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Begin forwarded message:
From: Mary Anne Van Zuyle <mavanzuyle@gmail.com>
Subject: TO Livability Action Network Statement on Preferred Land
Use Alternative
Date: May 18, 2021 at 8:46:52 AM PDT
To: aadam@toaks.org, Claudia Bill-de la Peña
<claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>, Bob Engler <bengler@toaks.org>,
ejones@toaks.org, kmcnamee@toaks.org
Cc: kparker@toaks.org, matt@raimiassociates.com
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, benefit 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,
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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 efficient transit.  

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 inefficient and places bicyclists and
pedestrians in conflict 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 firms 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 sufficient
residential density in the surrounding neighborhood.
   

We believe that the Oaks Mall/Janss Marketplace area is a logical
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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
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,
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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
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
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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,
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
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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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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

rawitt@verizon.net
City Clerk"s Office
City Council Meeting 5/18/21 - Draft Preferred Land-Use Map
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 2:48:16 PM

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

Dear Ms. Rodriguez,
I would appreciate it if you would be so kind as to incorporate the following comment into the official
record for tonight's City Council Study Session on the General Plan Update – Consideration of Draft
Preferred Land Use Map.
Thank you,
Rose Ann & Randall Witt
rawitt@verizon.net

We bought our home in Thousand Oaks over 26 years ago both because the clean air, centuries-old
heritage trees, abundant parks, stunning natural landscape, expansive open space, excellent schools,
and semi-rural character provided a nearly-perfect environment in which to raise a family ... and because
it was the first place we'd ever lived where we could envision putting down roots, becoming involved in
our community, and nourishing lifelong friendships. And we did just that. Randy coached Little League
Baseball and AYSO soccer for our children's entire childhood; he served as Federation Chief for the
YMCA Indian Guides and Indian Princesses; and he's been elected, and re-elected, to the Westlake
North Property Owners Association for some 25 years running. I served full-time as the Community
Outreach and Parent Tour Coordinator for the Open Classroom at Conejo Elementary School and then at
Bridges K-8 Charter School, which I helped co-found, for a combined 10 years. I now volunteer with
Citizens Climate Lobby Conejo Valley, the UUF Chalice Climate Action Team, and the Conejo Climate
Coalition which I recently helped co-found in search of local solutions to the drought, water-scarcity and
wildfires that threaten the very existence of the community which we now consider home. The "preferred"
land use alternative is in no way consistent with the future Thousand Oaks in which we'd hoped to live for
the rest of our lives; and, like too many of the friends with whom we imagined growing old, we now find
ourselves forced to contemplate the previously unfathomable possibility of pulling up stakes and
relocating, as seniors.
We absolutely do NOT support any Mixed-Use Medium, Industrial Flex, or 75ft tall buildings anywhere
along Thousand Oaks Blvd., as provided for in the current draft of the Preferred Land-Use map.
We urge the City Council to limit changes in our city to those that are needed now to meet California
affordable housing mandates for 2021-2029 (CA state law allows up to 4 General Plan amendments per
year), rather than locking in major changes for 25 years; to require developers to include a specified
percentage (no less than 25%) of affordable units in EVERY new development project; and to require that
each new development project evaluate CUMULATIVE planning impacts to ensure all residents can
evacuate quickly and safely in multiple, simultaneous emergencies. We also urge the City Council to
establish citywide REACH building standards that mitigate the health and safety risks of rising heat and
intensifying drought, water scarcity, and wildfires resulting from climate pollution ... including requirements
that all new construction be all-electric and install solar panels, EV-charging, and battery storage for
improved community resilience and uninterrupted power during blackouts.
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We do support limiting new mixed-use housing to pilot projects designed to revitalize areas hard-hit by
COVID and online shopping in the Oaks Mall, Janss Marketplace, Amgen employment hub, and in
existing neighborhood commercial centers identified in the Draft Preferred Land-Use map as Village
Centers. We can support 'Mixed-Use Low' (>20 to 30 dwelling units/acre) for the Janss Marketplace
at 50ft (4-5 stories), and we could accept 'Mixed-Use Medium" (>30 to 45 dwelling units/acre), scaled
down from 58ft (5-6 stories) to 50ft (4-5 stories) for the Oaks Mall. For the Village Centers, we support
allowing mixed-use development in a new land-use designation of "Mixed-Use Very Low" (>20 to 30
dwelling units/acre) at 35ft (2-3 stories).
Below, section by section, you will find the full responses we would have provided in the "Preferred"
Land-Use Alternative Survey had we been given the opportunity to express our actual opinions via openended comments. Instead, we were forced to choose the least objectionable option among multiple
choice answers which in no way represent our views.
  
If you haven't already, I strongly urge you to actually read the comments in the Land-Use Briefing Book
and original Land-Use Alternatives Survey, for yourself. I read ALL of them. For one open-ended question
seeking “other comments” about an ENTIRE area of change, I counted over 800 responses about ONE
SINGLE PARCEL. Almost all of those were some variation of:
I live in, or I am a resident of, fill-in-the-blank …
I am for development of the 40 acre “opportunity parcel” (who talks like that?), or, the 37 acre vacant lot
…
and I support building … fill-in-the-blank with “mixed-use”, “workforce housing”, or “affordable housing” …
for fill-in-the-blank with government workers, teachers, students, firemen, or police.
That survey was hacked.
Surveys that rely on voluntary participation have baked-in credibility issues, because the results depend
on which population sectors, or individuals, have the resources, or incentive, to respond.
One conspicuously scammed question means NONE of the survey results can be trusted. Someone
obviously went to considerable effort to game question nine. So why stop there? Especially since seizing
that opportunity to also distort ALL the multiple-choice questions with their preferred answers would be far
harder to detect? That scenario could explain why many of the survey results were so shocking ... like
why results of the multiple-choice questions are often not consistent with answers in the free-form
sections … and why the multiple-choice results suggested residents support High Mixed-Use Density
“downtown” on T.O. Blvd, but didn't support it at all near the Janss or Oaks Malls (which have the space
to easily accommodate a mix of commercial revitalization and housing and park space) or in the Village
Centers … when all three could provide local businesses, hard-hit by the pandemic and online shopping,
with the built-in customer base needed to get back on their feet, while simultaneously offering many more
T.O. residents easy access to all of our routine working, grocery, banking, shopping, dining and
entertainment needs within WALKING distance of home.
If state-required housing isn’t built near existing, and increasingly vacant, commercial space, where is
left? … only T.O. Blvd. And who stands to profit most from that? Both the evidently fraudulent survey
responses, and the equally predictable outcome that must result, throw heavy suspicion on the validity of
the entire survey, which can not be trusted to direct the course of our community’s General Plan Update
... especially since the over 6,000-plus responses written to the open-ended questions were never
incorporated into the statistics that pretend to represent the public's views regarding proposed changes.
Interestingly, this latest "Preferred" Land-Use Map survey consisted entirely of multiple-choice responses,
with NO open-ended remarks, making it virtually impossible to detect whether tampering similar to that
discrediting the previous survey occurred in this latest survey as well.
Changes of the magnitude proposed by the "Preferred" Land-Use Map, which will impact EVERY resident
of Thousand Oaks and Newbury Park, must be decided by a vote of ALL those 100,000-plus residents ...
not based on some 2100 responses to a statistically-invalid, and blatantly gamed, survey.
Most importantly, as Commissioner David Newman pointed out at the most recent Planning Commission
meeting on April 26th, as you consider each section of the "Preferred" Land-Use map, please ask
yourself who benefits from the proposed changes ... those who need affordable housing? residents? or
developers? ... and keep in mind that at that same meeting, former Community Development Director
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Mark Towne candidly stated that density does not equal affordability.

Citywide
We appreciate the foresightful vision of the original City Planners and continue to support carefully
considered and managed slow growth; this map allows too much untested and unbridled growth, too
fast. The state is requiring our city to allocate space for only 2,615 affordable housing units over the next
8 years; but this preferred map allows a minimum of 22,000 and up to 35,000 new housing units (which,
assuming just 2 people per residence, equates to at least a 44% population increase), combined with new
commercial space which may remain unfilled in a post-COVID economy where more people continue
working from home and shopping online, leading to the blight of vacant storefronts.
We take to heart Planning Commissioner Nelson Buss's observation at the April 26th meeting that our
city's schools, parks, libraries and other infrastructure are already built-in in certain limited areas of our
city and are completely lacking in others; and that any new housing units being contemplated must be
located so as to readily provide easy access for their residents in a way that benefits and prioritizes
seniors, upward mobility, and thinking beyond cars, which pollute our health and environment. Because
this "preferred" map makes NO allocations for new parks, or schools, or libraries, and because costs to
improve/expand already strained infrastructure (roads, water, sewer, etc.) to support the significant
population increase it imagines would fall on existing Thousand Oaks taxpayers, we believe any growth
must be gradual and phased, starting ONLY with much smaller pilot projects to revitalize existing
commercial spaces by pairing them with new housing in Rancho Conejo, and at the Oaks Mall, Janss
Marketplace, and Village Centers citywide. Then, in eight year stages, hopefully with COVID behind us,
we will be in a much better position to assess both future economic needs/trends as well as the
viability/success of the mixed-use experiment which has not yet played out in Thousand Oaks (As far as
we know all of the commercial space at 1710 on the Boulevard, T.O.'s first mixed-use project, remains
completely unrented.) to determine what additional changes or strategies might actually benefit our
community and its residents.
So instead of greenlighting a full-scale, major buildout that locks in major changes (and potential
mistakes) for the next 25 years, we think a maximum 5,000 housing units (less than one quarter of what's
proposed by this map) would be a more responsible starting point.
We also object to several of the new land-use designations which allow buildings that are much taller than
our existing, predominantly 35 ft (2-3 stories) high structures; these include 'Mixed-Use Low' at 50ft (4-5
stories), 'Mixed-Use Medium' at 58ft (5-6 stories), 'Commercial Regional' at 75ft (7 stories), 'Industrial
Low' at 50ft (4-5 stories), and 'Industrial Flex' at 75ft (7 stories) along much of Thousand Oaks Blvd.
While we could support buildings as tall as 50ft at the Oaks Mall, and maybe at the Janss Marketplace,
we do not want our city's main thoroughfare to become a concrete canyon, blocking out ridgeline views
and replacing trees and sunshine with the shadows cast by tall buildings. Additionally, as Planning
Commissioner Don Lanson stated at the April 26th meeting, the General Plan does not prevent an
applicant from seeking a General Plan amendment for a project not directly permitted by the General Plan
Update. So if a parcel retains its current designation and its owner wants a change, nothing precludes
him or her from coming before the City Council to request that change ... while also preserving the right
of residents to weigh in and the City Council to approve or reject that change on its merits (a process
which will be unavailable to us for parcels redesignated on the new land-use map).

