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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: We left urban area for Quiet NP suburban area don"t take that from us, please
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 10:30:40 AM
Letter to City Council.docx

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.

Begin forwarded message:
From: <bwatson@watson-photo.com>
Subject: We left urban area for Quiet NP suburban area don't take that
from us, please
Date: May 18, 2021 at 9:57:05 AM PDT
Council memebers,
In addition to the letter attached it has been brought to my attention that the
property owner has been circulating a petition. I have been approached with
only on peition and I am embarassed to admit that I listened to what was being
"sold" but did not confirm that the petition was truly about renaming the
library. I may have been duped into signing a petition to do exactly what I am
fighting against. If there is no petition to rename the library then the signature
gatherers have been lying to the general public about the petition going around.
I live directly adjacent to the property at the end of Alice and I have have only
seen one petition regarding this property and it was put together last night and
it was against the project in question.
I will not lob personal attacks at the property owner other than to say he has
not been honest in this process, and I would not put it past the group, to lie
about the petition to gather signatures for a good cause while actually
promoting his personal ambition cause. This project is WIDELY condemned by
EVERYONE I talk to that lives in the area. The people that live over by the
Janss mall and other parts of the city don't care what happens here. Many
people in that area don't even know this project is being proposed. When they
hear of these lofty plans and rooftop bar and pond, they do not consider how it
will effect the residents directly adjacent to the project, why would they they
don't live here. They hear the one sided sales pitch with the shiny surfaces and
blinking lights but they wont have to live the reality.
Please do not turn our neighborhood into the Urban area we fled.
Regards,
Bill Watson
2822 Densie St.
Nwbury Park, CA. 91320
213.305.7221
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June 18, 2021
Claudia Bill‐de‐la Pena, Mayor
Bob Engler, Mayor Pro Tem
Al Adam, Councilmember
Ed Jones, Councilmember
Kevin McNamee, Councilmember
Dear Mayor Bill‐de la Pena and Councilmembers,
My name is Bill Watson and I have lived in Newbury Park for 6 years now. My wife, my son and I moved
to Newbury Park because we were looking for a more suburban way of life. We lived in Pasadena prior
and thought it would be fun to walk to shops and be in an urban setting. It turns out the idea was better
than the reality. We moved to Newbury park because of the quiet neighborhoods, lack of crime, and
small‐town feel. My son and his friends can play in the street because the neighborhood is quiet, just
like we wanted. The proposal on the table to build will change that dramatically. You will ROB US OF
WHAT WE MOVED HERE FOR!!!!!
If medium density or high‐density housing is built on the land DIRECTLY BEHIND MY BACK FENCE is
allowed, it will change the neighborhood feel as well as directly change the traffic flow and noise. Alice
will now become a major street and it is not set up to be a major thoroughfare. Alice, and Bella to Alice,
will become a route to avoid freeway congestion the way Borchard is now. We don’t want Alice turned
into Borchard, our kids play in that street in front of our friends’ houses.
I have a hearing disability where loud noises, deep tones and droning noises cause an incredible about
of anxiety and even panic attacks. Just 10 minutes of the leaf blower from a neighbors gardener is
enough to get me going. I work from home, and have since I moved to NP, and now with what is being
proposed I will have to live with the years of infrastructure and construction directly behind my house! I
moved here to get away from the noise and now I will be subject to it closer than almost anyone else
and I will have to live with the noise of increased traffic forever? To say this is absurd is an
understatement. I have not been able to sleep, and my quality of life is being diminished just by the
proposal on the table and it hasn’t even started yet. Please do not turn our neighborhood into the
urban area we fled, don’t put me in a state of constant anxiety and panic because the “son of the
property owner “decided he wanted to make a mark and prove to…. I don’t know who, that he can be a
real estate magnate. Please don’t let his ambition overshadow our right to a quiet life and
neighborhood continuity.
There are multiple projects around Thousand Oaks where medium to higher density housing is being
done or approved. This should MORE than satisfy the Sate of California’s requirement for more housing.
The K Mart property alone will be a huge amount of housing with minimal infrastructure required
compared to the Borchard FEMA Flood Zone Parcel next to my home. If the project behind my house is
approved, who is going to pay for the infrastructure? You are going to make us pay for infrastructure
that is going to destroy our way of life?!?!?!?! That is absurd.
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The residents of our neighborhood have seen the property owner’s proposal including his high‐density
vision for development in our residential neighborhood. Together, we have discussed his concepts
and are alarmed that his proposal or anything like it could become a reality here in our single‐family
neighborhood. We are reaching out to each of you to make you aware that we are in agreement and
in unison as we request that you set aside making a decision on the Borchard FEMA Flood Zone
Property and make NO CHANGES to its land use designation unless and until such a time that you and
the planning commission can view a site‐specific plan and properly consider and assess, with studies,
the impact that any development would have on the surrounding single‐family neighborhood and
Newbury Park as a whole. If the use designation is allowed to be changed without a plan and merely
by the stroke of a pen, the City will lose its power to control what is developed on that parcel and will
lose its ability to protect the interests of its residents. It is incumbent upon each of you to use an
abundance of caution, slow down, and not allow that to happen.
The reasons below substantiate our request:










The Borchard FEMA High Risk Flood Parcel is just that, High Risk and any proposed development
must be considered carefully!
There MUST be a site‐specific plan submitted and extensively reviewed before any use changes
or approval is made.
o As you are all aware, any change to the Land Use designation will allow the State to
control what is built instead of the community of people who live here. That is wrong and
must not be allowed to happen. You can prevent that from happening.
We need to Slow Down the Process!
We understand that you believe you’ve tried to reach the citizens for input, however the fact is
that only a small fraction of our citizens are aware of what is happening and the far reaching
impact of the decisions that are being made by a few people.
The State of California has only mandated 2600 homes be built in the next 8 years and there are
already enough projects on the table which will satisfy this requirement.
Covid was unforeseen and your timeline and end goal should be adjusted based on the fact that
many people are just catching wind that this is happening, because it was not done in public but
instead behind computer screens.
There are already 3 very large projects slated to be built in close proximity to one another in
Newbury Park. The City of Thousand Oaks already has substantial plans to build and is complying
with the state mandate to add dwelling units. There is NO need to box the city and the
residents into a corner by changing the use on this parcel at this time! The owner is able to
bring a site‐specific plan forward with studies and data at any time and can request a General
Plan amendment which can be considered based on its merits by the city planners and council
members. Rushing to change this property’s designation is like writing a blank check to the
property owner and you are asking the residents to cash it. This is wrong, please do not be
pressured into making a rush judgement that cannot be reversed and will change the character
and feel of all of Newbury Park.
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The city has spent millions of dollars to find out what the citizens of Thousand Oaks want, however
where the Borchard FEMA High Risk Flood Parcel is concerned, you are not following the guidelines
outlined in the results of your own survey.
Adding the density that is being proposed in Newbury Park and requested on the Borchard FEMA
Flood Parcel violates 3 of the 10 themes that your consultant discovered were “values” of city
residents.
 Focus development in limited areas – Plans to change Newbury Park are wide and
sweeping. The already planned developments at the Former Conejo Valley High School,
former Drive‐in Theater and AMGEN site, are all within a mile of the Borchard overpass
and surrounding streets. Many hundreds if not thousands of additional people and cars
will be added to the small area surrounding these new projects. Entertaining any concept
on the Borchard FEMA Flood Parcel that includes adding density beyond the current
zoning is not in any way good for this city. The current residents strongly request that
you slow down and consider this parcel separately and thoroughly.
 Preserve the character of existing Single‐family neighborhoods – The character of
Newbury Park is now and has always been slower than that of Thousand Oaks and we like
it that way. We do not want mixed use behind or surrounding our residential homes and
we ask that you do as promised and retain the current character of our homes and
neighborhood. Adding Mixed use of any kind on the Borchard parcel will completely
violate our privacy and make our streets busy and dangerous for all living here including
our children.
 Ensure that new development is consistent with the community character ‐ The
monstrosity proposed by the property owner of the Borchard FEMA Flood Parcel is
NOTHING like the character of our community. This Borchard property was purchased for
next to nothing and with full knowledge that it was in a FEMA Flood Zone, that it had an
easement against development and that it was zoned for single family dwellings of 8000
sf parcels or larger. The owner is entitled to nothing more than what was knowingly
purchased and further has no more rights than we do to protect our investments. We ask
that you slow down before giving away the value of our properties and destroying our
way of life.
We have seen the plan that the property owner is trying to “sell” to select members of the public.
 Tarantula Hill West Beer Garden
 150 room Hotel with rooftop bar overlooking our homes and into our yards.
 A country Western saloon.
 A lake with upscale restaurants such as located at The Grove, Americana and Dos Lagos.
 Work force housing with many four story plus buildings of apartments piled behind our single‐
family homes.
 No plan for parking, just lots of people.
 A shuttle or trolly to take patrons around town and through our residential neighborhoods with
children, after drinking in his saloon. What is he thinking?
 The Council needs to ensure that this owner cannot push his way to overdeveloping our town
and our neighborhood or put our homes at risk for flooding. His concepts are not in step with
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this community and would be better served if he submitted his ideas to receptive cities such as
Newport Beach, Santa Monica and the like. His plan which includes low‐income housing but also
includes upscale everything else tips his hand and we know that affordability is not his concern.
We strongly ask that the council not entertain changing the land map usage on this parcel,
giving the property owner free reign to build by right, because he has displayed his
aggressiveness and drive to build as much as he possibly can without concern for residents and
will not be able to be stopped if given the green light.

In closing, we are counting on each of you to make the obvious and right choice to wait until this
property can be given direct and specific consideration through plans, traffic studies, water studies,
environmental impacts studies and flood control studies etc. This parcel must be treated differently
because IT IS DIFFERENT from any other parcel slated for possible development. Waiting only means you
will have more time to make the best decision for everyone regarding any type of development on the
Borchard FEMA Flood Parcel. Time and studies will provide more details and the required facts to make
the proper decision. Waiting gives you the opportunity to see how SB330 and the State mandate will
affect the City’s ability to guide the development choices of our city going forward. Rushing to make an
irreversible decision affecting the people who you promised to serve would be tragic. The residents of
our neighborhood welcome and encourage each of you to visit our homes and see the character of our
neighborhood. The investments that we have both emotionally and monetarily in our homes matter and
we ask that you take our concerns seriously.
Sincerely,
William T. Watson
2822 Densie St. Newbury Park, CA. 91320
213.305.7221
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: New land use proposal
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 10:51:44 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: debbiewootten <debbiewootten@yahoo.com>
Date: Tue, May 18, 2021 at 10:35
Subject: New land use proposal
To: <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Please vote NO on new land use proposal. This will change our community forever!

