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Agenda Related Items - Meeting of May 18, 2021
Supplemental Packet Date: May 13, 2021
5:00 p.m.
Supplemental Information:
Any agenda related public documents received and distributed to a majority of the City Council after the
Agenda Packet is printed are included in Supplemental Packets. Supplemental Packets are produced as
needed, typically a minimum of two—one available on the Thursday preceding the City Council meeting and
the second on Tuesday at the meeting. The Supplemental Packet is available for public inspection on the
City’s website at toaks.org/agendas or by contacting the City Clerk Dept at (805) 449-2151 during normal business hours [main location pursuant to the Brown Act, G.C. 54957.5(2)].

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA):
In compliance with the ADA, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting or other services in
conjunction with this meeting, please contact the City Clerk Department at (805) 449-2151. Assisted listening
devices are available at this meeting. Ask City Clerk staff if you desire to use this device. Upon request, the
agenda and documents in this agenda packet, can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to
persons with a disability. Notification at least 48 hours prior to the meeting or time when services are needed
will assist City staff in assuring reasonable arrangements can be made to provide accessibility to the meeting
or service.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Hurdle Family
City Clerk"s Office
Land Use Map
Thursday, May 6, 2021 9:54:55 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sirs;
Thank you for taking the time to hear my concerns about the parcel in Newbury Park
nicknamed the wetlands.
My husband and I own two thriving businesses here in Newbury Park- and have lived
here since 1973 and 1983 respectively.
I respectfully request that the Council votes to leave the land use map designation on
this parcel as it is on the original map.
With the already approved building areas in Newbury Park, I would suggest that the
increase traffic at Borchard will have a dramatic impact.
The proposed Borchard Village proposal does not preserve the character of single
family homes and negatively impacts surrounding neighborhoods.
This is the time to slow down and study the impacts of the sites near Amgen and
Kelley. Later, if determined by the Council, the property owner could bring forward a
detailed proposal with studies and request an amendment to the land use map.
For the first time in our lives, after seeing the proposal from the land owner- with
everything from a hotel with roof top bar, to multiple bars in our neighborhood- we are
considering taking our businesses out of Thousand Oaks. It seems this proposal does
not match the city I was proud to raise my kids in, nor wish to retire in.
Please take this property off the table, work on adding in the 2600 homes throughout
Conejo Valley in areas that make more sense and can better support such an impact.
Thank you again for our time.
Respectfully,
Kriss Hurdle
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gwen
City Clerk"s Office
General Plan Meeting May18, 2021
Thursday, May 6, 2021 12:22:04 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
As a 40 year homeowner in Newbury Park, Ca. I firmly disagree with this over development on the Wetlands in our
beautiful city!
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

CAROL and JIM SMITH
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Change of city plan Borchard South
Friday, May 7, 2021 7:09:47 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Attention City Clerk
We are writing to you about your upcoming vote on the Borchard South parcel. My family and I moved to Newbury
Park in 1971 from New York. My husband was going to work at Point Mugu for Grumman Aerospace. When we
arrived to look for a house we chose Newbury Park because of the beautiful scenery, clean air, low growth and
lovely neighborhoods.
We have loved living here and raising our two girls. My daughter and family live across the street. None of us have
left Newbury Park.
We are very disturbed by the new plan that the council has for our city. We are supposed to be slow growth with no
high rise buildings. What has happened? Do we all of a sudden have to rush into this new plan with very few people
even knowing about it. We have a had a good General Plan since the seventies. We see no reason for you to make
such a radical change. I fear that COVID has allowed this to be pushed ahead with not the attention that it should be
getting.
We live on Denise Court in Newbury Park across the street from what some call the “wetlands” and will be greatly
impacted by multi use buildings or higher density housing. We really want you to know that we reject the height and
density changes that you are proposing. We do not want up to 7 story buildings. There are over 300 homes, just in
this area, that will be impacted if this change goes forward. We can not get out onto Wendy Drive now. I can not
imagine what life in Newbury Park will be like if your plan is approved. And of course you have to consider the
impact on our water supply and wastewater which means higher water rates. I thought we were supposed to be in a
mega drought.
We believe that SB330 does not require you to change our General Plan. Just approve the 2621 units. Please listen
to the residents of Thousand Oaks and not the developers. Please do not overdevelop our beautiful city.
Sincerely,
Jim and Carol Smith
2891 Denise Ct
Newbury Park
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lorraine Greywitt
City Clerk"s Office
Borchard South parcel, located between Alice Dr and Borchard Rd.
Saturday, May 8, 2021 5:26:00 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear City ClerkI am writing to you about the upcoming vote on the Borchard South parcel, located between Alice Dr and
Borchard Rd.
I respectfully request you ensure this project does not move forward.
The open field allows for the open space we love in Newbury Park and there is very little open space left.
Further changing the zoning and allowing this project to go through will present a plethora of challenges
and quality of life issues for our beautiful little town. Here’s a few to consider:
Presently, it is time consuming and difficult to depart the Fox Meadows and Casa Conejo
communities off of Alice with the residents we already have. Turning on to Wendy from Alice in
the morning already involves a line up of cars to make the turn. Adding more homes to this area
will make it significantly worse and more dangerous for our school age children who walk/ride to
school.
This creates a far too dense population of homes in the flatlands - these 2 neighborhoods already
comprise of many homes, spaced fairly well. By populating so many more homes in this same area,
we will have overcrowded streets and limited resources for support.
This area was a beautiful wetland but the landowner has flattened out the land, keeping it graded and
killing off many of the birds, frogs and creatures that have made it home since the beginning of time;
it does remain a FEMA high risk flood zone. By building in these fields, even with the best of
intent, the surrounding areas will take in more water and flood. Especially since the new construction
will have to build up. The surrounding homes will pay the price.
I understand you may be hearing from advocates to build - most of them are not residents and
definitely not residents of Fox Meadows or Casa Conejo. Instead they will profit from this change
and the residents will suffer. Please do what is right by your tax paying residents and not investors,
builders and others incentivized to push this through.
There are many other projects occurring in our zip code to add housing and retail, even though we
have so many empty storefronts. Spare this beautiful open space from being turned into high density
housing and with it, destroying several beautiful quiet neighborhoods as a result.
Please keep this space open and do not allow the re zoning and housing plan to move forward. Prevent
overcrowded streets and neighborhoods. Let Newbury Park remain peaceful and quiet. Not filled with
more people, cars traveling through small streets and more noise. CA already has a record high number of
people leaving the state - taking away our open spaces will drive people out of Newbury Park. Please don't
let this happen. Do not allow the rezoning to occur and do not allow the building to occur in our fields off of
Alice and Borchard.
Thank you.
Lorraine Greywitt
557 Strauss Drive
4

