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Agenda Related Items
Meeting of October 25, 2021
Supplemental Information:
Any agenda related public documents received and distributed to a majority of the Planning Commission after
the Agenda Packet is printed are included in Supplemental Packets. Supplemental Packets are produced as
needed, typically they are distributed on the Thursday or Friday preceding the Planning Commission meeting
and/or on Monday before the meeting. Supplemental Packets produced on Thursday or Friday are available
for public inspection in the Community Development Department, 2100 E. Thousand Oaks Boulevard, during
normal business hours (main location pursuant to the Brown Act, G.C. 54957.5(2). All Supplemental Packets
are available for public review at the Planning Commission meeting in the Andrew P. Fox City Council Chambers, 2100 E. Thousand Oaks Boulevard.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA):
In compliance with the ADA, if you need special assistance to participate in this meeting or other services in
conjunction with this meeting, please contact the Community Development Department at (805) 449-2500.
Assisted listening devices are available at this meeting. Ask Community Development staff if you desire to
use this device. Upon request, the agenda and documents in this agenda packet, can be made available in
appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability. Notification at least 48 hours prior to the meeting
or time when services are needed will assist City staff in assuring reasonable arrangements can be made to
provide accessibility to the meeting or service.

To:

Planning Commission

From:

Steve Kearns, Planning Division Manager for
Kelvin Parker, Community Development Director

Date:

October 25, 2021

Subject:

Regarding Item 07A LU 2019-70504; LD 2020-70272; DAGR 2020-70273; ZC 202070275; SP 2020-70276; DP 2020-70277; OTP 2020-70278; LTP 2021-70289; and
MND 2020-70279 – Additional Correspondence

Attached is correspondence from the public received subsequent to the printing of the Agenda
Packet

CDD:420-46\H:COMMON\Planning Commission\Agenda Packet\2021\10-25-2021.docx

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Community Development Department
Lori Goor
Nizar Slim; Stephen Kearns
FW: October 25 Planning Commission meeting - Agenda Item 7A Daylight Thousand Oaks, LLC
Monday, October 25, 2021 11:26:00 AM

From: rawitt@verizon.net <rawitt@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, October 25, 2021 11:15 AM
To: Community Development Department <CommunityDevelopment@toaks.org>
Subject: October 25 Planning Commission meeting - Agenda Item 7A Daylight Thousand Oaks, LLC
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 see letter below submitted on behalf of the Conejo Climate Coalition regarding Agenda Item 7A,
Daylight Thousand Oaks, LLC for distribution to the Thousand Oaks Planning Commission.

Thousand Oaks Community Development Department
2100 Thousand Oaks Blvd.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362

October 25, 2021

While the Conejo Climate Coalition commends representatives of the Daylight Apartments
project for their outreach to the Thousand Oaks community, including meeting with
members of CCC, the project is not designed for a city and world oriented toward climate
change solutions. Minimum design inclusions such as “water-efficient fixtures and
landscaping; energy-efficient heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems; roof
overhangs to provide solar shading; and drip irrigation”, have been common features for
years and do not make this a sustainable building project.
In the 141 page Attachment 10, “Mitigated Negative Declaration”, multiple pages are
devoted to Greenhouse Gas Emissions yet, despite acknowledgement of the City of
Thousand Oaks’ CEAP, the project proponents fail to list readily available data that 20% of
the City’s GHG emissions are from natural gas (connections in buildings) and 62% are from
transportation.   
In meeting with the project representatives, the Conejo Climate Coalition advocated for
forward-looking, climate-safe building strategies including the elimination of gas usage as
an energy source, and it is perplexing why this project fails to address this key impediment
to sustainable building. In addition to the obvious climate impacts, children growing up in
homes where cooking is done on gas stoves are 42% more likely to have asthma
symptoms. Gas infrastructure also increases the risk of fires, especially in earthquake and
wildfire-prone regions. And from a financial perspective, building all-electric reduces
developers’ construction costs by cutting expensive dual-energy piping infrastructure, while
energy-efficient electric appliances also contribute to more affordable utility bills for both
residents and businesses.
50 California cities have moved to electrification of new buildings, yet this proposal
continues to include gas infrastructure despite acknowledgement of gas pollutants’
contribution to climate destabilization and its health impacts on residents of the
project: “Operational Emissions: Operation of the project would generate criteria air
pollutant emissions associated with area sources (i.e., fireplaces, architectural coatings,
consumer products, and landscaping equipment), energy sources (i.e., use of natural gas
for space and water heating and cooking), and mobile sources (i.e., vehicle trips to
and from the project site”. And the impact: “Would the project expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations? Sensitive receptors are members of the
population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children
under 14, elderly over 65, persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise, and
people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. The closest sensitive
receptors to the project site include multi-family residences approximately 30 feet south of
the project site.”
Enhanced energy resilience and efficiency would be achieved by combining an all-electric
building with solar panels and batteries. Solar panels are referenced in the project
documents yet multiple conflicting statements are noted, including as follows: Page
51 states a requirement for solar panels: “The project would be required to comply with
Section 150.1(b) 14 of the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which mandates all
new City of Thousand Oaks Daylight Apartments 52 residential uses under three stories
must install photovoltaic (PV) solar panels that generate an amount of electricity
equal to expected electricity usage.”