Rancho Conejo Area -South of Highway 101
We are opposed to mixed-use development on the currently undeveloped 37-acre property, south of
Highway 101 and west of Borchard Drive. There is a "Ventura County Flood Easement" on this property,
which is why many locals refer to it as the "Borchard Wetlands". We do not think it makes any more
sense to build in an area that is historically prone to flooding, which puts residents at risk from recurring
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flood damage, than it does to build deeper into the wildland-urban interface, which puts residents at
severe risk of injury and death from wildfire. We therefore think this parcel is unsuitable for development;
but that view was not among the responses offered. So we were forced to choose the response that most
limits the development allowed here. If the owner is able to clear the flood easement with the County, he
can then go before the City Council with actual plans that can be assessed, with neighborhood input for
suitability.
The 'Mixed-Use Low' located south of the freeway would be better situated north of the freeway, so that
workers living in those developments would be within walking/cycling distance of the employment hub
surrounding the Amgen complex, without having to navigate a freeway crossing. We also believe it is
inappropriate to put 'Commercial Regional' with 75ft tall/7 story buildings adjacent to single-family
neighborhoods; not only will these heights compromise the privacy of the adjacent homeowners, but there
is no clear need for so much new commercial space at this time. The placement and scope of such
commercial space would be better assessed and decided post-COVID. And property owners/developers
always have the option of requesting a land-use change by the City Council should they wish to propose
a specific project that provides benefits for the surrounding community.

Rancho Conejo Area - North of Highway 101
We support 'Mixed-Use' located north of the freeway in this area, so that workers living in those
developments will be within walking/cycling distance of the employment hub surrounding the Amgen
complex, without having to navigate a freeway crossing; but we think that housing would be better
positioned farther away from both the freeway and the more intense 'Industrial Flex' areas, and closer to
both the Open Space recreational opportunities and 'Industrial Low' areas, to better protect the health of
residents from traffic and higher intensity industrial pollution. We also believe there is no clear need for so
much new 'Commercial Regional' space at this time (for reasons detailed above); any that is designated
now should be located in parcels directly adjacent to the freeway. The placement and scope of any
additional 'Commercial Regional' space would be better assessed and decided post-COVID. Additionally,
property owners/developers always have the option of requesting a land-use change by the City Council
should they wish to propose a specific project that provides benefits for the surrounding community.

Moorpark Rd. & West Thousand Oaks Blvd. Area (Including Janss Marketplace
& Oaks Mall)
We can support 'Mixed-Use Low' (>20 to 30 dwelling units/acre) for the Janss Marketplace at 50ft (4-5
stories), and we could accept 'Mixed-Use Medium" (>30 to 45 dwelling units/acre), scaled down from 58ft
(5-6 stories) to 50ft (4-5 stories) for the Oaks Mall. We could possibly even accept a 'Commercial
Regional' area immediately adjacent to the Oaks Mall site and the freeway (as we think this is the most
reasonable place to build a hotel, if T.O. needs one, which we're not convinced it does), if the latter were
scaled down from 75ft (7 stories) to a maximum 50ft (4-5 stories).
But we are completely opposed to ANY 'Mixed-Use Medium' at 58ft (5-6 stories with >30 to 45 dwelling
units/acre) along Thousand Oaks Blvd. This map also concentrates too much 'Mixed-Use Low', at heights
of 50ft, farther east on T.O. Blvd. All of this contiguous mixed-use could too easily create a concrete
canyon, blocking out ridgeline views and replacing trees and sunshine with the shadows cast by tall
buildings ... thereby discouraging walking in an area which could easily be designed for just that. Any
mixed-use allowed on T.O. Blvd. should be limited to the 35 ft tall (3 stories high) structures that currently
dominate this thoroughfare ... perhaps by creating a new land-use designation of "Mixed-Use Very
Low" (>20 to 30 dwelling units/acre) at 35ft (2-3 stories).
While we think that the Moorpark Rd./Mall area is the only reasonable and logical choice for a
"downtown" area, because its longstanding commercial and retail focus offers an existing and more
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natural location for a city center than Thousand Oaks Blvd., and because it is already adjacent to a
significant population/customer base, we remain unconvinced of the need for adding so much additional
commercial space which may remain unfilled in a post-COVID economy where more people continue
working from home and shopping online, leading to the blight of vacant storefronts. And while the Janss
and Oaks parcels are large enough to incorporate substantial park and green space (and must be
required to do so), that is not true of the areas along Thousand Oaks Blvd. which this map redesignates
for 'Mixed-Use Low' and 'Mixed-Use Medium'.
Furthermore, concentrating so much new housing density and population along an area of Thousand
Oaks Blvd. immediately adjacent to established residential neighborhoods could cause significant traffic
congestion and overflow parking on Thousand Oaks Blvd. and in said neighborhoods; and that could
prove disastrous should it result in dangerous gridlock during future wildfire or other evacuation
scenarios.The potential for catastrophe builds as additional housing is concentrated on T.O. Boulevard,
one of our city’s limited escape arteries; because the worsening climate crisis increases the frequency of
multiple, simultaneous emergency events, as happened when the 2018 Borderline shooting, Santa Ana
winds, and Hill and Woolsey wildfires converged to strain existing resources and bring major streets and
freeways to a standstill as residents attempted to flee.

Civic Arts Center & Thousand Oaks Blvd. Areas
We do not agree with the concept of creating an artificial downtown on Thousand Oaks Blvd.; we
think the Moorpark Rd./Mall area is the only reasonable and logical choice for a "downtown" area,
because its longstanding commercial and retail focus offers an existing and more natural location for a
city center than Thousand Oaks Blvd., and because it is already adjacent to a significant population and
customer base. We are also completely opposed to ANY 'Mixed-Use Medium' at 58ft (5-6 stories with >30
to 45 dwelling units/acre) along Thousand Oaks Blvd. This map also concentrates too much 'Mixed-Use
Low', at heights of 50ft (4-5 stories with >20 to 30 dwelling units/acre), all along T.O. Blvd. The maximum
height currently allowed along T.O. Blvd is only 35ft (except for the Civic Arts Complex, which was
exempted by a Specific Plan designation). All of this contiguous mixed-use could too easily create a
concrete canyon, blocking out ridgeline views and replacing trees and sunshine with the shadows cast by
tall buildings. Any mixed-use allowed on T.O. Blvd. should be limited to the 35 ft tall (2-3 stories high)
structures that currently dominate this thoroughfare ... perhaps by creating a new land-use designation of
"Mixed-Use Very Low" (>20 to 30 dwelling units/acre) at 35ft (2-3 stories).
We also remain unconvinced of the need for adding so much additional commercial space which may
remain unfilled in a post-COVID economy where more people continue working from home and shopping
online, leading to the blight of vacant storefronts. Furthermore, concentrating so much new housing
density and population along the entirety of Thousand Oaks Blvd. immediately adjacent to established
residential neighborhoods could cause significant traffic congestion and overflow parking on Thousand
Oaks Blvd. and in said neighborhoods; and that could prove disastrous should it result in dangerous
gridlock during future wildfire or other evacuation scenarios. The potential for catastrophe builds as
additional housing is concentrated on T.O. Boulevard, one of our city’s limited escape arteries; because
the worsening climate crisis increases the frequency of multiple, simultaneous emergency events, as
happened when the 2018 Borderline shooting, Santa Ana winds, and Hill and Woolsey wildfires
converged to strain resources and bring major streets and freeways to a standstill as residents attempted
to flee.)

Westlake Blvd. & East Thousand Oaks Blvd. Area
Like Planning Commissioner Justin Link, who noted at the April 26th Planning Commission meeting that
the intersection at Westlake Blvd. and Thousand Oaks Blvd. is the only one in all of Ventura County with
triple left-turn lanes, we are opposed to ANY expansion or intensification of housing and population
density, or commercial and industrial uses, which will further worsen traffic, parking, and pedestrian
(particularly student) safety conditions in this already heavily-congested and auto-impacted area.
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When Westlake High School is in session, especially during pick-up and drop-off which occur multiple
times over the course of the school day, it can literally take half an hour to navigate the intersection, with
traffic backed-up to a crawl for several blocks in every direction, with parked cars lining every adjacent
street. This area should remain UNCHANGED as much as possible.
Any combination of the 50ft tall (4-5 stories high) 'Mixed-Use Low' development designated for the south
side of T.O. Blvd. (in the Westlake Promenade and Bed, Bath & Beyond shopping centers), the 75ft tall (7
stories high) 'Commercial Regional' development (which allows hotels) designated south of the freeway,
or the 'Industrial Flex' development (which allows higher intensity industrial uses in buildings of up to 75ft
tall (7 stories high) designated for the remainder of T.O. Blvd. stretching eastward of the intersection, will
make an already untenable situation only worse. And that could prove disastrous should it exacerbate
dangerous gridlock during future wildfire or other evacuation scenarios. The potential for catastrophe
builds as additional development is concentrated on T.O. Boulevard, one of our city’s limited escape
arteries; because the worsening climate crisis increases the frequency of multiple, simultaneous
emergency events, as happened when the 2018 Borderline shooting, Santa Ana winds, and Hill and
Woolsey wildfires converged to strain resources and bring major streets and freeways to a standstill as
residents attempted to flee.

