental review process.  If we 
may be of further assistance, please feel free to contact me at (213) 351-5127 or 
clau@parks.lacounty.gov. 

Sincerely,

Clement Lau, AICP 
Park Planner 
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May 21, 2008 

Isidro Figueroa, Planner 
City of Calabasas 
Planning Division
26135 Mureau Road 
Calabasas, CA 91302

RE: NOP for EIR - City of Calabasas 2030 General Plan Update

Mr. Figueroa, 

These comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft EIR for the City of Calabasas 2030 General Plan 
are provided on behalf of the Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains.  We thank 
the City of Calabasas for the opportunity to comment on this significant update to the General Plan.

After reviewing the Draft General Plan update, our primary concern is the creation of a “Planned 
Development” designation that would apply to two areas along Las Virgenes Road, Las Virgenes 1 and 
Las Virgenes 2.  Las Virgenes 1 (LV 1) is an approximately 7.5 acre area on the west side of Las 
Virgenes Road and Las Virgenes 2 (LV 2) is an approximately 20-acre site along the east side of Las 
Virgenes Road.  We are particularly concerned with the revised Land Use designation for the LV 2 site 
due its location in a biologically sensitive area. 

Wildlife Corridor

Figure IV-I of the Draft General Plan (GP), which shows the sensitive biological resources in and around 
Calabasas, identifies the proposed LV 2 site as within, and adjacent to, a wildlife linkage and corridor. 
Although the development on this site may not cause a total loss of a habitat linkage, it may have harmful
edge effects on the remaining wildlife linkage to the east, which could eventually lead to local extinction 
of species.  Edge effects refer to changes in the biological and physical changes that occur at an 
ecosystem boundary due to disturbance. 

The policies of the Draft GP are that the City will “promote clustered development to preserve large, 
unbroken blocks of open space within critical habitat areas, and protect the integrity of habitat linkages.” 
However, the Housing Element of the Plan specifies that up to 160 multiple family units would be built 
on a portion of the 20-acre LV 2 site; the mere location of the development would not support the 
integrity of the existing wildlife linkage. 



Hillside Management

An additional concern with the proposed development on the LV2 site is its close proximity to a 
significant ridgeline to the northeast, as identified on Figure III-4: Significant Ridgelines.  The GP Open 
Space Element policy III-14 requires the preservation of all significant ridgelines and other significant 
topographic features such as canyons, knolls, rock outcroppings, and riparian woodlands.  Improper
hillside development can cause erosion, degradation of water quality, increased downstream runoff and 
slope failures.  Every attempt should be made to maintain the natural topography of hillside areas. 

Water Quality

The proposed LV 1 site would abut the section of Las Virgenes Creek just south of Agoura Road, which 
flows approximately 3 miles through dense residential and commercial uses before passing south into the 
Malibu Creek State Park.  Within this reach, the creek has a natural soft bottom with pockets of native 
riparian vegetation including mulefat and willows.

From Figure IX-2 of the GP, it is apparent that the increased runoff from the single and multi-family
residential use and community park at this site would drain directly into Las Virgenes Creek, which 
would eventually enter Malibu Creek further south, an already impaired water body on the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board’s 303(d) list.

Should the “Planned Development” land use designation for the LV1 and LV2 sites be incorporated into 
the 2030 General Plan for the City, specific design considerations and mitigation measures would have to 
be implemented in order to minimize the impacts on sensitive biological resources to less than significant,
as defined by CEQA thresholds of significance. 

Oak Reforestation Fund

Section XIII.A of the Draft GP states that the City will pursue establishment of an oak tree reforestation
fund, which project applicants would pay into when on-site oak preservation is not possible. Funding for 
such a program should be used to maintain oaks on public lands, purchase prime oak woodlands, purchase 
oaks of cultural significance, or plant new trees on public lands or areas of open space, as designated by 
the City’s GP. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

Sandra Murcia 
Conservation Biologist 
Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains 

CC: Rosi Dagit, Senior Conservation Biologist 
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24835 E. La Palma Ave., Suite I . Yorba Linda, California 92887 
Phone: (714) 692-9596 . Fax: (714) 692-9597

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Joe Power, AICP 
Rincon Consultants DATE: March 17, 2008 

FROM: The Natelson Dale Group, Inc. (TNDG) FILE: #3886

SUBJECT: CALABASAS BUILDOUT ANALYSIS 

Per your request, TNDG has completed an analysis of the amounts of new retail and office 
development that will potentially occur in Calabasas between now and buildout.  For purposes 
of our analysis, we have assumed buildout would occur in 2030.  Our buildout evaluation has 
included the following steps: 

1. Develop extended market demand forecasts for retail and office/business park 
development in Calabasas.  Whereas our original forecasts (prepared for the General 
Plan “issues papers”) covered only a 5-year horizon, the extended forecasts project 
demand through 2030. 

2. Estimate the portion of land within the proposed mixed-use development areas that 
would likely be redeveloped (i.e., intensified) by 2030. 

