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Figure 1-1. Map of Los Angeles County.

A. OVERVIEW

The San Fernando Valley Area

Plan (SFVAP or Plan) is a policy
document intended to direct future
development and land use decisions
for the unincorporated areas in the
San Fernando Valley through 2045. It
establishes goals and policies specific

Ny 9 T Santa Susana
\ 3 __M_uumams _____
\
Vs OatMountain
Gounty \\
\
\ \ (118)
\' Twin Lakes
simi Hills !
. AAA
............... West
Chatsworth
+- Westhills
‘_-_¥J._‘;._ (101
Lo 1-
N
Ty LY, 1(\\1,
~ AN

\Y e

Santa Monica

to the needs of the unincorporated
communities in the San Fernando
Valley Planning Area (Planning Area)
and provides a framework for the
County of Los Angeles (County), the
development community, business
owners, and residents to shape the
future character of the communities.
The SFVAP s one of eleven planning
areas in the County and focuses on
land use and policy issues specific to
the SFVAP communities.

B. VISIONING STATEMENT

The San Fernando Valley’s
unincorporated communities will
continue to thrive, preserving their
unique charm and natural beauty.
The strong bonds within these
unincorporated communities will
preserve their character and enhance
safety, resilience, and harmony with
nature for future generations.
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Figure 1-2. San Fernando Area Plan Communities.
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C. COMMUNITIES

The San Fernando Valley, spanning
about 260 square miles in Greater Los
Angeles, combines urban, suburban,
and rural areas. Surrounded by
mountains, it includes parts of Los
Angeles, Glendale, San Fernando,
Burbank, and nearby unincorporated
communities. The SFVAP includes the
following unincorporated communities:

» Kagel Canyon/Lopez Canyon/
Sylmar Island

* Oat Mountain

*  Twin Lakes

* West Chatsworth
*  Westhills

While the unincorporated Universal
City is located within the San Fernando
Valley, the area is governed by the
NBCUniversal Evolution Plan:
Universal Studios Specific Plan.
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1.2. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS

A. LOS ANGELES COUNTY GENERAL
PLAN

General Plan Framework: The Los
Angeles County 2035 General Plan
(General Plan) is the guide for long-
term physical development and
conservation through a framework of
goals, policies, and implementation
programs. It also lays the foundation
for future community-based planning
initiatives, such as area plans. To
capture the unique aspects of each
area and to allow for a more refined
level of community-driven planning,
the General Plan divides the County
up into 11 planning areas, and calls for
an area plan to be developed in each of
the planning areas.

Area Plans are a component

of the General Plan (see figure

1.3) and establish the long-range
vision for preservation, growth, and
reinvestment, and include goals,
policies, and programs that are
specific and focused on a region of
the County. Community plans cover
smaller geographic areas within one
of the 11 planning areas identified

by the General Plan and address
neighborhood or community-level
policy issues. Within the San Fernando
Valley Planning Area, the Twin Lakes
Community Plan was adopted in 1991.
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Figure 1-3. Depicts the relationship be-
tween the General Plan and the Area Plan.

General Plan Guiding Principles: The
General Plan is grounded in six guiding
principles of:

1. Smart Growth: Focus growth in
areas with access to resources and
transit, while preserving important
farmland and areas of ecological
importance.

2. Adequate Services and
Infrastructure: Coordinate an
equitable sharing of public and
private costs associated with
providing appropriate community
services and infrastructure to meet
growth needs.

3. Strong and Diverse Economy:
Protect areas that generate
employment and promote
programs that support a stable
and well-educated workforce.
This will provide a foundation for
ajobs/housing balance and a vital
and competitive economy in the
unincorporated areas.

4. Environmental Resource
Management: Carefully manage
the County’s natural resources,
such as air, water, wildlife habitats,
mineral resources, agricultural
land, forests, and open space, in an
integrated way that is both feasible
and sustainable.

5. Healthy, Livable, and Equitable
Communities: Design communities
that incorporate their cultural and
historic surroundings, are not
overburdened by nuisance and
negative environmental factors,
and provide reasonable access to
food systems. These factors have a
measurable effect on public well-
being.

6. Promotion of Strengths, Community
Voice, and Equity Outcomes: Seek
out special places or traditions that

are significant to the community
and recommend ways to preserve
and celebrate them.

The County is committed to actively
promoting equity throughout its
policies and practices. The County’s
Racial Equity Strategic Plan provides a
multi-dimensional definition of equity:

* Procedural equity — fair, transparent,
and inclusive processes that
lead to more just outcomes and
opportunities for individuals
impacted by inequity. Procedural
equity can be achieved through
processes that acknowledge power
imbalances across stakeholders
and aim to rectify them by
recognizing diverse forms of power
and expertise, namely expertise
from lived experiences integral
to informing more equitable and
effective public decision-making.

e Distributional equity — the most
understood form of equity, achieved
through fair allocation of resources
such as goods and services, as well
as societal benefits and burdens.

e Structural equity — addresses
the root causes of inequities,
including underlying systemic
structures, policies, societal norms,
and practices that contribute
towards disparate population-level
outcomes.

B. SAFETY ELEMENT

The Los Angeles County Safety
Element is a component of the
Countywide General Plan, which
outlines policies and strategies to
ensure the safety and well-being of
its residents from natural and human-
made hazards.

Introduction §



The Safety Element addresses a wide range of safety
issues, including:

e Seismic Hazards: Mitigation strategies for earthquakes,
such as building codes and retrofitting structures to
withstand seismic activity.

* Flooding: Policies for managing flood risks, including the
maintenance and improvement of drainage systems and
floodplain management.

* Wildfires: Strategies to reduce wildfire risks through
vegetation management, fire-resistant building materials,
and emergency preparedness plans.

* Landslides: Identification of landslide-prone areas and
measures to prevent and mitigate landslide risks.

* Hazardous Materials: Guidelines for the safe handling,
storage, and disposal of hazardous materials to prevent
spills and contamination.

* Climate Change: Adaptation strategies for rising
temperatures, sea-level rise, and extreme weather
events.

* Emergency Preparedness: Plans for emergency
response and recovery, including coordination among
various agencies and community education programs.

The Safety Element aims to create a resilient community
by reducing vulnerabilities to hazards and enhancing the
county's ability to respond to and recover from emergencies.
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Figure 1-4. Fire Hazard Severity Zones Map.

The State Responsibility Area (SRA) covers lands where California
is primarily responsible for wildfire prevention and suppression,
typically outside city limits and not federally owned. The Local
Responsibility Area (LRA) covers lands where local agencies, such
as city or county fire departments, hold that responsibility.
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C. CLIMATE ACTION PLAN 2045

The 2045 Los Angeles County Climate Action Plan

(CAP) is a sub-element of the General Plan Air Quality
Element that contains a comprehensive strategy aimed

at reducing greenhouse gas emissions, promoting
sustainability, and enhancing community resilience to
climate impacts. The plan focuses on increasing renewable
energy use, improving energy efficiency, waste reduction,
water conservation, climate adaptation, and ensuring
environmental justice and equity. By fostering green jobs
and providing workforce training, the plan aims to support a
green economy. Several implementation projects of the CAP
are underway including the development of a Countywide
Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) and related
Community Wildfire Protection Ordinance (CWPO) that will
enhance wildfire safety and preparedness in Los Angeles
County. The CCWPP proactively plans and prioritizes
wildfire risk reduction through vegetation management,
prevention strategies, risk assessment, and resource
allocation for existing communities. The CWPO strengthens
building regulations for new development in high-risk areas,
focusing on construction standards and evacuation routes
to minimize future wildfire impacts.
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Figure 1-5. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Path to 2045
Carbon Neutrality and 2045 CAP Targets.

D. LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRAILS MASTERPLAN

The Trails Masterplan (Plan) is located within the Recreation
Element of the General Plan. The Plan shows existing in
use regional multiuse (equestrian, hiking and biking) trails
and proposed future BOS-adopted regional multiuse trails
and is utilized to enhance and expand the County’s network
of multiuse trails. There are 250 miles of existing regional
multiuse trails and another 752 miles of adopted future trails
within the boundary of the unincorporated County.
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Figure 1-6. 2025 Bicycle Master Plan Network Proposed for San Fernando Valley.

E. L0S ANGELES COUNTY BICYGLE MASTER PLAN

The Los Angeles County Bicycle Master Plan (BMP) is a
sub-element of the General Plan Mobility Element with a
strategic framework created by County Public Works to
enhance and expand the County's network of bikeways.
First established in 2012 and currently being updated

for 2025, the BMP aims to develop a safe, accessible,

and extensive network of bike paths and lanes that link
communities throughout the County. The primary objective

is to encourage biking as a secure, efficient, and eco-friendly

transportation option, thereby fostering healthier and more
interconnected communities across Los Angeles County.

F. STEP BY STEP L0S ANGELES GOUNTY

The Step by Step Los Angeles County: Pedestrian Plans
for Unincorporated Communities” was adopted by the
County Board of Supervisors in 2019 and provides a policy
framework on how the County proposes to get more people
walking, increase pedestrian safety, and support healthy
and active lifestyles. It also includes community pedestrian
plans for unincorporated communities in the County.

G. VISION ZERO LOS ANGELES COUNTY: A PLAN FOR
SAFER ROADWAYS

"Vision Zero Los Angeles County: A Plan for Safer
Roadways" is an initiative aimed at eliminating traffic-related
fatalities on unincorporated County roadways by 2035.
Launched by the County Board of Supervisors, the plan
focuses on systematic safety improvements and speed
management to reduce traffic deaths.

Key components of the plan include:

 Infrastructure Enhancements:High-visibility crosswalks,
head-start signals, ADA ramps, and speed cushions for
safer roads.

« Data-Driven Approach: Identification of "Collision
Concentration Corridors" where interventions are
prioritized to address high rates of severe collisions.

« Community Collaboration: Engagement with local
agencies, community groups, and residents to ensure
the safety measures meet community needs.

» System Fixes and Speed Management: Targeting speed
as a critical factor in severe collisions and implementing
systemic changes to reduce speeds and enhance road
safety.

Introduction 7



H. 103 ANGELES COUNTYWIDE PARKS NEEDS
ASSESSMENT PLUS (PNA+)

The Los Angeles Countywide Comprehensive Parks and
Recreation Needs Assessment (CPRNA), initiated in 2016,
aimed to evaluate and document the county's existing park
and recreation facilities while identifying community needs
for additional or improved amenities. Through extensive
community engagement, surveys, public meetings, and
workshops, the assessment provided a detailed inventory of
current resources, highlighted service gaps, and prioritized
areas for investment. The findings have been instrumental in
guiding resource allocation and funding decisions, including
the Safe, Clean Neighborhood Parks and Beaches Measure
(Measure A) passed in 2016.

Parks Needs Assessment Plus (PNA+), launched in

2020, builds on the CPRNA. PNA+ focuses on equity,
environmental sustainability, and climate resilience within
park and recreation facilities. Through continued community
engagement and updated data collection, it aims to ensure
all communities, especially underserved ones, have access
to quality parks. The assessment informs policy decisions,
funding priorities, and strategic planning to create more
inclusive, sustainable, and resilient park systems. PNA+
calls for a holistic approach to conservation through both
the conservation and protection of existing valuable natural
resources and the restoration of urban degraded lands,
forming the basis of the County’s strategy to conserve at
least 30 percent of lands and waters by 2030 (30x30). It
also identifies priority areas for regional recreation and

rural recreation using various indicators of population
vulnerability and other factors such as access to regional
and rural recreation sites via different modes of travel, the
availability of such facilities, and the amenities they offer.

8 San Fernando Valley Area Plan

|. CONNECT SOCAL

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
updated Connect SoCal, the Regional Transportation Plan/
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), in April
2024. Itis a long-range transportation plan and sustainable
communities strategy for Southern California that aims

to enhance mobility, reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
and promote sustainable development across the region.
The plan integrates transportation, land use, and housing
policies to create more livable and resilient communities.
Key components include expanding public transit,
improving active transportation infrastructure, and fostering
smart growth. Connect SoCal provides a comprehensive
framework for coordinating regional efforts to address
transportation challenges and support economic vitality and
environmental sustainability.

J. METRO’S ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION STRATEGIC PLAN

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro) recently updated its Active Transportation Strategic
Plan (ATSP) in 2023. This updated plan aims to improve and
expand active transportation options like walking, biking,
and transit use across the County of Los Angeles. The plan
prioritizes safety, accessibility, and connectivity, focusing on
creating a more integrated and user-friendly transportation
network. It includes infrastructure development,

community engagement, and policy integration to reduce
car dependency, lower emissions, and promote healthier
lifestyles. The ATSP serves as a strategic roadmap to build
a sustainable, equitable, and vibrant transportation system
in the region. For the San Fernando Valley area, the ATSP
anticipates an increase of 12,187,914 bicycle trips, reduction
of 4,652 tons of CO2e of greenhouse gases and a 55%
reduction in collisions, though a majority of those are likely
to be inincorporated areas.



1.3. PLANNING PROGESS

The San Fernando Valley Area Plan (SFVAP) Project officially began in
April 2024, but significant preparation happened beforehand. County
staff connected with LA County Planning colleagues living in the San
Fernando Valley to gather crucial local insights, establish contacts,
identify important places, and understand community concerns.
Additionally, Land Use Regulation colleagues provided tours of the
unincorporated communities, highlighting their unique features and
landmarks.

The San Fernando Valley Area Plan (SFVAP) planning process was
meticulously designed to engage a broad spectrum of residents within
the Plan area. This included individuals from diverse racial and ethnic
backgrounds, varying socioeconomic statuses, different age groups,
all abilities, and those residing in various housing types and tenures.

Throughout every phase of the project, education and outreach
efforts were driven by clear objectives and intended outcomes. A
key commitment was transparent communication regarding how
community input would be integrated into the plan. To ensure
widespread participation, a variety of online and in-person platforms

were utilized, with events scheduled at convenient times and locations.

The County also maintained a regularly updated website to document
information and feedback, and employed multiple methods to notify
communities about upcoming events.

A. COMPREHENSIVE PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

The SFVAP implemented a robust public engagement strategy,
blending innovative digital tools with established community outreach
methods. This approach successfully encouraged contributions

from a diverse array of citizens, ensuring a wide range of voices were
heard, from large public forums to more focused, smaller stakeholder
discussions on specific topics.

1. Community Walk-Throughs

To ensure a community-centric approach from the outset, dedicated
walk-throughs were organized with key representatives from Kagel
Canyon, Lake Manor, Westhills, Twin Lakes, and Universal City.

These immersive tours proved highly effective in building rapport and
enabling residents to articulate the nuances of their communities.
Through their narratives, a deep understanding was gained of critical
local issues, treasured assets, historical significance, and the interplay
of natural landscapes and valued architectural elements.

Introduction 9



2. Mailings

In June 2024, informational postcards were mailed to all 2,187
property owners in the unincorporated San Fernando Valley. This
mailing served to introduce the project, publicize upcoming community
meetings, and guide community members to the project website for
further details and to participate in the online survey.

Laterin Summer 2024, targeted letters were dispatched to property
owners with potentially impacted parcels, specifically those facing
proposed adjustments to zoning or land use designations. These
adjustments were primarily corrective, addressing instances of split-
zoning or misaligned designations. This proactive communication
allowed for direct, personalized discussions (in-person or by phone)
regarding individual property proposals, preceding the scheduled
community meetings in August and September 2024.

3. Language Access

To ensure no community members were excluded from the process,
comprehensive language access was integrated throughout the
project's development. This included providing project summaries

in both Spanish and Chinese. For all in-person and virtual meetings
organized by the planning department, simultaneous interpretation in
Spanish was readily available.

4. Tribal Consultations

Prior to the project's commencement, initial introduction letters
were dispatched to all tribal representatives listed on the California
Native American Heritage Commission's mailing list. These early
communications were instrumental in refining the process for
collecting information on potential historic sites, ensuring the

robust protection of sensitive data. A second consultation letter was
subsequently issued to all listed tribes in March 2025. This mailing
served to formally share the Historic Context Statement and provide
official notification of the Project, in full compliance with Senate Bill
(SB) 18 requirements.

5. Government Coordination

Throughout the project lifecycle, staff actively engaged in monthly
County Community Engagement Coordination Meetings. These
inter-departmental gatherings ensured consistent project updates
and identified valuable opportunities for coordinated outreach efforts
across County departments.
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Beyond internal coordination, staff conducted individual meetings
with planning representatives from the Cities of Los Angeles, San
Fernando, Glendale, and Burbank, as well as Ventura County. These
direct engagements introduced the project and gathered crucial
insights for effective inter-agency coordination.

10 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



Furthermore, staff participated in a multi-agency oil well walk-through
in Westhills. This event fostered collaborative understanding and
problem-solving, providing an additional layer of coordination with
state agencies, including the Department of Conservation and staff
from the State Water Resources Control Board.

6. Community Groups

To ensure broad outreach across the Planning Area, planning

staff actively engaged diverse community groups. Staff convened
meetings with organizations including the Chatsworth Historical
Society, students and staff from Cal State Northridge, Tree People
volunteers, Chatsworth Park Elementary School Planning Magnet
staff, and management from the Los Angeles Unified School District.
Planning staff also met with developers and closely coordinated with
representatives from the Kagel Canyon Civic Association, Westhills
Homeowners Association, Twin Lakes Property Owners Association,
Deerlake Homeowners Association, and NBCUniversal staff and
Community Advisory Panel.

Beyond these individual meetings, planning staff participated in
various pop-up community events, such as the Chatsworth Preserve
Earth Day Event, Winter Solstice Event, and the Cal State Northridge
Wildfire Symposium.

The Department also hosted a series of introductory public meetings
in July, August, and September 2024 at the Chatsworth Park South
Recreation Center and Dexter Park. Two virtual meetings were also
conducted in July and September 2024. These virtual sessions
introduced the project, gathered feedback for the Historic Context
Statement's development, and were recorded for posting on the
project website, ensuring access for those unable to attend live.

7. Digital Engagement

Digital Engagement was another vital tool for communication

and engagement. A webpage (planning.lacounty.gov/sfvap) was
developed that provided a space to communicate the project scope,
provide project summaries translated into Spanish and Chinese,
receive feedback through an online survey, share information
through mapping applications, and provide project updates. Meeting
presentations and recordings were posted on the website along

LA COUNTY

SAN
FERNANDO
VALLEY
AREA PLAN

OPEN HOUSE EVENTS:

817: Chatsworth Park South
10 to Noon

6to8 pm
213-974-6476 (@
httpsy/bitly/sfvap @
sfvalley@planning lacounty.gov
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with drafts for review. On the website, there was a place to sign-up

for project updates using Constant Contact e-newsletters. Flyers
advertising upcoming events were created that could be distributed
through community email lists and posted on online platforms. These
flyers were also posted on the Department’s social media accounts.

8. Community Survey

Early in the Discovery phase, a survey was made available on the

UNINCORPORATED
rRosect l = . = s“"“““‘"”v‘“"’::) 82 project website to gather feedback from community members
s sy s mw Recened regarding important local issues. Although the unincorporated areas of
‘
SR the San Fernando Valley have fewer than 2,200 property owners, the
COMMUNITY VALUES & DESIRES PRIORITIES .
= ey survey received 82 responses.
IMPROVEMENTS
@G{} 4 KR 3 m (TRAFFIC, SPEEDING)
= PRESERVATION OF . .
MARRE URESYE | CHARM " FRIENSSMIPINGLUSION  QPEN SPACE, NATURAL The survey results revealed that a majority of respondents chose the
= ANIMAL KEEPING . . . H
K—E"—“M * PARKS, TRAILS, TRAFFC community for its access to nature, rural lifestyle, and neighborhood
mm ' @ '"""sﬁs charm, indicating a strong desire to preserve its existing character
| HDMELESSNE&S L0SS ) . .
MCARSES ks s and sense of community. Key concerns included potential increases
IN-PERSON MEETING IN-| PERSON MEETING . . .
SUMMARIES — MMARIES in traffic, homelessness, loss of dark skies and natural spaces, and
DRAFT AREA PLAN : . o }
P e hazard impacts. Residents prioritized infrastructure improvements for

traffic and speeding, as well as the preservation of open space, natural
areas, animal keeping, parks, trails, traffic safety, and dark skies.

The community was defined by respondents as fostering neighborly
friendship through nature walks, local gathering spaces, and events,
underscoring a desire for inclusion in County infrastructure planning.

These survey responses, along with summaries from in-person
community meetings, directly informed the creation of the draft goals
and policies for the Area Plan.

9. Drone Photography

Drone photography provided access to inaccessible areas, offering a
unique aerial perspective for comprehensive visual documentation,
enhancing community engagement and overall project awareness.

Drone photography proved crucial for the project, providing a
complete visual overview of areas, such as rugged terrain, that were
otherwise inaccessible on foot. In coordination with the communities,
the Department's Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) Program
programmed flights over each of the unincorporated communities

in the San Fernando Valley. Beyond offering additional opportunities
to coordinate with community leadership, drone photography
captured unique aerial perspectives, providing high-resolution visual
documentation that comprehensively illustrates topography, land
use, vegetation, and community layout for stakeholders and public
outreach.

Drone pilots also attended in-person meetings to share more about
the drone flights, raise awareness for the program, and help boost
attendance.

12 San Fernando Valley Area Plan
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2.1HISTORY

The San Fernando Valley, a
sprawling urban and suburban
landscape in Southern California,
boasts arich and complex history.
From its origins as a thriving
Indigenous homeland to its
transformation into a suburban
powerhouse, the Valley’s story

is one of continuous change,
marked by waves of settlement,
development, and adaptation.

At the heart of this history are the
Native Californians, including the
Tongva, Tataviam, and Chumash
people. They are the first laborers of
the Valley, whose enduring presence
and stewardship of the land have
shaped the region for millennia. The
ongoing transformation and visible
scars of colonization across their
aboriginal territory have not diminished
the First People’s enduring connection
to their cultural roots and descendancy.
Initiatives like Pukuu Cultural
Community Services (established in
the San Fernando Valley in1971 by

the Fernandeno Tataviam) provides
education, healthcare, job training,

and cultural preservation, reinforcing
connections to heritage, community,
and the land.

EARLY INHABITANTS

L

s 7

Fernandeno Tataviam cave paintings,
Burro Flats, Santa Susana Mountains,
1970-1979 (CSUN Digital Library).
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Mission San Fernando Rey de Espana

The San Fernando Valley was originally
home to Native Californians,who lived
in the region for thousands of years,
establishing villages near waterways
and foothills that served as centers for
thriving social, cultural and economic
life.

The First People of northern Los
Angeles County, who would later

be called Fernandeno due to their
coerced association with Mission San
Fernando, have a history stretching
back to time immemorial, living in
harmony with oak groves, rivers,

and diverse wildlife. They were and
continue to be masterful stewards of
the land, passing down knowledge of
sustainable resource management
through generations.

Before colonization, each village
functioned as a sovereign entity,
governed by its own lineage and leader,
or captain. Villages were autonomous
yet part of a broader regional network,
sharing customs, beliefs, and a
unified understanding of the afterlife.
Decentralized leadership maintained
community harmony while fostering
collaboration. Cultural practices, laws,
and social rules were strictly observed,
and village exogamy, or marrying
outside one’s village, created a
multilingual and culturally fluid society.
These practices reflected a deep
understanding of interconnectedness
and respect for the natural and social
world, underscoring the connection

to the San Fernando Valley as both
ancestral homeland and living cultural
landscape.

SPANISH COLONIZATION

In 1797, Spanish missionaries
established Mission San Fernando
Rey de Espafia on the site of the
Native village of Achoikominga in

the San Fernando Valley. Ancestors

of the Fernandeno Tataviam were
extorted into the mission system,
responsible for tending to livestock,
cultivating crops such as grapes

and olives, and supporting the daily
operations of the mission. Spanish
colonization disrupted centuries-old
social structures, stripping villages of
autonomy and imposing the collective
identity of ‘Fernandeno,” impacting the
distinct political, cultural, and spiritual
systems that had guided the people for
millennia.

MEXICAN RULE AND AMERICAN
ANNEXATION

After Mexico gained independence
from Spainin 1821, the missions were
secularized, and their lands were
divided into ranchos. The Mission San
Fernando was secularized in 1834, and
by 1846, most of the San Fernando
Valley was sold to Eugolio de Celis.

In 1848, as a result of the Mexican-
American War, Alta California,
including the San Fernando Valley,
was ceded to the United States. Two
years later, in 1850, California officially
became the thirty-first state. American



Wheat harvesting near Van Nuys, ca. 1890s
(USC Digital Library).

statehood marked a new era of
dispossession. The 1851 Land Claims
Actand a U.S. legal system unfamiliar
to Native peoples facilitated massive
land loss.

EARLY DEVELOPMENT

During the second half of the 19th
century, the former rancho lands were
gradually subdivided and sold, often
due to conflicts between Mexican
and American land laws. The arrival
of railroad connections in the 1870s
and 1880s spurred the creation of
some town sites. However, the arid
climate meant that the Valley primarily
remained an agricultural area,
cultivating wheat, barley, and other
crops requiring minimal water.

Early settlers, such as Henry Kagel,
homesteaded in the periphery of the
Valley. Kagel, a miner, built an adobe
house in what is now Kagel Canyon
around 1900, believed to be the first
permanent structure in the area. Other
homesteaders also established roots
in the far northwest, contributing to the
formation of communities like Twin
Lakes and Chatsworth Lake Manor.

Filming at the Iverson Movie Ranch, ca.
1926. (lverson Movie Ranch Blog).

AGRICULTURAL BOOM

Los Angeles Aqueduct dedication, 1913
(Los Angeles Public Library, Herald Exam-
iner Collection).

The Los Angeles Aqueduct, completed
in 1913, proved to be a transformative
infrastructure project for the San
Fernando Valley. Devised by William
Mulholland, Frederick Eaton, and J.B.
Lippincott, the aqueduct brought water
from the Eastern Sierras to the arid
Los Angeles basin. By 1915, most of
the San Fernando Valley was annexed
by the City of Los Angeles, securing
access to this vital water source.

This influx of water led to an agricultural
boom in the 1910s, with the Valley
becoming dotted with citrus and walnut
orchards, poultry and dairy farms,

and various cash crops. However,
peripheral areas along the foothills,
less suited for agriculture, remained
unincorporated.

RISE OF THE FILM INDUSTRY

Beyond agriculture, the film industry
played a crucial role in the Valley’s
early economy. In 1915, the Universal
Film Manufacturing Company opened
Universal City, the world’s first self-
contained community dedicated to
filmmaking, at the southern edge of the
Valley.

Kagel Canyon, 1956 (Los Angeles Public
Library).

Boaters in Twin Lakes Park (Chatsworth
Historical Society).

The rugged backdrops and rural
settings of areas like Chatsworth made
them ideal for shooting Westerns

and other films. Independent movie
ranches, such as the prominent
Iverson Movie Ranch, emerged

during the Golden Age of Hollywood,
serving as versatile filming locations
for countless movies and television
programs.

EARLY VACATION COMMUNITIES
AND THE GREAT DEPRESSION

In the 1920s, unincorporated areas of
the Valley began to see development
primarily as vacation sites, offering
an escape from urban Los Angeles.