Newbury Park CA
805-732-4327
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ryan Greywitt
Al Adam; Bob Engler; Kevin McNamee; Ed Jones; claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; City Clerk"s Office
Borchard South Parcel Proposed Construction
Saturday, May 8, 2021 5:34:51 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Council Members, Mayor, and Mayor Pro Tem,
I am writing to you all about the upcoming vote on the Borchard South parcel, located
between Alice Dr and Borchard Rd.  
I respectfully request you ensure this project does not move forward.  
The open field allows for the open space we love in Newbury Park and there is very little open
space left.
Further changing the zoning and allowing this project to go through will present a plethora of
challenges and quality of life issues for our beautiful little town. Here’s a few to consider:
Presently, it is time consuming and difficult to depart the Fox Meadows and Casa
Conejo communities off of Alice with the residents we already have. Turning on to
Wendy from Alice in the morning already involves a line of 5+ cars to make the turn out
of the neighborhood. Adding more homes to this area will make it significantly worse
and more dangerous for our school age children who walk/ride to school.
This creates a far too dense population of homes in the flatlands - these 2 neighborhoods
already comprise of numerous homes, spaced fairly well. By populating so many more
homes in this same area, we will have overcrowded streets and limited resources for
support.
This area was a beautiful wetland but the landowner has flattened out the land, keeping
it graded and killing off many of the birds, frogs and creatures that have made it home
since the beginning of time; it does remain a FEMA high risk flood zone. By building in
these fields, even with the best of intent, the surrounding areas will take in more water
and flood. Especially since the new construction will have to build up. The surrounding
homes will pay the price.
I understand you may be hearing from advocates to build - most of them are not
residents and definitely not residents of Fox Meadows or Casa Conejo. Instead they will
profit from this change and the residents will suffer.  Please do what is right by your tax
paying residents and not investors, builders and others incentivized to push this through.
There are many other projects occurring in our zip code to add housing and retail, even
though we have so many empty storefronts. Spare this beautiful open space from being
turned into high density housing and with it, destroying several beautiful quiet
neighborhoods as a result.
Please keep this space open and do not allow the re zoning and housing plan to move forward.
Prevent overcrowded streets and neighborhoods.  Let Newbury Park remain peaceful and
quiet. Not filled with more people, cars traveling through small streets and more noise.  CA
already has a record high number of people leaving the state  - taking away our open spaces
will drive people out of Newbury Park. Please don't let this happen. Do not allow the rezoning
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to occur and do not allow the building to occur in our fields off of Alice and Borchard.
Thank you.
Ryan Greywitt
557 Strauss Drive
Newbury Park CA
805-208-2946
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Adams
Al Adam; Bob Engler; Kevin McNamee; Ed Jones; Claudia Bill-de la Peña; City Clerk"s Office; Karen Wilburn
Land Use of Rancho Conejo.
Sunday, May 9, 2021 4:45:24 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Greetings from Patricia A. Adams, Please please STOP land use alternative Rancho Conejo. I
have lived directly across the street from this flood wetlands area for 35 yrs. We are currently
heavily laden with traffic, narrow streets, lotsa RV parking making things difficult. I cannot
see anymore building in this area, especially low income. That would drop the value of our
current homes. Please view another area where it wouldn't be so crowded on the freeway.
Thanking you, Patricia A.Adams,retired special ed. teacher,CVUSD
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

karen wilburn
Claudia Bill-de la Peña; Bob Engler; Al Adam; Kevin McNamee; City Clerk"s Office; Ed Jones
General Plan Update VOTE NO
Sunday, May 9, 2021 6:43:27 PM
image001.png
image002.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear City Council Members,
We need to stop the insanity of this new General Plan update. We are moving too quickly & may be
unable to roll it back. I have had very limited involvement in local civic affairs in my lifetime. Yet this
issue is important enough that it has become an almost full time job for me.
1. The state is requiring only 2621 RHNA units in the next 8 years. Why are we putting 22,000 on
the map (or 30,000 based on the recent planning commission meeting updates?) The excuse
that this is a 25 year plan doesn’t hold water. We can do this in stages.
2. The Council needs to insist on including low income & senior housing units. If the developer
doesn’t include them the plans should not be approved.
3. Let’s start with The Lakes. Caruso has paid the city nothing for the use of our land & now
wants to build apts. Fine, but make him include a significant number of low income units. This
is city land. If we can’t do it here, then we have no credibility that we actually mean to do it.
4. I understand we aren’t increasing the overall housing units in the General Plan & perhaps you
can legally make this move but it is definitely not in the spirit of Measure E. A change this
drastic should be put to a vote of the people. We should not be making decisions based on
surveys that reflect only 1% of the population & have likely been skewed by private interests.
5. A lot of people aren’t talking about this, but 75’ buildings throughout the 101 corridor is NOT
ACCEPTABLE. These are 6 story buildings & until now have only been approved on a special
case by case basis. We don’t need nor want a massive amount of 6 story buildings here.
6. The whole Borchard lot at Alice & 101 should be taken off the map completely. This does not
preserve single family neighborhoods as promised & is completely out of character of the
neighborhood. It will increase traffic & noise on residential streets. County Casa Conejo
residents could potentially take legal action as their neighborhood will be heavily impacted.
The owner is trying to sell the neighbors on his grandiose plan. Even if I liked it we know he
won’t be bound to follow thru with this plan. We also know he will be able to ask the city to
approve the maximum density allowed by the new land use. He could even sell the land. This
type of massive development of this lot could also expose the city to liability should flooding
occur. And in the end this means taxpayers will foot the bill for any legal costs. I checked with
the county assessors office & found that the current entity purchased this property from
another family entity in 2011 for $1.2MM. Then in 2016 he filed an appeal with the county tax
assessor to reduce his assessed value to $535,000. So on one hand he says it’s a great piece of
property, on the other hand he lobbies for a tax decrease because the property is in a flood
plain & not buildable as zoned R1-8. What chutzpah.
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Please do the right thing for the citizens of Thousand Oaks. This is your legacy to Thousand Oaks.
How do you want to be remembered?

SEE YA IN THE

KAREN
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213-216-1937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

karen wilburn
Claudia Bill-de la Peña; Ed Jones; Al Adam; Kevin McNamee; Bob Engler; City Clerk"s Office
General Plan Update VOTE NO
Sunday, May 9, 2021 6:45:33 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear City Council Members,
We need to stop the insanity of this new General Plan update. We are moving too quickly & may be
unable to roll it back. I have had very limited involvement in local civic affairs in my lifetime. Yet this
issue is important enough that it has become an almost full time job for me.
1. The state is requiring only 2621 RHNA units in the next 8 years. Why are we putting 22,000 on
the map (or 30,000 based on the recent planning commission meeting updates?) The excuse
that this is a 25 year plan doesn’t hold water. We can do this in stages.
2. The Council needs to insist on including low income & senior housing units. If the developer
doesn’t include them the plans should not be approved.
3. Let’s start with The Lakes. Caruso has paid the city nothing for the use of our land & now
wants to build apts. Fine, but make him include a significant number of low income units. This
is city land. If we can’t do it here, then we have no credibility that we actually mean to do it.
4. I understand we aren’t increasing the overall housing units in the General Plan & perhaps you
can legally make this move but it is definitely not in the spirit of Measure E. A change this
drastic should be put to a vote of the people. We should not be making decisions based on
surveys that reflect only 1% of the population & have likely been skewed by private interests.
5. A lot of people aren’t talking about this, but 75’ buildings throughout the 101 corridor is NOT
ACCEPTABLE. These are 6 story buildings & until now have only been approved on a special
case by case basis. We don’t need nor want a massive amount of 6 story buildings here.
6. The whole Borchard lot at Alice & 101 should be taken off the map completely. This does not
preserve single family neighborhoods as promised & is completely out of character of the
neighborhood. It will increase traffic & noise on residential streets. County Casa Conejo
residents could potentially take legal action as their neighborhood will be heavily impacted.
The owner is trying to sell the neighbors on his grandiose plan. Even if I liked it we know he
won’t be bound to follow thru with this plan. We also know he will be able to ask the city to
approve the maximum density allowed by the new land use. He could even sell the land. This
type of massive development of this lot could also expose the city to liability should flooding
occur. And in the end this means taxpayers will foot the bill for any legal costs. I checked with
the county assessors office & found that the current entity purchased this property from
another family entity in 2011 for $1.2MM. Then in 2016 he filed an appeal with the county tax
assessor to reduce his assessed value to $535,000. So on one hand he says it’s a great piece of
property, on the other hand he lobbies for a tax decrease because the property is in a flood
plain & not buildable as zoned R1-8. What chutzpah.
Please do the right thing for the citizens of Thousand Oaks. This is your legacy to Thousand Oaks.
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How do you want to be remembered?