3. In conjunction with Rincon, prepare “maximum” and “reduced” buildout scenarios for 
purposes of the General Plan traffic analysis.  The “maximum” scenario assumes 100% 
of land within the proposed mixed-use areas would be redeveloped by 2030.  The 
“reduced” buildout scenario – reflecting the likelihood that some property owners will not 
choose to redevelop their properties within this timeframe – assumes that 50% of land in 
these areas will be redeveloped by 2030. 

TNDG’s major findings relative to the buildout analysis are summarized below.  As appropriate, 
the detailed spreadsheet analyses (from which the summary findings are derived) can also be 
provided to Rincon and the City. 

Market Demand Forecasts

TNDG’s 2030 market demand forecasts are based on the following inputs: 

 The preliminary 2035 population, housing and employment forecasts recently released 
by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG); 

 Existing commercial building inventories and historic (1996-2007) absorption rates for 
Calabasas and the surrounding San Fernando Valley and Conejo Valley market areas; 
and

 TNDG’s retail and office demand forecasting models. 

It should be emphasized that long-range (22-year) forecasts are analytically challenging and 
should therefore be regarded as general rather than definitive.  In this regard, TNDG has not 
attempted to pinpoint precise demand numbers for 2030, but has instead expressed the 
forecasts in terms of a range of possible outcomes.  The low end of the range reflects more 
conservative assumptions, while the high end reflects more aggressive assumptions. 
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TNDG’s 2030 forecasts for incremental development demand in the City are as follows: 

 Retail:    600,000 to 800,000 square feet 

 Office/Business Park:  1,000,000 to 2,000,000 square feet 

The above numbers reflect demand for “net new” development over and above the existing 
base.  As a point of reference, the existing inventory of retail space in City is estimated at just 
over 1 million square feet and the existing inventory of office/industrial space is estimated at 
approximately 3.8 million square feet1.

The above projections describe “unconstrained” demand, i.e., they do not take into account the 
availability of land for new development.  As described below, the next step in TNDG’s buildout 
analysis involved “factoring-down” the gross demand projections to reflect more realistic 
development potentials given the City’s land constraints. 

Redevelopment Potential within Proposed Mixed-Use Areas

As part of the General Plan update process, Calabasas’ General Plan Advisory Committee 
(GPAC) has identified four areas totaling 204.32 acres for possible intensification with mixed-
use development: 

 West Village (79.9 acres); 
 Las Virgenes/Mureau (27.97 acres); 
 East Village – North of Calabasas Road (31.83 acres); and 
 East Village – Craftsman’s Corner (64.62 acres). 

The above areas are largely developed with existing office/business park space (at an average 
FAR in the range of 0.4 to 0.5).  There is also a very limited amount of existing retail space in 
the East Village areas.  Under the proposed mixed-use designation, the allowable FARs in the 
area would increase to 0.75 to 1.0. 

The potential development “yield” in the mixed-use areas would depend upon the number of 
property owners that decide to redevelop their properties to take advantage of the increase in 
allowable intensity.  In order to gauge this redevelopment potential, TNDG evaluated the age 
distribution of existing office and industrial buildings in Calabasas and then projected the ages 
of the existing buildings in 2030. 

Depending on the assumed “functional life” of an office or industrial building, the portion of 
Calabasas parcels that would be ready for redevelopment in 2030 varies considerably.  For 
example, if we assume that all buildings over 40 years old are functionally obsolete, 74% of 
office buildings and 55% of industrial buildings would be prime candidates for redevelopment by 
2030.  However, if we assume a functional life of 45 years, the numbers drop off dramatically; 
based on the 45-year criterion, only 25% of office buildings and 27% of industrial buildings 
would be ready for redevelopment by 2030.  Based on these ranges, TNDG believes that 50% 

1 These estimates are based on data from CoStar Group. 
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is a reasonable overall assumption for the portion of land within the mixed-use areas that would 
be redeveloped by 2030. 

Development Scenarios

Based on the above, TNDG recommends that the General Plan environmental and traffic 
analysis consider two development scenarios: 

1. A maximum buildout scenario that (probably unrealistically) assumes that 100% of 
parcels within the mixed-use areas would be redeveloped by 2030; and 

2. A reduced buildout scenario that assumes 50% of the mixed-use areas would be 
redeveloped by 2030. 

For purposes of defining the above scenarios, the follow allocation has been assumed for the 
total floor area of building space: 

 Multi-family residential – 20%  
 Office/business park – 70% 
 Retail – 10% 

The above allocation has been defined to generally correspond to the proportions of office and 
retail projected for 2030.  However, even under the “maximum” buildout scenario, the physical 
capacity for future development would be within the high end of the “unconstrained” demand 
projections summarized above. 

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or would like to discuss our analysis 
further.