Mayan-inspired entrance arch at the Twin
Lakes development. (UC Santa Barbara
Art Museum, Architecture and Design
Collection).

Planning Area 15
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Advertising brochure for Twin Lakes Park, ca. 1927 (CSUN University Library, Digital

Collections).

Developers subdivided land in places
like Kagel Canyon, Chatsworth Lake
Manor, Deer Lake Highlands, and
Twin Lakes Park. These communities
featured small, substandard-sized
lots for weekend cabins and were
organized around narrow access
roads.

Developers enticed buyers with
recreational amenities, and some
communities, like Twin Lakes, even
adopted unique architectural themes,
such as a Mayan motif by architect
Robert Stacy-Judd. These cabin
parcels were marketed as affordable,
some selling for as little as $100. While
mostly residential, some communities
included compatible commercial uses
like real estate offices, stores, and
restaurants.

Between 1925-1926, the United States
Veteran’s Bureau Hospital was built in
Sylmar, becoming the first of its kind

on the Pacific Coast. This massive
institution, comprising 20 concrete
buildings, provided medical care for
military veterans.

The ambitious plans for these
vacation communities were largely
hampered by the onset of the Great
Depression in the 1930s. However,
some individuals took advantage of
the small, affordable lots, which they
used to build permanent dwellings.

16 San Fernando Valley Area Plan
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Dexter Park Community Center under con-
struction (left), 1956 (Los Angeles

Public Library).

Kagel Canyon also benefited from
New Deal programs, which brought
improvements to Dexter Park, in the
Kagel Canyon community, including
retaining walls, picnic areas, and
landscaping.

POST-WAR SUBURBANIZATION

Following World War Il, the San
Fernando Valley underwent a dramatic
transformation, shifting from an
agricultural heartland to a thriving
suburban landscape. This change
was fueled by the influx of jobs from
aerospace and defense contractors.
The population surged, reaching
approximately 400,000 by 1950 and
840,500 by 1960.

As suburban development expanded,
the Valley’s extensive citrus and
walnut groves and other agricultural
lands were increasingly acquired and

subdivided. Postwar development
pressures also pushed new
construction into the semi-rural areas
overlooking the Valley, including Kagel
Canyon, Twin Lakes, and Chatsworth
Lake Manor. While these areas saw
incremental development of houses
and local businesses, they largely
retained a semi-rural character.

An exception to this pattern was
Westhills, a suburban tract home
development that began in 1965 at the
far west end of the Valley. This project,
with its 175 original suburban houses,
marked a significant step towards

the more fully developed suburban
communities that define much of

the San Fernando Valley today. The
Westhills subdivision was built out

by 1969, though future development
projects would later be built in the
vicinity, both in the context of additional
subdivisions (1979) and additional
commercial development to serve the
neighborhood (1984).

THE SEARCH
HAS ENDED

men 2% 3 BEDROOMS » FOOL « SPA
Fom $117.000 to $147.000

Advertisement for the Valley Circle Town-
homes, 1983 (Los Angeles Times).



2.2 ARGHITECTURE

The San Fernando Valley
Planning Areais characterized
by its significant wilderness

and undeveloped open space.
While development is limited

to several small communities,
each with unique histories, broad
historic themes apply to the built
environment across these areas.

RESIDENTIAL

Early settlements were homesteads
on rugged, water-scarce public lands
in areas like Kagel/Lopez Canyons,
Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain, and West
Chatsworth, usually small houses for
dry farming or mining. This evolved
into Early Single-Family Residential
Development with diverse architectural
styles. Rapid growth after WWII
fueled Post-World War 1l single-family
residential development and more
standardized designs. Subdivisions
and planned communities emerged
as larger, comprehensively designed
areas.

NON-RESIDENTIAL

The Planning Area’s non-residential
styles showcase its diverse economic
and public functions. Commercial
development includes varied retail
and other business-focused buildings.
Civic and institutional architecture
covers buildings designed for public
and community benefit. This broad
category includes places of worship,
government service buildings, and
recreational facilities. The design

of these structures prioritizes
functionality, accessibility, and a
sense of public dignity, reflecting their
crucial role in serving and improving
community life. As such, they often
become significant landmarks,
embodying the shared values and
identity of the community they serve.

Planning Area 17




2.3 PEOPLE, HOUSING, AND ECONOMY
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SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE

The Planning Area has a total population of 5,608 residents and a

The Planning Area has a total population of 5,608 residents and a
moderate diversity index score of 79.3, indicating a rich and varied mix
of racial and ethnic backgrounds. Of those that responded to the 2020
Census that did not self-identify as Hispanic or Latino (28.4%) the
remaining 71.6% is predominate comprised of individuals who self-
identify as White (51.3%). The breakdown of the remaining includes
Black (3.6%), Asian (11.1%), Pacific Islander (0.1%), and Other (0.7 %).
13.7% of those that responded to the survey are two or more races.

Residents are primarily employed in the white-collar sector (77.9%),
followed by blue collar (12.5%) and service sector (9.5%). The median
household income is approximately $124,200, which is significantly
higher than the County median of $87,900. Nearly 70% of residents
own their home in the Planning Area, with the median home value over
$1.05 million. The average household size in the Planning Area is 2.73
which is lower than the average of the unincorporated areas of the
County (3.30).
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Figure 2-1. Socioeconomic profile of the Planning Area.
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EMPLOYMENT PROFILE

Altogether, the Planning Area communities employ

767 workers, based on 2021 data. Key employment
sectors include construction (10.4%), transportation and
warehousing (37.2%), administration and support, waste
management and premeditation (13.0%), health care and
social assistance (10.2%), and arts, entertainment, and
recreation (11.0%). Together, these sectors account for
81.7% of total employment in the Planning Area. Most of
these jobs are concentrated in the northern portion of the

Planning Area with economic activity located in Kagel/Lopez
Canyons (Sylmar Island employment data is not available).

Additionally, a density of employment is clustered in the
northwestern portion of the Planning Area, near CA-118in

Oat Mountain/Twin Lakes. While these two areas represent

87% of jobs, the absolute number of jobs is relatively
small. Beyond clusters of transportation and warehousing
employment in Kagel/Lopez Canyons and Oat Mountain/
Twin Lakes, there is a relatively modest concentration

of other industries. West Chatsworth has one of the few
commercial corridors with intermixing of commercial
business with residential development along Lake

Manor Drive. Overall, the Planning Area has very modest
commercial development and the overall characteristic is
more rural and residential.

0.3%
2020 or

o,
3.6% Later 1%23%§r
2010-2019 | Earlier
9.4% 1 4.7%
2000-2009 1940-1949
o 3.7%
1;-9%-? 9/5 . 1950-1959
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Degree
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High School
Diploma
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— GED

28.4% 21.2%
Bachelor’s Some College
Degree No Degree
10.3%

Associate’s
Degree
Education

Figure 2-2. Employment profile of the Planning Area.
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2.4 CULTURE

Artvanta is a boutique museum in Lake Manor where
visitors can experience a blend of art and nature, focus-
ing on meaningful and spiritually rich art.

The mural at Hideaway Bar & Grill depicts a Western
scene with cowboys and horses, aligning with the es-
tablishment's country/Western theme, which includes
welcoming horses.

The Kagel Canyon messaging board is cherished by
residents for fostering community culture. It connects
like-minded individuals, builds shared identity, and
promotes knowledge through open discussion.

20 San Fernando Valley Area Plan

Concert in the Park, Dexter Park, Kagel Canyon. Photo credit: Michele
deLorimier.

The culture of SFVA communities is a rich tapestry woven from shared
values, beliefs, customs, and practices that define their unique identity
and guide residents’ interactions. Locals often describe their homes
as thriving, independent enclaves nestled in the foothills, deeply
committed to preserving their rural charm and natural beauty. This
dedication cultivates a strong sense of community, where neighbors
genuinely connect and support each other, often through active
participation in local groups such as the Westhills Homeowners
Association, Twin Lakes Property Owners Association, Chatsworth
Lake Manor Citizens Committee — Rural Town Council, and Kagel
Canyon Civic Association. This vibrant culture encompasses
everything from artistic expressions to unspoken social norms,
historical narratives, and the very structure of daily life. This intricate
web of shared understanding fosters a profound sense of belonging,
shapes individual perspectives, and continually evolves through
generations, adapting to new influences while steadfastly maintaining
the core essence of the group.

The San Fernando Valley Area communities
host a variety of cultural festivals and events
that align with the rural and natural setting. They
also have access to cultural resources and
events in neighboring cities.

In front of the Fire Station 75 stands a
grizzly bear statue, a notable piece by
local chainsaw artist Stacy Poitras.
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OVERVIEW

This chapter presents the goals and policies that apply to the communities in the San Fernando Valley Planning Area. They
guide development throughout the Planning Area. These goals and policies complement those of the General Plan, with
greater focus on the unique characteristics of the Planning Area and its communities. They are organized by the following
elements of this plan.

Land Use

Mobility

Conservation and Natural Resources
Safety

Public services and Facilities
Economic Development

Historic Preservation

What are Goals and Policies?

Goals articulate “what we want our community to be” in the long term, providing the strategic direction for all shared
endeavors.

Policies translate broad community goals into a strategic course of action. They serve a dual purpose: to direct specific
activities and resource allocation effectively towards those goals, and to clearly communicate expectations and operational
standards to all relevant stakeholders.
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3.1 LAND USE ELEMENT

A. INTRODUCTION

The Land Use Element guides development by integrating environmental, public health, safety, and quality-of-life
considerations. It strategically organizes compatible activities, addressing daily needs and long-term stewardship of
housing, business, recreation, and open space with policies tailored to each community's unique historical development,
geography, environmental factors, hazards, and infrastructure.

These communities in the San Fernando Valley Planning Area have largely transformed from agricultural lands into
predominantly rural and suburban residential communities, featuring single-family homes, townhomes, and mobilehome
parks. The Planning Area includes significant mountainous and open spaces, particularly along northern and western
peripheries, are complemented by parks, recreational facilities, and interspersed commercial, institutional, and industrial
uses.

Many communities have a rural identity, characterized by hillside development and natural open spaces. Valued by the
communities are open space, dark skies, and low-density development. The overarching aim is to preserve the distinct,
rural character and way of life by ensuring residential growth remains compatible with the natural landscape.

B. GOALS AND POLICIES

1. COMMUNITY CHARACTER

Goal LU 1: Low-density rural and suburban character of the Planning Area communities and their surrounding
natural areas maintained through sustainable and appropriate development.

Policy LU 1.1: Recognizing development constraints imposed by existing hazards in the Planning Area, preserve the low-
density rural and suburban character of the unincorporated communities.

Policy LU 1.2: Enhance agricultural, equestrian, and animal-keeping activities in the rural communities.

Policy LU 1.3: Ensure the compatibility of low-intensity residential development through standards that reflect the
community’s character.

Goal LU 2: Architectural heritage and community character that are preserved through appropriate development
scale and design.

Policy LU 2.1: Use lot size, height, building materials, rooflines, setbacks, landscaping, and massing to ensure cohesive
residential design.

Goal LU 3: A cohesive environment that nurtures community well-being, inclusivity, and a shared sense of
belonging among all residents.

Policy LU 3.1: Foster inclusive land use planning and community partnerships that emphasize local identity and the natural
environment.

Policy LU 3.2: Prioritize the development of community hubs and multipurpose gathering spaces within walking distance of
residential areas, incorporating features that support diverse uses and accessibility for all age groups.

Policy LU 3.3: Provide and protect gathering areas for local Tribes.

Areawide Goals and Policies 23



2. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

Goal LU 4: A land use pattern that protects the environmental and cultural resources in the San Fernando Valley
Planning Area.

Policy LU 4.1: Protect the Santa Susana Mountains/Simi Valley Significant Ecological Area (SEA), Wildlife Linkage
Corridors, and Scenic Resource Areas, which include water features, significant ridgelines, cultural resources, and Hillside
Management Areas as indicated on the Land Use Policy Map.

3. FIRE SAFETY
Goal LU 5: Communities that are safe and resilient from natural hazards including wildfires.

Policy LU 5.1: Discourage growth in Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ)* where sites and structures are
located in areas with topographic features or land forms (such as ridgelines, hilltops, chimney rocks, steep draws, and
saddles) without adequate safety and fire protection services.

Policy LU 5.2: Integrate fire safety considerations into land use regulations and development approvals to protect life and
property.

Policy LU 5.3: When evacuation plans are required, the evacuation plans should account for impacts to the existing
community and other factors such as routes with single point of ingress/egress.

Policy LU 5.4: Ensure that designated evacuation routes have clear passage for emergency vehicles by limiting oversized
vehicle parking in the public right-of-way.
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3.2 MOBILITY

A. INTRODUCTION

The existing roadway and transportation system contributes to the rural and suburban character of the San Fernando Valley.
The Mobility Element focuses on enhancing safe, convenient, and affordable mobility options for residents. Considerations
include high automobile usage, existing transit options, limited pedestrian infrastructure, and the potential for increased
recreational trail systems. The SFVAP prioritizes accessibility and emergency evacuation in hillside communities,
promoting safety and traffic calming, and improving access to nature through trails.

Residents express concerns about speeding on local roads, posing direct dangers to pedestrians and other drivers.
Unregulated parking on local roads of oversized vehicles creates visibility hazards and strains limited street space.

The San Fernando Valley Area Planning Area has an existing, extensive network of trails and dirt roads that traverse
its scenic rolling hills, grasslands, and woodlands, providing panoramic views for hikers, runners, mountain bikers, and
equestrians. Many of these trails connect through parks and other natural and scenic areas.

B. GOALS AND POLICIES

1. BALANCE MOBILITY WITH ENVIRONMENTAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION

Goal M1: Efficient, equitable, and environmentally sensitive transportation network throughout the unincorporated
communities of the San Fernando Valley Planning Area.

Policy M1.1: Encourage transportation network improvements that align with the Planning Area’s character.

Policy M1.2: Ensure all roadway improvements be conducted in a manner protective of adjacent sensitive areas (streams,
drainage courses, cultural resources, wildlife corridors, etc.).

2. EMERGENCY ACCESS AND EVACUATION ROUTES

Goal M2: Effective emergency access and evacuation routes throughout the Planning Area’s transportation
network serving unincorporated communities.

Policy M2.1: Ensure the safe and functional operating capacity of emergency evacuation routes particularly in areas with
limited egress, narrow roadways, and difficult terrain.

Policy M 2.2: Address private narrow roadways and potential blockages to improve emergency response.

3. ROAD WIDTHS

Goal M.3: Functional roadways that match existing conditions in the community (e.g. nonconforming buildings,
oak woodland etc.).

Policy M 3.1: Streamline processes for roadway encroachment waivers and reclassification of roadway widths.
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4. NETWORKOF TRAILS

Goal M 4: Comprehensive, interconnected, and accessible network of multi-use trails for recreation.
Policy M 4.1: Support local trail connections to the Rim of the Valley trail network.

Policy M 4.2: Encourage the use of dedicated multi-use trail easements to expand the trail network.

Policy M 4.3: Prioritize the siting of trail routes to minimize potential impacts on sensitive environmental resources and
ecosystems.

Policy M 4.4: Establish safe and clearly marked interim trail connections.
Policy M 4.5: Ensure proper maintenance of all existing trails and trailheads.

Policy M 4.6: Encourage community input in the planning and design of trail routes to ensure they are compatible with local
needs, character, and preferences.

Policy M 4.7: Utilize the Board-adopted regional multiuse Trails Plan within the General Plan to acquire future trail
alignments with connectivity to existing County trails, adjacent other jurisdictional existing or future trails, and parks, staging
areas, rest areas, and open space recreational parcels.

Policy M 4.8: Consult with Tribes on the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) contact list affiliated with the area
before expanding or revising trails to protect cultural resources and develop interpretive signage in collaboration with them.
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3.3 GONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURGES ELEMENT

A. INTRODUCTION

The SFVAP area, rich in natural and scenic areas, boasts extensive open spaces, prominent mountain ranges, numerous
parks, and multiuse trail systems. Notably, over 41% of the unincorporated SFV, totaling 10,575.7 acres out of 25,727.63
acres, is open space or government-owned land. The region is bordered by the San Gabriel, Verdugo, Santa Monica, and
Santa Susana Mountains and the Simi Hills. There are significant undeveloped areas such as Oat Mountain and portions
of Westhills, and Kagel and Lopez Canyons. Recreational opportunities are abundant with parks, such as Dexter Park,
Veterans Memorial Community Regional Park, Stoney Creek Park, Chatsworth Trails Park, and Stoney Point Park. Trail
enthusiasts can explore paths in Oat Mountain, the Aztec Drive trail in Twin Lakes/Devils Canyon, and extensive routes
within the Angeles National Forest accessible via Kagel and Lopez Canyons--all contributing to the broader "Rim of the
Valley" trail network.

A significant portion of open space is privately-owned, risking future development without adequate protection. The
SFVAP's goals and policies strongly emphasize the protection and expansion of open space. There are also hazards
present, including extreme wildfire risks exacerbated by intense heat, arid conditions, scarce rainfall, and powerful Santa
Ana winds. Challenges also include limited egress and evacuation constraints due to narrow roadways and challenging
terrain, topography issues leading to unstable slopes and potential landslide susceptibility, and risks of flooding and
erosion. Additionally, the presence of numerous oil and gas wells and proximity to sites such as the Santa Susana Field
Laboratory raise concerns about potential hazardous material releases.

The communities share a unified vision for the protection and expansion of open space, a priority that is reflected in policies
to protect and conserve natural resources, enhance air, water, and biological resource quality, and encourage open space
expansion.

B. GOALS AND POLICIES

1. BIODIVERSITY AND ECOLOGICAL HEALTH
Goal CNR 1: Equitable and climate resilient communities

Policy CNR 1.1: Protect habitat areas and wildlife linkages through the Simi Hills and Kagel Canyon, and nearby waterways
such as creeks, streams, and washes.

Policy CNR 1.2: Include local tribes in the efforts to expand open space in the San Fernando Valley.
Policy CNR 1.3: Foster stewardship around biological conservation, restoration, and climate adaptation.

Policy CNR 1.4: Prioritize conversion of previously developed semi-public and utility sites (e.g., landfills, oil fields, natural
gas storage) to public open space and recreational uses.

Policy CNR 1.5: Protect areas of environmental and cultural significance, including sites important to local tribes.

Policy CNR 1.6: Partner with adjacent jurisdictions to identify and understand areas of mutual importance, with an
emphasis on enhancing natural resources.
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2. NATIVE LANDSCAPE, TREE, AND FAUNA PROTECTION
Goal CNR 2: Native landscapes, trees, and fauna protected from encroaching development.

Policy CNR 2.1: Preserve the genetic diversity of oak populations native to the San Fernando Valley, including those of
scrub oak (Quercus berberidifolia), San Gabriel leather oak (Q. durata var. gabrielensis), Engelmann Oak (Q. engelmannii),
valley oak (Q. lobata), canyon oak (Q. chrysolepis), coast live oak (Q. agrifolia), Ewan’s Oak (Q. x ewanii), and naturally
occurring hybrids.

Policy CNR 2.2: Encourage the use of local and native species in landscaping. See Appendix 6.2 for Native Plant List for the
San Fernando Valley Area Plan.

Policy CNR 2.3: Discourage the use of California invasive species as noted on the Invasive Plant List contained in Appendix
C of the SEA Ordinance Implementation Guide.

Goal CNR 3: Native trees protected from insect infestation.

Policy CNR 3.1: Discourage private firewood dispensaries, which can facilitate the spread of insect infestations.

3. PROTECTING SCENIC RESOURCES AND THE NIGHT SKY
Goal CNR 4: Preserved scenic and natural areas of the Planning Area.
Policy CNR 4.1: Protect landscapes and natural areas for their aesthetic, cultural, and recreational value.

Policy CNR 4.2: Preserve unique rock outcroppings, geological features, and other distinctive scenic qualities that
contribute to the visual character of the area.

Policy CNR 4.3: Enhance scenic corridors and areas within the Planning Area.
Policy CNR 4.4: Support conservation and expansion of open space.

Policy CNR 4.5: Through partnership with local Tribes on the NAHC, establish a Cultural Conservation Easement to protect
and provide designated tribal gathering areas within parks and natural spaces.

Goal CNR 5: Night skies that sustain quality of life, protect wildlife and habitats, and enhance public safety.
Policy CNR 5.1: Where feasible, use energy-efficient, warm toned, shielded public street lighting to support dark skies.

Policy CNR 5.2: Require new development applications to include lighting plans.
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3.4 SAFETY ELEMENT

A. INTRODUCTION

The unincorporated communities in the San Fernando Valley Planning Area are located within mapped hazard areas, such
as Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ), Flood Hazard Areas, and Hillside Management Areas (HMAs). These
mapped areas are also characterized by limited and narrow evacuation routes. These can potentially become dangerous
bottlenecks during emergencies. The presence of active oil wells in some areas further introduces potential environmental
and safety risks.

Concerns about illegal fireworks, windblown and uncollected litter, and the application of poisons for vegetation
management highlight a desire to ensure community well-being, enhanced safety measures, more rigorous enforcement,
and emergency preparedness strategies tailored to the unique vulnerabilities of each community.

To effectively address these critical issues, a collaborative partnership between the community and the County is essential
for proactively mitigating hazards and reducing health and safety risks among the communities within the San Fernando
Valley Planning Area. The following Goals and Policies emphasize strategies to enhance the safety and resilience of these
communities.

B. GOALS AND POLICIES

1. COLLABORATION
Goal S1: Collaborative and effective inter-agency partnerships to enhance safety.

Policy S1.1: Identify potential funding sources and local, state, and federal agencies to reduce hazard risk and improve the
quality of life for residents and businesses throughout the unincorporated communities in the San Fernando Valley.

Policy S1.2: Partner with emergency response agencies to identify impediments to response and evacuation in
unincorporated communities in the San Fernando Valley.

Policy S1.3: Increase accessibility to information associated with the Federal government cleanup of the Santa Susana
Field Laboratory.

Goal S2: Safe communities supported by effective partnerships with government agencies.
Policy S2.1: Encourage residents and business owners to create an evacuation plan and maintain emergency supplies.

Policy S2.2: Prioritize increased information exchange through community messaging board installation and
enhancements.

Policy S2.3: Engage with existing residents on community specific resilience focused programs and initiatives to promote
hazard risk reduction.

2. MITIGATING NATURAL HAZARD RISKS
Goal S3: Safe and natural hazard prepared communities.

Policy S3.1: Prioritize community-driven processes for developing community-scale hazard retrofitting projects.
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Best Development/Design
Practices

e Minimum of two points of
ingress/egress to the property;

» Use of fireproof materials;

e Water infrastructure that meets
firefighting requirements;

* Expanded fuel modification
zones; and

e A physical community
messaging board within the
same subdivision.

Helipad/ heli-hydrant facilities. Image
Source: Yorba Linda Water District and
Rainbow Water District.
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Policy S3.2: Promote community-driven design guidance that balances hazard
mitigation strategies with preservation of community character.

Policy S3.3: Identify key community resilience resources/facilities and areas
where there are gaps in resources.

Policy S3.4: Develop mitigation strategies that account for community-oriented
concerns, while effectively mitigating hazard risks, particularly associated with
wildfire, slope stability, and geologic hazards.

3. BUILDING STRONGER, MORE RESILIENT COMMUNITIES

Goal S4: Resilient communities through enhanced preparedness, planning,
and mitigation efforts.

Policy S4.1: Prioritize key community facility designations and enhancements to
support community resilience efforts.

Policy S4.2: Support increased access for SFVAP residents and businesses to
facilities that can support community needs during an emergency event.

Policy S4.3: Maintain and improve infrastructure to support daily and emergency
response needs.

Policy S4.4: Balance development potential, infrastructure capacity, and hazard
risks to ensure development activities meet communities’ needs and standards
of safety.

Policy S4.5: Ensure development activities meet the latest code requirements,
standards, and best development/design practices to maximize fire risk reduction
throughout the unincorporated communities in the San Fernando Valley.

Policy S4.6: Enhance wildfire response capabilities with the siting and use of
helipad/heli-hydrant facilities.

Policy S4.7: Co-locate helipad/ heli-hydrant facilities with existing and new
water infrastructure to enhance wildfire response capabilities and infrastructure
reliability.

Policy S4.8: Prioritize parcel consolidations in areas with hazards or
environmental resources.



4, EVACUATION
Goal S5: Effective evacuation routes for residents and businesses.

Policy S5.1: Ensure roadways have adequate capacity and connectivity to reduce emergency response times and improve
evacuation capabilities.

Policy S5.2: Periodically assess evacuation routes for potential issues associated with wildfire, flooding, slope instability,
and erosion related failures.

Policy S5.3: Identify enhancements in roadways and other infrastructure to support evacuation and emergency response
needs throughout the unincorporated communities in the San Fernando Valley..

Policy S5.4: Retrofit existing evacuation routes to be free from obstructions and ensure addresses and entrances to
existing homes are visible from the street to enhance response capabilities.

Policy S5.5: Prioritize evacuation route roads for periodic maintenance and mitigation activities, ensuring availability during
emergency situations.

Policy S5.6: Encourage consistent road maintenance and vegetation control near roads for safe emergency evacuation.

Policy S5.7: Enhance roadway capacity and connectivity along major roadways and evacuation routes consistent with
community character.
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3.9 PUBLIC SERVIGES AND FAGILITIES ELEMENT

A. INTRODUCTION

The Public Services and Facilities Element focuses on equitable and high-quality public services and facilities for the
Planning Area. Access to essential services, such as fire protection, law enforcement, educational facilities, parks, and
libraries is fundamental for ensuring good quality of life.

The Planning Area's existing public services and facilities include Fire, Sheriff, Parks and Recreation facilities, schools, and
libraries. It is particularly important to note that the unincorporated San Fernando Valley Planning Area, characterized by its
extensive natural open space and sparse rural and suburban setting, benefits not only from County services and facilities
but also from access to services and facilities in neighboring areas.

To ensure the preservation of existing infrastructure that supports the unincorporated communities’ character this section
includes goals and policies to ensure support of existing infrastructure and planned improvements.

B.GOALS AND POLICIES

1. WATER AND WASTEWATER
Goal PSF 1: Communities supported with sustainable potable water supplies and sewage disposal systems.
Policy PSF 1.1: Prioritize on-site reclaimed water use to minimize new water consumption.

Policy PSF 1.2: Promote and incentivize tertiary treatment of wastewater to enhance effluent quality and expand the safe
and beneficial uses of reclaimed water.

Policy PSF 1.3: Support the expansion of existing community sewer systems in areas where a demonstrated need exists.

Policy PSF 1.4: Discourage the construction of small package wastewater treatment systems.

2. DRAINAGE AND FLOOD CONTROL
Goal PSF 2: Effective, sustainable, and environmentally sensitive community flood control management.

Policy PSF 2.1: Ensure that development aligns with natural flows, and incorporates non-erosive drainage and erosion
control.

