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Voicemail Transcript:
Hi this is Ernest Syracusa A resident of CTO since 1972.I just wanted to make a quick
comment on the General plan update 2045. A real concern I have is that the capacity
housing figure is over 81,000 units. I know there have been people who have expressed
concerns about this and I know the City’s response has been well this number has been
in the books or on the City’s books whatever that meant since 1996. By the way that
number represents a 33,000 unit increase from our current housing unit stock. My
concern is that the state of CA is today not the state of CA from 1996 or 2006 or even
2016. We now have what I consider very vercomdiant administration which has
changed the whole name of the game on housing dev and housing approvals and so
forth. The state is now intent on ramming as much housing down the throats of the
people of the citizens of this state and uh one big change is they’ve taken away local
control it used to be that we had lots of meetings and dev proposals could be modified
and so forth and now they have basically taken away almost all our rights to try and
change dev proposals. Given that change of the state I think it is very dangerous to
have a capacity figure out there of 81,000 or x number units because this could simply
be used as a club by the state saying yeah we want you to basically build out to total
capacity and here is the figure its right there in your books. So I’m in favor of the letter
from the former planning commissioner saying that the maximum fig we should throw
out there is 54,000 which is actually double the 2600 units which is what the state is
now requiring for the next, 7-8 year period. Hopefully you get this message and take my
concerns to heart. Thank you very much bye.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Build out
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:28:15 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Kami Pharis <kpharis101@gmail.com>
Subject: Build out
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:09:27 AM PDT
To: Claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Please vote no on the build out. Help keep our city the beautiful place it is today.
Kami Pharis
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: A concerned voter
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:28:31 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Leslie Anderson <tolaent@msn.com>
Subject: A concerned voter
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:13:13 AM PDT
To: "claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com" <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Dear Mayor ,
I have lived in Thousand Oaks many years. We have a beautiful community that I
am proud to be a part of. I am writing you today to remind you of your campaign
promises of slow growth for our community. You need to keep your promises to
the people who elected you.
I am requesting you only be concerned with the 8 year plan, not the reduced
23,000 unit developments put forth by a consultant that doesn’t even live here.
I’m asking you to go back to the table and come up with a plan that meets the
needs of the community and is supported by the people.
Sincerely,
Leslie Anderson
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Slow Growth??
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:28:56 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Zina Bell <talk2zina@hotmail.com>
Subject: Slow Growth??
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:17:07 AM PDT
To: "claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com" <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Claudia
I am extremely disappointed in recent growth proposals in our city that you have
chosen to support! you ran on slow growth/ no growth ticket and now you are
doing exactly what you said you opposed! I have been in Thousand Oaks for more
than 50 years! i understand some growth is needed just to maintain our city but
these plans are very aggressive and not in line with the community we all hold
dear. People are moving out of California at record rates and this will effect all of
us. Please make decisions that protect our beautiful city and don't destroy our life
here.
Thank You
Zina Z Bell
Thousand Oaks Resident
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Slow growth
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:29:31 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Tedd Smith <tedds1@verizon.net>
Subject: Slow growth
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:17:03 AM PDT
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Cc: Al Adam <aadam@toaks.org>
Cliff lady
Thought you were for slow growth.
Not sure we are going in the right direction. We need Gods guidance in all of this.
Teddy Bear
Tedd Smith
Tedds1@verizon.net
805-559-2955
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Excessive growth
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:54:13 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Kent Johnston <bearki109@gmail.com>
Subject: Excessive growth
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:41:20 AM PDT
To: Claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Please Mrs. DeLa Pena,use common sense in deciding this issue of more
housing.I moved here in 1964 with my parents Virginia Mayo and Michael
O'Shea,their names might not mean anything to you but they were in "Show
Business".They chose this valley to live in,I thought it was paradise after living in
the San Fernando Valley for many years.I understand that things change and cities
grow.But what you are planning is excessive to say the least.I agree we need
affordable housing but some of the traffic and congestion in certain areas is very
bad,parking Iots crowded,and the freeway at a stand still many times during the
day.I'm concerned about the small local businesses suffering even more from the
ridiculous lockdown and now from this huge project.Have you noticed the
homeless encampments springing up all around?Maybe we should address that
and I don't mean putting them up in hotels or turning empty office buildings into
shelters.I know for sure that all of you council members can be "bought off"by
developers and politically motivated groups to bow to their agendas.Maybe you
can be a voice of reason and have integrity in this case.Give the people of
Thousand Oaks a break let them enjoy this lovely valley without more
growth,population increase,and traffic congestion. Remember we do pay your
salaries.!!! You work for us!!!Your tenure in office can be shortened but your
negative impact in Thousand Oaks will last forever.Thank you.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Vote No on Plan Update
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:54:41 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Mary Hope Villela <maryhope100@gmail.com>
Subject: Vote No on Plan Update
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:32:41 AM PDT
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Dear Mrs. Bill- de la Peña:
I have voted for you in every council race that you’ve been on the ballot because I
believed that you were in favor of slow growth in Thousand Oaks. Please vote
NO on the massive increase in housing units recommended by the city consultant
and pushed for by out-of-town developers. If you need to add units required by
the state, start with revamping The Oaks mall and the Janss mall areas.
We are counting on you.
Sincerely,
Mary P. Villela
Newbury Park
maryhope100@gmail.com
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Mountain Ridgeline Rule
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:55:27 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net>
Subject: Mountain Ridgeline Rule
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:54:51 AM PDT
To: Claudia Bill-de la Peña <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Hi,
Please adopt this Guideline for the Development Plan.
The Mountain Ridgeline Rule basically states no new building construction will
block the view of the mountains from T. O. blvd. or the 101 Freeway.
This can be accomplished in some cases by moving the taller buildings back from
the streets.
Thank you,
Gary
Gary and Cathy Raymond
2406 Sirius St.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
glraymond@earthlink.net
H 805-492-5858
C 213-509-8347
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Slow growth for Conejo Valley
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:56:28 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Scott Gold <ssgold85@gmail.com>
Subject: Slow growth for Conejo Valley
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:55:43 AM PDT
To: Claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Hi my name is Scott Gold. My parents bought a new home in Simi Valley in 1962
when I was just 4 years old. Living in North Hollywood at the time, my dad said
all his freinds were asking him why are you moving all the way out to Simi. It is
for this reason my wife and I bought a home in Thousand oaks. We love how
there is so much open space. We don't mind growth but within reason. Traffic and
crime are a big concern if ours. I would ask that you would think about that when
voting on the housing initiative. Thank you for your time.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
5275 Leesburg Pike
MS-ES
Falls Church, Virginia 22041
June 1, 2020

