THOUSAND OAKS CITY COUNCIL

Supplemental
Information
Packet
Agenda Related Items - Meeting of November 30, 2021
Supplemental Packet Date: November 30, 2021
2:30 p.m.
Supplemental Information:
Any agenda related public documents received and distributed to a majority of the City Council after the
Agenda Packet is printed are included in Supplemental Packets. Supplemental Packets are produced as
needed, typically a minimum of two—one available on the Thursday preceding the City Council meeting and
the second on Tuesday at the meeting. The Supplemental Packet is available for public inspection on the
City’s website at toaks.org/agendas or by contacting the City Clerk Dept at (805) 449-2151 during normal business hours [main location pursuant to the Brown Act, G.C. 54957.5(2)].

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 City Clerk Department at (805) 449-2151. Assisted listening
devices are available at this meeting. Ask City Clerk 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.

THE FOLLOWING 101
PAGES ARE RELATED TO
ITEM 8.A.

TO:

City Council

FROM:

Claudia Bill-de la Peña, Mayor

DATE:

November 30, 2021

SUBJECT:

Ex Parte Communication, Agenda Item 8A- Mixed-Use
Project at 2200 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The
Lakes); Applicant: T.O. Lakes, LLC

In compliance with Thousand Oaks Municipal Code Section 1-10.08, the purpose
of this memo is to convey that I was contacted as shown below regarding the
subject agenda item:
I spoke with Rick Caruso on January 5, 2021. He mentioned he was open to all
suggestions and that he was looking forward to working with us on his latest
endeavor in the City that helped launch his unique brand.
I also met with Chris Robertson on the following dates: April 14, 2021, May 27,
2021, July 15, 2021, and November 10, 2021 to discuss the Lakes project.
On Friday, November 19, 2021 I met with the Chamber of Commerce (Adam
Haverstock) via Zoom who urged a yes vote.
I have also received various correspondence from interested persons. I forwarded
those to the City Clerk for inclusion in the project packet. And to the extent I
responded to correspondence, my responses are also included in the project
packet.
I have spoken with many individuals who have briefly conveyed their thoughts on
the project to me, however no additional information/facts other than what has
already been provided in the agenda packet has been provided to me.
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TO:

Mayor & City Council

FROM:

Bob Engler, Mayor Pro Tem

DATE:

November 30, 2021

SUBJECT:

Ex Parte Communication, Agenda Item 8A– Mixed-Use
Project at 2200 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The
Lakes); Applicant: T.O. Lakes, LLC

In compliance with Thousand Oaks Municipal Code Section 1-10.08, the purpose
of this memo is to convey that I was contacted as shown below regarding the
subject agenda item:
I was contacted by the Caruso firm on several occasions over the past few months.
The conversations centered on their view of the benefits of the Lakes project for
the City.
I have also received various correspondence from interested persons. I forwarded
those to the City Clerk for inclusion in the project packet. And to the extent I
responded to correspondence, my responses are also included in the project
packet.
I have spoken with many individuals who have briefly conveyed their thoughts on
the project to me, however no additional information/facts other than what has
already been provided in the agenda packet has been provided to me.

CMO:470-90\H:\COMMON\Ex Parte Communication\2021/11 30 21 Ex Parte Memo Engler Agenda Item 8A
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TO:

Mayor & City Council

FROM:

Al Adam, Councilmember

DATE:

November 30, 2021

SUBJECT:

Ex Parte Communication, Agenda Item 8A- Mixed-Use
Project at 2200 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The
Lakes); Applicant: T.O. Lakes, LLC

In compliance with Thousand Oaks Municipal Code Section 1-10.08, the purpose
of this memo is to convey that I was contacted as shown below regarding the
subject agenda item:
I spoke to Bryce Ross on various occasions by phone regarding the Lakes project.
I also received various correspondence from interested persons. I forwarded those
to the City Clerk for inclusion in the project packet.

CMO:470-90\H:\COMMON\Ex Parte Communication\2021/11 30 21 Ex Parte Memo Adam Agenda Item 8A
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TO:

Mayor & City Council

FROM:

Ed Jones, Councilmember

DATE:

November 30, 2021

SUBJECT:

Ex Parte Communication, Agenda Item 8A- Mixed-Use
Project at 2200 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The
Lakes); Applicant: T.O. Lakes, LLC

In compliance with Thousand Oaks Municipal Code Section 1-10.08, the purpose
of this memo is to convey that I was contacted as shown below regarding the
subject agenda item:
I was contacted on several occasions by Bryce Ross to discuss the Lakes project.
I also received various correspondence from interested persons. I forwarded those
to the City Clerk for inclusion in the project packet. And to the extent I responded
to correspondence, my responses are also included in the project packet.
I have also met with many individuals who have briefly conveyed their thoughts on
the project to me, however no additional information/facts other than what has
already been provided in the agenda packet has been provided to me.

CMO:470-90\H:\COMMON\Ex Parte Communication\2021/11 30 21 Ex Parte Memo Jones Agenda Item 8A
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TO:

Mayor & City Council

FROM:

Kevin McNamee, Councilmember

DATE:

November 30, 2021

SUBJECT:

Ex Parte Communication, Agenda Item 8A – Mixed-Use
Project at 2200 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard (The
Lakes); Applicant: T.O. Lakes, LLC

In compliance with Thousand Oaks Municipal Code Section 1-10.08, the purpose
of this memo is to convey that I was contacted as shown below regarding the
subject agenda item:
I have discussed the Lakes project with Bryce Ross on several occasions.
I have spoken with many individuals who have briefly conveyed their thoughts on
the project to me. Most of their concerns were regarding building height. The
developer conducted a zoom call with one individual to address any questions.
I also spoke with Chuck Cohen, former city councilmember and mayor of Thousand
Oaks who provided an historical perspective about the property and evolution to
date.
I also recently spoke with the Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce. I listened to
their perspective about the Lakes project.
I also received various correspondence from interested persons. I forwarded those
to the City Clerk for inclusion in the project packet. And to the extent I responded
to correspondence, my responses are also included in the project packet.

CMO:470-90\H:\COMMON\Ex Parte Communication\2021/11 30 21 Ex Parte Memo McNamee Agenda Item 8A
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From: Gary Raymond [mailto:glraymond@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, November 08, 2021 12:59 PM
To: TOCC Al Adam aadam@toaks.org; TOCC Bob Engler bengler@toaks.org; TOCC Claudia Bill-de la
Pena ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org; TOCC Ed Jones ejassoc@verizon.net; TOCC Kevin McNamee
kmcnamee@toaks.org
Subject: MOUNTAIN RIDGE LINE RULE with STORY POLE PHOTOS

*Please note I have added photos below from a proposed project in Malibu that beautifully
illustrates the use of the Story Poles. The address is 24855 Pacific Coast Hwy., Malibu, CA
90265.
The following is my proposal that I would like to see included in our General Plan.
Any suggestions on what to do to achieve that will be greatly appreciated!
To Whom it May Concern,
Regarding the General Plan and the additional buildings that will eventually be built in Thousand
Oaks.
I have been a resident here since 1981 and do not want to lose the semi rural feel that we have
here in Thousand Oaks.
I have a proposal I call "The Mountain Ridge Line Rule”. It states that any new buildings must
not go higher than the surrounding visible mountain ridge lines as seen from your parked car on
Thousand Oaks Blvd. closest to the mountains or other adjacent streets or from your car on the
101 freeway.
What this means is that if you are sitting in your parked car on Thousand Oaks Blvd. you should
not have any new buildings block your ability to see the tops of the nearby mountains. The only
exception is where a one story building still blocks the view. That would be allowed but higher
buildings should not. This can be accomplished by adjusting the building height as the structure
gets farther away from the street. In this way a 2 story building would be set back a little. A 3
story building back more and in some cases a 4 story building can be accommodated if 100s of
feet back from the street towards the mountains.
Unfortunately the new structures on the old Lupe’s site violate this rule but could have been built
to comply. If the front building was 1 story instead of 3 you could still see the southern mountain
ridges. The further buildings which are 3 story are fine as they are far enough back that the angle
of view still allows the mountains to be seen. The capacity removed from the front building
could have been added to the back buildings and still comply with the rule.
This concept can allow us to comply with the new construction requirements AND keep much of
the cozy rural feel we all love about Thousand Oaks.
You’ll notice in the photo that the 3 story buildings in back don’t look any higher than the 1
story building that is close on T. O. Blvd. and do not block the mountain ridge line view.
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The General Plan redo although well intentioned can get complicated and miss the common
sense of what we’re trying to preserve. The “Mountain Ridge Line Rule” is easy to understand
and apply.
This concept is also relevant to the proposed 75 ft. high Caruso Lakes Apartment complex being
discussed. That proposed height should be reduced with the additional apartment units allocated
on other available sites.
Let’s keep Thousand Oaks the special place it is.
STORY POLES
Please see attachments at the bottom.
The city of Malibu uses what they call Story Poles to demonstrate the outline of new proposed
buildings. This is from the actual sight lines of citizens on the ground which is not always
obvious in architectural drawings.
This is a brilliant, easily created, low cost method and evaluated common sense approach to
determining acceptable building height.
These are vertical poles with ribbons attached between them that create an outline of the
proposed building.
This technique can be adapted for use here in Thousand Oaks during the design phase to verify
the proposed new building will not violate the Mountain Ridge Line Rule by allowing anyone to
visit the proposed site and actually look at the surrounding mountains and see what building
heights and where would be acceptable.
It also is an excellent method of making our city residents aware of the new proposed
construction as it can be seen by anyone in the area. Thus raising awareness that something is in
the works.
Sincerely,
Gary Raymond
2406 Sirius St.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
glraymond@earthlink.net
H 805-492-5858
C 213-509-8347

7

City of Malibu
Planning Department
Effective Date: July 1, 2012

Story Pole Policy
Story poles are placed to demonstrate height, bulk and location of a proposed project that may potentially
impact public and/or private views. The placement of story poles shall be required for all Coastal
Development Permits and for certain discretionary requests associated with Administrative Plan Review
applications (i.e., all projects reviewed by the Planning Director and/or the Planning Commission).
Purpose
During review of certain discretionary projects, story poles are installed to demonstrate the height and
location of proposed development. Review of the story poles ensures that permitted development is sited
and designed to protect public views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas consistent with the
Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) and to protect private primary views in accordance with Malibu
Municipal Code (M.M.C.) Section 17.40.040(A)(17).
Waiver of Requirement
In some cases, the story poles requirement may be waived by the Planning Director where it is determined
through onsite investigation, evaluation of topographic maps, photographic evidence, or by other means that
there is no possibility that the proposed development will create or contribute to adverse impacts upon scenic
areas.
Procedure
Prior to installation of story poles, the applicant shall consult with the case planner to prepare the story pole
plan. The plan shall be on a minimum of an 8.5-inch by 11-inch reduction of the roof plan showing all
locations at which story poles will be placed. The story pole plan shall be approved by the case planner prior
to story pole placement.
Typically, story poles may not be placed at a property until the case planner confirms that all reviewing
departments have completed their reviews. In some cases, the case planner may allow early installation of
story poles if view issues are anticipated.
Prior to notification of a public hearing, or 10 days prior to the mailing of the public notice of application (for
those projects not requiring a hearing), story poles shall be placed on the site unless waived by the Planning
Director.
Location
The number of story poles required will vary with each specific project. The case planner shall review
proposed story pole location to ensure that the plan adequately demonstrates the proposed height, mass,
and bulk of the portion of the project under review. Story poles showing roof overhangs, eaves, chimneys,
balconies, decks, patios, and accessory structures may be required. The plan should be kept as simple as
possible to accurately reflect the proposal and to minimize visual clutter in potential view areas.
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Materials
The material of the story pole shall be indicated on the story pole plan. Story poles shall be constructed of 2inch by 4-inch lumber or other sturdy building material (PVC pipe is not acceptable). Story poles should be
braced at the base by use of guy wires or supporting beams to ensure that they will withstand weather and
will remain correctly positioned. The guy wires should be flagged for safety purposes.
Story Pole Plan Requirements
The story pole plan is subject to the following criteria:
Plan Scale – The story pole plan shall be at the same scale as the roof plan.
Indication of Story Pole Height – The elevations of the height of each story pole and the natural and
finished grades shall be indicated on the plans. If requested by the case planner, the applicant shall also
provide a detail on the plans showing the elevation of a typical story pole.
Markings – The story pole plan shall include the following plan note:
“The top one foot of the story poles shall be painted with a clearly visible black paint. Markings shall
also be made at 18 feet above finished or natural grade, whichever results in a lower building height,
and at one foot increments above 18 feet. Bright orange construction mesh approximately one foot in
width shall be placed connecting poles to show all proposed roof and ridgelines.”
Safety Provisions – All story poles shall be placed to ensure the health, safety and general welfare of the
public. The story pole plan shall include the following plan note:
“If at any time the story poles become unsafe, they shall be repaired and reset immediately. The
story poles shall be removed immediately if determined by the City to be a public safety risk.”
Waiver of Risk – The applicant must sign and submit a waiver absolving the City of any liability
associated with construction of, or damage by the story poles. This waiver will be provided by the case
planner and shall be copied on the story pole plan. The applicant shall not install the story poles until the
waiver form is submitted to the City.
Certification
For projects including construction of a new, single-family residence, a new commercial building, projects
with a primary view issue, or those which are located in a scenic area; certification of the story poles is
required. Once the story poles are placed, a licensed surveyor, civil engineer, or architect1 must certify that
the story poles have been placed in accordance with the approved story pole plan. The property owner may
not certify the story pole height or position. After receiving the certification, the case planner will visit the site
to verify and photograph the story poles. Public notification shall not begin until certification is complete and
the case planner verifies the placement of the story poles.
Removal
The story poles shall be removed immediately if determined by the City to be a public safety risk or at the
discretion of the Planning Director. Story poles shall remain in place for the duration of the approval process
and shall be removed within seven (7) calendar days after the final appeal period expires, unless other
arrangements are made with the Planning Department.

1

Story poles certified by an engineer or an architect may require a follow-up certification by a licensed surveyor if the
placement of the poles is challenged.
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From: Craig Burns <crburnsca@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 2:59:46 PM
To: Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>;
aaadam@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 PERSONNELPLEASE 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: William Hicks <william.hicks@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 1:27:26 PM
To: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Subject: Caruso Apartments
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.

