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From: Sally Hibbitts <sjhibbitts@aol.com>
Date: November 25, 2021 at 15:13:33 PST
To: Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Claudia Bill de la Pena
<ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee <kmcnamee@toaks.org>, Al Adam <aadam@toaks.org>
Subject: Caruso Project at The Lakes
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Council Members,
We write you regarding Caruso’s new project at The Lakes and the gross neglect for any affordable AKA
“work force” housing. We are in agreement with many folks in our community that housing needs to
occur, but not to the detriment of our city policies and plans.
Thousand Oaks just went through an agonizing time earlier this year, entailing exorbitantly high staff
and consultant costs, then finally adopted a new General Plan. But, now here we are with one of the
first new major projects to fall under this plan…and it appears (based on Planning Commission
vote) that those policies will now be quickly ignored.
The primary issues are overall excessive height and the total absence of affordable housing. It’s like
Caruso is thumbing his nose at our community. He’s telling us, what we should do with our own land!
Caruso is trying to get everything on his terms….either we accept the newly negotiated land deal and
give him what he wants for his slick apartment project, or he's throwing in the towel and leaving town!
Well, we say good riddance! The City can do better without all of his over priced highly expensive
apartments and precarious land deal. If he wants this project, then where are the 75+ affordable units?
Where are the reduced building heights down to 4‐5 stories? Where are the protections for the native
trees? Where’s a better land deal?
This is not Caruso’s town, but OUR city! Let’s hope that the City Council heeds the concerns so ably
presented by Planning Commissioners Newman and Buss to reject this project. We were extremely
disappointed in the vote that Commissioner McMahon took as she seemed only to be concerned about
the height issue and not the lack of affordable units. We think this doesn’t quite align with Council
Member Engler’s support for more affordable units?
Please reject strongly the new Caruso gambit.
Sincerely,
Sally and Ken Hibbitts
Westlake Hills
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From: mckuhlman1 <mckuhlman1@aol.com>
Date: November 26, 2021 at 19:50:05 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>
Subject: CITY COUNCIL TO VOTE ON CARUSO'S 7 STORY APT BUILDING ON TUESDAY

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 don't vote to OK this 7 Story!
CITY COUNCIL TO VOTE ON CARUSO'S 7 STORY APT BUILDING ON TUESDAY.
I left the valley to give my family a country open space to breathe!!
DONT VOTE YES!
Marie Kuhlman
Mckuhlman1@aol.com
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From: Richard Fantauzzo <richardfantauzzo@gmail.com>
Date: November 27, 2021 at 03:39:42 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>
Subject: No on 7 story!

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.

WE need your wisdom to stop this drive towards “valley like”
construction.
R.A. Fantauzzo
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From: karen wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 10:54 AM
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>; Al Adam
<AAdam@toaks.org>; Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>; Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>; City
Clerk's Office <cityclerk@toaks.org>
Subject: Vote on Caruso should be delayed.
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.

Honorable Council Members,
I just found out City Staff just dropped an 1334 page report on the City Council over a holiday
weekend 5 days before they have to vote on this important issue. This reeks of dirty politics in
my book. Even the local paper questions the wisdom of yet another bad deal with Caruso & this
latest move confirms that it is trying to be shoved through the system.
We citizens have not reaped a dime from this developer. Surely we have the right to demand a
reasonable amount of time to review these documents. The council should delay a vote until
there is reasonable time for everyone including city residents to absorb this massive amount of
information. Interesting that the planning commission only had to go thru about 600 pages of
documents prepared by the same staff.
I just became involved in city affairs earlier this year & am becoming very jaded. I want to believe
that our elected officials listen to us & want to do the right thing, but it’s really not feeling that
way. Believe me I will become very involved next year when 3 council seats are up for grab. The
majority of Newbury Park is very unhappy over the Borchard parcel vote & we represent 30% of
the voting base. There are new community groups forming against the size of this Caruso
project & we will get together as united group come election time.

Karen Wilburn
213‐216‐1937
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From: Pattie Komai <pattiekomai@gmail.com>
Date: November 27, 2021 at 11:01:42 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>
Subject: 2200 Thousand Oaks Bl.
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mayor Bill‐de La Pena,
I’m writing to request that any vote regarding the development at The Lakes be tabled until the
community has had an opportunity to read the new 1300 page report from the Planning Commission
that was delivered over a holiday weekend, only five days prior to the vote.
I’m requesting that the plans require no more than four stories. I think it sets a bad precedent to make
exemptions that defy the city’s original plans that make Thousand Oaks the beautiful community that it
is. I understand the need for development and housing, but overdevelopment and a lack affordable
housing won’t improve the city’s ability to attract small business and young families to the area.
I moved here in 2018 from Monrovia in the San Gabriel Valley. Our new developments were built in
close proximity to the Metro Gold Line, which was the incentive for commuters in LA County to pay the
high rental costs. With that being said, many of the new mixed use developments there are at minimal
occupancy. I’m not sure what the draw will be for 165 high rent units situated right next to the freeway
whose occupants will still need to drive Moorpark to catch the train, or drive themselves to LA for work.
Keep this new build to four stories. Let’s see what the occupancy rate will be. Caruso can afford this
compromise. If the units fill up, then we will have good information to move forward on other
developments.
In the meantime, residents deserve the time to read the recently submitted 1300+ page report that was
submitted just before a holiday weekend.
Thank you for your kind attention.
Sincerely,
Patricia Komai
1205 Monte Sereno Dr
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From: Conejo Climate <info@conejoclimate.org>
Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 1:02 PM
To: City Clerk's Office <cityclerk@toaks.org>
Subject: November 30, 2021 City Council Agenda Item 8 A
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.