Roger Dale 
Managing Principal 





Projected General Plan Buildout – Maximum Buildout 

Development Area 
Acres/ 
Parcels

FAR a

Floor Area 
at Buildout 

(sf)b

Existing 
Office/ 

BP 
Development 

(sf) 

Existing Retail 
Development 

Potential Development at Buildout (square feet)b Net Increase  

Residentialc (units) Office/ 
Business 

Park 
(sf) 

Retail
(sf) 

Residential (units) 

Office/ 
Business 

Park 
(sf) 

Retail (sf) 

SFR MFR Sr.MFR 

Approved/Pending Development 

Standard Pacific       86     86    

Malibu Hills Road 
Senior Housing 

       60     60   

Calabasas Inn       79     79    

Farmer Property 
(Safran Senior 

Housing) 
       75     75   

Dollinger (The 
Summit) 

         70,100     70,100 

Sub Total       165 135 0 70,100  165 135 0 70,100 

Other Vacant Residential 

Highlandsd (RC)e 97     97     97     

Parkville Road 
(SFR) 

2.2     13     13     

Rancho Pet Kennel 
(MFR)g

6.6      106     106    

Mahin Tract (RR)h 14     14     14     

West of 
Headwaters 
Corner (RR) 

16.2     8     8     

L. Pollock Lots 
(RR) 

8.2     3     3     

A. Howard Parcels 
(RR) 

2     2     2     



Projected General Plan Buildout – Maximum Buildout 

Development Area 
Acres/ 
Parcels

FAR a

Floor Area 
at Buildout 

(sf)b

Existing 
Office/ 

BP 
Development 

(sf) 

Existing Retail 
Development 

Potential Development at Buildout (square feet)b Net Increase  

Residentialc (units) Office/ 
Business 

Park 
(sf) 

Retail
(sf) 

Residential (units) 

Office/ 
Business 

Park 
(sf) 

Retail (sf) 

SFR MFR Sr.MFR 

Wilson Parcels 
(RR) 

2     2     2     

Dry Canyon Tract 
– East (RR) 

16.2     9     9     

Vacant (HM)i 1,900 0.2    37     37     

Sub Total 
1,253/

101
    1185 132  185 132  

Planned Development 

Las Virgenes 1j 7.5     30     30     

Las Virgenes 2 16      160  150,000 25,000  160  150,000 25,000 

Sub Total 23.5     330 160  150,000 25,000 30 160  150,000 25,000 

Business Park (BP)

Vacant BP 1.2 0.6       31,363     31,363  

Business Limited-Intensity (BLI)

Vacant BLI 23.91 0.2       106,643 41,661    166,643 41,661 

Proposed Mixed-Use Developmentk

West Village 79.9 0.75l 2,062,043 1,225,023 --  229  1,443,430 206,204  229  218,407 206,204 

Las Virgenes/ 
Mureau 

27.97 0.75 731,024 361,132 --  81  511,717 73,102  81  150,585 73,102 



Projected General Plan Buildout – Maximum Buildout 

Development Area 
Acres/ 
Parcels

FAR a

Floor Area 
at Buildout 

(sf)b

Existing 
Office/ 

BP 
Development 

(sf) 

Existing Retail 
Development 

Potential Development at Buildout (square feet)b Net Increase  

Residentialc (units) Office/ 
Business 

Park 
(sf) 

Retail
(sf) 

Residential (units) 

Office/ 
Business 

Park 
(sf) 

Retail (sf) 

SFR MFR Sr.MFR 

East Village 

North of 
Calabasas Road 

South of 
Calabasas Roadm

Craftsman’s 
Corner 

31.83 

49.30 

64.62 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1,109,212 

1,718,006 

2,251,878 

548,020 

263,993 

1,015,821 

25,891 

108,698 

8,574 

123 

191 

250 

776,448 

1,202,604 

1,576,315 

110,921 

171,801 

225,188 

123 

191 

250 

228,428 

938,611 

560,494 

85,030 

63,103 

216,614 

Sub Total 253  7,872,163 3,413,989 143,163 0 875 0 5,510,514 787,216 0 875 0 2,096,525 644,053 

Total 
1,556/

101     215 1,332 135 5,858,520 923,977 215 1,322 135 2,444,531 780,814 

Notes: 
a FAR = Floor to area ratio 
b Assumes that roads/sidewalks would account for approximately 20% of the total acreage; therefore, floor area at buildout is based on 80% of the total acreage c Average multi-family residential unit = 1,800 
square feet 
C single-family/multi-family/senior multi family 
d 76.89 acres have a FAR of 0.75 and 3.01 acres have a FAR of 0.5 
e Each parcel measures approximately 2,000 sf 
f RC = Rural Community land use designation 
g MFR = Multi-family land use designation 
h RR = Rural Residential land use designation 
i HM = Hillside Mountainous land use designation 
j Also includes 2.5 acres of community park 
k Assumes 25% residential, 7% retail and 68% office uses; Average multi-family residential unit = 1,800 square feet 
l 76.89 acres have a FAR of 0.75 and 3.01 acres have a FAR of 0.5 
m Existing development also includes a 23,733 square foot library and assembly hall as part of the new Civic Center development 
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Taxonomic Index To Common Names For Plants And Wildlife 
(listed in order as seen in text of Section 4.3, Biological Resources)