KAREN WILBURN
2837 Denise St.
Newbury Park Ca, 91320
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213-216-1937
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Greg
To: Claudia Bill-de la Peña ; Ed Jones; Al Adam; Kevin McNamee; Bob Engler; City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: General Plan Update VOTE NO
Monday, May 10, 2021 3:09:15 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
Subject: General Plan Update VOTE NO


Dear City Council Members,
We need to stop the insanity of this new General Plan update. We are moving too
quickly & may be unable to roll it back.
1. The state is requiring only 2621 RHNA units in the next 8 years. Why are we
putting 22,000 on the map (or 30,000 based on the recent planning commission
meeting updates?) The excuse that this is a 25 year plan doesn’t hold water. We
can do this in stages.
2. The Council needs to insist on including low income & senior housing units. If the
developer doesn’t include them the plans should not be approved.
3. Let’s start with The Lakes. Caruso has paid the city nothing for the use of our
land & now wants to build apts. Fine, but make him include a significant number
of low income units. This is city land. If we can’t do it here, then we have no
credibility that we actually mean to do it.
4. I understand we aren’t increasing the overall housing units in the General Plan &
perhaps you can legally make this move but it is definitely not in the spirit of
Measure E. A change this drastic should be put to a vote of the people. We
should not be making decisions based on surveys that reflect only 1% of the
population & have likely been skewed by private interests.
5. A lot of people aren’t talking about this, but 75’ buildings throughout the 101
corridor is NOT ACCEPTABLE. These are 6 story buildings & until now have only
been approved on a special case by case basis. We don’t need nor want a
massive amount of 6 story buildings here.
6. The whole Borchard lot at Alice & 101 should be taken off the map completely.
This does not preserve single family neighborhoods as promised & is completely
out of character of the neighborhood. It will increase traffic & noise on
13

residential streets. County Casa Conejo residents could potentially take legal
action as their neighborhood will be heavily impacted. The owner is trying to sell
the neighbors on his grandiose plan. Even if I liked it we know he won’t be bound
to follow thru with this plan. We also know he will be able to ask the city to
approve the maximum density allowed by the new land use. He could even sell
the land. This type of massive development of this lot could also expose the city
to liability should flooding occur. And in the end this means taxpayers will foot
the bill for any legal costs. I checked with the county assessors office & found
that the current entity purchased this property from another family entity in
2011 for $1.2MM. Then in 2016 he filed an appeal with the county tax assessor
to reduce his assessed value to $535,000. So on one hand he says it’s a great
piece of property, on the other hand he lobbies for a tax decrease because the
property is in a flood plain & not buildable as zoned R1-8..
Please do the right thing for the citizens of Thousand Oaks. This is your legacy to
Thousand Oaks. How do you want to be remembered?

Gregory King

2830 Denise St.
Newbury Park, Ca. 91320
310-420-0636
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jeff Daymude
City Clerk"s Office
General Meeting May 18
Monday, May 10, 2021 11:47:34 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Thousand Oaks City Council
I am writing to voice my concern again over the number of projects, types of projects and changes being proposed to
the general plan, specifically for the areas in Newbury Park located adjacent to the 101 Freeway.
I have previously participated in the original and amended surveys to voice my concerns. I reviewed the entire
council meeting on line and I have spoken to many residents in Newbury Park about the zoning changes being
considered. Many of who had no idea.
I am against any zoning changes to the 36 Acre parcel that is adjacent to the 101 freeway that intersects Alice Drive
and the Borchard off ramp. Keep it zoned as is. There are better locations in the city that can adapt to Medium and
mixed use zoning than this parcel with a lot less impact on the community. In addition I certainly don’t support
zoning for any Med-high zoning changes at this time to the general plan.
It appears the “ Shenanigans” are still ongoing based on what I viewed in the Amended Survey. During the council
meeting that had the original survey as an agenda item, it was very clear that the survey approach taken left the door
open to “Stuff The Ballot Box”. Using this very same approach to the Amended Survey didn’t change anything. In
fact it narrowed or provided less options to provide input. If the City Council truly wants an unbiased Survey do it
right. During the original meeting regarding the general plan agenda item, some Council Members brought up many
good points and questions that have not been addressed or answered. I would expect during the meeting on the 18th,
any questions raised regarding the original survey agenda item be answered. I was un-impressed with the many
vague answers or lack there of made by the Planning Commission Representative or by the Firm Representative.
Having run a small government services business in Thousand Oaks for over 25 years I found them to be ill
prepared to address some very basic question of the council or they purposely didn’t want to have answers on the
record.
As elected officials you represent the people of Thousand Oaks, not Developers, not the state of Ca., and certainly
not a single individual.
I urge you to require the department (Planning Commission?) that makes these recommendations to the City Council
to provide possible changes to the General Plan that keeps the zoning of this specific parcel R-1 and make that
available to the Public.
The current process being taken while it maybe legally correct does not sit well with many residents.
Many Residents moved here and continued to live in our city based on the direction the city had taken over the
years. While some change is inevitable, we don’t want our city to look like, the San Fernando Valley, Simi or
Oxnard.
Thank you for your time and I look forward to the City Council extending the discussion regarding changes to the
general plan.
Regards,
Jeff Daymude
2444 Little Creek Circle
Newbury Park, Ca. 91320
Jeff@jdaymude.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Borchard Village
claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Bob Engler; Al Adam; Ed Jones; Kevin McNamee
Andrew Powers; Kelvin Parker; Michael Forbes; City Clerk"s Office; Tracy Noonan
Petition(s) In Support of Borchard Opportunity Site - Set 1
Monday, May 10, 2021 12:44:22 PM
PETITION IN SUPPORT OF GENERAL PLAN UPDATE - One West Bank.pdf
PETITION IN SUPPORT OF GENERAL PLAN UPDATE - THBC.pdf
Chamber Letter re Usage of Borchard Opportunity Site.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Honorable City Councilmembers:
Attached, please find the initial batch of support petitions from various community
organizations, businesses, and other stakeholders that support your efforts to update our
General Plan. Please take notice of the specific request to include a single mixed-used
designation over the entire Borchard Opportunity Site.
Respectfully submitted,
_______________________________
MASON PARTNERS OUTREACH TEAM
"Dedicated to creating a community gathering place like none other in our community"
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2021 BOARD OF DIRECTORS
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Natalie Yanez
Chair
eXp Realty
Jill Haney
Chair Elect/Treasurer
Montecito Bank & Trust
Tom Cohen
Chair Emeritus
Cohen Land Use Law, LLP
Don Philipson
Chair Emeritus
ePro Marketing
Matt Midura
Chair Emeritus / Secretary
Pepperdine University
Lisa Safaeinili
Director-at-Large
Westminster Free Clinic
Elaine Salewske
Director-at-Large
Takeda Pharmaceutical Company Ltd.
Ed Sahakian
Member-at-Large
Ventura County Credit Union
Danielle Borja
President / CEO
Greater Conejo Valley
Chamber of Commerce

DIRECTORS
Adam Antoniskis
The Oaks Shopping Center
David Barnett
Hyatt Regency Westlake
Steve Bertram
Atara Biotherapeutics
Redonna Carpenter-Woods
Bank of America Merrill Lynch
Monique Corridori
Corwin
Stacy Diaz
PennyMac
Michael Dutra
Candu Graphics
Darla Everett
Amgen
Kinsie Flame
Jacob Flame’s Tang Soo Do University
Johnathan Franklin
Los Angeles Rams
Eva Gomez
California State University
Channel Islands
Jason Herbison
HUB International
William Koehler
Law Offices of William D. Koehler
Mark LaValle
Hatch Café & Market
Austin Manning
Los Robles Health System
Andrea McClellan
Boy Scouts of America
Dianne McKay
Mustang Marketing
Douglas Messner
Ameriprise Financial
Eddie Moore
Oaks Christian School
Marja Price
Janss Marketplace
Milla Shaposhnik
Union Bank
Candice Shehorn
Key Pointe Asset Management
Kimberly Tharpe
Citizens Business Bank - Camarillo
Ryan Van Ommeren
California Lutheran University
Felix Wang
Best Western Plus
Thousand Oaks Inn
Joe Weber
Chatsworth Products
Sepideh Yeoh
Un1teee