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/AES/DBTS/BGMTS/072628
Mark Towne, Director
Community Development Department
City of Thousand Oaks
2100 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard
Thousand Oaks, California 91362
Dear Mr. Towne,
The information below pertains to a 36-acre undeveloped parcel of land located south of the
Ventura Freeway Route 101 and north of Michael Drive, in the City of Thousand Oaks,
California. The current property owner, Mr. Shawn Moradian (Mason Partners, LLC), requested
written correspondence from the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NWI) to the City of
Thousand Oaks describing the current state of the wetland on the property. Specifically, the
landowner asked that the spatial information on the NWI Wetlands Mapper be updated to better
represent current ground conditions. In addition, Mr. Moradian expressed the need for clarity on
how wetlands located on the Mapper factor into federal and state determinations of jurisdictional
wetlands under the Clean Water Act.
The most recent update to the NWI Mapper for this parcel used high resolution color infrared
imagery from 2002. The onscreen image interpretation was completed at a scale of 1:8,000 to~
1:12,000. Comparing the 2002 imagery on the Mapper with present-day images clearly shows
significant changes on the ground. Determining the factors behind these changes is not part of
the NWI update process, and any perceived wetland loss should be investigated by those with
the authority to do so at the local, county, state or federal level.
As a result of this inquiry, NWI has redefined the boundary of wetlands on this parcel using the
latest 2018 high resolution satellite imagery. The NWI wetland defined area has been reduced
from approximately 36 acres, down to five (5) acres. Please review the attached map that
provides both previous and current representations of the wetland area.
Federal regulation of the Nation’s wetlands and waterways is administered by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) only.
The agencies are known to use the NWI Mapper to inform their decision-making process.
However, the National Wetlands Inventory Program and its geospatial data are not related to
Federal jurisdictional wetland determinations. Therefore, any wetland information provided by
the Mapper should be used for larger landscape 10
scale natural resource analysis or as
supplemental information to help guide field assessments. In addition, the NWI geospatial data

should be confirmed by onsite delineation conducted by a licensed wetland expert.
Thank you for your continued interest in wetland conservation and striking a balance between
local economic demands and the general public’s desire to maintain our natural resources for
future generations.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Phinney PhD
Chief, Branch of Geospatial Mapping and
Technical Services, Ecological Services
cc:

Shawn Moradian (Moradian Partners, LLC)
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USFWS NWI Update to
Undeveloped Parcel of Land
Current property owner:
Mason Partners LLC - Shawn Moradian
Location: South of the Ventura Freeway Route 101 and just
north of Michael Drive, in the city of Thousand Oaks California
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Contact: Herb Bergquist - NWI Field Operations Team Lead
300 Westgate Center Drive, Hadely MA 01035
email: h_bergquist@fws.gov phone: 413-253-8621

_
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Mason Partners LLC
(36 Acre Land Parcel)

Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin,
USGS, Intermap,

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd:
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 11:23:00 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Joyce Jones <genejoyce@msn.com>
Date: May 25, 2021 at 11:20:16 AM PDT
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com, "ejones@toaks.org
kmcnamee@toaks.org bengler@toaks.org aadam"@toaks.org
       Dear Councilpersons,
       I am writing in regards to the proposed General Plan. While I realize the need
for more housing
       in our Conejo Valley, I ask you to consider not putting apartments or condos
where the old Baxter
       Building is. The current traffic at Thousand Oaks Blvd. and Westlake Blvd is
always congested. At
       times the cross traffic on Thousand Oaks Blvd. backs up into the intersection
going West. I believe
       there should have been a right turn lane from T.O. Blvd to go North onto
Westlake Blvd.
       If housing were added in the proposed area, the traffic to get to the freeway
from Westlake Blvd. would
       be awful.
       I live on Deep Wood Dr. just off of Westlake Blvd. (North Ranch) At
certain times of the day, the
       traffic is so bad trying to go from Deep Wood onto Westlake Blvd. toward
Thousand Oaks Blvd
       that it is extremely dangerous, as everyone is driving very fast.
13

i     I am concerned that if any multi family units are put into that area the added
traffic congestion will
        be just to much for that intersection, let alone in an emergency.
        Thank you for your consideration.
        Sincerely,
        Joyce N. Jones
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: SLOW GROWTH
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 11:23:23 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Christina Lindsey Orta <clorta@hotmail.com>
Subject: SLOW GROWTH
Date: May 25, 2021 at 11:22:17 AM PDT
To: "claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com" <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Please find a plan that better addresses the needs of all TO residents and business
owners. This high density plan does not.
Christina Lindsey Orta, CFP®
clorta@hotmail.com
805.990.8406
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: SLOW GROWTH PLEASE!
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 11:25:56 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Bert Rivera <bert@hotshield.com>
Subject: SLOW GROWTH PLEASE!
Date: May 25, 2021 at 11:25:22 AM PDT
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Claudia, you ran on a platform of slow growth; to combat the density of our
beautiful community. Please keep your promises. 23,000 unit developments put
forth by a consultant that doesn’t even live here???? Not AT ALL WHAT WE
WANT.
Please go back to the table and come up with a plan that meets the needs of the
community and is supported by the people.
Respectfully,
Bert Rivera
4515 Calle Brisa, Camarillo CA 93012
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: General Plan
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 11:35:42 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Annette Hauth <anniehauth@hotmail.com>
Subject: General Plan
Date: May 25, 2021 at 11:31:38 AM PDT
To: Claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Dear City Council Mayor Claudia,
Please vote NO on the Thousand Oaks General Plan.
I remember that you campaigned on supporting slow growth initiatives. Please
follow through on your campaign promises. Thank you!
Sent by
Annette Hauth
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Opposed to Changes of the General Plan
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 11:37:47 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: sherry kempster <sskempster@yahoo.com>
Subject: Opposed to Changes of the General Plan
Date: May 25, 2021 at 11:37:06 AM PDT
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Dear Claudia Bill-de La Pena,
Our family of four moved to Newbury Park 24 years ago and we are all ADAMANTLY OPPOSED to the City Council
making changes to the proposed amendments in the General Plan. We love and support slow growth; open space; the
SOAR initiative, and the “ring of green.” Our reasons we oppose the changes are as follows:
Increased gridlock on escape routes during emergency evacuations; increased traffic, noise, air pollution and
congestion on already overcrowded city streets/freeways; parking problems; the proposed housing units are not
“affordable”; concentrated housing without plans for parks, schools, libraries, and no designated areas of “open space.”
Furthermore, we are appalled by the “survey” provided for input on changes to the General Plan. It was deeply flawed
and didn’t accurately reflect input from existing residents. Anyone (including non-residents) could have filled out that
form over and over again saying they were for the proposed changes. All residents of Thousand Oaks who paid taxes
for the $1.6 million cost for the urban development firm to design a new look for the city should have had a say in
whether or not they want these changes in their city, not non-residents.
The following is what we want and support : NO zoning changes south of the 101 freeway in Newbury Park and the
Borchard Wetlands - keep the zoning to single family homes; repurpose The Oaks, Jann’s Mall, The Lakes, and
established commercial properties which already have viable ingress in place.
Thank you,
The Kempsters

Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: General Plan
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 11:47:41 AM