Village Centers
We completely support the concept of Village Centers because distributing housing to existing
commercial centers provides multiple benefits to the vast majority of our residents. Village Centers can: 1)
Reduce the concentration of development along the main artery of Thousand Oaks Boulevard, resulting
in less traffic congestion, less potential spillover of parking into adjacent neighborhoods, and faster, safer
egress during disaster evacuation situations; 2) Revitalize existing, aging and vacant commercial retail
space to best advantage; 3) Provide more housing that is affordable by design and will remain so
indefinitely; and 4) Create anchor points for walking, cycling and public transit in areas near where people
already live, so more residents can accomplish routine errands without driving ... resulting in fewer car
trips, fewer vehicle miles travelled (VMT); fewer of the greenhouse gas emissions fueling drought, water
scarcity, and wildfires; less air pollution; and improved health outcomes. But this "preferred" map
leaves all the Village Centers as solely commercial. We believe they should be designated mixed-use
citywide at the currently dominate residential height limit of 35ft.(2-3 stories).
The Conejo Climate Coalition has a vision for creating Neighborhood Town Squares IN Village Centers
as described on the https://www.conejoclimate.org/vision ;website for a more people-centric, walkable,
connected and climate-resilient Thousand Oaks, via the following steps:
IDENTIFY an existing, conveniently-located commercial "center" in each neighborhood.
REVITALIZE existing vacant spaces around a central, outdoor, public-gathering space (Town Square) in
each neighborhood "center".
BEAUTIFY and green each Town Square with trees, plants, gardens, and parkland, as well as outdoor
furniture that encourages people to gather in small groups.
BUILD housing that's "affordable by design" within walking/cycling distance of each Town Square.
(Maintaining the current 35ft height limits for residential development, while incorporating shared common
indoor and outdoor spaces, will result in apartments that are necessarily smaller, more affordable (by
virtue of their size), and more numerous - meeting our city's state-mandated affordable housing
requirements faster in fewer developments.)
POWER each Town Square with clean, inexhaustible, solar-generated, electric energy. Require all new,
remodeled, or renovated development to be all-electric, to further reduce construction costs (by
eliminating the expense of installing dual-energy system connections) and operating costs (as electric
appliances are far more energy-efficient than natural gas-powered appliances) providing significant
savings on utility bills for energy.
JOIN each Town Square to its neighborhood via a network of dedicated walking and cycling paths.
CONNECT every Town Square and major attraction citywide through an all-electric public-transit system.
LINK Thousand Oaks to nearby regional cities through strategically located intercity transit hubs.
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(For a more detailed description of CCC’s vision for Village Centers, please visit:
https://www.conejoclimate.org/vision )
Providing housing choices, creating a new vision for under-performing retail areas, reducing climate
change impacts, and improving quality of life outcomes are four (4) stated benefits of a General Plan
Update.
The Conejo Climate Coalition's concept realizes all those benefits and more. It also fulfills several of the
Guiding Principles developed through the consultant's community engagement process, including the
stated community values of: 1) a suburban community that's easy to get around, where it's easy to live,
work, shop and play; 2) the ability to live here regardless of income or stage of life; 3) a diversity of safe
and convenient mobility options; 4) a safe and healthy community; 5) leadership in climate and
environmental sustainability; and 6) an active and involved community ... by implementing the stated
strategies of: a) creating a diversity of housing types and affordability levels; b) creating more meeting
and gathering spaces to enhance community; c) revitalizing underutilized land (including malls and older
shopping centers); d) improving public transportation, including connections to neighboring cities; e)
creating a complete and safe bicycle network; f) improving walkability; g) pursuing strategies to reduce
the city's environmental impact, including GHG emissions, reduced water use, and reduced energy use;
and h) protecting the city against future natural or human-caused disasters like wildfires and
earthquakes.
Thousand Oaks can check ALL those boxes by distributing Neighborhood Town Squares IN the Village
Centers citywide, IF you vote to approve them in a revised Preferred Land-Use Map.
Thank you,
Rose Ann and Randall Witt
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: No to excess development
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 3:06:48 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: Cheryl Narvy <c_narvy@hotmail.com>
Subject: No to excess development
Date: May 18, 2021 at 2:47:48 PM PDT
To: "claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com" <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Cc: "bengler@toaks.org" <bengler@toaks.org>, "aadam@toaks.org"
<aadam@toaks.org>, "ejones@toaks.org" <ejones@toaks.org>,
"kmcnamee@toaks.org" <kmcnamee@toaks.org>
I moved to this area in 1986 from Sherman Oaks and certainly do not want this
area to become an extension of the overcrowded San Fernando Valley!!
While I know some growth is inevitable, over 20,000 units is ridiculous! Multiple
6 or 7 story buildings is not at all desirable or appropriate for the small town feel
of Thousand Oaks.
Please vote against this terrible overgrowth of our beautiful area.
Cheryl Narvy
Virus-free. www.avg.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Wendy Zimmerman
claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Bob Engler; Al Adam; Kevin McNamee; Ed Jones; City Clerk"s Office; Kelvin
Parker
Thousand Oaks Land Use Plan
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 3:45:59 PM
Moradian Property National Fish Wildlife Fresh Emergent.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 Thousand Oaks Councilmembers and City Staff:
I've lived in Newbury Park for 28 years. I've attended the last two GPAC
meetings and the entirety of the last two Planning Commission meetings,
completed both land use surveys, and the also the special Casa Conejo
Municipal Advisory Council land use meeting on March 11, 2021. If you
haven't watched it, you should. I've served on the Casa Conejo MAC since
2014 including two years as Vice Chair and two years as Chair. I do for
over 3,200 residents of 990 single family homes in Casa Conejo much of
what you do for the residents of Thousand Oaks. My community service
and activism isn't limited to Casa Conejo. I am an active member of the
Thousand Oaks Bicycle Advisory Team. I attended and contributed to all of
the 2064 Visioning meetings of the Municipal Services Committee led by
Joel Price plus the follow up and adoption of the plan meetings. I attended
TO's presentations pertaining to future growth at City Hall. I am involved
in and have contributed to Ventura County's 2040 planning process
including speaking at Board of Supervisors meetings as well as community
and topic related meetings. I've attended and spoken at meetings
regarding the 101 Freeway project. Going further afield, I've attended and
contributed to plans for the LA River project in Los Angeles.  
My point in giving you this resume, is that I am writing to you as an
informed, and involved citizen, especially when it comes to planning. I love
this area and work hard to keep it functioning, environmentally sound and
to provide a better quality of life. I know many of the Thousand Oaks
streets intimately because I bike them. I've also completed the Conejo
Open Space Challenge series of hikes for the last five years, almost done
with this year's set so now our open spaces and trails. My concerns and
preferences are not based on making money. As a matter of fact, my
income is substantially less that what TO calls the "affordable" range. If I
had not bought my home in 1998, there is no way I could even remotely
afford to live here now. My mortgage is much less than rent. The same can
be said for many of my neighbors who work in skilled trades, education,
and law enforcement and fire fighting. We work hard and our roots are
deep.
This letter concerns both the processes and the actualities involved in your
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making land use decisions for the City of Thousand Oaks. For the record,
these comments are my personal opinions, analyses and proposed
solutions. I'm not writing on behalf of any of the aforementioned councils
or groups.