Policy PSF 2.2: Optimize flood control and water quality and promote natural flood mitigation through environmental
preservation and restoration, using Best Management Practices.
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Policy PSF 2.3: Coordinate with adjacent jurisdictions on storm drain planning
and implementation.

Policy PSF 2.4: Implement sustainable strategies and green infrastructure for
water management to enhance stormwater absorption, slow runoff, and improve
water quality.

3. PRESERVING COMMUNITY CHARACTER

Goal PSF 3: Context sensitive infrastructure and public services.

Policy PSF 3.1: Prioritize the preservation and adaptive reuse of existing
infrastructure that are consistent with the character of the community.

Policy PSF 3.2: Provide context sensitive infrastructure and public services for
suburban and rural environments.

Sustainable Strategies
Increase the use of:

* Permeable pavements;

* Rain gardens;

« Bioswales;

» Locally native plants; and

* Green roofs.
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3.6 ECONOMIG DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT

A. INTRODUCTION

The Planning Area is characterized by low-density residential development, interspersed with limited animal-keeping uses,
often seen in larger lot ranches. Additionally, established industrial activity is concentrated within the Lopez Canyon area.
This industrial land provides essential local employment opportunities and supports service needs for the Planning Area.

The area is served by a handful of small, local-serving legacy businesses, such as the Hideaway Bar and Grill, Log Cabin
Mercantile, and Chatsworth Lake Market, alongside a small commercial strip in Westhills. These establishments are vital to
their community's character and daily needs.

Community members would like to maintain small, local-serving businesses and animal-keeping uses.

B. GOAL AND POLICIES

Goal ED 1: Rural and suburban character of Planning Area communities sustained by small, local serving
businesses.

Policy ED 1.1: Explore land use and economic development strategies that support small, local serving businesses,
particularly existing legacy businesses, and jobs within the unincorporated communities of the San Fernando Valley.

34 §an Fernando Valley Area Plan



3.7 HISTORIC PRESERVATION ELEMENT

A. INTRODUCTION

While each SFVAP community has a unique history and distinct community character they also have a common set
of broad historic themes that are expressed in the built environment and discussed in the Historic Context Statement
(Appendix #). The preservation of culturally and historically significant resources is an important goal of the SFVAP.

B. GOAL AND POLICIES

Goal HP 1. Preserved historic and cultural resources that contribute to community character and identity.

Policy HP 1.1: Support the identification and evaluation of historic properties and districts with potential historic
significance, prioritizing those outlined in the SFVAP Historic Context Statement.

Policy HP 1.2: Preserve cultural resources and partner with local Tribes in preservation efforts related to their cultural
heritage.

Goal HP 2. Unincorporated communities with unique historic and cultural identities that foster a sense of place and
community pride.

Policy HP 2.1: Foster a sense of civic pride for the communities in the SFV through educational programming, celebrations,
and other activities.

Policy HP 2.2: Celebrate the unique historical attributes and narratives of each community through initiatives such as public
art installations that incorporate local history and tribal narratives in their themes and styles.
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4.1INTRODUGTION

This chapter presents the community-specific vision for the San Fernando Valley Area, focusing on following
unincorporated communities:

¢ West Chatsworth,

+  Westhills,

» Twin Lakes and Oat Mountain,

» Kagel and Lopez Canyon, and Sylmar Island.

It establishes tailored goals and policies that build upon the Los Angeles County General Plan and the Areawide Goals and
Policies (Chapter 3).

A key component of this chapter is the analysis of each community’s “development pattern”—the physical arrangement
of the built and natural environment, including street networks, lot dimensions, building forms, and natural features.
Understanding these patterns is essential for preserving a community’s unique character while guiding thoughtful
enhancements.

Each community profile combines quantitative data—such as demographic statistics and GIS mapping of land use,
zoning, and open spaces—with qualitative insights gathered from stakeholder interviews, community surveys, and public
engagement. This integrated approach ensures that the resulting planning efforts are informed by both technical analysis
and residents’ lived experiences.

By combining an understanding of existing conditions and community vision, this chapter shapes responsive planning
goals and policies designed to:

» Strengthen local character.

« Enhance infrastructure and public spaces.
* Support ecological health.

* Improve residents’ quality of life.

This chapter should be reviewed in conjunction with the Los Angeles County General Plan and Chapter 3 (Areawide Goals
and Policies).
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4.2 WEST GHATSWORTH

N

West Chatsworth is an unincorporated area
situated between the Los Angeles city limits and
the Ventura County line. It lies northwest of the
Chatsworth Nature Preserve, formerly known as
the Chatsworth Reservoir, at the base of the Simi
Hills and the Santa Susana Mountains.

West Chatsworth includes Chatsworth Lake
Manor, an unincorporated area in Los Angeles
County that is mainly residential, with a few local
commercial and institutional facilities.

The area also includes two mobile home parks,
The Summit and Mountain View Village, as well
as Woolsey Canyon View Estates—a gated cul-
de-sac subdivision comprising six homes. These
developments are situated west of Chatsworth
Lake Manor and are accessible via Woolsey
Canyon Road.
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Figure 4-2. West Chatsworth figure-ground drawing. The drawing
depicts two distinct development patterns: an organic layout in the
hills and a somewhat structured, grid-like pattern in the Lake Manor
area.

A. DEVELOPMENT PATTERN

Development patterns vary: rural clusters along Lake Manor
Drive in the eastern plains contrast with sparse, tiered
hillside residential areas in the western hills, accessed via
Woolsey Canyon Road. Major thoroughfares such as Lake
Manor Drive and Woolsey Canyon Road follow the land’s
contours, offering panoramic views, while the local streets
are narrow, paved, and lack shoulders or sidewalks. Lot
sizes differ, with smaller, grid-patterned lots in the core area
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along Lake Manor Drive and larger, more irregular ones in
the periphery. While traditional single-story rural ranch-style
structures are common, core area development in the past
two decades has introduced multi-story suburban-style
buildings.
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Figure 4-4. Open Space and Trails Map for West Chatsworth.

B. OPEN SPACE

A substantial portion of the community’s land is dedicated to
A substantial portion of the community’s land is dedicated

to natural preservation; 275.85 acres (22.3%) are open
space or government-owned parcels, and 991.39 acres
(80%) of the community’s area falls within the Santa Susana
Mountains/Simi Hills Significant Ecological Area (SEA).

As an SEA, it has important biological resources, featuring
sensitive plant communities like chaparral, coastal sage

scrub, and grasslands. It also facilitates crucial wildlife
movement through ecological linkages, with its vast habitats
and abundant food sources supporting diverse wildlife.
Complementing these natural assets, Dayton Canyon

Open Space provides trails for hiking, running, biking, and
equestrians amidst its scenic landscapes.
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C. QUICK STATS
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Figure 4-5. Quick Stats for West Chatsworth.

Based on American Community Survey (ACS) and ESRI
Business Analyst estimates in 2024 the community has
a population of approximately 1,757, which has increased
from 1,586 in 2010. Of those that responded to the 2020
Census that did not self-identify as Hispanic or Latino
(27.3%) the remaining 72.7% is comprised of individuals
who self-identify as Black (3.6%), White (56.3%), and
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Asian (5.7%). Other groups represented less than one
percent of the population. The community is a relatively
older community, with a median age of 44.9 and a large
share (64.3%) of the population between the ages of 18
and 64. The average household size in the community
is 2.56 people, which is smaller than the average of the
unincorporated areas of the County (3.30).



D. OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES

Community engagement revealed a strong, deliberate
prioritization of preserving their rural character. The open
spaces are a defining characteristic of this area, but they
are privately owned and zoned for uses permitted in the
Agricultural zones, including single-family residences. The
entire community is a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.
The area’s high temperatures, low humidity, limited rainfall,
and Santa Ana winds contribute to conditions that promote
wildfires.

The community seeks to:

* Retain its rustic character from incompatible zoning and
land use designations and development patterns and
building design.

* Preserve as much open land as possible, safeguarding
it from fragmented residential development, enhancing
natural habitats, and offering regulated recreational and
educational access.

« Explore options to acquire, protect, restore, maintain,
and manage open spaces.

« Maintain the view corridors and rural center created
along Lake Manor Road.

» Preserve the area’s dark sky conditions.
» Create community gathering places.

* Enhance support to the community’s efforts to be more
resilient and prepared for natural hazards/disasters.

« Limit the density in hazard areas, ensure new
development is designed to preserve rural character,
minimize impacts on natural habitats, and respect
property rights.

E. VISION

The community’s vision prioritizes preserving its distinct
rural character and extensive open spaces, while enhancing
resilience against its designation as a Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone. Core objectives include retaining its rustic
ambiance through compatible development standards,
safeguarding open land from fragmentation, exploring
options for open space acquisition and management, and
fostering community gathering places.

The goals and policies advocate for clear rural development
standards, dark sky protection, strategies for expanding
permanently designated open spaces, and specific land
use/zoning revisions to correct misalignments, facilitate a
community center, and implement an overlay district for the
Lake Manor Drive corridor to prevent incompatible suburban
development.
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F. GOALS AND POLICIES

1. LAND USE
Goal LU1: Public gathering spaces in West Chatsworth.
Policy LU 1.1: Encourage the development of community centers.

Policy LU 1.2: Promote the inclusion of parks, recreational facilities, and other public gathering places in Lake Manor to
foster community interaction. Promote the inclusion of educational signage about the cultural significance of the area within
the parks, recreational facilities and other public gathering places. Develop signage in consultation with local Tribes on the
NAHC contact list culturally affiliated with the area.

Goal LU 2: Strong community character through design standards that reflect community values and enhance
neighborhood compatibility.

Policy LU2.1: Encourage the use and multi-use of underutilized spaces, such as large parking lots, for community-oriented
uses, such as festivals and farmers’ markets.

Goal LU 3: Enhanced rural town center along Lake Manor Drive to support local businesses and activities.
Policy LU 3.1: Preserve the eclectic, rural character of Lake Manor Drive.

Policy LU 3.2: Prioritize improvements to public spaces in commercial areas that promote the communities’ distinct cultural
and artistic identity.

2. MOBILITY

Goal M1: Enhanced emergency access and evacuation in West Chatsworth, particularly in areas with challenging
road networks.

Policy M1.1: Enhance emergency routes in West Chatsworth with clear sighage and improved accessibility.
Goal M 2: Expanded West Chatsworth trail network.

Policy M 2.1: Expand the West Chatsworth trail network, coordinating with the City of Los Angeles and Ventura County for
connectivity and a cohesive trails network.

Policy M 2.2: Prioritize coordination and consultation with local Tribes on the NAHC contact list culturally affiliated with the
area prior to expanding the West Chatsworth trail network due to the high probability of impacting cultural resources.

3.CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES
Goal CNR 1: Protected scenic, rural landscapes of West Chatsworth.

Policy CNR 1.1: Preserve the view corridors along Lake Manor Road.
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Policy CNR 1.2: Connect open spaces to enhance the wildlife linkage corridor from Ventura County to Los Angeles County.

Policy CNR 1.3: In project design, where feasible, enhance connectivity to and between West Chatsworth's open space
areas, including the Chatsworth Preserve and Chatsworth Oaks Park.

4. SAFETY
Goal S1: Resource infrastructure that supports the local community during an emergency.

Policy S1.1: Enhance community resources/facilities to better assist residents and businesses during power outage and
extreme heat incidents.

Policy S1.2: Ensure roadway maintenance, improvements, and vegetation management activities occur along key
roadways (Lake Manor Drive, Valley Circle Blvd, Box Canyon Road and Woolsey Canyon Road) to facilitate effective
emergency response and evacuation.

Policy S1.3: Encourage the use of Fire Station 75 as a hub to support functions during emergency events.

5. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Goal ED1: Local businesses continue to thrive along Lake Manor Drive.

Policy ED1.1: Support the operational needs of existing Lake Manor Drive businesses, recognizing theirimportance to the
neighborhood's identity, social fabric, and local economy.

Policy ED1.2: Promote the distinctive character and diverse offerings of Lake Manor Drive businesses, to foster a strong
local customer base and economic vitality.

Policy ED1.3: Encourage a greater mix of local serving uses, such as retail, small businesses, eateries, small-scale
institutional, office, and other compatible uses in commercial centers.
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4.2 WESTHILLS

Westhills is a small unincorporated community
situated at the western edge of the San Fernando
Valley, bordered by the West Hills neighborhood
of Los Angeles. Covering just 0.22 square miles
at the base of the Simi Hills, it lies west of Valley
Circle Boulevard between Vanowen Street and
Kittridge Street, extending to the Ventura County
line.

The community is primarily residential, made up
of single-family homes accessible via Kittridge
Street. Within it are Corie Lane, a cul-de-sac lined
with additional homes; a townhome development
at the corner of Valley Circle Boulevard and
Vanowen Street; and a small strip mall along the
south side of Vanowen Street.

At its western edge near the Ventura County
boundary, the land transitions into undeveloped
open space, preserving a natural buffer at the
community’s edge.

—— s
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ments concentrated along Valley Circle Boulevard.
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A. DEVELOPMENT PATTERN

Westhills exemplifies postwar suburban development,
characterized by its single-family homes integrated into a
hillside landscape. Access to these residences is facilitated
via Kittridge Street and Corie Lane, while atownhome
community and a commercial strip center are situated at the
intersection of Vanowen Street and Valley View Boulevard.

the community’s car dependency. Westhills’ street network
is a grid of curvilinear streets ascending the hillside with
a single point of ingress/egress to the community along

Kittridge Street.

The neighborhood has a consistent aesthetic, largely due to
uniform setbacks and a cohesive application of architectural
styles, materials, and colors across all residences. The

prevalence of attached garages and driveways underscores
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for Westhills.

B. OPEN SPACE

Beyond its planned residential areas, Westhills is uniquely

enveloped by nature. Approximately 18.86 acres (13.3% of

the community) falls within the Santa Susana Mountains/
Simi Hills Significant Ecological Area. To the north, the
oak-studded hillsides of El Escorpion Park and to the
south, Knapp Ranch Park offers inviting grassy areas for
community recreation, complete with lighted basketball
and tennis courts, a baseball diamond, playgrounds, and
picnic spots. To the west are several privately-owned,
vacant parcels of land and the Upper Las Virgenes Open

Space Preserve that boasts vast chaparral-covered slopes,

serving as a crucial ecological link and wildlife corridor

between the Santa Monica Mountains and northern ranges.

Here, hikers, runners, mountain bikers, and equestrians
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Figure 4-9. Open Space and Trails Map for Westhills.

can explore miles of trails through rolling hills dotted with
valley oaks and sycamore-lined canyon bottoms, all offering
breathtaking views of unspoiled California landscapes.
This preserve also provides opportunities for climbing,
camping, and discovering historical sites amidst its stunning
scenic backdrop. To the north, the oak-studded hillsides
of El Escorpion Park provide hiking trails with expansive
views of the San Fernando Valley, vibrant wildflowers, and
an intermittent stream, with the Castle Peak trail offering

particularly stunning panoramas.
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Figure 4-10. Quick Stats for Westhills.

Based on American Community Survey (ACS) and ESRI
Business Analyst estimates in 2024 the community has

a population of approximately 779, which has slightly
increased from 787 in 2010. Of those that responded to the
2020 Census that did not self-identify as Hispanic or Latino
(7.8%) the remaining 92.2% is comprised of individuals
who self-identify as Black (2.0%), White (67.3%), and Asian
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(17.3%). Other groups represented less than one percent
of the population. The community is a relatively older
community, with a median age of 47.1 and a large share
(25.7%) of the population over the age of 64. The average
household size in the community is 2.71 people, which is
smaller than the average of the unincorporated areas of the
County (3.30).



D. OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES

» The Westhills community is in a designated Very High
Fire Hazard Severity Zone, where extreme temperatures,
low humidity, minimal rainfall, and powerful Santa Ana
winds create severe wildfire risks. The single point of
access poses a critical threat to emergency response
and evacuation.

» Scenic, unspoiled landscapes surround the area,
featuring a stunning eastern view of the San Fernando
Valley.

» The area’s defining open spaces are privately owned and
zoned for residential development.

* The significant hurdle to preserving the area’s vital open
spaces stems from their private ownership coupled
with existing residential zoning. This allows individual
landowners to develop their properties, leading to the
fragmentation of large natural areas, degradation of
ecological value, and erosion of the area’s defining
landscape character. Furthermore, private ownership
limits public control and access, while residential zoning
creates strong economic incentives for development,
making proactive and comprehensive open space
preservation a complex and challenging endeavor.

» Traffic safety is a concern to the community as residents
have observed speeding, illegal maneuvers, and stop
signs being ignored at Knapp Ranch and other Westhills
intersections.

E. VISION

Westhill’s vision is to preserve its serene hillside
environment and distinctive postwar character. The
community is committed to reducing wildfire risks and
protecting its treasured open spaces from development.
Westhill will accomplish this by enforcing strict fire codes
and evacuation routes, acquiring and restoring open

land, and applying architectural controls to ensure all new
construction complements the neighborhood’s cohesive
aesthetic. A strong partnership with Los Angeles County
and other agencies will support this vision by facilitating
feedback, identifying emerging issues, and collaborating to
build a safer, more resilient community with well-protected
open space.

F. GOALS AND POLICIES

1.LAND USES

Goal LU1l: New development in Westhills complements
the existing architectural character and scale.

Policy LU1.1: Use context-sensitive development and
design standards to promote visual harmony between new
development and the existing neighborhood.

2. MOBILITY

Goal M1: Public safety in Westhills is maintained
through the provision of safe, accessible, and reliable
streets that facilitate efficient emergency vehicle
access throughout the community.

Policy M1.1: Minimize on-street parking.

Policy M1..2: Improve road conditions, widths and paving
surfaces throughout Westhills to meet or exceed Fire
Department access standards and other critical service
requirements for all residents.

3. CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Goal CNR1: The natural environment surrounding
Westhills, including its ecological integrity, recreational
opportunities, and scenic beauty, are preserved for
current and future generations.

Policy CNR1.1: Safeguard the Upper Las Virgenes Open
Space Preserve as a vital ecological corridor through
collaborative conservation, responsible land management,
and mitigation of development impacts.

Policy CNR1.2: Connect trails in the Upper Las Virgenes
Open Space Preserve and El Escorpion Park, with an
emphasis on natural resource preservation. Consult with
local Tribes culturally affiliated with the area to include
meaningful signage along trail routes, and ensure trails do
not impact cultural resources.

Policy CNR1.3: Address threats to the natural environment
surrounding Westhills, such as invasive species, habitat
fragmentation, and wildfire risk.

Policy CNR1.4; Safeguard the Santa Susana Mountains/
Simi Hills Significant Ecological Area and ecological corridor
linking the mountain ranges.
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4. SAFETY
Goal S1: Aresilient community that is supported and prepared for emergency response.
Policy S1.1: Maintain circulation along Kittridge Street as a primary source of ingress and egress to the community.

Policy S1.2: Coordinate with regulators and operators overseeing oil well operations to understand current and future levels
of activity.

Policy S1.3: Ensure development activities meet the latest code requirements, standards, and best development/design
practices to maximize fire risk reduction throughout the SFVAP.

Goal S2: Public Safety in Westhills is maintained through the provision of safe, accessible, and reliable streets that
facilitate effective emergency vehicle access throughout the community.

Policy S.2.1 Ensure roadway maintenance, improvements, and vegetation management activities occur along key
roadways (Kittridge Street and Randiwood Lane) to facilitate effective emergency response and evacuations.

5. HISTORIC PRESERVATION
Goal HP1: The historic scale and character of Westhills is preserved through historic landmark designations.

Policy HP1.1: Maintain the integrity of the existing architectural form of residences in the community to retain qualification
for historic district nomination.

Policy HP1.2: Recognize existing architectural styles present in the Westhills community and preserve them through
historic landmark designations.
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4.4 TWIN LAKES/OAT MOUNTAIN

Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain is located north of State
Route 118/Ronald Reagan Freeway, between the
Los Angeles city limits and the Ventura County
line. Covering 19.97 square miles, the area is
primarily mountainous terrain and undeveloped
open space, with developed communities
concentrated toward the southern end.

Twin Lakes, situated at the terminus of Topanga
Canyon Boulevard and north of State Route

118, is a single-family residential community
featuring a diverse mix of lot and home sizes, and
a network of narrow private streets. Northeast

of Twin Lakes, Deerlake Ranch—formerly

known as Deer Lake Highlands—is a modern
subdivision of suburban single-family homes and
multiuse (equestrian, hiking, and biking) trails
with connectivity north/west to County trails, and
north/south to other juridictional managed trails.
To the west, Indian Springs is a gated community
of contemporary single-family residences, while
an apartment complex and townhouses are
located just east of Indian Springs.

Oat Mountain consists of open space except for
utility and telecommunications facilities, oil well
operations, the Aliso Canyon natural gas storage
facility, and a portion of the Sunshine Canyon
Landfill. It also contains some remnant features
of Nike Missile Site LA-88, a Cold War-era
anti-ballistic missile base that was in operation
between 1957 and 1974.
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4.4 1TWIN LAKES
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Figure 4-11. Location Map of Twin Lakes Community.
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Figure 4-12. Twin Lakes figure-ground drawing. Twin Lakes’ de-
velopment reflects its history and landscape. First subdivided for
cabins in the 1920s, it has grown into a rural residential community
shaped by hills, canyons, and open space.

A. DEVELOPMENT PATTERN

Situated at the terminus of Topanga Canyon Boulevard,
immediately north of State Route 118, Twin Lakes is
approximately 45 acres in size and is a distinctive single-
family residential community. Its genesis dates to 1927,
when the area was subdivided into 816 modest lots, each
measuring approximately 30 by 75 feet. These parcels were
organized along narrow, curvilinear streets designed to
conform to the existing topography. Initially conceived for
recreational cabins, this foundational layout has undergone
substantial transformation. Over time, residents have
redeveloped and expanded these lots, resulting in a diverse
architectural landscape that encompasses structures
ranging from A-frames to unique geometric buildings and
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modern designs. Presently, the community comprises over
100 homes that reflect its unique developmental trajectory.

Notably, 100 percent of the properties in the Twin Lakes area
are privately owned.

The discernible character of Twin Lakes is the confluence of
its historical legacy and its remarkable natural environment.
The undulating terrain, pronounced canyons, and abundant
open spaces have allowed Twin Lakes to retain its rural
ambiance. Community planning initiatives and regulatory
frameworks prioritize the preservation of this pristine
landscape and the mitigation of wildfire risks, further

influencing the varied architectural styles evident throughout
the area.
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Figure 4-13. Significant Ecological Area Map for Twin Lakes.

Figure 4-14. Open Space and Trails Map for Twin Lakes.

B. OPEN SPACE

Twin Lakes is exceptionally integrated within a network of

situated, and south of the freeway lies Stoney Point Park,
natural areas. To the north, Oat Mountain offers extensive notable for its distinctive rock formations. These contiguous
trail systems, with Aztec Drive providing direct access natural areas provide opportunities for outdoor recreation
into Devils Canyon. To the west, Chatsworth Trails Park is

and access to natural and scenic areas.
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C. OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES

Twin Lakes grapples with significant constraints stemming
from its historical development pattern and rugged terrain.
The most significant hurdle is an antiquated, narrow private
road system, which may hinder traffic and emergency
services, complicated by misaligned easements and

the impracticality of modernization due to topography

and small lot sizes. The community is concerned about
increased density because current road widths are narrow
(approximately 20 feet wide), which offers little to no room
for road expansion. This narrow width raises concerns about
evacuation challenges in emergencies.

The construction of oversized homes on small lots creates
an urban feel, blocks views, and exacerbates parking

and septic issues. Highway 118 noise detracts from the
rural atmosphere. While steep slopes limit development,
numerous vacant lots also restrict effective planning. Finally,
there are concerns of development patterns that erode the
community’s rural character.

Conversely, Twin Lakes holds considerable opportunities,
driven by engaged residents and natural assets. Strategic
use of vacant land presents a key opportunity: merging
lots can reduce density or create spaces for parking and
recreation. The proximity of public sewer lines offers

a solution to septic challenges. Furthermore, Twin

Lakes boasts striking scenic views, a relatively secure
environment, and an appealing character from its natural
terrain and vegetation. The Devil Canyon stream and
riparian area are valued natural resources offering both
beauty and recreation. Installation of a sign or monument
to mark the entrance to Twin Lakes is a priority for the
community.

D. VISION

The Twin Lakes community is committed to a future where
development coexists with its natural environment, with a
particular focus on safeguarding the scenic Devil Canyon
stream and surrounding open spaces.

Key goals and policies prioritize road conditions for
emergency access and compatible construction with the
area’s established character. This involves maintaining
scenic views and ensuring new structures respect existing
architectural styles and scale. The community also seeks
to mitigate highway noise for nearby residents through
strategies such as noise barriers, improved home sound
proofing, and noise-sensitive land use planning.

Community Specific Goals and Policies 57



4.4.2 OAT MOUNTAIN
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Figure 4-15. Location Map of Oat Mountain Community.

Figure 4-16. Oat Mountain figure-ground drawing. Oat Mountain
displays a rural-to-suburban pattern of development. The core area
around Oat Mountain is open spaces with rugged terrain, and scat-
tered rural housing associated with ranching or agriculture. Further
south, along Highway 118, there’s denser housing, indicating a
transition to a more suburban pattern.

A. DEVELOPMENT PATTERN

The Oat Mountain region is primarily characterized

by rugged, mountainous terrain and expansive, open

space, fostering a strong sense of seclusion. Developed
subdivisions, emphasizing privacy and security, are primarily
clustered in the southern portion. The broader area offers
diverse residential options, including low-density, single-
family homes on large lots accessed by private, winding
roads that conform to natural contours, alongside areas

with apartments and townhomes. Northeast of Twin Lakes,
Deerlake Ranch is a subdivision of suburban single-family
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homes. To the west, Indian Springs is a gated community of
contemporary single-family residences, while an apartment
complex and townhouses are situated just east of Indian
Springs.

Oat Mountain is home to various facilities, including utility
and telecommunications infrastructure, oil wells, the Aliso
Canyon natural gas storage facility, a part of the Sunshine
Canyon Landfill, and the remains of Nike Missile Site LA-88,
a Cold War-era missile base.
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Figure 4-17. Significant Ecological Area and Wildlife Linkages Map
for Oat Mountain.
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Figure 4-18. Open Space and Trails Map for Oat Mountain.

B. OPEN SPACE

Oat Mountain also boasts a stunning landscape of rolling
hills and vast open spaces. Notably, 12,406 acres, or 77.2%
of the Oat Mountain area, is within the Santa Susana
Mountains/Simi Hills Significant Ecological Area, with 6,024
acres designated as open space or government-owned.

Its parks connect existing trails and wildlife habitats. This
vast ecological area supports diverse plant communities,
groundwater, and unique geological features that benefit

birds, reptiles, and mammals. The western edge serves as
a crucial wildlife corridor connecting the Santa Susana to
the San Gabriel and Santa Monica Mountain ranges. An
extensive network of trails and dirt roads winds through the
rolling grasslands and woodlands, offering hikers, runners,
mountain bikers, and equestrians panoramic views of the
scenic terrain, distant rocky outcroppings, and canyons.
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C. OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES

Living within a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone, the developed areas of this community face a
confluence of extreme wildfire risks: intense heat, arid
conditions, scarce rainfall, and the powerful Santa Ana
winds. Compounding this danger, limited and in some
instances gated access points could critically impede
emergency response and evacuation efforts.