Sent from my Galaxy

--

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
Mayor, City of Thousand Oaks
805.449.2103
Biography
Website
Twitter
Facebook
Instagram

#inthistogether #tostrong
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From: "Janet M. Wall" <walljanetm@gmail.com>
Date: May 18, 2021 at 5:37:39 AM PDT
To: Andrew Powers <APowers@toaks.org>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Claudia Bill‐de la Peña
<claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>, Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin
McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>
Subject: General Plan Update: May 18, 2021 City Council Meeting

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 Bill de la Pena and Council Members:
Please reconsider the map presented to you today. The process of updating the General Plan has been
severely impacted by the pandemic. City Council should pursue a very scaled back version to about
5,500 housing units only. This number would meet the RHNA allocation while retaining flexibility for
future updates.
A few Specific recommendations:
1) Do not change single family home neighborhood designations at all. Leave the 25’ height limitation
and existing categories alone; i.e., do not change 2‐4.5 units to 2‐6 units.
2) Eliminate both General Plan designations that permit 75’ structures; i.e., eliminate Industrial Flex and
Commercial Medium categories altogether.
3) Eliminate Mixed Use Medium General Plan designation. With state density bonuses, multi family
housing can already be built at 45 units per acre. The Thousand Oaks Boulevard Specific Plan also
provides a density bonus for housing as we witnessed with the 500 Thousand Oaks Blvd. proposal at 55
units per acre. Housing should not exceed 30 units per acre on the General Plan.
4) Maintain 35’ height limitation on all multi family housing—3 story maximum throughout the city to
retain semi‐rural atmosphere.
5) Rethink how much mixed use the city can bear. Commercial space is already vacant and likely to
remain so. Don’t plan for blighted vacant storefronts.
Thank you for including my ideas in your study session.
Sincerely,
~Janet Miller Wall
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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 3
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 11:27:50 AM
PETITION IN SUPPORT OF GENERAL PLAN UPDATE - Residents Set 2.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 3rd batch of one hundred (110) 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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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Paul Edelman
Kelvin Parker; City Clerk"s Office
SMMC comments for City Council for GP Overlay land use
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 11:48:10 AM
Borchard Wetlands GP Overlay Comments.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.

Please provide the attached letter to the City
Council for tonight’s hearing on this subject.
An acknowledgement of receipt is respectfully
requested.
Thank You
Paul Edelman    310-589-3200 x 128

Kelvin Parker (Community Development Director): kparker@toaks.org
Cynthia Rodriguez (City Clerk): cityclerk@toaks.org

15

GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA–THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY
KING GILLETTE RANCH
26800 MULHOLLAND HIGHWAY
CALABASAS, CALIFORNIA 91302
PHONE (818) 878-0866
FAX (818) 878-0508
WWW.SMMC.CA.GOV

May 18, 2021
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

City Council
City of Thousand Oaks
2100 Thousand Oaks Blvd.
Thousand Oaks, California 91362
cityclerk@toaks.org
General Plan Update Comments
Urge No Up Zoning of Borchard Property
Honorable Councilmembers:
The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy (Conservancy) has long recognized the 37acre Borchard wetlands property as a unique, irreplaceable ecological and watershed
resource. Accessible wetlands are invaluable as educational, groundwater infiltration,
and wildlife resources. Solving housing needs on already protected open space that
happens to function as a wetland would be a horrible mistake by the City. The cost of
new accessible open space to the City has become astronomical with the unprecedented
increase in real estate prices. Why voluntarily contribute to the degradation of
protected wetlands and open space? The Conservancy urges the City not to up zone the
subject property even by a single unit. The current zoning allows for 20 units which
could easily be accommodated in the western portion of the property less susceptible to
flooding and long-term inundation and with great street access.
Please feel free to contact me with any questions at 310-589-3200, ext. 128, or by e-mail
at edelman@smmc.ca.gov. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

PAUL EDELMAN

Deputy Director
Natural Resources and Planning
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: New Building
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 11:50:33 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Jodi Gardiner <gardinersix@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 18, 2021 at 11:48
Subject: New Building
To: <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
We moved to the Conejo Valley as a newly married couple in 1997. It was a stretch to get here, but
we wanted to live somewhere commutable to LA, but not in it. We wanted a suburban
neighborhood where we could raise a family. Trees, open spaces, areas to hike, ride our bikes, be in
nature... all of that helped up to make our decision. We have lived here since. Buying a very
small house and through the years adding on and creating our house as our budget allowed. We
now love where we live. We have quiet open spaces, can often walk or ride to where we need to go,
and are able to enjoy our trails often.
Allowing 5-7 story buildings, and the congestions that would bring, would negatively impact all
that we, and our neighbors, have worked so hard to build. We know that we need more housing, but
building that large would create such high density that crime, high traffic, and feeling like we are
living in the valley would follow. We don’t want to live in the valley, we worked hard to get away
from the valley. Allowing a single building that tall would undermine the entire feel of our area. We
have been able to keep a semi-rural character to Conejo Valley. We are not urban, we don’t want to
be urban. There are ways to allow more housing without the tall buildings.
Pushing this through without community input is turning your back on your voters, neighbors and
friends. Nobody that lives here wants this. Those trying to come in might, but they don’t see what it
would do long term to our community.
-Lost ridgelines
-increased congestion
-inability to evacuate in an emergency
-loss of our valuable open space
-overthrow parking in neighborhoods
-crowded streets mean less safe areas to bike and walk
We do need more housing, but utilizing areas in pockets, not a giant concentration, is a better way
to protect our community. We can have mixed use at the Janss and Oaks Mall and Amgen. The rural
feel our community offers is why it is desired. Turn it into the valley with giant buildings and it’s all
gone. While some may not feel it immediately it will be felt in 15-20 years. We need to build to
protect our heritage and welcome new families. Slow growth has always been the best
model. Let's keep our community safe with slow and steady growth.
Thank you,
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Jodi Gardiner

--

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
Mayor, City of Thousand Oaks
805.449.2103
Biography
Website
Twitter
Facebook
Instagram

#inthistogether #tostrong
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Wetlands at the end of Alice Drive
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 11:50:58 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Tim Keagy <naturaleye@outlook.com>
Date: Tue, May 18, 2021 at 11:25
Subject: Wetlands at the end of Alice Drive
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>

Dear Madam Mayor,
I am taking on a photo project of Thousand Oaks. I live in Casa Conejo, Alice Drive in
Newbury Park. I am naming this project The Last Frontier. I am against the building of the
unused land to create a dense City of TO. Like you, I am slow growth. Of all the land being
considered for builds, the Wetlands is on the top of my list of no builds as the statement below
reflects.
The Last Frontier.
My Thousand Oaks photo project is to show the beauty of this town. It is also part protest of
taking unused open land and build homes and office builds, which we have enough of that are
empty. This piece of land is one of my protests. It is a 37 acre property that is a wetland.
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Between Alice Drive and Borchard Road. This is a target for a build. It looks dry now because
this area is 10” below normal of seasonal rains. But, when we have storms, this land becomes
a lake. The water table of this land is very high. I have had former Public Works Directors tell
me the water content is so high that it would take much in the way of dirt to fill and years to
settle before building can become a reality. Then that is a maybe. I have had inspectors tell me
under Alice Dr is a river and the water flows through this land. And it shows during the rains.
Everyone in the City and County knows this. So why besides the almighty $$$$$ would one
try to build on this? Not to mention the constant flow of huge dump trucks driving down the
residential area of Alice Dr in Casa Conejo full of dirt to dump on 37 acres. Next to this land
is what is called a 100 year old wash. I have seen this filled to the top during heavy rain
seasons. This property is wetlands. I urge the City of Thousand Oaks City Council at their
meeting tonight to save the wetlands.
Respectfully,
Tim Keagy
Alice Drive Resident
Newbury Park Ca.
Sent from my iPhone
--

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
Mayor, City of Thousand Oaks
805.449.2103
Biography
Website
Twitter
Facebook
Instagram

#inthistogether #tostrong
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: for City Council Meeting May 18: General Plan Update
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 11:54:08 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Michelle Koetke <mkoetke@verizon.net>
Date: Mon, May 17, 2021 at 16:04
Subject: for City Council Meeting May 18: General Plan Update
To: cityclerk@toaks.org <cityclerk@toaks.org>, claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
<claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>, bengler@toaks.org <bengler@toaks.org>,
ejones@toaks.org <ejones@toaks.org>, aadam@toaks.org <aadam@toaks.org>,
kmcnamee@toaks.org <kmcnamee@toaks.org>

Re: General Plan Update and Borchard Floodplain Parcel
Please pursue measured growth and keep faith with residents.
Do not betray residents by approving mixed-use development in a residential neighborhood
that is a floodplain, with no ingress/egress and was zoned single family.  The family that
purchased the parcel got it at a swampland price of 7,000/acre in 1989, 11 years after the
County put a flowage easement in place. Now they want to change the rules. What about the
investment of 300 neighboring homes? They bought in good faith. Why does one developer’s
profit outweigh the safety of a community?
I am incensed by the lack of outreach and notification to all residents in Thousand Oaks, many
of whom are not on-line nor were they notified by mail of the survey or given an opportunity
to respond by USPS. Making suppositions based a survey of a tiny fraction (1.7%)  of the
population in a random and unscientific survey, smacks of voter suppression.  
The choices offered were developer driven, not what residents want or need. We don’t want
more commercial projects. We do need some apartments for young people and seniors
especially.
The rush to a once-in-50-year change in General Plan and the addition of 30,000 more
units  betrays our commitment to smart and measured growth.
We must build 2621 units. Fine. We have no need to build more, add greater densities to the
entire valley, or change our height limits. 35’ is tall enough for our needs.  
Concentrate the mandated units at the malls where the infrastructure supports large numbers of
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car trips and the space for parking.
Going forward put these massive decisions on the ballot. That way everyone will be included,
and you can demonstrate that you, either individually or collectively, are not in the developers’
thrall. Over-reach of government at all levels has become a serious issue, whatever side of the
debate you are on. Should you fail us in this vote, you will no doubt be subjected to a serious
backlash from the public.
Make the wise choice, not the trending one. Once done, it can’t be undone.
Michelle Koetke
909 Cayo Grande Court
Newbury Park, CA 91320

Michelle Koetke
mkoetke@verizon.net

--

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
Mayor, City of Thousand Oaks
805.449.2103
Biography
Website
Twitter
Facebook
Instagram