Bob:
I’ve been talking with other community members regarding the project to put apartments behind
The Lakes. We all know The Lakes has not been the best investment The City has been involved
in. I ask, would it be wise for The City Council to double down on The Lakes project by
approving an apartment project that may not have adequate dwellers to match the number of
apartments created? Will the City have to compensate for that like they do with The Lakes in
order to artificially support another failed project?
Bill
william.hicks@roadrunner.com
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From: Gary Raymond [mailto:glraymond@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 12:11 PM
To: cityclerk@toaks.org; Community Development Department
Cc: TOCC Bob Engler bengler@toaks.org; TOCC Claudia Bill-de la Pena ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org; TOCC Al
Adam aadam@toaks.org; TOCC Kevin McNamee kmcnamee@toaks.org; TOCC Ed Jones
ejassoc@verizon.net; TOSG Bio Diesel Pumper biodieselpumper@gmail.com; TOSG Michelle Patrick
shine4his glory@verizon.net; TOSG William Utermohlen wilute@verizon.net; TOSG Jan Dietrick
jdietrick9@gmail.com; TOSG Joyce Goodwin slowdownjoyce@gmail.com; TOSG Paula Gallegos
Paula@go2gallegos.com; TOSG Brie Zentil briezentil@gmail.com; TOSG Kimmarie Taylor
kimmarietaylor@yahoo.com; TOSG Gary Raymond glraymond@earthlink.net; TOSG Judy Seeger
seegerteam@gmail.com; TOSG Beth Flugard calabdog@aol.com; TOSG Karen Martin
takeodogg@aol.com; TOSG Peggy Burns pjburnsusa@yahoo.com; TOSG Shahrian Ghodsian
drlungs1@gmail.com; TOSG Chris Cheehan glasswizard2000@gmail.com; TOSG William Hicks
william.hicks@roadrunner.com; TOSG Bob Brown oneoutofmany@live.com; TOSG Joan Edwards
jdithers17@gmail.com; TOSG Thomas White tawhitejr@gmail.com; TOSG Matt & Silvana Zucca
long.zucca@yahoo.com; TOSG Kathrin Nolan kathrinnolan@gmail.com; TOSG Doug Goodwin
slowdowndoug@gmail.com; TOSG Steve Mc Collum srmccollum@verizon.net; TOSG Stephanie Steiner
slpytc@live.com; TOSG PVHariha PVHariha@hotmail.com; TOSG Chris Bailey pumperone793@gmail.com;
TOSG Martha Snow matasnow@gmail.com; TOSG Ron Siegel rbsiegel@me.com; TOSG Nicole Gates
nicolemgates23@gmail.com; TOSG Carolyn Guillot caroliberty9@outlook.com; TOSG Mic Farris
micfarris1@gmail.com; TOSG 350 CCC info@email.actionnetwork.org; TOSG Karen Wilburn
cvasp.org@outlook.com; TOSG Laura Chabot family@chabots.org; TOSG Suzanne Duckett
suzanducke2@aol.com; TOSG Christina Peloquin thepeloquinfamily@gmail.com; TOSG Sandy Holeman
sholeman10@yahoo.com; TOSG Tim McCarthy t1mccarthy@verizon.net; TOSG Denice Stouffer
dstouffer11@verizon.net
Subject: NO MORE THAN FOUR (Stories at The Lakes)

Dear Council Members,
I attended the T. O. Planning Commission meeting Nov.15.
I was shocked and dismayed to see what a corrupt political system we have here in Thousand
Oaks.
Everyone who showed up in person were residents who lived near The Lakes site. They were
there to protest the Caruso apartment project's excessive building height, 7 stories vs. the 4
stories that has been the limit in the city.
When the card submissions from people not present were read, Planning Commissioner Newman
brought up the point that all the comments were worded the same as if written by the same
person.
Caruso's spokesperson hemmed and hawed and finally admitted that 2 were from their
employees and that they had provided guidance to the other commenters.
The On Line video commenters were also suspiciously consistent in their comments and none of
them lived near the site.
When the local residents attending in person brought up the point that a 6 or 7 story building on
City property would establish a permanently bad precedent, especially because it was on
property the city owned and controlled, the staff just said it was a one of a kind deal.
Total cop out.
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That's what "setting a Precedent" means!
Citizens who attended commented that the city would make virtually no money on the deal with
the billionaire developer who lives in Brentwood, but staff and 3 of the 5 Planning
Commissioners just kinda shrugged that off.
We have 2 Planning Commission members with integrity, Newman and Buss who voted against
approval.
The other 3, Link, Lanson and McMahon do not care about preserving our city's identity and
history and voted for the project without any concessions, even after it was voiced that Caruso's
people would compromise on the height!
That concession was ignored!
I've never been so disgusted attending a Thousand Oaks City meeting.
Cathy Raymond
Thousand Oaks
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From: William Hicks [mailto:william.hicks@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 1:55 AM
To: Ed Jones
Cc: Gary Raymond; Claudia Bill-de la Peña; Bob Engler; Kevin McNamee; Al Adam;
<publisher@citizensjournal.us>
Subject: Re: Original Lease with Caruso

Ed/Gary:
You would be quite correct in my concerns for attached wall communities, which seems to be
the only shiny object in the choices for “Affordable Housing.” I left the San Fernando Valley in
search for an affordable house and found it in Newbury Park in the early 1970’s. The cost of
housing seemed to begin to increase shortly after Newbury Park was incorporated into Thousand
Oaks and the overly generous “Open Space” policy began. I know there are those in past City
Councils and some current ones that ignore the logic of supply and demand laws that
can increase the cost of housing by limiting supply, but they won’t find me in agreement with
them. It’s one of many reasons why I’m a proponent of the replacement of Linda Parks. But a
major concern of mine is the potential for unhealthy, physically and mentally, aspects of Pack
and stack style housing. If I had wanted that lifestyle for me and future Thousand Oaks residents,
I would’ve found New York to be a fine place to live, where your choices are either expensive
penthouses or section 8 housing. With the plans anticipated for Thousand Oaks future, my mind
drifts off to the image of New York and that’s what concerns me. I’m rapidly seeing the middle
class being reduced to poor and a widening gap between rich and poor with attached wall style
living both Nationally and locally through these top down policies that may turn Thousand Oaks
into a less healthy and attractive place to live.
Bill
On Nov 17, 2021, at 5:35 PM, Ed Jones <ejassoc@verizon.net> wrote:
Bill, not an engineer and don’t know exactly, although there’s probably a formula for it
somewhere. However, it seems you have a broader point than the dynamics of smoke.
Ed
From: William Hicks [mailto:william.hicks@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2021 3:04 PM
To: Ed Jones
Cc: Gary Raymond
Subject: Re: Original Lease with Caruso

Gentlemen:
“Is 165 dwelling units too intense” is a great question. We see commercials about how smoking
in your own dwelling can spread smoke to your neighbors dwelling. If that be accurate, then how
much more can common wall dwellings spread current or future viruses in the same fashion as
smoke spreads?
Bill
On Nov 13, 2021, at 5:27 PM, Ed Jones <ejassoc@verizon.net> wrote:
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Hi bill and Gary,
If the question is, can Caruso (by the terms of the lease and zoning) build apartments in the
back of the parking lot, I’m sure the answer is – yes. Also, there are two separate parcels. I
don’t know exactly where the dividing line is, but, because the proposed apartments are so far
back on the property, I believe it’s quite likely that they’re on a separate parcel from the
commercial buildings.
My question is, is 165 dwelling units (I believe that’s the number although I haven’t seen the
paperwork). To intense for that property?
Ed
From: William Hicks [mailto:william.hicks@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 11:18 AM
To: Gary Raymond
Cc: Ed Jones
Subject: Re: Original Lease with Caruso

Not sure Gary. But if you ask Ed Jones, Council Member, I’m sure he would have an answer for
you.
Bill
On Nov 12, 2021, at 11:05 AM, Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net> wrote:
Does anyone know the answer to this?

On Nov 12, 2021, at 10:59 AM, caroliberty9@outlook.com wrote:
The development allowed on the original lease would be commercial ONLY. Right?
Sent from Mail for Windows
From: Gary Raymond
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 12:50 PM
To: TOSG Bio Diesel Pumper biodieselpumper@gmail.com; TOSG Denice Stouffer
dstouffer11@verizon.net;TOSG Nancy Dean ndeanto@gmail.com; TOSG Michelle Patrick shine4his
glory@verizon.net; TOSG Brie Zentil briezentil@gmail.com; TOSG Jan Dietrick
jdietrick9@gmail.com; TOSG Gary Raymond glraymond@earthlink.net; TOSG William Utermohlen
wilute@verizon.net; TOSG Shawn Moradian shawnmoradian@gmail.com; TOSG Chris Bailey
pumperone793@gmail.com; TOSG Tim McCarthy t1mccarthy@verizon.net; TOSG Steve Mc Collum
srmccollum@verizon.net; TOSG Thomas White tawhitejr@gmail.com; TOSG Laura Chabot
family@chabots.org; TOSG Carolyn Guillot caroliberty9@outlook.com; TOSG Karen Wilburn
cvasp.org@outlook.com; TOSG William Hicks william.hicks@roadrunner.com; TOSG Matt & Silvana
Zucca long.zucca@yahoo.com; TOSG Bob Brown oneoutofmany@live.com; TOSG Peggy Burns
pjburnsusa@yahoo.com; TOSG Chris Cheehan glasswizard2000@gmail.com; TOSG Judy Seeger
seegerteam@gmail.com; TOSG Christina Peloquin thepeloquinfamily@gmail.com; TOSG 350 CCC
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info@email.actionnetwork.org; TOSG Martha Snow matasnow@gmail.com; TOSG Shahrian Ghodsian
drlungs1@gmail.com; TOSG Beth Flugard calabdog@aol.com; TOSG Mic Farris
micfarris1@gmail.com; TOSG Joan Edwards jdithers17@gmail.com;TOSG Kimmarie Taylor
kimmarietaylor@yahoo.com; TOSG Nicole Gates nicolemgates23@gmail.com; TOSG Stephanie Steiner
slpytc@live.com
Subject: Fwd: Original Lease with Caruso

Begin forwarded message:
From: karen wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Subject: RE: Original Lease with Caruso
Date: November 12, 2021 at 10:40:59 AM PST
To: Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net>

Absolutely. Before I retired I was a comml insurance underwriter for 40 years & I
was a nerd when it came to reading insurance contracts & had to review
customer’s contractual agreements from time to time so it’s paying off now.
Here’s a copy of something that Kyle Jorrey linked on twitter. It’s the proposed
development agreement & purchase price. It doesn’t go into the actual details of
what the apt complex will look like. Again I’ve bookmarked pages.
SEE YA IN THE
<image001.png>

<image002.png>
KAREN
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213‐216‐1937

From: Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net>
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 10:19 AM
To: TOSG Karen Wilburn cvasp.org@outlook.com <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Subject: Re: Original Lease with Caruso
Karen,
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God Bless You!!!
Thank you for doing all this research and sharing it with me.
Would you be ok if I shared it with out mailing list people, about 35?
It’s very important that everyone who cares has this info.
Gratefully,
Gary
Gary and Cathy Raymond
2406 Sirius St.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
glraymond@earthlink.net
H 805‐492‐5858
C 213‐509‐8347

On Nov 12, 2021, at 10:11 AM, karen wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com> wrote:

Gary,
This was one in of the links I sent in my earlier email to you this morning. It’s a
272 page document presented by the city staff to council recommending
disposition of the side dated 7/25/2000. This was later approved. In it is the actual
lease & development terms with Caruso (along with comments about a Discovery
Park which was never built & didn’t have anything to do with Caruso) Anyway I
went through the document & if you look at the comments bar on the right & I
have bookmarked some of the salient points. It looks as if some of my comments
to the council were wrong. He does have the right to demand purchase of the
property. The question is just how much will he pay. It must be the greater of
$2MM or the market value. However the market value has to be based on the
development allowed by the original lease agreement. I was right however that
we don’t have any obligation to finance the purchase price. It says on page 138 of
the document that he has to pay us in cash.
Anyway not sure if you’re into this level of detail but I thought you might be
interested.
SEE YA IN THE
KAREN
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213‐216‐1937
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From: Ron Siegel <rbsiegel@icloud.com>
Date: November 29, 2021 at 11:21:28 AM PST
To: Thomas White <tawhitejr@gmail.com>
Cc: claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Al Adam
<AAdam@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee
<KMcNamee@toaks.org>, Community Development Department
<CommunityDevelopment@toaks.org>
Subject: 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/201213/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.
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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.
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.
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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.
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: Pattie Komai <pattiekomai@gmail.com>
Date: November 27, 2021 at 11:08:08 AM PST
To: Al Adam <AAdam@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 Councilmember Adam:
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: karen wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Date: November 27, 2021 at 10:53:38 AM PST
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: Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>
Date: November 25, 2021 at 3:54:31 PM PST
To: Andrew Powers <APowers@toaks.org>
Subject: Fwd: Caruso Project at The Lakes
If I’m not mistaken they also opposed 299, 1710 and Kmart but say we need housing
Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:
From: Sally Hibbitts <sjhibbitts@aol.com>
Date: November 25, 2021 at 3:03:30 PM 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: Kim Ashton <kim@ashtonretail.com>
Date: November 23, 2021 at 1:01:17 PM PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Al
Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee
<KMcNamee@toaks.org>, Nizar Slim <NSlim@toaks.org>
Subject: Caruso Project | Need for Housing for Young People
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon I am writing in support for adding additional apartment housing for singles and young
families. As a mother of two young adults I have seen first-hand the lack of clean and modern
housing. We have found it impossible to even find a cool and affordable small home for rent for
our kids! I would love to see our area, especially along the Boulevard, built up to support the
needs of young, working-class adults.
We’re fortunate to live in an area that has major employers like Amgen and Anthem Blue Cross.
These companies attract highly educated young people with good incomes. Unfortunately, the
city doesn’t offer them many housing options.
That’s why I support Caruso’s plans to develop an apartment building behind The Lakes at
Thousand Oaks. Our young people can live and work in Thousand Oaks, avoiding long
commutes and supporting local businesses. Everyone’s quality of life would be much improved.
I would love for the city to approve this project. Thank you so much for your consideration and
Happy Thanksgiving!
Kim Ashton
2712 Elderoak Road
Thousand Oaks, CA 91361
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From: James Ashton <james@ashtonretail.com>
Date: November 23, 2021 at 12:36:35 PM PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Al
Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee
<KMcNamee@toaks.org>, Nizar Slim <NSlim@toaks.org>
Subject: Support Support | Need for Housing Options in Thousand Oaks
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.

To Our City Council Friends I hope the City Council will follow the City Planning Commission’s recommendation and
approve Caruso’s plans to add an apartment building to the Lakes shopping center.
Thousand Oaks is lacking housing options. The city has multi-family homes, but not a lot of new
apartment buildings. Where are people who work in the area -- but can’t afford a home -supposed to live, especially if they want nicer amenities? (I heard there’s less than 3% apartment
vacancies and most apartments in the area are over 40 years old).
It would be in the city’s best interest to add more housing options, such as 1-, 2- and 3-bedroom
apartments. If we don’t add more options, we will continue to have people working in the area
and driving elsewhere to get home.
Thank you so much for your consideration and Happy Thanksgiving!
JAMES Q. ASHTON
Resident
______________________________
2712 Elderoak Road
Thousand Oaks, CA 91361
T: 805 371 8484
C: 805 660 3298
E: james@ashtonretail.com
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From: kershawfamily@roadrunner.com
Date: November 22, 2021 at 8:15:27 PM PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Al
Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee
<KMcNamee@toaks.org>
Subject: Lakes Shopping Center apartment complex
Reply-To: kershawfamily@roadrunner.com
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 City Council Members,
My name is Fred Kershaw and I’m opposed to the proposed development of a mega
apartment complex that is seven, six, five or even four stories high that would be
built behind the “Lakes Shopping Center.”
This is a Horrible idea, haven’t you guys a city hall learned your lesson about
making sweet heart deals with Rick Caruso Development? Are you kidding me this
guy has never paid the city for leasing the property (other than $2./year) and now
you want to sell it to him for a mere 2 million dollars and 13 million over 37 years
this is ridiculous! Any city council members that votes for this should be
“Recalled”. You keep preaching you’re not trying to turn Thousand Oaks into the
San Fernando Valley, but thats exactly what you are doing with mega apartment
complexes. What happened to No buildings over 3 stories? Why doesn’t Rick
Caruso have to play by the same rules every other developer does? Have you guys
thought about the traffic nightmare an apartment complex in this area is going to
cause? Do you council members even drive down T.O. blvd.? If the city is
considering selling this property why hasn’t it been put up for sale to the highest
bidder?
Please Do Not approve a mega apartment complex behind the Lakes shopping
Center.
regards,
Fred Kershaw
43 year resident of Thousand Oaks
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From: Paula Gallegos <Paula@go2gallegos.com>
Date: November 22, 2021 at 7:01:17 PM PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>
Cc: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>, Ed Jones
<EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>
Subject: The Lakes Project
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 & Council members,
Caruso does not own Thousand Oaks (yet). We the people should have a say about what goes up
in our neighborhood, yet you 5 will be making a decision that will affect thousands of residents
and the future of our city. This apartment building is over the top, literally. If the developer
needs to generate more income from this property, they should entice businesses to The Lakes
with affordable rents.
If the City needs to meet housing needs, at least preserve the 4-story current limit and require
some low-income units. The rents in this City are unaffordable for the average middle class
couple or family, and these high-end apartments will only encourage multiple individuals or
families to double/triple up. That’s probably several hundred cars, creating much more traffic on
2-lane Conejo School Rd. to Willow, which is already very busy as a thoroughfare to the 101 and
Westlake Village. The seniors coming and going from the Mobile home park and parents
dropping and picking up children at the Day Care will have to deal with that added traffic, with
no planned stop signs or crosswalk on Conejo School. This is a bad corner for such increased
traffic. If a future development also goes in at the old K-Mart site, this too will add much more
traffic on Willow and Conejo School Rd.
We need to preserve our precious hometown community, and a 6-7 story building in the heart of
the City is a bad idea, opposed by the neighbors, and will set a very bad precedent. There are
already several new apartment complexes in the vicinity, so we don’t need more density in this
neighborhood.
Please vote NO on the Caruso Lakes project. If you feel you must vote Yes, then please abide by
the 4-story General Plan that exists for just this purpose. No exceptions for billionaire Caruso!