All structures and landscapes in the Plan must adhere to
applicable codes and regulations.

The significant hurdle to preserving the area’s vital open
spaces stems from their private ownership coupled
with existing residential zoning. This allows individual
landowners to develop their properties, leading to the
fragmentation of large natural areas, degradation of
ecological value, and erosion of the area’s defining
landscape character. Furthermore, private ownership
limits public control and access, while residential zoning
creates strong economic incentives for development,
making proactive and comprehensive open space
preservation a complex and challenging endeavor.

Uphold the community’s visual character by preserving
the view corridors delineated by the current street and
trail network, and ensure the continued enjoyment of its
dark sky environment.

On a few split-zoned parcels, the lack of a clear, unified
zoning can create uncertainty for property owners
regarding their development rights and the future
potential of their land.
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D. VISION

Oat Mountain is a community that balances privacy and
security with the preservation of its extraordinary natural
landscape. The vision is to protect the vast, undeveloped
open spaces and crucial wildlife corridors that define the
home. The community is committed to a future where it
responsibly manages development to reduce wildfire risk
and maintain the area’s secluded character. By preserving
the scenic views and dark skies, it ensures that Oat
Mountain remains a resilient and harmonious community
where nature and residential life coexist.



E. QUICK STATS: TWIN LAKES/OAT MOUNTAIN
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Figure 4-19. Quick Stats for Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain.

Based on American Community Survey (ACS) and ESRI (20.9%), and some other race (6.5%). Other groups
Business\ Analyst estimates in 2024 the community has represented less than one percent of the population. The

a population of approximately 1,369, which has increased community is a relatively older community, with a median
from 1,109 in 2010. Of those that responded to the 2020 age of 42.1 and a large share (69.3%) of the population
Census that did not self-identify as Hispanic or Latino between the ages of 18 and 64. The average household size
(18.6%) the remaining 81.4% is comprised of individuals in the community is 2.44 people, which is smaller than the
who self-identify as Black (4.9%), White (50.4%), Asian average of the unincorporated areas of the County (3.30).
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F. GOALS AND POLICIES

1.LAND USES

Goal LU1: The unique rural character of Twin Lakes is preserved.

Policy LU1.1: Scale new development appropriately to ensure harmony with the existing community fabric.
Policy LU1.2: Maintain important view corridors to the north and south to preserve scenic qualities.

Policy LU1.3: Provide effective noise attenuation from traffic-related noise originating from Highway 118.
Policy LU1.4: Encourage good design to improve the overall appearance of Twin Lakes.

Goal LU2: Twin Lakes has gathering places to foster a sense of community and support the residents.

Policy LU2.1: Support the development of community centers and community gathering spaces. Include interpretative
signage and educational materials in consultation with local tribes on the NAHC contact list culturally affiliated with the area
for the community centers and gathering places.

Goal LU3: Future development in Oat Mountain is environmentally sensitive and architecturally harmonious with
the existing community character.

Policy LU3.1: Minimize negative impacts to the natural and cultural environment, including natural features, topography,
and ecological considerations.

2. MOBILITY

Goal M1: Public safety in Twin Lakes is maintained through the provision of safe, accessible, and reliable streets
that facilitate efficient emergency vehicle access throughout the community.

Policy M1.1: Manage the scale and density of new residential development to ensure the existing and planned road network
can adequately accommodate traffic volume and maintain smooth general circulation, preventing impediments to daily
travel and emergency response. This includes ongoing assessment of traffic impacts and strategic infrastructure planning.

Policy M1.2: Minimize on-street parking.

Policy M1.3: Improve road conditions, widths, and paving surfaces throughout Twin Lakes to meet or exceed Fire
Department access standards and other critical service requirements for all residents.
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3. CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Goal CNR1: The natural environment in Twin Lakes and Oat Mountain is enriched through interconnected
ecosystems, diverse recreation, and scenic preservation.

Policy CNR1.1: Safeguard the Santa Susana Mountains/Simi Hills Significant Ecological Area and ecological corridor
linking the Santa Susana, San Gabriel, and Santa Monica Mountain ranges.

Policy CNR1.2: Improve trail access from Twin Lakes to Oat Mountain (including the Aztec Drive connection to Devils
Canyon), Chatsworth Trails Park, and Stoney Point Park for hikers, runners, mountain bikers, and equestrians.

Policy CNR1.3: Preserve the ecological health and scenic beauty of the natural surroundings in Twin Lakes and Oat
Mountain.

4. SAFETY
Goal S3: Aresilient community that is supported and prepared for emergency response.

Policy S3.1: Protect the community messaging board as an important physical means of communication amongst the
community during emergencies.

Policy S3.2: Promote community-level fuels reduction and vegetation management projects that protect all Twin Lakes
properties.

Policy S3.3: Advocate for resiliency hub functionality as part of the community center (e.g., backup power, emergency
supplies, robust communication).

5. PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES
Goal PSF1: Adequate and safe sewage disposal for the protection of public health.

Policy PSF1.1: Dispose of sewage in a manner which minimizes risk to public health and safety.
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A distinctly rural community resides within Kagel
Canyon, where single-family homes, often built
on combined lots, dominate the landscape. The
canyon is geographically split into lower and
upper sections; punctuated by a cemetery park.
Lower Kagel Canyon features LA County Fire
Station 74 and Dexter Park.

Lopez Canyon, west of Kagel Canyon, is

predominantly undeveloped mountainous terrain.

Its southern end hosts industrial sites and a
mobile home park. Further up, Hope Gardens, a
transitional housing facility, resides on the former
grounds of a tuberculosis hospital.

Sylmar Island, an unincorporated foothill strip,

is mostly undeveloped, with Veterans Memorial
Community Regional Park, flood control features,
and one residential home.
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4.5.1 KAGEL AND LOPEZ CANYONS
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Figure 4-20. Location Map of Kagel and Lopez Canyons
Community.

A. DEVELOPMENT PATTERN

Kagel Canyon is a rural, low-density residential area
characterized by dispersed single-family homes, ranches,
animal keeping, and agricultural activities, with Kagel
Canyon Road as its primary thoroughfare. The community
is characterized by a fire station, two cemeteries, and
Dexter Park, a cherished recreational hub. Notably, 46%
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Figure 4-21. Kagel and Lopez Canyon figure-ground drawing. Kagel
Canyon is a sparsely populated rural area with scattered homes.
Lopez Canyon is mostly undeveloped, with a few industrial sites, a
mobile home park at its south end, and a road leading to transition-
al housing further up.

(3,087.98 acres) of Kagel Canyon consists of open space or
government-owned parcels.

Lopez Canyon is primarily undeveloped and mountainous,
with industrial sites and a mobilehome park at its southern
end. Lopez Canyon Road connects these areas and leads to
the residences at Hope Gardens.
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Figure 4-23. Open Space and Trails Map for Kagel and Lopez

Figure 4-22. Significant Ecological Area Map for Kagel and Lopez
Canyon.

Canyon.

B. OPEN SPACE

Lopez Canyon Park, a 125-acre trailhead, is situated
next to the Angeles National Forest, catering to hikers
and equestrians, offering extensive trails for hiking and

equestrian activities.

Kagel and Lopez Canyons lie next to the Angeles National
Forest, providing community recreation and access to
extensive hiking and equestrian trails.

Dexter Park serves Kagel Canyon as a community gathering
space for local events. Its location beside the national forest
enhances its role as a natural retreat while also making it a
critical emergency assembly point in this wildfire-prone area.
As one of the few public spaces available, it is central to the
community’s identity and resilience.
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C. OPPORTUNITIES AND CHALLENGES D. VISION

» Kagel Canyonisin a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Kagel Canyon’s vision is to be a thriving, self-sufficient
Zone, with wildfire risks intensified by climate change, community, preserving its rural character, natural
limited access points, and more frequent, intense fires.. environment (wildlife, habitats, creek, oaks, views, quiet,

dark skies); fostering a strong sense of community; and
* The natural areas are prone to habitat fragmentation due promoting equine-keeping.

to private ownership.

¢ The community also values maintaining dark skies and
scenic view corridors, addressing zoning uncertainty;,
improving traffic safety (speeding and illegal maneuvers),
managing non-conforming structures, and combating
the ecological damage caused by invasive Tree of
Heaven in riparian areas.
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E. GOALS AND POLIGIES

The goals and policies for both canyon aim to enhance emergency preparedness for residents, allow rebuilds for fire-
damaged properties (especially those with site constraints), prioritize long-term open land preservation to prevent sprawl
and safeguard ecosystems, protect the dark sky through lighting regulations, explore traffic calming measures such as
strategic street tree planting and potential roundabouts, and develop strategies for invasive species management.

1.LAND USES
Goal LU1: A land use pattern that maintains the rural character of the Kagel Canyon area.

Policy LU1.1: Given the community history with wildfires and other related hazards, retain the low-density residential
character of the Kagel Canyon community while also allowing for equestrian and animal-keeping uses in these areas where
appropriate.

Policy LU1.2: Support flexibility in design and setbacks for residential development given constraints such as undersized or
irregular shaped lots, oak trees, and septic systems.

Policy LU1.3: Foster a strong sense of community by encouraging community centers or gathering places.

Policy LU 1.4: Create standards for rebuilding in Kagel Canyon that allow for the existing community character to be
retained while complying with Fire and Building Codes.

Policy LU 1.5: Ensure that new development in Kagel Canyon is compatible with the community character and rural design.
Goal LU2: Environmentally-sensitive industrial uses in Lopez Canyon.
Policy LU2.1: Encourage sustainable industrial uses in Lopez Canyon.

Policy LU2.2: Where feasible, screen industrial uses from the freeway and Lopez Canyon Road.
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2. MOBILITY
Goal M1: Safe streets in Kagel Canyon.

Policy M1.1: Support traffic calming to prevent fatalities and serious injuries due to illegal activities on the road, such as
‘donuts’ or speeding on main streets and near Glen Haven and Sholom Mortuary.

Policy M1.2: Minimize on-street parking.

Goal M2: Enhanced equestrian mobility and connectivity through trail systems that link the community and
surrounding areas.

Policy M2.1: Encourage the addition of public street trail crossings and appropriate crossing signage, including
investigative review/approval from Public Works within and near this community to provide additional safety and
connectivity. Consult with local tribes before developing trails to ensure cultural resources are protected.

Policy M2.2: Support equestrian mobility in Kagel Canyon through the establishment of equestrian-friendly infrastructure,
such as in Dexter Park.

3. CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES
Goal CNR 1: Multiuse trails in Kagel/Lopez Canyons and Sylmar Island that connect residents to nature.

Policy CNR1.1: Enhance the network of trails within Kagel and Lopez Canyons for hikers, mountain bikers, and equestrians,
ensuring seamless connections to the Angeles National Forest trail system.

Policy CNR1.2: Encourage the preservation of Sylmar Island and continue its valuable presence, integrating it into the
broader multi-purpose trail network to enhance connectivity for the community and surrounding areas.

Goal CNR 2: Dexter Park operates as a vital community hub and critical emergency gathering point.

Policy CNR2.1: Support Dexter Park’s diverse recreational facilities and natural environment to ensure a peaceful and
accessible retreat for all Kagel Canyon residents.

Policy CNR2.2: Encourage spaces at Dexter Park that facilitate community interaction, social events, and community
gatherings.

Policy CNR2.3: Support the use of Dexter Park as a designated emergency gathering point, with clear signage and
necessary resources.

Goal CNR 3: The ecological health of riparian areas in Kagel Canyon is protected and restored.

Policy CNR3.1: Control and remove invasive species, such as the Tree of Heaven within riparian areas of Kagel Canyon to
restore native plant communities and streambed ecology.
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4. SAFETY
Goal S1: Aresilient community that is supported and prepared for emergency response.

Policy S1.1: Support the use of Dexter Park as a resiliency hub during events such as power outages and extreme heat
days/waves.

Policy S1.2: Ensure roadway maintenance, improvements, and vegetation management activities occur along key
roadways (Kagel Canyon Road and Lopez Canyon Road) to facilitate effective emergency response and evacuations.

Policy S1.3: Preserve Fire Station 74 as a vital resource to the community during emergencies.Policy M1.2: Minimize on-
street parking.

5. PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Goal PSF1: A creek that retains the existing community character and design while meeting flood management
requirements.

Policy PSF1.1: Preserve the creek with a natural, soft bottom rather than concrete.
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4.5.2 SYLMAR ISLAND
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Figure 4-25. Sylmar Island figure-ground drawing. Veterans Memo-
rial Park has a pavilion, recreation building, restrooms, picnic and
camping areas, and the “Lest We Forget” earthquake memorial,
plus one residence.

A. DEVELOPMENT PATTERN

Sylmar Island consists mostly of undeveloped open space and mountainous terrain. However, there are several retention
basins and flood control infrastructure in this area. There is also one residence at the far north end of Polk Street.
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Figure 4-26. Significant Ecological Area and Wildlife Linkages Map
for Sylmar Island.

B. OPEN SPACE
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| === Other Trails
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(Conservancy, Flood
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Figure 4-27. Open Space and Trails Map for Sylmar Island.

A County-owned and operated Veterans Memorial Community Regional Park is on the site where the Veteran’s Bureau
Hospital used to be located. The hospital was heavily damaged and subsequently razed as a result of the Sylmar
Earthquake in 1971. The 96-acre park was established in its place and contains a nature center, landscaping, and internal
trails with connectivity north adjacent to Angeles National Forest trails.
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C. QUICK STATS: KAGEL AND LOPEZ CANYONS, SYLMAR ISLAND
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Figure 4-28. Quick Stats for Kagel and Lopez Canyons, Sylmar Island.

Based on American Community Survey (ACS) and ESRI and Asian (6.4%). Other groups represented less than one
Business Analyst estimates in 2024 the community has a percent of the population. The community is a relatively
population of approximately 1,703, which has increased older community, with a median age of 42.0 and a large
from 1,434 in 2010. Of those that responded to the 2020 share (63.7%) of the population between the ages of 18
Census that did not self-identify as Hispanic or Latino and 64. The average household size in the community
(48.3%) the remaining remaining 51.7% is comprised of is 3.31 people, which is aligned with the average of the

individuals who self-identify as Black (3.4%), White (37.7%), unincorporated areas of the County (3.30).
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9.1 PROGRAMS

Implementation is putting policies into action. It involves taking the practical steps needed to hit specific targets, which then
helps the community reach its overall goals. This is the actual journey you take to get to your destination.

Policies, as listed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Area Plan, are statements of intent defining the collective future vision of the
unincorporated communities of the San Fernando Valley. Implementation transforms the vision into a tangible reality,
through a coordinated, multi-departmental County effort. Policy is implemented through various County documents and
programs, all designed to ensure County plans and actions are complementary.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION POLICGIES LEAD DEPARTMENTS
Historic Resource Survey Areawide Policies HP1.1and HP 1.2 Planning
Conduct surveys of unincorporated communities in Westhills Policies HP 1.1 and HP 1.2
the San Fernando Valley to identify and document
potential historic districts and individual properties
that may qualify for local, state, or national historic
designation.
Chatsworth Lake Manor Community Pedestrian Areawide Policies M 1.1and CNR 5.1 Public Health
Plan West Chatsworth Policies LU 3.1, LU
32,M11,M21,CNR11,S1.2,ED
1.1,andED1.2
Trail Safety Areawide Policies M 4.5 and S 4.3. Parks
Consider opportunities to strengthen trail monitoring, Sylmar Island, Kagel Canyon, and
improve gate management, and enhance Lopez Canyon Policies M 2.1 and
enforcement of violations and night-time hazards CNR1.1
by engaging volunteers, leveraging technology, and
pursuing grant funding and local resources.
Trail Crossings and Connectivity Enhancements Areawide Policies M 4.1, M 4.2, M 4.3, Parks
Assess the potential for additional trail crossings M4.4,M4.5M4.6,andS4.3
within and around the community to improve safety West Chatsworth Policy M 2.1;
and connectivity, and update the Trails Master Plan Westhills Policy CNR 1.2; Oat
accordingly. Mountain Policy CNR 1.2; Sylmar
Island, Kagel and Lopez Canyons
PoliciesM 2.1,M 2.2, CNR 1.1, and
CNR 1.2

Implementation 77



78 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



APPENDIX

A Proposed Land Use Policy Maps
B Proposed Zoning Maps

C Land Use Policy Change Maps
D Zoning Change Maps

E Historic Context Statement

F Native Plant List

G Glossary

H List of Figures






PROPOSED
LAND USE
POLIGY MAPS

West Chatsworth
Westhills

Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain
Kagel and Lopez Canyons
Sylmar Island



WEST CHATSWORTH

VENUURA
COUNIY}

ﬁt_ﬁ_//////
IS,

LR
A,

A ~ Los Angeles
\\ / o 3
u J Roscoe Blvd
4 ’g 4 - \
Y \
po Justice St
/
g
<
=
o
S )
2
Q
Ingomar St E
T
S
/ J o,
/ \_;c: ﬁ,}
Q
A "0 800 1,600 Feet K Saticoy St
N KSR & j
valie¥

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| RL1-RuralLand 1

"] RL2 - Rural Land 2
[ ] RL10 - Rural Land 10

"] H5 - Residential 5
B CG - General Commercial

7] 05-C - Conservation
82 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



L

z; '
f%%//

Los Angeles

//EZ%%% %
,M/%%%%f%%%%25 .
/B;ooi;%b 7 , @\\d e

aaaaaaaaaaaa

Land Use Policy - Proposed

] H5 - Residential 5
B CG - Genera | Commercial

Appendix A Proposed Land Use Policy Maps 83



WESTHILLS

Canyonwood ©°
@)
2
@
o)
S
@ 5}
N ()
D
o)
(14
2
(S
>
@ Hart/and
S
Los Angeles t
Z
anowen S
7
7 i Welby Wy
D
7 S’
7 ?; %
7 4
4 7 4 4
% / 7
7 / 7 5
7Y =
0 :
/// g %
[
(=S
A0S
\(\_\\“\dg
X
Lemay S
g
<
=
.2
>
5
A 0 250 500 Feet o
N = (e |

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL2 - Rural Land 2

|| H9 - Residential 9

|| H18 - Residential 18

B CG - General Commercial

84 §an Fernando Valley Area Plan



TWIN LAKES

2
n
(%)
b
}\\A{D
Q

W
Toscana DX

c Topanga
anyon Bivd

iy

Sows
Ord

®

TATTORUSOCEUER

A oo

O,
<«
%
c
©
(04
Oat Mountain <
Canyon Coye Q
PoemaiRl
=
o]
b
<
—— — §
s M
€ o
2 2
() @/7
24 @ 75
= 2
:;-' 7
c @
U )
3 %
> 2
7}7 ‘\
\
\
NN )
7
> 4
\ ol
> _
Los Angeles e . m
v‘ - -
2
¢°°’
0’!7
6
9/70706
~

200 400 Feet
N ]

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL1-RuralLand 1

[ | RL5 - Rural Land 5

7] 05-C - Conservation

Appendix A Proposed Land Use Policy Maps 85




OAT MOUNTAIN

I D 4
™ el S TN - ‘ 00| enstuiy i
5 / RN B e G f ) g0l Ave [ § Sq
SV B0 S NN B 5 5 o,
R "N I' ( f - '( y > g > p ?L @ @h,é %,
PJ‘\ r‘é‘/ ‘;:!J’ . 47 .'é‘ . B | },.‘b f (f % y '9//400
» - R ' ’ g7 e’ N \ 5 (7
' €4 ;’ * ANE<, R O A S Vb A\ % /) Santa Clarita S
\ % 't‘* 7 } ? BN A N’z - ,ﬁ' ¥ ,S,a‘ata F; 7 B L0\ Glaroye BN |
\ F r Y Ay L I & e 4 Rk ’ \
AR R RN AR RSP - AR QR U 2
A | ;‘; i,. 5 'ﬁ',‘ T‘A % Va||ey i & TI_‘\L'\_ ¥ }\ v ®
RN W B S S antasClaritay) 5
& AL S0 7R AN B =8 (7

Lt

o)
>
o
4 ©
2 8
| o
: A 5y
A ® | R“\aldl St
gu 0 Jlahs 1 \/_—-/\:emando Mission:Blvd
4 ga%"’ S3naPhosRdf | ’ San =Coe
J y & o >
[ | z <
- Ny ‘ E’ Chatsworth St Chatsworth/St 2
) 3 § 2 ug_, San Jose St
4 / > = .
‘ ig Q}A @ 0 z Devonshire/St o
L{ 'é} i = 9 ) g
4 & c £) < z @
N . ’ Q\\@ S 2 S :cf = Lassen St §
0 3250 6,500Feet |  ~ FeallR B . = o 2
l ] | =0\e) £ s i<
%m % Plummer St ; g § § § Plummer St
— 2 o > 3 =
|| SecdBl WANANRE, SRR & S
Land Use Policy - Proposed
| ] RL1-Rural Land 1 I 0S-BLM - Burea of Land Management
| | RL10 - Rural Land 10 7777 05-C - Conservation
] RL20 - Rural Land 20 7] 0S-PR - Parks and Recreation

| ] H18 - Residential 18
|| P - Public and Semi-Public

86 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



KAGEL AND LOPEZ CANYONS
g 7

Santa

1]

Clarita . 8 .'
g ‘;Valley 8 '. V//
v A ﬁ//
| VN %
) /?:
7

|
2
S
5
%
3
&
~
el
(13
5
¢ . B
L] 5 ©
¢ o
3
> d
/
— E
=7 /
) iy 2N /
RaXtoniSt! / )
@ ;
" % & NG
% X %%,
. & % o
1 X2 &
N & S
A «0‘@2‘ e &
0 1,500 3,@0()!3&* 6‘/%' &
N N\ N2 \J e A %,

Los Angeles |/

"H.\ \\
5 ‘;'\ \

(77 B

i /’1 { !

Antelope > /N
~Valley

o
k.
‘\'Aflﬂjz—/

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL1-Rural Land 1

| | RL10 - Rural Land 10

RL20 - Rural Land 20

|| H18 - Residential 18

- CR - Rural Commercial

[ ] IL - Light Industrial

| P - Public and Semi-Public
777 0s-C - Conservation

7] 0S-PR - Parks and Recreation
7] OS-NF - National Forest

W - Water

Appendix A Proposed Land Use Policy Maps 87



N @\

88 San Fernando Valley Area Plan

Land Use Policy - Proposed
[ | RL1-RuralLand 1

[ | RL10 - Rural Land 10

RL20 - Rural Land 20

[ | H18 - Residential 18

[ ] IL - Light Industrial

[ | P - Public and Semi-Public

W - Water




LOWER KAGEL GANYON

.0.0 %0 %%

XXX,
Petotetotelotels!
KRKLBE
Patelotatelotete!
zgwg
% %
LRKKK,
ORLS
X
KEKKS
XXX
KRKLKL
ZSKKKKK,
RIRRRKR
QIR

/.Canyon_Rd |
%
KKK
8
KEEK
RSB
SRR
RQSKKES
XL

%

bedode!

SRR
b0

%
05
XX

~99¢,
%
Po%¢
boteteses
ot}

XK
Poe!
o
0%,
%
2%

255
3%

S
000,

K8
[RIIEIRRLRLRRIR

%
&

SRS

SRS

X
&
%
éwzo
S
X

K8

KB
SRR

RXRRXL
K

$909:%
.0000

KRR

%
599 %
+92%
b’

.ﬁngg%
RRRRELLKS
25

9%
QL
%
9
<

RS

XRRXRR
190%%% %
K
$94%%
LEKEL
.0
O
Vo %

28,
%
00,99,
.0
X

e
%ﬂ%é””@ﬂ&&%%
et
deSotele!
0%
Patotels!
5358

%

X
%%

,.,.
X
53
O

oot totetototetetetetotetetete
SRRIRRIIIKLIANXKHHKR
S IIRHIRIRRKK
DXRRRRRHXRHIRHIXXRAXRXAK

Los Angeles E
J \g’ 8
L]
€rra v ‘ A
Wy, ;
% fuang, Freg) .’
% S, 5
T B0 R &3
P
’ \‘béi{g > 0'0(\* %\.
0 400 800 Feet” © = 2 o & T N 7
N )12 & PSS } 7

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL1-RuralLand 1

RL20 - Rural Land 20

- CR - Rural Commercial

|| P - Public and Semi-Public

7] 0s-C - Conservation
[ ] OS-PR - Parks and Recreation
7] OS-NF - National Forest

Appendix A Proposed Land Use Policy Maps 89



UPPER KAGEL GANYON
7

0 40C 800 Fee

1!‘""\"‘6\\

)
5N,
02

90 San Fernando Valley Area Plan

_f—/ﬁfayla‘nd-@r

Jackdaw:Br

| \
| A
J

HadlerDr:
]

Felder-Di

——||_ {
—Dardon-Dr 7
1/

=Ba’re‘a=l§)‘rj:| "

a0 an\R

R ny@/)

Kagelley

Land Use Policy - Proposed
[ | RL1-RuralLand 1

RL20 - Rural Land 20

[ | P - Public and Semi-Public
777 0s-C - Conservation

[ ] OS-PR - Parks and Recreation
7] OS-NF - National Forest




SYLMAR ISLAND

o :
. E.
h‘ I} £ A g f. ‘
: | I ‘I - ”‘.\b ' \ 5 \
gy g "2 - A ‘
B AN ) PN g s \
AR ¥ R
AR | ) : 9 | Santa X7
. 5 ”3 Y 1, / Clarlta
L gl - [7) § % VaIIey
i k o ; .v- 4.\ ‘ v
» ’ * * u ‘ ‘
g 1 ¢ y ,:“\ AR ‘? 'la '?'.
L ¥ gt \
'\L\{.“'.’ v J “" 'y '. ‘ \“ * J
ﬂ‘a
r
‘a %
2%
e
4 —
Vi \J
’ e T [ !
B N 4
~ /
Olive View Dr
- 6‘/%
< S
& e & RS
17) & 4
%, &
Yo &
<
X
x°&q, ozf}
N
X ¥ 7 Los Angel
<9 os Angeles
O’b(}'
S %
Y
/04
S, Yo
%
%
D
)
\ %A
R
S
A 0 1,400 2,800 Feet %%
N | ] ¥I %

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL1-RuralLand 1

RL20 - Rural Land 20

[ | P - Public and Semi-Public
777 0s-C - Conservation

[ ] 0S-PR - Parks and Recreation

W - Water

Appendix A Proposed Land Use Policy Maps 91



92 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



PROPOSED
[ONING MAPS

West Chatsworth

ES G

Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain
Kagel and Lopez Canyons

Sylmar Island



WEST CHATSWORTH

VENUUIRA 4
COUNY;
) U - \\ circle
i J uaend

y Circle B

/ Valle

N
- N
-
-

Los Angeles T !

|
|
|

Justice St h
\
$
<
<
[Z)
S o
U . 2
{ Q
IR Ingomar St ®
s Ja 2
[ A o s
=S \ 9%
‘& [} YT e
| : " > /0 | \ ’
. 0 800 1,600 Feet R Saticoy St
B W7o ) ) ey
|

)
| O P e 4 —— S
o mmvaelh | § (/4

Proposed Zoning Category

| A-1- Light Agriculture

.| R-1- Single-Family Residence

. R-3 - Limited Density Multiple Residence
%/ C-2 - Neighborhood Business

I C-3 - General Commercial

[ 0-S-Open Space

94 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



VENUURA
CRULY

Dennis-Wy
Rollins-Rd

S pue 3D

Alta:Wy

oL
e

Raymond-St

by}
o
Q
Q
=
53
(o}
Notre-Dame-Ave
Rowell-Ave

er

hompson-Ave—5

y
=[s

Lakeview- T
Applegate-Ter

Ventura: W

Los Angeles

A 0 200 400 Feet
N g

Proposed Zoning Category

.| R-1- Single-Family Residence

| R-3 - Limited Density Multiple Residence
¥/ C-2 - Neighborhood Business

I C-3 - General Commercial

Appendix B Proposed Zoning Maps 95



WESTHILLS

\VENTURAY
COUNTTY;

Canyonwood ©* P

o 1ed epseq

Sunset Ridge Ct

Hartiany
St

Los Angeles

Welby Wy,

oNd IR RACTIEAY

A 0 250 500 Feet
N

Proposed Zoning Category

. A-1- Light Agriculture

| R-1 - Single-Family Residence

| R-2 - Two-Family Residence

I RPD - Residential Planned Development
[ C-1 - Restricted Business

96 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



TWIN LAKES

.
(@p)
4 Oat Mountain
P\
Q’\\
€anyon Coye
W Poemal R
Toscana DX
T =
8 i
& 2
A\ 2
° S
=

c T°panga
anyon Bivd
\%
oouUBN\

iy

Cre
Se

Sous
Ord

®

Los Angeles

TATTORUSOCEUER

A 0 200 400 Feet
Y /L g

T
"
>
(o)
[©)

O,
(55
%
c
©
2
()
X
T
=
&
Q
)
2
) 705,
{2}
Q
2
)
i \
\ /
/
S~
~
& ¥
s @
o N
S
[
S
oy
070@
.