Hello,
The Conejo Climate Coalition would like the attached letter to be included in the public record
and to be distributed it to all council members in advance of the November 30th council
meeting.
Thank you,
‐Conejo Climate Coalition
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Thousand Oaks City Council
2100 Thousand Oaks Blvd.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
Re: November 30, 2021 City Council Agenda Item 8 A
Dear Mayor and Council Members:
The Conejo Climate Coalition is submitting this letter regarding the lack of sustainability features and
affordable housing units in The Lakes development. Climate preparedness is a priority for the City of
Thousand Oaks as exhibited by the development of, and ongoing commitment to, a Climate and
Environmental Action Plan as a top 10 priority listed by the City Council in its “Visioning 2064” process.
City councils have the power to exert local controls that ensure projects meet the goals of the
community and its residents; but new building projects gaining approval right now are doing so in
advance of finalized Climate and Environmental Action Plan (CEAP) and General Plan Update
documents. The intervening gap in emission limits, as well as the less-than-ideal purchase/financing
agreement and sales price that The City is settling for, makes it essential for our City Council to exert
maximum control over this development, to ensure that our community receives all the benefits
residents require, expect, and have been promised.
The Lakes developer, Caruso, Inc., claims to be mindful of the City of Thousand Oaks’ goal of reducing
GHG emissions by verbally proposing environmentally sustainable project plans. Caruso representatives
reached out and met three times with members of the Conejo Climate Coalition. At the first two
meetings, Caruso’s team expressed great interest in discussing information on green building
recommendations, benefits, trends and adoption shared by CCC. Although they highlighted their firm’s
previous LEED Gold certified projects, they simultaneously expressed concern over the marketability of
all-electric units, specifically those featuring all-electric cooktops and fireplaces. At Caruso’s express
request, CCC responded by providing numerous models of existing, successful, all-electric developments
on the West Coast. (Please see attached October 20 letter to Bryce Ross and Chris Robertson). Based on
science highlighted at the recent international climate negotiations in Glasgow, Scotland, the urgency to
cut methane emissions generated by buildings is much greater than previously recognized. Pound for
pound, methane is approximately 80 times more potent at trapping atmospheric heat than carbon
dioxide but, because the former degrades after one to two decades (unlike CO2, which persists for
millenia), eliminating methane generated by natural gas use can actually reduce overall emissions and
slow global temperature rise relatively quickly.
CCC also continues to advocate for requiring low-income units in every high-density project, because
affordable housing units allow more people who work in Thousand Oaks to also live here, substantially
reducing commutes and the resulting transportation emissions. Commuters drive approximately 3
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million miles into our city, and 3 million more miles out, every day; and some experts calculate that in a
city like Thousand Oaks, where transportation accounts for over 60 percent of total emissions, driving
must decrease by over 30% by 2035 to reach emissions reductions goals. As we study The Lakes
apartment proposal, it’s clear that it misses an obvious opportunity to cut transportation emissions by
not including low-income units. CCC urges the council to require The Lakes to include at least ten, and
preferably fifteen percent or more, low-income units that are actually affordable.
In addition, our community is taking a loss on the sales price of this property, is essentially financing the
transaction over 37 years, and will likely experience diminishing returns over time due to inflationary
pressures, so maximizing community benefits in the near term must be top of mind for the City Council
when evaluating this proposal -- especially considering that community benefits payments, as currently
negotiated, will not accrue in time to fund any meaningful affordable housing projects for many years to
come, and possibly for decades.
Prior to our final meeting with Caruso representatives, just four days before the Planning Commission
hearing, CCC reviewed the Notice of Intent, Initial Study/Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and
Appendices documents filed in October 2021 and noted minimal commitments regarding sustainable
building features. Said MND identified a 250-kilowatt solar photovoltaic system that is estimated to
generate 424,201 kWh per year, resulting in a net consumption of 552,081 kWh per year. The generated
electricity would be used for multiple purposes including building heating and cooling, lighting, some
appliances, and electronics. CCC supports the use of solar for power generation and electrical
appliances as these two features will be instrumental in reducing GHG emissions generated by building
operations. However, we were quite disappointed to read that fossil gas, aka ” natural gas” -- which, as
previously stated, is even more potent as a heat-trapping greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide -- is also
listed for building heating and cooling as well as for cooking. Also concerning is the fact that while the
MND does reference hybrid cars, it makes no mention of electric vehicle charging infrastructure.
Said MND, which is merely one month old, as well as the staff report, which is only days old, appears to
be inconsistent with verbal assurances, conveyed to CCC by Caruso representatives on November 11.
Their assurances of sustainability features for The Lakes project remain undocumented including:
•

•

•

•

•

50% of covered garage parking spaces to be EV ready, of which 25 spaces are to include installed
chargers. (EV charging stations were not quantified in the MND. The 2019 California Green
Building Code requires 10% of the total number of parking spaces on a building site, for all types
of parking facilities, be EV charging spaces capable of supporting future EV charging stations.)
Short- and long-term bike storage to be provided, with an unspecified portion of said bike
spaces to be plumbed for charging for e-bikes. (The 2019 California building codes require
secure bicycle parking for 5% of the tenant-occupant vehicular parking spaces.)
Solar to be installed on roofs for heating water in units, in the pool and spa, and possibly other
general onsite consumption. (The 2022 CA Energy Code will extend solar standards to high-rise
multifamily apartments and condos. The PV should be sized to meet a target of 60% of the
building’s loads.)
Battery storage to be designed to pair with PhotoVoltaics (PVs) for evening charging of vehicles
and water heating. (The 2022 CA Energy Code introduces battery storage standards to high-rise
multifamily apartments and condos. The storage should be sized to reduce exports to 10%.)
Electric heat pumps for space heating/cooling to be utilized throughout the complex. (The 2022
CA Energy Code establishes heat pump space heating/cooling as a performance standard
baseline for multifamily homes, including apartment buildings.)
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•
•
•
•

•

Lighting to be LED and high efficiency.
Windows to be double-paned.
Roof membranes to be reflective (aka “cool” roofing).
MERV 13 air filters (Per the MND, CARB’s 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A
Community Health Perspective, states sensitive land uses such as residences should not be sited
within 500 feet of a freeway. This complex is within 132 feet of Hwy 101 at its closest point and
within 201 feet at its farthest point. The 2019 CA Energy Code requires the minimum efficiency
value of filters to be MERV 13 in new high-rise residential construction. According to the MND,
MERV 13 filters remove 90% of particles ranging from 1 to 10 microns.)
Material finishes to be low or no volatile organic compounds (VOC)