Paula & Fred Gallegos
Thunderbird Oaks
Cell – 805-373-6080
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From: William Hicks <william.hicks@roadrunner.com>
Date: November 18, 2021 at 1:55:12 AM PST
To: Ed Jones <ejassoc@verizon.net>
Cc: Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net>, Claudia Bill-de la Peña
<claudia4slowgrowth@roadrunner.com>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee
<KMcNamee@toaks.org>, Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>, publisher@citizensjournal.us
Subject: Re: Original Lease with Caruso
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.

Ed/Gary:
You would be quite correct in my concerns for attached wall communities, which seems to be
the only shiny object in the choices for “Affordable Housing.” I left the San Fernando Valley in
search for an affordable house and found it in Newbury Park in the early 1970’s. The cost of
housing seemed to begin to increase shortly after Newbury Park was incorporated into Thousand
Oaks and the overly generous “Open Space” policy began. I know there are those in past City
Councils and some current ones that ignore the logic of supply and demand laws that
can increase the cost of housing by limiting supply, but they won’t find me in agreement with
them. It’s one of many reasons why I’m a proponent of the replacement of Linda Parks. But a
major concern of mine is the potential for unhealthy, physically and mentally, aspects of Pack
and stack style housing. If I had wanted that lifestyle for me and future Thousand Oaks residents,
I would’ve found New York to be a fine place to live, where your choices are either expensive
penthouses or section 8 housing. With the plans anticipated for Thousand Oaks future, my mind
drifts off to the image of New York and that’s what concerns me. I’m rapidly seeing the middle
class being reduced to poor and a widening gap between rich and poor with attached wall style
living both Nationally and locally through these top down policies that may turn Thousand Oaks
into a less healthy and attractive place to live.
Bill
On Nov 17, 2021, at 5:35 PM, Ed Jones <ejassoc@verizon.net> wrote:
Bill, not an engineer and don’t know exactly, although there’s probably a formula for it
somewhere. However, it seems you have a broader point than the dynamics of smoke.
Ed
From: William Hicks [mailto:william.hicks@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2021 3:04 PM
To: Ed Jones
Cc: Gary Raymond
Subject: Re: Original Lease with Caruso

Gentlemen:
“Is 165 dwelling units too intense” is a great question. We see commercials about how smoking
in your own dwelling can spread smoke to your neighbors dwelling. If that be accurate, then how
much more can common wall dwellings spread current or future viruses in the same fashion as
smoke spreads?
Bill
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On Nov 13, 2021, at 5:27 PM, Ed Jones <ejassoc@verizon.net> wrote:

Hi bill and Gary,
If the question is, can Caruso (by the terms of the lease and zoning) build apartments in the back
of the parking lot, I’m sure the answer is – yes. Also, there are two separate parcels. I don’t
know exactly where the dividing line is, but, because the proposed apartments are so far back on
the property, I believe it’s quite likely that they’re on a separate parcel from the commercial
buildings.
My question is, is 165 dwelling units (I believe that’s the number although I haven’t seen the
paperwork). To intense for that property?
Ed
From: William Hicks [mailto:william.hicks@roadrunner.com]
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 11:18 AM
To: Gary Raymond
Cc: Ed Jones
Subject: Re: Original Lease with Caruso

Not sure Gary. But if you ask Ed Jones, Council Member, I’m sure he would have an answer for
you.
Bill
On Nov 12, 2021, at 11:05 AM, Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net> wrote:
Does anyone know the answer to this?

On Nov 12, 2021, at 10:59 AM, caroliberty9@outlook.com wrote:
The development allowed on the original lease would be commercial ONLY. Right?
Sent from Mail for Windows
From: Gary Raymond
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 12:50 PM
To: TOSG Bio Diesel Pumper biodieselpumper@gmail.com; TOSG Denice Stouffer
dstouffer11@verizon.net;TOSG Nancy Dean ndeanto@gmail.com; TOSG Michelle Patrick
shine4his glory@verizon.net; TOSG Brie Zentil briezentil@gmail.com; TOSG Jan Dietrick
jdietrick9@gmail.com; TOSG Gary Raymond glraymond@earthlink.net; TOSG William
Utermohlen wilute@verizon.net; TOSG Shawn Moradian shawnmoradian@gmail.com; TOSG
Chris Bailey pumperone793@gmail.com; TOSG Tim McCarthy
t1mccarthy@verizon.net; TOSG Steve Mc Collum srmccollum@verizon.net; TOSG Thomas
White tawhitejr@gmail.com; TOSG Laura Chabot family@chabots.org; TOSG Carolyn Guillot
caroliberty9@outlook.com; TOSG Karen Wilburn cvasp.org@outlook.com; TOSG William
Hicks william.hicks@roadrunner.com; TOSG Matt & Silvana Zucca
long.zucca@yahoo.com; TOSG Bob Brown oneoutofmany@live.com; TOSG Peggy Burns
pjburnsusa@yahoo.com; TOSG Chris Cheehan glasswizard2000@gmail.com; TOSG Judy
Seeger seegerteam@gmail.com; TOSG Christina Peloquin
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thepeloquinfamily@gmail.com; TOSG 350 CCC
info@email.actionnetwork.org; TOSG Martha
Snow matasnow@gmail.com; TOSG Shahrian Ghodsian drlungs1@gmail.com; TOSG Beth

Flugard calabdog@aol.com; TOSG Mic Farris micfarris1@gmail.com; TOSG Joan Edwards
jdithers17@gmail.com;TOSG Kimmarie Taylor kimmarietaylor@yahoo.com; TOSG Nicole
Gates nicolemgates23@gmail.com; TOSG Stephanie Steiner slpytc@live.com
Subject: Fwd: Original Lease with Caruso

Begin forwarded message:
From: karen wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Subject: RE: Original Lease with Caruso
Date: November 12, 2021 at 10:40:59 AM PST
To: Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net>

Absolutely. Before I retired I was a comml insurance underwriter for 40 years & I
was a nerd when it came to reading insurance contracts & had to review
customer’s contractual agreements from time to time so it’s paying off now.
Here’s a copy of something that Kyle Jorrey linked on twitter. It’s the proposed
development agreement & purchase price. It doesn’t go into the actual details of
what the apt complex will look like. Again I’ve bookmarked pages.
SEE YA IN THE
<image001.png>

<image002.png>
KAREN
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213-216-1937

From: Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net>
Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 10:19 AM
To: TOSG Karen Wilburn cvasp.org@outlook.com <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Subject: Re: Original Lease with Caruso
Karen,
God Bless You!!!
Thank you for doing all this research and sharing it with me.
35

Would you be ok if I shared it with out mailing list people, about 35?

It’s very important that everyone who cares has this info.
Gratefully,
Gary
Gary and Cathy Raymond
2406 Sirius St.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
glraymond@earthlink.net
H 805-492-5858
C 213-509-8347

On Nov 12, 2021, at 10:11 AM, karen wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com> wrote:

Gary,
This was one in of the links I sent in my earlier email to you this morning. It’s a
272 page document presented by the city staff to council recommending
disposition of the side dated 7/25/2000. This was later approved. In it is the actual
lease & development terms with Caruso (along with comments about a Discovery
Park which was never built & didn’t have anything to do with Caruso) Anyway I
went through the document & if you look at the comments bar on the right & I
have bookmarked some of the salient points. It looks as if some of my comments
to the council were wrong. He does have the right to demand purchase of the
property. The question is just how much will he pay. It must be the greater of
$2MM or the market value. However the market value has to be based on the
development allowed by the original lease agreement. I was right however that we
don’t have any obligation to finance the purchase price. It says on page 138 of the
document that he has to pay us in cash.
Anyway not sure if you’re into this level of detail but I thought you might be
interested.
SEE YA IN THE

KAREN
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213-216-1937
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From: karen wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Date: November 16, 2021 at 7:12:38 AM PST
To: Community Development Department <CommunityDevelopment@toaks.org>
Cc: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Bob
Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>, Al Adam
<AAdam@toaks.org>
Subject: So disappointed in last night’s Planning Commission Vote
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.

Council Members,
I was so disappointed in the vote last night. After 3 tumultuous months earlier this
year the Council voted in May for a vision of this city & it included a height
restriction of 58’ at this site as well as requiring more affordable housing when
considering new projects. At the first major project brought before the commission
this vision was tossed to the curb. As a resident I have to ask myself why bother
spending countless hours away from my family to become educated, share
information with my community & attend these meetings. If something this
egregious takes place it seems all hope is lost. When this comes before the council
later this month I ask you to maintain your credibility & do not support the
Commission’s & staff’s recommendation. I would like to see a simulation
picture of the building from a viewpoint of both Thousand Oaks Blvd & The Lakes
parking lot similar to the photo below contained on page 193 of the mitigated
declaration. It will speak volumes & I wonder why Caruso was so insistent on
saying that it will not have a high impact from these vantages because of the
setback. If that’s true let’s see it.
I would also ask that the council consider approving the project at even a lower
height, perhaps 50’ & make it clear that it will not be approved without
affordable units. Then when they ask for a density bonus we might end up at the
58’ max. This may seem underhanded but we don’t need to hand this to Caruso on
a plate. He’s a smart businessman & negotiator. It’s time the City of Thousand
Oaks became as ruthless. And if it doesn’t get built because he says it can’t
pencil out you have at least laid down the precedent to future developers that
the city is finally serious about affordable housing.
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I do think all the Planning Commissioners asked thoughtful questions. They just
came to the wrong conclusion with the exception of Mr. Buss & Mr. Newman. I
commend Mr. Newman on his follow up question to Ms. Robertson asking if any
of the speakers were employees of the company. In fact Mr. Behrooz Kooklan
identifed himself as a Thousand Oaks resident but neglected to icnlude that he
is a VP of Architectue at Caruso. I consider this very deceptive on the part of
Mr. Kooklan & his employer. During Ms. Robertson’s original presentation she
said they had met with the California Climate Coalition & agreed to all of their
requests. Then later during the public comments a representative of the Coalition
said they did agree, but they’ve been unable to secure anything in writing
confirming it. Again this appears to be deceptive.
In future meetings I think speakers should be required to disclose not only their
city of residence, but any connection that would create a direct conflict of
interest for them to benefit. For example being a member of a nearby business
that will benefit, a real estate agent, family member of the developer and citizens
who live nearby & will be directly impacted. Citizens are usually pretty transparent
when they live near the project. We should no longer allow these business shills to
speak & hide their conflict of interest as Mr. Behooz did last night, or Natalie
Farahan (wife of Shawn Moradian) spoke in favor of the Borchare parcel in
May.
38

KAREN WILBURN
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213-216-1937
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From: Shawn Moradian <toba.bid@gmail.com>
Date: November 15, 2021 at 11:13:23 AM PST
To: Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>
Cc: Andrew Powers <APowers@toaks.org>, Haider Alawami <HAlawami@toaks.org>, Patrick
Hehir <PHehir@toaks.org>, Nizar Slim <NSlim@toaks.org>, Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>,
claudia4slowgrowth@roadrunner.com, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Ed Jones
<EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>
Subject: T.O.B.A. Letter of Support for Planning Commission Hearing - November 15,
2021
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

RE: Planning Commission Hearing - Agenda Item 7A: TO Lakes, LLC. ("Applicant");
2200 E. Thousand Oaks Blvd ("Property")
Dear Mr. Parker:
Please see attached. Kindly confirm receipt?
Respectfully submitted,
Shawn Moradian
Chairman & President

_______________________________
Thousand Oaks Boulevard Association
"Dedicated to the Beautification and Revitalization of the Boulevard"

2815 Townsgate Road, Suite 200 - Westlake Village, CA 91361
website: www.thousandoaksboulevard.com
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From: Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net>
Date: November 15, 2021 at 10:08:01 AM PST
To: "TOSG Bio Diesel Pumper biodieselpumper@gmail.com" <biodieselpumper@gmail.com>,
"TOSG Michelle Patrick shine4his glory@verizon.net" <shine4hisglory@verizon.net>, "TOSG
William Utermohlen wilute@verizon.net" <wilute@verizon.net>, "TOSG Jan Dietrick
jdietrick9@gmail.com" <jdietrick9@gmail.com>, "TOSG Paula paula@paulainsures.com"
<paula@paulainsures.com>, "TOSG Brie Zentil briezentil@gmail.com"
<briezentil@gmail.com>, "TOSG Kimmarie Taylor kimmarietaylor@yahoo.com"
<kimmarietaylor@yahoo.com>, "TOSG Gary Raymond glraymond@earthlink.net"
<glraymond@earthlink.net>, "TOSG Judy Seeger seegerteam@gmail.com"
<seegerteam@gmail.com>, "TOSG Beth Flugard calabdog@aol.com" <calabdog@aol.com>,
"TOSG Peggy Burns pjburnsusa@yahoo.com" <pjburnsusa@yahoo.com>, "TOSG Shahrian
Ghodsian drlungs1@gmail.com" <drlungs1@gmail.com>, "TOSG Chris Cheehan
glasswizard2000@gmail.com" <glasswizard2000@gmail.com>, "TOSG William Hicks
william.hicks@roadrunner.com" <william.hicks@roadrunner.com>, "TOSG Bob Brown
oneoutofmany@live.com" <oneoutofmany@live.com>, "TOSG Joan Edwards
jdithers17@gmail.com" <jdithers17@gmail.com>, "TOSG Thomas White
tawhitejr@gmail.com" <tawhitejr@gmail.com>, "TOSG Matt & Silvana Zucca
long.zucca@yahoo.com" <long.zucca@yahoo.com>, "TOSG Doug Goodwin
slowdowndoug@gmail.com" <slowdowndoug@gmail.com>, "TOSG Steve Mc Collum
srmccollum@verizon.net" <srmccollum@verizon.net>, "TOSG Stephanie Steiner
slpytc@live.com" <slpytc@live.com>, "TOSG Chris Bailey pumperone793@gmail.com"
<pumperone793@gmail.com>, "TOSG Martha Snow matasnow@gmail.com"
<matasnow@gmail.com>, "TOSG Nicole Gates nicolemgates23@gmail.com"
<nicolemgates23@gmail.com>, "TOSG Carolyn Guillot caroliberty9@outlook.com"
<caroliberty9@outlook.com>, "TOSG Sandy Holeman sholeman10@yahoo.com"
<sholeman10@yahoo.com>, "TOSG 350 CCC info@email.actionnetwork.org"
<info@email.actionnetwork.org>, "TOSG Karen Wilburn cvasp.org@outlook.com"
<cvasp.org@outlook.com>, "TOSG Laura Chabot family@chabots.org" <family@chabots.org>,
"TOSG Christina Peloquin thepeloquinfamily@gmail.com" <thepeloquinfamily@gmail.com>,
"TOSG Mic Farris micfarris1@gmail.com" <micfarris1@gmail.com>, "TOSG Tim McCarthy
t1mccarthy@verizon.net" <t1mccarthy@verizon.net>, "TOSG Denice Stouffer
dstouffer11@verizon.net" <dstouffer11@verizon.net>
Cc: "TOPC Sharon McMahon mcmahonre@gmail.com" <mcmahonre@gmail.com>, "TOPC
Don Lanson dlanson@manfredilevine.com" <dlanson@manfredilevine.com>, "TOPC David
Newman topcnewman@potrzebie.org" <topcnewman@potrzebie.org>, "TOPC Nelson Buss
nelsonbussre@gmail.com" <nelsonbussre@gmail.com>, "TOPC Justin Link
justin.link@hotmail.com" <justin.link@hotmail.com>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>,
Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>, Kevin
McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <ejassoc@verizon.net>
Subject: Nov. 15, 2021 Item 7. Letter Protesting the Proposed Caruso Building Being Over
4 Stories
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.
Fellow TOSG Group,
This is my letter to the City for the Planning Commission meeting tonight. I sent it to:
communitydevelopment@toaks.org<mailto:communitydevelopment@toaks.org>
and all 5 Planning Commissioners and all 5 City Council as listed above.
Feel free to use any parts that will help you write44your letter. and your presentation tonight.
I also have prepared a 3 minute and 5 minute version for speaking tonight as this letter is longer

than 5 minutes to read in it’s entirety.
Thank you all for participating!
Gary Raymond
Thousand Oaks
213 509 8347
I have been a resident here since 1981 and do not want to lose the semi rural feel that we have
here in Thousand Oaks.
MOUNTAIN RIDGE LINE RULE
I have a proposal I call "The Mountain Ridge Line Rule” that I would like to see included in our
General Plan regarding all new buildings that will be built in Thousand Oaks.
It states that if you are sitting in your parked car on Thousand Oaks Blvd. you should not have
any new buildings block your ability to see the tops of the nearby mountains.
The only exception is where a one story building still blocks the view. That would be allowed
but higher buildings should not. Higher buildings can be accommodated by adjusting the
building height as the structure gets farther away from the street. In this way a 2 story building
would be set back a little. A 3 story building back more and in some cases a 4 story building can
be accommodated if 100s of feet back from the street towards the mountains.
Unfortunately the new structures on the old Lupe’s site violate this rule but could have been built
to comply. If the front building was 1 story instead of 3 you could still see the southern mountain
ridges. The further buildings which are 3 story are fine as they are far enough back that the angle
of view still allows the mountains to be seen. The capacity removed from the front building
could have been added to the back buildings and still comply with the rule. See photo at the
bottom.
This concept can allow us to comply with the new construction requirements AND keep much of
the cozy rural feel we all love about Thousand Oaks.
You’ll notice in the photo that the 3 story buildings in back don’t look any higher than the 1
story building that is close on T. O. Blvd. and do not block the mountain ridge line view.
The “Mountain Ridge Line Rule” is easy to understand also relevant to the proposed 75 ft. high
Caruso Lakes Apartment complex being discussed.
That proposed height should be reduced with the additional apartment units allocated on other
available sites.
STORY POLES
Please see attachments at the bottom.
The city of Malibu uses what they call Story Poles to demonstrate the outline of new proposed
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buildings.