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

Begin forwarded message:
From: Donna Warfield <donnamwarfield@gmail.com>
Subject: General Plan
Date: May 25, 2021 at 11:46:10 AM PDT
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
D
 ear Councilwoman De La Pena,
One of the primary goals of a Council Person is to vote
according to the will of We the People, the very
constituents that put you in your position. Ms. De La
Pena, you campaigned as a SLOW GROWTH
ADVOCATE! One of the talking points that got you
elected was SLOW GROWTH! How could you now be
voting for a General Plan that is the complete opposite of
SLOW GROWTH? Were you lying or are you in the
developer’s pockets? Ms. De La Pena, we beseech you
to live up to the promise you made as a SLOW
GROWTH ADVOCATE!
If you continue to follow the developers and not the
people who put you in office, We the People will not
forget!
Sincerely,
Doug and Donna Warfield
Newbury Park
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: SLOW GROWTH
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 12:12:35 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: nicolle holland <hollandnicolle4@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 25, 2021 at 11:59
Subject: SLOW GROWTH
To: <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Dear Mayor Claudia,
Please remember your campaign promises for slow growth in T.O. You were elected on this
promise and hope you can keep your promise to those who voted for you. We implore you to
keep your eye's on protecting the community from an explosion of development and how it
will broadly impact our community and the communities around us. We stand behind you
according to your own words for slow growth and email slogan. Thank you for serving your
community and standing firm on promises made - promises kept.
Best Wishes,
NiColle Holland
-Claudia Bill-de la Peña
Mayor, City of Thousand Oaks

805.449.2103
Biography
Website
Twitter
Facebook
Instagram

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

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Slow Growth
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 12:13:19 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Douglas Davis <amigoyougo@hotmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 25, 2021 at 12:00
Subject: Slow Growth
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Please remember you ran on slow growth, we need you to keep your campaign
promises and only worry about the 8-year plan, not the reduced 23,000-unit
developments put forth by a consultant that doesn’t even live here. Please go
back to the table and come up with a plan that meets the needs of the
community and is supported by the people you represent.

Douglas Davis

--

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

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

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Slow Growth
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 12:25:37 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Karen <thoughtfullady@yahoo.com>
Date: Tue, May 25, 2021 at 12:20
Subject: Slow Growth
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Dear Mayor Bill-Dela Pena,
I know you have said you favor slow growth, and it is even in your email address. But your
votes don't seem to match what you advocate. Please vote in accordance with the
community's desire to keep growth slow in Thousand Oaks. We don't need to greatly increase
traffic in the already congested 101 freeway. Even driving around at lunch time is getting
congested. I can't imagine what having high density housing here will do to our peaceful way
of life.
Thank you for listening.
Karen, resident
Thousand Oaks
--

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

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

Cyndi Rodriguez
City Clerk"s Office
FW: City Council Letter for Circulation
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 1:10:35 PM
Janss Marketplace Land Use Designation Letter 052521.pdf

Supplemental
Cynthia M. Rodriguez, MMC
City Clerk
City of Thousand Oaks
(805) 449-2166
crodriguez@toaks.org

From: Andrew Powers
Sent: Tuesday, May 25, 2021 10:17 AM
To: Tracy Noonan <TNoonan@toaks.org>; Cyndi Rodriguez <CRodriguez@toaks.org>; Kelvin Parker
<KParker@toaks.org>
Subject: Fwd: City Council Letter for Circulation
For the green packet

Begin forwarded message:
From: Sandy Sigal <ssigal@newmarkmerrill.com>
Date: May 25, 2021 at 10:04:31 AM MST
To: Andrew Powers <APowers@toaks.org>
Subject: City Council Letter for Circulation

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.

Andrew – attached is the letter we are circulating on our views of the designations for
Janss Marketplace. I hope this is helpful.
Sandy
Sanford D. Sigal
President and Chief Executive Officer
NewMark Merrill Companies
5850 Canoga Avenue, Suite 650
Woodland Hills, California 91367
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818-710-6100 Phone
ssigal@newmarkmerrill.com
www.newmarkmerrill.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Thousand Oaks General Plan
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 1:10:35 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: greggmcc <greggmcc@protonmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 25, 2021 at 12:41
Subject: Thousand Oaks General Plan
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Dear Mayor Bill-de la Pena,
Thank you for your service to our community,
I wanted to comment on the TO General Plan to be voted on today. I'd like to say that I'm
against the plan that crams in more than 30,000 new units in our city - which many believe is
completely built out already.
One of the main attractions of TO is the rural ambience, and this plan will change the nature of
our city forever.
The California population is decreasing, so who are the people that will be moving here? Is it
the homeless? LA County has purchased thousands of trailers for homeless that still sit
empty. Perhaps the new units are for illegal immigrants crossing the border each day - is this
who the units are for?
If there are 2 people per unit, we're looking at increasing the population in Thousand Oaks by
50%. That's a huge change in our community and a decision that should not be taken lightly.
I'm sure the majority of people in TO are against changing our community that drastically.
Please vote no.
Thank you.
Gregg McConnell

Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email.
--

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
Mayor, City of Thousand Oaks
805.449.2103
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Growth
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 1:24:13 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.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Jodi Gardiner <gardinersix@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, May 25, 2021 at 13:20
Subject: Growth
To: <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
It seems clear, after last weeks meeting that the community feels strongly about the following
things:
1. There is no need to rush a new plan or the number of housing units that are proposed.
This seems very clearly to be pushed by developers, not by the needs and wants of the
community. There is no rush, and during a pandemic it seems reckless to be pushing
ahead when we have no idea what post COVID life will be like. We clearly need to slow
down. Our community still wants slow growth.
2. There should be plenty of room for whatever housing needs come up if we allow and
encourage retail to build second stories as housing. We have tons of retail in our
community, there is no need to touch new land like the Borchard parcel. We just need to
use what we already have developed.
3. Heights over 35’ are unnecessary and unwanted. Nobody wants high or medium density
housing. Nobody wants housing over 35’, including the Borchard and KMart property.
Building any higher is only for the developer, at the price of the community. Once we
go higher we are on the way to urbanization, which was very clearly not wanted from
the meeting.  
You were voted in to protect the community, to represent the wants and needs of the
community. It is very clear what the community wants. Please uphold your duty to be a voice
for your community.
Thank you,
Jodi Gardiner
-Claudia Bill-de la Peña
Mayor, City of Thousand Oaks
805.449.2103
Biography
Website
Twitter
Facebook
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5/25/2021

Mail - General Plan - Outlook

Form Submission - Comment Form
Squarespace <form-submission@squarespace.info>
Tue 5/25/2021 11:36 AM
To: General Plan <GP@toaks.org>

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

Sent via form submission from Toaks2045
Name: Richard Miner
Email: richard.a.miner@gmail.com
Message: We do not want any of this proposed development. No multi- story buildings. No
apartments. Just a few single family homes, maybe. No more retail, office, or other commercial
building needed. Many complexes are 1/2 full. Do you hear the people of NP and TO. We do not want
any of this. You can not build on the vernal pools wetland. Stop allowing the owner to mow it all down
to twice a year. Leave it in it's natural state.
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5/25/2021

Mail - General Plan - Outlook

Form Submission - Comment Form
Squarespace <form-submission@squarespace.info>
Tue 5/25/2021 11:37 AM
To: General Plan <GP@toaks.org>

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

Sent via form submission from Toaks2045
Name: Robert Howe
Email: mongo805@gmail.com
Message: STOP THE GROWTH!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! LIMIT THE RESIDENTAL UNITS! I LIVE HERE FOR OVER 30
YEARS TO AVOID LIVING LIKE IN THE SAN FERNANDO CONCRETE VALLEY. MINIUM STATE REQUIRED
GROWTH ONLY. 2700 MORE UNITS ONLY.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: Slow Growth Promises
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 1:56:54 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: Sherri Coker <sherricoker@gmail.com>
Subject: Slow Growth Promises
Date: May 25, 2021 at 1:51:42 PM PDT
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com
Dear Ms. Bill-de la Pena,
As a concerned citizen of Thousand Oaks, I’m writing to ask you to keep your
campaign promises and limit growth in Thousand Oaks. So many of us love this
community because of it’s size and safety. You campaigned on the idea of slow
growth in the Conejo Valley which does not consist 23,000 unit developments
recommended by a consultant who does not reside in our community.
I am respectfully asking that you go back to the table and endorse a plan that is
about slow-growth, thus keeping your promises. Slow-growth is what this
community wants and needs.
Respectfully,
Sherri Coker

Kindly remind her that she ran on slow growth and that we need
her to keep her campaign promises and request she only worry
about the 8 year plan, not the reduced 23,000 unit
developments put forth by a consultant that doesn’t even live
here. claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com. Ask her to go back to the
table and come up with a plan that meets the needs of the
community and is supported by the people.

30

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña
City Clerk"s Office
Fwd: General Plan and zoning
Tuesday, May 25, 2021 1:59:01 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: Willie L <willardjlubka@gmail.com>
Subject: General Plan and zoning
Date: May 25, 2021 at 1:51:40 PM PDT
To: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com, bengler@toaks.org, Al Adam
<aadam@toaks.org>, ejones@toaks.org, kmcnamee@toaks.org,
citymanager@toaks.org
Reply-To: willardjlubka@gmail.com
Dear Mayor, Mayor Pro Tem, Council Members, and City Manager,
I am a 20 year resident of Thousand Oaks, a homeowner, small business owner,
voter, and parent. I'm also a volunteer with a local non-profit organization called
Buen Vecino, which is a part of the Conejo Unido coalition.
I support flexible mixed-use zoning as much as possible in our city, including at
locations like the Rancho Conejo/Borchard site, any other vacant land properties,
the village centers, the K-Mart site, and the Janss Marketplace district. I urge you
to prioritize opportunities for development of more affordable housing. People
who perform services vital to everyone in Thousand Oaks who are paid low
wages generally have three options for housing. They can apply for an affordable
rental at a facility such as Many Mansions, get on a long waiting list, and figure out
how to survive in the meantime. They can commute from far away, which means
their children are not in our schools and their paychecks do not go into the city's
economy. Or, they can sublet bedrooms in their homes, which causes crowded,
unhealthy conditions. The housing issue is leading to a shortage of workers. One
way to address this issue would be to adopt a higher minimum wage in the city. I
hope you will consider that in the future.
But with the focus now on the General Plan and zoning, I urge you to commit the
city more than ever to supporting and enabling additional low income housing.
Expand our engagement with organizations like Many Mansions, the Housing
Trust Fund of Ventura County, and others like them. Approve zoning that is as
flexible as possible in all areas where there are realistic opportunities for housing
development. Adopt an inclusionary housing ordinance. This path for our future
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will bring greater vitality, economic activity, cultural richness, equity, and
inclusion to our community. Our city should not be like an airliner with an
exclusive first class cabin and no seats available for passengers in coach. Please
set a wise course that recognizes the value, worth, and dignity of all who live and
work here.
Thanks to each of you for your service and dedication.
Sincerely,
Willie Lubka
805-218-1189
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TO COUNCIL: 05/25/2021
MEETING DATE: 05/25/2021
Name (Optional)