According to the MND and discussions on November 11, redundant dual-energy electric and fossil (aka
natural) gas systems are planned even though single-energy all-electric systems are less costly to build.
Fossil gas is to be used for fireplaces/fire pits in the penthouse, lobby and landscaping, additional water
heating, and residential cooking appliances. Installation of 220 volt outlets to allow for future conversion
from gas to electric induction cooking is not planned and will inevitably result in expensive, near-future
energy-efficiency retrofits along with associated reconstruction disruptions to tenants, as well as
avoidable greenhouse gas emissions and indoor air pollutants injurious to human health. The energy
source for residential clothes dryers was not discussed.
If Caruso were to actually incorporate all of the above promised features as well as do the following:
• prepare a significantly greater percentage of covered-garage parking spaces to be EV ready and
install actual EV charging stations in significantly higher numbers (to prepare for California’s
2035 ban on car sales with internal combustion engines),
• install all-electric fireplaces, fire pits, water heaters, clothes dryers, and cooking appliances (or,
at the very least, install conduit for all residential cooking appliances to be electric-ready), and
• provide a minimum of ten to fifteen percent affordable units,
then CCC could support the project, which would more closely rival the sustainable building features of
the competing developer designing the T.O. Ranch project, at the K-Mart site, who intends to pursue
LEED Gold certification.
Doing so would certainly better align with Caruso’s own Operating Principles 3, to “Find the win-win for
everyone involved”, and 7, to “Invest in the future and never stop evolving”, as well as the firm’s stated
objective of “doing what’s right for the next 100 years.” It would also better fulfill the City of Thousand
Oaks’ Community Benefits evaluation criteria which, as restated on December 15, 2020 by then
Community Development Director Mark Towne, asks whether developers “will commit to constructing
new buildings to exceed green building standards”. And it would solidify Caruso’s architectural
leadership by creating a state-of-the-art, environmentally-forward-thinking, climate-safe, multifamily
apartment complex as befitting the adjacent and soon to be renovated “crown jewel” of Thousand Oaks
-- the Civics Art Center and Promenade.
Although CCC was pleased to receive information about the above-noted green building features prior
to the Nov 15 Planning Commission hearing on The Lakes, Caruso’s representatives indicated there was
insufficient time to provide CCC with written documentation to support their verbal assertions. And, to
date -- though two weeks have passed -- Caruso has not released additional evidence to substantiate
these sustainability claims. Without written documentation to ensure developers actually install energy
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efficiency and pollution mitigation features that claim to exceed current building standards, residents
must question whether verbal assurances, possibly made simply to secure project approval, will actually
be kept.
At the CEAP update presented on October 26, the City Council clearly focused on and approved the
necessity of strategies to reduce the City’s GHG emissions from transportation (62%) and building
operations (20%) and to future-proof our community from the ever-worsening impacts of climate
destabilization. It was clear from the comments and questions of several council members that there is
growing interest in approving projects that verifiably meet and exceed California green building
standards.The current climate reality dictates that every opportunity for going beyond Title 24 energy
efficiency building codes should be considered an essential community benefit. Until our city’s CEAP is
finalized and approved, you, our City Council, retain the power to determine the standards required of
any given development. Use it before you lose it. Let’s not waste this opportunity to immediately begin
building real sustainability into all new construction in Thousand Oaks. Research shows every dollar
spent now on disaster mitigation saves six dollars in recovery from climate impacts, saves lives, and
creates jobs.
Thank you for considering our thoughts on the Lakes development project.
Sincerely,
Members of the Conejo Climate Coalition
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Attachment 1
From: rawitt@verizon.net
To: bross@caruso.com <bross@caruso.com>; crobertson@caruso.com <crobertson@caruso.c
om>
Sent: Wed, Oct 20, 2021 7:31 pm
Subject: Examples of all-electric apartment complexes

October 20, 2021

Mr. Bryce Ross
Senior Vice President, Development and Acquisitions

Ms. Chris Robertson
Vice President of Planning, Government and Community Relations

Caruso, Inc.
101 The Grove Drive
Los Angeles, California 90036

Dear Bryce and Chris,

The Conejo Climate Coalition has previously emphasized that Rick Caruso’s reputation for excellence
makes him precisely the developer to lead climate-forward, all-electric construction in Thousand Oaks. As
such, we challenged Caruso, Inc. to commit to designing The Lakes apartments as a LEED-certified
project featuring energy-efficient windows and insulation, heat-reflective building materials, permeable
pavers and a greywater system; equipped with all-electric appliances, induction cooktops and EVcharging stations all powered by rooftop solar paired with battery storage; and wrapped in a park-like
setting, with abundant native trees for enhanced shade and evapotranspiration. In short, we invited
Caruso, Inc, to forego climate and health damaging natural gas infrastructure in favor of a cleaner,
healthier, climate-safe, people-centered living community. In response, Caruso Inc. requested examples
of existing all-electric apartment complexes which demonstrate market adoption and acceptance of the
concept. We submit the following for review and consideration:
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In its July 2020 letter to the CEC Commissioners regarding the 2022 Energy Code, the Sacramento
Municipal Utility District noted it had previously helped to construct 235 single-family and multifamily new
homes within its service area. Looking ahead, SMUD has commitments from 37 unique developers and
builders to construct 46 new all-electric developments. Of these, 38 are single-family and 8 are multifamily
projects, representing a total of 1,138 new single-family homes and 898 multifamily housing units that are
being actively designed and constructed as all-electric.
In Oakland, two projects include Electric Lofts and Ice House. The Electric Lofts are GreenPoint Rated to
ensure best building practices in systems that enhance energy efficiency, health and air quality, water
conservation, resource conservation and liveable communities. The sold-out, all-electric, solar-powered
Ice House comes pre-plumbed for all-electric cars in every residence.
Redwood Energy specializes in Zero Net Energy, multifamily housing projects in California and nationwide. The
firm has led the design of more than 1500 ZNE all-electric affordable housing projects, and 200 all-electric
market rate residences. Its website highlights several of these projects and their amenities, including LEED
certification, electric heat pumps, photovoltaic systems, LED lighting, tenant energy usage monitors, insulated
buildings, low-flow toilets, water-saving showerheads, and drought tolerant landscaping.
Locally, client Pacific Communities worked with Redwood Energy in 2014 to develop The Colonial House