These are vertical poles with ribbons attached between them that create an outline of the
proposed building.
This is from the actual sight lines of citizens on the ground which is not always obvious in
architectural drawings.
This is a brilliant, easily created, low cost method and evaluated common sense approach to
determining acceptable building height.
This technique can be used here in Thousand Oaks during the design phase to verify the
proposed new building will not violate the Mountain Ridge Line Rule by allowing anyone to
visit the proposed site and actually look at the surrounding mountains and see what building
heights and where would be acceptable.
It also is an excellent method of making our city residents aware of the new proposed
construction as it can be seen by anyone in the area. Thus raising awareness that something is in
the works.
THE FOLLOWING ARE MY RESPONSES TO THE CITY STAFF’S RESPONSES TO MY
PREVIOUS EMAIL
Where do I find the text defining “Subjective” and “Objective”? No Answer from T. O. City
Staff yet.
From T. O. City Staff:
Another consideration is that Thousand Oaks Boulevard Specific Plan allows up to three stories
by right and the suggested rule with varied heights and setbacks would impact property owners
ability to build under the uniform standards of the Specific Plan.
My Response:
We have different zoned areas with different height allowances. How is that any different?
Also, according to the Staff statement above, the Specific Plan allows three stories. Then
Caruso’s proposal of 7 stories is in violation.
Currently at The Lakes the shops are 1 story structures set very far back from T. O. Blvd. If we
abide by the T. O. rules as you state above the height limit is 3 stories. I assume that extends all
the way back to the freeway? If so, that would comply with the Mountain Ridge Line Rule and
the additional proposed apartments set behind the shops would not block the view of the
mountains from T. O. Blvd.
Therefore it would allow the city to provide housing (no higher than 3 stories) which would
contribute to satisfying the states mandates.
The state is not mandating we change our zoning. They are allowing each city to deal with the
details as long as the end result of more housing is satisfied.
Additional housing units will be added at various sites throughout our city.
From T. O. City Staff:
Furthermore, the introduction of rules that further restrict the development of property are
viewed as an impediment to housing by the State46Department of Housing and Community
Development, which can jeopardize certification of City’s Housing Element and open the City

up to lawsuits.
My Response:
The Mountain Ridge Line Rule doesn’t "restrict the development of property”. It simply directs
where it is placed. It’s no more restrictive than “Set Back” requirements.
Again, additional housing will be spread throughout the city thereby satisfying the states
mandates.
The state is mandating specific numbers of housing built, not exactly where or how it is
distributed throughout our city. There would be no basis for a lawsuit if we are showing good
faith in complying with the state’s requirements.
They don’t need to be overbuilt at The Lakes site specifically requiring a zoning change.
From T.O. City Staff:
Staff reviewed your suggestion and rules that protect views are subjective in nature.
My Response:
I disagree. If the rule is based on easily verified Geometry and consistent with all properties in
it’s application it is Objective, not Subjective.
If the rules regarding “views" (Mountain Ridge Line Rule) using Story Poles (as a tool) are
carefully defined regarding viewing angle, pole placement, and other “objective” parameters that
are measurable, that is by definition “Objective”.
Story Poles are a tool just like a tape measure or traffic cone. They can be drawn on an
Architectural Side View drawing using simple Geometry to show where the Vertical Setbacks
meet the viewing angle. This is Objective Geometry. Not subjective Judgement calls.
They have no implied “Subjective” quality.
The City of Malibu has sent me their Story Pole Standards. As they are already written, T. O. can
copy them verbatim.
My Request:
How can we rewrite the Mountain Ridge Line Rule to comply with our current, relevant laws (in
other words, make it “Objective”)? it can be done!
TRAFFIS CONCERNS
Another very important issue is how will the increase in Apartments impact traffic congestion?
Heaven forbid we have an emergency such as a large fire or other event.
How will all the residents escape on what are already congested streets?
Let’s keep Thousand Oaks the special place it is.
Gary Raymond
Thousand Oaks
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PHOTOS:
The photos below are from a current proposed project in Malibu that beautifully illustrates the
use of Story Poles. The address is 24855 Pacific Coast Hwy., Malibu, CA 90265.
This photo shows the Project Name and Proposed Building Additions. This is posted at the site
so any public bystander can learn the projects name, additions and or changes and intended
impact.
[cid:286e2f61-5d3b-444e-be2f-71396a57991a@namprd09.prod.outlook.com]
This photo shows the proposed building outline and how it would successfully pass the
Mountain Ridge Line Rule by allowing the top of the mountains to be seen over the building
from a persons point of view on the ground.
[cid:374a09a4-57bb-4609-9141-078cc1686600@namprd09.prod.outlook.com]
This photo shows that the mountains are not an issue and the Mountain Ridge Line Rule would
not apply here.
[cid:7a0ffbae-0316-4524-9a54-466e5acdf60d@namprd09.prod.outlook.com]
This photo shows a numbered “marker stake” which identifies each specific Story Pole on the
site and architectural drawings. All poles have separately numbered markers.
[cid:64cbc4da-3747-4b8d-bfb3-d9ff609b13a6@namprd09.prod.outlook.com]
Lupe’s Site.
You’ll notice in the photo that the 3 story buildings in back don’t look any higher than the 1
story building that is close on T. O. Blvd. and do not block the mountain ridge line view.
If the front building was 1 story instead of 3 you could still see the southern mountain ridges.
The further buildings which are 3 story are fine as they are far enough back that the angle of
view still allows the mountains to be seen.
[cid:b712c4a7-e4d7-47b0-ac7c-77da98c8af94@namprd09.prod.outlook.com]
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City of Malibu
Planning Department
Effective Date: July 1, 2012

Story Pole Policy
Story poles are placed to demonstrate height, bulk and location of a proposed project that may potentially
impact public and/or private views. The placement of story poles shall be required for all Coastal
Development Permits and for certain discretionary requests associated with Administrative Plan Review
applications (i.e., all projects reviewed by the Planning Director and/or the Planning Commission).
Purpose
During review of certain discretionary projects, story poles are installed to demonstrate the height and
location of proposed development. Review of the story poles ensures that permitted development is sited
and designed to protect public views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas consistent with the
Malibu Local Coastal Program (LCP) and to protect private primary views in accordance with Malibu
Municipal Code (M.M.C.) Section 17.40.040(A)(17).
Waiver of Requirement
In some cases, the story poles requirement may be waived by the Planning Director where it is determined
through onsite investigation, evaluation of topographic maps, photographic evidence, or by other means that
there is no possibility that the proposed development will create or contribute to adverse impacts upon scenic
areas.
Procedure
Prior to installation of story poles, the applicant shall consult with the case planner to prepare the story pole
plan. The plan shall be on a minimum of an 8.5-inch by 11-inch reduction of the roof plan showing all
locations at which story poles will be placed. The story pole plan shall be approved by the case planner prior
to story pole placement.
Typically, story poles may not be placed at a property until the case planner confirms that all reviewing
departments have completed their reviews. In some cases, the case planner may allow early installation of
story poles if view issues are anticipated.
Prior to notification of a public hearing, or 10 days prior to the mailing of the public notice of application (for
those projects not requiring a hearing), story poles shall be placed on the site unless waived by the Planning
Director.
Location
The number of story poles required will vary with each specific project. The case planner shall review
proposed story pole location to ensure that the plan adequately demonstrates the proposed height, mass,
and bulk of the portion of the project under review. Story poles showing roof overhangs, eaves, chimneys,
balconies, decks, patios, and accessory structures may be required. The plan should be kept as simple as
possible to accurately reflect the proposal and to minimize visual clutter in potential view areas.
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Materials
The material of the story pole shall be indicated on the story pole plan. Story poles shall be constructed of 2inch by 4-inch lumber or other sturdy building material (PVC pipe is not acceptable). Story poles should be
braced at the base by use of guy wires or supporting beams to ensure that they will withstand weather and
will remain correctly positioned. The guy wires should be flagged for safety purposes.
Story Pole Plan Requirements
The story pole plan is subject to the following criteria:
Plan Scale – The story pole plan shall be at the same scale as the roof plan.
Indication of Story Pole Height – The elevations of the height of each story pole and the natural and
finished grades shall be indicated on the plans. If requested by the case planner, the applicant shall also
provide a detail on the plans showing the elevation of a typical story pole.
Markings – The story pole plan shall include the following plan note:
“The top one foot of the story poles shall be painted with a clearly visible black paint. Markings shall
also be made at 18 feet above finished or natural grade, whichever results in a lower building height,
and at one foot increments above 18 feet. Bright orange construction mesh approximately one foot in
width shall be placed connecting poles to show all proposed roof and ridgelines.”
Safety Provisions – All story poles shall be placed to ensure the health, safety and general welfare of the
public. The story pole plan shall include the following plan note:
“If at any time the story poles become unsafe, they shall be repaired and reset immediately. The
story poles shall be removed immediately if determined by the City to be a public safety risk.”
Waiver of Risk – The applicant must sign and submit a waiver absolving the City of any liability
associated with construction of, or damage by the story poles. This waiver will be provided by the case
planner and shall be copied on the story pole plan. The applicant shall not install the story poles until the
waiver form is submitted to the City.
Certification
For projects including construction of a new, single-family residence, a new commercial building, projects
with a primary view issue, or those which are located in a scenic area; certification of the story poles is
required. Once the story poles are placed, a licensed surveyor, civil engineer, or architect1 must certify that
the story poles have been placed in accordance with the approved story pole plan. The property owner may
not certify the story pole height or position. After receiving the certification, the case planner will visit the site
to verify and photograph the story poles. Public notification shall not begin until certification is complete and
the case planner verifies the placement of the story poles.
Removal
The story poles shall be removed immediately if determined by the City to be a public safety risk or at the
discretion of the Planning Director. Story poles shall remain in place for the duration of the approval process
and shall be removed within seven (7) calendar days after the final appeal period expires, unless other
arrangements are made with the Planning Department.

1

Story poles certified by an engineer or an architect may require a follow-up certification by a licensed surveyor if the
placement of the poles is challenged.

2
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From: Peggy Burns <pjburnsusa@yahoo.com>
Date: November 15, 2021 at 9:36:36 AM PST
To: Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>
Subject: "No" to CARUSO Deal
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.

There is a large concern in our community about what is going on with Mr. Caruso and
that deal he made in the early 2000's for the Lakes and now with the proposed 7 or 6
story apartment building. It's been written about in the Ventura County Star, Thousand
Oaks Acorn, it's all over the Nextdoor site and there was even someone outside my
church yesterday (Sunday) handing out flyers. Wait until they start standing outside of
markets, shopping centers, etc. A lot of people may not know about this but many may
know very soon.
You had better think twice about giving Mr. Caruso what he wants. From what I've seen
and read there are a lot more people against that high raise he wants to build next to the
Lakes. If you allow him to do this, how are you going to stop other developers? I want
to remind you there were various elections through this country on November 3 and the
people spoke out. From the city governments to the federal government people have
had it and are starting to fight back. Listen to the citizens of Thousand Oaks and don't
give Mr. Caruso (worth $4 billion) what he wants! He is playing our city leaders like
fools, are you?
Peggy Burns
1290 Alessandro Drive
Newbury Park, CA 91320
805 499-6116
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From: karen wilburn <karenwilburn32@outlook.com>
Date: November 14, 2021 at 1:48:59 PM PST
To: Community Development Department <CommunityDevelopment@toaks.org>
Cc: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin
McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Al Adam
<AAdam@toaks.org>
Subject: Against Caruso deal
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 Commissioners,
I have signed up to speak at the Nov 15th meeting, but will be undergoing minor
surgery in the AM. In the event I am not able to speak I wanted my comments to
go into the public record. The photo below represents what my Zoom background
would look like.

Good evening Commissioners. My name is Karen Wilburn. I am a
resident of Newbury Park and a member of Conejo Valley Advocates for
Sensible Planning. The Zoom background you’re seeing was taken from
page 193 of the Mitigated Declaration. It’s simulation of the building as
viewed from the freeway. I have to ask why wasn’t a similar simulation
provided with a view from the parking lot or Thousand Oaks Blvd. That
picture would have been worth 1000 words. Instead I had sit in the
parking lot & visualize what a building which extends above the sound
wall would look like. It wasn’t pretty.
I am against this proposal for 3 reasons:
1) The 75’ building height exceeds the 58’ height approved by the
City Council in May for the pending General Plan update. To begin
making exceptions less than 6 months after the vote is
unconscionable & sets a dangerous precedent.
2)

Everyone agrees we need more affordable housing. The city has
conceded it has done a poor job in the past of requiring
inclusionary conditions. Caruso’s proposal contains no promise of
affordable units. Now is the time for the city to draw a line in the
sand. NOTHING should be approved, not even 30 units without
the developers providing a reasonable amount affordable units
based on RHNA #’s.
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3)

This last minute deal to sell the property throws a monkey wrench
into this whole project. Everyone but Caruso agrees the original
lease agreement negotiated 20 years ago was a bad deal for the
city. He has the right to purchase the property. The only question
is how much should he pay. The valuation method is spelled out in
his July 2000 lease. Some of us question if the sales prices & terms
are reasonable. We should not be rushing into approval for a new
project at the same time we’re negotiating a sales price. This
whole approval process should be put on hold until the citizens &
City Council have time to become satisfied that the sales
agreement benefits more than just Mr. Caruso.

Thank you
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KAREN WILBURN
Karenwilburn32@outlook.com
213-216-1937
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From: Mic Farris <micfarris1@gmail.com>
Date: November 14, 2021 at 1:28:02 PM PST
To: Community Development Department <CommunityDevelopment@toaks.org>
Cc: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Bob
Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>, Al Adam
<AAdam@toaks.org>
Subject: Supporting material for Item 7A for PC meeting of 11/15/2021
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Please provide the following information (Memo - Subject: History of the Lakes Project and its
Historical Context) to the Planning Commission regarding Item 7A.
Additionally, please forward to members of the City Council.
Thank you,
Mic Farris
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To:

Members of the Thousand Oaks Planning Commission
Members of the Thousand Oaks City Council

From:

Mic Farris

Date:

November 12, 2021

Subject:

History of the Lakes Project and its Historical Context

This month, you will be presented with changes that would allow for the development of
a residential complex on the East Side parcel next to the Civic Arts Plaza. As with any
important decision, the proposal should be judged relative to the city’s history and its
decades-long effort by a subset of city leaders to make something more happen in
Thousand Oaks than originally planned.
The divisiveness of previous city decision making demonstrates a history of significant
time, energy, and money having been invested, leading to a perception of sunk costs in
pursuit of a “downtown” area – an area that somehow needed to be created when one
didn’t exist before.
This is not the case, as the most natural “downtown” area in Thousand Oaks is the
commercial area between Moorpark and Lynn Roads:


As its first act of expansion, in November 1964, the Council annexed the land
comprising Janss Marketplace, then known as the Conejo Village Shopping
Center.1



The site of the city’s first city hall — 401 Hillcrest — a city landmark,2 and now
home to the National Park Service — is located in this area.