Plant Species 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Willow Salix sp.
Cottonwood Populus sp.
Sycamore Platanus sp.
Cattails Typha sp.
Currants Ribes sp.
coast live oak Quercus agrifolia 
red willow Salix laevigata 
Mulefat Baccharis salicifolia 
sandbar willow Salix sessilifolia 
California sycamore Platanus racemosa 
valley oak Quercus lobata 
Oak Quercus sp.
California blackberry Rubus ursinus 
Monkeyflower Mimulus sp.
hedge-nettle Stachys sp.
California walnut Juglans californica 
Chamise Adenostoma fasciculatum 
Toyon Heteromeles arbutifolia 
Coffeeberry Rhamnus californica 
wild oats Avena fatua 
brome grass Bromus sp.
holly-leaved cherry Prunus ilicifolia 
Ceanothus Ceanothus sp.
scrub oak Quercus berbidifolia 
Manzanita Arctostaphlyos sp.
sugar bush Rhus ovata 
Buckthorn Rhamnus sp.
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Plant Species 

Redshank Adenostoma sparsifolium 
California sagebrush Artemisia californica 
Sage Salvia sp.
California brittlebush Encelia californica 
Buckwheat Eriogonum sp.
black mustard Hirshfeldia incana 
baby blue eyes Sysyrinchium bellum 
Lupines Lupinus sp.
owl’s clover Nemophila menziensii 
blue dicks Dichelostema capitatum 

Wildlife Species 

Common Name Scientific Name 
red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis 
red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus 
California slender salamander Batrachoseps attenuatus 
Western toad Bufo boreas 
pacific treefrog Hyla regilla 
western fence lizard Scelopouis occidentalis 
side-blotched lizard Uta stansburiana 
western whiptail Aspidoscelis tigris stejnegeri 
gopher snake Pituophis catenifer 
common kingsnake Lampropeltis getula 
southern Pacific rattlesnake Crotalus oreganus helleri 
Costa’s hummingbird Calypte costae 
California towhee Pipilo crissalis 
Wrentit Chamaea fasciata 
Bewick’s wren Thryomanes bewickii 
mourning dove Zenaida macroura 
California thrasher Toxostoma redivivum 
greater roadrunner Geococcyx californianus 
California quail Callipepla californica 



3

Wildlife Species 

turkey vulture Cathartes aura 
ground squirrel Spermophilus beecheyi 
Gopher Thomomys bottae 
Coyote Canis latrans 
pocket mouse Perognathus or Chaetodipus sp.
Western harvest mouse Reithrodontomys megalotis 
Woodrat Neotoma sp.
cottontail rabbit Sylvilagus audubonii 
Bobcat Lynx rufus 
Opossum Didelphis virginiana 
Raccoon Procyon lotor
Skunk Mephitis mephitis 
Deer Odocoileus hemionus 
Botta’s pocket gopher Thomomys bottae 
deer mouse Peromyscus sp.
grey fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus 
Swallows Tachycineta sp.
Swifts Aeronautes, Cypseloides, or

Chaetura sp.
Bats Myotis, Eumops, Tadarida, Lasiurus, 

Lasionycteris, Corynorhinus, 
Antrozous, Pipistrellus, or Eptesicus 
sp.

mountain lion Puma concolor 
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24835 E. La Palma Ave., Suite I . Yorba Linda, California 92887 
Phone: (714) 692-9596 . Fax: (714) 692-9597

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Joe Power, AICP 
Rincon Consultants DATE: July 13, 2007 

FROM: The Natelson Dale Group, Inc. (TNDG) FILE: #3886

SUBJECT: FINANCIAL ANALYSIS OF MIXED-USE PROTOTYPES 

Introduction

This memo summarizes the results of an analysis of the financial feasibility of redevelopment 
scenarios involving specific land use mixes.  Three scenarios were analyzed at the request of 
Rincon Consultants, all using a specified FAR of 0.75 as a starting point.  Alternative scenarios 
with FAR’s of 1.0 and 1.25 were also evaluated. 