THE PROCESS
LOOK AT THE ACTUAL LAND BEFORE YOU VOTE
Before making up your minds and voting to adopt, revise, and or reject
the current Alternative 4 land use plan, as a responsible representative
entrusted to act in the best interests of all residents and workers in your
boundaries, you should make an in person visit to every single parcel that
is slated for rezoning. You owe all of us that duty, and failure to do so is to
be negligent. Do not just a drive by, but stop and really look at each
location. I did this on my bicycle in the Rancho Conejo Area of Change,
and have also taken close looks at many other sections of the City along
the 101 corridor and further out to the northern and southern borders. It
will you with much stronger connection and knowledge of each of these
parcels. Direct staff to do the same. Too many times at land use
meetings I've heard City staff, consultants, planning commissioners, and
GPAC members say "I don't really know that area", particularly about
Newbury Park. I believe the Rancho Conejo misnomer was purposely
created to be deceptive and vague. Newbury Park residents are proud to
live in Newbury Park. The 91320 area does have an identity separate from
Thousand Oaks, not just because there are two large unincorporated
tracts, but because it occupies the West end of the Conejo Valley
surrounded by open space hills and mountains on three sides with
Thousand Oaks to the East. You need to get much better acquainted with
Newbury Park.
The difference is huge between looking at actual land, even satellite views
on computer maps don't cut it, and colored shapes on a map without even
decent definitions using marked streets for their borders. Staff can make
you good maps with street overlays. When you look at each parcel I
ask to consider the following questions:
1. If I lived there, or worked there, do I have a good situation now, or
what do I want and need to make my situation better, not just today but
for years to come?
2. If these proposed changes are implemented, how will my life change
with regard to noise, traffic, pollution, cost of living, the view, schools,
recreation, services, and the quality of my life?
3. Would I benefit from these proposed changes or would I be harmed?
4. Are there better places to put these changes than where they planned
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or exist now?
5. Do these changes serve the community in an equitable, nondiscriminatory manner, or are people being confined and corralled into
areas that create "poor" (multiple meanings) neighborhoods and a feeling
of being on the "wrong side of the tracks" or "wrong end of the freeway"
while others are privileged go untouched?
6. How do these changes fit in with the REAL numbers for these types of
places that we already have and how do the REAL numbers match up with
the State of California's demands and the REAL needs that residents have
and are/are not being met? How many people would actually live and park
here in this location at the proposed density? With today's high cost of
living old formulas don't work. Families have more cars and high rents
require more working residents to pay for them. Hence, you must account
for bigger households that will live in smaller units and will overflow older
properties into surrounding streets. The public transit system in Thousand
Oaks is dysfunctional, buses roll empty and not when and where people
could actually use them. No one will part with a car anytime soon.
7. Are there existing vacancies that can be used and/or repurposed
instead? (Oaks/Janss Mall areas and Kmart properties are good examples
of places where housing can be added and accommodated and replace
outmoded retail.
8. Are there other areas that have not been taken into account that could
be more compatible to support both present and future needs? (For
example there are no hotels out by CLU while Newbury Park already has
981 hotel/motel rooms and a village center with housing for younger
people and retail workers would bee a boon.)
9. Do we have enough infrastructure, wide enough streets, water and
ability to deliver utilities, public transit without having to remove homes or
existing businesses or negatively impact them? No doubt, water
restrictions will soon be here again and ours were some of the highest in
the state.
10. What will happen to the animals, birds, and other creatures and the
eco systems in this area? Can they continue to live in a healthy way or will
their habitat be destroyed and displace or kill them. If displaced, where
can they go?
You must consider not just people and housing, not just profits and
tax dollars, or densities and skylines (we don't want tall buildings
cluttering and blocking our views or towering over our one and
two story homes) but all of the layers in their totality before
making zoning decisions. You must take a holistic view and consider all
perspectives. This is not about who can get the most signatures, scream
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the loudest or has been lobbying the longest. The profiteers have a big
head start on the residents who are fighting for the preservation of their
neighborhoods. This is about making decisions with the well being of
everyone in mind. About being fair. About keeping your word to protect
neighborhoods with single family homes, incorporated or not. About
protecting our environment and our quality of our clean air, suburban
lifestyle. If you are not careful and thorough now, you will be faced with
long, intense, heated and divisive battles almost every time someone
wants to build or develop a parcel. Do you really want that, or are you
going to give this key issue your best time and consideration in detail
now? You do not have to rush this decision. I believe that if you accept this
current plan you will be over-reacting and and over-reaching. The
repercussions and damages may be much more than any of us can afford
to bear. Slow down. We have not even seen the results of the second
survey. You must put yourself in multiple sets of shoes before you make
your choices.

ANALYSIS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES
CONSOLIDATING THE AREAS OF CHANGE INTO THE SECTIONS
ALONG THE 101 CORRIDOR IS THE ANTITHESIS OF TO'S
DECLARATION OF INCLUSIVITY
Putting all of the affordable housing into corridors along the 101 freeway in
concentrated areas is a form of both economic and by extension racial
discrimination that will deprive lower income residents of opportunities
they would otherwise have if they were more evenly dispersed throughout
the city. (There are many studies and lawsuits about cities who have made
this mistake. Ask your legal team to do the research.) By directing and
consolidating "affordable" housing to locations along the 101 Freeway, you
are concentrating people of lower incomes, and thereby higher
percentages of more people of color who have lower incomes, into limited
areas. By the same token, you are keeping them out of neighborhoods
that are being given more protections and whose residents become "the
untouchables". This is a form of economic redlining and goes against the
grain of longstanding Fair Housing policies. Don't do it. You must be much
more equitable in determining where new, more affordable housing goes.
LEARN FROM THE BATTLE OF DOS VIENTOS
Here's a local example, though in this case the new homes were
expensive, not affordable. I remember the battle of Dos Vientos in the
early 1990's very well. I was part of it. Many residents worked hard to
protect our suburban, and even semi-rural community and open spaces in
Newbury Park. We presented concerns for wildlife, open space, traffic and
much more. In the end, those of us who were opposed to adding 2,350
homes and 5,000+ people to Newbury Park lost the battle. Those of us
who live closer to the 101 freeway are still paying the price in traffic that
makes it hard to get to and from our homes on Wendy Drive. Residents on
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the South side of Newbury Park don't just use Borchard and Lynn Roads.
We also went through the snobby stage. New Dos Vientos residents, with
their noses in the air and more money in their bank accounts, said "I don't
live in Newbury Park, I live in Dos Vientos." We predecessors replied that
the post office says they live in Newbury Park, they shop the same grocery
stores we do, so get off your high horses, stop speeding and running stop
signs and accept that you live in Newbury Park. The animosity was ugly
and painful. I don't want to go through this again, nor should we. It took
years for the riff to smooth over. Please take this lesson to heart. And, by
the way, Dos Vientos is one of those places that could use a Village Center
where the shopping center is now.
WHERE I BELIEVE THE PLANS ARE ON THE RIGHT PATH
There are a few places where I think the plans are on the right path. There
is lots of wasted space, and more coming, in the area of the Oaks and
Janss Malls. The streets are wide enough, and surrounding communities
have condos and townhouses, such that dying retail and empty parking
spaces can, and should be replaced with mixed use. Not tall buildings and
high density, but low and perhaps medium density. It fits there. Same can
be said for Kmart which has businesses and apartments/condos for
neighbors. Redevelopment and additional housing makes great sense
there.
I think adding zoning that can include housing to the TO "downtown" area
and give it a face lift also makes sense. The Lakes is a somewhat pretty
shopping center, I like the fish ponds, but the stores and restaurants are
overpriced and of little service. Parking serves as overflow for the Civic
Arts Center and City Hall, not that many spaces needed for the existing
commercial tenants.
On must remember that affordable level and lower income families require
affordable shopping restaurants and entertainment. They don't $100 to
spend every time they want a meal or a night out.
WHERE WE CAN RELOCATE SOME PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT THAT
WILL SERVE US BETTER
More and more entertainment venues, restaurants, nightclubs, wineries
and brew pubs that benefit and require large spaces at low rents per
square foot are becoming established and thriving in business/industrial
areas. A local example is off of Via Colinas in Westlake Village. Camarillo
and Ventura are also part of this trend. These venues, with late night
hours, incomes derived from alcohol sales, and filled with happy noisy
people and music, are well suited to areas where workers go home after
their shifts and the night life and noise won't bother families trying to
sleep, or endanger kids walking to school. They can also provide lunch and
other meals for those who work nearby and after hours watering holes for
happy hours. Such places are win-win venues in appropriate locations for
all of us. The North Rancho Conejo area of change doesn't have this, but it
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easily could.
Newbury Park already has plenty of hotel/motel rooms, I counted 981, half
of the City's total inventory. We have properties from budget to business
class like Marriott and Hampton. You could use some out by CLU for
visiting sports teams, parents and related visits. With their 24 hour
comings and goings, hotels don't belong in residential neighborhoods
either. Yes, I believe the zone from Janss Rd North, especially along
Avenida De Los Arboles could and should accommodate some
redevelopment including higher density housing both short and long term.
We already have local bars in shopping centers, Azars and Cronies to
name but two. Put the big bars like Tarantula Hill in the industrial section.
The existing shopping and restaurant areas by the Newbury Park library
can be perked up without overloading the neighborhoods too. Shopping
and dining are already in place for the new townhomes that have been
going up on Newbury Rd. Shopping centers like the Petsmart/Ross can be
revamped and revitalized. Let's make better use of what is already here.
BORCHARD PROPERTY
The Moradians bought the property cheaply knowing that it had flooding
issues, a high water table, is on the wrong side of the Arroyo Conejo
creek, and access issues. Getting to the land other than from the ends of
Alice or Denise drives, both narrow, single family interior residential
streets, would require bridges over either the arroyo and or drainage along
the 101 Freeway. The 101 side seems the better option for traffic traveling
from the Camarillo direction. Doesn't work for those exiting at Borchard
coming into Newbury Park. (Please see attached pictures I took in April
2021.)
There are no guaranteed profits to anyone who buys real estate. Real
estate investments carry risks, the Moradians knowingly took the risk.
Thousand Oaks has no obligation whatsoever to provide Moradian with
zoning that will turn a profit. NONE. Especially not at the expense of the
quality of life and wear and tear, noise, pollution and deterioration of the
nearby streets in the Casa Conejo, Fox Meadows and Cameo. And, not at
the expense of area wildlife and waterfowl. He must not be allowed to
replace our raptors, racoons, and other members of our ecosystem with
rats, trash, traffic and flooding. That is what will happen if Moradian has
his way and gets mixed use. Even low residential zoning of 6-10 units per
acre is problematic and could lead to thousands of extra daily car trips
over our narrow streets that were not built to handle them. Even with a
token "green belt".
The Department of Fish and Wildife Wetland Inventory maps show the
property as having Freshwater Emergent Wetlands. As soon as it rains
(even after minor storm in this drought year as the attached pictures I
took on March 15 show) the ducks are there and the frogs are croaking.
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I'm also including a recent photo of turtles in the Arroyo plus pictures.  
I've lived in that potentially afflicted portion of Casa Conejo since 1998. I
can ONLY get to my home from Wendy Drive with a choice of Bella or
Alice. I sometimes have to wait several minutes until traffic clears enough
to get onto Wendy Drive or onto Bella. There are no lights and there are
no crosswalks at either Alice or Bella. I asked City of TO for a crosswalk at
Bella and it was denied with a long list of reasons by Jim Mashiko. There
are already plenty of accidents on Wendy Drive, especially by the shopping
centers at the freeway. Wendy Drive will not be widened through Casa
Conejo. Access to homes and potential emergency evacuations are already
difficult. Wendy Drive was completely blocked up by traffic during the Hill
Fire. We watched the fire burn from our homes. Do you really want to
make these situations worse?
I chaired the 2018 Casa Conejo MAC meeting when we discussed Casa
Conejo flood control (high insurance premiums) and the Borchard property
with Ventura County staff. Moradian was there and said he would not sell
the property to become an park/wildlife sanctuary for any price. He is
bound and determined to develop the property as he sees fit and would
not yield. It was like hearing Clint Eastwood's "over my dead body"
speech. The meeting was well attended. There was no support for his
plans. The burdens and harm far outweigh the potential benefits for
residents. The difference now is that Moradian has changed is strategy to
playing the hometown boy card and has mobilized his TO Blvd. Association
and Chamber of Commerce allies in support. These are financially driven
people who are already associated by business interests. They do not the
local longtime homeowners whose streets will become dangerous, will
have noise and traffic at all hours, who won't see wildlife in their yards,
and who live next to an Arroyo that will become increasingly polluted and
uninhabitable. I recommend watching the video from the March 11 Casa
Conejo special MAC meeting. I picked up trash along at the City's Coastal
clean up day in 2020. I've seen it first hand. The Casa Linda apartment
building people and visitors leave their car trash on Bella all the time.
Home prices and safety will suffer. Kids won't be able to play in their front
yards. Residents on Alice already complain at MAC meeting that people
drive to fast and don't stop at stop signs.
The Borchard property actually does represent a unique
opportunity as parkland and a wildlife sanctuary. I believe the
property could be ideal for a much quieter use that includes a useable lake
for waterfowl and perhaps even nonmotorized activities like kayaking and
fishing. Streams could help with circulation and flood control and do so in
a way that is attractive and effective. A park that closes at sundown could
be manageable and enjoyed by many. Thousand Oaks does not have a
place like this. The small ponds at Conejo Creek North are minimal.
Westlake and other nearby lakes and reservoirs are private and don't
provide public access. We don't need more sports fields, we have them at
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Peppertree, Borchard Park and Conejo Playfields. We do need to take
better care of the wild life, riparian habit we of which we have to little and
to provide visual and physical respite for residents.
To be sure, Moradian has made his property as ugly and barren as possible
these days to support his claims. He mowed early this year, and the years
of drought have helped his cause. However, the property still greens up,
swamps and springs back quickly when it rains. If you rezone this special
location with a high water table that currently ponds and provides a low
tech measure of flood control and wildlife habitat into a mixed use heavily
populated development, this opportunity to do something beautiful and
ecologically beneficial will be gone forever. There is not another place like
it in Thousand Oaks.
Please, for the sake of all of us, do NOT approve the rezoning of any of
this property to mixed use. I have no faith that even imposing conditions
on development there would be obeyed. The "oops I went to far and now it
is too late" game has been played too many times. It is not compatible
with either nature or the neighborhood. You have the opportunity to stop
the destruction and save it now. Even the planning commission basically
punted on the zoning issue when they left it part housing and part mixed
well after midnight at their last meeting on April 26.
Please don't hesitate to contact me if you or your staff have questions. I
can provide you with additional pictures that I've taken for properties that
are currently being developed or are in the planning stages in Newbury
Park/Casa Conejo Area of Change. I understand the complex nature of the
issues facing you and the need to balance competing interests. I am
trying to help you do what I believe to be in the best interests of all us in
the Conejo Valley.
Thank you for serving our community. I hope I have helped you with this
crucial issue and that you may come around to sharing my vision.
Wendy Zimmerman
Newbury Park
wdzimmerman@yahoo.com