Proposed Zoning Category
. A-1- Light Agriculture

| R-1 - Single-Family Residence
I 0-S-Open Space

Appendix B Proposed Zoning Maps 97



. Claif
S0 ST

P
Valle

Santa,

o

-
Y

< I\ ©
VETTURA VAW e
COUNTY D, s )';f'g
.\x 'Q\\} NAN=,
== i
1 ‘ Im ’ ("
San Fernando-Mission Blvd
o | Vi 53
é O\I¢E ,‘/\\ 4 ) ‘ g
g Chatsworth St J 2 ) L e
(<) [ \ g 2
< S J /R ~— | 5 San Jose St
© 1 3 OO\ A \ w
Shim £ IR IO o
Il o 9 Devonshire/St o
> © =7 >
F X < = 9 ® Ti &
N 5 il ¢ 2 £ $
N j - "‘\,,;\@— S 9 S < s Lassen|St 3
J 5 A\ T =
0 372507 6,500 Feet, [FUE T e Eol ][ e 2 s 2 2 |
L (4 | (A | ”‘3? £ g <ix SESMNE
‘!. ”A’7:{ DI UE %m @ [Plummer St S = '§ <8 PlumﬁWTStg\J
oL WP T8 4 S W S | > >F\‘“\&} () 2 ) N o ==
F = Camseiramn i = > o > ) Q| jic
| Feder R e L LR EENe

Proposed Zoning Category

. A-1- Light Agriculture

| A-2 - Heavy Agriculture

| R-1 - Single-Family Residence

I RPD - Residential Planned Development
[ 0-S-Open Space

98 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



S

|
\

3
a0ta Slr‘,»s*/@‘a' 2953

Canoga Ave.

De Soto Ave

Proposed Zoning Category

. A-1- Light Agriculture

| A-2 - Heavy Agriculture

| R-1 - Single-Family Residence

I RPD - Residential Planned Development
[ 0-S-Open Space

Appendix B Proposed Zoning Maps 99



KAGEL AND LOPEZ GANYONS

. Santa fie 4 } b

“// ‘w\\!‘tq}@g\

X
00 3 é&@é&?‘s&%&&/
N e R

Proposed Zoning Category
| A-1-Light Agriculture

| A-2 - Heavy Agriculture

. R-1-Single-Family Residence
. R-2 - Two-Family Residence

100 San Fernando Valley Area Plan

%/ C-2 - Neighborhood Business

777 0-S - Open Space

777 M-1.5 - Restricted Heavy Manufacturing
| B-1 - Buffer Strip

.| W - Watershed



LOPEZ GANYON

Ny

A\

: 400 800 Feet
R ||

Proposed Zoning Category

| A2 - Heavy Agriculture

| R-2 - Two-Family Residence

772 M-1.5 - Restricted Heavy Manufacturing
| B-1 - Buffer Strip

. W - Watershed

Appendix B Proposed Zoning Maps 101



LOWER KAGEL GANYON

Py :%%@W@g

\'

pref

Sa
|

Moonhij\\ Rd

os Angeles

)
L

. W - Watershed

¥/ C-2 - Neighborhood Business

| R-1 - Single-Family Residence
[ 0-S-Open Space

Proposed Zoning Category

. A-1- Light Agriculture
. A-2 - Heavy Agriculture

102 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



UPPER KAGEL GANYON

HadlerDr:

Eelder-B

800 Feet

Proposed Zoning Category
. A-1- Light Agriculture

| A-2 - Heavy Agriculture

I | 0-S- Open Space

. W - Watershed

Appendix B Proposed Zoning Maps 103




SYLMAH ISLANI]

} b ) <,
A 0 1,400.. 2,800 Feet %

A

Proposed Zoning Category
. A-2 - Heavy Agriculture

[ 0-S-Open Space

. W - Watershed

104 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



LAND USE
POLIGY GHANGE
MAPS

West Chatsworth
Westhills

Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain
Kagel and Lopez Canyons
Sylmar Island



WEST CHATSWORTH

VENUURA
COUNIY}

7

@Canypn Ry

A\
0S| W - 3
V. ’? f'.

A 0 800 1,600 Feet
N BT

valley

N
\‘0

D
/
S

Valley Circle Blvd )

—

Q

(a¥e WanorDr: CG

Los Angeles

Roscoe Blvd

Justice St

March Ave

Ingomar St

Woodlake Ave

qfﬂ
AN
‘so

©

circ\e

\l'b\\eg\‘l d

Saticoy St

106 San Fernando Valley Area Plan

Land Use Policy - Proposed
B CG - General Commercial
7] 05-C - Conservation




VEUUIRA
CRUNUY/
> o [ °
= = = o
(= o 0] ; 2]
2 o ) £
2 o= ° o)
S & © S]
2 Alta Wy =
> < ) 9,
: gt 2%
Rock HillRd 5 3 g o Raymond-St 3
5] 0 © i \slé
> 3 o 5 a2
Rd =z 17 ,\‘0\
Brooks = = s Ida-Pl S
5] 2 = o q'o\\e'
X |£ 2 o) =
Sy e s
S Qi
> \3_ Lake Manor Dr < o »n
<& g S =
b
9 ~CG &
Q..
< SmithRd
o)
N
@©
T

Los Angeles

A 0 200 400 Feet
N g

Land Use Policy - Proposed
I CG - General Commercial

Appendix C Land Use Policy Change Maps 107



TWIN LAKES

O,
&
o

.

2

(@)

2 Oat Mountain <
P\ &
I\\ =

y : g
Canyon Coye &
\: D poemajR!
Toscana Dr
E =
S =
< o
e\ £
(@)
or> =
olm
Slc
§2
S s
x| (1]
O
Soy,;
Uy,
S

(3

®

.
o N
© J
()
2 Los Angeles jo m
) S
§
(e}
=}
]
8
G
0070@ 3
A 0 200 400 Feet

N L | |

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL1-RuralLand 1

[ | RL5 - Rural Land 5

0S-C - Conservation

108 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



OATMOUNTAIN

0

Santa
Clarita
Valley

COUNY

N
3,250 6,500 Feet

2l|Lyons
2/lll[|/Ave % ‘96/;‘\
o S,
3 . %‘l«’”"o
9 7 % 7
» . ‘qbe 9.
(Z Santa Clarita

(Jalgl'ove BW

Santa Clarita

0S-C

Topand@Canyon
Blvg

Canoga Ave

)
ony 26OV

Chatsworth St

Mason Ave

De Soto Ave

Plummer St

g

Los'Angeles

Balboa Blvd

rinaldi St

1’0
@\/—{Femando Mission:Blvd

g
<
Chatsworth St 2
(3]
|5/ San Jose St
Devonshire/St &
>
<
()
= g 3
© c Lassen St 3
< @ b ) o]
z s z g8
c
£ g 2 <
S > o <[ 8/ Plummer:St
? Nio
Q o =
(14 N s

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL1-Rural Land 1
7771 0s-C - Conservation

Appendix C Land Use Policy Change Maps 109



KAGEL AND LOPEZ GANYONS

Santa
Clarita

Valley

Ga W’Lg

Ay,

Paxton St

&

0s-C
9
RL1
§

Kage| canyon Rd

Antelope
Valley

os-C[]

AN s W% & | Los Angel
% o) 4% os Angeles

110 San Fernando Valley Area Plan

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL1-Rural Land 1

0S-C - Conservation

] W - Water




LOWER LOPEZ CANYON

T
4
c
o
2
M
3]
P
Q
(e}
-
>
Q_
% &
2 % L
o¥ %
< 'VL
e
£
%
O@
R/
& Los Angeles
o
&
L
&
A 3
% S
’Zé @)
(2]
‘VL@ <OS Ange\
1z Q
S %/; S
<O 9 X )
S 0,,7 2 5 % !
G 3 St % <© (o) % 9 Vist,
X & ® e 7
vy ) %\% & > B8 ©
S %
?® %, o
& %\ A‘\' %‘\
&) N /I'O' N S o ° N o
< ) 2 > D) N
% B 0\6 % ¢S N 2 & {b(\
. %, & =N S e > % »
o %o 3 RS 2 5 G % % o
2 oo R/ X
& o % L 7 R 82
& N 0 2, S % ¥
0 400 800 Feet & A e % % S,
N © . % 3 &
N N o T Py ¥ex
Land Use Policy - Proposed

] W - Water

MPPVIIUIA UV LUTIU VUV | VIIVY VIIUIIYVU IVIUpv 111



LOWER KAGEL GANYON

T
o
{=
(=)
>
f=
©
(&)
3
7
EE
o o =
Moothi, o il =
9 |\ @ %
o 1l X
§ Q
=
©
Santol D¥
o v 0s-C
\)((\Q SO(\‘\
% QA
oS )
2 A
oge'\e %
A
0%?‘ = N
A2 {\«
\(\0
z
S
2 S
?a(\(\Tl’l E
S
2. (2
%
o Market Tr|
&7
E g
<
= S 9
i > g
< = (&
Los; Angeles Q il >
g 7 o
a i W
£ &2
Y
NS > (¢} X
A 0 400 800 Feet © 9 o 0° SPe
N | | | o@ % o &9
g @ @

Land Use Policy - Proposed
0S-C - Conservation

112 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



UPPER KAGEL GANYON

A =200 400 800 Feet
N [P0 o < )

Ra;/Iand Dr 0s-C 4 g
" S
a
o) 0S-C
S
5 W <
RL1 E §_7\ ‘9(/80 Y
z »Q osc
|
)
gb ‘
L ey
&
Hadler Dr
\
FelderDr.
; ?
Dardon-Dr «s
Barca Dr
!
&
<
5
@
OT - B X5 &
)
{90)
o
&
S
3 X/
g |
4

Land Use Policy - Proposed
| | RL1-Rural Land 1
7] 0s-C - Conservation

Appendix G Land Use Policy Change Maps 113



SYLMAR ISLAND

Santa
Clarita
Valley.
0S-C
Olive View Dr
%
Y 0"9@ >)
Y 1O ¥ b
% & 210} )
‘9@ ‘va
< &
X
0@% A :}
7 SN S
> 8 % > Los Angel
Q° %, & Los Angeles
(4 S
Q’D
& &
O'bbc}' &
ST % o,
% %,
2 N 29,
({)) Q/- 41'@ )
% 0, e
2 C% %
S LA %
02\ 94
) &
2 &,
o2 (4 N *5_,\
ooy S (,\'b
6 ),6 Q{b‘b;\, D ‘érb
LS’Q/) @@c’\'b\
% San Fernando 2
2
S
A 0 1400 2800 Feet K %, )
N [ D\ R X e

114 San Fernando Valley Area Plan

Land Use Policy - Proposed
0S-C - Conservation



[ONING CHANGE
MAPS

West Chatsworth
Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain
Kagel and Lopez Canyons

Sylmar Island

Note: Only communities with
proposed zone changes are
shown in this appendix.
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HISTORIC CONTEXT STATEMENT

Los Angeles Gounty San Fernando Valley Area Plan

Agriculture in the San Fernando Valley, n.d. (Los Angeles Public Library).

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW

This historic context statement is one component of the
larger San Fernando Valley Area Plan project, which will
culminate in the production of a policy document that will be
used to guide long-term growth within the Planning Area.

This historic context statement is intended to inform the San
Fernando Valley Area Plan project by informing planning
and land use decisions that involve historical resources and
by guiding future historic resource survey efforts.

Historic context statements are important historic
preservation planning tools. According to the California
Office of Historic Preservation (OHP), historic context
statements “are critical tools for understanding, identifying,
evaluating, and protecting those resources which give
each community its individual character and sense of
place.”* They are used to guide historic resource surveys
systematically and efficiently, and also to inform land use
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and planning decisions involving historic and cultural
resources.

The scope of this document is a historic context statement
for unincorporated communities located in the boundaries
of the San Fernando Valley Planning Area. This includes the
six unincorporated communities of Kagel/Lopez Canyons,
Sylmar Island, Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain, West Chatsworth,
Westhills, and Universal City. However, the unincorporated
community of Universal City has been evaluated for
historical resources with the development and adoption of
the NBC Universal Specific Plan. Therefore, this Historic
Context Statement will refer to the Specific Plan and related
Guidelines for context.?

Each of the communities addressed herein has a unique
developmental history and collection of built resources.
While these communities are rooted in some common
historic themes, they are distinct geographic entities
that developed independent of one another. This historic



context statement is structured accordingly, to account for
the breadth and diversity of built resources represented
across the full extent of the Planning Area. The document
begins with a historical overview of the San Fernando
Valley as a whole, beginning with the contributions of
Indigenous Californians and continuing through the post-
World War Il era, when the region was transformed from
agricultural hinterlands into a populous suburban enclave.
It then provides a developmental history specific to each
of the above-listed communities in the Planning Area. The
document concludes with the identification of applicable
historic themes to establish a framework for identifying and
evaluating historical resources, and recommendations

for future planning and preservation efforts related to

the Planning Area. Where applicable, the narrative is
accompanied by photos and other graphics; note that
photos not cited otherwise were taken by Rangwala
Associates and County staff.

1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA

This historic context statement has been prepared for
unincorporated communities of Los Angeles County located
within the boundaries of the San Fernando Valley Planning
Area.

In 2015, the County of Los Angeles adopted a General
Plan Update, creating a policy framework for the roughly
2,650 square miles of unincorporated land in Los Angeles
County. The General Plan Update divides the County into
11 geographic regions (“Planning Areas”). The creation of
Planning Areas accounts for the diversity of communities
within unincorporated areas of the County, and allows the
Department of Regional Planning (DRP) to develop and
implement Area Plans that are specifically focused on
community-based planning initiatives.

The San Fernando Valley Planning Area is one of the 11
Planning Areas created under the auspices of the 2015
General Plan Update. The Planning Area encompasses the
San Fernando Valley and is generally bordered by the Santa
Clarita Valley and Angeles National Forest on the north,

the Santa Monica Mountains on the south, the San Gabriel
Valley on the east, and the Ventura County line on the west.

Only a small portion of the Planning Area is unincorporated.
Nearly all of the land area in the San Fernando Valley

falls within the boundaries of the incorporated cities of

Los Angeles, San Fernando, Glendale, and Burbank.
Unincorporated portions of the Planning Area are generally
located on its north and west peripheries, and occupy
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Figure 1. Map of the San Fernando Valley Planning Area, showing the locations of unincorporated communities. Note that Universal City
was evaluated for its historical resources with the development of the Universal Studios Specific Plan.
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geographically complex terrain in the foothills of the Simi
Hills (west), Santa Susana Mountains (northwest) and San
Gabriel Mountains (north).

For purposes of this historic context statement,
unincorporated portions of the Planning Area are divided
into the following six communities:

» Kagel Canyon/Lopez Canyon;
e Sylmarlsland;

+ Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain;

* West Chatsworth;

*  Westhills; and

* Universal City.

Descriptions of each community are included in the sections
below.

Kagel Canyon/Lopez Canyon

Kagel Canyon/Lopez Canyon is an unincorporated area in
the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains. It comprises 8.75
square miles of land area in the northeast San Fernando
Valley, north of the Los Angeles city limit and the community
of Lake View Terrace, which is located in the City of Los
Angeles. Kagel Canyon contains a small rural community,
which is primarily developed with single-family houses.
Most houses occupy several small lots that have been
consolidated to make viable building sites. There is also a
small number of commercial and institutional uses. Kagel
Canyon is divided between two sections: Lower Kagel
Canyon, which is located to the south nearer the mouth

of the canyon, and Upper Kagel Canyon, which is located
further upslope. Two cemeteries are located between these
sections of the canyon. A fire station and public park (Dexter
Park) are located on the east side of Lower Kagel Canyon.

Lopez Canyon is located to the west of Kagel Canyon.
Almost all of Lopez Canyon is composed of undeveloped
open space and mountainous terrain. The south end of
Lopez Canyon contains a mobile home park, a truck parking
and storage facility, a small number of automobile salvage
yards, and other industrial uses. There is also a landfill,
operated by the City of Los Angeles, which closed in 1984
but is still imprinted on the landscape. Located further up
the canyon is a 71-acre transitional and supportive housing
facility (Hope Gardens), which occupies a site that was
originally developed in the early twentieth century as a
tuberculosis hospital.

Sylmar Island
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Sylmar Island refers to a narrow strip of unincorporated
land along the base of the foothills of the San Gabriel
Mountains. It is located north of the Los Angeles city limits
and the community of Sylmar in the City of Los Angeles.
The area is mostly undeveloped. Development is limited to
a 97-acre County-operated public park (Veterans Memorial
Community Regional Park) at the north end of Sayre Street,
and retention basins and flood control infrastructure. The
area also contains one single-family house at the far north
end of Polk Street, in a subdivision that is otherwise located
entirely within the City of Los Angeles.

Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain

Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain is an unincorporated area to the
north of State Route 118/Ronald Reagan Freeway, between
the Los Angeles city limits and the Ventura County line.

It encompasses 19.97 square miles of land area, most of
which consists of mountainous terrain and undeveloped
open space. However, near the southern end of the area
are developed communities. Twin Lakes, located at the
north end of Topanga Canyon Boulevard and north of State
Route 118, is a rural residential community with an eclectic
collection of single-family houses, small parcels, and a
narrow network of private streets. Deer Lake Highlands,
now referred to as Deerlake Ranch, is a contemporary
subdivision of suburban single-family houses that is located
to the northeast of Twin Lakes and is currently under
construction. To the west of Twin Lakes is the community
of Indian Springs, a gated enclave of contemporary single-
family houses. An apartment complex and townhouses are
located to the east of Indian Springs.

Oat Mountain, which is the highest peak in the Santa
Susana Mountains, refers broadly to the undeveloped area
north of Chatsworth and the unincorporated communities
of Twin Lakes, Deer Lake Highlands, and Indian Springs.
Oat Mountain consists of open space except for utility and
telecommunications facilities, oil well operations, the Aliso
Canyon natural gas storage facility, and a portion of the
Sunshine Canyon Landfill. It also contains some remnant
features of Nike Missile Site LA-88, a Cold War-era anti-
ballistic missile base that was in operation between 1957
and 1974,

Universal City

Universal City is entirely surrounded by incorporated cities;
generally bounded by the Los Angeles River Flood Control
Channel on the north, existing residential properties within
the City of Los Angeles to the east, the Hollywood Freeway
to the south (except for the southwest corner of the area,
which abuts hotel and office properties in the City of Los
Angeles), and Lankershim Boulevard to the west. Universal



City is divided between two jurisdictions: unincorporated
County and City of Los Angeles. However, approximately
85% of the area is located within the unincorporated County.
The area consists of a unique collection of land uses
involving movie and television production, offices, a cinema,
restaurants, entertainment, and themed attractions. For
more than 100 years Universal City has served as a motion
picture and television production facility, entertainment
attraction, and business center. The original 230-acre site
served as the location for one of Southern California’s first
motion picture studios, and beginning in 1915, the studio
began regular public tours. As of 2013, with the adoption

of the Universal Studios Specific Plan (Specific Plan), new
development proposals within the unincorporated County
portions of Universal City must comply with the Specific
Plan and related Guidelines.®

West Chatsworth

West Chatsworth is an unincorporated pocket of land
between the Los Angeles city limits and the Ventura
County line. It is located to the north and west of the
Chatsworth Nature Preserve (originally the Chatsworth
Reservoir), at the base of the Simi Hills and Santa Susana
Mountains. West Chatsworth includes the unincorporated
Los Angeles County portion of Chatsworth Lake Manor,
arural community that is predominantly residential but
also contains a few neighborhood-oriented commercial
and institutional uses.“ It also includes two mobile home
parks (The Summit, Mountain View Village) and a gated
residential subdivision (Woolsey Canyon View Estates), the
latter of which consists of six single-family houses oriented
around a cul-de-sac. The mobile home parks and gated
subdivision are located to the west of Chatsworth Lake
Manor, and are accessed via Woolsey Canyon Road. Much
of West Chatsworth consists of mountainous terrain and
undeveloped open space.

Westhills

Westhills is an unincorporated community at the far west
end of the San Fernando Valley, surrounded by the nearly-
identically-named community of West Hills, which is located
in the City of Los Angeles. Unincorporated Westhills is
small, encompassing 0.22 square miles of land area at

the base of the Simi Hills. It occupies the area west of
Valley Circle Boulevard, between Vanowen and Kittridge
streets, extending west to the Ventura County line. Most of
Westhills consists of a residential subdivision comprising

single-family tract houses. This subdivision has a single
point of ingress/egress via Kittridge Street. Westhills also
includes an additional street (Corie Lane) of single-family
tract houses organized around a cul-de-sac, a townhome
development at the northwest corner of Valley Circle
Boulevard and Vanowen Street, and a small commercial
strip mall on the south side of Vanowen Street. The
westernmost portion of the area, next to the Ventura County
line, consists of undeveloped open space.

1.3. PREVIOUS PLANNING STUDIES

No previous historic context statements or comprehensive
studies relating to the history of the San Fernando Valley
Planning Area have been completed to date. Summary
information about the developmental history of the San
Fernando Valley was included in the San Fernando

Valley Planning Area Background for Planning (1967),

an area-wide planning study that was commissioned by
the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission.
Cursory information about the history of the Twin Lakes
community was included in the Twin Lakes Community
Plan (1991), which was prepared by the DRP to address the
developmental and infrastructure concerns specific to Twin
Lakes.

2. 3COPE AND METHODOLOGY

2.1. Project Scope

The scope of this project included the development of a
historic context statement for the San Fernando Valley
Planning Area.

This historic context statement accounts for all types of
extant built resources including residential, commercial,
institutional, and industrial properties, as well as
infrastructure and natural resources including trees and
landscapes. It includes individually significant properties,
concentrations of properties bearing similar contextual and
physical characteristics (historic districts), and non-building
resources (structures, objects, and sites).

This document provides a focused discussion of the
Planning Area’s developmental history, with particular
emphasis on extant built resources relating to the various
contexts and themes discussed in the following sections of
this report.
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2.2. Field and Research Methods

This historic context statement was prepared in accordance
with the Multiple Property Documentation (MPD) approach
developed by the National Park Service (NPS). Often
applied to large-scale historic resource surveys, the MPD
approach streamlines the evaluation process by distilling
major patterns of development into themes that are shared
by multiple properties within a study area. The MPD
approach streamlines the evaluation process by ensuring
that properties with shared associative and/or architectural
characteristics are evaluated in the same manner and
against the same evaluation criteria.

The historic context statement was developed in
accordance with the following reference materials
maintained by the NPS and the California Office of Historic
Preservation (OHP):

» National Register Bulletin (NRB) 15: How to Apply the
National Register Criteria for Evaluation;

* NRB 16A: How to Complete the National Register
Registration Form,;

* NRB 16B: How to Complete the National Register
Multiple Property Documentation Form,;

* NRB 24: Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for
Preservation Planning;

* NPS Technical Preservation Services, Preservation
Brief 36: Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning,
Treatment, and Management of Historic Landscapes;

» California OHP: Writing Historic Contexts; and

« California OHP: Instructions for Recording Historical
Resources

Preparation of the historic context statement included the
following tasks:

* Review of all background materials including applicable
sections of the County’s General Plan, specific
plans, and Municipal Code as well as past historic
resource survey data, historic assessments, and other
documentation to the extent that these materials were
available;

* Review of materials developed for San Fernando Valley
communities as part of SurveyLA, to glean general
background information that is also applicable to
unincorporated County communities.
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* Review of state and federal technical bulletins,
ordinances, and other materials related to historic
context statements and the evaluation of historic and
cultural resources;

» Creation of Geographic Information Systems (GIS)
maps to graphically convey chronological patterns of
development;

« Completion of extensive primary and secondary source
research about the developmental history of the Planning
Area using local and online repositories.

« Consultation with local area experts, residents, and other
stakeholders and community members knowledgeable
about aspects of the Planning Area’s history;

« Completion of a reconnaissance-level survey, taking note
of prevailing development patterns, architectural styles,
and the general age and integrity of buildings and other
resources; and

» Preparation of a historic context statement in accordance
with best professional practices.

3. REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

3.1. National Register of Historic Places

The National Register of Historic Places (National
Register) is the nation’s master inventory of known historic
resources. Established under the auspices of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the National Register

is administered by the National Park Service (NPS)

and includes buildings, structures, sites, objects, and
districts that possess historic, architectural, engineering,
archaeological, or cultural significance at the national, state,
orlocal level. Eligibility for listing in the National Register is
addressed in National Register Bulletin (NRB) 15: How to
Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation. NRB 15
states that in order to be eligible for the National Register,
aresource must both: (1) be historically significant, and

(2) retain sufficient integrity to adequately convey its
significance.