1. Mixed Retail/Residential, with 25% retail/75% residential 
2. Mixed Office/Residential, with a 50/50 mix 
3. Mixed Retail/Office, with 25% retail/75% office 

Key assumptions on the size of the project components, under each scenario and FAR, are the 
following: 

FAR: 0.75 
1. Retail/Res. Mix 2. Office/Res. Mix 3. Retail/Ofc. Mix 

Total developed square feet 130,680 130,680 130,680
   Retail SF 32,670 0 32,670
   Office SF 0 65,340 98,010
   Residential SF 98,010 65,340 0
No. residential units 85 57 0

FAR: 1.0 
1. Retail/Res. Mix 2. Office/Res. Mix 3. Retail/Ofc. Mix 

Total developed square feet 174,240 174,240 174,240
   Retail SF 43,560 0 43,560
   Office SF 0 87,120 130,680
   Residential SF 130,680 87,120 0
No. of residential units 114 76 0

FAR: 1.25 
1. Retail/Res. Mix 2. Office/Res. Mix 3. Retail/Ofc. Mix 

Total developed square feet 217,800 217,800 217,800
   Retail SF 54,450 0 54,450
   Office SF 0 108,900 163,350
   Residential SF 163,350 108,900 0
No. residential units 142 95 0
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The figures for all the scenarios are based on a 4-acre site (as also indicated on the summary 
tables below), which represents a reasonable redevelopment scale for Calabasas; however, we 
would expect to generate essentially the same findings, relatively speaking, for different site 
sizes. 

The analysis should be considered as a preliminary and generalized assessment of these 
alternatives.  The projects are hypothetical in the sense that the analysis was based on broad 
assumptions and not on any specific site, land use plan, targeted tenants, etc. 

Summary of Key Findings

The analysis indicates that, with underground parking, development densities with a Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) in excess of 1.0 will likely be necessary for redevelopment to be feasible.  With 
above-grade structured parking, redevelopment begins to be feasible with an FAR between 0.75 
and 1.0.  However, this type of analysis is very sensitive to a variety of financial considerations, 
which could vary significantly among individual actual projects. 

Description of the Financial Model

The model used for this analysis combines “static” inputs (passage of time is not a factor) of 
construction costs, densities, rents, capitalization rates, etc. and compares outputs of estimated 
values, by development scenario. 

Structured parking plays a major role in the costs of development for these projects.  Based on 
input from Associated Transportation Engineers (ATE), the model includes costs for 
underground parking.  In addition, because of the tendency for the higher costs of underground 
parking to make the projects infeasible, we have generated analysis results using above-ground 
structured parking (which according to ATE is half the cost of underground parking).  For each 
of these parking concepts, we have generated figures for three FAR levels, 0.75, 1.0, and 1.25.  
The model results include an allowance for shared parking for the two scenarios that include 
residential in the mix. 

The model results, shown in the following table, indicate that project values, net of hard and soft 
development costs, tend to be highest for Scenario 2, the Office/Residential Mix, if the 
residential portion is developed as for-sale units.  The “bottom line” of the value differences 
includes subtracting an additional value, which is the value of a hypothetical typical existing 
project that would be a potential candidate for redevelopment.  The value of this project is based 
on an office use with an FAR of 0.45, which is average for potential redevelopment sites in 
Calabasas, and rents that are approximately 55 to 60 percent of the (non-residential) 
redeveloped projects in the three scenarios.  To be feasible, a redeveloped project would have 
to have a value greater than the cost to produce it plus the value of the existing project on the 
site, by a meaningful margin.   

This margin is represented by the “% return on costs” line in the table.  Note that the results 
differ significantly for for-rent and for-sale residential components of Scenarios 1 and 2.  
Developers would most likely be receptive to projects that, under these scenarios and their 
assumptions, generated a Percent Return on Costs in the mid-20s or higher, assuming these 
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redevelopments would take a minimum of two years.  (The model allows for many other 
combinations of assumptions and conditions to be evaluated, if necessary.) 

SUMMARY OF REDEVELOPMENT OPTIONS ANALYSIS 

Underground Parking

FAR:  0.75 
Cost/Value Factors 1. Retail/Res Mix 2. Office/Res Mix 3. Retail/Ofc Mix

Land area, acres 4.00 4.00 4.00
Value based on cap rates $38,919,771 $48,466,598 $59,329,373
Hard/soft costs $31,788,569 $34,505,988 $43,775,855
Net value after hard/soft costs $7,131,202 $13,960,610 $15,553,518
Value of existing (case study) project $18,908,391 $18,908,391 $18,908,391
Net value -$11,777,189 -$4,947,780 -$3,354,873

% return on costs -37.0% -14.3% -7.7%

   Values assuming residential sales $47,964,623 $54,634,500
      Hard/soft costs $31,788,569 $34,505,988
      Net value after hard/soft costs $16,176,054 $20,128,512
      Net value less hard/soft costs, exist. project -$2,732,337 $1,220,121

      % return on costs -8.6% 3.5%

FAR 1.0 
Cost/Value Factors 1. Retail/Res Mix 2. Office/Res Mix 3. Retail/Ofc Mix

Land area, acres 4.00 4.00 4.00
Value based on cap rates $51,893,028 $64,622,131 $79,105,831
Hard/soft costs $42,384,759 $46,007,984 $58,367,807
Net value after hard/soft costs $9,508,269 $18,614,147 $20,738,024
Value of existing (case study) project $18,908,391 $18,908,391 $18,908,391
Net value -$9,400,122 -$294,244 $1,829,633