March 9, 2021
Mayor Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City of Thousand Oaks
2100 Thousand Oaks Blvd.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
Re: Borchard Opportunity Site – Designate For Mixed Use
Dear Mayor Bill-de la Peña and members of the City Council,
As the City of Thousand Oaks updates its General Plan, the Chamber is working hard to help
the city prepare for the next 25 years of residents, businesses, employees and visitors. The
decisions about the allowable uses under the General Plan will shape the future of Thousand
Oaks for generations to come.
The City Council previously identified several opportunity sites in Thousand Oaks,
acknowledging them as appropriate for future development. The largest of these sites is the
large 37-acre parcel adjacent to the 101 Freeway at Borchard Road.
While originally planned for residential, this undeveloped parcel is the city’s best
opportunity to create a vibrant and walkable mixed-use project that will provide workforce
housing for Thousand Oaks and the nearby emerging life sciences hub in the Rancho Conejo
area.
As part of your deliberations and approval of the General Plan, it would be the Chamber’s
recommendation that this parcel be designated as “Mixed Use Medium” or “Mixed Use
High.” This type of use will allow our life science companies to attract to Thousand Oaks the
type of talent that will ensure our community flourishes for the next 25 years.
As always, we appreciate our excellent partnership with the Thousand Oaks City Council and
staff. If you have any questions, please contact me at 805.267.7507 or
dborja@conejochamber.org.
Sincerely,

Danielle Borja, MBA
President/CEO
Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce

600 Hampshire Road # 200 • Westlake Village, CA 91361
T: (805) 370-0035 • F: (805)
22 370-1083 • conejochamber.org

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Brett T. Boynton
City Clerk"s Office
General Plan Meeting 5/18
Monday, May 10, 2021 1:21:58 PM
PRMGLogo-COLOR_edited_a3826c79-a452-4404-b984-0a887902fe41.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear City Clerk,  
Please be inclusive and consider all the residents within our community of
Thousand Oaks.  
What is the major rush now to overdevelop our few remaining parcels of open
space with medium to high density housing?  
There are many better and viable options to consider, other than what the
narrow Raimi & Associates survey steers you toward.
The questionable survey results are not inclusive.  The population
for Thousand Oaks is approximately 126,000 and the consultant
crafted survey only sampled a little over 1% of our population.
Raimi & Associates had the unfair advantage to completely control their biased
urban plan narrative under the clever cover of a suppressive virtual zoom
meeting.  
How much longer can they spin COVID as an excuse not to address our
residents face to face? Meet outdoors, meet indoors, we will all wear face
masks and social distance.
A questionable survey that disenfranchises 124,000 of our residents is not
inclusive.
A major zoning and general plan change should be put on the ballot for ALL
our residents to vote on.
Please read the article "Amgen researching potential for apartments" on page
22 of the April 29th Acorn. The proposed 333 residential apartments would
provide true workforce housing versus what is currently being proposed by the
overdevelopment of our few remaining parcels of open space in our
community.
These type of viable upgrades to our existing vacant commercial properties
that already have a footprint (do NOT allow them to increase the existing
height of the property) with utilities in place and viable ingress/egress are far
better than rushing to overdevelop our few remaining parcels of open space
with medium to high density houses shoehorned in, for maximum builder
profit.  
Senate Bill 330 is being twisted as camouflage for a developers dream to rush
us into overbuilding our few remaining parcels of open space.
Planning commissioner David Newman was quoted in the April 29th
Acorn: "The state has only required T.O. to plan for 2,600 units in the next
eight years"
Driving home on the 101 Freeway, our open space and natural beauty of the
Conejo Valley begins to appear at the top of the hill, just before the Las
Virgenes/Malibu Cyn. exit.
That visual conveys a salient message for our entire community, far better
than any words.
Thank You for your consideration,
Brett T. Boynton - Newbury Park resident 20 years.
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Brett T. Boynton
Mortgage Account Executive

* Email: bboynton@PRMG.NET
( Office:   714-835-5080
( Direct:  805-375-4173
( Fax:      714-835-5080

See what brokers are saying about PRMG on Social Survey

To View Today's Rate Click Here: http://www.eprmg.net/campaigner/WHLS-1000.pdf
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jim Derengowski
claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Al Adam; Bob Engler; Ed Jones; Kevin McNamee
City Clerk"s Office
Borchard FEMA flood zone parcel
Monday, May 10, 2021 1:44:14 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

May 9, 2021

Dear Mayor Claudia Bill-de la Pena and Council members Bob Engler, Al Adam, Ed Jones,
and Kevin McNamee;
      Nineteen years ago my wife and I moved our family to Newbury Park from the San
Fernando Valley where we both grew up. After many years of hard work and saving our
pennies, our dreams of leaving that densely populated, fast paced, big city chaos behind for a
slower, friendlier, smaller town vibe were finally coming to fruition and what better place to
invest our savings than a home in the idyllic community of the Conejo Valley, right?
Absolutely! During our time here we’ve enjoyed all of the benefits that one of the safest cities
in the U.S. has to offer; such as cleaner air, better education, safer streets, more open spaces
and less traffic, smog, pollution and crime, to name a few. But the one thing we love most
about living here… the slow, responsible growth of our city… is currently at risk and our
dream will become a nightmare of epic proportions, much like the one we left behind, if you
allow the zoning of the Borchard FEMA flood zone parcel to be changed from its current R1
designation on the original land map.
     My home is in the Fox Meadows neighborhood of Casa Conejo and directly faces the
opening of that parcel located at the end of Denise Street. While I agree with the need for
more affordable housing and respect the city’s desire to meet California’s growth
requirements, I feel very strongly that this should not be done at the expense of the long-term
citizens of this community. These zoning changes cannot possibly take areas of single family
homes and change them to areas of multi-family or mixed use while still preserving the
character of single family homes, as promised. The property owner paid very little for this
parcel nearly 30 years ago because it was not easily buildable, if at all. This parcel requires a
detailed study before making any changes because the county has a flowage easement on it.
Not to mention, the existing homeowners have much more invested in our property/homes,
that we stand to lose if the property owner is allowed to proceed with his proposed plan of
high density, mixed use in a residential neighborhood.
The community members surrounding this parcel are not okay with this. I personally am
not okay with looking out my upstairs windows or walking out my front door to four… five…
six story buildings blocking my view of the majestic Santa Monica Ridgeline, (one of the
things that drew me to this exact location) from my “lake front property” (when it rains). But
more importantly, this entire community is not okay with the potential increase in crime and
likely decrease in our property values. We are not okay with being pushed out of our homes
because the density will be unbearable. This community is not okay with the amount of traffic
and potential for danger that the property owner’s proposed plan will bring to our quiet streets
and the children who play on them; specifically Alice Drive, Denise Street, Nicole Drive,
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Bella Drive, Strauss Drive, Michael Drive and Borchard Road (where there are several already
approved sites less than a mile away that will also add to the increase in traffic).
This community is respectfully asking you to do the job we trust and elected you to do,
with our best interests in mind. Wait to assimilate those changes and assess the impacts before
allowing the current designation to be given away because once it’s gone, there is no going
back. We are not against change; we are against too much change happening too fast,
especially when these changes are being made during a global pandemic. The property owner
will still have the right to bring forward a detailed proposal with studies and request an
amendment to the land use map, but with only 2600 homes necessary to be added to the plan
at this time, you have the power to slow this process down. We are intelligent human beings
who deserve to be heard and understood. So, please, give us a voice and then listen carefully
as we graciously ask you to leave the land map designation for the Borchard FEMA flood
zone parcel as it is on the ORIGINAL map.
On a more personal level, I am begging you… USE YOUR POWER! Please, please,
please don’t allow one developer’s dream to become my nightmare. Thank you for your
service, time, and careful consideration of my concerns/request.
Sincerely,

James J. Derengowski
Nicole Drive
805-630-2390
JD62758@gmail.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Maria Derengowski
claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Bob Engler; Al Adam; Ed Jones; Kevin McNamee
City Clerk"s Office
Borchard FEMA Flood Zone Parcel
Monday, May 10, 2021 1:53:34 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

May 9, 2021

Dear Mayor Claudia Bill-de la Pena and Council members Bob Engler, Al Adam, Ed Jones,
and Kevin McNamee;

      Nineteen years ago my husband and I moved our family to Newbury Park from the San
Fernando Valley where we both grew up. After many years of hard work and saving our
pennies, our dreams of leaving that densely populated, fast paced, big city chaos behind for
a slower, friendlier, smaller town vibe were finally coming to fruition and what better place to
invest our savings than a home in the idyllic community of the Conejo Valley? During our
time here we’ve enjoyed all of the benefits that one of the safest cities in the U.S. has to
offer; such as cleaner air, better education, safer streets, more open spaces and less traffic,
smog, pollution and crime, to name a few. But the one thing we love most about living
here… the slow, responsible growth of our city… is currently at risk and our dream will
become a nightmare of epic proportions, much like the one we left behind, if you allow the
zoning of the Borchard FEMA flood zone parcel to be changed from its current R1
designation on the original land map.