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Moradian Property With Wetlands and Free

0
0

1:4,735

0.04
0.05

0.08

0.1

0.16 mi

Source: Esri, Maxar, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS,
USDA, USGS, AeroGRID, IGN, and the GIS User Community

0.2 km

May 5, 2021

Wetlands

Estuarine and Marine Deepwater
Estuarine and Marine Wetland

Freshwater Emergent Wetland

Lake

Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland

Other

Freshwater Pond

Riverine

29

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife
Service is not responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the
base data shown on this map. All wetlands related data should
be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on the
Wetlands Mapper web site.

National Wetlands Inventory (NWI)
This page was produced by the NWI mapper

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

karen wilburn
City Clerk"s Office
FW: FYI - Thousand Oaks General Plan Survey
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 4:41:42 PM
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CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

From: karen wilburn
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 4:35 PM
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; ejones@toaks.org; aadam@toaks.org; Bob Engler <bengler@toaks.org>; kmcnamee@toaks.org;
APowers@toaks.org; TNoonan@toaks.org; kparker@toaks.org; MForbes@toaks.org; MTowne@toaks.org; gp@toaks.org; City Clerk cityclerk@toaks.org;
gp@toaks.org
Subject: FW: FYI - Thousand Oaks General Plan Survey

Dear Honorable Council Members,
I reviewed Mr. Moradian’s May 14th letter included in Monday’s supplemental packet. I find it misleading & it accuses Ms. Parks of survey interference.
He included Exhibit B & implies that Ms. Parks was distributing this flyer with her email suggesting how to complete the survey. I would like to set the
record straight. Mr Scott Horn of Casa Conejo forwarded the email he rec’d from Ms. Parks & confirmed there were no attachments included. She simply
informed her constituents of the new survey & pointed out that 2 questions related to the area South of the Freeway. She DID NOT make any suggestion
on how to answer the survey. Exhibit B was a flyer distributed by a grass roots organization.

I also find Mr. Moradian’s comments below egregious. It is her job to represent the county residents of this area. I would find it unfathomable if she
didn’t. There were major concerns with the validity of some of the first survey responses & Mr. Raimi & others including city staff defended the survey
specifically saying it was open to everyone. Is Mr. Moradian now saying those in the county don’t have a voice. It sure sounds like it. Please don’t be
swayed by these tactics. Ms. Parks represented her constituents appropriately.

KAREN
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213-216-1937

From: R Scott Horn <scotthorn@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 12:36 PM
To: Karen Wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Subject: Fwd: FYI - Thousand Oaks General Plan Survey
Forwarded from 4/21/21

R. Scott Horn

Photography & Video
++++++++++++++++

3309 William Drive
Newbury Park, CA 91320
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(805) 498-4960

scotthorn@roadrunner.com

Begin forwarded message:
From: "Terry, Vanise" <Vanise.Terry@ventura.org>
Subject: FYI - Thousand Oaks General Plan Survey
Date: April 21, 2021 at 4:47:32 PM PDT
To: "Terry, Vanise" <Vanise.Terry@ventura.org>
Good afternoon,
FYI – The City of Thousand Oaks has posted a new survey for their General Plan Lan Use Alternative. You can take the survey by visiting their
website at: https://www.toaks2045.org/landusealts
*Please note Questions 2 and 3 ask your opinion on the intensity of development you'd like in the Rancho Conejo Area South of Highway
101.
Take care,
Vanise Terry
Office of Supervisor Linda Parks
625 W. Hillcrest Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
(805) 214-2510
Vanise.Terry@ventura.org
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From: Chuck Cohen <ccohen@cohenlanduselaw.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 4:04 PM
To: Andrew Powers <APowers@toaks.org>; Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>; Mark Towne
<MTowne@toaks.org>
Cc: Thomas Cohen <tcohen@cohenlanduselaw.com>; Peter Cohen <Peter@cardinalequities.com>
Subject: El Paraiso (The Village at Dos Vientos) Shopping Center: Dos Vientos Ranch
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.

Good late afternoon,
I know that you must be swamped heading to the Chamber this evening re the General Plan Land Use
update. Sorry for this last minute missive.
You may recall that before the YMCA building was sold, we were working Peter Cohen of Cardinal
Equities, the owner of the El Paraiso (now called the Village at Dos Vientos) Shopping Center on Las
Brisas in Dos Vientos. The concept was to convert a portion of the small center parking area to Dos
Vientos style apartments, compatible with the Shapell units and the upscale center. Francisco Behr was
the architect so engaged, having previously designed El Paraiso. Mr. Cohen paused on the concept due
to the uncertainties of the Y transfer and the rising costs of construction. Although our representation
terminated at that time, I have made it a courtesy practice to keep Peter informed about what is
happening at the City that might affect his center and investment.
Until reviewing tonight’s Staff Report and the recognition of El Paraiso as a potential “Village Center”
site, I was unaware that it was on the Raimi radar.
Now seeing that it was given consideration, but not a recommendation, Peter has authorized me to
relate that he would be strongly interested in a Mixed‐Use Low land use designation as a third Village
Center. Actually, this site is ripe for such repurposing and could accommodate a responsible number of
residential units within its boundaries as screened by the existing Center buildings. Among its virtues
would be adding housing diversity to the Dos Vientos neighborhood.
Your consideration would be appreciated.
Chuck Cohen

Charles W. Cohen
Cohen Land Use Law
1534 N. Moorpark Road, #337
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
ccohen@cohenlanduselaw.com
805.292.1622 | Main
805.292.9662 | Fax
805.630.5478 | Cell
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WATERSHED PROTECTION

WATERSHED PLANNING AND PERMITS DIVISION
800 South Victoria Avenue, Ventura, California 93009
Sergio Vargas, Deputy Director – (805) 650-4077
MEMORANDUM
DATE:

May 18, 2021

TO:

Community Development Department
City of Thousand Oaks

FROM:

Sergio Vargas, Deputy Director S.V.