City

John Villela

Newbury Park

Item #

Comment

6

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

I am in favor of building Newbury Park
Milt Frugoli
Thousand Oaks

9A
9A

N/A
Opposed

Comments on land use.
I am strongly opposed to this General Plan. It goes against what Thousand Oaks has always represented. It does not comply with Measure E.
Stay strong and stick up for the things we love about Thousand Oaks.
This plan is way too much change and development! I watched The Valley and Orange County be ruined. Don’t put your name on the downfall of Thousand Oaks.

Lee Schaub‐Green

Newbury Park

9A

Opposed

We should increase housing in thousand oaks by any number greater then the state is requiring. We have only to look next door to the San Fernando Valley where I grew up. It's become an
ugly, dirty cement landscape filled with trash. And one that is highly risky from a crim perspective to walk in or own property in. Our section of the 101 is already way to often bogged down
with stop and go traffic and threatening to push several species of wildlife into extinction. There is no way adding 10x the housing required by the state can result in anything other than ruining
our city, communities, open spaces. There will be horrible and dangerous traffic, large increases in crime, great decreases in wildlife, and an uglification of the city streets and neighborhoods
benefitting only develops who will fill their pockets and the expense of the residents of our city.

Carl Turnbull

Newbury Park

9A

Opposed

Lisa Spiteri

Thousand Oaks

9A

Opposed

Part of the reason why Thousand Oaks/Newbury Park is desirable areas to live is the building restrictions that limited buildiing height, signiing, electrified signing, etc. Why does the city council
ignore some of the reasons that make out community special,
unlike adjacent areas?
DON'T RUIN T.O..AND NEWBURY PARK!!!
I live within the new zoning areas and I was not contacted regarding this new plan. It wasn't until two weeks ago that I received a letter about this. I have lived in the Conejo Valley of over 35
years and I don't support this type of growth. I was not contacted and given a clear picture of what the city of Thousand Oaks is looking at doing. In addition I was not able to give to my
feedback and opinion on the plans. And I LIVE in the area of the proposed development.

Carrie Mahan

Newbury Park

9A

Opposed

I believe that, in order to resolve this matter, the residents of the Newbury Park district of the City of Thousand Oaks should be able to vote in a special referendum concerning the proposed
development in our district. I would also like the council to address whether or not there has been an environmental impact report and/or studies on the flood plain. There should also be traffic
studies to determine the impact of increased traffic passing Earths elementary school and Sequoia middle school. I strongly believe that the council should postpone any vote on the general
plan until these actions are completed.

Sherry Kempster

Newbury Park

9A

Opposed

Dear City Council Member,
Our family of four moved to Newbury Park 24 years ago and we are all ADAMANTLY OPPOSED to the City Council making changes to the proposed amendments in the General Plan. We support
slow growth; open space; the SOAR initiative, and the “ring of green.” Our reasons we oppose the changes are as follows:
Increased gridlock on escape routes during emergency evacuations; increased traffic, noise, air pollution and congestion on already overcrowded city streets/freeways; parking problems; the
proposed housing units are not “affordable”; concentrated housing without plans for parks, schools, libraries, and no designated areas of “open space.”
Furthermore, we are appalled by the “survey” provided for input on changes to the General Plan. It was deeply flawed and didn’t accurately reflect input from existing residents. Anyone
(including non‐residents) could have filled out that form over and over again saying they were for the proposed changes. All residents of Thousand Oaks who paid taxes for the $1.6 million cost
for the urban development firm to design a new look for the city should have had a say in whether or not they want these changes in their city, not non‐residents.
The following is what we want : NO zoning changes south of the 101 freeway in Newbury Park and the Borchard Wetlands ‐ keep the zoning to single family homes; repurpose The Oaks, Jann’s
Mall, The Lakes, and established commercial properties which already have viable ingress in place.
Thank you,
The Kempsters

Ricardo Zucca

Thousand Oaks

9A

Opposed

Favores developers while ignoring the wishes of the residents. Needs major rework.