% return on costs -22.2% -0.6% 3.1%

   Values assuming residential sales $64,228,831 $72,846,000
      Hard/soft costs $42,384,759 $46,007,984
      Net value after hard/soft costs $21,844,072 $26,838,016
      Net value less hard/soft costs, exist. project $2,935,681 $7,929,625

      % return on costs 6.9% 17.2%
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FAR 1.25
Cost/Value Factors 1. Retail/Res Mix 2. Office/Res Mix 3. Retail/Ofc Mix

Land area, acres 4.00 4.00 4.00
Value based on cap rates $64,866,285 $80,777,664 $98,882,289
Hard/soft costs $52,980,949 $57,509,980 $72,959,759
Net value after hard/soft costs $11,885,336 $23,267,684 $25,922,530
Value of existing (case study) project $18,908,391 $18,908,391 $18,908,391
Net value -$7,023,055 $4,359,293 $7,014,139

% return on costs -13.3% 7.6% 9.6%

   Values assuming residential sales $80,079,039 $91,057,500
      Hard/soft costs $52,980,949 $57,509,980
      Net value after hard/soft costs $27,098,090 $33,547,520
      Net value less hard/soft costs, exist. project $8,189,699 $14,639,129

      % return on costs 15.5% 25.5%

Above-Ground Structured Parking

FAR:  0.75 
Cost/Value Factors 1. Retail/Res Mix 2. Office/Res Mix 3. Retail/Ofc Mix

Land area, acres 4.00 4.00 4.00
Value based on cap rates $38,919,771 $48,466,598 $59,329,373
Hard/soft costs $27,070,697 $28,901,155 $33,069,430
Net value after hard/soft costs $11,849,074 $19,565,443 $26,259,944
Value of existing (case study) project $18,908,391 $18,908,391 $18,908,391
Net value -$7,059,317 $657,052 $7,351,553

% return on costs -26.1% 2.3% 22.2%

   Values assuming residential sales $47,964,623 $54,634,500
      Hard/soft costs $27,070,697 $28,901,155
      Net value after hard/soft costs $20,893,927 $25,733,345
      Net value less hard/soft costs, exist. project $1,985,536 $6,824,954

      % return on costs 7.3% 23.6%

FAR:  1.0 
Cost/Value Factors 1. Retail/Res Mix 2. Office/Res Mix 3. Retail/Ofc Mix

Land area, acres 4.00 4.00 4.00
Value based on cap rates $51,893,028 $64,622,131 $79,105,831
Hard/soft costs $36,094,262 $38,534,874 $44,092,573
Net value after hard/soft costs $15,798,766 $26,087,257 $35,013,258
Value of existing (case study) project $18,908,391 $18,908,391 $18,908,391
Net value -$3,109,625 $7,178,867 $16,104,868

% return on costs -8.6% 18.6% 36.5%

   Values assuming residential sales $64,228,831 $72,846,000
      Hard/soft costs $36,094,262 $38,534,874
      Net value after hard/soft costs $28,134,569 $34,311,126
      Net value less hard/soft costs, exist. project $9,226,178 $15,402,735

      % return on costs 25.6% 40.0%
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FAR:  1.25
Cost/Value Factors 1. Retail/Res Mix 2. Office/Res Mix 3. Retail/Ofc Mix

Land area, acres 4.00 4.00 4.00
Value based on cap rates $64,866,285 $80,777,664 $98,882,289
Hard/soft costs $45,117,828 $48,168,592 $55,115,716
Net value after hard/soft costs $19,748,457 $32,609,072 $43,766,573
Value of existing (case study) project $18,908,391 $18,908,391 $18,908,391
Net value $840,066 $13,700,681 $24,858,182

% return on costs 1.9% 28.4% 45.1%

   Values assuming residential sales $80,079,039 $91,057,500
      Hard/soft costs $45,117,828 $48,168,592
      Net value after hard/soft costs $34,961,211 $42,888,908
      Net value less hard/soft costs, exist. project $16,052,820 $23,980,517

      % return on costs 35.6% 49.8%

Based on the assumptions evaluated herein, the most attractive land uses would appear to be 
mixes involving offices and condominiums.  However, future zoning should be flexible enough to 
allow the market to determine the optimal mix for individual projects, as the economics of 
individual land uses may well change over time based on future supply/demand conditions.   

Higher FAR values clearly generate more-profitable projects, under the set of assumptions in 
this model, and the parking costs are also a major factor.   

The product types addressed in the model are assumed to be at the upper end of the 
quality/price scale, in keeping with the overall character of the community.  The model results 
include the assumption that generally favorable market conditions prevail, e. g. that demand 
exists for the product mixes used in the scenarios, that financing is available at reasonable 
rates, and that construction costs are stable.  Similarly to the redevelopment analysis TNDG 
developed previously as part of this project, there are a number of “real world” considerations 
that apply to an analysis of this kind: 

At the FAR values used in the analysis, the mix of retail with other uses poses particular 
design challenges in making the retail space accessible to shoppers. 