Lands on the east side of the Oaks Mall were identified decades ago for the
proposed civic arts center.

1
2

Resolution 64–19, City of Thousand Oaks, approved November 17, 1964.
CHB Resolution 1, City of Thousand Oaks Cultural Heritage Board, approved May 6, 1997
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The Thousand Oaks Street Fair has been held in this area for the past three
decades.



The area is most logical, since this it has long existed as the city’s center — an
already vibrant commercial area, able to handle such proposed changes better
than other areas.

With the City’s General Plan update proposed for final approval next year, now is the
perfect time for leaders to reassess the poor decisions of the past and endeavor not to
make similar poor decisions going forward. Rethinking what makes sense for our city’s
“downtown” and future growth is a prudent path ahead.
Please review and consider the city’s history in your decision making to guide our city’s
future.
Background
What follows is the history of the $100 million pursuit to build a “downtown” in the
Jungleland area.


In January 1967, the Council dedicated themselves to building a civic center for
the new city.3
o

In the beginning of 1968, the Janss Corporation made an offer of twenty
acres north of Hillcrest Drive as the site for a civic center.4 The Council
accepted the offer in principle, and this site served as the location for the
first City Hall.

o

A nationwide design competition was held for the center’s design, and La
Jolla architect Robert Houvener’s design was selected, which captured “its

3
4

Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, January 31, 1967.
Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, January 16, 1968.
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strength from the natural hillside” and was dubbed “the eyebrows on the
hill.”5 By January 1973, the center was finished. 6
o



Thousand Oaks Mayor Ed Jones dedicated the civic center in 1973.7

Several years later, civic, business, and cultural leaders wanted to build a cultural
center in Thousand Oaks through an “ambitious downtown redevelopment
project”8
o

Under the plan, there would be “a revenue bonanza, [where] the city plans
to spend $53 million on moderate and low-cost housing, $50 million on
streets and facilities and $15-18 million to build a scaled-down version of
the Los Angeles Music Center.” 9

o

The cultural center was originally planned for the parking lot of the Oaks
Mall, furthering the downtown area comprising the Oaks Mall, Janss
Marketplace, and City Hall, located at 401 Hillcrest.

o

In late 1983, a group of Thousand Oaks business leaders and the Ventura
County Taxpayers Association launched an effort to scale back the
redevelopment plan. 10


They also questioned the City’s decision to consider the five-mile
stretch of Thousand Oaks Boulevard as “blighted” when the section
contained more than a dozen high-priced developments including
the luxury Westlake Plaza Hotel and the western regional
headquarters of Prudential Insurance and Exxon Corporation.11



At the time, critics called the actions of the Thousand Oaks City
Council, which doubled as the city’s Redevelopment Agency
(RDA), as the “greatest scam ever to hit Ventura County,” although
they quickly added he had no evidence of criminal wrongdoing.12

5

Bidwell, Carol A. (1989). The Conejo Valley: Old and New Frontiers. Windsor Publications. p. 58.
Ibid.
7 Willman, Martha, “Thousand Oaks Civic Center: City Will Dedicate Architectural Gem”, Los Angeles Times,
February 18, 1973.
8 Quinn, James, “Thousand Oaks Edges Forward on Cultural Center,” Los Angeles Times, May 10, 1984.
9 Quinn, James, “Cultural Center Plan Hit as Tax Diversion,” Los Angeles Times, September 15, 1983.
10 Ibid.
11 Ibid.
12 Ibid.
6
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A Ventura County District Attorney investigation ensued, and while
the City was cleared of wrongdoing, the DA’s office did claim that
the plans were a “striking example of how an aggressive city staff
can legally subvert” state law.13



In 1984, there were two ballot questions presented to voters on the plan.
o

Critics of the plan started a petition drive to force a vote on the downtown
plan, asking “Shall the City of Thousand Oaks or its agencies spend
public monies to build a Cultural Center in the City of Thousand Oaks?”14


o

This became Measure A

The Council put a competing question on the ballot, asking: “Should the
City of Thousand Oaks pursue the development of a Cultural Center if (1)
the site for the facility is donated without cost to the City; and (2) only
existing or projected redevelopment funds pay for the construction costs;
and (3) a private endowment fund is established to offset any potential
operating shortfalls?”15


o

This became Measure B

The advisory questions resulted in a mixed message about the cultural
center’s future:


Measure A failed by a 38-62 margin,16 indicating that the public did
not support spending public money on the cultural center’s
development.



Measure B passed 61-39, 17 indicating that public would support the
center only under certain conditions.



In 1986, cultural center proponents put a specific proposal before the voters to
gain support.

13

Quinn, James, “D.A. Clears City’s Redevelopment Tactics,” Los Angeles Times, October 16, 1983.
Quinn, James, “Thousand Oaks Edges Forward on Cultural Center,” Los Angeles Times, May 10, 1984.
15 Resolution 84-198, Thousand Oaks City Council, July 17, 1984.
16 Resolution 84-297, Thousand Oaks City Council, November 20, 1984.
17 Ibid.
14
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o

The June 1986 advisory question, on the ballot as Measure C, asked the
voters if they supported using $22.3 million in redevelopment funds for the
construction of an 1,800-seat main theater, 299-seat theater, 15,000
square foot museum, classrooms/workshops, and high school satellite
feeder theaters on regional school sites. 18

o

It also highlighted a location for the center either at city-owned Los Robles
Driving Range or donated land at the Oaks Mall, and a funding plan for
operations.19

o

The voters rejected the proposal; 54% cast ballots in opposition to
Measure C.20 21



Despite these public votes, city leaders who supported the center pressed ahead
with different plans, using eminent domain to acquire the current Civic Arts Plaza
property (the old Jungleland site), spending time and resources on years of
litigation, settling on a purchase price of $17.9 million for the land in 1990. 22
o

This now changed the Council’s focus for developing a new downtown
area at Jungleland

o

The land for the cultural center was no longer “donated without cost to the
City.” 23



The City and its RDA eventually spent $63 million to build the Civic Arts Plaza and
government center itself with plans that never materialized for a science center on
the property.24

18

Resolution 86-26, Thousand Oaks City Council, February 11, 1986.
Ibid.
20 Omestad, Thomas, “Part of Defeated Arts Measure Thousand Oaks Rejects Votes on School Theaters”, Los
Angeles Times, June 19, 1986.
21 Resolution 86-168, Thousand Oaks City Council, July 1, 1986.
22 Pascual, Psyche, “New Council Member at Odds With Colleagues”, Los Angeles Times, December 6, 1990..
23 Resolution 84-198, Thousand Oaks City Council, July 17, 1984.
24 Pascual, Psyche, “New Council Member at Odds With Colleagues”, Los Angeles Times, December 6, 1990..
19
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After first negotiating with and then rejecting a development agreement with Kilroy
Industries in 1997,25 the City and its RDA entered negotiations with Caruso
Affiliated Holdings in 1999.26 27

o

The development agreement with Caruso was finalized in 2000. 28 29 30

o

The agreement allowed Caruso to lease the 7.5 acres to the east of the
Civic Arts Plaza for the Lakes project, negotiating a deal granting free rent
for 55 years with four 10-year lease extensions.31

o

To continue the economic viability of the project, the plans were revised to
add options for a cinema and parking structure, 32 reduced parking space
requirements, 33 and more recently allowing for residential units on the
site.34

o

The Planning Commission recommended denial of the project in 2004,
finding that the project “did not adequately address the protection of the
oak trees, General Plan consistency, parking and air quality impact, and
that a further study of traffic, geology, hydrology, and utilities be
conducted.” 35

o

The Council approved the project in 2004. 36 37

25

Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, January 7, 1997.
Chan, Cecilia, “Plans Progress for New Center”, Los Angeles Daily News, August 1, 1999..
27 Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, July 27, 1999.
28 Resolution 2000-159, Thousand Oaks City Council, July 25, 2000.
29 RDA Resolution 216, Thousand Oaks Redevelopment Agency, July 25, 2000.
30 Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, July 25, 2000.
31 Disposition & Development Agreement between the Thousand Oaks Redevelopment Agency and T.O. Civic Arts
LLC, Attachment №5, Section 3.02..
32 Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, July 23, 2002.
33 Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, October 21, 2003.
34 Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, February 9, 2021.
35 Minutes of the Thousand Oaks Planning Commission, February 23, 2004.
36 Minutes of the Thousand Oaks City Council, March 9, 2004.
37 Ordinance 1424-NS, Thousand Oaks City Council, adopted March 23, 2004.
26
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From: Gary Raymond <glraymond@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 7:35 AM
To: City Clerk's Office <cityclerk@toaks.org>
Subject: FOR TOCC 11.30.2021 MEETING, CARUSO APARTMENTS. 8A
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.

NO MORE THAN 4
It was shocking as a member of our Thousand Oaks Community to experience the cave in to the
Caruso organization by our Planning Commission on Nov.15.
The Planning Commission Majority voted to Ignore the issues of the local residents and instead
pass support for a residential history changing precedent that will forever alter Thousand Oaks.
And did so based on a false assumption.
The argument that Caruso needs 165 Apts. to make the Lakes stores successful is fallacious.
Non of the other malls in T.O.; the Oaks, the Promenade or Janss Mall have any apartments at
all, Zero. Not only that but The Lakes has Thunderbird Residential with 161 units across the
street and Camelot Condos with 180 units within a short walking distance. An additional 165, 80
or any units isn't going to matter. I'd look more at the rents Caruso is charging and suspect
Caruso has given up on the commercial income and just wants to make his money off of
Residential Income at The Lakes.
We are at a crossroads regarding development in Thousand Oaks.
Dear Thousand Oaks City Council members. I can not say this more clearly:
Your decision comes down to this:
If you approve the Caruso Apartment Project with a maximum of 4 Stories that does not violate
The Mountain Ridge Line Rule, then you are working for the more than 100 Thousand (diverse)
residents of Thousand Oaks, here in Ventura County. (Young, middle aged and old, rich, middle
income and poor.)
If you approve this project with 5, 6 or 7 stories then You are working for the Billionaire Rick
Caruso who lives in Brentwood, 40 miles away in Los Angeles County.
We must not change the allowed apartment building height which is 4 stories.
Story Poles must be used to demonstrate the proposed outline of the 4 story building
and the Mountain Ridge Line Rule must be applied to verify the 4 stories do not block the view
of the mountain tops from T. O. Blvd.
I contacted a Caruso representative and verified there is no drawing in the over 1300 page report
showing the proposed apt. building West side view which also includes Thousand Oaks blvd.
and the 101 freeway.
This would be a view parallel with the building West side elevation view that is in line with The
Lakes drive.
The Side Elevation drawing on page 964 does not include T. O. Blvd.
The photo from T.O. Blvd. and Conejo School rd. in the report is misleading as it is at a diagonal
and thetefore approximately 40% further away thus making the Apartments appear smaller.
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Caruso's people must provide this missing drawing which needs to be verified by our city staff

and with a reasonable amount of time for public viewing and citizen comments before a vote is
taken by the City Council.
Because this critical drawing is not in the1300 page proposal, the City Council must postpone the
vote tonight until we have it.
NO MORE THAN 4!
Gary Raymond
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360
glraymond@earthlink.net
C 213-509-8347

Gary Raymond Music Playback
IMDB: Gary Raymond (ll)
glraymond@earthlink.net
S 805-492-5858
C 213-509-8347
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From: Craig Burns <crburnsca@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 3:00 PM
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 PERSONNELPLEASE 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: Janet M. Wall <walljanetm@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 9:18 AM
To: Andrew Powers <APowers@toaks.org>; Tracy Noonan <TNoonan@toaks.org>; Kevin
McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>; Al Adam
<AAdam@toaks.org>; Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>; Bob Engler
<BEngler@toaks.org>; Claudia Bill-de la Peña <claudia4slowgrowth@gmail.com>
Subject: Item 8A
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 Councilmembers, Andrew, Tracy and Kelvin,
Please include my letter (copied below and attached PDF) in the Supplemental Packet for
tonight's meeting. Having just arrived back in T.O., I wonder if you think it fair to your
constituents to schedule this important hearing Thanksgiving weekend when many are still out of
town with family and friends.
~Janet Miller Wall
Janet Miller Wall
1901 Tamarack St.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91361
walljanetm@gmail.com
November 29, 2021
City of Thousand Oaks City Council
Community Development Department
2100 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard
Thousand Oaks, Ca. 91362
Re: Item 8A: Caruso
Dear Mayor Bill de la Pena and Councilmembers:
Regarding the matter before you this evening, if you take time to read this, here are some
thoughts:
1. Council pays lip service to workforce housing while aware of several housing applications in
the pipeline. Yet you refuse to create an inclusionary housing ordinance that ensures those low
income units get built. The State wants low income units as well. What is your agenda and
what values do you actually own?
2. Approving 5, 6 or 7 story buildings redefines the character and nature of our community
from small town to big city. Thousand Oaks residents have repeatedly stressed we don’t want
high rise buildings. Just because the Civic Arts Plaza is next door, the suggested building is not
“horizontal” in nature (FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF SPA 2021-70436: Finding 1 is false).
3. Who wouldn’t be dancing in the street if offered 7.5 acres of prime Thousand Oaks
“redevelopment-money-acquired” property for a measly $2 million. (That’s what Al Adam’s nice
1980’s tract house might sell for.) Ridiculous, isn’t it?!
4. Mr. Caruso then gets to spend a half decade enriching his coffers before City Council
garners any benefit from his high-priced, luxury
apartments. When the monies do appear, if they
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ever do, it will amount to a few hundred thousand dollars a year in today’s dollars, not in 2030
dollars.
5. What is the possibility this high-rise apartment approval will prompt redevelopment of the
senior “affordable” mobile home park across Conejo School Road? Thousand Oaks has already
seen affordable mobile home parks destroyed and replaced with expensive housing.
6. If you can’t actually improve the dim-witted, give-away “deal” City Council jumped at in
2004, then don’t make any “deal” at all. Just say “NO.” Keep the land. Give it time. Accept the
fact that the 2004 Council screwed up and you’re at a loss. Allow a future City Council and Staff
to renegotiate the 1,334 page, stingy, character redefining mess comprising Item 8A, 11/30/2021.
Sincerely,
Janet Miller Wall
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Janet Miller Wall
1901 Tamarack St.
Thousand Oaks, CA 91361
walljanetm@gmail.com
November 29, 2021
City of Thousand Oaks City Council
Community Development Department
2100 East Thousand Oaks Boulevard
Thousand Oaks, Ca. 91362
Re: Item 8A: Caruso
Dear Mayor Bill de la Pena and Councilmembers:
Regarding the matter before you this evening, if you take time to read this, here are some thoughts:
1. Council pays lip service to workforce housing while aware of several housing applications in the
pipeline. Yet you refuse to create an inclusionary housing ordinance that ensures those low
income units get built. The State wants low income units as well. What is your agenda and what
values do you actually own?
2. Approving 5, 6 or 7 story buildings redefines the character and nature of our community from
small town to big city. Thousand Oaks residents have repeatedly stressed we don’t want high
rise buildings. Just because the Civic Arts Plaza is next door, the suggested building is not
“horizontal” in nature (FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF SPA 2021-70436: Finding 1 is false).
3. Who wouldn’t be dancing in the street if offered 7.5 acres of prime Thousand Oaks
“redevelopment-money-acquired” property for a measly $2 million. (That’s what Al Adam’s
nice 1980’s tract house might sell for.) Ridiculous, isn’t it?!
4. Mr. Caruso then gets to spend a half decade enriching his coffers before City Council garners
any benefit from his high-priced, luxury apartments. When the monies do appear, if they ever do,
it will amount to a few hundred thousand dollars a year in today’s dollars, not in 2030 dollars.
5. What is the possibility this high-rise apartment approval will prompt redevelopment of the senior
“affordable” mobile home park across Conejo School Road? Thousand Oaks has already seen
affordable mobile home parks destroyed and replaced with expensive housing.
6. If you can’t actually improve the dim-witted, give-away “deal” City Council jumped at in 2004,
then don’t make any “deal” at all. Just say “NO.” Keep the land. Give it time. Accept the fact
that the 2004 Council screwed up and you’re at a loss. Allow a future City Council and Staff to
renegotiate the 1,334 page, stingy, character redefining mess comprising Item 8A, 11/30/2021.
Sincerely,

Janet Miller Wall
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transcription for a call that came in at 11/29/21 at 3:16pm from 805-208-2096
Hi my name is Beth Fluguard and I wanted to talk to you um Mr. Adams to let you know that um
I wanted to talk with you about the Caruso project before we have our meeting tomorrow. Ah if
you could please give Beth Fluguard a call at 805-208-2096 I would appreciate it. I would like
to share some of my thoughts with you and to um see um what you are thinking as well if
possible. Anyways once again my name is Beth Fluguard 805-208-2096. Thank you very much.
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From: Bill Skresvig <skresman@gmail.com>
Subject: The Lakes
Date: November 30, 2021 at 10:38:37 AM PST
To: claudia4slowgrowth@roadrunner.com
City Council member
Claudia
Do you remember a Joni Mitchell song....