#inthistogether #tostrong
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From: Lisa Evans Powell <lisaesings@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 1:29 PM
To: Claudia Bill‐de la Peña <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>; Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>; Bob
Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>; Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>;
City Manager's Office <CityManager@toaks.org>; City Attorney's Office <cityattorney@toaks.org>
Subject: General Plan Update ‐ Land use map and tonight's meeting
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 and City Staff,
I have written and spoken to you many times in 2021 and sadly am unable to tonight. Most of
the time, my message has been to urge you all to honor the guiding principles laid out early in
the General Plan update process in your decisionmaking: in particular, that of being an inclusive
and welcoming community and the recognition that the community will evolve over time and
that change is inevitable.
You eventually did name equity and inclusion as a primary goal for the city. I along with many
others appreciate these values. I want Thousand Oaks to be an inclusive and welcoming
community. I hope that the updated General Plan will display and even champion these values
as Thousand Oaks looks forward.
I am one of the founding members of Thousand Oaks Livability Action Network (TOLAN) and I
helped craft the letter we sent to you all earlier this week. We are focused on a future
Thousand Oaks that is livable, sustainable, and equitable. We believe that more housing must
be created in order to do these things. The Village Center concept is a good one for many
reasons as laid out in our letter ‐ but it needs more than two village centers. Why ignore the
ripe opportunities that await at Avenida de los Arboles and Moorpark Road, near CLU? A
university community, a diversity of housing and people (apartments, condos, single family
housing, senior living) make it an ideal place to provide an opportunity for mixed use that can
help develop it into a more vibrant area. I am also supportive of the idea of mixed use at the
Alice parcel in Newbury Park and a downtown core that is stabilized by the Janss
Marketplace/Moorpark Road and T.O. Mall.
TOLAN is concerned about developing affordable housing ‐ and we are clear that setting up the
right level of density in the appropriate places is only a first step. We can bicker about the
"right" way to create more affordable housing....but we must take the first step by approving
the land use map as we look ahead. We know that a lack of enough affordable housing, as well
as housing segregation, affects us all. We must anticipate and understand the needs of both
current and potential residents: low‐income, the "missing middle," seniors who cannot afford
expensive assisted living communities, differently‐abled folks who need access to transport and
amenities, and we must devise ways to attract younger families so that more schools don't
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close (like my neighborhood school, University, going strong for over 40 years before it was
shut down).
We know that economically, thinking innovatively about housing and development is critical. I
am sure you have all read/heard the CLU economic report showing that Ventura County's
economy has not done well, with major shrinking since 2007 and accompanying population
declines. A major factor as stated in the report is the lack of affordable housing. If a region does
not have enough housing that people of varying income levels can afford, people leave or don't
move here in the first place. And then companies decline because they cannot find
employees....and companies we'd like to entice to come here won't. As it is, a majority of
Thousand Oaks' workforce drives in from other places, in many instances because employees
cannot afford to live here. Employers ‐ like the print shop owner who commented at a city
council meeting ‐ are saying it is difficult to find or hold onto employees because they cannot
afford to live here.
As you meet tonight, I hope you will be envisioning a future for Thousand Oaks that truly
includes all residents, offers options for folks of differing incomes, ages, abilities and
backgrounds, and provides the infrastructure for a strong economy as well as continued
livability. Thank you.
Truly Yours,
Lisa Evans Powell
Thousand Oaks resident
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Shane Swerdlow
City Clerk"s Office
Comment Letter - City Council May 18, 2021 Meeting, Item 4A
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 1:59:44 PM
TO2045 Testimony from GMS Property Management - 20210518.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 Cynthia and members of the team in the City Clerk’s office,
I am submitting the attached comment letter on behalf of Gregg Seltzer at GMS Property
Management, Inc. (owner of the property at 550 N. Moorpark Road) for inclusion in the public
record for Item 4A on today’s City Council Agenda (regarding the Thousand Oaks 2045 General Plan
Draft Preferred Land Use Map).
The attached letter expresses the owner’s support for the current recommendation of the Planning
Commission and City staff to assign a Mixed-Use Low land use designation to properties on the east
side of Moorpark Road, between Hillcrest Drive and Wilbur Road.
Thank you,
Shane

Shane Stuart Swerdlow

Senior Project Manager
Craig Lawson & Co., LLC
3221 Hutchison Avenue, Suite D
Los Angeles, CA 90034
714-618-0404 (mobile)
shane@craiglawson.com
http://www.craiglawson.com/
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: New Building
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 2:09:11 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.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Tilly Gardiner <tilly.gardiner02@gmail.com>
Subject: New Building
Date: May 18, 2021 at 1:54:13 PM PDT
To: "claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com" <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
I have lived in Thousand Oaks my whole life. I have grown up loving the quiet,
tucked away neighborhood I am proud to call my home, and all the wildlife, open
space and nature that comes with it. We moved here to live in a quiet, semi-rural
neighborhood, not in a city with horrendous traffic and pollution. If we wanted to
live in a more urbanized area like the valley, then we would have moved there;
but we chose to live in Thousand Oaks instead. I have grown up looking out my
window and seeing the beautiful mountains in the distance. Please don’t take this
away. I understand developing more places to live is necessary in our community;
however I’m asking that we keep a cap of 35 feet and not exceed it.
Going into this project shows a complete lack of awareness or sensitivity for us
residents who have lived here for years; allowing this development will cause
many complications for our entire community. One major issue is the traffic. I’m
aware that there will be underground parking provided for residents, however
having lived here all my life I can say with certainty that your parking garage will
not hold seven stories worth of vehicles. The streets are already busy as is, and
your apartments will only worsen it. Increasing the amount of individuals living
here will cause these streets to constantly be full. Our streets are in no way meant
to handle large amounts of traffic; we live on a dirt road, not a highway.
I am currently a senior at Westlake High School, and will be going to college in
the fall this year. When I graduate, I would hope to come back and live here, but
not the ‘here’ that you are envisioning. Not the ‘here’ where there’s so much
traffic that I can’t get on the highways. Not the ‘here’ where there’s so many high
rise buildings that I can’t see the mountains. Not the ‘here’ where the sound of
cars drowns out the sound of birds.
I beg you to listen to the residents that will actually be impacted by your rash
decisions and not the individuals that were paid to show you their support; instead
of thinking about the fast growth of our community, please focus on its current
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residents. Please focus on what’s best for the city in the future, bot the impulse of
today.
Thanks,
Tilly Gardiner
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: New Building
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 2:09:46 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.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Luke Gardiner <lukeg042@gmail.com>
Subject: New Building
Date: May 18, 2021 at 1:57:36 PM PDT
To: "claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com" <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
My name is Luke Gardiner and I am a junior at Westlake Highschool.
I’ve lived in the Thousand Oaks all my life. My family and I go on hikes all
around the neighborhood and the trails in the mountains. We have come to
cherish the nature and peace that is found there. By allowing for the
construction of high rise buildings you will be completely destroying the things
that make Thousand Oaks the amazing place it is.
The first, and most obvious problem that comes to mind is the visual
pollution that will come with these tall buildings. The people of Thousand Oaks
enjoy looking around them and seeing nature, they don’t want to see the
mountains and horizons blocked by buildings. If we wanted a city view, we’d
live in the city! By allowing for the construction of massive buildings, you will be
chasing out the people who want to live in Thousand Oaks for the relaxed
suburban feel of it.
    Going hand-in-hand with the visual pollution, we must also consider the harm
it will have on wildlife. When we are walking down the street we are used to
hearing birds chirping down from the trees, bunnies running around, and
squirrels chittering. Thousand Oaks has an incredible amount of wildlife
biodiversity… are we ready to lose it? Lately mountain lions and coyotes have
been a problem for residents of Thousand Oaks as they are coming down from
the mountains and into the communities. Have we ever stopped to wonder
why? With all this aggressive development we are destroying the homes of
these animals and forcing them to come in closer contact with humans to get
food and habitat. Coyotes and Mountain Lions are as scared of us as we are of
them but we are forcing them to come to our communities. Whose fault is that?
    Another big consequence of this huge development is traffic congestion.
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Already the on-ramps to the freeways are crowded. Now imagine putting this
new development in, which will at least TRIPLE the traffic! It would be a
nightmare. Additionally it would cause more people to use the side roads and
go by the quiet and peaceful neighborhoods and cause an overflow of traffic.
Not only is this traffic inconvenient, it’s dangerous! This would significantly
increase the number of car crashes and fatalities as well as being an extreme
fire evacuation risk.
    I could go on but I think you get the gist. What Thousand Oaks needs is
slow-growth. If we wanted to live in the Valley we would! By allowing for the
construction of high rise buildings in Thousand Oaks and the subsequent city
like developments you will be allowing buildings the size of which Thousand
Oaks has never seen to be built. Thousand Oaks is known for its relaxed, quiet
and friendly environment, people move here to get away from LA and the urban
life, they don’t want the city to be brought to them. The cute small and cozy
houses, the neighborhood vibe, all this disappears with the development of
these “city-sized” buildings.
    I am not opposed to development. But approving high rise buildings is too
extreme and we all need to take a moment and look at the consequences it will
bring. Not to mention the corrupt people in charge of pushing this proposition
forward who have been paying young adults to argue in favor of the
development because they don’t have enough support on their own. When I
come back from college I would like to live in Thousand Oaks, but with this new
building regulation I, and many others like me, will likely reconsider living our
lives here.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: General Plan Update - Land use map and tonight"s meeting
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 2:09:55 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.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Lisa Evans Powell <lisaesings@hotmail.com>
Subject: General Plan Update - Land use map and tonight's meeting
Date: May 18, 2021 at 1:29:27 PM PDT
To: Claudia Bill-de la Peña <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>, Al Adam
<aadam@toaks.org>, "bengler@toaks.org" <bengler@toaks.org>,
"ejones@toaks.org" <ejones@toaks.org>, "kmcnamee@toaks.org"
<kmcnamee@toaks.org>, "citymanager@toaks.org"
<citymanager@toaks.org>, "cityattorney@toaks.org"
<cityattorney@toaks.org>
Dear Council Members and City Staff,
I have written and spoken to you many times in 2021 and sadly am unable to
tonight. Most of the time, my message has been to urge you all to honor the
guiding principles laid out early in the General Plan update process in your
decisionmaking: in particular, that of being an inclusive and welcoming
community and the recognition that the community will evolve over time and
that change is inevitable.
You eventually did name equity and inclusion as a primary goal for the city. I along
with many others appreciate these values. I want Thousand Oaks to be an
inclusive and welcoming community. I hope that the updated General Plan will
display and even champion these values as Thousand Oaks looks forward.
I am one of the founding members of Thousand Oaks Livability Action Network
(TOLAN) and I helped craft the letter we sent to you all earlier this week. We are
focused on a future Thousand Oaks that is livable, sustainable, and equitable. We
believe that more housing must be created in order to do these things. The
Village Center concept is a good one for many reasons as laid out in our letter but it needs more than two village centers. Why ignore the ripe opportunities
that await at Avenida de los Arboles and Moorpark Road, near CLU? A university
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community, a diversity of housing and people (apartments, condos, single family
housing, senior living) make it an ideal place to provide an opportunity for mixed
use that can help develop it into a more vibrant area. I am also supportive of the
idea of mixed use at the Alice parcel in Newbury Park and a downtown core that
is stabilized by the Janss Marketplace/Moorpark Road and T.O. Mall.
TOLAN is concerned about developing affordable housing - and we are clear that
setting up the right level of density in the appropriate places is only a first step.
We can bicker about the "right" way to create more affordable housing....but we
must take the first step by approving the land use map as we look ahead. We
know that a lack of enough affordable housing, as well as housing segregation,
affects us all. We must anticipate and understand the needs of both current and
potential residents: low-income, the "missing middle," seniors who cannot afford
expensive assisted living communities, differently-abled folks who need access to
transport and amenities, and we must devise ways to attract younger families so
that more schools don't close (like my neighborhood school, University, going
strong for over 40 years before it was shut down).
We know that economically, thinking innovatively about housing and
development is critical. I am sure you have all read/heard the CLU economic
report showing that Ventura County's economy has not done well, with major
shrinking since 2007 and accompanying population declines. A major factor as
stated in the report is the lack of affordable housing. If a region does not have
enough housing that people of varying income levels can afford, people leave or
don't move here in the first place. And then companies decline because they
cannot find employees....and companies we'd like to entice to come here won't.
As it is, a majority of Thousand Oaks' workforce drives in from other places, in
many instances because employees cannot afford to live here. Employers - like
the print shop owner who commented at a city council meeting - are saying it is
difficult to find or hold onto employees because they cannot afford to live here.
As you meet tonight, I hope you will be envisioning a future for Thousand Oaks
that truly includes all residents, offers options for folks of differing incomes, ages,
abilities and backgrounds, and provides the infrastructure for a strong economy
as well as continued livability. Thank you.
Truly Yours,
Lisa Evans Powell
Thousand Oaks resident