I am strongly opposed to building anything in this wetland area. We do not need more housing, we do not need more strip malls, we do not need the added traffic, how about focusing
attention on your failed strip mall at the Lakes
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Name (Optional)

City

Darcey Lober

Camarillo

9A

In favor/
Opposed
N/A

Phil Hof

Thousand Oaks

9A

Opposed

The premise of the alleged need for ANY plan update (regardless of which flavor of overdevelopment is passed) is faulty.
The presumed need to handle new growth is not supported by recent facts. The population growth of California has virtually stopped, and many analysts believe this is a new plateau, and is
not COVID related. The latest census confirmed this is not a temporary "glitch" but has been sustained over the last ten years.
The only "need" for new housing is from developers who want to continue the boom‐era growth that is no longer needed or wanted in the Conejo Valley.
It's time to slow this roll over the cliff. Choosing paint colors (plan alternatives) when the foundation (presumed population growth) is cracking is both irresponsible and destructive.
Start over, with plans that recognize the new population growth (or lack of it) before giving in to building industry lobbyists and money. They didn't elect you, WE DID.
Thank you for listening.

Thousand Oaks

9A

Opposed

Thousand Oaks

9A

N/A

I request that this item be put to a public vote and the reasons are: If, as it has been said, that the 81,124 units will never be built, why is that number included in the General Plan? Why crowd
housing and new but empty shops on T.O. Blvd, or anywhere, when it will cause gridlock and people will avoid shopping there? Where will the water come from for all these new houses and
shops when we all of Calif. is in an extreme drought condition?
We have lived in Thousand Oaks since 1970. I have attended many General Plan meetings, both in person & virtual. I support building housing in the village center concept which will encourage
walking & biking within neighborhoods. I oppose new housing along the 101 & T.O Blvd. This is a social justice issue as those areas get so much air & noise pollution from the 101 and current
very heavy car traffic on T.O Blvd. We need more truly affordable housing so young families, our teachers, nurses, & minimum wage earners can live in the city where they work.

Mary Freed

Item #

Comment
As a twenty year resident of Thosand Oak, now living in Camarillo, I would like the City Council to ensure that all increased housing provides the community benefits we value most without the
negative impacts that could damage our quality of life, for example:
Limit changes to those that are needed now to meet California affordable housing mandates for 2021‐2029, rather than locking in major changes for 25 years. (YES to managed slow growth; NO
to overtaxed roads, sewers, and other infrastructure; NO to water scarcity.)
Protect and preserve our oaks, heritage trees, and all open space. (YES to abundant natural green space.)
Preserve the semi‐rural character of our community and maintain 35‐foot tall (3‐story) maximum height limits along Thousand Oaks Blvd. (NO to 75‐foot tall (7‐story high) 'Industrial Flex' and
'Commercial Regional' buildings and NO to 58‐foot tall (5 to 6‐story high) 'Mixed‐Use Medium' buildings on T.O. Blvd., especially near already impacted intersections, like Westlake and
Thousand Oaks Blvds., that block mountain views and create shadowed, concrete canyons devoid of ancient trees and abundant natural green space; NO to more high‐end retail that will
expand store‐front vacancies as more people shop online & work from home.)
Revitalize existing & vacant commercial space rather than building more. (YES to Village Centers; NO to overdevelopment on T.O. Blvd.)
Create ease of mobility and accessibility to routinely‐needed goods and services. (YES to Village Centers connected by public transit; YES to protected bike and walking lanes, & to reduced
speed, increased safety, and limited pass‐through travel on city and neighborhood streets; NO to traffic and parking congestion, and the resulting pollution, on T.O. Blvd.; NO to overflow
parking in neighborhoods.)
Require developers to include a specified percentage of units that are actually affordable in every new housing complex, so our adult children and seniors can remain in our community and
close to family. (YES to equity‐building condos and townhomes; YES to an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance; NO to more overpriced, luxury apartments.)
Evaluate cumulative planning impacts to ensure all residents can evacuate quickly and safely in an emergency (NO to 75‐foot tall (7‐story high) buildings and NO to traffic and parking
congestion on T.O. Blvd., especially at already impacted intersections; NO to overflow parking in neighborhoods; NO to dangerous gridlock in disaster conditions.)
Establish and implement building standards that reduce the health and safety risks of rising heat and worsening drought, water scarcity, and wildfires resulting from climate pollution ... by
requiring all new buildings to be all‐electric and to install solar panels, EV‐charging, battery storage, and greywater re‐use systems for improved community resilience and uninterrupted power
during blackouts.
We depend on you to protect the future quality of life here. Please do the right thing. And especially don’t allow builing in the flood plain next to the 101 Frwy. between Borchard Rd and
Wendy Drive in Newbury Park.
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Name (Optional)