     My home is in the Fox Meadows neighborhood of Casa Conejo and directly faces the
opening of that parcel located at the end of Denise Street. While I agree with the need for
more affordable housing and respect the city’s desire to meet California’s growth
requirements, I feel very strongly that this should not be done at the expense of the longterm citizens of this community. These zoning changes cannot possibly take areas of single
family homes and change them to areas of multi-family or mixed use while still preserving
the character of single family homes, as promised. The property owner paid very little for
this parcel nearly 30 years ago because it was not easily buildable, if at all. This parcel
requires a detailed study before making any changes because the county has a flowage
easement on it. Not to mention, the existing homeowners have much more invested in our
property/homes, that we stand to lose if the property owner is allowed to proceed with his
proposed plan of high density, mixed use in a residential neighborhood.
     
    The community members surrounding this parcel are not okay with this. I personally am
not okay with looking out my upstairs windows or walking out my front door to four… five…
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six story buildings blocking my view of the majestic Santa Monica Ridgeline, (one of the
things that drew me to this exact location) from my “lake front property” (when it rains). But
more importantly, this entire community is not okay with the potential increase in crime and
likely decrease in our property values. We are not okay with being pushed out of our homes
because the density will be unbearable. This community is not okay with the amount of
traffic and potential for danger that the property owner’s proposed plan will bring to our
quiet streets and the children who play on them; specifically Alice Drive, Denise Street,
Nicole Drive, Bella Drive, Strauss Drive, Michael Drive and Borchard Road (where there are
several already approved sites less than a mile away that will also add to the increase in
traffic).
     
     This community is respectfully asking you to do the job we trust and elected you to do,
with our best interests in mind. Wait to assimilate those changes and assess the impacts
before allowing the current designation to be given away because once it’s gone, there is
no going back. We are not against change; we are against too much change happening too
fast, especially when these changes are being made during a global pandemic. The
property owner will still have the right to bring forward a detailed proposal with studies and
request an amendment to the land use map, but with only 2600 homes necessary to be
added to the plan at this time, you have the power to slow this process down. We are
intelligent human beings who deserve to be heard and understood. So, please, give us a
voice and then listen carefully as we graciously ask you to leave the land map designation
for the Borchard FEMA flood zone parcel as it is on the ORIGINAL map.

      On a more personal level, I am begging you… USE YOUR POWER! Please, please,
please don’t allow one developer’s dream to become my nightmare. Thank you for your
service, time, and careful consideration of my concerns/request.

Sincerely,

Maria Derengowski
Nicole Drive
805-390-1054
ConejoAdGirl@ME.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tamara Napier
City Clerk"s Office
claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Bob Engler; Ed Jones; Al Adam; Kevin McNamee
New Proposed 2045 General Plan
Monday, May 10, 2021 5:50:02 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
I am a 34 year resident of Thousand Oaks and love this City, especially Newbury Park. I have seen this city grow
quite a bit since I first moved here from the San Fernando Valley. I was happy to escape the concrete jungle of the
Valley. While I always hate to see more development I have been okay with our growth up till now. So I must speak
out about the hideous building plans the city is proposing.
The city’s Alternative Proposal to the General Plan is very alarming. The proposed changes at Borchard and the 101
(the wetland area) would create a towering multi-use project. Never would I have thought Thousand Oaks City
Officials would consider building such a monstrosity in our semi-rural city. The already horrible 101 bottleneck
through Newbury Park will be worse than it already is. Taken along with the development of a another multi-use site
to the north of the Amgen industrial area, the impact would compound traffic issues. Living in Newbury Park I can
attest to how bad the bottleneck through NP is currently. I can’t imagine it getting worse. The city’s multi-use plan
will add too many people to this small area and it will be an eyesore as well.
I find it astonishing that the city wants to get our input BEFORE looking into the impact of increased demands due
to increased traffic flow, increased fresh water and wastewater needs. Remember, we are in a drought. Where is all
of the new water for all this new building coming from? A rush to build will be a disaster for our city.
We are at buildout now at 48,000 homes. We cannot absorb an increase of 33,000 more units. It doesn’t matter
what development dreamers say is possible, the hard facts are that we’re living at the full capacity for our
infrastructure. Anything more would require massive road construction and wastewater plant upgrades that would
result in significant taxes for us all.
We must approve 2600 units to meet the state mandate for affordable units. We do NOT need to scrap every
guideline of our heretofore successful General Plan. Modest changes such as limiting multi-use to empty
commercial properties would suffice. The old K-mart site is a great example of this.
We need to grow wisely. Thus far this approach has served Thousand Oaks very well. Please don’t let developers
turn our beloved city into another San Fernando Valley. Please don’t sell out sell out our beautiful city. Let’s grow
sensibly.
Tamara Napier
Newbury Park
805 490-3650
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Luke Salzarulo <luke.salzarulodjj@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2021 2:51 PM
To: Melissa Hurtado <MHurtado@toaks.org>
Subject: Public Comments
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I would like to add my public comments to the GP for the city council to review. Thank you!
My name is Luke Salzarulo
32 Karen Place
Newbury Park, CA 91320
(805) 279 3709