SUBJECT:

General Plan 2045 - City of Thousand Oaks
APN(s): 2350040045, 5260170045, 6620020125,
6990030335, -345, -355,
6690050155, 6690272070, 6690050175,
Watershed Protection (WP) District Project Number: WC2021-0039

Pursuant to your request dated May 10, 2021 this office has reviewed the submitted
materials and provides the following comments.
PROJECT LOCATION:
Thousand Oaks, CA
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The City of Thousand Oaks is in the process of updating the General Plan, which serves
as the blueprint for the future growth and development of the community. An important
part of the General Plan is the land use map, which assigns a land use designation to
every property in the city. The assigned land use designation dictates how property can
be used and developed, including the types of land uses and buildings, size of buildings,
and density.
WATERSHED PROTECTION COMMENTS:
1. Ventura County Watershed Protection (WP) owns and maintains several
jurisdictional redline channels within city limits and the proposed changes in the
preferred alternative land use update will potentially impact these facilities. The
project proponent is hereby informed that it is WP’s standard that a project cannot
impair, divert, impede, or alter the characteristics of the flow of water running in
any jurisdictional red line channel under the requirements of Ordinance WP-2.
Redline channels within city limits do not have any additional flood carrying
capacity and no increase in peak runoff will be allowed. Therefore development
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activities must provide adequate mitigation measures to comply with WP’s
standard for peak attenuation, which is that the runoff after development shall not
exceed the peak flow under existing conditions for any frequency of event; or,
alternatively, apply the city standard; whichever is most restrictive shall apply.
Analyses to meet the WP requirements should consider the 100-year, 50-year, 25year, and 10-year design storm frequencies.
2. For instance, the roughly 36-acre undeveloped parcel with APN: 6620010030 is
situated north of South Branch Arroyo Conejo and the entirety of the parcel is
subject to a WP flowage easement. The existing General plan designates the area
as “low density residential,” however the preferred alternative proposes an
increase in density to a combination of “neighborhood low medium residential” and
“mixed use low.” Despite the change in density, any future development at this site
must still comply with the stormwater mitigation requirements of Ordinance WP-2.
3. As the city of Thousand Oaks promotes updated land use development policies
for the coming decades, it is imperative to reflect on the value that drainage
infrastructure brings to the community; namely, to preserve public health and
ensure economic prosperity. Much of the regional drainage infrastructure will
approach its useful design life by 2045 and a funding mechanism must be
established to determine the pro rata financial contribution consistent with the flood
protection benefits conveyed to future development projects. For example, the
Ventura County General Plan Policies PFS-3.1, PFS-3.2 and PFS-6.1 highlight the
importance of funding infrastructure operations, maintenance, repairs,
rehabilitation, and replacement to ensure safe and vibrant communities.
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me by email at
Sergio.Vargas@ventura.org or by phone at (805) 650-4077
END OF TEXT
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Paul McDonough
City Clerk"s Office
May 18th City Council meeting
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 5:02:08 PM
Re.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.

Please submit to the meeting tonight.
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Re: May 18, 2021 Special City Council Meeting; Agenda Item On General Plan Update — Conejo Valley
Plaza 1, LLC, Conejo Valley Plaza 2, LLC, and Conejo Valley Plaza 3, LLC's ("Conejo Valley Plaza")
Objection to Proposed Commercial‐Neighborhood Land Use Designation and Request For A Mixed‐Used‐
Medium Land Use Designation.
Dear Honorable City Council Members:

Conejo Valley Plaza and its long established businesses have been excellent members of the Thousand
Oaks community for over 40 years. We look forward to a General Plan Update that enhances the critical
future viability of the established commercial villages of Thousand Oaks while best providing for
additional housing. Along the Moorpark Road commercial corridor, The Oaks Mall, Conejo Valley Plaza,
and the Janss Mall are the main regional shopping draws for the Thousand Oaks and greater Conejo
Valley area. A Mixed Use‐Medium designation would prioritize the redevelopment of existing
commercial centers like the Conejo Valley Plaza, the Oaks Mall, and the Janss Mall and maintain the
health and longevity of these commercial villages while eliminating the need for more residential
density in other areas of Thousand Oaks.

Conejo Valley Plaza supports the Mixed‐ Use designation as well as the Community Shopping Center
Zone (C‐3) which accommodates the existing Regional Commercial businesses. Thank you for your
consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

Conejo Valley Plaza

36

TO COUNCIL: 05/18/2021
MEETING DATE: 05/18/2021
Name (Optional)

City

Item #

Jenni
Heidi Lyn Williams

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

In favor/
Opposed
In favor
Opposed

Comment

jippi scott
Linda Hull

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
In favor

Not in favor of zone changing.
I am against changing the zoning status of the Borchard property directly adjacent to the 101 Freeway
in Newbury Park. The current plan appears to enrich the pockets of the developer while only creating
numerous problems for the residents of Newbury Park. Flooding, traffic problems, sight line issues
(due to height of proposed buildings) and the disruption of the social and environmental natures of
adjoining neighborhoods are what Newbury Park has to look forward to if the proposed development
takes place. If the goal of this change of land usage is to provide low‐cost housing this can more easily
be accomplished by using properties already available for redevelopment (AMGEN campus, for
example) without creating havoc in our neighborhood.

Felix Sandoval

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

please stop with the surveys, Put this to a vote for the citizens. no one in my side of the Casa Conejo is
in favor of this developement in NP. no one. so you are either falsifying surveys or not counting to ones
opposed. Do any growth along TO BLVD. Revitalize that area. DO NOT BUILD out anymore in NP.
Enough with the traffic. Do you just not care about your citizens wants?

Jeanine Souza

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Frank Vinczee

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Cheryl Weidmann

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

I am STRONGLY opposed to your General Plan. Keep the Conejo Valley small, simple & quaint and our
beloved open space OPEN. This is NOT the right area or community for overdevelopment & mega‐
housing!
I do not want a change to the zoning on Borchard property
The parcel by the 101 has great potential to unify the community, but not if there is a zone change that
allows anything like the proposal by the owner. I know we need more housing but not at the expense
of those who live here presently. People are flocking to the suburbs but don't want to live on the 3rd
or 4th floor like in L A.
Please no change to the city plan for the Borchard Road 67 acres. It should either stay empty or homes
just like it is surrounded by.

Housing prices has surged. Development has slowed. We need more housing options
Please do not change the zoning on the Borchard "flood plain". I am a 40 year NP resident and lived in
the Fox Meadows tract for 12 years previous to my current location. This location does not meet the
needs of the nearby residents. It would be foolish and would leave the City negligent if your vote
exposed the Casa Conejo residents to the flooding danger of moving ahead with the land owner's plans
and a zoning change. Don't let us down!!!!
Heidi Lyn Williams
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Name (Optional)

City

Item #

Newbury Park

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Comment

Newbury Park

4A

N/A

Meenu Sandhu

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Robert Marriner
Jim Derengowski

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Please do not change The Zoning in this area.
I’m opposed to hotels and commercial things I’m not opposed to keeping the plans as they were 4.5
homes per acre slow growth sleepy town should remain that way major reason I moved here

Christine Marriner
Tracy Adams

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Do not change the Zoning on the Bouchard Property.
I am opposed to changing the zoning on the Borchard property. I have lived here for 28 years and that
property has been a lake at times. Please allow the public to vote on a change in this area. Please do
not vote until all possible impact studies have been conducted. Please do not turn Newbury Park into
Woodland Hills. If you change the current zoning to a low or medium mixed use density, what is to stop
the owner, who has written up an idea for the property, to selling it to another developer and putting
in more housing than listed on the current owners plan? Please cater to those of us who live here, not
the potential amount of people who could live here. Thank you.

Samantha Teslik

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Angela

Westlake Village

4A

Opposed

I am opposed to the building of multi use sites near Borchard on the south side of the 101 freeway. This
is a floodplain and has no purpose for building of this nature.
Please find a way to develop but not congest the streets or overwhelm the resources of this wonderful
area.

Keep the zoning as is. Our roads cannot accommodate the traffic that would be generated from this
development, not to mention disrupting the wetlands where many different birds and animals reside.
I live in the community of Dos Vientos, and I would like to request that the zoning for the Paraiso
Shopping Center not be changed to mixed use or any zoning that would create more traffic. This center
is already too congested. The center is next to the school and many children come through it, walking
and on bikes. The variance allowing Godspeak has made it unsafe for children as well as other adults.
The traffic coming in and out of the center from the church 3 times a week is unsustainable and
dangerous to our community. Please do not make it worse for our families and children to enjoy our
community.
The mix use of Borchard/ Rancho conejo should not affect the commercial sites already zoned for that
particularly our property 2305 Borchard Rd. Newbury Park CA APN 6580102050.
Existing zoning should improve not take away any existin zoning
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Name (Optional)

City

Diana Kauffman

Newbury Park

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Stacy Oates

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Bernadette Kilbane

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Do not change zoning on Borchard land use
Do not change Newbury Park by adding 3/4 story buildings and make traffic at Borchard and Michae
Intersection worst and more dangerous.
Thank you

William Watson

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please do not turn our quiet suburban community into the communities many of us fled. If we wanted
to live in Santa Monica or Glendale or Pasadena we would not have moved here to get away from all of
that. Please do not turn our small town feel community into what may of us fled.

4A

Opposed

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

I do not want the zoning changed on the Borchard property. This will cause an absurd increase in
traffic and possible flooding issues to my home.
Do not change the reuse purpose of the Borchard property.
I am opposed to changing the zoning on the Borchard property. I do NOT want the zoning on the
Borchard property changed to allow for mixed use development. We already have shopping centers
nearby with lots of vacancies. These include the Smart and Final shopping center, Ross and Pet Smart
shopping center along Hillside Drive and the Trader Joes shopping center on Reino.