32

33

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: General Plan Update: Support for land-use alternatives and zone change on Borchard Rd. Opportunity Site
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 2:10:08 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.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Natalia Staneva <nstaneva@newwestsymphony.org>
Subject: General Plan Update: Support for land-use alternatives and
zone change on Borchard Rd. Opportunity Site
Date: May 18, 2021 at 1:10:24 PM PDT
To: Claudia Bill-de la Peña <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Dear Honorable Councilmember Claudia Bill-de la Peña,
I would like to thank you for working on behalf of the residents of Thousand Oaks to
update the general plan. I also want to personally thank you for doing whatever is
possible to support the arts in Thousand Oaks. You are our ambassador on the city
council. I’m writing to express my support in endorsing Draft Preferred Land Use Map
for the Thousand Oaks 2045 as presented in the staff report on the agenda.
Ventura County Star published a report yesterday that school enrollment dropped by
nearly 4,000 students among Ventura County public and charter schools this year,
according to state data, as reported by the California Department of Education. I’m
concerned about that trend.
As you know, New West Symphony has an annual attrition of about 25% of subscribers
whose average age is 73. While all patrons complement New West Symphony’s world
class programming, when we survey the subscribers who stop consuming our products,
almost all of them say that they either are moving to less expensive areas to retire or to
retirement homes, therefore they stop supporting the organization once they are not
capable of coming to the concerts at BAPAC. 75 % of New West Symphony income
comes from donations, therefore we cultivate and steward the employers,
corporations, families with working parents and those seniors who have disposable
income to support our annual fund and programming. Just like BAPAC, we depend on
the influx of people into the City.
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 and allow future generations to establish
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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 am 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.
Thank you for your anticipated support and adoption of our recommendation. By
signing below, I represent that I work in Thousand Oaks and I’m over the age of 18,
and in support of the rezoning of Borchard Opportunity Site. I consent that my can
be used for any and all City Council hearings and/or study sessions on this issue in
the event I am not able to personally appear at such hearings.  
           
Natalia Staneva, MBA, CFRE
CEO
New West Symphony
(805) 435-2785 Direct
(805) 497-5800 Main Office
www.newwestsymphony.org

35

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Comment on Preferred Land Use Plan
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 2:10:14 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.

Begin forwarded message:
From: Leland Olson <olsonlco@hotmail.com>
Subject: Comment on Preferred Land Use Plan
Date: May 18, 2021 at 12:58:22 PM PDT
To: TO jones <ejones@toaks.org>, "TO kmcnamee@toaks.org"
<kmcnamee@toaks.org>, TO bengler <bengler@toaks.org>, TO aadam
<aadam@toaks.org>, TO Claudia <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Dear Council Members,
I am so disheartened by the Preferred Land Use Map. None of the options are
acceptable for the future of our beloved Thousand Oaks. The ambiance and
nature of our city will be totally destroyed. I rarely shop merchants on Thousand
Oaks Blvd now because it is life threatening to try to enter the continuous traffic
stream. Where is the water source that will be needed for the additional
thousands of people and businesses these options call for. We all understand
there will be growth, but it is the Council's responsibility to maintain our semirural character. Why do you think there is such a demand for housing in our
community...because we don't look like the San Fernando Valley, Orange County,
etc that so many people are trying to escape from.
Any proposed changes that would so drastically change the character of our city,
must be submitted to Thousand Oaks voters before being approved!
Please, please do not approve any of the current Preferred Land Use Map
options.
Sincerely,
Carol and Leland Olson
1246 La Brea Drive
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Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
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Mail - Krystin Rice - Outlook

Fwd: TO Livability Action Network Statement on Preferred Land Use Alternative
Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>
Tue 5/18/2021 9:06 AM
To: Laura Maguire <LMaguire@toaks.org>
Cc: Krystin Rice <KRice@toaks.org>; Iain Holt <IHolt@toaks.org>; Kari Finley <KFinley@toaks.org>

Fyi
Kelvin Parker
Community Development Director
City of Thousand Oaks
From: Mary Anne Van Zuyle <mavanzuyle@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 8:46:52 AM
To: Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>; Claudia Bill-de la Peña <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>; Bob Engler
<BEngler@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>; Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>
Cc: Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>; ma @raimiassociates.com <ma @raimiassociates.com>
Subject: TO Livability Ac on Network Statement on Preferred Land Use Alterna ve

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

We the undersigned, as members of the Thousand Oaks Livability Action Network (TOLAN), write
today in support of adding housing capacity in multiple Thousand Oaks neighborhoods in the
General Plan Land Use Element, especially through the Village Centers concept.
We consider livability as the “three Es”: Equity, Environment, and Economic vitality. These
Three E’s must be at the core of planning for the city’s future.
For us, Equity in this context means working toward housing for people with a wide range of
incomes and ages, with different mobility needs, and across all languages, ethnicities, races, sexual
orientations, gender identities, and abilities.
❖ We believe people would prefer not to be segregated. Most of us, especially younger

people, bene it from and enjoy living in diverse communities.
❖ Mixed-use development in the Village Centers is essential to meeting this goal by

providing vibrant, diverse neighborhoods where people can live, work, shop, and socialize
together in community spaces.
❖ Village Centers also offer greater housing choices, by providing varying sizes and types

of units within established neighborhoods, and including more affordable “missing middle”
home-ownership options.
We also believe that livability in Thousand Oaks relies on protecting the Environment of our
planet. While climate change is a global issue, we can tackle it locally with green building standards
for new residential and commercial development and a land use framework designed to promote
walking, biking, and ef icient transit.
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❖ The suburban design patterns used in the city’s layout, with few major boulevards

surrounding isolated neighborhoods of curved streets and cul de sacs, present real
mobility challenges. This design makes bus routes circuitous and inef icient and places
bicyclists and pedestrians in con lict with cars on the few busy thoroughfares.
❖ Mixed-use development in Village Centers distributed throughout the city can help

solve that challenge by offering hubs for a redesigned transit network.
❖ In addition, they can stimulate citywide investment in better and wider sidewalks and

protected bike infrastructure to connect the Village Centers to each other and to the central
business district.
Sustainable Economic vitality for our community must include an emphasis on attracting
younger residents and families to Thousand Oaks to ensure a skilled workforce for employers,
including biotechnology irms and many others.
❖ Mixed-use development in Village Centers will provide modest, affordable housing to

younger people and families.
❖ In addition, mixed-use development provides a place for older homeowners who no

longer require or want a large, single family home, but who want to remain in their
neighborhoods where they have established relationships and a web of services.
❖ Every neighborhood deserves and needs its own Village Center. We believe that mixed

use, coupled with a surrounding zone where existing owners are free to add on or divide
their properties into duplexes or triplexes, could provide the necessary critical mass to
support our vital locally owned retail and service businesses.
Downtown Core. The viability of Village Centers depends on the existence of a downtown core.
Prior attempts to create neighborhood retail nooks have failed because they were not connected
to the city core and lacked suf icient residential density in the surrounding neighborhood.
❖ We believe that the Oaks Mall/Janss Marketplace area is a logical choice for this critical
central hub.
❖ The acreage, potential for density, and presence of existing retail and dining options
along Moorpark Road make it ideal for mixed use development that can offer a diversity of
housing options within walkable distance of retail and dining.
❖ A central hub, with transportation spokes radiating out to the village centers including a