Significance is assessed by evaluating a resource against
established eligibility criteria. A resource is considered
significant if it satisfies any one of the following four National
Register criteria:®

< Criterion A (events): associated with events that have
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of



our history;

» Criterion B (persons): associated with the lives of
significant persons in our past;

« Criterion C (architecture): embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represents the work of a master, or
that possesses high artistic values, or that represents a
significant and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction; and

 Criterion D (information potential): has yielded or may
be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

Once significance has been established, it must then be
demonstrated that a resource retains enough of its physical
and associative qualities — or integrity —to convey the
reason(s) for its significance. Integrity is described as a
resource’s “authenticity” as expressed through its physical
features and extant characteristics. Generally, if a resource
is recognizable as such in its present state, it is said to retain
integrity, and if it has been extensively altered then it does
not. Whether a resource retains sufficient integrity for listing
is determined by evaluating the seven aspects of integrity
defined by NPS:

» Location (the place where the historic property was
constructed or the place where the historic event
occurred);

« Setting (the physical environment of a historic property);

« Design (the combination of elements that create the
form, plan, space, structure, and style of a property);

« Materials (the physical elements that were combined
or deposited during a particular period of time and in
a particular manner or configuration to form a historic
property);

»  Workmanship (the physical evidence of the crafts of a
particular culture or people during any given period in
history or prehistory);

* Feeling (a property’s expression of the aesthetic or
historic sense of a particular period of time);

» Association (the direct link between an important historic
event/person and a historic property).

Integrity is evaluated holistically by weighing all seven
of these aspects together, and is ultimately a “yes or no”
determination —that is, a resource either retains sufficient

integrity, or it does not.® Some aspects of integrity may

be weighed more than others depending on the type

of resource being evaluated and the reason(s) for the
resource’s significance. Since integrity depends on a
resource’s placement within its historic context, integrity can
be assessed only after significance has been established.

3.2. California Register of Historical Resources

The California Register of Historical Resources (California
Register) is an authoritative guide used to identify,
inventory, and protect historical resources in California.
Established by an act of the State Legislature in 1998,

the California Register program encourages public
recognition and protection of significant architectural,
historical, archeological, and cultural resources; identifies
these resources for state and local planning purposes;
determines eligibility for state historic preservation grant
funding; and affords certain protections under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The structure of the California Register program is similar
to that of the National Register, though the former more
heavily emphasizes resources that have contributed
specifically to the development of California. To be eligible
for the California Register, a resource must first be deemed
significant under one of the following four criteria, which are
modeled after the National Register criteria listed above:

« Criterion 1 (events): associated with events or patterns
of events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural
heritage of California or the United States;

» Criterion 2 (persons): associated with the lives of
persons important to local, California, or national history;

« Criterion 3 (architecture): embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or
possesses high artistic values;

« Criterion 4 (information potential): has yielded, or has the
potential to yield, information important to the prehistory
or history of the local area, state, or the nation.

Mirroring the National Register, the California Register
also requires that resources retain sufficient integrity to be
eligible for listing. A resource’s integrity is assessed using
the same seven aspects of integrity used for the National
Register. However, since integrity thresholds associated
with the California Register are generally less rigid than
those associated with the National Register, it is possible

Historic Gontext Statement 133



that a resource may lack the integrity required for listing
in the National Register but still be eligible for listing in the
California Register.

Certain properties are automatically listed in the California
Register, as follows:”

« All California properties that are listed in the National
Register;

« All California properties that have formally been
determined eligible for listing in the National Register (by
the State Office of Historic Preservation);

« All California Historical Landmarks numbered 770 and
above; and

+ California Points of Historical Interest which have been
reviewed by the State Office of Historic Preservation
and recommended for listing by the State Historical
Resources Commission.

Resources may be nominated directly to the California
Register. State Historic Landmarks #770 and forward are
also automatically listed in the California Register. There is
no prescribed age limit for listing in the California Register,
although guidelines state that sufficient time must have
passed to obtain a scholarly perspective on the events or
individuals associated with a resource.

3.3. County of Los Angeles Historic Preservation
Ordinance

The County of Los Angeles adopted a Historic Preservation
Ordinance (HPQO) in 2015. The HPO enumerates policies
and procedures for designating properties in unincorporated

areas of the County to a local register, called the County of B.

Los Angeles Register of Landmarks and Historic Districts.

Eligibility criteria for local designation in the County of Los
Angeles Register of Landmarks and Historic Districts are

enumerated in Chapter 22.124.070 (Criteria for Designation ~ C.

of Landmarks and Historic Districts) of the Los Angeles
County Code of Ordinances.

A. A structure, site, object, tree, landscape, or natural
feature may be designated as a landmarkif it is 50 years

of age or older and satisfies one or more of the following D.

criteria:

1. ltis associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of the
history of the nation, State, County, or community in
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which it is located;

2. ltis associated with the lives of persons who are
significant in the history of the nation, State, County,
or community in which it is located;

3. Iltembodies the distinctive characteristics of a type,
architectural style, period, or method of construction,
or represents the work of an architect, designer,
engineer, or builder whose work is of significance to
the nation, State, County, or community in whichitis
located; or possesses artistic values of significance to
the nation, State, County, or community in which it is
located;

4. 1t hasyielded, or may be likely to yield, significant
and important information regarding the prehistory or
history of the nation, State, County, or community in
which it is located;

5. ltislisted, or has been formally determined eligible by
the United States National Park Service for listing, in
the National Register of Historic Places, or is listed,
or has been formally determined eligible by the State
Historical Resources Commission for listing, on the
California Register of Historical Resources;

6. Ifitis atree, itis one of the largest or oldest trees of
the species located in the County;

7. Ifitis atree, landscape, or other natural land feature,
it has historical significance due to an association
with a historic event, person, site, street, or structure,
or because it is a defining or significant outstanding
feature of a neighborhood.

Property less than 50 years of age may be designated
as a landmark if it meets one or more of the criteria set
forth in Subsection A, above, and exhibits exceptional
importance.

The interior space of a property, or other space held open
to the general public, including but not limited to a lobby;,
may be designated as a landmark or included in the
landmark designation of a property if the space qualifies
for designation as a landmark under Subsection A or B,
above.

Historic Districts. A geographic area, including a
noncontiguous grouping of related properties, may be
designated as a historic district if all of the following
requirements are met:

1. More than 50 percent of owners in the proposed



district consent to the designation;

2. The proposed district satisfies one or more of the
criteria set forth in Subsections A.1 through A.5,
above; and

3. The proposed district exhibits either a concentration
of historic, scenic, or sites containing common
character-defining features, which contribute to each
other and are unified aesthetically by plan, physical
development, or architectural quality; or significant
geographic patterns, associated with different eras
of settlement and growth, particular transportation
modes, or distinctive examples of parks or community
planning.

4. HISTORIC CONTEXT

4.1. Introduction to the Historic Context Statement

Historic and cultural resources are significant because

of their association with trends and patterns that came
together to shape a community’s development over time.
As such, a community’s historic and cultural resources
cannot be fully evaluated without first taking into account
the historic context(s) with which they are associated. In
National Register Bulletin 24: Guidelines for Local Surveys:
A Basis for Preservation Planning, the National Park
Service (NPS) defines historic contexts as “broad patterns
of development in a community or its region that may be
represented by historic resources.”®

Those historic contexts that are relevant to a particular
community and are expressed in its built environment are
identified and examined in a technical document known as
a historic context statement. A historic context statement
examines a community’s history through the lens of its
built fabric, links extant built resources to the key pattern(s)
of development that they represent, and establishes a
clear analytical framework by which historic and cultural
resources can be evaluated.

Historic context statements are important preservation
planning tools. They are used to systematically and
efficiently guide future historic resource surveys, and
inform land use and planning decisions involving historic
and cultural resources. Per the California Office of Historic

Preservation (OHP), historic context statements “are
critical tools for understanding, identifying, evaluating, and
protecting those resources which give each community its
individual character and sense of place.”®

4.2. Organization

This historic context statement has been structured to
account for the multitude of individual communities and
diversity of development patterns and built resources that
are represented within the San Fernando Valley Planning
Area. The information herein is organized into the following
sections:

» Historical Overview. Section 4.3 includes a summary
overview of the development history of the San Fernando
Valley as a whole, to provide essential background about
key events and development patterns that have shaped
the area and its built environment over time.

«  Community-Specific Historical Backgrounds. Section
4.4 incudes a focused discussion of the development
history of each community within the San Fernando
Valley Planning Area: Kagel/Lopez Canyons, Sylmar
Island, Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain, West Chatsworth, and
Westhills.1°

« Historic Themes. Section 4.5 identifies historic themes
that are represented across all of the communities in the
San Fernando Valley Planning Area.

4.3. Historical Overview of the San Fernando Valley
Native American Period (Pre-1769)

The first occupants of the San Fernando Valley were
Indigenous Californians, who are believed to have resided
in the area for at least 7,000 years before the arrival of
Spanish colonizers in the eighteenth century.!! By virtue of
its location, the San Fernando Valley was a convergence
point between several Indigenous populations including
the Tongva, Tataviam, and Chumash people. Much of the
area comprising the San Fernando Valley was located in
Tovaangar, the ancestral land of the Tongva people, which
encompassed much of what is now the Los Angeles region.
Areas along the north and west peripheries of the San
Fernando Valley were occupied by the neighboring Tataviam
and Chumash people, respectively.
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Indigenous settlement patterns consisted of semi-
ephemeral villages, each with a population ranging from
between approximately 50 and 200. In the San Fernando
Valley, villages tended to be located in wooded, watered
areas around the perimeter of the San Fernando Valley and
in its foothills. Documentation of Indigenous settlements is
incomplete, but known villages in the San Fernando Valley
included Kaweenga and Siutcanga, which were located on
the banks of the Los Angeles River in the southern portion of
the San Fernando Valley; Muuhonga and Pakooynga, which
were located in the northeast corner of the San Fernando
Valley; and Achooykomenga, which occupied an area that
was later selected by Spanish colonizers as the site of the
Mission San Fernando.*?

Located at the far northwest corner of the San Fernando
Valley, near present-day Chatsworth, was a Tongva village
called Momonga, which was located at the base of the Simi
Hills and the Santa Susana Pass. Momonga occupied an
important location for trade between the Tongva, Tataviam,
and Chumash peoples, and was located along a heavily-
trafficked trail that connected the San Fernando and Simi
valleys and approximated the route of present-day State
Route 118.1® The Momonga site is notable for its collection
of rock art, suggesting that the village also played an
important ceremonial role in Tongva culture.*

Further west in the foothills, the present-day locations of the
Chatsworth Nature Preserve and the Burro Flats Painted
Caves were important gathering places and trading posts
among Indigenous populations.

Spanish Colonial Period (1769-1821)

The lives of the Indigenous Californians were upended
with the arrival of Spanish colonizers in the mid-eighteenth
century. In 1769, Captain Gaspar de Portola and Father
Junipero Serra led an expedition between Baja and Alta
California, passing through the Los Angeles area that
summer. As they traveled north, the Spanish explorers
founded a network of 21 missions (religious centers) with
the purpose of converting Indigenous Californians to
Catholicism and, by extension, it was believed, into loyal
subjects of Spain. In addition to the missions, the Spanish
founded presidios (military fortifications) and pueblos
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(civilian settlements) to support their colonial ambitions.*®
Spain’s goal was to create a self-sufficient colony that would
be protected from foreign incursion and would cement its
influence on the Pacific Rim.

In 1797, Spanish colonizers, led by Franciscan missionary
Father Fermin Lasuén, founded the Mission San Fernando
Rey de Espana on the site of the former Indigenous village
of Achooykomenga. The mission was named for Ferdinand
[, a thirteenth century Spanish king. San Fernando was
the seventeenth of California’s 21 missions, and was
equidistant to existing missions at San Gabriel (east) and
San Buenaventura (west), each of which was about a
day’s walk away.*® Typical of the Spanish missions, San
Fernando was organized around a quadrangle, anchored
by an adobe chapel building and flanked by ancillary uses
that faced inward toward a central patio.'” A distinguishing
feature of the mission was a colonnaded convento building
(completed 1822), which was used to house friars and their
guests. The convento, which is extant, is the largest adobe
structure in California.*®

Figure 2. Photograph of the Mission San Fernando, ca. 1870 (Wa-
ter and Power Associates).

The success of Spain’s colonial aspirations was contingent
on Indigenous labor. Thus, the Spanish conscripted
Indigenous Californians to relocate to the missions, convert
to Catholicism, and work at the missions and in their
hinterlands — sometimes by coercion, and often by force.*®
Those who were repopulated to the missions, who were
called neophytes, were required to abandon their traditions,
cultural practices, languages, and religious beliefs. Many
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Figure 3. Plat of the Rancho Ex Mission San Fernando, 1871 (Huntington Library).

succumbed to smallpox and other communicable diseases
introduced by the Spanish, for which they had no immunity.?°
By the early 1800s, about 1,000 Indigenous Californians
lived at the San Fernando Mission.?* They were forced

to tend to livestock, cultivate crops including grapes,
pomegranates, figs, and olives, and support the mission’s
operations.

All of the Indigenous Californians who were sent to live and
work at the Mission San Fernando were referred to by the
Spanish as Fernandenos — a name that made no distinction
between their tribal affiliation, language, or village of origin.
The area around the mission and its hinterlands became

known as the San Fernando Valley.
Mexican Period (1821-1848)

Mexico won independence from Spain in 1821. In the
1830s Mexico secularized the Spanish missions, a process
that transferred ownership from the Catholic church

to the Mexican government and was intended to quell

any lingering Spanish influence over California.?? Land
associated with the former missions was divided into large
grants, called ranchos, which were awarded to those held in
high esteem by the Mexican government. This practice was
carried over from the Spanish Colonial period.
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Figures 4 and 5. Stagecoach road through Santa Susana Pass (left), ca. 1890 (Water and Power Associates); Beale’s Cut (right), n.d.
(UCLA Library Digital Collections).

Mission San Fernando Rey de Espana was secularized

by California Governor José Figueroa in 1834, a process
that would take years to implement.?® The secularized
mission lands were subsequently parsed into ranchos and
sold. In 1846, California Governor Pio Pico sold a large,
116,858-acre tract called Rancho Ex Mission San Fernando
to Eulogio de Celis, in part to help finance the Mexican-
American War. It encompassed a vast area that consisted

of nearly all of the San Fernando Valley, aside from the
mission proper. Other ranchos that were located at the
edges of the San Fernando Valley included Rancho Tujunga
(1840), a 6,661-acre grant in the northeast corner of the
San Fernando Valley near present-day Sunland-Tujunga;
Rancho Providencia (1843), a 4,064-acre grant near
present-day Burbank; and Rancho El Escorpion (1845), an
1,100-acre grant on Bell Creek, near present-day West Hills.
In addition, Rancho Los Encinos, originally granted in the
Spanish era and re-granted in 1845, comprised 4,460 acres
at the south end of the San Fernando Valley.?*

Most of the rancho lands that were granted in the Mexican
era of California history were used for cattle grazing. Cattle
were raised for their hides (skins) and tallow (rendered fat);
hides were exported to produce shoes and other leather
goods, while tallow was sold to make candles and soap.
The hide trade became the linchpin of California’s economy
under Mexican rule, with hides (known colloquially as
“California Banknotes”) being California’s main export.?®

The Mexican-American War, a territorial dispute between
the United States and Mexico, commenced in 1846 and
continued until the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe
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Hidalgo in 1848. Mexico ceded 55 percent of its territory,
including all of Alta California, to the United States under the
terms of the treaty.?®

Early American Period (1848-1908)

In 1850, U.S President Millard Fillmore signed into law a bill
admitting California to the Union as the thirty-first state.?” By
this time, the small pueblo of Los Angeles had developed
into a fledgling town, but the San Fernando Valley, which
was located some 20 miles away, remained rural and
sparsely developed.

In 1859, the California legislature appropriated funds to
improve a trail over the Santa Susana Pass to accommodate
stagecoach traffic. The route re-opened in 1861 as the Santa
Susana Stage Road and was part of “the main commercial
overland [stagecoach] route between Los Angeles and

San Francisco,” shuttling mail and passengers between

the two cities in as little as 72 hours.?® As it approached

the Santa Susana Pass near present-day Chatsworth, the
stage road traversed some of the area’s most challenging
terrain; the most perilous portion of the route was located at
the east end of the pass and was called Devil’s Slide, which
consisted of steep drop-offs that required drivers to blindfold
horses. Travelers were often required to “drag heavy blocks
of wood or have their back wheels tied to the wagon frame to
slow their descent.”?®

A second stage road was constructed at the north end of
the San Fernando Valley. In 1862, Edward F. Beale, the
appointed Surveyor General of California and Nevada,
widened a narrow gauge through the mountains between



Sylmar and Newhall to accommodate stagecoach traffic.
Known as Beale’s Cut, the route was considered, at the
time, to be a “significant technological and physical feat
consisting of breaching the former impassible geographic
barrier of the San Gabriel and Santa Susana mountain
ranges.”® It was notably the only point of ingress to the San
Fernando Valley from the north. Chinese immigrant laborers
played an instrumental role in constructing Beale’s Cut,
which was completed in 1863.

As California transitioned from Mexican to American rule in
the second half of the nineteenth century, its rancho lands
were whittled down and sold off, sometimes many times
over, and often due to discrepancies that arose between
Mexican and American title law. In 1869, the San Fernando
Valley was divided into north and south halves. That year,
a consortium of investors called the San Fernando Valley
Homestead Association, which was led by Northern
California stockman and grain farmer Isaac Lankershim
(known as the “Wheat King”), acquired 60,000 acres in the
southern half of the San Fernando Valley.®* The buyers used
the land for sheep and cattle grazing, and later for wheat
and barley farming. In 1874, the heirs of Eulogio de Celis
sold 56,000 acres in the northern half of the San Fernando
Valley to a triad of Northern California investors: State
Senator Charles Maclay, shoe manufacturer George Porter,
and Porter’s cousin, Benjamin Porter, who divided the land
into three areas of roughly equal size. The line between the
north and south halves of the San Fernando Valley was a
ploughed furrow along the route of present-day Roscoe
Boulevard.®?

[ =S, e
Figure 6. First known photograph of the San Fernando Valley, 1873
(Burbank Public Library).

Rail transportation first came to the San Fernando Valley in
the 1870s. In 1876, the Southern Pacific Railroad completed

anew railroad line between San Francisco and Los Angeles
as a southern extension of its transcontinental line. The new
Southern Pacific line traversed the San Fernando Valley en
route to its southern terminus in Downtown Los Angeles. In
1885, the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad opened
a second transcontinental line to Los Angeles, which arrived
from the east. The competing operators sought to dominate
the marketplace by undercutting one another, engaging in

a fare war that dropped the cost of a one-way ticket from
Chicago to Los Angeles from $125 to one dollar.®3

The construction of transcontinental railroad lines weighed
heavily in the development history of Southern California; in
just a decade, the population of Los Angeles County more
than tripled, from 33,318 in 1880 to 101,454 in 1890, as the
affordability and convenience of rail travel made it possible
for droves of newcomers to come to Southern California
from destinations further east.?*

Eager to capitalize on this phenomenon, investors
subdivided swaths of peripheral land into new communities
in the late nineteenth century and offered lots for sale, often
on speculation. This pattern of speculative development
expanded the footprint of urban Los Angeles and resulted in
the formation of dozens of new towns, including several in
the San Fernando Valley. The first town in the San Fernando
Valley was San Fernando, which was founded in 1874 and
was located directly alongside the route of the forthcoming
Southern Pacific line.® Burbank was founded in 1887, along
with the arrival of the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe line, as
were the communities of Toluca (later Lankershim, and now
North Hollywood) and Pacoima.®® Chatsworth Park (now
Chatsworth) was founded in 1888, and benefited from the
construction of a Southern Pacific spur line from Burbank to
the western edge of the San Fernando Valley in 1893.%7

Overall, however, the San Fernando Valley remained
geographically remote and sparsely developed. With

the exception of the aforementioned towns, which were
small in size, the San Fernando Valley’s vast expanses of
undeveloped land were occupied by farms. The dry farming
of wheat, barley, and other grains was common at this time
due to the lack of a reliable water supply.
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Agriculture and Entertainment (1908-1945)

Figure 7. Wheat harvesting near Van Nuys, ca. 1890s (USC Digital
Library).

Plans to build a water conveyance system to Los Angeles
were conceived shortly after the turn-of-the-twentieth
century. In 1904, three engineers, William Mulholland,
Frederick Eaton, and J.B. Lippincott, devised a plan to build
an aqueduct between the fertile land of the Eastern Sierras
and the arid Los Angeles basin. In 1905, Los Angeles
residents, feeling the effects of a drought, approved the
sale of municipal bonds to finance its construction. The
mammoth civil engineering endeavor was touted as one that
would provide the greater Los Angeles region with all of the
water that it would ever need.®®

Powered entirely by gravity, the 233-mile-long aqueduct
was regarded as a remarkable feat of engineering when it
was built. It carried water from the eastern Sierra Nevada
mountains to the Los Angeles basin via a route that passed
through the Owens Valley and Mojave Desert, crossed over
the San Gabriel Mountains, and traversed the San Fernando
Valley.

The promise of the aqueduct touched off a real estate
boom in the San Fernando Valley. Its swaths of arid

land would now lay directly in the path of a rich riparian
corridor, lending themselves to expanded agricultural
production and the creation of new town sites. “Doubtless
these lands if irrigated would soon become densely
populated suburban additions to a greater Los Angeles,”
foreshadowed Mulholland, the aqueduct’s chief engineer.3®
Indeed, new town sites were founded when the aqueduct
was under construction. In 1909, a syndicate called the
Los Angeles Suburban Homes Company was established
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by Harry Chandler (publisher of the Los Angeles Times)
and developers Hobart Whitley, Isaac Newton Van Nuys,
and James Lankershim. The Los Angeles Suburban
Homes Company purchased 47,000 acres, or almost all of
the southern San Fernando Valley. They subdivided their
acquisition into three new town sites: Van Nuys, Marion
(now Reseda), and Owensmouth (now Canoga Park).“

Figure 8. Los Angeles Aqueduct dedication, 1913 (Los Angeles
Public Library, Herald Examiner Collection).

The aqueduct was completed in 1913.* However, access to
its water rights was contingent on land being located within
the Los Angeles city limits. This led to a massive annexation
effort in 1915, in which almost all of the land area in the San
Fernando Valley (108,732 acres) was annexed by the City
of Los Angeles, greatly expanding the city’s geographic
footprint. Some communities in the San Fernando Valley
initially resisted annexation but later acquiesced; this
included the towns of Owensmouth (annexed 1917), West
Lankershim (now a part of Van Nuys, 1919), Chatsworth
(1920), and Lankershim (now North Hollywood, 1923). The
Los Angeles Suburban Homes Company sold off portions
of their vast holdings to other developers, resulting in the
creation of new towns including Tarzana (1919), Girard (now
Woodland Hills, 1922), Winnetka (1922), and Sherman
Oaks (1927).



Figure 9. Postcard view of Van Nuys, ca. 1911 (Water and Power
Associates).

Still, there were pockets of the San Fernando Valley that
chose not to become a part of the City of Los Angeles.
This included Glendale, San Fernando, and Burbank,
which incorporated as independent cities between 1906
and 1911 and formed their own water districts; and areas
on the far periphery of the San Fernando Valley and up
into its foothills, which were not well suited to agriculture
or conventional development, generally because of their
mountainous terrain, challenging topography, and highly
remote locations that were difficult to access.

The San Fernando Valley emerged as an epicenter of
agricultural production following the completion of the
aqueduct. Beginning in the 1910s, the San Fernando Valley
was peppered with numerous citrus and walnut orchards,
poultry and dairy farms, and field crops. Very generally
speaking, field crops including alfalfa and beans were
concentrated in the more arid central and west areas of

the San Fernando Valley, citrus groves were located in the
frost-free north and northeast San Fernando Valley, olive
groves were located north of San Fernando, and poultry and
dairy farms were clustered in the west. Deciduous fruits and
walnut trees were distributed across the entire valley floor.*?

Figures 10 and 11. San Fernando Valley orange grove (top), 1937
(Los Angeles Public Library, Herman J. Schultheis Collection);
pumpkin field in the San Fernando Valley (bottom), n.d. (Los Ange
les Public Library, Security Pacific National Bank Collection).

Large quantities of cash crops were grown, processed at
local packinghouses, and loaded onto freight railroads for
export. The San Fernando Valley landscape was dominated
by gentleman farms, or suburban farmsteads that tended to
be small in scale and independently operated.

In addition to agriculture, the entertainment industry was
integral to the San Fernando Valley’s economic base before
World War II. In 1914, a 230 acre tract of land was purchased
by the Universal Film Manufacturing Company as a

motion picture production plant. The property, which was
located at the south end of the San Fernando Valley at the
Cahuenga Pass, opened in 1915 as Universal City, which
was “the world’s first self-contained community dedicated
to making movies.”* The Universal Studios Specific Plan
and Historic Preservation Plan include an evaluation of
historic resources on the property and detail next steps for
rehabilitation, maintenance, repair, and new construction on
the Universal Lot.

42 Richard E. Preston, “The Changing Landscape of the San Fernando Valley Between 1930 and 1964,” essay prepared for San Fernando State

College, 1965, 61.

43 Universal Studios Lot, “Universal Studios,” online, accessed Sept. 2024.
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831:—The Largest Moving Picture Studio in the World, Universal City, California.

Figure 12. Postcard of Universal City, c. 1920 (Loyola Marymount
University, William H. Hannon Library).

Other major studios that opened production plants in the
San Fernando Valley included First National Pictures (later
Warner Brothers), which constructed a studio lot in Burbank
in 1926; the Mack Sennett Studio (later Republic Studios,
and now Radford Studios) in Studio City, which was founded
in 1928; the RKO Encino Ranch, which opened in 1929;

and a backlot for Columbia Pictures known as the Columbia
Ranch, which opened in Burbank in 1934. These production
plants occupied large tracts of affordable land in close
proximity to Hollywood.

Far corners of the San Fernando Valley were also eyed

by producers as locations for filming Westerns and other
productions requiring rugged backdrops. The Chatsworth
area, with its rural setting and boulder-strewn hills, was the
site of independent movie ranches that proved especially
well-suited to this genre. These movie ranches “typically
stood in for a variety of locations and appeared in an array of
films under the guise of different settings and backdrops.” 4

One of the most well-known ranches was the Iverson

Movie Ranch, which was first used as a filming location in
the 1910s and later became a prominent filming location

for Western films and television programs. The southern
portion of the Iverson Ranch was located in the Los Angeles
city limits, but about 320 acres comprising the northern
portion of the ranch — known as “Upper Iverson” —fell

within unincorporated Los Angeles County. As many as
2,000 productions are believed to have been filmed at the
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Iverson Ranch.*® The Iverson Ranch has been described as
“possibly the single most important and most heavily filmed
outdoor filming location in the history of the movie industry”
by historian and researcher Dennis R. Liff.*®

Nearby, the Spahn Movie Ranch was founded to
accommodate overflow demand from the Iverson Ranch,
and was used for filming B-list movies and television
shows.*”

Figure 13. Filming at the Iverson Movie Ranch, ca. 1926 (Ilverson
Movie Ranch Blog).