Yet page 69 of the Declaration states that solar panels will not be installed: “Photovoltaic
Solar System. Although Section 150.1(b)14 of the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards requires all new residential uses under three stories must install PV solar panels
that generate an amount of electricity equal to expected electricity usage, the project’s
site plans do not include on-site PV solar panels. Therefore, it was not assumed that
the project’s electricity usage would be supplied by any PV solar panels.”
Referencing apartment and hotel parking, the plan does cite “spaces” for electric vehicle
charging, however it does not state that EV charging infrastructure will in fact be
constructed. And, again, with a state requirement that bans new gasoline-powered car
sales by 2035, the number of EV parking spaces for both the apartments and hotel is
totally inadequate.
Page 20 states, “The project would include subterranean and at-grade parking areas with a
total of 554 parking spaces, which is 21 spaces more than required by the City. The
subterranean parking area would include 277 spaces and the surface parking area would
include 277 spaces. The subterranean parking area would be exclusively used by
apartment tenants. Of the 554 parking spaces, 21 would be Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) compliant, which is three more ADA spaces than required. Additionally, hotel
parking would include 10 “spaces” for electric vehicle charging and apartment
parking would include 41 electric vehicle charging “spaces”..
The City of Thousand Oaks continues to face ongoing severe drought and water scarcity
challenges. This project provides a crucial opportunity to install a greywater reuse system
for irrigation now, rather than requiring an expensive retrofit at a later date. Why isn’t this
water conservation measure required by this project?
In evaluating this project purely from a financial standpoint, by neglecting to include the
above-noted water and energy-efficiency upgrades, it is apparent that, as proposed, this
building will be more expensive to build and operate, and less desirable for renters who
expect either a healthy, pollutant-free living environment or amenities that make it easy and
convenient to charge electric vehicles, bikes and scooters. Future renters will be burdened
with higher gas utility bills as gas declines in usage and stranded gas fees are spread over
a declining customer base. At a future date, the owner of the property will be forced to
retrofit the building for electrification (a process which is significantly more expensive postconstruction than during construction), and again these costs will be added to rental fees
(not to mention the preventable disruption to tenants’ lives). Why not implement these
essential amenities NOW at a lower cost?
What is most disturbing about this report is the final determination by the City’s Community
Development Department: “I find that although the proposed project could have a
significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case
because revisions to the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.
A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.” Again going back to the
City’s own data that 62% of GHG emissions are produced from transportation and 20%
from natural gas use in housing, approval of this project as proposed will definitely result in
significant, mitigatable environmental impacts to Thousand Oaks’ residents in the form of
degraded air quality, increasing health risks, decreasing water supply, and accelerating
climate instability, and the City is missing a critical opportunity, and obligation, by failing to
require available mitigation steps NOW.

Sincerely,

Faith Grant
Rose Ann Witt
Co-Founders
Conejo Climate Coalition

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Community Development Department
Lori Goor
Stephen Kearns; Nizar Slim
FW: Public Comments submittal from Wm Maple on Timber School/Daylight Site Development
Monday, October 25, 2021 11:55:11 AM
Timber School-History.pdf

From: William Maple <wmaple@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, October 25, 2021 11:52 AM
To: Community Development Department <CommunityDevelopment@toaks.org>
Subject: Public Comments submittal from Wm Maple on Timber School/Daylight Site Development
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Sirs:
I would like to incorporate the attached pdf document for tonights meeting record for the discussion
of the development by Daylight Thousand Oaks, LLC of the property surrounding the Timber School
and Auditorium Landmarks.
Sincerely,

William Maple
241 Marjori Ave.
Newbury Park, CA 91320-4023
(805) 750-7636
wmaple@icloud.com

City #12: Former Timber School House and Timber School
Auditorium (Designated Landmarks by Ventura County and
Thousand Oaks Cultural Heritage Boards 2004)

Timber School Budget 1925 - 1926

Maggie Parker and Students – January 1930

Maggie Parker and Students – January 1930

Maggie Parker and Students – January 1930

Maggie Parker and Students – January 1930

Maggie Parker and Students – January 1930

1938

Two Teachers and Their Students - 1939

Class of 1947

Timber School From the Back - 1920s

Rear of School View - May, 1964

Timber School – Front 1942

Timber School – From the Back - 1942

Lunch Pavilion and Tank House - 1942

Timber School Auditorium
Added in 1949

Timber School 2nd Grade – 1957 -1958 (T.O. incorporated in 1964)