...they took paradise and put up a parking lot...

It seems the parking lot keeps growing and growing until.......?

Once its gone ...we'll never get it back for the residence to enjoy. Are you sure we explored all
the options ?

Thanks for your consideration
T.O. Resident 25+ yrs
Bill Skresvig
805-300-3247
882 Newbury Rd
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From: "Whitney, Sarah" <Sarah.Whitney@disney.com>
Date: November 30, 2021 at 10:35:36 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Al
Adam <aadam@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee
<kmcnamee@toaks.org>, Nizar Slim <NSlim@toaks.org>, City Manager's Office
<CityManager@toaks.org>
Subject: Support for Proposed Caruso Project - Please Distribute to City Council, City
Manager and Dept Personnel
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 Peña, City Manager Powers and City Council,
I’m unable to attend tonight’s City Council meeting, so wanted to send along a note in support of
the proposed apartments at the Lakes.
I grew up in Thousand Oaks, and have spent much of my life in this beautiful City. I’ve watched
the town shift, change and expand over the years, and the need for revitalization on Thousand
Oaks Blvd has been long needed. So many of my peers who moved out of Thousand Oaks after
college are finding their way back, buying houses and putting down roots in this community. We
need to provide adequate housing options for our growing community. This multi-family
housing proposal from Caruso will act as a catalyst to spur entertainment, food and beverage and
retail uses that need the support of local housing and young professionals to thrive. My peers
desire a community where we have further walkability to restaurants and nightlife. Additionally,
the ever-growing biotech and pharmaceutical industries need these residences to stay in our
city. My Dad has worked in the biotech industry for over 30 years at Amgen, Kythera and others,
and local housing was always a huge component of their onboarding package.
Caruso has spent millions in improvements to the Lakes property, yet there are many who are
unfamiliar with the facts saying he received the property for free. Let’s also remember that all
maintenance, upkeep and security of the property is paid for by Caruso with no cost to the City.
Caruso has consistently kept his word in Thousand Oaks and bringing his multi-family housing
expertise to this town. The proposed building will be shorter than the adjacent Civic Arts Plaza,
shorter than what is allowed by the Civic Arts Plaza specific plan and necessary to begin to
create the critical mass our boulevard needs. Caruso has reduced the project by one full floor, so
traffic should be much less of a concern. The Lakes also has an abundance of parking! Further,
with the improvements put in by Caruso when the Lakes was originally built, existing traffic
control mechanisms are more than sufficient.
On a personal note, I worked for Caruso for many years, and know firsthand that the company
takes incredible care in the development process, and keeps the community in mind in all key
decisions. I care deeply for this community, and the Lakes, Promenade & Village at Moorpark
are part of the fabric of our lives, and have provided this community immense joy through these
experiential properties. I know the whole Caruso team will do an incredible job on this proposed
project.
I urge the City Council to approve this project tonight and allow it to move forward.
Thank you,
Sarah Whitney
Sarah Whitney | Manager, Community Engagement
The Walt Disney Company
T: (818) 560-6666 | C: (805) 341-7757
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From: Melissa Paul <melissatpaul@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 11:20 AM
To: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Subject: Caruoso - 👍
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.
Hi Councilman Engler,
I understand the Caruso/Lakes deal is coming before city council tonight. I don’t think I’ll be
able to attend the meeting, but I just want to let you know that I think it’s a good deal, and I hope
it goes through. I have always enjoyed all of the Caruso properties I’ve visited and while I
understand they are higher end, I don’t think that’s reason to not support it. Just my opinion. I
know lots of people in TO never want the city to change, but the fact is we are a community of
125,000 people, have major employers plus a university. We are not a small town, as much as
people want to believe that. Thousand Oaks can certainly accommodate this property, and more.
To me, it sounds exciting. Thanks and be well.
Melissa Paul
El Dorado Dr, TO
818-731-0318
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Peggy Burns <pjburnsusa@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 11:23 AM
To: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Subject: "NO" to Rick Caruso
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.

I'm hoping you'll stand strong. You are up for reelection next year. I won't vote for
anyone that supports Mr. Caruso's 7 story apartment building.
What kind of "hold" does Rick Caruso have over our city? He was allowed to build that
failure that they call"the Lakes." Now he wants to build a 7 story apartment
building. He wants an a exception to our 58 foot height limit. If the city allows him to
build a 7 story apartment building how can you tell other developers no? If the city
won't let him build , he holds the Lakes deal against the city. Thousand Oaks can
survive without another deal with Mr. Caruso and his billions. With the country going
into a recession and still fighting to get COVID under control, this not the time to make
another bad deal with Caruso!
I'm also wondering why just before the Thanksgiving break that the city staff dropped
1,334 page report on the city council. What's going on? How ethical is our city
government? Just so you know, there are several small groups that are questioning
what's going on.
Peggy Burns
1290 Alessandro Drive
Newbury Park, CA 91320
805 4996116
805 499-6116
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From: Craig Burns <crburnsca@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 2:59:46 PM
To: Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>;
aaadam@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 PERSONNELPLEASE 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: Bill Skresvig <skresman@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 10:39 AM
To: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Subject: 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.

City Council member
Bob Engler
Do you remember a Joni Mitchell song....
...they took paradise and put up a parking lot...
It seems the parking lot keeps growing and growing until.......?
Once its gone ...we'll never get it back for the residence to enjoy. Are you sure we explored all the
options ?
Thanks for your consideration
T.O. Resident 25+ yrs
Bill Skresvig
805‐300‐3247
882 Newbury Rd
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From: Marcella Ketelhut <marcellaketelhut@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 11:11 AM
To: City Manager's Office <CityManager@toaks.org>; Claudia Bill de la Pena
<ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>; Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>; aaadam@toaks.org; Ed Jones
<EJones@toaks.org>; Kevin McNamee <KMcNamee@toaks.org>
Subject: CARUSO PROJECT BEFORE CITY COUNCIL: 11/30: 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.

Good Morning Madam Mayor, City Manager, City Council Members & City Staff:
It seems apropos on Giving Tuesday that our City Council will be reviewing a project that I
believe is a gift that keeps on giving back to our City.
I'm a 32 year resident of this City, am an attorney, a real estate broker, and sit on numerous local
charitable boards as well as on the Board of COSF and COSTAC. All that to say, I love our fair
city, am cautious but moderate about development, I'm ridiculously and razor-focused on the
open space and environmental issues, and love that our Boulevard is becoming more beautiful
and accessible and full of life because of projects like this.
Having spent over 30 professional and personal years in TO, I am truly excited about the
possibility of this proposal. In addition to the state mandates for more density, I'm thrilled to see
City Council not eviscerating single-family housing, and focusing on putting up more multifamily in areas that will create such fun, safe, vibrant, and a more affordable living environment
for young professionals and educators, first responders, and young families, as well as
contributing to building a more walkable, congenial, and vibrant downtown. Let's quickly
examine the reality of this:
1. Will cut down on traffic because if you create housing with the appropriate vendors, especially
now that workers are and will be remote perhaps forever, people stay put. (Which also puts
revenue in City coffers.) This project has now been reduced by one full floor and only
encompasses 162 units. The Lakes has a ton of parking and because the project was anticipated,
existing and already-in-place traffic control mechanisms should suffice.
2. Cut down on crime--clearly more people out walking and engaging diminishes the crime
potential.
3. Heights: The proposed apartments are set way back from the street, and are not higher than
allowed. Proposed apartments are shorter than the adjacent Civic Arts Plaza, (shorter than what
is allowed by the specific plan.) I work in Westlake and Pacific Palisades and see how Caruso
creates beautiful flow and setbacks. We desperately need more housing here in town, and this is
done properly, and if you visit the Palisades, you see how truly gorgeous a Caruso residential
property is.
4. People bellyaching about the price being paid by Caruso and the benefit to the City. Seriously,
does this even need to be addressed? Do we remember what was there and across the street
before? Remember the Bucket of Blood or whatever that was called? The Lakes is the heart of
our town offering families a gorgeous place to hang out, shop, eat and build connective tissue.
After Borderline and Woolsey and pandemic, we
75need connective tissue MORE than ever in TO.
Caruso spent nearly $10 million on improvements, upkeep, security with no cost to the City, and

the fact that Caruso cannot even generate revenue from the parks parcel is something most
people are not aware of. Caruso has given this City a monster gift in that stunning place, and now
we have the opportunity to generate revenue for the City, attract younger residents back to our
City, diminish crime and create more fun and vibrancy downtown. Um, win-win TO.
5. This proposal helps the City meet its goal regarding multi-use housing in a sensible manner.
Also, we see how the Lakes has had issues keeping vendors. Part of the issue is that people don't
patronize the businesses there enough. Bring in young families, young professionals, and we will
see new businesses excited about being there. We've kind of tied Caruso's hands in terms of
attracting those types of vendors. Look at Riverside Drive in Toluca Lake, Larchmont, Palisades,
Culver City Steps--all are surrounded by a mixture of single-family homes and tasteful
apartments/condos. And what happens there--people are always walking and engaging...you
inspire retail and small business and restaurants to take a chance on an area. We need fresh ideas
and to attract younger residents.
Thank you for taking the time to read this. The faster we get more of this type of housing along
the Boulevard, the more vibrant our City becomes. There's no place like Thousand Oaks--our
people, our low crime, amazing schools, world-class arts, and library, our City Council and City
staff who are so engaged and care so much for our town, our beautiful open space and parks and
trails--but what's missing--housing that will attract younger residents who will bring a new
element of life here. The housing built on the old Lupe's site couldn't be prettier--we create this
type of corridor, and watch how much new life we create on the Boulevard--and keep building
that connective tissue for generations! Please approve this project as presented by Staff and
Caruso tonight.
Grazie!!

Marcella Tyler Ketelhut
805 630-8192
MarcellaKetelhut@gmail.com
www.aragonlosangeles.com
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From: Shawn Moradian <toba.bid@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 12:03:26 PM
To: Kelvin Parker <KParker@toaks.org>
Cc: Andrew Powers <APowers@toaks.org>; Haider Alawami <HAlawami@toaks.org>; Patrick
Hehir <PHehir@toaks.org>; Nizar Slim <NSlim@toaks.org>; Al Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>;
claudia4slowgrowth@roadrunner.com <claudia4slowgrowth@roadrunner.com>; Bob Engler
<BEngler@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>; Kevin McNamee
<KMcNamee@toaks.org>; Tracy Noonan <TNoonan@toaks.org>
Subject: T.O.B.A. Letter of Support for Lakes Project Item 8.A - November 30, 2021
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

RE: City Council Hearing - Agenda Item 8. A: TO Lakes, LLC. ("Applicant"); 2200 E.
Thousand Oaks Blvd ("Property")
Dear Mr. Parker:
Please see attached. Kindly confirm receipt?
Respectfully submitted,
Shawn Moradian
Chairman & President

_______________________________
Thousand Oaks Boulevard Association
"Dedicated to the Beautification and Revitalization of the Boulevard"

2815 Townsgate Road, Suite 200 - Westlake Village, CA 91361
website: www.thousandoaksboulevard.com
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From: William Hicks <william.hicks@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 1:58 AM
To: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Subject: Re: Caruso Apartments
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.

Thank you Bob
I don’t envy the City Councils job making these decision’s. we count on you to represent us.
Bill
On Nov 29, 2021, at 5:15 PM, Bob Engler <bengler@toaks.org> wrote:
Hello Bill.
My understanding is that this is a sale of the property to Caruso. We then would be granting him
the ability to build apartments. It is on him entirely like any other home builder who gets
permission to build.
As far as demand, The lupe’s project was fully rented with a wait list before it was finished. I
would anticipate that this project would also rent out
Thanks for staying engaged and asking questions
Bob Engler
Member
Thousand Oaks City Council
Get Outlook for iOS
From: William Hicks <william.hicks@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 1:27:26 PM
To: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Subject: Caruso Apartments
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.

Bob:
I’ve been talking with other community members regarding the project to put apartments behind
The Lakes. We all know The Lakes has not been the best investment The City has been involved
in. I ask, would it be wise for The City Council to double down on The Lakes project by
approving an apartment project that may not have adequate dwellers to match the number of
apartments created? Will the City have to compensate for that like they do with The Lakes in
order to artificially support another failed project?
Bill
william.hicks@roadrunner.com
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From: Pattie Komai <pattiekomai@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, November 27, 2021 11:07 AM
To: Bob Engler <BEngler@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 Councilman Bengler,
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 allow 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 to 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 with which 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: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 11:55 AM
To: Katie Morris <KMorris@toaks.org>
Subject: Fw: Caruso Project at The Lakes
From Sally Hibbits, Also spoke with her today although it was based mainly on the information
available on next-door and the Acorn
From: Sally Hibbitts <sjhibbitts@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, November 25, 2021 3:03 PM
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: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Sent: Tuesday, November 23, 2021 1:20 PM
To: Randy Wagner <randy.m.wagner@gmail.com>
Subject: Re: Proposal for Caruso to develop the Lakes
Hello Randy,
I have not received any donation from Caruso.
Frankly, donations do not affected my votes. My ethics not allow it.
Bob Engler
Member
Thousand Oaks City Council
From: Randy Wagner <randy.m.wagner@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 21, 2021 4:17 PM
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>; Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>; Al
Adam <AAdam@toaks.org>; Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>; Kevin McNamee
<KMcNamee@toaks.org>
Subject: Proposal for Caruso to develop 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.

Any Thousand Oaks City Council member who has accepted, or will accept political donations
from the Caruso organization or affiliates is ethically obligated to recuse themselves from voting
on Caruso's development proposal.
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From: Lesly Vick <oakslesly@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2021 11:50 AM
Subject: Apartments yes, six stories NO
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 City Council Member,
We wanted to weigh in on the proposed apartments for The Lakes. Strongly support apartments
being added to shopping malls.
However, if you allow six or seven story buildings, thus violating a building code that has served
us well since the last decade, you are setting a precedent that will wreck havoc on our city. You
must be aware of what this will mean to our future developments. This is a potential nightmare.
Right now the state is mandating building , but this could change in the future. Please go ahead
with low income and affordable housing plans, but adhere to our height restrictions.
There's no going back if you cave to the money interests rather than to the local community's
wishes.
And please figure out how we can add so many units with water rationing looming. Our roads
will be jammed with the additional cars. These are MAJOR concerns that you must address
before our city agrees to another sweetheart deal with a big developer.
Respectfully yours,
Lesly Vick
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From: Peggy Burns <pjburnsusa@yahoo.com>
Date: November 30, 2021 at 11:49:48 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>
Subject: "NO" to Rick Caruso
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.