By 1940, the population of the San Fernando Valley had
grown to 155,443, an increase of approximately 77,000
since 1930. Most of the population growth in the San
Fernando Valley was clustered in communities at its
southeast corner, which was the area closest to and most
accessible from central Los Angeles and Hollywood.*®
Communities such as North Hollywood and Van Nuys
increasingly took on a suburban flavor. Van Nuys was
selected as the site of an auxiliary civic center complex

and civic administration building, which was built in 1932 to
serve San Fernando Valley communities and was designed
to be a scaled-down replica of its Downtown counterpart.“®
The north and west sections of the San Fernando Valley, by
contrast, continued to be less populated and dominated by
agricultural fields, which continued to be the San Fernando
Valley’s primary economic engine through World War .

Post-World War Il Suburbanization (Post-1945)

The San Fernando Valley emerged as an important center of



Figure 14. Map of the San Fernando Valley, ca. 1940s. Some communities had begun to suburbanize by this time, though the area was
still dominated by agricultural uses (Water and Power Associates).

the aerospace industry during World War Il. The aerospace
manufacturer Lockheed, which was based in Burbank,
employed roughly 90,000 people at its peak in 1943, as the
company produced tens of thousands of aircraft to support
the war effort.®° Aerospace and defense interests further
coalesced in and around the San Fernando Valley in the
postwar period, “playing key roles in developing rockets,
missiles and man’s journey to the moon.”%* Companies
like Rocketdyne, Bendix Aviation, Litton Industries, and
Ramo Woolridge became major employers in the area. In
1959, firms located in the San Fernando Valley “worked on
a quarter of the country’s missiles and accounted for $3.85
billion and aircraft and missile hardware,” according to
historian Jackson Meyers.52

After World War Il, the agricultural hinterlands of the

San Fernando Valley were replaced by new suburban
development, due in no small part to the jobs brought
about by aerospace and defense contractors. Confronted
with a shortage of housing and a glut of prospective

homebuyers, many of whom were military veterans and
qualified for low-interest home loans provided by the
Veterans Administration (VA), developers and merchant
builders began acquiring swaths of agricultural acreage and
subdividing them into new suburban tract communities. By
1950, the population of the San Fernando Valley had grown
to approximately 400,000; by 1960, that number had risen
to 840,500, and the population density had increased from
2.7 to 5.6 people per acre.®®

Postwar suburbanization in the San Fernando Valley

took a variety of forms. It ranged from the acquisition and
development of small farmsteads into individual residential
tracts, to the development of master planned suburban
communities. The development of Panorama City is an
example of the latter. Conceived in 1947 by developer

Fritz Burns and industrialist Henry Kaiser, Panorama City
spanned some 400 acres and adhered to a master plan
developed by the Los Angeles-based architectural firm

of Wurdeman and Becket. It included more than 4,000

50 Martha L. Willman, “Valley’s Aviation History Is Full of Sore Spots,” Los Angeles Times, Dec. 18, 1999.

51 Ibid.
52 Ibid.
53 Ibid.
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Figures 15 and 16. Tract homes under construction in the San Fernando Valley, ca. 1950s (Historical Photo Collection of the Department
of Water and Power, City of Los Angeles).

mass-produced tract houses, 31 acres of commercial
development, and 25 acres of parking, all oriented around a
network of new curvilinear streets. The houses in Panorama
City were built and sold by Kaiser Community Homes, a
subsidiary of Kaiser’s industrial empire, and applied many
of the same mass-production principles that Kaiser had
developed for the production of ships during World War .
The mass production of these single-family houses helped
keep costs to a minimum, which were passed on to buyers;
two-bedroom, 800-square foot houses with attached
garages sold for less than $10,000, an attainable sum for
middle-income families.%

With the rise of new suburban development came a
decrease in the prevalence of agricultural uses that had long
dominated the San Fernando Valley. The suburbanization

of the post-World War Il era “marked the finish of the [San
Fernando] Valley as a significant agricultural area.”s®
Increasingly, the area’s abundant citrus and walnut groves
and other agricultural uses were acquired and subdivided
into new residential neighborhoods, with low-scale
commercial development clustered along major vehicular
thoroughfares.

Figure 17. Aerial view of Panorama City, 1960 (Water and Power
Associates).

Suburban development in the San Fernando Valley
catered to, and was dependent on, the automobile. New
development was sprawling in form and low in scale,
and was oriented around a network of boulevards and
arterial streets. Homes in these suburban developments
had attached garages and other accommodations

for the automobile. By the 1960s, the San Fernando
Valley’s population included “at least 1.4 automobiles
per household, and approximately 45 per cent of the
households have two cars or more.”%®

Part and parcel of the San Fernando Valley’s suburban
expansion was the construction of an expansive regional
freeway network across Southern California. The
construction of the Golden State Freeway (I-5), the San
Diego Freeway (I-405), the Hollywood Freeway (SR-170),
the Ventura Freeway (US-101), and the Foothill Freeway
(I-210) provided access to the San Fernando Valley from
central Los Angeles and other destinations, and made
the San Fernando Valley a viable place to set down roots.
The Simi Valley/Ronald Reagan Freeway (SR-118),
which opened in 1979 and was expanded to Moorpark in
1993, provided access to the northern reaches of the San
Fernando Valley, and was one of the last freeway segments
to be built in the greater Los Angeles region.

The San Fernando Valley’s growing population was
accompanied by heightened demand for new commercial
and institutional development. In 1947, the Clarence W.
Pierce School of Agriculture (now Pierce College) opened
in Woodland Hills, providing instruction in the fields of

crop cultivation and animal husbandry. In 1956, ground
was broken on a new California state college campus on a
former orange grove in the community of Northridge to serve
San Fernando Valley residents. The campus was originally
known as the San Fernando Valley State College, and is
now California State University, Northridge. New regional

54 Kevin Roderick, The San Fernando Valley: America’s Suburb (Los Angeles: Los Angeles Times Books, 2002), 127.

55 |Ibid.

56 Preston, “The Changing Landscape of the San Fernando Valley Between 1930 and 1964,” 1965, 63.

144 San Fernando Valley Area Plan



shopping malls were built to serve the area’s growing 4.4, COMMUNITY-SPECIFIC HISTORIC
population, and abundant public and private institutions BACKGROUNDS
were constructed to accommodate the demands imposed

by the area’s rapidly growing population. Kagel/Lopez Canyons

The first known settler in the unincorporated community
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oo MAJOR STREETS of Kagel Canyon was Henry Kagel (whose surname is
@ ' _“7 =T alternatively speIIed. Kegal), for whom the F:anyon is named.
[ S A L Kagel, who was a miner, came to the area in the late
e - nineteenth century and homesteaded the land, filing mining
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claims for an isolated, oak and sycamore-studded canyon to
the north of San Fernando in the 1880s.%¢ Kagel constructed
a small adobe house for himself in the canyon circa 1900,
S which is believed to be the first permanent structure to be
constructed in the area. The house was located near the
entrance to the canyon.%®
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Figure 18. Groundbreaking ceremony invitation for the new San
Fernando Valley State College (now California State University,
Northridge), 1956 (CSUN University Library Digital Collections).

The San Fernando Valley’s population continued to grow in
the latter decades of the twentieth century. By the 1980s,
almost all of the land area in the San Fernando Valley was
developed, with the only remaining areas being vestigial
agricultural parcels and peripheral areas on the far edges of
the San Fernando Valley. The area sustained widespread
damage as a result of the Northridge Earthquake, a 6.7
maghnitude temblor that occurred in January 1994 and, at
the time, was the costliest natural disaster in U.S. history.5”
Across the San Fernando Valley and throughout Southern
California, roads buckled, gas lines and water mains
ruptured, and scores of buildings either collapsed or were
damaged beyond repair.

Since the San Fernando Valley is largely built out,
contemporary development generally consists of infill

and redevelopment, particularly along heavily-trafficked
commercial corridors. A nominal amount of new suburban
development has occurred in the farthest reaches of the San
Fernando Valley, including the Deerlake Ranch community
north of Chatsworth, which falls within the jurisdictional
boundaries of unincorporated Los Angeles County and is
addressed in more detail herein.

Figure 19. Home of Henry Kagel and sycamore tree, ca. 1900 (Mu-
seum of the San Fernando Valley).

Historic Gontext Statement 143



At the time, Kagel Canyon was nearly impossible to

access. It was miles away from any established community;,
and there were no roads leading to it. In 1909, Nathaniel
Wheaton Dexter settled in Kagel Canyon when his brother
and a business associate purchased a lemon grove near
the mouth of the canyon. Later reflecting on his arrival to the
area, Dexter remarked that “there was no road or entrance to
the canyon, nothing in sight all over the valley except a few
ranches miles apart and extremely large. Just a wild country
anyway you looked. Quiet, beautiful hills, wonderful air, and
only [a] half dozen or so homes.”®°

In 1911, the International Order of Foresters (IOF), a
fraternal benefit society, chose a remote site in Lopez
Canyon as the location of a new tuberculosis sanitarium.
The facility would serve members of the IOF who lived in
the Western United States. Construction commenced soon
thereafter, and the first section of the sanitarium opened in
1913. Additional buildings were added to the site throughout
the 1920s and 1930s.5* Buildings in the facility were small,
residentially-scaled cottages where those suffering from
tuberculosis could reside and convalesce. The remote site
in Lopez Canyon was selected on account of its proximity to
nature and its clean air, which were seen as antidotal to the
disease.

Eventually, a road was graded to provide access to Kagel
Canyon from the San Fernando Valley below. This road
(called Kagel Canyon Road) approached the canyon from
its mouth, near present-day Lake View Terrace, following
the contour of the canyon and running alongside a natural
stream that passed through it. Kagel Canyon Road was
deeded to the County of Los Angeles in 1914 as the result of
alawsuit.®?

The canyon continued to be sparsely populated and
inhabited by just a small handful of intrepid homesteaders.
Part of the challenge of settling the canyon was the lack of a
consistent and reliable water supply. In 1915, a homesteader
by the name of Richardson, who occupied a swath of land in
the upper (north) portion of the canyon, was the first to file a
claim to water rights. In 1918, graphite was discovered in the
mountains east of Kagel Canyon, resulting in the formation
of a mining operation called the Los Angeles Graphite
Company. The company spent upwards of $100,000 to build
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aroad to the mine and other site improvements, including
bunkhouses and a mill.%2 However, “the lack of water in the
summer months was the deciding factor in the ultimate
failure of this enterprise.”®* Specifically, the lack of water
resulted in the graphite exhibiting an impurity that made it
unusable for commercial purposes.t®

By the early 1920s, there were four residences in Kagel
Canyon, including the aforementioned adobe house
constructed by Henry Kagel and three other dwellings which
were occupied by other homesteaders. One of the houses
barely qualified as such, with less than 150 square feet of
space.®® The canyon continued to exude a far-flung identity
that appealed only to the most rugged of individualists.

The first concerted effort to develop the canyon dates to
1923. That year, a development entity called the Peters-
Rhoades Company acquired approximately 80 acres of
canyon land and subdivided it into diminutive lots that
were intended to be developed with weekend cabins. The
development was known as the Kagel Canyon Park tract.
Lots were small — with most measuring a mere 40 feet
wide by 60 feet deep — and the tract’s developers platted a
network of narrow streets across the length of the canyon
to provide access to individual parcels, many of which were
unbuildable because of the local topography.

The lots were marketed as future cabin sites, ideal for city
dwelling Angelenos in search of respite from the bustle

of urban life. Many were purchased and subsequently
improved with small cabins serving principally as summer
homes and weekend retreats. About 200 cabins were
constructed.®” To entice prospective buyers, the Peters-
Rhoades Company also advertised a variety of recreational
amenities that sought to leverage the development’s rural,
rustic backdrop. Advertisements for the cabin community
often described it as “the Switzerland of America,” a “Mecca
for pleasure seekers,” and “little Yosemite,” reflecting the
hyperbolic prose characteristic of the era.®

A handful of commercial uses were built to serve the
essential needs of the nascent community. A general store
opened in the lower (south) portion of the canyon in 1927,
originally operating as Martin’s General Store and selling key
provisions. The building subsequently reopened in 1947 as
a bar and restaurant called The Hideaway, which remains



in operation and is a focal point of the community.®® A small
garage adjacent to the general store was used as a gas
station.”

Throughout the 1920s, Kagel Canyon primarily remained

a vacation community. In addition to its dozens of small
summer and weekend cabins, there were also about 15
permanent dwellings in the canyon enclave.”™ The upper
portion of the canyon included some small-scale agricultural
uses, including 160 acres of citrus, olive, and avocado
groves in the area now occupied by the Glen Haven
Memorial Park.™

Settlement in the canyon witnessed a shift with the onset
of the Great Depression and the economic calamity that
ensued. Confronted with financial challenges, some home
seekers took advantage of the area’s small and affordably
priced lots, either using the cabins for full-time living or
using them to construct new permanent dwellings. In 1930,
the Kagel Canyon Improvement Association was formed
to identify and advocate for community needs, including
the provision of gas and electricity and the improvement of
roads and other public works.” The group also advocated
forimproved water access. In 1935, it lobbied the County
Board of Supervisors to create a new water district to
serve the canyon, and in 1936 the County and the federal
government allocated funding for the construction of two
new wells.”

Plans for Dexter Park, a public park for the Kagel Canyon
community, were conceived in 1934, when the County of
Los Angeles negotiated a land swap deal with the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. That year, the County traded a
swath of mountainous land near Wrightwood in exchange
for a smaller, 40-acre parcel of federally-owned acreage

on the east side of Kagel Canyon. The park was improved
with new picnic tables and fireplaces, and the grounds were
planted with various types of trees.” Stone retaining walls
and stairways were also built at the site as part of President
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s New Deal.”®

In 1940, 160 acres of land in the Upper Canyon that had
previously been used for agriculture was developed into
a private cemetery called the Glen Haven Memorial Park.
The cemetery grounds were designed by landscape

architect Ralph D. Cornell, one of Southern California’s most
influential and prolific landscape architects of the twentieth
century.”” At the same time the cemetery, opened, the Kagel
Canyon Improvement Association petitioned the County
Board of Supervisors “to zone the canyon for residential
purposes only, to safeguard it against undesirable

uses.””® The issue was again brought before the Board of
Supervisors in 1948.7° The request for residential zoning
corresponded with the canyon becoming increasingly
occupied by a permanent base of residents, as opposed

to an itinerant community of pleasure-seekers and cabin
dwellers.

Figure 20. View of Works Progress Administration (WPA) crew at
Dexter Park, 1937 (LA County Library Digital Collections).

Figure 21. Plot plan for Glen Haven Memorial Park, ca. 1940
(UCLA Library Digital Collections).
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Following World War Il, an acute housing shortage in
Southern California led more people to purchase property
in Kagel Canyon with the intent of building homes. In his
essay about the history of the community, Ralph Vradenberg
notes that “the canyon was rapidly populated” following the
war’s end in 1945.8° Vradenberg further remarks that by this
time, the unconventional and somewhat haphazard manner
by which the canyon had been surveyed and subdivided
complicated these development efforts. “Lots were too
small to build on. Roads were too narrow and too light for
normal traffic. Poor surveying had located some lots on
streets’ rights of way, and in some cases houses were built
on the street.”®!

The availability of water continued to also be an issue
plaguing the community. By the 1950s, enough people were
living in the canyon to render the existing wells inadequate.
Water was rationed, particularly in the hot summer months,
and residents — particularly those who lived in the Upper
Canyon — complained about the murky and muddy quality of
the scant water that they were able to access.®?

Annexation to the City of Los Angeles was a strategy
proposed as a means of improving access to water and
other services. In 1951, the Kagel Canyon Civic Association
petitioned the City of Los Angeles to annex a roughly- one-
mile-long, 150-acre section of the canyon. Annexation

was requested “in order to improve water supplies, streets,
sewers, fire protection and school services” to the growing
community.8s

Figure 22. Kagel Canyon, 1956 (Los Angeles Public Library).
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That request was denied, as officials determined that
annexation would impose too much of a financial burden
on the City coffers.®* The group petitioned the City again in
1954, this time to annex a larger, 640-acre area covering
both the east and west sides of the canyon. Proponents of
annexation argued that the ability to access Los Angeles’
municipal water system was the only feasible way to
alleviate the canyon’s acute water shortage, a request
that was again rejected by City decision makers on similar
grounds.® Finally, in 1957 an application was filed with

the County Regional Planning Commission to construct a
100,000 gallon reservoir on the west side of Kagel Canyon
Road, north of Vision Trail, to provide water for domestic
and irrigation uses in both the canyon and its immediate
environs.%®

Dexter Park was enhanced and improved in the postwar
period. As early as 1949, County officials recommended

the construction of a new community center at the park.®”
The Dexter Park Community Center was dedicated in

1957, providing the community with a new communal
gathering space and institutional hub. Speaking of the newly
dedicated park facility bearing his name, Nathaniel Dexter
made the following remarks about the park and its bucolic,
naturalistic setting:

| discovered what looked like a small place to push
through the tall thick grass to enter a dreamland of oak
trees, each with a woodrat nest around the base and
with their burnt black, drooping branches that reached
to the ground. Coyote, rabbit tracks, and big squirrels
were everywhere...The size of a park is not the only
important thing about it. There is also the setting. Most
parks give you the feeling that someone has planted

it all for you. | think that here you actually get more the
feeling of being out of doors in the natural hills.®

In spite of its population growth, Kagel Canyon retained

its quintessentially bucolic character in the postwar years.
Reporting in 1964, the Los Angeles Times stated the
following: “Still keeping its rustic air, however, is Kagel
Canyon, where leaf-shrouded homes of all descriptions
cluster around the bed of Kagel Creek.”® That same article
noted that there had been some modern encroachments
into the area, including two cemeteries (Glen Haven and
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Figures 23 and 24. Dexter Park Community Center under construction (left), 1956; and at dedication ceremony (right), 1957 (Los Angeles

Public Library).

Sholom Memorial Parks) in Upper Kagel Canyon, as well as
“an unusual hillside top trailer court” on a leveled hillside at
the foot of Lopez Canyon.®

Kagel Canyon has witnessed a number of natural disasters
including wildfires, floods, and earthquakes. A confluence
of factors including its historically poor access to water,

its challenging terrain, and its network of narrow and
substandard roads made the community especially
vulnerable to damage incurred from these disasters. In
1961, a fire destroyed several homes, and subsequent
mudslides caused additional damage to areas alongside
the creek running through the canyon. Additional damage
was sustained from a 1969 flood and then by the 1971
Sylmar Earthquake, which destroyed some 40 houses in
the canyon, including some of the oldest dwellings (not built
in accordance with more modern seismic and structural
standards).®* Another devastating fire, the Mill Fire, swept
through Kagel Canyon in 1975, burning 47,000 acres

and resulting in the loss of one additional house.®? Local
residents often took it upon themselves to shore up creeks,
clear brush, and undertake other efforts to help mitigate
damage from natural disasters.

Fire Station No. 74 was reconstructed in 1972, and
continues to provide the community with fire suppression
and protection services.®® Repairs and improvements were
also made to several of the retaining walls and other site
features at Dexter Park that sustained damage.®

While Kagel Canyon became a small but thriving community

over the course of the twentieth century, the adjacent
Lopez Canyon to the west remained largely undeveloped,
with the exception of the aforementioned Lopez Canyon
Tuberculosis Sanitarium, which closed in 1952. In 1962,

a new building was dedicated at the site and was called
Forester Haven, a retirement community that was operated
by the International Order of Foresters (IOF).%® Several
additional buildings were added to the Forester Haven site
over the course of the 1960s and 1970s.%¢

Figure 25. Kagel Canyon residents shoring up the canyon creek,
1962 (Los Angeles Public Library).
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In 1975, the City of Los Angeles opened the Lopez Canyon
Landfill, a 382-acre repository for the City’s garbage. As the
City’s landfills approached or exceeded capacity, increasing
volumes of garbage were sent to the Lopez Canyon facility,
which eventually took in some 80 percent of the City’s
one-million tons of annual trash.®” The landfill was a point of
contention among residents of the northeast San Fernando
Valley, and especially among those in Kagel Canyon. In
1979, “dirty diapers and other landfill trash washed down
Kagel Canyon in a storm,” and in 1982, this happened once
again when heavy winter rains caused a portion of the facility
to collapse.®

Houses continued to be built on an incremental basis in
Kagel Canyon in subsequent years. New development was
especially pronounced in the 1980s, during which time the
number of houses in Kagel Canyon nearly doubled.®®* New
houses that were added to the canyon in the second half

of the twentieth century tended to be more conventional

in size, scale, and style than many of the earlier cabins

and retreat dwellings that they sat adjacent to. Given the
diminutive size of the lots in the canyon, these newer
houses could typically only be constructed by purchasing
multiple lots and consolidating them to create a viable
building site. One of these houses, which measured

3,800 square feet, required the merging of ten tiny lots to
accommodate construction.® The challenges associated
with assembling building sites has contributed to the canyon
remaining sparsely developed compared to many of the
other peripheral communities near Los Angeles.

However, this sometimes produced friction between those
who had lived in the canyon for decades and newer arrivals
to the canyon enclave. By the late 1980s, these tensions
had begun to boil over when several property owners in the
Kagel Canyon community complained to County officials
about the haphazard condition of some neighboring
properties, which were described by the Los Angeles Times
as “bootleg homesteads” that ran afoul of County zoning
regulations and applicable health and safety codes.*** The
properties at issue were typically those that contained
unpermitted trailers and camper shells and ramshackle
shed structures, most of which lacked plumbing, electricity,
or running water and were instead hooked to generators and
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water tanks.1%?

The Kagel Canyon Handbook describes the friction in more
detail:

The primary target [of complaints] was the property of
Robert Winemiller, who moved with his family to Kagel
Canyon in 1930 and was among the area’s first year-round
residents. Since that time, Winemiller amassed a lifetime

of items, including more than 70 car hulks, and allowed
numerous guests to stay on trailers on his 8-acre parcel

in Upper Kagel. Ultimately in October 1988, the County
declared the property to be a public nuisance and brought in
contractors to clear the property, despite a human blockade
formed by Winemiller and friends.1%3

In 1996, the much-maligned Lopez Canyon Landfill
accepted its last load of trash and was slated for closure by
the City of Los Angeles. Also in Lopez Canyon, the Forester
Haven retirement home closed in the early 2000s, and in
2005 the property was sold to the Union Rescue Mission,
which planned to convert it into transitional housing.* That
facility, called the Hope Gardens Family Center, opened in
the site’s existing collection of buildings in 2007. 1

Kagel Canyon has sustained extensive damage from
several fires that have burned through or near the
community in recent years. In 2008, the Marek Fire ravaged
the canyon, scorching some 5,000 acres and destroying
two houses. In 2016, the Sand Fire burned portions of

the canyon, and in 2017, the Creek Fire burned more than
15,000 acres in the Angeles National Forest. Several
buildings in the community were destroyed by the Creek
Fire, which took more than two weeks to fully contain.

Sylmar Island

The unincorporated community of Sylmar Island, which is
located just past the northernmost Los Angeles city limit,
consists almost entirely of undeveloped open space and
mountainous terrain. Early development in this area was
limited to small agricultural plots, which were largely located
alongside the canyons and watersheds that descended
from the San Gabriel Mountains above.%®

Between 1925 and 1926, the United States government built



a new hospital for military veterans in the area, at the mouth
of May Canyon. Located at the far north end of Sayre Street,
the United States Veteran’s Bureau Hospital was the first
Veteran’s Bureau hospital to be built on the Pacific Coast.

It was a behemoth of an institution, comprising 20 concrete
buildings that collectively cost $1.5 million to construct. The
hospital could accommodate 232 beds —and up to 1,000 in
the case of an emergency — and had what was considered at
the time to be “one of the finest tubercular institutions in the
world.”07

Figure 26. United States Veteran’s Bureau Hospital on Sayre
Street, 1948 (Los Angeles Public Library).

By the post-World War Il period, areas to the south of the
hospital, which were located in the neighborhood of Sylmar
in the city limits of Los Angeles, began to suburbanize.
Small farmsteads and agricultural plots increasingly gave
way to new suburban neighborhoods of single-family tract
houses. However, growth abruptly stopped at the northern
city limit. Past the northern city limit, the unincorporated
strip of County land directly abutting the foothills remained
undeveloped, aside from the construction of retention
basins and other flood control infrastructure.

In 1971, the Sylmar Earthquake jolted the foothills of the
San Gabriel Mountains, resulting in widespread damage to
buildings and infrastructure in communities throughout the
San Fernando Valley and beyond. Significant portions of the
hospital campus (known by this time as the San Fernando
Valley Veterans Hospital) collapsed, resulting in the deaths
of 49 of its patients and personnel.*?® The buildings’ failure
was attributed to their unreinforced concrete construction,
as they had been built several years before the development
of seismic engineering codes in the aftermath of the 1933
Long Beach Earthquake, which itself was a devastating

temblor.2%® The extensively damaged hospital campus
was demolished, and the land was given by the federal
government to the County of Los Angeles.!'°

Figures 27 and 28. Damaged concrete buildings at the hospital
campus, 1971 (Los Angeles Times; Los Angeles Public Library).

On the site of the razed hospital, the County of Los Angeles
developed a 96-acre public park. Named Veterans Memorial
Park, the facility was lushly landscaped with grass and trees,
and also featured trails and a nature center.'*! The park

was dedicated in September 1977, and continues to serve
the surrounding community. Located at the park is a small
plaque, installed in 1979, which pays tribute to those whose
lives were lost when the hospital collapsed.**?

Figure 29. Veterans Memorial Park, 1977 (CSUN University Library,
Digital Collections).
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Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain

Prior to the early decades of the twentieth century, the

area now known as Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain consisted

of rural, undeveloped acreage amid a backdrop of craggy
sandstone outcroppings. Located about a mile north of the
small agricultural town of Chatsworth, the area was remote,
difficult to access, and far removed from Los Angeles and
other established population centers.

Around the turn of the twentieth century, two stone dams
were built in the canyons above Chatsworth to augment the
supply of water to nearby farmers and landowners. One dam
was located at Browns Canyon; the second was located at
Devil Canyon.*®* These dams formed two small reservoirs,
which were fed by creeks that descended from the Santa
Susana Mountains above.

But aside from water infrastructure, the area remained
undeveloped on account of its remote location and

its rugged landscape, which were not conducive to
conventional modes of development or agriculture. When
most of the San Fernando Valley was annexed by the City

of Los Angeles in 1915, the area fell just outside of the
annexation boundaries, meaning that it lacked access

to Los Angeles’ municipal water supply. Rather, early
settlement in the hills above Chatsworth was limited to the
formation of about four dozen homesteads by a handful of
intrepid pioneers'**. The area that would become Twin Lakes
was occupied by three homesteads: those owned by Tavner
Myers (established 1917), George Haight (1918), and Newel
Asay (1923), whose holdings collectively comprised 369
acres.®
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Figure 30. Sales brochure for Deer Lake Highlands, 1927 (Chats-
worth Historical Society).
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Figure 31. Advertising brochure for Twin Lakes Park, ca. 1927
(CSUN University Library, Digital Collections).