General Plan is a BAD PLAN
We are facing drastic changes in our city. Our current plan limits us to 3 stories, 30 units/acre,
with the April 16th draft stretching heights to 6 stories and 50% increases in density. This plan
places the most extreme variance in density We see a need for moderate shifts, incremental
zoning increases to help the market adjust to current demand. We understand, we cannot simply
ignore the mandates and governance. I would even admit that there seems to be some support
for reenvisioning a few of the retail areas and adding some housing. We in the community may
even be able to come to reasonable consensus about logical, progressively moderate increases
in density where appropriate but this council, the GP committee and Raimi and Associates have
really dropped the ball.
You have given a deaf ear to our community. We want parks and trees. The signs in our
communities are Newbury Park; Thousand Oaks. Where are the Oaks and Parks in the zoning
plan? You’re not listening to your constituents and neighbors. You’re not reading the signs.
Your consultants (Raimi and Associates), this board and the GP Committee have given us 3
terrible options that drastically alter our community and destroy a 50 year legacy.
This plan mixes extreme density, jumping more than 2 places with no buffer, in at least 22 places
on this draft. That is not OK. Move maybe one place up the ladder. Don’t jump up to 6 stories and
45 units/acre. The current draft shoves low density and high density projects on top of one another
with no incremental moderation. It’s simple; High density zoning must not be plopped down
adjacent to low as this draft proposes. low density zoning is placed next to increased density.
Look at the intersection of Kelly and Borchard. This draft tears out our open space (old AMC drive
in) and shoves in 20 or even 30 units per acre (truth be told, I can’t tell the difference in the shade
of orange on the stupid map.) News flash, that puts these cute little single family dwellings in the
parking lot of a crowded tenement. Please take a moment to think about the parking on those
streets, the increased traffic on the roads, the loss of natural areas and rural feel of our community.
What about something inline with the neighbors, huh? Let’s move the needle a little bit in the right
direction with a small shift in density and gradual changes - instead of HIGHEST density
neighborhood 6-story buildings shoved next to single family homes on 7-10,000 sq ft lots. Another
idea: incentivize the construction of ADUs to increase density in existing homes.
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I would affirm how Arroyo Villa was handled in Newbury Park. A moderately dense residential
area was placed between the commercial area and the low density neighborhood. That’s how it’s
done. Some folks are even excited about the inclusion of some housing units mixed in some of
the retail areas; this makes sense in the 21st century economy.
I have looked at all of the material presented to the public. It’s sad. It is nearly incomprehensible.
It is so convoluted; there are dozens of color shaded squares that are completely unreadable.
This firm and the GP committee have simply tried to confuse the issue. I challenge any of you
here today to try to differentiate the shades of red for commercial town and commercial regional
zoning on the provided drafts. How about the 6 shades of yellow/orange for neighborhoods? This
is nonsense. We reject your 3 options. They stink. Please listen to us. You have too small of a
sample of input from the community, regardless of what your 10 pages of “community input
opportunities” say.
How can the 3rd option of 6 categories, be called “low”? Hello? So, this draft has redefined the
words low and high - and the targets are magically low-medium and medium? This map is
shameful. The Draft mislabels the highest, densest residential neighborhoods as Medium-High
(>20-30 du/acre) Last time I checked, the word for the highest amount is “high” not medium-high.
It’s the most extreme category -If not, where is the “high” category on the map key? It is a blatant
lie to call the highest category of neighborhood density medium-high. Call it high. It is high and
it’s a lie to call it anything less.
The old GP is old, no doubt...but it’s a great plan. That ol’ plan is why Thousand Oaks is one of
the most desirable communities in the nation. That 50 year plan is a legacy. A sprawling
community of single family homes with market-driven housing options for those dreaming of home
ownership. We have trailer parks, yes. We have condos, townhomes. We have student housing
and we provide resources for our homeless. There is no crisis here; let’s not make the mistake of
getting off track. Stay the course. We are not a high density urban center, we don’t want to be.
We want to be reasonable but you are not listening. You are hearing what you want to hear. You
are seeing what you want to see.
Councilmemebers, mayor - I implore you. Parks and trees - that’s the equitable plan from which
all community stakeholders benefit. Let’s see a real, transparent collaborative process for our
general plan. Please reject this draft proposal.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Borchard Village
claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Bob Engler; Al Adam; Ed Jones; Kevin McNamee
Andrew Powers; Kelvin Parker; Michael Forbes; City Clerk"s Office; Tracy Noonan; General Plan
Petition(s) In Support of Borchard Opportunity Site - Set 2
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 3:41:51 PM
PETITION IN SUPPORT OF GENERAL PLAN UPDATE - Residents Set 1.pdf
PETITION IN SUPPORT OF GENERAL PLAN UPDATE (FINAL).PDF

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

RE: City Council Study Session May 18, 2021, and City Council Meeting May 25, 2021
("Hearings")
Dear Honorable City Councilmembers:
Attached, please find the 2nd batch of fifty-one (51) support petitions from RESIDENTS OF
THOUSAND OAKS that support your efforts to update our General Plan at the abovereferenced Hearings. Please take notice of the specific request to include a single mixed-used
designation over the entire Borchard Opportunity Site. The petition signature sheet is a short
form of the Petition (copy attached) for all intents and purposes.
Please note addresses and telephone numbers have been redacted for privacy, however, we
would like to deliver the originals to the City for verification, if required.
-- GP Team, please advise how we should submit originals?
Respectfully submitted,
_______________________________
MASON PARTNERS OUTREACH TEAM
"Dedicated to creating a community gathering place like none other in our community"
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P ETITION IN SUPP ORT OF GENERAL P LAN UP DA TE
Hearing Date(s): T.B.D.

TO:

City of Thousand Oaks –City Council
Attn: Mr. Andrew Powers – City Manager
c/o Mr. Kelvin Parker – Community Development Director
2100 E. Thousand Oaks Blvd.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362

RE:

City of Thousand Oaks General P lan Update: Support for land -use alternatives and
zone change on Borchard Rd. Opportunity S ite @ HWY 101 and Borchard Rd.
Thousand Oaks, CA (“Borchard Opportunity S ite”)

Dear Honorable Councilmember’s:
I/WE (am/are): a resident of Thousand Oaks, work in Thousand Oaks, own a small business in
Thousand Oaks, a large community stakeholder in Thousand Oaks, a regional employer in Thousand
Oaks, an educational organization in Thousand Oaks, a nonprofit organization in Thousand Oaks, a
student living and/or working in Thousand Oaks, a property owner in Thousand Oaks, and/or a
stakeholder at large in Thousand Oaks that has an interest in the current and future well-being of the City
of Thousand Oaks (collectively referred to as “A Community that Cares”) .
Thank you for taking the initiative to update our general plan from 1970. A lot has changed in 50
years, including, but not limited to community needs, our demographics, our lifestyles, the marketplace,
our social habits, impacts on our economic feasibility, and state legislation. Thus, we anticipate that the
result of our comprehensive citywide general plan update will identify and incorporate these items,
amongst the countless others, responsibly, as we produce a plan that will guide our community for the
coming 25+ years.
Since most of Thousand Oaks’ infrastructure and landscape is nearly comprised of: open space,
parks, and/or large single-family tracts, there is only a finite amount of area that can be programmed to
address current and future legislative needs. Based on the information provided and/or presentations by
the City staff and/or City consultants, we must utilize any and all available land as efficiently
and economically impact fully as possible.
The City has identified a limited number of “opportunity sites”, the largest of which is the
Borchard Opportunity Site referenced above. Looking forward our City needs more amenities including
housing (at all levels and sizes), community gathering places, and sites for various hospitality
establishments. Furthermore, this will spur the organic growth of new revenue sources, strengthen our
education and employment base, expand our bio -tech and life-science foothold, while complying with
State mandate and legislation and still maintaining the character and quality of life for our residents
(collectively referred to as “Critical Infrastructure”).
The Borchard Opportunity Site, with its size, proximity to HWY 101, minutes from major
employment expansion, and western gateway into Thousand Oaks, is the ideal location to provide the
Critical Infrastructure we need.
Newbury Park community (City of Thousand Oaks) is already home to several world -renowned
bio-tech companies and with the City’s planned additions of new and innovative life-sciences initiatives,
these employers with thousands of new employees will desperately need the very Critical Infrastructure
the Borchard Opportunity Site can provide.

Petition in Support of General Plan Update / Borchard Opportunity Site
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These employers, and thereby our City, need to be able to show these important community
partners, their associates, and the State that we have new, flexible, and dynamic places to live, play,
gather, raise families, and allow future generations to establish their own roots into our City.
The Borchard Opportunity Site is within walking distance to this critical economic base and can
be leveraged to increase the demand, investment, marketability, and financial strength of the City of
Thousand Oaks by creating the Critical Infrastructure needed to support this economic lifeline.
Beyond the benefits mentioned above, the rezoning of the site, at a minimum , would benefit the
entire City by allowing greater flexibility and creativity for City Council and residents to be able to
address other unknown and/or unrealized needs in the future.
Accordingly, based on the foregoing reasons and the countless others that will develop over time
as the needs of our community continue to grow and evolve, I/WE strongly support a proposal and
recommendation for the Borchard Opportunity Site to be rezoned in a manner that will allow a variety of
uses/densities, including those enumerated as Critical Infrastructure to be considered on this site as part of
the final general plan.

“Land is precious, we can’t afford to waste it…”
Thank you for your anticipated support and adoption of our recommendation.
By signing below, I/WE represent that I/WE (am/are) members of a Communities that Cares
for Thousand Oaks, over the age of 18, and in support of the rezoning of Borchard Opportunity Site.
I/WE(am/are) further consent that my/our support can be used for any and all City Council hearings
and/or study sessions on this issue in the event I/WE are not able to personally appear at such
hearings.