route along a vibrant Thousand Oaks Boulevard will tempt residents out of their vehicles in
ways that will enhance the vitality of our entire city.
Through the General Plan Amendment process, Thousand Oaks has the opportunity to dream big
with an intentional and visionary plan for our future. We view this future of Thousand Oaks with
optimism and excitement. We are clear that the General Plan does not guarantee change of any
kind. We also understand that without a forward-thinking General Plan, the city will be thwarted in
realizing its potential for maximizing equity, environmental stewardship, and economic vitality.
We encourage you to approve a General Plan Land Use Element that allows for increased density
throughout the city, especially in Village Centers, and follow through with the inclusionary zoning,
land trusts, and other measures that make growth work for ALL residents of the city.
Mary Anne Van Zuyle, Founder,
Thousand Oaks Livability Action
Network, mavanzuyle@gmail.com
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Betsy Connolly, Former School
Board Member,
dvmmum@gmail.com
Jon Cummings, co-founder,
Indivisible: Conejo,
joncummings805@gmail.com
Jennifer Lobenhofer,
jennifer@lobenhofer.com
Jackson Piper,
jacksonepiper@gmail.com
Lisa Evans Powell, DSW,
Research Consultant,
lisaesings@hotmail.com
Amy White, amyewhite@live.com
Arlene Mead, Artist,
Arlenemead@gmail.com
Barbara Leighton,
beleighton@yahoo.com
Barbara Owens,
irishhippie1969@gmail.com
Brian J Collins, Associate
Professor of Philosophy,
briancollins@callutheran.edu
Brian Pletcher,
Brian.Pletcher@gmail.com
Brian Weihe,
Brian.weihe@gmail.com
Ms. Brigitte Cox,
gitticox@hotmail.com
Brittany Starkey,
Brittjstarkey@gmail.com
Carrie Howard, CVUSD substitute
teacher,
carriehowardscience@gmail.com
Christine Crawford-Yorihiro,
christinecrawford1111@gmail.com
Christopher Henry,
Chenry@mac.com
Christopher Scott Van Atta,
thescottvanatta@gmail.com
Chuck Redman,
chuckman35@hotmail.com
Cindy Liu, Founder and Chief
Advocate, WeBelong:805,
WeBelong805@gmail.com
Danielle Welch,
DanielleCWelch@gmail.com
Debi Hoffmann,
Hoffmann_debi@hotmail.com
Deidre Parmenter,
deidrerparmenter@gmail.com
Denise Benic,
Dbenic1@gmail.com
Desta Goehner,
destagoehner@gmail.com
Elizabeth Allen,
elizabeth.allen1011@gmail.com
Elizabeth Gagliardo,
Gsinfo8@yahoo.com
Gail Ginell, Community member,
gailbymail@aol.com
Gale Alcorn,
galefernow@yahoo.com
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Gina Muscatel,
ginamuscatel@yahoo.com
Gordon Clint, ghclint@yahoo.com
Heather Skelly, Parent and public
school advocate,
Teacherfeather@hotmail.com
Heidi Rehwald,
heidirehwald@gmail.com
Henry Montalvo,
henry.montalvo@gmail.com
Jan Dietrick,
jdietrick9@gmail.com
Janie Ahlberg,
Janieahlberg@gmail.com
Jean K Kammerer, Resident of
Thousand Oaks,
Jeankammerer@gmail.com
Jerry Ludlow, Business
Information Consultant, Anthem,
jerryludlow@gmail.com
Jess Weihe,
mrs.weihe@gmail.com
Jesse Schoeffling,
jschoeffling@gmail.com
Jessica Gehle,
jlgehle@gmail.com
John William Gehle,
Gehlej@gmail.com
Jose Alamillo, Professor CSU
Channel Islands,
jose.alamillo@csuci.edu
Jose Luis Pino, Software
Architect,
joseluispino@gmail.com
Dr. Jose Marichal,
jfmarichal@gmail.com
Judith Stalk,
judith_stalk@yahoo.com
Julianne Henry,
jmhenry1974@icloud.com
Julie A. Lewis,
juliealewis@verizon.net
Justine Fischer,
justine.fischer.to@gmail.com
Kathleen Allen,
Kayallen278@yahoo.com
Kim Ballon,
ballonkim@yahoo.com
Kinsie Flame, Moms of Conejo
Valley,
Momsofconejovalley@yahoo.com
Kris D'Amato,
kristofferrdamato@gmail.com
Krista Koch,
kristagkoch@gmail.com
Kyle Rohrbach,
krohrbach@gmail.com
Lainie Sara Donnell, Educational
Therapist, lsdonnell@gmail.com
Laura McLean, TO Native,
mclean.lala@gmail.com
Lee Ann Holland, Leader,
THRIVE Conejo,
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lee_ann_holland@hotmail.com
Lilian Obdulia Teran, President of
Adelante Comunidad Conejo ,
lilianmendoza72@gmail.com
Liza Diniakos, Thousand Oaks
homeowner,
ldiniakos@yahoo.com
Lora Novak, Westlake High
School English teacher,
lora.novak@sbcglobal.net
Lori Peters, Executive Director,
One Spark Academy,
lori@onesparkacademy.com
Lynda Karl, Tax Payer, community
member, advocate,
nirvanalk@hotmail.com
Mary Hickling,
mehickling@aim.com
Michael Gagliardo,
mgags1@gmail.com
Nathan Hickling,
hicklingn@gmail.com
Pamela Burns,
pamburns8@gmail.com
Peggy Buckles,
Yourmom12345@aol.com
Phyllis Belisle,
Pbelisle1@mac.com
Robin Melrose-Berman,
Robin.berman@gmail.com
Rossanna Guerra,
rossannaguerra@yahoo.com
Sandra Martínez, Adelante
Comunidad Conejo Member,
smartdgo2008@gmail.com
Scott Gibb,
Scottg548@gmail.com
Sheridan Wigginton, Professor of
Spanish and Latin American
Studies,
slwigginton@hotmail.com
Susan Garner Gerald,
garner4homes@gmail.com
Tom Cohen,
Tcohen@cohenlanduselaw.com
William (Bill) A Gorback, CVUSD
Trustee, Bill.Gorback@Gmail.com
Willie Lubka, Buen Vecino,
willardjlubka@gmail.com
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Fw: Southern California Conference of Seventh-day Adventists Properties On General
Plan Land Use Map
Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>
Tue 5/18/2021 9:32 AM
To: Krystin Rice <KRice@toaks.org>; Kari Finley <KFinley@toaks.org>; Iain Holt <IHolt@toaks.org>; Laura Maguire
<LMaguire@toaks.org>

FYI

From: Mark Sellers <MSellers@jackson dus.law>
Sent: Sunday, May 16, 2021 1:00 PM
To: Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>; Michael Forbes <MForbes@toaks.org>
Cc: Stephen.Mayer@adven s aith.com <Stephen.Mayer@adven s aith.com>; Kathleen Diaz
<Kdiaz@sccsda.org>; Velino Salazar <vsalazar@sccsda.org>; Greg Regier <GRegier@jackson dus.law>
Subject: Southern California Conference of Seventh-day Adven sts Proper es On General Plan Land Use Map
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organiza on. Do not click links or open a achments unless you recognize
the sender and know the content is safe.

We represent the Southern California Conference of Seventh-day Adven sts (“SDA”) in
respect to its property located oﬀ of Academy Drive in Newbury Park. We need some
conﬁrma on as what is intended by the City for the updated General Plan Land Use Map.
On the current General Plan Land Use Map there is a blue area (“ins tu onal”) for the
SDA owned and opera ng Conejo Elementary School on lot 37. However, the church’s
opera ng Academy High School and a few of the church’s housing lots at some point
were changed to “commercial” on the current Land Use Map. All of those being ongoing
and obvious school use should be blue as s ll “ins tu onal.” SDA also owns two vacant
commercial restaurant pads that have “commercial” red designa on now on current Land
Use Map. SDA received City approval of a ves ng tenta ve map (Tract 4927) that should
have conferred a vested right for it to proceed with the en re development in substan al
compliance with the land uses, ordinances, policies, and standards in eﬀect at the me its
applica on was considered complete. Gov. Code, § 66498.1, subd. (b).
The new propose Land Use Map ﬁxes the issue for the High School and converts it from
“commercial” and moves it back to “ins tu onal” (a good thing), as well as changes the
homes from “industrial” to “ins tu onal.” The problem is:
1.
The Elementary School gets converted from “ins tu onal” (blue) to “open space”
(green) and
2.
The two commercial restaurant pads that have commercial red designa on now
are changed to “industrial” and “u li es” which are not jus ﬁed and ignore the church’s
vested rights or can be a taking.
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Those are big problems and we feel those proposed changes must have been unintended
and ask that you clarify what is intended for these sites in the GP update. Thanks for
your quick reply before Tuesday night’s City Council mee ng.
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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Fwd: Petition(s) In Support of Borchard Opportunity Site - Set 3
Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>
Tue 5/18/2021 11:31 AM
To: Kari Finley <KFinley@toaks.org>; Krystin Rice <KRice@toaks.org>; Iain Holt <IHolt@toaks.org>; Tabitha McAtee
<TMcAtee@toaks.org>
1 attachments (12 MB)
PETITION IN SUPPORT OF GENERAL PLAN UPDATE - Residents Set 2.pdf;

Fyi
Kelvin Parker
Community Development Director
City of Thousand Oaks
From: Borchard Village <borchardvillage@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 11:24:36 AM
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>; Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>; Al
Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>; Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>
Cc: Andrew Powers <APowers@toaks.org>; Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>; Michael Forbes
<MForbes@toaks.org>; City Clerk's Oﬃce <cityclerk@toaks.org>; Tracy Noonan <TNoonan@toaks.org>; General
Plan <GP@toaks.org>
Subject: Pe on(s) In Support of Borchard Opportunity Site - Set 3

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organiza on. Do not click links or open a achments 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 3rd batch of one hundred (110) 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,
_______________________________
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MASON PARTNERS OUTREACH TEAM
"Dedicated to creating a community gathering place like none other in our community"
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Form Submission - Comment Form
Squarespace <form-submission@squarespace.info>
Tue 5/18/2021 10:31 AM
To: General Plan <GP@toaks.org>

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

Sent via form submission from Toaks2045
Name: Carolyn Barone
Email: barone101@aol.com
Message: With traffic increasing as High density building along TO Blvd between Duesenberg and
moorpark roads more people will use Hillcrest as alternative. Take a ride down Hillcrest and absorb
this FACT...people live dangerously close to the street. Imagine YOU living there. Would YOU like to see
TRAFFIC INCREASED? I implore you to take I ride down to Topanga, travel let’s say to Irwin, make a
right. As you drive around the area look at the FACTS. As you get back on the 101 heading home.
There will be a sigh of relief as you return to our tranquil community. I say tranquil...but it’s already not
so. The intersection at Westlake and TO Blvd is already a nightmare. AND SPEEDING...we must slow
down.
It’s not only dense traffic it’s speeding and racing!!
So I ask you. Take a day and visit these areas. I did. It’s appalling to think our community will soon be
an even more congested, overbuilt, area that I experienced in Woodland Hills. So council. Get together
for a day trip and see for yourself. It’s a FACT. No one wants this.
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FW: General Plan Update - Land use map and tonight's meeting
City Manager's Office <CityManager@toaks.org>
Tue 5/18/2021 1:30 PM
To: Laura Maguire <LMaguire@toaks.org>; Dominga Zambrano <DZambrano@toaks.org>; Cyndi Rodriguez
<CRodriguez@toaks.org>
Cc: General Plan <GP@toaks.org>

For the green!
Thank you,
Ellen
From: Lisa Evans Powell <lisaesings@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 1:29 PM
To: Claudia Bill-de la Peña <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>; Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>; Bob Engler
<BEngler@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>; Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>; City Manager's
Oﬃce <CityManager@toaks.org>; City A orney's Oﬃce <citya orney@toaks.org>
Subject: General Plan Update - Land use map and tonight's mee ng
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organiza on. Do not click links or open a achments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Council Members and City Staﬀ,
I have wri en and spoken to you many mes in 2021 and sadly am unable to tonight. Most of the me,
my message has been to urge you all to honor the guiding principles laid out early in the General Plan
update process in your decisionmaking: in par cular, that of being an inclusive and welcoming
community and the recogni on that the community will evolve over me and that change is inevitable.
You eventually did name equity and inclusion as a primary goal for the city. I along with many others
appreciate these values. I want Thousand Oaks to be an inclusive and welcoming community. I hope that
the updated General Plan will display and even champion these values as Thousand Oaks looks forward.

I am one of the founding members of Thousand Oaks Livability Ac on Network (TOLAN) and I helped
cra the le er we sent to you all earlier this week. We are focused on a future Thousand Oaks that is
livable, sustainable, and equitable. We believe that more housing must be created in order to do these
things. The Village Center concept is a good one for many reasons as laid out in our le er - but it needs
more than two village centers. Why ignore the ripe opportuni es that await at Avenida de los Arboles
and Moorpark Road, near CLU? A university community, a diversity of housing and people (apartments,
condos, single family housing, senior living) make it an ideal place to provide an opportunity for mixed
use that can help develop it into a more vibrant area. I am also suppor ve of the idea of mixed use at
the Alice parcel in Newbury Park and a downtown core that is stabilized by the Janss
Marketplace/Moorpark Road and T.O. Mall.
TOLAN is concerned about developing aﬀordable housing - and we are clear that se ng up the right
level of density in the appropriate places is only a ﬁrst step. We can bicker about the "right" way to
create more aﬀordable housing....but we must take the ﬁrst step by approving the land use map as we
look ahead. We know that a lack of enough aﬀordable housing, as well as housing segrega on, aﬀects us
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all. We must an cipate and understand the needs of both current and poten al residents: low-income,
the "missing middle," seniors who cannot aﬀord expensive assisted living communi es, diﬀerently-abled
folks who need access to transport and ameni es, and we must devise ways to a ract younger families
so that more schools don't close (like my neighborhood school, University, going strong for over 40 years
before it was shut down).
We know that economically, thinking innova vely about housing and development is cri cal. I am sure
you have all read/heard the CLU economic report showing that Ventura County's economy has not done
well, with major shrinking since 2007 and accompanying popula on declines. A major factor as stated in
the report is the lack of aﬀordable housing. If a region does not have enough housing that people of
varying income levels can aﬀord, people leave or don't move here in the ﬁrst place. And then companies
decline because they cannot ﬁnd employees....and companies we'd like to en ce to come here won't. As
it is, a majority of Thousand Oaks' workforce drives in from other places, in many instances because
employees cannot aﬀord to live here. Employers - like the print shop owner who commented at a city
council mee ng - are saying it is diﬃcult to ﬁnd or hold onto employees because they cannot aﬀord to
live here.