There are a series of factors that would influence individual property owners/redevelopers 
that are not practical to consider within the scope of this exercise.  These include tax 
implications of various actions, financing and the potential added value of leveraged 
investment, and the like. 

Property owners who will tend to redevelop their property are those who either 1) have the 
desire, capability, financial means, etc. to take on the development role, or 2) are 
developers who have purchased an existing project at a price that they believe, based on 
that and other factors, can justify such action.  Owners in today’s market are likely to be 
realizing premium rents, plus they can also sell at very low capitalization rates, or in other 
words relatively high prices, which are also prevalent in the current market. 

Property owners considering a sale to a redeveloper will attempt to capture at least some of 
the premium associated with the expectation (or assurance) of an increased FAR for the 
property, and this will negatively affect the potential for such sales.   
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Owners of this type of property are seldom “motivated sellers,” barring some personal 
reason to relinquish their property, and therefore prices will generally tend to discourage 
sales.  They are also not necessarily people who are interested in or inclined to function as 
developers.  Due to tax laws and other factors, property owners cannot be assumed to act in 
their best financial interest, especially since an owner can seldom go wrong by simply 
holding property and doing nothing. 

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or would like to discuss our analysis 
further.

Roger Dale, Principal 
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2030 General Plan EIR 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

CITY ofCALABASAS
2

Mitigation Measure Action Required When 
Monitoring to 

Occur

Monitoring
Frequency 

Responsible
Agency or 

Party

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

AIR QUALITY 

AQ-44   Add the following policy to subsection IV.C 
of the Conservation Element of the 2030 General 
Plan:

Require applicants for projects containing 
sensitive receptors (such as residences, 
schools, day care centers, and medical facilities) 
on sites within 500 feet of the Ventura Freeway 
to demonstrate that health risks relating to 
diesel particulates would not exceed SCAQMD 
health risk standards prior to project approval.

Verify that the policy has 
been added to the 
General Plan. 

Prior to 
General Plan 
approval 

Once Community 
Development 

   

GEOLOGY

GEO-22 Add the following policy to the 2030 
General Plan Safety Element: 

Prior to approval of development projects 
within the liquefaction or landslide hazard 
zones depicted on Figure VII-2 or other areas 
identified by the City Engineer as having 
significant liquefaction or landslide hazards, 
require applicants to prepare site-specific 
liquefaction and/or landslide studies and 
mitigation.  Such studies shall be subject to 
review and approval by the City Engineer.

Verify that the policy has 
been added to the 
General Plan. 

Prior to 
General Plan 
approval 

Once Community 
Development 

   

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

TC-1(a) Agoura Road/Lost Hills Road 
and Agoura Road/Las Virgenes Road.   These 
intersections are forecast to operate at LOS E at 
maximum buildout of the 2030 General Plan.  A 
portion of the traffic added to these intersections 
would be generated by maximum buildout of the 
West Village mixed use area, located along Agoura 
Road.  In order to achieve an acceptable LOS (LOS 
C), the options described below have been 

Verify that one of the 
options has been 
incorporated into the 
General Plan. 

Prior to 
General Plan 
approval 

Once Community 
Development 
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CITY ofCALABASAS
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Mitigation Measure Action Required When 
Monitoring to 

Occur

Monitoring
Frequency 

Responsible
Agency or 

Party

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

identified for these intersections. 

Option #11.  Reduce the allowable floor-to-area 
ratio (FAR) in the West Village mixed-use area from 
0.75 to 0.60 (to achieve a 40% reduction in the 
allowable increase in development as compared to 
maximum buildout).   In addition, for the Agoura 
Road/Lost Hills Road intersection, add a westbound 
right-turn overlap arrow phase to the signal system 
and re-stripe the northbound and eastbound 
approaches to provide separate right-turn lanes.  
For the Agoura Road/Las Virgenes Road 
intersection, re-stripe the southbound approach to 
provide a right-turn lane and two through lanes.
This option would achieve LOS C at both 
intersections, which meets the LOS C standard 
outlined in the Circulation Element for City 
intersections.

Option #22.  Retain the 0.75 FAR, but limit the 
maximum allowable development in the West 
Village mixed use area to 1.725 million square feet 
(an approximately 500,000 square foot increase 
above existing development).   In addition, for the 
Agoura Road/Lost Hills Road intersection, add a 
westbound right-turn overlap arrow phase to the 
signal system and re-stripe the northbound and 
eastbound approaches to provide separate right-
turn lanes.  For the Agoura Road/Las Virgenes Road 
intersection, re-stripe the southbound approach to 
provide a right-turn lane and two through lanes.
This option would achieve LOS C at both 
intersections, which meets the LOS C standard 
outlined in the Circulation Element for City 
intersections.
TC-1(b)   Ventura Freeway SB Ramps/Calabasas 
Road (West).   The Ventura Freeway SB 