James Derenthal
Nicholas Teslik

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

Item #

Comment
Have you driven the 101 by Borchard and Wendy? ALWAYS a bottle neck and bumper to bumper cars.
Ca. Claims they want to lessen pollution. More housing more cars. Newbury Park is still beautiful but
you want to make it more crowded. I believe this is a waste of time to write you because MONEY talks.
Everyone I’ve talked to was against more housing yet your survey says people are for it. SHOW the
results in black and white
Don't change the zoning on the Borchard property . High density mixed use development would be
best served on vacant and struggling commercial properties that can accommodate higher levels of
traffic and support households that have 4 or more vehicles.

I support the building of single family homes here ONLY.
Michelle Tvrdik
Tammy Ditmore

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
In favor

Do not change the zoning on the Borchsrd property.
Thank you for considering smart growth and ways to move out of the 20th century. We need more
housing and more flexible types of housing. I am in favor of rezoning for mixed‐use development and
am especially in favor of the neighborhood village concepts.
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Name (Optional)

City

Item #

Virginia Starkey

Newbury Park

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Ashli S

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Michelle Riebeling

Thousand Oaks

4A

Opposed

Carl Johnson

Newbury Park

4A

In favor

Randall Edwards

Thousand Oaks

4A

Opposed

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Comment
I hope that the city council will listen to the concerns of those who live close to the proposed
developments ‐ I live just a few blocks away from the Borchard site and am concerned about the zoning
changes, the impact on traffic and the up until now quiet, peaceful neighborhoods nearby. With so
many vacant storefronts, I wonder why we need mixed use that includes restaurants, bars and beer
gardens as well as apartment buildings that will be taller than the other homes in the area. We love our
quiet community and would hate for it to become crowded and noisy. Please do not change the
zoning!
Want to request that zoning on the property at Borchard and Michael dr/ 101 freeway stay as is, as ' a
wetlands ' and not for commercial or residential use. Thank you.
Consideration of increasing any population at this time compromises public safety with recent
identification of lack of critical medical care surge capacity, local critical supply chain vulnerability
(COVID identified food, water, critical commodities can’t be sustained during crisis, and severe drought
conditions with upcoming water shortage and rationing, and traffic problems already occurring on local
freeways, would make voting for anything more than zero growth at this time an irresponsible
leadership decision on the part of council.
Please ignore the NIMBYs. I support the zoning change on the Borchard area freeway‐adjacent parcel.
Higher density and height buildings make perfect sense along the freeway corridor, plus Newbury Park
badly needs more dining and housing options.
I would also like to call attention to the fact that much of Casa Conejo is not part of the City of
Thousand Oaks so it is unclear to me why they expect much of a voice in city matters.
I am very much in favor of creating affordable housing so that our children can return to live in this
area and those who work here in lower wage jobs can reside here instead of having to commute.
However, I oppose exceeding the current 35 foot maximum building height limits and oppose
concentrating increasing housing along Thousand Oaks Blvd. These will increase congestion, traffic,
and parking problems as well as change the semi‐rural character of Thousand Oaks. Please distribute
affordable housing in multiple neighborhoods and commercial areas.
Do not change the zoning on the Borchard property. We do not need additional homes in our
community
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Name (Optional)

City

Kay

Thousand Oaks

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Jenny Cardona
Stewart Jensen

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Don't change the zoning on the Borchard property!
My family is strongly opposed the changing the zoning on the Borchard property. The traffic in the area
is getting unbearable and there is not adequate traffic infrastructure to support further density. Listen
to your constituents, who are overwhelmingly not in support of changing the zoning. Thank you

Frances Kurowski

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Please don’t change the zoning on the Borchard property
Please do not change the zoning on the Borchard Property. The developers and builders will complete
their projects, take their money, and leave us with a community that is undesirable and unsustainable.
The added traffic and crime will affect our quality of life and turn this lovely community into another
version of the San Fernando Valley,‐‐a place many of us fled for those very same reasons. Leave
Newbury Park alone!!!
Don't change the zoning on the Borchard property.
I am writing in opposition to the proposed change of zoning for the property at Borchard. Please do not
change the zoning.

Meagan Guenther

Item #

Comment
We currently have a large percentage of storefronts and business locations that are vacant. This is all
throughout the Thousand Oaks, Newbury Park area.
Yes we may seem to have a housing shortage in Thousand Oaks, Newbury Park but in reality what we
have is a lack of affordable housing in those areas. When my son was looking for an apartment to rent
there were many available. However there were none affordable. He instead moved to Camarillo
where it was affordable for a 20 year old married man to live in a 1 bedroom apartment with his wife.
This was just last year and it was during covid and it was still too expensive to move into someplace. I
understand housing is about profit. But if we are building brand new multi family housing there is no
way that it can be “affordable housing” if the old multi family housing is way to expensive. So no. My
vote is still no to building more unaffordable housing for our families to still not be able to move into.
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Name (Optional)

City

Luke Salzarulo

Newbury Park

Item #
4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Comment
The General Plan is a BAD PLAN. This plan places the most extreme variance in density instead of a
logical progression and arrangement of zoning. We see a need for moderate shifts, incremental zoning
increases to help the market adjust to current demand. Most in the community are eager to come to
reasonable consensus about logical, progressively moderate increases in density where appropriate but
this council, the GP committee and Raimi and Associates have really dropped the ball.
You have given a deaf ear to our community. We want parks and trees. The signs in our communities
are Newbury Park; Thousand Oaks. Where are the Oaks and Parks in the zoning plan? You’re not
listening to your constituents and neighbors. You’re not reading the signs.
Your consultants (Raimi and Associates), this board and the GP Committee have given us 3 terrible
options that drastically alter our community and destroy a 50 year legacy.
This plan mixes extreme density, jumping more than 2 zoning levels with no buffer, in at least 22 places
on this draft. That is not OK. Shift one place up the ladder incrementally. Don’t jump up to 6 stories and
45 units/acre. The current draft shoves low density and high density projects on top of one another
with no incremental moderation. It’s simple; High density zoning must not be plopped down adjacent
to low as this draft proposes. low density zoning is placed next to increased density. Look at the
intersection of Kelly and Borchard. This draft cuts out open space (old AMC drive in) and shoves in 20 or
even 30 units per acre (truth be told, I can’t tell the difference in the shade of orange on the stupid
map.) That puts these cute little single family dwellings in the parking lot of a crowded tenement. No.
Please take a moment to think about the parking on those streets, the increased traffic on the roads,
the loss of natural areas and rural feel of our community. What about something in line with the
neighbors, huh? Let’s move the needle a little bit in the right direction with a small shift in density and
gradual changes ‐ instead of HIGHEST density neighborhood 6‐story buildings shoved next to single
family homes on 7‐10,000 sq ft lots. Another idea: incentivize the construction of ADUs to increase
density in existing homes.
I would affirm how Arroyo Villa was handled in Newbury Park. A moderately dense residential area was
placed between the commercial area and the low density neighborhood. That’s how it’s done. Some
folks are even excited about the inclusion of some housing units mixed in some of the retail areas; this
k
i h
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Name (Optional)

City

Item #

Rose Ann and Randall W Thousand Oaks

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Lauren Zurian

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Vivianne

Westlake Village

4A

Opposed

Comment
The Preferred Land‐Use Map allows between 22,000 and 35,000 new housing units for a population
increase of 46 to 73 percent … WITHOUT allocating new parks, schools or libraries for all those new
residents; and infrastructure (roads, water, sewer) impacts won’t be considered until AFTER map
approval. This map also allows new, 6‐7 story commercial and industrial buildings, which will remain
vacant if people continue working and shopping from home post‐COVID.
Most of this development is sandwiched between the 101 freeway and Thousand Oaks Blvd. People
living and working there will breathe the city’s worst air. Concentrating development there will cause
pollution, traffic and parking congestion in nearby neighborhoods, especially if “everyone in town is
driving there to gather”, as one councilmember hoped for at the April 27th council meeting. Gridlock
on escape routes during evacuations could prove deadly. Concentrating development on Thousand
Oaks Blvd increases the potential for catastrophe as climate change makes multiple, simultaneous
emergencies more frequent, as happened when the Borderline shooting, Santa Ana winds, Hill and
Woolsey wildfires converged, bringing traffic on major roads and freeways to a standstill as residents
attempted to flee.
If improving housing choices, reinvigorating under‐performing retail, reducing climate impacts, and
improving quality of life are to be more than just rhetorical benefits of our General Plan Update, pilot
projects in the Oaks Mall, Janss Marketplace, Amgen employment hub, and existing neighborhood
commercial centers known as Village Centers are a more viable path than a build‐out of Thousand Oaks
Blvd.
Adding housing to existing retail in just these strategic areas can: 1) Reduce traffic congestion and
neighborhood parking overflow from Thousand Oaks Blvd, and ensure faster, safer disaster
evacuations; 2) Revitalize aging commercial space and provide neighborhood gathering centers; 3)
Provide affordable housing for younger generations and seniors; and 4) Create anchor points for
walking, cycling and public transit near where most residents already live, so we can do our daily
errands without driving ... for less pollution and better health. (Learn more at
https://www.conejoclimate.org/vision)
Please Do NOT allow any Mixed‐Use Medium, Industrial Flex, or 75ft tall buildings anywhere along
h
d k the
l dzoning on the Borchard property. No Zone change. Single family homes only.
Do not change
I am opposed to this item because it will increase crime, traffic and have an adverse impact on our
environment.
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Name (Optional)

City

Item #

Marilyn Carpenter

Thousand Oaks

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Comment

Alan Lewis

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Cam Lam
Carie Swanson
David

Newbury Park
Newbury Park
Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed
Opposed

PLEASE DO NOT CHANGE THE ZONE/ZONING.
Do not make changes to our zone!
I have heard that the developer Mr Moradian is trying to "stuff" the ballot box by cajoling people to
support his position by deceptive means and get people to write who don't even live in our
community. Please don't be fooled. From what I can see through word of mouth, community meetings
and neighborhood blogs, the opposition is nearly 100% to changing the zoning.