As you meet tonight, I hope you will be envisioning a future for Thousand Oaks that truly includes all
residents, oﬀers op ons for folks of diﬀering incomes, ages, abili es and backgrounds, and provides the
infrastructure for a strong economy as well as con nued livability. Thank you.
Truly Yours,
Lisa Evans Powell
Thousand Oaks resident
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TO COUNCIL: 05/18/2021
MEETING DATE: 05/18/2021
Name (Optional)
Michelle Koetke

City
Newbury Park

Item #
4A

In favor/ Opposed
Opposed

Laurie Kelly‐Weber
Chris LaPerche

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Debby Evrist

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Devin O'Keefe

Thousand Oaks

4A

Opposed

C&J

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Vic Nello

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Tim Evrist

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Comment
The proposed ideas are not what the city needs. They are what developers want to build. The survey
was skewed and most people in the city knew nothing of it at all. The Borchard project is outrageous.
Don't put residents at risk because someone wants to make 20 million dollars. Consider traffic safety
created by this project as well.
Please do not approve any more items that further damage our community
I have lived on Alice Dr for 30 years and have no interest in additional building and traffic through our
neighborhood.
Do not change the zoning on the Borchard property. This will create serious traffic issues for our
neighborhood and surrounding areas. It's also important to continue with single family homes in this
area but even then traffic will still be an issue. Again, please do not change the zoning on this property.
Please seek to achieve the slowest growth possible while balancing interests. I only just moved here in
the last few years, and it wasn't because I thought the area would see substantial growth and
development. Much of the area's charm and allure and value could be lost if we are not careful, or if we
are too hasty. Also please keep in mind that this plan will be used as a starting point for whenever the
next General plan update is. So small steps now are important, otherwise they will lead to large leaps
later on. Thank you!
We oppose the rezoning effort of this General Plan for the Borchard area. The amount of traffic and
acitivity would be overwhelming for this small slow growth area, and myself and the other neighbors
strongly oppose it. In addition the potential for crime/noise would also increase significantly and that is
a big concern for us all.
The open field at Borchard and Alice must remain open. I have lived here for almost 70 years ‐ it was
never intended to be built out. There is a long history of flooding in this area and the open field takes
the overflow. We cannot take all the noise and traffic this will bring. Please dont allow this re zoning
and all the building in the fields.
Do not change the zoning on the Borchard property. This will create serious traffic issues for our
neighborhood and surrounding areas. This is already an issue for our neighborhood. Living on the
corner of Bella and Alice we continually see that traffic hazards and safety to pedestrians is a serious
problem. It's also important to continue with single family homes in this area but even then traffic will
still be an issue. Again, please do not change the zoning on this property.
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Name (Optional)
Susan Stout

City
Newbury Park

Item #
4A

Don Yates

Newbury Park

Christoph Weigl
Christina

Karen Washburn
Deidre Parmenter

In favor/ Opposed
Opposed

Comment
I am HEAVILY opposed to this entire plan! Stop catering to the developers and start listening to the
residents wo have to live with this unwanted intrusion into our quality of life. I do not know ONE
PERSON who lives in this community who is in favor of adding high‐rise housing or a bunch of people to
our area. THIS IS UNSUSTAINABLE. If you take a good, clear‐eyed look at the DROUGHT, the TRAFFIC of
both freeways and surface streets, the FIRE HAZARD, the CRIME, the overtaxed first responders, the
crowded hospitals and then factor in the unique beauty and peace of this area, you will surely see that
to pave over every square inch of available space and add thousands of unwanted residents is just plain
stupid. Please oppose this plan. There are better ways to do this than to just shove people on top of
each other and force everyone to deal with this.
What Amgen proposes to do for housing ‐ the intelligent use of current unoccupied structures in the
commercial area ‐ is a much more viable solution rather than allowing Moradian and his developer
cronies to fill our community up with tall buildings and junk.
PLEASE OPPOSE THE DESTRUCTION OF OUR AREA. NO ONE BUT GREEDY BIG‐MONEY DEVELOPERS
WANT THIS. To do otherwise is simply criminal and a conflict of interest for many of you council
members as well. I beg you... do the right thing for your community, your constituents, and yourselves.
Thank you very much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely, Susan Stout

4A

Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
In favor

This plan will destroy the quality of life in Newbury Park. The three freeway ramps in NP will be in
gridlock as well as Lynn, Kelly, Newbury Road, Wendy, Ventu Park, and Borchard. This plan may be a
developer's dream but it is a resident's nightmare. Keep NP low density.
This is a low density single‐family home community and the increased traffic of mixed‐use and high
density buildings is not desirable.
I believe the wetlands should not, under any circumstances, be developed. It will have a devastating
effect on our community and on the natural environment.
Mr. Moradian is pressuring you into changing the rules for him so he can do something he's not allowed
to do now. What he wants to build in the Borchard parcel is God awful and will kill the character of our
neighborhood.
PLEASE don't allow him to do this. He knew what the rules were and should not be allowed to do this.
And no matter what he says, we, the residents, are NOT IN FAVOR!
You promised slow growth. Leave the wetland as it is. No to Mixed building use.
I am fully in favor of mixed use buildings in my neighborhood, and especially the Village Center
Concept. We need affordable housing ‐ for our children who can't afford to move home, seniors who
need accessibility to services, groceries and social interaction, and others who work, but can't live here.
This is good for the local economy, potentially a reduction in the need for cars and the right thing to do
for housing.
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Name (Optional)
John Dolan
Jeff Daymude

John Greywitt

Glenna Hayes

City
Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

Item #
4A
4A
4A

In favor/ Opposed
Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Comment
No zoning changes to land use of Borchard property. Single family residences only.
DO NOT CHANGE THE ZONING ON THE BORCHARD PROPERTY
I am addressing just the 37 acre parcel at the 101 and Borchard exit, I am in support of keeping the
zoning as is, R‐1, any changes other than keeping zoning R‐1 I am against.
We are not the sfv!! I have been hear since 1979 and have seen it grow and change but the part of the
reason people work in Los Angeles and drive the ridiculous commute is because there is not a bunch of
3 or 4 story buildings. Also the open space. It is not a concrete jungle. As far as housing needed, the
valley and conejo Valley have about the same pricing for homes right now. Average people who are
starting out can't afford a regular 3 bedroom house almost anywhere in the so cal region. So that
whole thinking that is too expensive out here, is not true. It's like that most places that people want to
live and work in so cal.
I bought here almost 20 years ago understanding the zoning was for family homes. Changing the
designation now to include multi‐story apartments/condos, restaurants and a HOTEL is unfair and will
block my view lot and lower my resale value. It will also add to traffic patterns that can already become
hazardous as they did during the Woolsey/Hill Fires. We don't have enough resources now (Electricity
and Water) to support the residents that we already have, almost doubling that will be catastrophic.
Have the flood patterns been adequately studied? The lot off Borchard floods now when it rains, add all
this new building and who knows what will happen. Keep the land designation the way it is with single
family homes. Our neighbors all bought here knowing that and agreeing to it. Changing the designation
so a land owner can make money is unfair to all of the residents in the affected area whose voice is
smaller.

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please do not allow building in the open fields at Borchard and Alice ‐ this land must be kept vacant. It
definitely cannot sustain the rezoning request. This area cannot intake dense housing, or hotels, or
shops. It is already challenging to navigate through Alice Drive on to Wendy. We cannot take more
noise, more people and more cars in this area. Please keep the zoning as is and do not allow more
housing in this area!! The open fields make NP what it is ‐ we do not want to turn in to the Valley.

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Thousand Oaks

4A

Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Don't change the zoning on the Borchard property. The last thing we need is 20,000 more people trying
to get on three freeway on ramps. This is the developer's plan and if approved they will build, take
their money and leave us with a nightmare.
Residents do not want outsiders making decisions on how to develop our town. Outsiders cannot
appreciate what we have worked to preserve. Thousand Oaks represents an opportunity for profit to
these people. It's not their home.
"don't change the zoning on the Borchard property".
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Name (Optional)
Douglas Spellman

City
Newbury Park

Item #
4A

In favor/ Opposed
Opposed

Comment
Please don't change the zoning on the Borchard property. I am apposed to any zoning changes to the
designated wetlands. Just because it has rained lately, does not preclude future rain deluges. Why put
humans, their possessions and entire Newbury Park infrastructure in harms way?

lydia dubberke
ELAINE PETERSON

Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Opposed due to the negative environmental impact and increased traffic nightmare.
Do not amend the Bourchard
I am NOT OK with a mini city in my backyard, this will bring more crime and traffic. NO ZONE CHANGE.
Single family homes only.
Do not amend a orchard R.D. plan!
NO ZONE CHANGE. Single family homes only.
Don’t change the zoning on the Borchard property! It’s being rushed through. Our town is at risk!

lydia dubberke
BILLY PETERSON

Mary

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Newbury park has too much traffic already. It does not need any more businesses or homes.

Wynter Kennedy

Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

No zone change, single family homes only.
I am not in favor of a change in the general plan that would allow development of the Borchard
property, Site 57, which in the general plan is described as such: "the site is constrained by existing
wetlands and future flood control improvements." Per the city's own recommendations of no more
than 20 homes for the site, this deviation from the general plan should not be allowed.
I do understand that the city has paid a lot of our money to outside consulting firms to put the right
spin on this and I'm sure they have a canned response to this. But the bottom line is that the city has
described this property as wetlands and nothing has changed in the earth or the nature of the site to
change that.
The land should be a designated wetlands. I would much rather the city add this small area to its list of
park sites for upkeep than continue to try to push a square peg into a round hole. The site does not
work for what the developer is proposing.
Thank you so much for listening and for putting the desires of the community you were elected to serve
first and foremost.

Andrea Neumann
Erik McGrath
Carol Daymude

Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Do not change the zone on the Borchard property. We do not need more traffic.
DO NIT CHANGE ZONING!!!!! Our community will be ruined. Single family homes only.
I am opposed to the changes identified for the 37 acre parcel at Borchard and the 101 in the original
and amended survey. Keep this parcel zoned R‐1.
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Annette Mann

City
Newbury Park

Item #
4A

In favor/ Opposed
In favor

Comment
I realize how difficult the City Council's job is. I have watched the anti‐development crowd become
more and more toxic and irrational as this vote has approached. You have a duty to the city as a whole,
and to the Thousand Oaks of the future, to make logical decisions about change and growth. Thank you
for your thoughtful consideration of all of the facts. And please be aware that the loud voices that you
are hearing now are not representative of the majority of residents. These pitchfork‐wielding villagers
who have whipped themselves up into a frenzy include some regular folks who mean well, but I have
noticed that some of the organizers have some seriously selfish agendas. So I have decided to add my
voice to those who support the General Plan Update, and add my vote of confidence that the Council
will act in the best interest of the City.