I'm hoping you'll stand strong against the Caruso deal. I was so happy that you voted
against the city's general plan earlier this year.
What kind of "hold" does Rick Caruso have over our city? He was allowed to build that
failure that they call"the Lakes." Now he wants to build a 7 story apartment
building. He wants an a exception to our 58 foot height limit. If the city allows him to
build a 7 story apartment building how can you tell other developers no? If the city
won't let him build , he holds the Lakes deal against the city. Thousand Oaks can
survive without another deal with Mr. Caruso and his billions. With the country going
into a recession and still fighting to get COVID under control, this not the time to make
another bad deal with Caruso!
I'm also wondering why just before the Thanksgiving break that the city staff dropped
1,334 page report on the city council. What's going on? How ethical is our city
government? Just so you know, there are several small groups that are questioning
what's going on.
Peggy Burns
1290 Alessandro Drive
Newbury Park, CA 91320
805 499-6116
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From: Melissa Paul <melissatpaul@gmail.com>
Date: November 30, 2021 at 11:28:06 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>
Subject: Caruso 👍
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.
Hi Claudia,
Hope you’re well! I just sent this message to a few of the council members and wanted to send it
you as well…
I understand the Caruso/Lakes deal is coming before city council tonight. I don’t think I’ll be
able to attend the meeting, but I just want to let you know that I think it’s a good deal, and I hope
it goes through. I have always enjoyed all of the Caruso properties I’ve visited and while I
understand they are higher end, I don’t think that’s reason to not support it. Just my opinion. I
know lots of people in TO never want the city to change, but the fact is we are a community of
125,000 people, have major employers plus a university. We are not a small town, as much as
people want to believe that. Thousand Oaks can certainly accommodate this property, and more.
To me, it sounds exciting. Thanks and be well.
Melissa Paul
El Dorado Dr, TO
818-731-0318
Sent from my iPhone
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From: Lori A Carrese <lori.carrese@lcevents360.com>
Date: November 30, 2021 at 12:35:51 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>, Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>, Al
Adam <aadam@toaks.org>, Ed Jones <EJones@toaks.org>, Kevin McNamee
<kmcnamee@toaks.org>, Nizar Slim <NSlim@toaks.org>
Cc: Chelsae Jordan <CJordan@caruso.com>, Chris Robertson <crobertson@caruso.com>
Subject: Residents at The Lakes at Thousand Oaks - meeting letter in support of project
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, City Planner, and Councilmembers of the City of Thousand Oaks,
I was invited to join your meeting this evening, and possibly speak, if permitted, in favor of the
Residents at The Lakes at Thousand Oaks Project by the Caruso Management Team, however,
I’ll be unavailable by zoom at that time due to family obligations with my children, but I wanted
to forward a few notes to share at your meeting this evening because I feel that it’s important for
businesses to be involved in expressing what this project could do for us, as well as the
community overall.
I’ve been a long-term resident of the Conejo Valley, currently living in Oak Park, with a majority
of my business facilitated through venues and local businesses in Thousand Oaks. I run family
events, Calabasas Mommy & the Conejo Parent Pod, as well as host a local podcast all about
Conejo Valley Living, Life In The Rabbit Hole, where I’ve interviewed many TO businesses as
guests of the show. Not only do I partner with the area businesses as event venues, but also have
more than 150 clients in and around the Thousand Oaks area where I support their event
marketing, and in-person/online business strategies. I’ve been following this project with great
excitement because I know what the additional residential opportunity can do not only for The
Lakes at Thousand Oaks Property, itself, but for the surrounding businesses, which I often
receive feedback from on how their operations are going, including struggles during COVID19. I lived in Calabasas back when the Civic Arts Plaza was built, and stood alone as a very
upscale community feature where we could really enjoy the arts without going downtown to Los
Angeles. When The Lakes at Thousand Oaks was then built, I felt we were really on our way in
support of our community, and in bringing people to the Civic Arts Plaza because of the
wonderful variety of dining opportunities. Now, with the luxury, yet affordable, living at The
Lakes at Thousand Oaks, I really feel that this will polish off the The Lakes at Thousand Oaks
and Civic Arts Plaza collectively and independently, as well as , encourage other developments
to have the foresight of encompassing luxury, yet family, and healthy living to be the stamp of
our community. I feel that the neighboring businesses will have a great advantage in hosting and
servicing the new residents that these units are sure to draw in.
I look forward to continuing to build my business in and around the Thousand Oaks area, and
hope that you also support this project that will help build other existing and future businesses of
Thousand Oaks.
Thank you,
Lori Carrese
CalabasasMommy.com | ConejoParentPod.com | LifeInTheRabbitHole.com
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From: rawitt@verizon.net <rawitt@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 12:48:22 PM
To: Bob Engler <BEngler@toaks.org>
Subject: 11/30/2021 Thousand Oaks City Council Meeting Agenda Item #8A, Caruso, Inc., The
Lakes Apartment Complex
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
RE: 11/30/2021 Thousand Oaks City Council Meeting Agenda Item #8A, Caruso, Inc., The Lakes
Apartment Complex
Good afternoon Councilmember Engler,
I am writing as a 26-year resident of Thousand Oaks and as an appointee to our City's Climate and
Environmental Action Plan Stakeholders’ (CEAP) Group.
That 10,000 of our local residents spent their Thanksgiving holiday in a blackout, to avoid the risk of
wildfire sparked by long-distance power lines spanning drought-parched landscapes, encapsulates the
need for clean, resilient, local energy as a prerequisite for every new planning decision and approval
within Thousand Oaks.
Yet, a flurry of developers are rushing to gain approvals before Thousand Oaks’s Climate and
Environmental Action Plan and California's CALGreen 2022 energy efficiency standards actually become
law. From now until our CEAP is approved, residents are counting on you, as our City Council, to use the
power you retain to protect our community by securing all needed and promised community benefits.
This time last year, then Community Development Director Mark Towne asserted that each project is
assessed for such Community Benefits, including, “Will the developer commit to constructing new
buildings to exceed green building standards?” But not a single project approved since then has actually
bettered those mandates.
Representatives of Caruso, Inc. verbally assure City Planning Commissioners and City Councilmembers
of the firm’s commitment to sustainability, just as they’ve verbally promised to include some Conejo
Climate Coalition priorities, like solar panels with battery storage, electric heating and cooling pumps, and
25 EV chargers. (Dr. Helen Cox estimates that our city will need 800 by 2030.) But these claims remain
undocumented. Without binding, written agreements, can our community actually trust that energy
efficiency and pollution mitigation promises will be kept and aren’t merely intended to gain project
approval?
Though greening transportation, which accounts for 62% of Thousand Oaks' emissions is notoriously
challenging to accomplish, and will require very creative solutions from leadership; ending the use of
fossil gas (a super-potent heat-trapping greenhouse gas) in buildings can easily cut methane emissions
20% (our city's second largest emissions source), is straightforward, simplifies construction, saves
money, improves health, slows rising heat relatively quickly, and appeals to young workers who
increasingly value amenities related to social responsibility. Because it can cost four to ten times more to
retrofit existing buildings for all-electric than it does to build new construction all-electric, plucking that lowhanging methane from yet-to-be-constructed buildings is a no-brainer. Nonetheless, Caruso, Inc. plans to
build a dual-energy complex despite the fact that single energy, all-electric systems are more affordable
both to construct and operate; and representatives have stated that the firm has no intention of installing
the higher voltage outlets needed to ease the inevitable conversion from fossil gas to more energyefficient electric appliances --- a decision that ensures costly and disruptive retrofits for tenants (and
possibly necessitates rebates and/or incentives provided by the City), and wholly preventable indoor air
pollutants and outdoor greenhous gas emissions that are toxic to both human health and climate stability
… unless any approval considered tonight is conditional on documented, verifiable upgrades, preferably
including all those verbally promised to the Conejo Climate Coalition in multiple meetings with Caruso,
Inc. representatives Chris Robertson and Bryce Ross:





50% of covered garage parking spaces to be90EV-ready, of which 25 spaces are
to include functional, installed chargers.















































Short and long term bike and e-bike storage to be provided, with an unspecified
portion of said bike spaces to be wired for charging for e-bikes.

Solar to be installed on roofs for heating water in units, in the pool and spa, and other general
onsite consumption.

Battery storage to be designed to pair with PhotoVoltaics (PVs) for evening charging of vehicles
and water heating. (Rooftop solar paired with battery storage can provide continuous, reliable,
clean energy to protect residents from power interruptions and enhance community resilience,
especially during power blackouts and emergency conditions, by improving
tenant health, safety and communications, thereby reducing the need for city/first responder
assistance.)

Electric heat pumps for space heating/cooling to be utilized throughout the complex.

Lighting to be LED and high efficiency.

Energy-efficient insulation and doubled-paned windows. (To reduce freeway noise pollution,
maintain
a desirable/comfortable temperature range, and increase energy conservation, thereby
enhancing community resilience, especially during power blackouts and emergency conditions.)

Roof membranes to be reflective, aka “cool” roofing. (To reflect solar radiation and heat to
maintain a desirable/comfortable temperature range and increase energy conservation.)

MERV 13 air filters (For sensitive land uses, including residential, within 500 feet of a freeway
or busy road, it is Ventura County policy to ensure that a formal Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
shows risk of cancer less than 10 in 1 million. To ensure the HRA shows less than 10 cancer
cases per million, design features may include but not be limited to:
installing air intakes furthest away from the heavily travelled transportation corridor; installing air
filtration devices rated MERV-13 or higher; requiring ongoing maintenance plans for building
HVAC air filtration systems; limiting window openings and window
heights on building sides facing the heavily travelled transportation corridor; or permanently
sealing windows to not open on the building side facing the heavily travelled transporation
corridor; and installing vegetative barriers, considering height and
cover thickness, to create a natural buffer between sensitive receptors and the emissions source.
Page 731:
https://docs.vcrma.org/images/pdf/planning/plans/Final_2040_General_Plan_docs/Ventura_Coun
ty_2040_General_Plan_web_link.pdf
)

Material finishes to be low or no volatile organic compounds (VOC).

Low-flow plumbing.
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and including all unmet Conejo Climate Coalition priorities, including:


































Capacity of solar array to be equivalent to Title 24 requirements for multi-family structures up to
three (3) stories. (Rooftop solar paired with battery storage can provide continuous, reliable, clean
energy to protect residents from power interruptions and enhance community reilience, especially
during power blackouts and emergency conditions, by improving tenant health, safety, and
communications, thereby reducing the need for city/first responder assistance.)

A significantly greater percentage than 50% of covered-garage parking spaces to be wired as
EV-ready, and significantly more than 25 functional EV charging stations, in preparation for
California’s 2035 ban on car sales with internal combustion engines. (Dr. Helen Cox has stated
that addressing this eventuality constitutes one of Thousand Oaks' most
impactful strategies for greenhouse gas emissions reductions.).

All-electric fireplaces, fire pits, water heaters, clothes dryers, and cooking
appliances (or, at the
very least, necessary high-voltage (220-240) outlets installed in preparation for
conversion of all fossil-gas appliances to energy-efficient electric). (To avoid
unnecessary future greenhouse gas emissions, lower construction and resident's
energy costs,
reduce indoor air pollution (responsible for asthma and other health impacts
resulting from natural/fossil gas combustion), and reduce outdoor air pollution.
Though advertised as such, natural gas is not clean; it is a fossil fuel composed
primarily of methane,
which is even more potent as a greenhouse gas than carbon. Pound for pound,
methane traps as much heat over 20 years as eighty-four pounds of carbon
dioxide.)
Graywater system for irrigation of landscape. (To conserve water resources,
thereby improving local
water self-sufficiency and reducing both our community's dependency on
imported water sources and vulnerability to drought and water scarcity.)
Enhanced planting between the complex and the freeway with primarily native
plants and trees.(To improve
air quality, screen traffic from view, reduce traffic noise pollution, and mitigate air
pollution. Planting and maintenance of urban tree forests and other vegetative
barriers, for developments impacted by heavily travelled transportation corridors,
improves
health outcomes by creating a natural buffer between the sensitive receptors and
the emissions source. Heritage, landmark and native trees and plants enhance
air purification, provide shade, reduce urban heat island impacts through
evaporative cooling, enhance
natural water storage, control storm water runoff, and provide habitate to
maximize biodiversity and ecosystem resilience. (The importance of Street Trees
to Urban Avifauna:
https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/eap.2149?fbclid=IwAR2jJzqn4ktaL6YWfZ
nFGuUDLsvDLXCUQsl8r-5_JDiS7CkgaVqLAaVVrb8
)
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A minimum of at least ten,and preferably
fifteen percent, housing units that are
actually affordable




for young workers and seniors.

Bold energy efficiency standards must be considered an essential Community Benefit for Thousand
Oaks residents, because meeting City climate goals dictates significant reductions in both transportation
and building emissions. Until the Thousand Oaks' Climate and Environmental Action Plan is approved,
only you, our City Council, have the power to require developers to comply in the best interests of our
residents and families. We can't afford to waste this opportunity to future-proof 165 new apartments and
to immediately begin building real sustainability into all new construction in Thousand Oaks. Failing to do
so will cost residents dearly. Research shows that every dollar invested in disaster mitigation saves six in
recovery spending, saves lives, and creates jobs --- all benefits worth insisting on!
For all of the above-stated reasons, and for deficiences pertaining to and risks accruing to the City and its
residents resulting from the negotiated sales price and financing terms, I urge you not to approve The
Lakes as currently proposed.
Sincerely,
Rose Ann Witt
Thousand Oaks, CA
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From: rawitt@verizon.net
Date: November 30, 2021 at 12:45:48 PST
To: Claudia Bill de la Pena <ClaudiaBDLP@toaks.org>
Subject: 11/30/2021 Thousand Oaks City Council Meeting Agenda Item #8A, Caruso, Inc.,
The Lakes Apartment Complex
Reply-To: rawitt@verizon.net
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
RE: 11/30/2021 Thousand Oaks City Council Meeting Agenda Item #8A, Caruso, Inc., The Lakes
Apartment Complex
Good afternoon Mayor Bill-de la Pena,
I am writing as a 26-year resident of Thousand Oaks and as an appointee to our City's Climate and
Environmental Action Plan Stakeholders’ (CEAP) Group.
That 10,000 of our local residents spent their Thanksgiving holiday in a blackout, to avoid the risk of
wildfire sparked by long-distance power lines spanning drought-parched landscapes, encapsulates the
need for clean, resilient, local energy as a prerequisite for every new planning decision and approval
within Thousand Oaks.
Yet, a flurry of developers are rushing to gain approvals before Thousand Oaks’s Climate and
Environmental Action Plan and California's CALGreen 2022 energy efficiency standards actually become
law. From now until our CEAP is approved, residents are counting on you, as our City Council, to use the
power you retain to protect our community by securing all needed and promised community benefits.
This time last year, then Community Development Director Mark Towne asserted that each project is
assessed for such Community Benefits, including, “Will the developer commit to constructing new
buildings to exceed green building standards?” But not a single project approved since then has actually
bettered those mandates.
Representatives of Caruso, Inc. verbally assure City Planning Commissioners and City Councilmembers
of the firm’s commitment to sustainability, just as they’ve verbally promised to include some Conejo
Climate Coalition priorities, like solar panels with battery storage, electric heating and cooling pumps, and
25 EV chargers. (Dr. Helen Cox estimates that our city will need 800 by 2030.) But these claims remain
undocumented. Without binding, written agreements, can our community actually trust that energy
efficiency and pollution mitigation promises will be kept and aren’t merely intended to gain project
approval?
Though greening transportation, which accounts for 62% of Thousand Oaks' emissions is notoriously
challenging to accomplish, and will require very creative solutions from leadership; ending the use of
fossil gas (a super-potent heat-trapping greenhouse gas) in buildings can easily cut methane emissions
20% (our city's second largest emissions source), is straightforward, simplifies construction, saves
money, improves health, slows rising heat relatively quickly, and appeals to young workers who
increasingly value amenities related to social responsibility. Because it can cost four to ten times more to
retrofit existing buildings for all-electric than it does to build new construction all-electric, plucking that lowhanging methane from yet-to-be-constructed buildings is a no-brainer. Nonetheless, Caruso, Inc. plans to
build a dual-energy complex despite the fact that single energy, all-electric systems are more affordable
both to construct and operate; and representatives have stated that the firm has no intention of installing
the higher voltage outlets needed to ease the inevitable conversion from fossil gas to more energyefficient electric appliances --- a decision that ensures costly and disruptive retrofits for tenants (and
possibly necessitates rebates and/or incentives provided by the City), and wholly preventable indoor air
pollutants and outdoor greenhous gas emissions that are toxic to both human health and climate stability
… unless any approval considered tonight is conditional on documented, verifiable upgrades, preferably
including all those verbally promised to the Conejo Climate Coalition in multiple meetings with Caruso,
Inc. representatives Chris Robertson and Bryce Ross:
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50% of covered garage parking spaces to be EV-ready, of which 25 spaces are
to include functional, installed chargers.

Short and long term bike and e-bike storage to be provided, with an unspecified
portion of said bike spaces to be wired for charging for e-bikes.