Apartments. A LEED Platinum, 90% Zero Net Energy mixed-use, affordable housing complex in Oxnard,
it contains 44 large family units. Each apartment features electric resistance baseboard heaters, heat
pump water heaters with insulated hot water piping, a radiant barrier in the attic, and a cool roof.
The Redwood Energy website also includes three zero emission “pocket guides”, including this one on Zero

Carbon Commercial Construction and another intended to assist developers of fossil-free multifamily
housing: A Zero Emissions All-Electric Multifamily Construction Guide. The latter guide notes that the
“growing trend of new multifamily developments going all-electric across the U.S. and globally, [is]
providing significant cost savings, reducing pollution, and improving tenant comfort, health, and safety.”
Construction cost savings for California developers specifically amount to $3,300/unit on average just
from excluding gas infrastructure, and more than $20,000 per 8-plex for gas installations, laterals, interior
piping, appliances, and venting. In downtown Los Angeles, just trenching and piping gas to an apartment
building can cost $140,000. In a 2017 comment to the California Energy Commission, Stone Energy
Associates stated that piping to gas appliances creates added costs ranging from $200-800 per gas
appliance: https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/GetDocument.aspx?tn=217420&DocumentContentId=26959
It’s no wonder then that all-electric housing, both single-family and multifamily, now accounts for 1 in 4
homes nation-wide; and that, as Figure 3 of Redwood’s All-Electric Multifamily Construction Guide shows,
“electric heating, both heat pumps and resistance, has been the market share growth leader for heating
energy in almost every county in the U.S. since 2010.”
For a higher-end example of all-electric multifamily housing, “The Ultimate in Sustainable Luxury Living" is
the tagline for an all-electric, four-unit condo project in San Francisco that may be of interest to you. “SolLux Alpha generates, stores, and manages energy independently from the electric grid”; each unit
includes photovoltaics, battery storage, is “passive house” certified, and highly energy efficient.
The following link offers several more examples of Multifamily Building Electrification in various areas of
Northern California; student housing projects at Stanford University and University of California campuses
which, as of 2019, are no longer using on‐site fossil fuel combustion, such as natural gas, for space and
water heating; as well as references to all-electric restaurants at LAX.
Malcolm Harris, of Seattle- and San Francisco-based design firm Mithun, is quoted in the above
powerpoint as asserting the change to multifamily electric housing greatly simplifies the energy system
and is better in every way, as it allows for cost savings that pay for a lot of higher performance upgrades,
less maintenance and better sustainability.
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Non-profit Bridge Housing represents and details more than 70 all-electric multifamily properties on the
U.S. West Coast, of which over 30 are either GreenPoint Rated or LEED Certified projects: Sustainable
Development.
Tim Kohut, director of sustainable design for National CORE, one of America’s largest affordable housing
developers, wrote in his February 2021 Special to CalMatters that all of his company’s developments
currently under construction, as well as those in planning this year, will be built all-electric. Agnostic to
fuel choice, Kohut’s decisions are strictly economics-based; as he says, if National CORE “can make allelectric buildings work with affordable housing budgets, where every dollar counts, anyone can.”
Why Induction Cooking is the Hottest Trend to Hit Restaurant Kitchens explains that, “Both chefs and
manufacturers are endorsing this trendy new method [electric-powered induction cooktops], finding it to be a
more efficient, more precise, safer and more flexible way to cook than conventional methods such as gas or
electric.”
Finally, Electrify Now, based in Oregon, also provides a lot of good information about the multiple facets
of all-electric construction, including all-electric fireplaces (as does Redwood). According to
Homestratosphere’s Fireplace Guide, “electric fireplaces are quickly catching on as the most popular fuel
type available.” Benefits include overall cost-effectiveness, affordability, lowest installation costs,
adjustability, ease of use and customization, minimal maintenance, and greatest safety. For residents
who prefer an actual flame, alternatives include gel and ethanol fireplaces, or several candles placed on a
hearth.
More than 50 California cities have passed, or are considering, measures to eliminate natural gas
connections in new housing. As governments act to limit their climate impacts, they are driving changes
that could substantially affect developers, who need to be ready when additional municipalities follow
suit. Even if it means higher prices, people are willing to pay more for upgrades like energy efficiency,
LED lights, low water utilization, smart energy technology, and other socially-conscious features. As
noted by Eric Rohner, national practice leader for renewable energy at accounting firm Moss Adams,
“What people want is social responsibility.” Business clients and often their employees are demanding
these amenities.
Experts at Mithun and elsewhere agree that eliminating gas can be cost-neutral or even less costly than
traditional construction. And, according to research compiled in a Rocky Mountain Institute report entitled
The Economics of Electrifying Buildings, all-electric buildings employing heat pumps for space heating
and cooling are not only less expensive to construct but are also less expensive to operate than buildings
using natural gas. Both installation and maintenance of all-electric systems are low-cost; and consumer
demand is growing, from individuals as well as from corporations seeking to lower their carbon footprints
in anticipation of government regulations requiring disclosure of sustainability data. Grist published the
following article on RMI’s report: Hot real estate tip: An all-electric home will probably save you money.
Federal tax incentives make the economics of all-electric buildings even more compelling, especially
when pairing all-electric construction with renewable energy sources. Some developers are even eligible
for a 30% federal tax credit for solar panel installations.
According to LADWP’s Meeting California’s Climate Change Goals Through Building Electrification
webpage, “electrification can reduce greenhouse gas emissions in homes by up to 60 percent in 2020 and
by up to 90 percent in 2050 compared to mixed-fuel homes.” Even better news, according to a study
released by consulting firm Energy + Environmental Economics (E3) and entitled, “Residential Building
Electrification in California,” home electrification will also provide cost savings for most homeowners and
developers even without state or utility incentives. An article the LA Times published last December
covers this trending topic: Should California ban gas in new homes? A climate battle heats up.
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Lastly, industry training resources are available locally through the Tri-County Regional Energy Network
(3C-REN). 3C-REN offers capacity-building services including workforce training and technical code
support. Examples of training workshops include: all-electric homes 101, passive solar homes, HVAC and
lighting best practices, heat-pumps, and Title 24. Their upcoming events and workshops, as well as links
to recordings of past events can be found here: Calendar of Events and Trainings.
The Conejo Climate Coalition challenges Caruso, Inc. to seize this opportunity and take the lead in setting
a new standard for green-building in Thousand Oaks. We trust that between the two documents
previously shared, “Environmentally Conscious Recommendations for New Building Development” and
“Green Buildings - Benefits, Trends and Adoption,” and all of the additional resources provided herewith,
Caruso, Inc. should have no difficulty designing a trend-setting project in which it could take pride and
which CCC could enthusiastically endorse.
We look forward to reviewing your proposal.
Sincerely,
Rose Ann Witt
Conejo Climate Coalition
RosRoe Ann Witt
Conejo Climate Coalition
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From: Thomas White <tawhitejr@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 29, 2021 at 00:57
Subject: Comments concerning the proposed project at 2200 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The Lakes)
To: <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>, <bengler@toaks.org>, <aadam@toaks.org>,
<ejones@toaks.org>, <kmcnamee@toaks.org>
CC: <communitydevelopment@toaks.org>