Tracy Carpenter
Erik Przybyla
Bruce Stein

Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Civyl Nakho

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Michael guzman
Fernando Nocedal

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Do not change the zoning on Borchard Road.
don't change the zoning on the Borchard property
We don’t need any more property designated for retail/commercial. There are a lot of vacancies in
existing shopping centers in the area.
There is already a lot of vacancies available in the surrounding shopping centers. Building more retail is
not necessary. We need to limit this land to housing only.
Do not change zoning on borchard property
No, no, no! The last thing we need is 20,000 more people trying to get on three freeway on ramps. We
have plenty of room with what we have.
Keep zoned for single family homes only
PLEASE DO NOT CHANGE ZONING ON the PROPERTY ON BORCHARD ( the so called WETLANDS)

Michael Teece

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Brandon Riddagh
Michele

Newbury Park

Don’t change the zoning on Borchard property.
Please don't change the zoning on the Borchard property.
The City Council is proving to be tone deaf. The vast majority of people do NOT like the land use
proposals and most feel it should be put to a direct vote of the people. That is the only fair and just
thing to do. I encourage you to dismiss the current, horrible, developer‐led plans and give people their
vote in the matter.
DO NOT change the zoning on the Borchard property.
My sister has lived directly across from the Borchard FEMA flood zone parcel at the end of Denise
Street for almost 20 years. My family and I have envied the beauty and peaceful quiet of her house and
neighborhood for many years. The proposed zoning changes will be devastating to the character of the
surrounding neighborhoods and long time residents who moved there for the beauty, peace and quiet,
not to mention the impact it will have on the traffic and safety of the existing residents.
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Name (Optional)
Chris E

City
Newbury Park

Item #
4A

In favor/ Opposed
In favor

Cindy Riddagh
Hailey Riddagh
Jon Obringer
Richard Tuxill

Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Hudson Riddagh
Timothy Riall

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Comment
Looks reasonable. We need more housing in this area and it will go a long way to meeting the need.
Mixed use is a great idea.
My only complaint is can the City consider building and owning some of these mixed‐use properties and
providing affordable rent depending on income instead of subsidizing luxury apartments and their
developers?
DO NOT change the zoning on the Borchard property
Leave the community as is ‐ we do not want to become another San Fernando Valley!
DO NOT change the zoning on the Borchard property
No more mixed use. Keep the existing plan .
Dear City Leaders;
I am not in favor of the development of this parcel of land. Please do not change the zoning on the
Borchard property. This is something I believe will negatively affect traffic around the schools, both
noise and air pollution with very little positive impact to the current community whom live in the area.
Please keep this as open space
Best Regards,
Richard
DO NOT change the zoning on the Borchard property
Please don’t change the zoning of the Borchard property
Do not change the zoning laws in order to over build Newbury Park.
I have lived here for more than 40 years and that land was always deemed unbuildable. Nothing has
changed.
don't change the zoning on the Borchard property
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Opposed
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Brittany Daymude

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I am opposed to the re‐zoning and the proposed alternate plan to the general plan. Specifically am
opposed to the re‐zoning in the location of Borchard Road and the 101 freeway.

Joseph Vavasseur

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I am opposed to the re‐zoning and the proposed alternate plan to the general plan. Specifically am
opposed to the re‐zoning in the location of Borchard Road and the 101 freeway.

Michael Parrish

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I am opposed to the re‐zoning and the proposed alternate plan to the general plan. Specifically am
opposed to the re‐zoning in the location of Borchard Road and the 101 freeway.

Lou Webster

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I am totally against any refining, especially of areas in NP that were already zoned! You can’t just
arbitrarily change the zoning at the public’s peril!

Susan Brunson

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I am opposed to the re‐zoning and the proposed alternate plan to the general plan. Specifically am
opposed to the re‐zoning in the location of Borchard Road and the 101 freeway.

Ronald Brunson

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I am opposed to the re‐zoning and the proposed alternate plan to the general plan. Specifically am
opposed to the re‐zoning in the location of Borchard Road and the 101 freeway

Carlo Marasigan
Brennan Daymude

Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Do not change the zoning on the Borchard property
100% oppose this item. Thank you
I am opposed to the re‐zoning and the proposed alternate plan to the general plan. Specifically am
opposed to the re‐zoning in the location of Borchard Road and the 101 freeway.

Jim X
Eden Volpe

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

don't change the zoning on the Borchard property
I am opposed to the re‐zoning and the proposed alternate plan to the general plan. Specifically am
opposed to the re‐zoning in the location of Borchard Road and the 101 freeway.

Patricia Bartholome
Cecily
Sheila Gebo

Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

Do not change the zoning on the borchard property.
We do not need multi‐level and mixed‐use residential development.
Don't change the zoning of the Borchard Property!! Single family homes only! This area cannot handle
mixed use and Apartments/Condos and would create unnecessary traffic for surrounding
neighborhoods. Additionally, we have abundant vacant space for businesses in Newbury Park right now
and adding to it seems irresponsible.

Mark Lampenfeld

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please leave the Borchard Rd zoning as is
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Name (Optional)

City

Item #

In favor/
Opposed

Comment

Don't change the zoning Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Don't change the zoning on the Borchard property".

NO ZONE CHANGE

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

PLEASE DO NOT BRING COMMERCIAL AIRLINES TO OXNARD/CAMARILLO
*** "don't change the zoning on the Borchard property".
* There are many issues and problems with the proposal to rezone the property between Alice and the
101 freeway ‐ Adding traffic and noise to a residential community, there is only 1 lane in each direction
to access the area, having multi story apartment buildings, commercial businesses, etc in a single family
neighborhood, loss of privacy for the existing single family homes, adding density when people in
Newbury Park made life decision to live in an area with open spaces, parks, single family residential
neighborhoods, made financial investments in their neighborhoods and schools, etc.
* Borchard and Wendy Dr already have traffic congestion, and Borchard and Wendy are already 4 to 6
lanes wide at the 101 freeway.
* There is open space on the northside of the freeway which has buildings that are several stories high,
some existing wider streets, close to shopping and public transportation, and already has a mix of
commercial buildings with a some residential property.
* There is already an abundance of commercial businesses on both sides of the 101 freeway including
many empty businesses. We don't need more commercial space in a residential neighborhood.
* With Amgen reducing it's employment in Thousand oaks, businesses at the Oak's mall and other
commercial businesses closing, why can't we have a plan/proposal to repurpose the some of the
available buildings?
*

Don and Susan Bullard

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please do not change the zoning on the Borchard property. The surrounding residential areas cannot
handle more traffic. If it does get changed, please ensure that Alice Drive and Denise Street remain
dead‐ends.

C. Brown
Mike Eggleston

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

I don't approve of the increased density in this area
Please do not change the zoning on the Borchard property. We have too much traffic as it is. And the
influx of new residents from Los Angeles would only be more encouraged. There are many empty
shopping centers right now and this build out is not in the character of the Conejo Valley at all!

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

No zone change. Single family homes only.
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Item #
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Opposed
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Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I oppose changing the zoning on the Borchard property. My understanding of the proposal tells me
that this will create a traffic nightmare.

Daren & Christine FrancoNewbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please don't change the zoning. There are plenty of empty commercial properties surrounding this
location, and the streets/freeways nearby are already overburdened. Single family homes is the only
option that doesn't create a nightmare. We voted for slow growth; don't cave into developer greed in
the name of "affordable" housing. The area & residents can't afford this zoning change.

Melodie Bennett

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Nan
Jennifer

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Eric Berdon

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Don’t change the zoning. Single family homes only. I actually don’t even want that—potential for
flooding and a traffic nightmare
No Zone Change
Please do not rezone these wetlands for overdevelopment. The town is overcrowded. The roads and
101 fwy is overcrowded.
While I am a fan of upgrading our area and meeting needs of our current residents, as well as new
incoming residents, I find the current proposed plan to be detrimental to our community, and am
firmly opposed to it. I am firmly against changing the zoning on the Borchard property. Our "little"
town of Newbury Park is already seeing traffic increase and the environment be hurt by development
and population growth in the surrounding areas, and the proposed plans to effectively "over‐develop"
certain areas would bring irreversible harm to so much of what we all love here. If our leaders do not
act in the best interest of those of us whom they "serve", then WE will have to act as a community and
bring about a movement to replace them. This would not be good for anyone, so I ask that our voices
be heard and this project not go forward as proposed. Thank you.

Robert Bushnell

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please don't change the zoning on the Borchard property. Our community cannot handle the
thousands of additional residents and the congested roads and infrastructure that will go along with
the implementation associated with the plan.

Ram

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

This is illogical and unnecessary. We have too many empty shops and shopping centers already, we do
not need rezoning. Please do not change the zoning laws, we don't want to compete with the outlet
malls in Camarillo, or create more crime which will likely result from this change
keep our neighborhoods as is,
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Item #
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Opposed
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Nicky White

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please Do not change the zoning of the 37 acre Borchard lot.
‐It’s a flood zone
‐We were promised changes to the general plan would not affect established residential
neighborhoods.
‐It would increase traffic on Alice & Denise if these streets are opened (as well as surrounding
streets…it is already tough getting out onto Wendy on any day of the week)
‐We were promised only single family homes would be built here. The property owner bought the
property in 1979 for a cut rate price because of the flood & easement issues & now he wants to make a
buck at our expense.
This project will impact our quality of life and the safety of our children.

James Smith

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Leave the City Plan as is. Do not turn this City into the San Fernando Valley. Only low density
residential on the 101 Borchard site. Allow for future flooding. It is a FEMA flood zone. Do not imperil
the current home owners property. Use your God given intelligence and do the right thing. Keep
Thousand Oaks slow growth.

Vickie Little

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

If this is for airport expansion I’m definitely against it. I was raised by LAX and they had to demolish my
jr high because of the noise. It was probably only a 20 year old school. My husband’s house was
demolished because of the noise from the north runway. The extra traffic would be awful. We already
have to much traffic daily in that area

Roberta Arentzoff`

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

The 101 is already too crowded at this location. Don't want taller buildings. Where are they going to
get the water for this project from? This is a drought year! This is definitely not a residential area. If
Lupe's mixed use development is a sample of what it will look like, it's ugly!

Vishal Chaudhary

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

We will be severely impacting the quality of life for existing residents
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Opposed
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Kirstin

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please keep residential housing out of the Newbury Park village centers. I am strongly opposed to
adding multiple apartment buildings to the Newbury Park area, including the Kimber/Maurice lot and
the Borchard/Reino shopping center, as well as the Borchard/101 parcel. Please do not add multi‐unit
housing to the shopping centers.
We saved up for a long time so that we could move to Newbury Park from West LA to escape traffic
and crowded shopping areas among other things. In West LA it was very stressful navigating crowded
parking structures and crammed streets. Adding the proposed volume of new residential units to
Newbury Park will negatively impact the quality of life for everyone. For those of us who have lived in
West LA, and other similarly crowded areas, we know what life is like when you cram too many people
into an area. We know how inconvenient and stressful it is to navigate parking garages with your small
children every time you need to go to your local grocery store. This is one of the many reasons that I
am opposed to these multi‐unit housing projects proposed for Newbury Park.
Please listen to the voices of the Newbury Park residents when we say that we do not want this.

