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AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL 
33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road * Box Number 8 * Agua Dulce, CA 91390 

Website:  www.adtowncouncil.com 
  

 
        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
November 14, 2011 
 
Mr. Mitch Glaser   mglaser@planning.lacounty.gov 
Department of Regional Planning  
Hall of Records, Room 1348 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
RE:   Agua Dulce Community Standards District Revision 
 
 
Dear Mitch: 
 
We appreciate your presentation to the Agua Dulce Town Council at the October 12, 2011 meeting 
updating the community with Regional Planning staff's latest modifications to our revised Community 
Standards District (CSD).  Emma Howard indicated a number of changes had been made by staff for 
various reasons.  We would like to address each of those changes. 
 

1. Trails:  In our letter to Ms. Howard dated August 8, 2011, we recommended a change that Trails 
Standards should apply to subdivisions only, as opposed to “all projects requiring discretionary 
approval.”  We requested the language be changed to specify “only applications for land divisions 
creating more than 4 lots or parcels of land.”  The Draft dated 10/12/11 does not include the 
phrase “creating more than 4 lots or parcels of land.”  We request that phrase be included.   

 
2. Drainage:  The Draft dated 10/12/11 eliminates that section.  Ms. Howard indicated the Low 

Impact Development standards address the drainage concerns.  We request the Drainage 
section be put back into the document.  That section is included to slow or reduce runoff and 
recharge local aquifers and the standards have community support. 

 
 
3. Home-based Occupations:  Ms. Howard stated that Zoning Enforcement staff wanted to make 

“minor changes” to both “Animal Training” and “Recording/Motion Picture/Video Production 
Studio.”  However, no modified language was presented at the meeting. We request no changes 
be made to this section.   

 
4. Dogs:  Ms. Howard stated that the maximum number of dogs had been reduced from 7 to 5.  Part 

of the reasoning was a biologist was concerned about a large number of dogs running in packs.  
Dogs running at large outside of the owner’s property constitutes a violation of LA County Code.  
If dogs are outside of the property roaming, no matter what the number, the owner is in violation 
of County Code.  We request our original language “on a lot or parcel of land one net acre or 
greater in size, two additional dogs are allowed for each additional one net acre of land or fraction 
thereof, with a maximum of seven dogs” be put back in the document.   
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5. Cargo Containers:  Ms. Howard indicated there was some confusion on the complicated formula 

for determining the maximum number of containers allowed.  In an effort to eliminate the 
confusion, we request the following modifications:   

 
Net Acreage of Lot Maximum Number of Containers 

Less than 2 acres 1 

2+ to 3 acres 2 

3+ to 5 acres 3 

5+ to 10 acres 4 

10 acres or greater 4, plus one additional container for each 
additional 5 net acres of land or fraction there of 
with a maximum of 10 containers 

 
This simplifies the net acreage description and includes a cap of 10 containers.  We also request that as 
long as all other standards within the Cargo Container section are met, containers are allowed without 
any fee structure or requirement of site plan. 
 

6. Commercial Trucking:  Ms. Howard indicated this section had been eliminated in its entirety.  We 
again, request the section be put back in the document. 

 
The Agua Dulce Town Council and our CSD Revision Committee have thoroughly publicized the CSD 
revision process and have modified the document during the last 10+ years to reflect the community’s 
desires.  We believe we have achieved community consensus.  The changes and modifications made by 
Regional Planning staff are not reflective of what our community desires.  We respectfully request the 
above sections be modified to be consistent with language we previously submitted and that document be 
forwarded to the Regional Planning Commission for the public hearing process. 
 
Thanks for all your hard work and efforts to make this document agreeable to our community.   
 
Respectfully, 
 
Don Henry 
 
Don Henry, President  
Agua Dulce Town Council – 2011 
 
Cc:   Mr. Edel Vizcarra  EVizcarra@lacbos.org 
 Ms. Rosalind Wayman   rwayman@lacbos.org 
 Los Angeles County Supervisor Michael Antonovich c/o Rosalind Wayman, above   
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Menke, Brianna

From: Susan Tarr [gritgrit.susan@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 25, 2012 1:36 PM
To: Glaser, Mitch
Subject: Agua Dulce CSD

10060 Lagos Road 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
25 January 2012 
 
Mitch Glaser, AICP                                                                 RE: Revised Agua Dulce CSD  
Supervising Regional Planner 
Community Studies North Section 
Department of Regional Planning 
320 W. Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
Dear Mr. Glaser & Members of the Department of Regional Planning: 
 
I will be out of town on February 22 and unable to attend the scheduled hearing. I would therefore like to here express my support by 
of the document under consideration. Several years ago I  worked on the document as a member of the CSD Revision Committee so I 
am familiar with its evolution. The current CSD Committee has worked strenuously to produce a carefully considered, thoughtful and 
comprehensive document. This has been an arduous and (sometimes) unappreciated effort by several dedicated Agua Dulce residents. 
I support the draft document as written as the best basis for protection against future degradation of our town. 
 