Dear Councilmembers,
Here are our comments concerning the proposed project at 2200 East
Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The Lakes). Our recommendations are listed
first, then a discussion of the facts and impacts.
Thank you,
Thomas White & Allana Stepp
Recommendations:
1. The City should stop accepting financial risks, and limit the City’s
actions to that of making zoning changes to support long-term
community goals.
2. The lack of review time makes this proposal non-compliant to the city
council process, and the proposal approval vote should delayed 72
days.
3a. The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet the
58-foot height limit commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
3.b The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet
the affordable units commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
4. The project approval should contain the condition that the Community
Benefit Fee should be paid in full, when the sale occurs, to reduce the
financial risk to the City, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
5. The project approval should contain the condition that the commercial
portion zoning be tied to the residential portion zoning, and not, at some
time in the future, be convertible to a residential / hotel use, otherwise
the project should not be approved.
Discussion:
1. The City should stop accepting financial risks, and limit the City’s
actions to that of making zoning changes to support long-term
community goals.
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The history of this project shows the City accepting financial risks and
providing financial incentives to the applicant. The City should NOT provide
financial incentives, nor accept long-term payments for commercial project
developers. For example, the Community Benefit Fee payments are
dependent on project long-term success, which is not predictable, and there is
no collateral to assure that payment in full is achieved.
2. The lack of review time makes this proposal non-compliant to the city
council process, and the proposal approval vote should delayed 72
days.
The FIVE days allotted is woefully inadequate for council members, and
interested private citizens, to read, review, check the math, and prepare timely
comments on the 1334 page report. The report is the defining document for
the approval of a multi-million dollar development. The estimated time to
complete a through review & comment is about 72 days, based on a 20-page
per day review rate and five days to write comments!! This short review
process is an insult to the citizens, as it trivialized and disenfranchises the
citizen review process and inputs.
3a. The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet the
58-foot height limit commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
In May the Council voted for no more than 58’ height at this location &
committed to affordable units. The applicant has amended the proposal to a
65’ (six-story) height, from the original proposed seven-story complex. With a
2.5 acre parcel, there is room to place a bigger-footprint, lower height,
building.
3b. The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet the
affordable units commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be approved.
The proposed complex does not have any affordable units. Affordable
units are aimed for a range of incomes. This project should have, as a
condition of affordability, at least 16 units (10% of total units), that are priced
to be affordable to the basic working family of four, with a median $90,350
annual income (re: www.toaks.org, Affordable Housing, lower (80%)
category).
4. The project approval should contain the condition that the Community
Benefit Fee should be paid in full, when the sale occurs, to reduce the
financial risk to the City, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
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The Community Benefit Fee payment plan is a small cost compared to the
actual benefit the applicant receives. The fee is hardly more than a parking
fee for the project residents. The fee starts at $795/yr per unit, at year 4, and
grows to $4200/yr per unit, at year 37. There is no collateral securing this
debt if a default occurs. Instead, the Community Benefit Fee should be paid in
full when the property is sold. This reduces the risk to the City, and transfers
it to the applicant.
5. The project approval should contain the condition that the commercial
portion zoning be tied to the residential portion zoning, and not, at some
time in the future, be convertible to a residential / hotel use, otherwise
the project should not be approved.
The allowable units on the 2.5-acre residential portion should be 2.5 acre x
30 units/acre = 75 units. The 165 unit project is based on a calculated value
of allowable units on a 7.5-acre site, at 30 units/acre.
BUT, the residential portion is now separate from the 7.5 acre, as a 2.5
acre air-parcel and the commercial portion is a 5.0 acre air-parcel. The
residential unit density is now 165/2.5 = 66 units/acre !! Since the commercial
parcel is separate, it may be converted at some future time to a residential /
hotel use. There should be conditions to limit any future conversion of the
commercial parcel to other uses.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ron Siegel <rbsiegel@icloud.com>
Monday, November 29, 2021 10:56 AM
Thomas White
claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com; Bob Engler; Al Adam; Ed Jones; Kevin McNamee; Community
Development Department
Re: Comments concerning the proposed project at 2200 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The Lakes)