Solar to be installed on roofs for heating water in units, in the pool and spa, and other general
onsite consumption.

Battery storage to be designed to pair with PhotoVoltaics (PVs) for evening charging of vehicles
and water heating. (Rooftop solar paired with battery storage can provide continuous, reliable,
clean energy to protect residents from power interruptions and enhance community resilience,
especially during power blackouts and emergency conditions, by improving
tenant health, safety and communications, thereby reducing the need for city/first responder
assistance.)

Electric heat pumps for space heating/cooling to be utilized throughout the complex.

Lighting to be LED and high efficiency.

Energy-efficient insulation and doubled-paned windows. (To reduce freeway noise pollution,
maintain
a desirable/comfortable temperature range, and increase energy conservation, thereby
enhancing community resilience, especially during power blackouts and emergency conditions.)

Roof membranes to be reflective, aka “cool” roofing. (To reflect solar radiation and heat to
maintain
a desirable/comfortable temperature range and increase energy conservation.)

MERV 13 air filters (For sensitive land uses, including residential, within 500 feet of a freeway
or busy road, it is Ventura County policy to ensure that a formal Health Risk Assessment (HRA)
shows risk of cancer less than 10 in 1 million. To ensure the HRA shows less than 10 cancer
cases per million, design features may include but not be limited to:
installing air intakes furthest away from the heavily travelled transportation corridor; installing air
filtration devices rated MERV-13 or higher; requiring ongoing maintenance plans for building
HVAC air filtration systems; limiting window openings and window
heights on building sides facing the heavily travelled transportation corridor; or permanently
sealing windows to not open on the building side facing the heavily travelled transporation
corridor; and installing vegetative barriers, considering height and
cover thickness, to create a natural buffer between sensitive receptors and the emissions source.
Page 731:
https://docs.vcrma.org/images/pdf/planning/plans/Final_2040_General_Plan_docs/Ventura_Coun
ty_2040_General_Plan_web_link.pdf
)

Material finishes to be low or no volatile organic compounds (VOC).
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Low-flow plumbing.



and including all unmet Conejo Climate Coalition priorities, including:































Capacity of solar array to be equivalent to Title 24 requirements for multi-family structures up to
three (3) stories. (Rooftop solar paired with battery storage can provide continuous, reliable, clean
energy to protect residents from power interruptions and enhance community reilience, especially
during power blackouts and emergency conditions, by improving tenant health, safety, and
communications, thereby reducing the need for city/first responder assistance.)

A significantly greater percentage than 50% of covered-garage parking spaces to be wired as EVready,
and significantly more than 25 functional EV charging stations, in preparation for California’s 2035
ban on car sales with internal combustion engines. (Dr. Helen Cox has stated that addressing this
eventuality constitutes one of Thousand Oaks' most impactful
strategies for greenhouse gas emissions reductions.).

All-electric fireplaces, fire pits, water heaters, clothes dryers, and cooking
appliances (or, at the
very least, necessary high-voltage (220-240) outlets installed in preparation for
conversion of all fossil-gas appliances to energy-efficient electric). (To avoid
unnecessary future greenhouse gas emissions, lower construction and resident's
energy costs,
reduce indoor air pollution (responsible for asthma and other health impacts
resulting from natural/fossil gas combustion), and reduce outdoor air pollution.
Though advertised as such, natural gas is not clean; it is a fossil fuel composed
primarily of methane,
which is even more potent as a greenhouse gas than carbon. Pound for pound,
methane traps as much heat over 20 years as eighty-four pounds of carbon
dioxide.)
Graywater system for irrigation of landscape. (To conserve water resources,
thereby improving local water
self-sufficiency and reducing both our community's dependency on imported
water sources and vulnerability to drought and water scarcity.)
Enhanced planting between the complex and the freeway with primarily native
plants and trees.(To improve
air quality, screen traffic from view, reduce traffic noise pollution, and mitigate air
pollution. Planting and maintenance of urban tree forests and other vegetative
barriers, for developments impacted by heavily travelled transportation corridors,
improves
health outcomes by creating a natural buffer between the sensitive receptors and
the emissions source. Heritage, landmark and native trees and plants enhance
air purification, provide shade, reduce urban heat island impacts through
evaporative cooling, enhance
natural water storage, control storm water runoff, and provide habitate to
maximize biodiversity and ecosystem resilience. (The importance of Street Trees
to Urban Avifauna:
https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/eap.2149?fbclid=IwAR2jJzqn4ktaL6YWfZ
nFGuUDLsvDLXCUQsl8r-5_JDiS7CkgaVqLAaVVrb8
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A minimum of at least ten,and preferably fifteen percent, housing units that are
actually affordable for
young workers and seniors.

Bold energy efficiency standards must be considered an essential Community Benefit for Thousand
Oaks residents, because meeting City climate goals dictates significant reductions in both transportation
and building emissions. Until the Thousand Oaks' Climate and Environmental Action Plan is approved,
only you, our City Council, have the power to require developers to comply in the best interests of our
residents and families. We can't afford to waste this opportunity to future-proof 165 new apartments and
to immediately begin building real sustainability into all new construction in Thousand Oaks. Failing to do
so will cost residents dearly. Research shows that every dollar invested in disaster mitigation saves six in
recovery spending, saves lives, and creates jobs --- all benefits worth insisting on!
For all of the above-stated reasons, and for deficiences pertaining to and risks accruing to the City and its
residents resulting from the negotiated sales price and financing terms, I urge you not to approve The
Lakes as currently proposed.
Sincerely,
Rose Ann Witt
Thousand Oaks, CA
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TO COUNCIL: 11/30/2021
MEETING DATE: 11/30/2021
Name

City

Item # In favor/
Opposed
6
N/A

Karen Wilburn

Newbury Park

6

Ryan M.

Thousand Oaks

Matthew Guske

Thousand Oaks

Comment
I have been told by a sergeant in administration at the Thousand Oaks police department that I shouldn’t vote to defund the police when I
requested patrol. I haven’t, have you? As our city has grown we have fewer patrol officers and an undetermined increase in the number of
homeless that further dilute their efforts. I live on a major arteriole and my sleep and evening hours are being disturbed by loud vehicles that
“get on it” “wind it out” “punch it” or any other term you would like to use to describe aggressive driving. When I asked why no tickets are
given to vehicles I can hear coming from a distance, I was told the police were “prioritizing efforts that contribute to accidents”. It seems we do
not have enough officers to keep our community safe. Our officers are stretched too thin. You may not be aware of this as most of the patrol is
on the boulevard and richer areas of our community, but the less affluent areas deserve protection, too. Sometimes people make poor choices
when there is no one in authority to dissuade bad behavior. It is my opinion that the recent surge in vehicular deaths in the Conejo Valley is a
direct result of this lack of policing. I would have taken this to the Traffic Commission, but they have cancelled their monthly meeting again.
Please consider increasing the number of officers employed by this city before we lose more lives.

N/A

Good evening. My name is Karen Wilburn & I’m a resident of Newbury Park. I’m here tonight to speak about transparency during public
meeting comments. I was opposed to the Borchard parcel. In April I was maligned during a planning commission meeting by a speaker reading
a blog that accused me of ugly untrue posts on Nextdoor. In May the same speaker spoke at a council meeting describing how she had to go
out of town for meet ups with her friends. This speaker was the wife of the owner of the Borchard property.
At the recent planning meeting a VP of Architecture at Caruso spoke in favor of the development. The President of a local PR firm who does
work for TOBA (who supports this development) also spoke in favor.
Thursday’s supplemental packet had 2 letters from the same family in favor of the Caruso development. The husband who owns AFC Real
Estate, is a long time friend of Caruso & acted as his exclusive leasing manager for years. The internet even lists him as the President of The
Grove, a Caruso project. His wife in her letter states they’ve found it impossible to find an affordable home to rent for their kids. They live in a
9,000 sq ft Lake Sherwood home, so I doubt affordability is an issue they face.
The common thread here is all of these people spoke as if they are just another Thousand Oaks resident without disclosing these affiliations. As
residents of Thousand Oaks they certainly have the right to speak. However they should be required to disclose any conflict of interest they
have. This should apply to anyone who will benefit financially or has financial ties to the developer. This should include Realtors, PR Firms.
Chamber members, family members & close friends of developers. Normal citizens are usually pretty open about their motivations to speak.
Shills are for poker games & carnivals, not city meetings.
I ask that you explore implementing such a requirement & keep transparency in our city on both sides of the dais.

8A

In favor

8A

In favor

This project aligns with the proposed slow growth advocated by councilmembers. This is much needed housing and a project which will benefit
the community.
We need housing of any kind. More housing, especially affordable housing is better for our businesses.
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Name

City

Gary Raymond

Thousand Oaks

Item # In favor/
Opposed
8A Opposed

Comment
NO MORE THAN 4 It was shocking as a member of our Thousand Oaks Community to experience the cave in to the Caruso organization by our
Planning Commission on Nov.15. The Planning Commission Majority voted to Ignore the issues of the local residents and instead pass support
for a residential history changing precedent that will forever alter Thousand Oaks. And did so based on a false assumption.
The argument that Caruso needs 165 Apts. to make the Lakes stores successful is fallacious. Non of the other malls in T.O.; the Oaks, the
Promenade or Janss Mall have any apartments at all, Zero. Not only that but The Lakes has Thunderbird Residential with 161 units across the
street and Camelot Condos with 180 units within a short walking distance. An additional 165, 80 or any units isn't going to matter. I'd look more
at the rents Caruso is charging and suspect Caruso has given up on the commercial income and just wants to make his money off of Residential
Income at The Lakes. We are at a crossroads regarding development in Thousand Oaks.
Dear Thousand Oaks City Council members. I can not say this more clearly: Your decision comes down to this:
If you approve the Caruso Apartment Project with a maximum of 4 Stories that does not violate The Mountain Ridge Line Rule, then you are
working for the more than 100 Thousand (diverse) residents of Thousand Oaks, here in Ventura County. (Young, middle aged and old, rich,
middle income and poor.) If you approve this project with 5, 6 or 7 stories then You are working for the Billionaire Rick Caruso who lives in
Brentwood, 40 miles away in Los Angeles County. We must not change the allowed apartment building height which is 4 stories.
Story Poles must be used to demonstrate the proposed outline of the 4 story building
and the Mountain Ridge Line Rule must be applied to verify the 4 stories do not block the view of the mountain tops from T. O. Blvd.
I contacted a Caruso representative and verified there is no drawing in the over 1300 page report showing the proposed apt. building West side
view which also includes Thousand Oaks blvd. and the 101 freeway.
This would be a view parallel with the building West side elevation view that is in line with The Lakes drive.
The Side Elevation drawing on page 964 does not include T. O. Blvd.
The photo from T.O. Blvd. and Conejo School rd. in the report is misleading as it is at a diagonal and thetefore approximately 40% further away
thus making the Apartments appear smaller.
Caruso's people must provide this missing drawing which needs to be verified by our city staff and with a reasonable amount of time for public
viewing and citizen comments before a vote is taken by the City Council.
Because this critical drawing is not in the1300 page proposal, the City Council must postpone the vote tonight until we have it.
NO MORE THAN 4!
Gary Raymond Thousand Oaks, CA 91360 glraymond@earthlink.net C 213‐509‐8347
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Name

City

Michael Naoum

Thousand Oaks

Douglas Baker

Newbury Park

Item # In favor/
Opposed
8A Opposed

8A

In favor

Comment
I am strongly opposed to this project because it is a terrible financial deal for the City and contains no affordable housing.
•Just over three months ago, this City Council approved the acquisition of the 4 acre Hillcrest site for $10 million or $2.5 million per acre.
•A Net Present Value calculation is a basic financial tool that discounts future cash flows like the Community Benefit Payments to todays true
value.
•City staff has been telling us what a good deal it is for the City to sell this 7.65 acre parcel for a Net Present Value of $4.6 million for a 165 unit
building and 6% discount rate .
•The Net Present Value falls to about $4 million if only 138 units are built with a five story building.
•The City’s own appraisal showed that the value of just the residential parcel was worth $7.67 million, with a value of $5.9 million as
commercial.
•For some reason, the City was mistakenly convinced by Caruso that the residential land should be appraised as “surplus” with little to no value
and requested a subsequent appraisal which valued the property at $2.9 million. The City’s appraiser characterized this approach as
“Extraordinary”.
•Section 5.01C of the Ground Lease Agreement number 6725‐2004 which was not included in the Council package states “If a movie theater is
not part of the initial phase, the Landlord shall have the right to enter, sever from the site leased, occupy, possess, construct and then operate a
public parking structure on the southern or back portion of the site. Clearly, the City had a right to claw back the portion of the site not being
used by the applicant if the proposed theater and parking garage were not developed.
•The proposed agreement also has a number of unusual giveaways including:
•By taking a Community Benefit Payment instead of upfront cash for the sale, the City becomes a lender to Caruso for this project and property
taxes on the true land value are under realized. Last I checked, the City is not allowed to be a financial institution and they give up being first
lienholder it the property owner defaults under the agreement.
•The City in addition to this bargain sale is granting an easement to Caruso for an additional 23 parking stalls, pool equipment, walking paths
and security gates on the remaining City property. Why can’t the Applicant use the acquired land to fulfill these needs?
•To make matters worse, Caruso can claim “Economic Hardship” and defer all but $100,000 per year in payments, to be added the very end of
the payment stream, with no interest cost. Essentially, the City would be providing a free loan for up to 37 years to the Applicant.
•This deal is so bad, even the balconies don’t meet City Standards.
If the City really wants to allow residential uses on this property, either get a true market value for the land or take back the unused property
and open the process up to others who are willing to pay what the property is worth and develop a project that supported by the community
other than just Caruso tenants and Chamber of Commerce and Thousand Oaks Boulevard shills.
The population of Thousand Oaks only grew by 0.2% over ten years. This is a red flag that Thousand Oaks is becoming a less desirable place.
Housing is the main obstacle, we need more housing. If we continue to artificially restrict housing supply, local businesses will not be able to
attract the workers they desire. This jeopardizes the local economy in the long run. It is time for Thousand Oaks to approve this project and
many more like it.
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Name

City

Judy Dahlstrom

Thousand Oaks

Item # In favor/
Opposed
8A Opposed

Comment
I am asking you to consider an extension on making a decision tonight regarding selling the Lakes property to Caruso. I do not believe anyone
has had the time to read the document that is over 1300 pages. I thought this property was going to be for the residents of our city. A Science
Center, movie theater, bowling alley. We need things for families to do in our city, not another apartment complex that is not affordable for a
majority of our residents. I keep hearing the city say we need affordable housing but we continue to allow developers to build anything but.
We also should not allow any building to be higher than what is currently allowed in our city. The city paid $10 million for a 4 acre property, yet
we want to sell 7.5 acres for $2 million and over 37 years we will get maybe somewhere between $12 and $13 million. Didn’t our city
(taxpayers) pay $6.7 million in the early 90’s for this property. I don’t believe the fair market value for this property is $2 million. We made a
big mistake with the last contract with Caruso 17 years ago, please don’t make another one. I understand Caruso wants what is best for his
company but shouldn’t our city want what’s best for our residents.
Please take a pause before committing to this.
Sincerely
Judy Dahlstrom
Resident of Thousand Oaks since 1992

Deanna Hackman

Thousand Oaks

8A

Opposed

We are adamantly opposed to Caruso’s seven story building and find the city council members who favor this plan to be traitors to the goals of
the people of Thousand Oaks for the 49 years we have lived here. There are many important reasons to oppose this egregious plan and the
following are just a few: it goes against the ordinance of a four story limit on any building, it will block the lovely view of the mountains which is
also an ordinance, and the traffic that it will bring to the area will be a disaster!! We cannot understand how anyone could agree with this
unlawful and poorly planned seven story calamity! Listen to the will of the people! That is your job!

Margarita Assael

Westlake Village

8A

Opposed

From the 101 I have seen the height of the Thousand Oaks Civics Arts Plaza and imaging the housing development the same or even higher
height is horrible. Why is this even permitted? Do you want us to look like the Valley? And the traffic congestion and parking for residents and
those shopping at the center? I believe we have been "deceived" into believing that no buildings higher than 4 stories would be permitted.
This is why there is no trust in those who have been elected to serve our community. Very sad. I would like to know the good this project will
bring to Thousand Oaks.
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