Respectfully submitted,

______________________________
By: ___________________________
Address: ___________________________
Affiliation: ____________________________

Petition in Support of General Plan Update / Borchard Opportunity Site
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Mark Sellers
City Clerk"s Office
Stephen.Mayer@adventistfaith.com; Kathleen Diaz; Velino Salazar; Greg Regier
Letter for May 18, 2021 Special City Council meeting
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 4:52:54 PM
SDA Ltr City Council GP Update.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

The attached letter is to the City Council for the May 18, 2021 Special City Council meeting
on the Agenda Item for the General Plan Update and is presented on behalf of the Southern
California Conference of Seventh-day Adventists requesting a Residential Land Use
Designation for its property in the Rancho Conejo Area.
Mark Sellers
Senior Counsel
msellers@jacksontidus.law
D: 805.418.1914

2815 Townsgate Road, Suite 200
Westlake, CA 91361
O: 805.230.0023
F: 805.230.0087
www.jacksontidus.law

******************************************************************************************
This message is intended only for the designated recipient(s). It may contain
confidential or proprietary information and may be subject to the
attorney-client privilege or other confidentiality protections. If you are not a
designated recipient, you may not review, copy or distribute this message. If
you receive this in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete
this message.
******************************************************************************************
Jackson Tidus is a recognized Partner in ABA-EPA's Law Office Climate Challenge
******************************************************************************************
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Jackson Tidus
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File tip:

May 10, 2021

805.418.1914
msellers@jacksontidus.law
Westlake Office
9924.127023

VIA E-MAIL: Cyndi Rodriguez (Ciryclerk@toaks.org)

City Council
City of Thousand Oaks
2100 E. Thousand Oaks Boulevard
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
Re:

May 18, 2021 Special City Council Meeting; Agenda Item On General Plan
Update —Southern California Conference of Seventh-day Adventists Request
For A Residential Land Use Designation; Rancho Conejo Area.

Dear Honorable City Council Members:
We represent the Southern California Conference of Seventh-day Adventists ("SDA") in
respect to its planned use for its vacant property located at the end of Academy Drive in
Newbury Park (the "Property"). The Property is generally in the shape of a fish on the
"preferred land use alternative" maps in the present General Plan updating process and is part of
the change area designated "Rancho Conejo" on the City's maps. As you may not be aware,
SDA has owned the Property for over 50 years, and has been an excellent community member
by, among other things, educating thousands of children at its two schools located near the
Property.
We are writing to you today to ask that the Council reject the "industrial" land use that
has been proposed for the Property on the City's preferred land use alternative map. Instead, as
discussed below, the Property should be more appropriately designated Neighborhood LowMedium or Neighborhood Medium.
1. The City Should Honor The Survey Votes.
In February and March of this year, the City conducted a community survey concerning
three land use alternative maps for the General Plan update. In late March results of the survey
were released. The City received 2,127 responses to the survey. For the Rancho Conejo Area
Alternatives (in which the Property sits), Question No. 8 asked "Which alternative best matches
your vision for the future of Rancho Conejo?" Alternative 1 of the City's land use maps utilized
in the survey received the highest approval vote for the Rancho Conejo area. (See attached.) On
Alternative 1, the Property was shown as "Residential Low—Medium," a land use designation
which SDA supports. Much to our client's dismay the preferred land use alternative map that
Irvine Office
2030 Main Street,l2th Floor
Irvine, California 92614
t 949.752.8585 f 949.752.0597

Westlake Village Office
2815 Townsgate Road, Suite 200
Westlake Village, California 91361
t 805.230.0023
39 f 805.230.0087

www.jacksontidus.law
i5zz597.t

City Council
City of Thousand Oaks
Southern California Conference of Seventh-day Adventists
May 10, 2021
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subsequently went to the Planning Commission showed the entire Property for "industrial" uses,
which our client opposes. No reason was given for that sudden change or why the vote of the
residents found in the survey was being ignored.
2. Industrial Uses Would Be Inconsistent With SDA's School Uses
The Property is within Specific Plan No. 13, which the City approved years ago to
establish along-range development plan for the over 450 acres of land owned by the SDA on the
north side of the 101 freeway at Wendy Drive. In 2006, the City Council approved Specific
Plan 13 Amendment No. 1, and in 2011, the City Council approved Specific Plan 13 Amendment
No. 2. The Specific Plan has contemplated residential uses (perhaps faculty housing and a
residential retirement center) on the "North Campus" (SDA's name for the Property) for a long
time. Placing any industrial use on the Property causes SDA safety concerns about industrial
truck noise generation on Academy Drive, exhaust invading the adjoining SDA schools and
playgrounds, and accidental spills of chemicals and hazardous materials passing by and to be
stored at industrial facilities located so near to the existing SDA School and Academy. Years
ago, the Conejo Valley Unified School District was denied a high school site in the Shapell
industrial subdivision due to the school use being incompatible with the nearby industrial uses in
that subdivision. The City's prospective decision to allow the placement of industrial uses near
the area of the SDA's school raises issues and questions related to school and youth safety.
3. Keep The Specific Plan's Visual Enhancement Objective
As part of its approval for Specific Plan 13, the City noted an objective of visual
enhancement that can be achieved with a residential use on the North Campus. The City
explained the purpose of this objective was to "break-up of large building masses into smaller
building components" with a "strong integration of building mass to the terrain through the use
of building materials, elevated land formations, building wing walls, extended roof overhangs,
sloped roof elements, cantilevered horizontal projections commensurate with the hillside and
elevated planters and landscaping treatment to lessen visual impacts from the east." (Specific
Plan 13, Section 15, c-d). To now propose placing large block style industrial buildings on this
visually sensitive site defeats and undermines those legitimate visual enhancement objectives.
The opportunity for an attractive flexible residential development to work with the terrain we
feel makes more sense.
Designating the Property for "industrial" uses is not good planning. To that end, that
property should be designated in such a way to allow for design flexibility for clustering of
residential development that would tie in with the natural amenities of the Property with a more
appropriate designation being Neighborhood Low-Medium or Neighborhood Medium.
4. The SDA Has Always Contemplated Housing On The Property
We are unaware of any time in the past when the City had suggested an industrial use
designation for the Property until just a few weeks ago. For many years, SDA relied on a
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City Council
City of Thousand Oaks
Southern California Conference of Seventh-day Adventists
May 10, 2021
Page 3

"residential" use potential for the Property as evidenced by its filing for and receiving City
approval of its Vested Tentative Map' for the Property, and other entitlements under their
Specific Plan. SDA felt it had an agreement or at least an understanding with the City for
keeping this residential use and housing development opportunity, so the church recently
dedicated 245 acres of open space to the City. Hopefully, what SDA gets in exchange for that
reliance and land dedication is not some unwanted and incompatible industrial designation for
the Property.
5. Conclusion
The Property is not an appropriate location for industrial uses, and a designation as such
runs contrary to prior planning, prior approvals, and the safety of the school children at the SDA
schools. As a result, the SDA respectfully requests that the City Council reject an industrial
designation and instead designate the Property as Neighborhood Low-Medium or Neighborhood
Medium. Thank you for your consideration of this request.
V~ truly ~y

rs,

Mark G. Sellers

MGS:sh
Enclosures

cc:

Velino Salazar, SCCSDA
Gregory P. Regier, Esq.

~ "A local agency's approval or conditional approval of a vesting tentative map confers a vested
right on the subdivider to proceed with development in substantial compliance with the
ordinances, policies, and standards in effect at the time the subdivider's application is considered
complete for purposes of the statute determining the law applicable to a tentative subdivision
map." Gov. Code, § 66498.1, subd. (b); 54A Cal. Jur. 3d Real Estate §1068.
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RANCHO CONEJO AREA
ALTERNATIVE 1

...
KEY FEATURES
•

Allows a mix of job producing uses that are
split between Industrial Low and Industrial Flex
designations.

•

Creates ahigh-density mixed-use district adjacent to
Rancho Conejo west of Lawrence Drive to integrate a
walkable, mixed residential and retail neighborhood
with the employment uses.

•

Creates amixed-use node south of Highway iol and
east of Borchard Road.
Maintains primarily commercial uses at freeway exits at
Wendy Drive, Borchard Road, and Ventu Park Road.