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 Thomas and Allana, I certainly appreciate the importance of the note you’ve written to our councilmen. You were
spot on with your analysis and recommendations. Would you happen to know the assessed value or the fair market
value of the Lakes property? Also, I’m sure you’ve had a chance to read the 2012 ‐2013 Ventura Grand Jury’s shocking
indictment re: the Lakes. It should be a powerful wake up call for this council. Thanks again for your work. Hope to
meet you tomorrow.
https://vcportal.ventura.org/GDJ/docs/reports/2012‐13/Thousand_Oaks_RDA_The_Lakes_Project.pdf

On Nov 29, 2021, at 12:57 AM, Thomas White <tawhitejr@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Councilmembers,
Here are our comments concerning the proposed project at 2200 East
Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The Lakes). Our recommendations are listed
first, then a discussion of the facts and impacts.
Thank you,
Thomas White & Allana Stepp
Recommendations:
1. The City should stop accepting financial risks, and limit the City’s
actions to that of making zoning changes to support long-term
community goals.
2. The lack of review time makes this proposal non-compliant to the city
council process, and the proposal approval vote should delayed 72
days.
3a. The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet the
58-foot height limit commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
3.b The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet
the affordable units commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
4. The project approval should contain the condition that the Community
Benefit Fee should be paid in full, when the sale occurs, to reduce the
1
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financial risk to the City, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
5. The project approval should contain the condition that the commercial
portion zoning be tied to the residential portion zoning, and not, at some
time in the future, be convertible to a residential / hotel use, otherwise
the project should not be approved.
Discussion:
1. The City should stop accepting financial risks, and limit the City’s
actions to that of making zoning changes to support long-term
community goals.
The history of this project shows the City accepting financial risks and
providing financial incentives to the applicant. The City should NOT provide
financial incentives, nor accept long-term payments for commercial project
developers. For example, the Community Benefit Fee payments are
dependent on project long-term success, which is not predictable, and there is
no collateral to assure that payment in full is achieved.
2. The lack of review time makes this proposal non-compliant to the city
council process, and the proposal approval vote should delayed 72
days.
The FIVE days allotted is woefully inadequate for council members, and
interested private citizens, to read, review, check the math, and prepare timely
comments on the 1334 page report. The report is the defining document for
the approval of a multi-million dollar development. The estimated time to
complete a through review & comment is about 72 days, based on a 20-page
per day review rate and five days to write comments!! This short review
process is an insult to the citizens, as it trivialized and disenfranchises the
citizen review process and inputs.
3a. The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet the
58-foot height limit commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
In May the Council voted for no more than 58’ height at this location &
committed to affordable units. The applicant has amended the proposal to a
65’ (six-story) height, from the original proposed seven-story complex. With a
2.5 acre parcel, there is room to place a bigger-footprint, lower height,
building.
3b. The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet the
affordable units commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be approved.
The proposed complex does not have any affordable units. Affordable
units are aimed for a range of incomes. This project should have, as a
condition of affordability, at least 16 units (10% of total units), that are priced
to be affordable to the basic working family of four, with a median $90,350
2
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annual income (re: www.toaks.org, Affordable Housing, lower (80%)
category).
4. The project approval should contain the condition that the Community
Benefit Fee should be paid in full, when the sale occurs, to reduce the
financial risk to the City, otherwise the proposal should not be
approved.
The Community Benefit Fee payment plan is a small cost compared to the
actual benefit the applicant receives. The fee is hardly more than a parking
fee for the project residents. The fee starts at $795/yr per unit, at year 4, and
grows to $4200/yr per unit, at year 37. There is no collateral securing this
debt if a default occurs. Instead, the Community Benefit Fee should be paid in
full when the property is sold. This reduces the risk to the City, and transfers
it to the applicant.
5. The project approval should contain the condition that the commercial
portion zoning be tied to the residential portion zoning, and not, at some
time in the future, be convertible to a residential / hotel use, otherwise
the project should not be approved.
The allowable units on the 2.5-acre residential portion should be 2.5 acre x
30 units/acre = 75 units. The 165 unit project is based on a calculated value
of allowable units on a 7.5-acre site, at 30 units/acre.
BUT, the residential portion is now separate from the 7.5 acre, as a 2.5
acre air-parcel and the commercial portion is a 5.0 acre air-parcel. The
residential unit density is now 165/2.5 = 66 units/acre !! Since the commercial
parcel is separate, it may be converted at some future time to a residential /
hotel use. There should be conditions to limit any future conversion of the
commercial parcel to other uses.
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From: Adam Haverstock <ahaverstock@conejochamber.org>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 11:35 AM
To: City Clerk's Office <cityclerk@toaks.org>
Cc: Danielle Borja <dborja@conejochamber.org>
Subject: Chamber Comment Letter ‐ Item 8A (The Lakes) Support
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.

Hello,
Please find attached a letter from Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce President/CEO
Danielle Borja regarding item 8A on tomorrow night's City Council agenda.
Thank you,
Adam