Steiner

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

This area is too crowded with traffic already and the other shopping areas have too many vacancies.

Diane Mader
Wayne jones

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

No zone change. Keep this area single family only.
This has been an ongoing battle since I moved here in 1987. I realize the property owner has the right
to develop his property as he sees fit, but I also believe my city council should also be concerned with
what is in my and my neighbors best interest as well. When I first moved here in 1987 we had a
fabulous lake every winter with hundreds of birds. Bulldozers showed up one weekend and took that
away. They let the reaction to that subside and several years later they cut down 30‐40 very large trees
along the flood control channel. Again they waited several years and erected a huge steel fence. I
would assume their lawyers suggested this. Now the field where the neighborhood children played
and we could walk our dogs was taken away. Slowly, over time they have taken away our lake, our
trees and our neighborhood play area. I guess the last thing we have is some open space and a view.
Now they are trying to take that away as well. I received a handout from my “friend and neighbor”
about what a great idea developing this open space is. I am relatively sure the owners are neither my
neighbors or my friends.

Natalie

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Don't change the zoning on the Borchard property.
Minimize growth, we need parks and trails not more retail. So many are already abandoned. Please be
logical. Thank you.
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Michael Maxcy

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Why do we need more homes? Is the goal of city council to become just like the San Fernando valley?
The city seems to be financially solvent. When will quality of life prevail over greed?

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Mixed use zoning anywhere in TO does not fit with the suburban feel of the city that residents live here
for. Stop paying urban consultants for plans that residents DO NOT WANT. For additional housing,
townhomes or 2 story condos could be considered that would promote home ownership and be a
buffer between single family homes and highways or other zoning areas. An over‐55 community of
townhomes would keep seniors in TO without adding to school overcrowding or significant traffic. We
do NOT need any apartments, cheap hotels, and mixed use contributing to traffic, especially in
Newbury Park where you keep dumping all the undesirable projects. NO changes to Village Centers.

Penny Francis

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Do not change the zoning for the Borchard property. Newbury Park is not equipped to handle more
people here. Many commercial properties are empty. We live and have invested here because we love
the small‐town feel, just the right amount of businesses, the beautiful scenery and wildlife. Scenery and
wildlife can't be replaced once you take it away. Who would want to be responsible for that?

Chaise Rasheed

Thousand Oaks

4A

In favor

I appeal to the council to pass a land use map that is adequate for the future of Thousand Oaks. Moving
forward the city will likely see less population growth, but still will be in need of housing for residents
who are already here. What vacant parcels we have left should be placed under land use designations
that allow for affordable housing and mixed used. I do not believe that new single family parcels are
the way to go and that land used designations that make multi‐family developments possible are the
best way to secure a productive future for the city of Thousand Oaks.

Concerned casa Conejo r Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

No to multi use building. Imagine the havoc it will have on our quiet little neighborhood

Carol krupansky

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please do not change the zoning of the Borchard property. It can and has flooded.

Qualls

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please do not change the zoning on the Borchard Property. Thank you I’m advance for listening and
doing the right thing.
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Christy Keagy

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Development on the property at the end of Alice Drivw between the 101 Freeway and Borchard Drive
should not be developed. It has always has flooding problems and there is a virtual lake underneath it.
The impact to the homes around this development and the traffic that would have to go through the
neighborhoods would impact safety of children and residents, quality of life and the value of our hikes.
The property owner bought the property in 1979 for a cheso price because of the flood & easement
issues & now he wants to make a money at our expense.
We were promised multiple times that changes to the general plan would not affect established
residential neighborhoods. This will affect all the the established neighborhoods near this
development. Thousand Oaks and Newbury Park are already crowded enough. This is just to make a
huge amount of money at the expense of the people that life here. No more growth!

Tonya Herbst

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

don't change the zoning on the Borchard property We also have over an abundance of vacant
commercial property in Newbury Park. Focus on the existing closed businesses in reopening. Be
creative in using the already built vacant properties in solving the issues. Such as renovation creatively
to help address the housing and business issues. Building more will only add to the problems. A higher
population will have a negative effect on the already over crowded roads.

Brandon

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please don't change the zoning on the Borchard property
The owners argument is that the community needs areas like this. Why would we build on open land
that's surrounding residential homes when there are tons of commercial buildings that are empty.
Re‐purpose those. This would ruin the peace and quiet that we are luck to have and turn NP in to the
San Fernando Valley!

4A

N/A

I'd like to respectfully ask that the 350 acre Seventh‐day Adventist parcel not be designated industrial
but be designated low‐med density residential. This is exceptional view property and nicely suited for
residential. The church has already committed to donate 275 acres of this land for open space and an
Industrial zoning would degrade the value of the property and disallow the property from being
developed. The city would gain much more having this area residential so residents can enjoy the
amazing location. It would provide more housing for workers and low income without neighbors to
object. Please grant this request to this property owner of 75 years. The property is the fish shaped
parcel in the top left of the North Rancho Conejo area.

Stephen M
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Lauren
Carol Pallai

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

Peggy Burns

Item #

Comment

4A
4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed
In favor

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Why are you going to approve the building of over 81,000+ dwellings (apartments, condo,
townhomes and homes)???? I worry about all the traffic this will generate. Can't image what
T.O. Blvd. will be like. What about the drought, where are we getting all this water that will
be needed. Since the November 2018 fire we keep hearing about the "rolling black outs".
This seems to be a new way life during fire season. "NO" to this mandate, we don't want
another San Fernando Valley. NOTE to Claudia, I thought you were for SLOW GROWTH.
Stand strong Kevin and Ed, you have earned my respect!!!!

Stephanie

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Specifically the south of Borchard "wetlands" flood plain area. I do not agree with mixed use
being built in this area. Am open to single family residential, or a senior community.

Jon & Mindy Sirugo

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

No more development, especially high density. Do not turn Thousand Oaks into the San
Fernando Valley. This is why we moved here 20 plus years ago. There's already plenty of
commercial vacancies at present. The traffic is already bad as it stands. Where will the all of
the extra cars fit and where will all the water come from? Affordable housing will never
happen with developers anyways. Only with government subsidies can this happen.

Susan Fine

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Robert Koetke

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

There will be significant negative impact on the current residents. Why not look at Westlake
Village?
The whole update is unnecessary. The process wasn't honest. The plan is 10 times what is
required by the state. We need apartments not empty shops. Keep 35 foot height limit. Keep
current densities.

Denise Derenthal

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Don't change zoning on the Borchard property.

Please do not change the zoning for the Borchard property
I am for utilizing building/properties that are not in use or not fully utilized used to be
considered first. I.e. The K‐Mart building, the Thousand Oaks mall. Also, multi‐family units
with required green space for residents. Not just parking lots and high buildings. I trust you
will make the right decisions.
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Name (Optional)

City

Marine Kitka

Newbury Park

John geddes
Newbury Park
Gregg and Kris Amantia Newbury Park

Newbury Park
Ryan Van Ommeren

Thousand Oaks

Item #

Comment

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Zoning changes never improve things
Please vote "NO" on the current new proposed General Plan update. I take issue specifically
with the development proposed at the Borchard wetlands area off of the 101 freeway,
changes in zoning to allow for such massive density on designated proposed lands and
changes allowing for four to six story dwellings on such lands. The project that is being
considered at the Borchard site would have such a huge negative impact on the homeowners
that are directly affected by this development. This area was not zoned for this type of
development when they purchased their homes. What about their rights? Whatever
happened to "Slow Growth" that so many residents and conscientious councilmembers have
fought so hard to retain in this beautiful city? My mother, Frances Prince, was on the
committee that created the current General Plan for the City of Thousand Oak back in the
1970's. The General Plan that we currently have was written specifically looking ahead for
decades and to keep the plan as low density as possible. Please retain the vision of past
residents and councilmembers in preserving the beauty and uniqueness of the City of
Thousand Oaks.

4A
4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed
In favor

Do not change the zoning on the Borchard property
don't change the zoning on the Borchard property
don't change the zoning on the Borchard property
As a long‐time community member of the City of Thousand Oaks, I greatly support the
adoption of the General Plan Update. Further City development following these guidelines
will both provide desperately‐needed housing for the community as well as vibrant and
dynamic shopping and entertainment areas.

Please do not change the zoning on Borchard. It is not an appropriate location and will change
the very foundation of what makes this area so wonderful for families. There are more
appropriate locations available that should be considered.
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Newbury Park

4A

In favor/
Opposed
In favor

Juliet Cueva

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

rick harton

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I am opposed to changing the Borchard property designation from R1 zoning, low density
housing. Changing this property to another zone at this moment without further assessment
of the flood control measures required to keep the area from flooding during heavy rain years
could be divesting to local neighborhoods. Another concern for change is the increase in
traffic caused by higher density housing and retail. At this time and the near future I see no
need for more retail in this area. There are plenty of retail space in the TO area that are all
ready empty and should be fill before more retail properties come on to the market. Plus,
putting more retail in this area will change the charm of living in this area, if we wanted to
leave in high density high retail area we would be living in the San Fernando Valley, not in TO
area! The TO area and Newbury Park have a certain charm, quality of life that many small
cities no longer have due to increased housing densities and retail development. I used to live
in Phoenix which is a prime example of continuous development to the detriment of quality of
life, I had to move from there... I do not wish a repeat in TO area. Please keep TO on a path
of slow growth.

4A

Opposed

I think all new ideas are great so we do not get complacent and board with our little gem of a
town , we all have to realize that these are things that we build and occupy and then realize
that we have NO WATER because we have had NO RAIN , so let’s be smart and shelf these
ideas until we have a plan for the long haul , let’s try to fix what’s going on now and re
address issues of this nature later !! It can stand to be bare for a while! Thank you Bob Funfar

BOB FUNFAR

City

Item #

Comment
I wholeheartedly support this well thought out plan. It addresses existing and the ever‐more
urgent need for housing as well as promotes the 'village square' concept throughout
Thousand Oaks ‐ a gathering space to meet, socialize, eat and live. One only needs to look at
any given village, town or city in Europe to see that this model (whether it be centuries old or
engineered this decade) works.
I do not agree with changing the zoning. Do not change the zoning on the Borchard property.
Do not change the zoning on the Kelly Rd. property.
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Doug

City

Item #

Newbury Park

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Comment

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

No zone change, single family homes only. Too much freeway traffic already!!

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Keep the plan for Borchard as is. I am not in favor of mixed use as we have so many shopping
centers that have many vacancies (Smart & Final, Baskin Robbins, PetSmart/Ross). Fill those
before creating more commercial space.

I am opposed to revising the present zoning. Congestion is a major issue

73