Timber School is the
Oldest Remaining Public Structure in the Conejo Valley

COMMENDATION IN HONOR OF
TIMBER SCHOOL
90 TH ANNIVERSARY
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,
WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

CONEJO SCHOOL located at the northwest corner of present day
Westlake Boulevard and Hampshire Road was Conejo Valley’s first school
site; and
TIMBER SCHOOL, the Conejo Valley’s “original framed building,
was conceived ten years after Conejo School was built in 1877, by concerned
citizens when they recognized the need for another school in the western end
of the valley; and
In December 1888, Cecil Haigh sold two acres of his land for $50.00
for a school site; the building was completed in 1889, and designed as one
room with two smaller anterooms; and
Around 1921, the 1889 schoolhouse was condemned and the need arose
for another structure; a school bond election was held in order to raise funds
for a new building to be built on the original site; and
Timber School House and Timber School Auditorium, respectively,
were constructed in 1924 and 1948 and are part of the current Conejo Valley
High School campus; and
Children of early Conejo Valley ranchers, including the Borchard,
Haigh, Hays, Kelley, Janss, and Olsen families, attended Timber School; and
Timber School is the oldest original school and public building in the
Conejo Valley; and
Timber School represents one of the few remaining two-room
schoolhouse structures of the Mission Revival architectural style in Ventura
County; and
Timber School was designed by Roy C. Wilson, the first licensed
architect in Ventura County who is credited with designing seven other
County landmarks; and
The school is of particular historic, cultural, and aesthetic
significance to the City of
Thousand Oaks, in which the cultural and social history of the community is
reflected; and
Former Timber School House and Timber School Auditorium were
designated by Thousand Oaks Cultural Heritage Board Resolution No. 3,
July 13, 2004 and are City of Thousand Oaks historical landmark # 12.
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NOW, THEREFORE, I, AL ADAM, Mayor of the City of Thousand Oaks, on behalf of the
entire City Council,
do hereby recognize
on its Anniversary.

TIMBER SCHOOL

ATTEST:
LINDA D. LAWRENCE
City Clerk
Dated this 6 th day of January, 2015

CITY OF THOUSAND OAKS
AL ADAM
Mayor

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Community Development Department
Lori Goor
Nizar Slim; Stephen Kearns
FW: Item 7A - Timber School Daylight application
Monday, October 25, 2021 12:01:34 PM

From: Rob Patterson <rwpatterson26@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 25, 2021 11:59 AM
To: Community Development Department <CommunityDevelopment@toaks.org>
Subject: Item 7A - Timber School Daylight application
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 Chair Buss and members of the planning commission,
On behalf of the homeowners that live on Galway Lane please DO NOT PASS the resolution as
presented by Daylight Thousand Oaks LLC. This current plan is not considerate of the existing
homeowners and will severely affect our families in a negative way. I have lived on Galway for 14
years and our neighbors are realtors, therapists, pilots, nurses, pastors, hairdressers, and business
men and women. Most have lived here for 10+ years. We are not opposed to the entire proposal,
but strongly recommend a few adaptations be made so this development doesn’t adversely affect
the surrounding community.
I recommend the commission implement the following changes to the proposal: All buildings
within 120ft of the Galway lane property line be restricted to 30 ft. Some of the buildings have
been brought into this compliance, but other buildings on the southern edge need to be modified as
well. This would prevent from having 4 story buildings windows peering down into our backyards.
To eliminate light and sound pollution that will come from having 228 residents and parking
touching our backyards, Daylight LLC must repair and increase the height of the existing retaining
wall. All parking lot lighting and exterior lighting needs to be installed at a lower height than this
wall. As a medium density housing neighborhood our parking is already tight and we cannot afford
to have apartment visitors parking on our already crowded street. Therefore, Daylight must
increase the parking spaces available per unit. This needs to not only cover the tenants, but to
accommodate the guests as well. Does the city want cars to line Newbury Rd. And E.Kelly Rd?
We also are aware that the property on East Kelly behind the Kohl’s shopping center is being
considered for development. The impact of this development needs to be taken in consideration
with any future additional developments. To add a significant apartment complex as proposed and
then do the same a mere 200 ft. Would be highly irresponsible by the planning commission. I would
also recommend the city reduce the number of total apartments to 200 but keep the same
number of parking spaces as planned.

This development process has been incredibly difficult for residents on Galway to have places where
our voice is heard. Daylight has made opportunities to see their existing plans, but there have not
been avenues to give feedback to them. The only encouragement is to make our voice heard at
public forums with sometimes only 5 days notice. These comments here and your response is our
neighborhoods only chance to be heard. I am lending my voice, but know that most residents agree
with my concerns, but cannot attend the meeting. Please do not destroy our neighborhood by
overcrowding this lot. We see many of the advantages of this proposal, but make the necessary
changes to build this part of the city in a way that goes in line with the existing neighborhoods.

~Robert Patterson
Galway Lane Resident
rwpatterson26@gmail.com