City

Elizabeth Dee

Thousand Oaks

Ocatillo Ave Neighbor

Patricia Ramsell

Item #

Comment

9A

In favor/
Opposed
In favor

Newbury Park

9A

Opposed

We have lived in Newbury Park for the last 15 years plus and have come to enjoy the existing balance of open area, housing and mixed use developments. I appreciate there are certain
requirements the city is trying to move forward as to expansion but the current means by which to get there, especially South of the 101, are NOT the answer.
1. Our family, our children and our neighbors are highly opposed to the development in the floodwater basin off of Borchard and the 101. This is not the right place to pursue development. The
existing infrastructure does not support it, period!
2. Our family, our children and our neighbors are also highly opposed to the development plans being considered at the corner of Newbury Road and Kelly. Again, the infrastructure in the
existing area does not support it whether you're considering traffic, schools and/or parks.
During the past year we have watched, heart broken, as some of our most favorite businesses went out due to COVID restrictions. This has led to an abundance of empty buildings.

Newbury Park

9A

Opposed

We opposed both the developments being considered.
1. The floodwaters area at Borchard and the 101, and
2. The hotel and apartment housing being considered at the corner of Newbury Road & Kelly Road.
As to #2, my family and I attended an information session held at Old Conejo school. The gentleman there was a representative hired by the developer to field questions. We were quite
disenchanted to hear the responses.
There is alot of incorrect information, people thinking a hotel was not approved and then found out at this meeting it was going forward as planned. Why do we need another hotel? We
already have 6 within a few square miles and the Marriott Extended Stay has evolved into a problem spot with drug deals and prostitution taking place practically in our backyards. The police
are called there quite regularly which can be tracked on apps and pulling reports from the police department. Who is really managing what is going on there and the city wants to put ANOTHER
hotel, right next door?? What hotel do they want to put in? The hotels in our area already include the Palm Garden Hotel, La Quinta, Hampton Inn & Suites, Motel 6 AND the TownePlace Suites.
In addition, many businesses in the area are still adjusting their practice in light of COVID and are adopting new ways of working, doing more Zoom meetings and the like, so what do we REALLY
expect in terms of demand for hotel space in the coming years??
Schools. Manzanita closed many years ago and the children in the neighborhood were rezoned. Our daughter was rezoned to an elementary school 3.5 miles away and the option to bus was
not even offered, apparently that's preserved for folks living north of the 101. Where will the new students be going to school? When we asked this question of the developer's spokesperson
May 15th, he said CVUSD reported that student population numbers were going down. Really?? I imagine they were ONLY looking at numbers during this last year during COVID which would be
incredibly skewed.
Open space/Parks. My 11 year daughter asked why there wasn't a park in the drawings for this development. Their response was that the developer approached Conejo Parks & Rec with an
offer to provide space for a park and that Conejo Parks & Rec declined because they did not have the resources to maintain another park. Seriously?
A. The city can require the developer to include green space for a park and that they maintain it. Why aren't they?
B. The only park serving the surrounding neighborhoods is Gateway Park, which the city actually shrunk a few years back to build a French drain system to accommodate the flooding that
occurs on Michael with heavy rains. It was a bandaid on a bigger problem and people may have forgotten but it's proof we are not set up to accommodate new large housing developments.
My daughter continues to point out that our park doesn't even have a swingset however as it's the only park serving a a number of neighborhoods, you can almost always count on seeing
families using it... are we intended to absorb all of the add'l overflow that will come from the developments that are going to bookend this park?
Low Income Housing. It was shared at the same meeting that only 11% of the new apartments will be allocated to low income families, while the rest will be rented at cost for our area. Is this
true? We were led to believe initially that the entire development would be low income housing, which led to the question what does low income mean? We love our neighborhood, it's
generally safe, there are few places that I have to tell my daughter not to walk due to a questionable element. What is the true schematic as to how the space is being used?
Lastly, we have so many businesses that have gone under due to COVID, with alot of empty store fronts and buildings. Isn't there a way to repurpose those areas before we turn to developing
existing open space? Keep our city beautiful and open.

Thousand Oaks

9A

Opposed

Limit additional units to what is required by the state at 2000+ . Do not approve 20000+ additions to the plan. No to buildings above 3 stories. These decisions should have to have approval of
the residents of T.O.

As a retired high school counselor I know that many of my students want to come back to their community after College but they are unable to afford the high housing prices in the Conejo
Valley
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Name (Optional)

City

Kat Selm

Thousand Oaks

Item #
9A

In favor/
Opposed
N/A

Comment
I would like to recommend that the council approve the addition of mixed‐use options in all the village centers, and commit to keeping this designation in the Janss Marketplace and Oaks Mall.
Distributing a diversity of housing types throughout the city can help contribute to a more affordable housing stock; create anchor points for walking, cycling and public transit in areas near
where the majority of people already live, so more residents can accomplish daily errands without driving; 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 evacuations during disaster situations; and revitalize existing,
aging and vacant commercial retail space to best advantage. Please consider mixed use in all the village centers. Thank you for your consideration.
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