‐‐

Adam Haverstock
Director of Government Affairs & Tourism
Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce
Helping Businesses Succeed and Conejo Valley Thrive!
805-370-0035 | ahaverstock@conejochamber.org
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November 29, 2021
Mayor Claudia Bill-de la Peña
Thousand Oaks City Council
2100 Thousand Oaks Blvd
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362
Re: Item 8A – Caruso Workforce Housing – Support
Dear Mayor Bill-de la Peña and City Councilmembers,
I am writing you on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of
Commerce to express our support for Item 8A, the application by Caruso to add residential
housing on the site of The Lakes shopping center.
The City has envisioned this type of mixed use development since the development of the
Thousand Oaks Boulevard Specific Plan. More recently, the city council endorsed a new draft
Land Use Map that allows for this type of use along Thousand Oaks Boulevard.
The Lakes is a perfect location for housing, where residents will have walkable access to
retail, entertainment, restaurants and eventually the downtown area that will be developed
as part of the Civic Arts Plaza Campus Master Plan. The addition of this housing is essential
for the future activation of both the Campus Master Plan and the Specific Plan.
Caruso, the developer of this project, has a stellar reputation for beautiful, high quality
projects. In addition to The Lakes, they have built and operate The Promenade at Westlake
and The Village at Moorpark both highly regarded commercial centers in Thousand Oaks.
In order to address community concerns over the height, Caruso has voluntarily dropped the
height of the project by 10 feet. This is in spite of the specific plan for the site allowing for
up to 75 foot building height. Caruso is doing its part to compromise and make this project
something that is a benefit to the community-at-large.
This project will also provide housing that will help the City meet its Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) housing goals while creating housing that will be attractive to our growing
biotech hub. In order to attract the type of talent we need to work for these rapidly
expanding companies, we need a variety of housing options and a vibrant downtown. This
project will contribute to help meet both of those goals.
The Board of Directors and over 800 members of the Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of
Commerce urge the City Council to support workforce housing in Thousand Oaks by
approving item 8A.

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

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of this project. If you have any questions, please contact me at
805-370-0035 or dborja@conejochamber.org.
Sincerely,

Danielle Borja
President/CEO
Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce
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From: Craig Burns <crburnsca@yahoo.com>
Date: November 29, 2021 at 15:09:57 PST
To: Kevin McNamee <kmcnamee@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, aaadam@toaks.org, Bob
Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, City Manager's Office
<CityManager@toaks.org>
Subject: The Lakes ‐ PLEASE DISTRIBUTE THIS EMAIL TO ALL CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS, CITY MANAGER
AND ALL APPROPRIATE DEPARTMENT PERSONNEL‐PLEASE INCLUDE IN YOUR SUPPLEMENTAL PACKET
AS WELL
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.

November 30, 2021
Ms. Mayor and All City Council Members,
I have spoken to the Planning Commission in the past regarding the new building proposal for
the Lakes Property. I have also written to the Acorn to voice my opinion on said project. Due to
prior commitments to my Kiwanis Club, I will be unable to attend the City Council meeting at
which a vote will be taken. I am writing to once again express one man’s viewpoint on this
subject.
As a resident of the Conejo Valley, I believe we all have the right to voice our opinions,
regardless of whether that is via Zoom, in person or in writing, without being judged in the
Letters to the Editor section of the Acorn by those who oppose our views. I am not a Caruso
employee, nor a relative, neighbor or personal friend of Rick Caruso. I am just a guy with an
opinion.
I have lived in this Valley for well over 40 years and have witnessed many changes, in the
business sector, in housing, in the schools, in Government, and have miraculously lived through
them, even if I didn’t agree with all of them. Change is the only thing that is constant. We must
all learn to accept and adapt.
The new proposal for a taller tall apartment building on the back parking lot of the Lakes may
not be perfect, but it is not a bad thing. It is a compromise. The original deal for that property
leads down a much less attractive path. Plus, is it not better to build apartments in an area that
is relatively out of sight rather than put hundreds of single‐family homes on acres upon acres of
open space? We need housing, we need to control where that housing is built and we need to
make educated decisions. We have the information, let the City Council we elected act on it. I
am personally not opposed to this project.
Not all decisions are embraced by the entire community, they never are nor will they ever be.
But no one can move into a community and then close the door to others behind them. We, as
residents and as a City Council, need to allow this project to move forward.
Thank you,
Craig Burns
Thousand Oaks, CA
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From: Hannah Hoffman <hannah.hoffman333@gmail.com>
Date: November 29, 2021 at 15:20:16 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>
Subject: Housing for the Lakes

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.

Hello,
I saw an article about the purchase of the Lakes for housing. Yes, we need more housing in the area, but
what we really need is affordable housing for families and for older adults. When making decisions,
please please consider affordable housing and the people that need it. We don't need any more 2500+
1 bedroom units if there aren't affordable options.
Thank you
Hannah Hoffman
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TO COUNCIL: 11/29/2021
MEETING DATE: 11/30/2021
Name (Optional)

City

Dawn Kuznkowski

Thousand Oaks

8A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Jean Kammerer

Newbury Park

8A

In favor

I am in favor of the apartment building proposed by Caruso for the Lakes Property and urge you to vote in favor, despite my and community members’ concerns about the financing issues. As our biotech presence expands, entry level professionals will need
places to start out.
You must, at the same time, require Caruso to include some low‐income apartments, priced so that service workers and seniors looking to downsize in the community can actually afford them. There is a total lack of apartment or condo housing for retirees who
are neither poor nor wealthy in the Conejo Valley. The shortage of affordable housing in our area, and consequently, an acute shortage of workers available to fill service jobs, is evidenced by help‐wanted signs in most businesses, reduced hours in some, and
even the inability for the city to staff the Dial‐a‐Ride. This is an urgent need that must be addressed.
I am not able to participate on Tuesday, and provide my comments for your consideration. Thank You,