•
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TOao4S Survey Summary

Question 8.
Which alternative best matches your vision for the future of Rancho Conejo?
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

~

No preference

None of the above
(please specify your
ideas)

.. i~

Alternative 1
Alternative 2
Alternative 3
No preference
None of the above (please specify your ideas)
Answered

39%
9%
32°~o
6%
15%

803
i~6
65g
114
303
2054

Question 8 had 303 individual comments by respondents who answered, "None of the
above" and were asked to specify their ideas. Please see the detailed report for those
individual comments.

SURVEY #3: LAND USE ALTERNATIVES ~ 9
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brie Zentil
City Clerk"s Office; claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Bob Engler; Al Adam; Ed Jones; Kevin McNamee
Zoning for Borchard/Alice/101 parcel
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 5:05:17 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mayor de la Peña, and council members,
My name is Brie Zentil. I have been a homeowner in the Casa Conejo neighborhood that
backs up to the parcel that is located between Borchard Road/ Alice St. / 101 freeway in
Newbury Park since 2007. My husband and I chose the Casa Conejo neighborhood because it
was affordable, and was a part of a quiet, established neighborhood. We love that our school
aged kids can ride their bikes around our neighborhood without much worry because there is
not a lot of ingress and egress of traffic down our streets, other than residents of our
neighboring streets. When we purchased our home, we did so with the understanding that the
open land was zoned for more single family houses, much like those surrounding us and the
Cameo tract.
I'm writing to ask that you consider maintaining the current zoning for the Borchard/Alice/
101 freeway parcel. I beleive that single family homes will bring more families into our area
who want to establish roots in the community. Many of my friends who are looking for
housing desire a single family home, not a condo or apartment for their family. I believe single
family homes will also impose less traffic down Alice. I suspect Alice may see periods of high
traffic during commuting hours, but much fewer cars during the bulk of the day than mixed
use would , thus having the least negative impact on the current neighborhoods.
I am against mixed use zoning for the Borchard /Alice/ 101 freeway parcel for the following
reasons:
1. There are already mixed use developments in progress, which will contribute towards the
State's mandated housing increase. Why be in such a rush to build high density apartments and
even more retail space when we currently have so many empty storefronts? It does not seem
like a prudent use of space.
2. With high density apartment units, often times parking is an issue. When you add
roommates, or multi-generational families living under one roof, there are often more than 2
vehicles per unit. The excess cars usually end up parked on nearby residential streets, despite
any signage to deter. This would change the surrounding neighborhoods in a negative way.
3. The units won't necessarily be affordable. I live in one of the oldest and cheapest
neighborhoods in Newbury Park, and I would be floored if any "new build" townhomes of
similar square footage would sell for anything less than my home, if not more because it will
be "new" and part of the proposed Commons.
Thank you for reading my letter and considering my concerns and thoughts. My family loves
Newbury Park and being a part of the Thousand Oaks community because of it's small town
feel.
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Regards,
Brie Zentil
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lee Young
claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Bob Engler; Al Adam; Ed Jones; Kevin McNamee; City Clerk"s Office
General Plan Update
Tuesday, May 11, 2021 10:11:42 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

I oppose the General Plan Update and the New Preferred Map and Survey. I am appalled that
the city would procced with this effort during a pandemic where most people are weary of the
lockdown, the social unrest, and the heated political situation of late. To proceed looks
suspicious, as if
you are railroading something that flies in the face of our slow growth history. Further, it will
benefit only a few land owners and developers and not the people.
To build a Mixed-Use project in a floodplain, wher there is no infrastructure, and where it is
already and established neighborhook is a recipe for disaster. In Burbank, I witnessed this
urbanization to the point that the city is obscured by the dominating structures transforming
a
charming area into something similar to downtown L.A.
It is obvious that this is money driven and has little to do with our needs.
In view of the fact that the state is requiring only 2600 units, the suggestion that we need
30,000
more units smack of greedy developers taking advantage of a distracted community.
Lee Young
74 Knollwood Dr.
Newbury Park, CA 91320
805 279-7800
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John Muldoon
City Clerk"s Office
Stop the radical change of the city plan
Wednesday, May 12, 2021 9:16:27 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

The radical changes proposed to the general plan are a slap in the face to anyone
who considers TO a good place to live. This is clearly the majority. Just look at the
Nextdoor web site reaction to what you're doing. Why would anyone want to ruin a
good thing? If it ain't broke, don't fix it.
The homeless problem will not be resolved by any of the actions proposed.
My wife and I have lived here for 31 years. We've seen many changes. However
none have come up which inspires so much angst as this proposed upheaval of what
we have always considered the untouchable qualities of TO: beauty, safety,
uncrowded, and city council and management leadership that respects the wishes of
the voters.
We're asking for you to put a stop to this madness. If it goes through it will tarnish the
legacy of anyone who didn't stop it. Thank you.
John Muldoon
jjdooner@yahoo.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

*THIS EMAIL WAS RECEIVED BY ALL
COUNCILMEMBERS

Dennis Zentil
Al Adam
City Clerk"s Office
Gneral Plan - Borchard Property
Wednesday, May 12, 2021 2:01:49 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Councilperson:

I am writing to address the proposed General Plan amendment rezoning the
property commonly known as either the Borchard, Alice, or wetlands property located
northwest of the intersection of Highway 101 and Borchard Road.

The LAND USE ALTERNATIVES SURVEY Analysis and Summary of Findings
/April 2021 states that the Survey found that 80 to 87% of the respondents supported
the rezoning of this property. I object to these findings because the methodology of
the survey was flawed. In the Survey the Borchard property was lumped together
with other property mostly south of the 101. A significant portion of the property
lumped together with the Borchard property fronts the 101 along Newbury Road.
Anyone responding to the Survey may have had very different opinions about the
proposed zoning of the Newbury Road property and the Borchard property. By
lumping the two properties together in all of the Survey questions it is impossible to
tell which property a respondent had in mind when checking off a box in the Survey.

A common complaint that one hears concerns the lack of affordable housing.
One of the oldest and most affordable housing developments in Thousand Oaks is
the Casa Conejo development built in the 60s and 70s consisting of small one story
single family homes built on modest lots with both a front and rear yard. Casa Conejo
homes surrounds the Borchard Property on three sides. These homes are some of
the most affordable homes in the area. If the City is concerned about affordable
housing, as it should be, then rezoning this property to be consistent with the entire
Casa Conejo development and limited to modestly sized one story homes, 4 to 5 per
acre, would help fill a significant need for affordable housing in the City.

Anyone familiar with the Borchard property (I lived two blocks away on Randy
Drive for 17 years, and my children and grandchildren still live on Randy Drive) would
assume that this property would be ultimately developed in a manner consistent with
the remainder of the Casa Conejo development. The only access is via Alice drive
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through the Casa Conejo. If the Borchard property is rezoned as mixed use with high
density and commercial uses, it will seriously damage the character of the
neighborhood as a good working class family oriented place to live with the
neighbors taking great pride of ownership in their homes.

I urge you, in deciding on the future zoning of this property, to protect the
integrity of the Casa Conejo development.

Respectfully Submitted,

Dennis P. Zentil
2219 Mapleleaf Ave.
Newbury Park CA 91320
905/796-0126
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Conejo Valley Advocates for Sensible Planning
Kevin McNamee; claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Al Adam; Ed Jones; Bob Engler; City Clerk"s Office
#1 reason to reject GP update
Wednesday, May 12, 2021 3:51:58 PM
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

#1 Reason to Reject the General Plan Update:
The State has NOT Required It!
The City has implied that it has, but this is not so.
The only thing required is that we build our fair share of needed housing. The State sends out a
number (RHNA #) every 8 years to every city.
Our Number for the next EIGHT YEARS is 2,621!
Period.
Everything else is being driven by the Chamber and Developers,
Who have convinced the City to spend over ONE million of OUR dollars
To convince us to change the General Plan and add 22,000 more units.
Why would we approve 10x what is required?
Council Members don’t let us down
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Conejo Valley Advocates for Sensible Planning
https://cvasp.org/

Follow us https://www.facebook.com/cvasp2021/
Twitter@cvasp2021
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