During at least one meeting you held here in Agua Dulce, there have been a few angry voices loudly raised against implementation of 
the CSD. Several of these people had not read the proposed document and, to my knowledge, had attended few, if any, of the 
numerous community meetings held to discuss and shape the CSD. 
 
Knowing how difficult it is to engage people in the kind of work that was necessary, the CSD Revision Committee is to be applauded 
for it persistence and it is my hope that the few differences that still exist between "your" version and "ours" will be reconciled. We 
are, I believe, committed to the same ultimate goal; the preservation and protection of rural Agua Dulce. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Susan Tarr 
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Menke, Brianna

From: Howard, Emma
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 8:55 AM
To: Menke, Brianna
Subject: FW: Agua Dulce CSD

 
 

Emma Howard 
Community Studies North Section 
213-974-6476 

  

From: h v [mailto:bwo.cvp17@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 8:54 AM 
To: rwayman@lacbos.org; dperry@lacbos.org; Glaser, Mitch; Howard, Emma; fifthdistrict@lacbos.org 
Subject: Agua Dulce CSD 
 
Please forward to Supervisor before the 1-24-12 Board Meeting 
  
Dear all concerned, 
  
I'd like to write/inform you that most of Agua Dulce residents do not want new regulations that alter our 
lifestyle.  To the contrary, most would like to maintain our current way of life and not bring about changes that 
may have far-reaching consequences. 
  
The two main areas I'm speaking of would be the allowance of unsightly storage containers, 
which are currently tolerated and need no additional tolerance or legalization AND the 
parking of  big rig trucks which again are tolerated at the present time for anyone parking 
one or two of their own. 
  
Please do not allow Agua Dulce, which has some upscale and valuable real estate, to eventually become a 
place to store unwanted and unsightly material and park big rig trucks, in the fashion of Little Rock.  This will 
be a disservice to ALL the residents and reduce the Real Estate values.  The County is already reasonable and 
quite tolerant of these things. 
  
There are a SELECT FEW who have pushed for the top two items to be added to the CSD.  Any 
disagreement with them will unleash a torrent of intimidation tactics which are in direct violation of the 
democratic process.  I am gravely concerned about speaking out against this group in public (including at the 
Board Meeting) for the fear of their unsound retaliation methods, in this small town community.   
  
Please know that the overwhelming majority of Agua Dulce's residents DO NOT want ANY 
MORE unsightly storage containers NOR do they want big rig truck parking to be allowed to any 
further extend that it already is. 
  
Do not allow a select few with loud voices, hidden agendas and bullying ways to dictate the allowance of these 
things that are not synonymous with our way of life, nor wanted by the community at large.  
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Thank you... 
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Menke, Brianna

From: kenbrenner [kenbrenner@socal.rr.com]
Sent: Saturday, January 21, 2012 7:55 AM
To: Menke, Brianna
Cc: FifthDistrict@lacbos.org
Subject:  Objections to the proposed csd boundary changes.
Attachments: Correct Address.jpg; Boundry Map.JPG; Forestry no parking sign.jpg

As you are aware I live in "SLEEPY VALLEY SAUGUS" in the unincorporated Los Angles County of 
the state of California. We are not located near Agua Dulce, therefore their proposed csd 
provisions do not apply to us. Neither are we in the Santa Clarita Valley. We are in fact the 
true definition of a rural area with that distinction, designation, and legal definition of 
rural location. There are only three (3) streets up off from the state hwy of sierra hwy and 
we are tucked into the Angles National Forest with a single narrow street at the top. We are 
situated in a "Green Belt" area surrounded with very tall "Old Growth" trees. 
 
This is a very nice, quite, and peaceful rural area. It will never become part of Agua Dulce 
or be able to change without a complete tear out and rebuild with funding from a community 
block grant. There is no major infrastructure to support any build out up here even if there 
was enough land and room to accomplish such a major undertaking in the future.  
 
All of the lots and houses up here on the #7773 tract map are extremly small. However I am 
concerned that the new changes will reduce the fair market value of my buildable land. Please 
see that this letter is entered into the public record for the 60 day comment period. I will 
be unable to attend any public meetings.  As you are aware of APX 62 home owners, maybe three 
principal parties ever show up for them and I am always of the minority position up here.  
 
On the legal notice you sent to me the area and the name of sleepy valley was excluded and 
not listed as one of the areas being in conflict and effected by the proposed changes on 
proposed csd boundary changes and also I notice that your mail notices are addressed as if we 
are residing in the SCV area and nothing is further from the truth. Does it really matter? I 
strongly believe that it does. Just as shown on ALL of the available maps; we are sleepy 
valley Saugus, CA. and should be considered and treated as "SLEEPY VALLEY SAUGUS" separate in 
and of itself.. 
 
Thank you for your time with regards to these pertinent issues. 
 
Kenneth N. Brenner. 
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