Canh Nguyen

Thousand Oaks

4A

Opposed

Iris Antell

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Stop this plan, and DO NOT change zoning. We have enough traffic on 101. We do not need anymore
low income housing.
I have lived in Newbury Park for over 30 years. My house backs up to the wetlands. Please do not build
4 story apartments behind my house. I am worried about crime, the price value of my home. The field
floods...we moved to the Conejo Valley because ir was open and safe. These changes are just not
acceptable. Please don’t zone for such a ridiculous amount of units. Thank you for your service to
keeping me safe. Iris Antell

As a 60 year resident and former TO Planning Commissioner, I heartily endorse the comments
submitted by RoseAnn Witt ! Do not destroy the Thousand Oaks we have worked so hard to create and
protect!
In my view, the original General Plan is still relevant and should be honored. It has been updated ,
element by element, several times over the years.
The incorporation of some mixed use at existing commercial sites is a workable idea, as long as current
height restrictions are maintained, views are protected, traffic can be mitigated, and existing residential
neighborhoods are not negatively impacted.
We don’t need to replace what has served us so well...especially with a document that is of
questionable integrity!
Thanks for your consideration.
Marilyn Carpenter
Please don’t change the zoning on the Borchard property. Changing the zoning from its current
designation of single‐family residential to medium density mixed‐use would detrimentally impact
residents living in the Casa Conejo community. Furthermore, developing the property would result in
the loss of floodwater detention storage. Such storage is crucial for protecting nearby homes and
property from flooding during a severe storm event.
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Name (Optional)

City

Doug Hardie

Newbury Park

Item #
4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

4A

Opposed

Comment
Why do we need to build Thousand Oaks into the San Fernando Valley? Where are you going to get
the water and power for all these new residences? In case you haven't noticed, we get our water from
California that is north of here. They now are in a drought according to the state. There is no extra
water available. All you are going to do is put us back into water restrictions and higher prices. If the
city is going to add housing, then the council members need to guarantee that there will be no
shortage of water and electricity and no cost hikes by guaranteeing to pay to keep that in place
themselves.
Please don’t change the zoning on the Borchard property. There is already too much traffic and
congestion that cannot handle a surplus of cars and people.
I have two reasons I oppose: 1) We have too many vacant spots in already existing shopping areas
nearby...why add more? especially when ‐ 2) We must provide affordable housing for people in the
future who want to live here. I know a young 30ish teacher who can't afford to leave her parents'
house! Affordable housing MUST be our first concern if it's people we care about. I am also
concerned about the traffic/streets that anything added to this area will create, but I trust that issue is
being dealt with no matter what ends up in this area.

Mary Jo Bodenhamer

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Carol

Thousand Oaks

4A

Opposed

We don’t need any more commercial space. There is plenty of empty retail. No apartments, we moved
from the SFV to get away from that. The roads cannot handle the increased traffic. Bad idea.

Renee

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

4A

Opposed

PLEASE JUST TAKE A BIG LOOK @ THE S.F.V. AND ALREADY CRIME IS OVER THE ROOF. DO YOU REALLY
WANT TO SEE NEWBURY PARK GOING THROUGH THIS AS WELL?
As one who has been a Newbury Park resident for 30+ years, I ask that City Council NOT change the
zoning on the Borchard property. Just because we are able to do certain things does not make it right.
Please help preserve Newbury Park and all that it embodies.
We have very few open spaces remaining. Everywhere you look there's concrete. So much
construction is going on in spite of so many vacant buildings. Please leave this land as is.
The quality of life in Newbury Park took a huge hit when Dos Vientos was built without access to the
freeway except through our neighborhoods. I realize there are many good reasons to further develop,
but please consider the people who live here who do not want to live amidst the urban sprawl. Please
do not develop the lovely natural land known as the Borchard Property

Mrudula Joshi

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

patrick justus

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed
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Name (Optional)

City
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Kirk Hoffman

Newbury Park

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Stephen

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Grant Hoffman

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Tim Toton

Thousand Oaks

4A

Opposed

Comment
Don’t change the zoning on Borchard property. The NP residents have the right to vote on this. It
affects us and our quality of life. Studies show people who live densely populated cities are less happy.
Use the vacant retail. Any plan for new development needs to be comprehensive that includes how
traffic and noise will be addressed. Any new development along the 101 in Newbury Park needs to
include plans for sound walls from the top of Conejo Grade to Borchard. The last thing np residents
need is a couple more thousand people trying to get on the three freeway on ramps. The developer
and the City Council need to show how traffic will be addressed and be held accountable. There are
plenty of apartment vacancies, MAKE THOSE AFFORDABLE. Once he City Council addresses all the
vacant retail spaces and making the available apartments affordable THEN we can talk about changing
zoning and building more buildings. (Also, please address the unfinished building next to the Dollar
tree. It’s been like that for years now. The City Council should be embarrassed!)

PLEASE JUST LOOK AT THE S.F.V. AREA. CRIME CRIME CRIME. NEED I SAY MORE ABOUT THIS TOPIC.
ENOUGH DEVELOMENT ALREADY. LET US ALL ENJOY ARE SMALL TOWN AS IS.
Please listen to your constituents! The City Council ONLY has to approve the location of 2621 units as
required for this 8 year Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) cycle. Unless you have 66% of the
city in support of this General Plan Update, then it is not ready for approval and more discussion and
input is needed. Why make more than a third of the City unhappy? Listen to your voters!!! Let us
have a say in how the City is developed!
PLEASE READ THIS ALOUD
I submitted a California Public Records Act request on the City of Thousand Oaks Planning Department
regarding the anomalies in the last survey for land use seeking redundant IP addresses and E‐mail
respondents to the survey. I did so because of the great disparity between the graphical representation
of answers and the strong oppositional comments. The two are incongruent.
The response was harsh, but affirming. While the respondent took offense at such a perspective they ‐
nonetheless ‐ confirmed there were numerous duplicate entries on the survey and further conceded a
method to fool the online survey system that an 8‐year‐old child could know ‐ delete the cookies.
Therefore, the survey results must be questioned as well as the competency of those who formulated it
and mostly those who would use the results to change the character of Conejo Valley forever.
As I said more than a year ago during the session with Ramey at the Civic Arts Plaza, Thousand Oaks has
Warner Center 2035 envy.
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4A

In favor/
Opposed
In favor

I agree more affordable housing for seniors required. Don’t make us look like the San Fernando Valley.

Antonina Calderaro
Michael Soules

Newbury Park
Thousand Oaks

4A
4A

Opposed
In favor

Do NOT change the Zoning on the Borchard property.
All: I am President of Corwin, the K12 division of SAGE Publishing. SAGE Has been based in Thousand
Oaks/Newbury Park for decades. SAGE employs several hundred people with diverse backgrounds and
responsibilities that run the gamut of entry level jobs, to career positions. Many of our folks would like
to be closer to work, but have chosen Oxnard or Woodland Hills instead of Thousand Oaks because of
price and for the convenience of mixed use developments. To help maintain our competitive advantage
we need more walkable and mixed use neighborhoods. Our office is off of Rancho Conejo and the
proposed future planning for the Borchard site would be very important to us.

Tiina Couture

Newbury Park

4A
4A
4A

In favor
Opposed
Opposed

I am in favor of mixed use areas where there are already commercial areas existing.
I am against the rezoning of the Borchard property
I am against the rezoning of the Borchard property
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Kyle

Thousand Oaks

4A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Prashant Joshi

Newbury Park

4A

Opposed

Please maintain open spaces. We already have too much traffic congestion as is. There's also significant
commercial real estate which is unoccupied.

4A

Opposed

I am opposed to re‐zoning the Borchard property. Any increase in density will greatly affect traffic
between Wendy and Borchard he needs to be avoided.

4A
4A

Opposed
Opposed

Don’t change zoning on borchard property
I do not agree or belive it should be allowed to zoning on Borchard property due to traffick and
overcrowding

Tony
Gabrielle collins

Westlake Village
Newbury Park

Item #

Comment
The majority of TO property owners are not being well represented with this new plan. I have attended
the workshops and responded to the surveys and I'm not satisfied with the lack of result. If you break
down the land use map it appears to favor commercial property owners with most of the density. Most
of these projects will result in the one thing that residents hate: "big valley like developments". It
concerns me that these large commercial property owners who already have an edge via the cities
entitlement process are once again being treated differently than the small residential property
owners. There is zero allocation to residential high zoning in this plan. I believe that will result in far less
developments and property reassessments. Less competition keeps the rental market concentrated
with only a few beneficiaries. Smaller local residential parcels will remain underutilized and continue to
bank density. Small developments get charged the same development fee if they are 2 acres or .2
acres. For smaller parcels it's a very thin margin when trying to develop workforce housing in Thousand
Oaks and the density difference between med‐high and high neighborhood zoning is 50%, it goes from
30 to 45 units per acre. I believe in creating a fair and equitable community where the people starting
from less have an equal chance at success and I think the city should lead by example. Our
development and entitlement fee structure currently gives a discount for large developers while forcing
higher costs per sq ft on smaller projects. With this plan it is critical we re examine this process and not
operate local government like a business that is a charter for the 1% of local property owners. We need
to see more options for housing over the next few decades and more competition in development for
both owner occupied and rental units. If not changed, I would like to see the current plan expenses
paid for by commercial property owners as they will the main beneficiaries at the expense of the
majority of TO residential owners. Thanks for your time.
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