Thomas White & Allana SNewbury Park

8A

Opposed

Dear Councilmembers,
Here are our comments concerning the proposed project.
Recommendations: 1. The City should stop accepting financial risks, and limit the City’s actions to that of making zoning changes to support long‐term community goals. 2. The lack of review time makes this proposal non‐compliant to the city council process, and the proposal approval
vote should delayed 72 days. 3a. The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet the 58‐foot height limit commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be approved. 3.b The project approval should contain the condition that the project meet the affordable
units commitment, otherwise the proposal should not be approved.
4. The project approval should contain the condition that the Community Benefit Fee should be paid in full, when the sale occurs, to reduce the financial risk to the City, otherwise the proposal should not be approved.
5. The project approval should contain the condition that the commercial portion zoning be tied to the residential portion zoning, and not, at some time in the future, be convertible to a residential / hotel use, otherwise the project should not be approved.
Discussion: 1. The history of this project shows the City accepting financial risks and providing financial incentives to the applicant. The City should NOT provide financial incentives, nor accept long‐term payments for commercial project developers. For example, the Community Benefit
Fee payments are dependent on project long‐term success, which is not predictable, and there is no collateral to assure that payment in full is achieved.
2. The FIVE days allotted is woefully inadequate for council members, and interested private citizens, to read, review, check the math, and prepare timely comments on the 1334 page report. The report is the defining document for the approval of a multi‐million dollar development. The
estimated time to complete a through review & comment is about 72 days, based on a 20‐page per day review rate and five days to write comments!! This short review process is an insult to the citizens, as it trivialized and disenfranchises the citizen review process and inputs. 3a. In
May the Council voted for no more than 58’ height at this location & committed to affordable units. The applicant has amended the proposal to a 65’ (six‐story) height, from the original proposed seven‐story complex. With a 2.5 acre parcel, there is room to place a bigger‐footprint, lower
height, building.
3b. The proposed complex does not have any affordable units. Affordable units are aimed for a range of incomes. This project should have, as a condition of affordability, at least 16 units (10% of total units), that are priced to be affordable to the basic working family of four, with a
median $90,350 annual income (re: www.toaks.org, Affordable Housing, lower (80%) category). 4. The Community Benefit Fee payment plan is a small cost compared to the actual benefit the applicant receives. The fee is hardly more than a parking fee for the project residents. The
fee starts at $795/yr per unit, at year 4, and grows to $4200/yr per unit, at year 37. There is no collateral securing this debt if a default occurs. Instead, the Community Benefit Fee should be paid in full when the property is sold. This reduces the risk to the City, and transfers it to the
applicant. 5. The allowable units on the 2.5‐acre residential portion should be 2.5 acre x 30 units/acre = 75 units. The 165 unit project is based on a 7.5‐acre site, at 30 units/acre. BUT, the residential portion is now separate from the 7.5 acre, as a 2.5 acre air‐parcel and the commercial
portion is a 5.0 acre air‐parcel. The residential unit density is now 66 units/acre. Since the commercial parcel is separate, it may be converted at some future time to a residential/hotel use. There should be conditions to limit any future conversion of the commercial parcel to other uses.

C Aghassi

8A

In favor

I am writing in support of the project proposed for 2200 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The Lakes). As proposed, the project will create new housing opportunities and will increase the availability of “missing middle” in our city. Building more infill housing
projects is a key strategy to ending our housing affordability and housing supply crisis. This is especially important in a community like ours that is surrounded by protected spaces. Creative housing options must be pursued with vigor, and the Lakes project
provides such an option – to efficiently use underutilized land. Moreover, the residential component of this proposal will generate less traffic than a commercial counterpart would have produced. I believe the project to be thoughtfully designed for the right
place ‐ on a major corridor with freeway adjacency next to structures of similar height and scale. Approval of the Lakes project is an important step as our city continues to work to balance community character with community need.

Thousand Oaks

Item #

Comment
I am shocked and disappointed about the "deal" that Rick Caruso was handed by the City Council, years ago and the "deal" that he is now trying to push forward on the residents of Thousand Oaks, who clearly do not want a seven story apartment project in our
town. Caruso is aware of residents' concerns and clearly understands people don't want this project. Going down to six stories is no compromise. The city has made no money on this property since 2004, and being locked in a lease for 36 more years seems
insane.
Why would our city council ignore the voices of the residents of Thousand Oaks and further coddle this out of town, billionaire builder? The sale of the Lakes to Caruso may bring some money to the city coffers but at what cost to our community? Who is really
benefiting?

Thank you.

jake zarraonandia

Thousand Oaks

8A

In favor

I want to be able to afford to live in the amazing community that I was raised in.

Hannah Hoffman

Thousand Oaks

8A

N/A

Please, please put stipulations on the sale of the lakes. We need more affordable housing in the area for families and older adults. We don't need more overpriced luxury apartments, so ideally there would be a stipulation that the apartments must remain at
market rate and that a certain percentage of apartments are for low income individuals. Our community will continue to age, so we will need more and more affordable housing as more people are on fixed incomes.
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Name (Optional)

City

Gil Prowler

Thousand Oaks

Item #
8A

In favor/
Opposed
Opposed

Comment
To Members of the City Council,
With regard to what seems like the pending approval of Rick Caruso’s proposal to build apartments behind his ‘failed’ Lakes center, the City Council should think about how the residents of this town feel about entering into any agreement with Caruso.
First , we should know how a ‘successful’ developer like Caruso (mis)managed the Lakes to the point that in decades of operation he never paid the city any money to lease the property. His company’s lack of competence, or transparency, begs the question as
to whether Caruso has been forthcoming about the income generated at the Lakes.
So, according to his own statements his company isn’t qualified to operate a shopping center in one of the most affluent cities in the country. Now he wants to try his hand at building apartments at terms that are almost insulting by strong arming the city into
submission.
Yes, we need (affordable) housing. And yes, we need to get out from under the financial misfeasance that past members of the council burdened the city with. But no, we don’t have to agree to terms that show how impotent the city is when it negotiates with
Caruso.
For example, we’ve heard about the ‘hard fought’ agreement from City Manager Drew Powers to sell the property for well under the market value due to the property’s encumbrances. Well, since the details of the first deal are apparently now open to discussion
so should the basis for determining the value of the property.
And we’ve read about the City’s Finance Director Jaime Boscarino’s decision to delay for four years the city receiving even 1% in payments for permitting Caruso to build his apartments. But with the rest of the monies not due for as long as thirty‐seven years
perhaps a lesson in how rising inflation drives down the value of the dollar is in order.
What we don’t need is city officials making excuses for recommending a bad deal because it’s the best they could do. That being the case it would seem the city needs to do better due diligence and retain the services of an outside firm with more experience in
high end real estate negotiations before agreeing to anything.
If the deal is approved as is, it brings to mind a variation of an old adage. Fool me once Rick Caruso shame on you, fool me twice and hey, we’re the Thousand Oaks City Council.
The people of Thousand Oaks deserve better.
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