Verify that the 
improvement has been 

Prior to 
General Plan 

Once Community 
Development 
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CITY ofCALABASAS
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Mitigation Measure Action Required When 
Monitoring to 

Occur

Monitoring
Frequency 

Responsible
Agency or 

Party

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

Ramps/Calabasas Road (West) is forecast operate at 
LOS E during the A.M. peak hour period at 
maximum buildout of the 2030 General Plan.
Additional east-west capacity would be required at 
the intersection to accommodate buildout volumes.
To accomplish this, the westbound approach could 
be widened to provide two through lanes and a 
right-turn lane.  This would improve future 
operations to LOS C-D under buildout of the 
General Plan in 2030, which is acceptable for 
freeway ramp intersections.  It is noted that this 
intersection is operated by Caltrans.  Thus, any 
improvements that are implemented at this location 
will need to be coordinated with this agency. 

incorporated in Table VI-
2 of the General Plan 
Circulation Element.

approval 

TC-1(c) Parkway Calabasas/ Ventura Boulevard. 
This intersection is forecast to operate at LOS E at 
maximum buildout of the 2030 General Plan.  The 
majority of the future traffic added to this 
intersection would be generated by buildout of the 
Craftsman’s Corner area, located north of the 
freeway and east of this intersection.  No 
programmed improvements have been identified 
for this intersection. In order to achieve an 
acceptable LOS (LOS C), the following options have 
been identified for this location. 

Option #1.   Reduce the allowable floor-to-area 
ratio (FAR) in the Craftsman’s Corner mixed use 
area from 1.0 to 0.95 (to achieve a 5% reduction in 
the allowable increase in development as compared 
to maximum buildout).   In addition, the 
northbound approach lane could be widened and 
re-striped to provide a shared left-turn-through 
lane and a separate right-turn lane.  The 
southbound approach could be re-striped to 
provide a shared left-through lane and a shared 
through-right-turn lane.  This would require 

Verify that one of the 
options has been 
incorporated into the 
General Plan. 

Prior to 
General Plan 
approval 

Once Community 
Development 
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Mitigation Measure Action Required When 
Monitoring to 

Occur

Monitoring
Frequency 

Responsible
Agency or 

Party

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

removal of the on-street parking along Parkway 
Calabasas.  These improvements would provide for 
LOS C operations with the maximum buildout 
volumes, which meets the LOS C operating standard 
outlined in the Circulation Element for City 
intersections.

Option #2..  Retain the 1.0 FAR, but limit 
development within the Craftsman’s Corner mixed 
use area to 2.2 million square feet (an 
approximately 1.185 million square foot increase 
over existing development).   In addition, the 
northbound approach lane could be widened and 
re-striped to provide a shared left-turn-through 
lane and a separate right-turn lane.  The 
southbound approach could be re-striped to 
provide a shared left-through lane and a shared 
through-right-turn lane.  This would require 
removal of the on-street parking along Parkway 
Calabasas.  These improvements would provide for 
LOS C operations with the maximum buildout 
volumes, which meets the LOS C operating standard 
outlined in the Circulation Element for City 
intersections.
TC-1(d)  Calabasas Road/Valley Circle 
Boulevard..  This intersection is forecast to operate 
at LOS E at maximum buildout of the 2030 General 
Plan.  No programmed improvements have been 
identified for this intersection.  The degradation in 
level of service is primarily due to additional left-
turns on the eastbound Calabasas Road approach.  
The left turn volume is forecast to be about 1,300 
trips during the P.M. peak hour at maximum 
buildout of the 2030 General Plan.  These volumes 
indicate the need for triple left-turn lanes (the 
approach currently contains two left-turn lanes).
Implementing triple lefts would require widening 

Verify that the 
improvement has been 
incorporated in Table VI-
2 of the General Plan 
Circulation Element.

Prior to 
General Plan 
approval 

Once Community 
Development 
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Mitigation Measure Action Required When 
Monitoring to 

Occur

Monitoring
Frequency 

Responsible
Agency or 

Party

Compliance Verification 

Initial Date Comments 

the bridge overcrossing the Ventura Freeway.  It is 
noted that this intersection is located in the City of 
Los Angeles and is operated by Caltrans as part of 
the Ventura Freeway interchange.  Thus, any 
improvements that are implemented at this location 
would need to be coordinated with these two 
agencies.
TC-1(e)  Calabasas Road Corridor Plan..  It is 
recommended that a corridor plan be developed for 
the section of Calabasas Road between Parkway 
Calabasas and the Old Town area to address future 
traffic growth resulting from General Plan buildout.  
The corridor plan would provide a focused study of 
the roadway segment and would identify options 
for improving vehicle flow and overall mobility 
along the segment. 

Verify that preparation of 
the required plan is 
incorporated as a General 
Plan implementation 
program.  

Prior to 
General Plan 
approval 

Once Community 
Development 
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