The seeds of the Twin Lakes community were sown in
1926. That year, an organization called the Chatsworth
Land and Building Company filed a subdivision map for

a new community named Deer Lake Highlands, which

was located in the foothills about one mile north of
Chatsworth; additional units were added to the subdivision
into 1927. Deer Lake Highlands was marketed as a resort
community, suited to small weekend cabins and recreational
improvements. Deer Lake Highlands comprised 2,624
parcels, most measuring 30 feet wide and 80 feet deep —
considerably smaller than the average residential lot.**® The
subdivision was accessed via a narrow bridge that traveled
over the existing dam at Devil Canyon.

In 1927, a Boy Scout cabin was built at Deer Lake Highlands.
Construction of the cabin was privately financed by
residents of several local San Fernando Valley communities,
and was constructed by members of a local chapter of the
American Legion.'” The cabin consisted of a large living
room, fireplace, and kitchen.

Also in 1927, a second subdivision was recorded in the

hills north of Chatsworth, on former homestead land to the
immediate south of Deer Lake Highlands. The development
was called Twin Lakes Park, so named for the two man-
made reservoirs that had been created by the construction
of the Browns Canyon and Devil Canyon dams. Like the
Deer Lake Highlands tract, Twin Lakes Park was subdivided
into 816 small residential lots averaging 30 feet wide by

75 feet deep. The subdivision was organized around a
curvilinear network of narrow streets that responded to the
topography of the area.

Twin Lakes Park was intended to have a Mayan theme.



Figures 32 and 33. Views of the Mayan-themed entrance arch (left) and tract office (right), 1927 (UC Santa Barbara Art Museum, Archi-
tecture and Design Collection).

The English-born architect Robert Stacy-Judd, a key
exponent of exotic Mayan and Aztec-inspired architectural
movements in the 1920s, was selected to design several
buildings and site improvements for Twin Lakes Park.
Stacy-Judd designed a Mayan style tract office (also
called the Administration Building or Observation Building)
overlooking Raymond Lake, which was the name of the
lower lake at Browns Canyon. He also designed a large
Mayan-inspired entrance arch at the primary entrance to the
development, which was located off of Santa Susana Pass
Road adjacent to the site of the Iverson Movie Ranch. The
arch announced the primary entrance to the development.
A handful of Mayan Revival style model homes were
constructed to visually convey the architectural vocabulary
of the community.

To access Twin Lakes Park, motorists would enter through
the arch and up Mayan Drive, a private access road. Mayan
Drive was flanked by rugged boulders and sandstone
outcroppings, and passed by an iconic filming location on
the Iverson Ranch called Garden of the Gods. “Fishing,
boating and swimming in the lakes, recreational facilities

in a canyon playground, and a community clubhouse are
features” of the community that were intended to attract
prospective buyers.

Twin Lakes Park was advertised as an accessible weekend
retreat for Angelenos seeking respite from the bustle of
urban life. Advertisement for the community touted its
proximity to urbanized areas — it was only 25 miles north

of Hollywood, and 30 miles west of Pasadena — and its
reasonably-priced cabin parcels, which were sold for as little
as $100. As noted in an article published in the Los Angeles
Times:

The plans call for the development of the property into

small units, so that the man of moderate means may
secure a site here on which to build a cabin, where he
and his family, for the outlay of a comparatively small
sum of money, may have a retreat to which they can go
when they wish to escape from the rush and the bustle
of the city.18

However, the timing of the Twin Lakes Park community was
not particularly fortuitous. Just two years after the tract was
subdivided and its lots were put up for sale, the 1929 Stock
Market Crash sent shockwaves through the economy, led to
a significant reduction in private development, and resulted
in the worst and most prolonged period of economic
hardship in the nation’s history.

Figure 34. Mayan Drive, the road to Twin Lakes Park, ca. 1937 (Los
Angeles Public Library).

As aresult, Twin Lakes Park did not come to full fruition in
the manner that its developers had hoped for. Development
activity was restricted to but a few improvements: the
layout of the streets, the construction of the Stacy-Judd-
designed entrance gate and administration building, and
the construction of a handful of model houses and modest
cabins. Otherwise, its acreage remained barren and

118 Chance to Get Outdoors Provided at Twin Lakes,” Hollywood Daily Citizen, May 28, 1927.
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Figure 35. Boaters in Twin Lakes Park, n.d. (Chatsworth Historical Society).

undeveloped, as did the adjacent Deer Lake Highlands
subdivision to the north.

Complicating matters were allegations of fraud, which were
lodged against the developers of both tracts by disaffected
buyers. In 1928, more than two dozen individuals accused
the developers of Deer Lake Highlands of participating

in an unethical scheme of “unlawful high pressure relay
salesmanship.”*'® According to the complaint, the
Chatsworth Building Company held a sham competition
and told participants they had won a cash prize, which

was contingent on the sale of lots in the remote and
unimproved subdivision.*?® Other complainants alleged

that the company had awarded them a free membership to
a promised country club that was never built, provided that
they bought a lot, and yet others accused the developers of
a bait-and-switch scheme in which they were told that they
had “won” a free lot, only to be subsequently informed that
to claim their “prize,” they were required to make a down
payment in addition to monthly installments.'?! The plaintiffs
in these various cases all alleged that they were swindled
into purchasing useless property in the Deer Lake Highlands
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subdivision under false pretenses.

Similar allegations were brought against the developers

of Twin Lakes Park. In 1933, twelve purchasers of land

in the subdivision filed a lawsuit against the Twin Lakes
Park Company, alleging that they were sold land whose
value was artificially inflated, and paid annual dues for
improvements that were promised but never completed.
The lawsuit alleged that the developers “organized to sell
for $107,000 ‘rough, dry, brush-covered and worthless
mountain lands’ whose value should not have exceeded
$5000, on the representation that they would beautify the
property by construction of roads, maintenance of boating
and fishing lakes, and establishment of stores and dining
rooms.”*?2 By the time the lawsuit was filed in 1933, the
plaintiffs complained that the development’s lakes had been
drained and “allowed to deteriorate into a ‘dreary waste,’”
and that the tract manager “had made himself disagreeable
by ejecting guests from the cabins of lot purchasers.”'®

A court-appointed receiver was ultimately appointed

to arbitrate the dispute between the plaintiffs and the
developer.



The Los Angeles Times, in 1933, reported that one of the
dams at Twin Lakes was damaged, causing a breach that
resulted in the draining of one of the two manmade lakes.
While it was possible that the dam sustained damage from
the natural flow of water, those who were investigating the
incident were looking “into the possibility of disgruntled
land purchasers causing the escape of the water, used for
boating and swimming. A considerable portion of the water
flowed into a second reservoir a mile below.”*

The Twin Lakes community remained isolated and very
sparsely developed, but due to the economic ramifications
of the Great Depression, home seekers increasingly looked
to affordable, peripheral areas such as Twin Lakes Park

as sites on which to build permanent houses. In 1931, an
application for mail service was filed by 15 households
who lived in the community. In 1935, a new fire station (Fire
Station No. 75) was constructed on Mayan Drive to serve
the small community of Twin Lakes and its outlying areas,
which by virtue of their remote, mountainous setting were
extremely susceptible to wildfires.?®

Not especially advantageous to community development,
investors looked to the area as a site for potential other uses.
In 1933, an oil well was drilled near Deer Lake Highlands;
however, no oil was found, and the well was plugged in
1937.126

By 1940, there were approximately 60 houses in the Twin
Lakes area, including four dozen in the Twin Lakes Park
subdivision and another two dozen homes in the Deer Lake
Highlands subdivision.*?” The two portions of the community
were connected by an existing ten-foot-wide bridge that
crossed over the Devil Canyon Dam. Both of the lakes had
dried up by the late 1940s; Raymond Lake (to the south)
went dry following a drought in approximately 1947, and

at about the same time, the upper lake (to the north) was
drained after the Devil Canyon Dam was opened, allowing
water to flow out and into channels below.?® The two lakes
have been dry ever since, though their depressions and
imprints are still visible.

In the years immediately after World War I, the community
experienced some nominal new development; by 1957, it

was reported that there were about 65 houses in the Twin
Lakes community, a slight uptick from previous years.*?°® By
this time, however, the community was encountering severe
problems with the quantity and quality of its water, which
was supplied by local wells. In the early 1950s, residents of
Twin Lakes frequently complained of the muddy or murky
quality of the water, or that they sometimes did not have
access to water at all.**° In 1957, the State Public Utilities
Commission responded to these complaints by ordering the
Twin Lakes Park company to improve the local water supply
by rehabilitating existing wells and installing new equipment
to ensure the provision of potable water.*® Conditions did
not improve. A bond was subsequently issued with the Las
Virgenes Water District to build a new water tank that would
supply water to the Twin Lakes community.*22

To the north of Twin Lakes, the rural area of Oat Mountain
was selected by the United States Army as the site of an
anti-ballistic missile base as part of Project Nike, an air
defense system that was designed to protect against a
Soviet nuclear attack. It was one of 16 Nike missile bases
around the Los Angeles metropolitan area that were
collectively known as the “Ring of Fire,” and stood as
powerful symbols of national defense during the Cold War.32
The Oat Mountain facility, which was officially known as Site
LA-88, was completed in 1956, and was the last of the 16
Los Angeles-area bases to be completed. Its construction
proved to be a complicated endeavor, given the area’s
rugged topography and its extremely remote location, which
could only be accessed from a single road through Browns
Canyon.

The site was a technologically sophisticated facility that
consisted of three key components: the Integrated Fire
Control (IFC), the Launcher area, and the Administration
area. The IFC, which occupied about six acres, “contained
radar control systems to detect incoming targets and to
direct the missiles, along with computer systems to plot and
direct the intercept.”*** The Launcher Area, which occupied
about 40 acres, included underground missile magazines;
the Administration area included administrative and support
facilities including the battery headquarters, dormitories,
and mess and recreation halls.3®

Historic Gontext Statement 155



Figure 36. Opening of Nike Site LA-88, 1956 (Los Angeles Public
Library).

Site LA-88 was decommissioned in 1974. County officials
subsequently explored various options to repurpose the
33-acre site for a compatible new use, none of which came
to fruition. A feasibility study which looked at converting the
site into a public park concluded that this idea had “limited
potential,” and that the costs associated with such a project
would far exceed the public benefit.’*® The County also
explored acquiring the former missile base and reusing

the existing dormitories, administration buildings, mess
hall, and service structures for use as a juvenile probation
camp providing short-term treatment for up to 60 delinquent
boys.*¥ That plan was also found to be infeasible.

2 S

Figure 37. Twin Lakes, 1976 (Chatsworth Historical Society).
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In the 1970s, a series of fires destroyed many of the
buildings in the Twin Lakes community. “About half of the
60 homes in the isolated rural community were destroyed
in the Newhall-Malibu fire of September, 1970,” and
another fire threatened the isolated rural community in
November 1975.1% |[n 1978, the County determined that
the only access road to areas north of the dry lakes, a
ten-foot-wide private bridge on top of the dam at Deuvil
Canyon, was unsafe for heavy fire equipment, and that the
fire department would not be able to access the area in
case of emergencies, hindering additional development in
the area. Fire captains, in correspondence addressed to
property owners north of the dam, stated that fire officials
“will not drive any vehicle heavier than a one-ton pickup
truck on the north side of the bridge. This will limit our
emergency operations in your area to small fire and rescue
situations.”1%®

In 1975, the City of Los Angeles proposed to develop a 440-
acre landfill in Browns Canyon, just north of the Twin Lakes
community. The proposal was criticized by area residents,
who expressed concern about the noxious qualities of
proposal landfill and the risks that its presence would
impose on their rural way of life. Ultimately, plans to develop
the landfill were rejected by the Los Angeles City Council .14

Since the 1980s, development in the Twin Lakes area has
consisted of contemporary residential subdivisions. In
1985, Eugene Kilmer, a real estate developer and the father
of motion picture star Val Kilmer, subdivided a 500-acre
boulder-studded ranch to the west of Twin Lakes into a
prestigious residential community, which he proposed to
develop into a neighborhood of large estates.**! Kilmer’s
vision for the subdivision, which he called Indian Springs
Estates, was for it to be “the Bel Air of the Valley.”14?

Indian Springs Estates consisted of estate-sized lots,

most of which were between two and four acres, and was
located behind gates that controlled access to the upscale
community. Purchasers of lots were bound by certain
restrictions: new houses could not be smaller than 4,000
square feet, and improvements were required to “be of
estate quality” and were subjected to architectural review.'*?
The subdivision was developed with houses meeting these
strict requirements beginning in the mid-1980s.

The most recent development in the Twin Lakes area is



a master-planned community called Deerlake Ranch,

which comprises 260 acres to the north of the former

lake at Devil Creek. The new development is located on
what was previously the north section of the Twin Lakes
Park subdivision, as well as the entirety of the Deer Lake
Highlands subdivision. Still under construction, it will
contain 314 single-family houses and various community
amenities at completion, organized into multiple units
known as “villages.”*** Development of Deerlake Ranch has
resulted in area improvements, including the realignment

of Poema Place, construction of a northern extension of
Canoga Avenue, construction of new vehicular bridges over
Devil Creek, and repurposing of the old bridge over Devil
Creek into a multi-use equestrian, hiking, and mountain
biking trail.

West Chatsworth

The earliest Americans to settle in the West Chatsworth area
were homesteaders, who came to the remote area following
the passage of the Homestead Act of 1862. Beginning in

the mid-1860s, dozens of homesteads were established in
the hills to the north and west of what would later become
Chatsworth. Two of the larger homesteads that occupied
West Chatsworth were owned by Francesca Domec and
Charles Woolsey. Domec’s homestead occupied most of
what is now Chatsworth Lake Manor; Woolsey’s occupied
the area now known as Woolsey Canyon.#

A pivotal event in the area’s development history occurred
in 1917, when the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power began construction of a large municipal reservoir in
a valley west of Chatsworth. It was one of 19 water retention
basins to store and manage water supplied by the recently-
completed Los Angeles Aqueduct. Originally called the
Chatsworth Reservoir, the reservoir was created by the
construction of two dams, and when it was placed into
service in 1919 it was the principal water storage facility in
the western San Fernando Valley.**® The reservoir was often
used as a filming location, particularly for Western films,

on account of its rugged landscape, mature oak trees, and
other natural features that could pass as an extremely rural
setting, despite its proximity to Hollywood and its major
studios.

Figure 38. Chatsworth Reservoir, ca. 1925 (Los Angeles Public
Library).

Development of the Chatsworth Lake Manor community
dates to the 1920s. Between 1926 and 1927, subdivision
maps were filed for the Chatsworth Lake Manor tract, which
was located in the unincorporated area to the north of the
Los Angeles city limits and south of the Ventura County
line.**” The tract consisted of small lots for the construction
of cabins, which were organized around a network of
narrow private access roads. The tract was conceived

and subdivided by the P.D. Estate Company, a reference
to the estate of Pierre Domec, an early landowner and
homesteader in the area.

CHATSWORTH LAKE. MANOR ANNEX

IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
Lots

ek

e

Figure 39. Tract map of Chatsworth Lake Manor, 1927 (Los Ange-
les County Department of Public Works).

Newspaper advertisements for the development began
appearing in early 1927. They advertised “mountain home
sites,” located amid a natural backdrop of majestic oak
trees and the Chatsworth Reservoir. Lots were substandard
in size — most measured only 25 feet wide by 70 feet
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deep, much smaller than the average residential lot —and
were intended to be developed with mountain cabins by
urban dwelling Angelenos seeking a rural getaway.'*®

The peripheral community was also marketed as a health
retreat upon the discovery of natural mineral springs on the
property.14°

Lots were sold for the highly affordable sums of either $25,
$35, or $50. A promotional brochure for the development,
undated but believed to be from the late 1920s, waxed
poetic about the natural scenery and opportunities for
recreation that came with purchasing a lot:

Spend your vacation and your idle hours on your own
cabin site where the cool, pure, God-given air, the hunting,
hiking, and numerous other outdoor sports will send

you back to your everyday life better men, women, and
children. You owe it to yourself as well as to your little tots.
You will never regret it. Plenty of loose stone to make a
rock cabin, free.*®°

Early development in the community consisted of a handful
of small cabins that were constructed on the small parcels.
Water was initially supplied to the lots by a well in nearby
Box Canyon, which was piped down to the community

and filled the tanks of property owners.*®! Land sales were
managed from a small tract office on the community’s main
road, which is believed to have been constructed in the
1920s and resembled a log cabin. (It is now the Log Cabin
Mercantile).t%?

CABIN SITES |
25 by 70

$15 to $200 Cash, Total Cost

.l From Van Nuys take Sherman way to Owens-
mouth, turn right at depot on Canoga, turn left on
Lassen, 1/ block past Chatsworth Inn, follow sign
“Picnic in the Oaks' to tract office sign and branch

office of Walter G, Brooks, realtor of Venice. Sales-
man on Tract.

Phone Santa Monica 65277.

e

Figure 40. Advertisement for the Chatsworth Lake Manor develop-
ment, 1927 (Pasadena Evening Post).
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To entice prospective buyers, the developers behind
Chatsworth Lake Manor advertised the availability of
recreational amenities. In 1930, it was advertised that “a
new dance pavilion will be opened to the public” at a new
recreational venue called the Chatsworth Lake Manor
Country Club. Interested parties were implored to “go to
Chatsworth Dam, then to the hills and follow the signs” to
partake in the festivities.*%s

Like other retreat communities such as Kagel Canyon

and Twin Lakes Park, the early heyday of Chatsworth

Lake Manor was short-lived. The onset of the Great
Depression stymied sales, and only a small handful of
weekend cabins were erected in the hillside enclave. The
community withnessed some nominal growth in the 1930s
and early 1940s, as several new single-family houses were
constructed on sites that had previously been subdivided
for cabins that were never built en masse. The fledgling
community was served by a small market, which remained a
local pillar until it was destroyed by fire in the 1970s.

Chatsworth Lake Manor continued to develop albeit

at a slow place. Its sparsely-developed blocks were
incrementally infilled with new single-family houses, and
new local commercial and institutional uses were also
opened to serve the needs of the growing community. In
1949, the Chatsworth Lake Community Church was formally
dedicated. In 1952, a tavern called the Silver Dollar Saloon
opened on Lake Manor Drive, and in 1966 a small restaurant
and bar opened down the street.'®* In 1969, Fire Station

No. 75, which was originally located on Mayan Drive in

the nearby Twin Lakes community, was relocated to a new
site on Lake Manor Drive to accommodate grading and
construction of the State Route 118 Freeway through the
Santa Susana Pass. The fire station was a much-welcomed
addition to the small community, which on account of its
location was highly susceptible to wildfire damage.

However, apart from several dozen houses and a few
neighborhood-oriented commercial and institutional uses,
Chatsworth Lake Manor “remained mostly undeveloped
through the 1970s.” Those who chose to settle in the

area typically did so because they were drawn to its rural
setting. “I moved here to get away from all the bustle down
below,” said a resident of Chatsworth Lake Manor who was
interviewed by the Los Angeles Times and had first arrived
in the area in 1951.1%% “|t’s away from the city. It’s very quiet.
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Figures 41 and 42. Brochure for cabin sites in the hills above Chatsworth, ca. 1920s (Chatsworth Historical Society).

You don’t hear any car noises or police sirens. It’s like being
out in the country, but yet the city is really close,” remarked
another resident.%®

The aerospace industry weighed heavily in the development
of the San Fernando Valley after World War II. The Santa
Susana Field Laboratory facility, though located in Ventura
County, was located in proximity to Chatsworth Lake Manor.
Opened in 1947 as Rocketdyne, the facility spanned 2,668
acres, and consisted of industrial buildings that were used
for the development and testing of rocket engines, liquid
metals, and nuclear reactors.'®” Its presence drew new
residents to Chatsworth Lake Manor and other communities
in the west San Fernando Valley. The facility continued to
operate at this location until 2006, and over the span of its
history was the site of accidents including a partial meltdown
of nuclear reactors in 1959. The site became contaminated
with chemicals and nuclear byproducts that continue to
affect the community into the present day.

The pace of new development began to pick up in the

1980s, by which time most of the San Fernando Valley had
been built out and home seekers cast their sights further

out into the periphery. Development continued to consist
almost entirely of individually-built single-family houses, but
compared to the existing stock of modest dwellings in the
area these newer houses tended to be larger in size, drawing
complaints that they were out of scale with the community’s
prevailing rural character. “Many of the small lots were

combined to accommodate larger houses for more affluent
residents” at this time. By the early 1990s, there were about
500 houses and 2,000 residents within the community.*%®

To the west, further up into mountains along Woolsey
Canyon Road, additional residential development was
accommodated with the development of mobile home
parks. Two mobile home communities, known as Mountain
View Village and The Summit, were graded and developed
beginning in 1977, with construction continuing through the
early 1980s.

Coca Test Area Stands - 1956

Figure 43. Equipment at the Santa Susana Field Laboratory, 1956
(NASA).
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In 1991, the County of Los Angeles announced its intent

to close Fire Station No. 75 on Lake Manor Drive. Closure
of the fire station was proposed to reduce the County’s
operating budget amid an $11-million shortfall, and County
officials contended that the residents of Chatsworth Lake
Manor “could be adequately protected by three city Fire
Department stations located two to four miles away from
the center of the community.”**® However, plans to close
the station — one of the few institutional uses in the small
community — drew the ire of local residents, many of whom
had lived through wildfires that had ravaged the mountains
west of Chatsworth in previous years. They worried that
without a local fire station, that area residents would be
insufficiently protected from the threats imposed by fires
and other natural disasters. The community advocates
prevailed, and the fire station remained open. It continues to
operate at its location on Lake Manor Drive, and continues
to be a focal point of the community.

Like other peripheral communities at the far edges of the
San Fernando Valley, West Chatsworth has experienced
a number of devastating fires. Notably, the Woolsey Fire in
2018 burned almost 100,000 acres of chapparal-studded
land near Chatsworth Lake Manor area and resulted in
widespread damage.

Westhills

In 1915, almost all of the San Fernando Valley was
annexed by the City of Los Angeles, following completion
of the Los Angeles Aqueduct. The area remained under
private ownership, with most of the land used as a dairy
ranch operated by George E. Platt. Roughly 230 acres
were acquired by Frank Knapp, Jr., who named the land
Dry Gulch Ranch and inadvertently discovered oil while
sinking a water well near the west end of Vanowen Street.
Additional oil wells were drilled at Dry Gulch Ranch, though
they resulted in the extraction of only a few gallons of oil.
Eleven of the oil wells are extant and are vestiges of Knapp’s
discovery. Eventually, most of this area was consolidated
into the City of Los Angeles, which annexed most of the
area in 1958. The annexation pushed the city limits of Los
Angeles west to Valley Circle Boulevard and facilitated

the development of new subdivisions in the Los Angeles
neighborhood of Canoga Park.

Westhills is located to the immediate west of the former
Rancho El Escorpion, between the Los Angeles city

limit and the Los Angeles/Ventura county line. Given its
peripheral setting at the far west end of the San Fernando
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Valley, it did not witness development until well into the
post-World War Il period. Its development consisted of three
phases between the mid-1960s and early 1980s, as detailed
in the subsequent paragraphs.

Figure 44. Rancho El Escorpion prior to subdivision, ca. 1947
(CSUN University Library, Digital Collections).

The first phase of development in Westhills commenced

in 1965, when developers Spielman and Fond announced
plans to subdivide the peripheral pocket of unincorporated
land into a residential neighborhood of 175 single-

family suburban houses. The development was named
Westhills.*®® Four model homes for the development,
which were designed by architect Abraham Shapiro and
Associates of Los Angeles, opened for public inspection in
March 1966.1%' The subdivision was built out by 1969.

Westhills typified suburban development patterns of the
postwar period. The subdivision was organized around

an insular network of curvilinear streets, and homes were
offered in various plans and with multiple amenities: “atrium
entries, one or two fireplaces, sliding glass doors, master
bedroom suites with walk-in closets and balanced power
kitchens.”'®?2 Each came with a yard and an attached garage.

At the same time, a municipal park was developed on a
vacant site in proximity to the new Westhills subdivision,

on the south side of Kittridge Street. The site was acquired
by the City of Los Angeles in 1963 to provide additional
parkland in the rapidly-suburbanizing western San
Fernando Valley. The previous owner, Frank Knapp, Jr.,

sold the land at a discounted price with the condition that
the new park be named in honor of his son, who was killed
in World War Il. Known as Knapp Ranch Park, the site was
improved using money from state bonds and was dedicated
in 1968. Though it is located in, and operated by, the City

of Los Angeles, Knapp Ranch Park has been an important
institutional focal point for residents of the adjacent Westhills



HAS ENDED

oL . sPh
P $117.000 to $147.000

_"Reél- Eye Opeherslw

...PRICED FROM #36,950

Ul Thoughtfuy deveioped by SPIELMAN and FOND

'THE SEARCH

Figures 45 and 46. Advertisements for the Westhills subdivision
(left), 1966, and the Valley Circle Townhomes (right), 1983 (Los
Angeles Times).

development and has long been an important part of its
community character.

In 1978, a tract map was filed for a second subdivision in
the unincorporated area, at the southwest corner of Valley
Circle Boulevard and Vanowen Street. This development
consisted of 43 single-family suburban houses arranged
around one street, Corie Lane, which terminated in a cul-
de-sac. The Sunnyglen Corporation developed the tract,
and architect Red Moltz and Associates of Newport Beach
designed the houses.

The second Westhills tract opened in October 1979.
Prospective buyers could choose from one of five floor
plans, ranging in size from 1,800 to 2,657 square feet.
Features included “vaulted ceilings, one or two wood-
burning fireplaces, formal dining rooms and family rooms.
Master bedrooms have walk-in closets and one plan offers
a retreat area.”*% All of the homes within the tract had been
sold by 1980.%

In 1982, a remaining tract of unincorporated County

land at the northwest corner of Valley Circle Boulevard
and Vanowen Street was subdivided for condominium
development. The complex, which was developed by the
First Financial Group, was built in 1983. Marketed as the
Valley Circle Townhomes, it comprised 52 townhome
units with four floor plans, which were designed by the
architectural firm of Robbins and Bown. Design features
included “rosette windows, brick fireplace with tiled hearths,
tiled entries, skylights, cathedral ceilings, and luminous
kitchen ceilings.” Residents were also given access to
shared amenities including a pool, spa, and basketball and

tennis courts.%®

On the south side of Vanowen Street was a small, wedge-
shaped parcel that had been carved out of the adjacent
townhome complex. In 1984, construction began on a small
strip mall on the site, which was called Valley Circle Plaza
and would contain nine retail units; however, construction
was halted when it was discovered that the permit had been
issued in error. According to County zoning officials, “a staff
member consulted an out-of-date zoning map...[which]
failed to show current zoning, which includes extra building
setback requirements and mandates a public hearing
before any permits are issued.”*¢ A conditional use permit
was ultimately issued in December 1984, which imposed
restrictions on the mall’s operating hours and prohibited

the operation of liquor stores, fast food outlets, and mini
markets.®”

Given its adjacency to abundant open space and
undeveloped mountainous terrain, Westhills - like many of
the unincorporated communities of the San Fernando Valley
- is in an area highly susceptible to wildfires. The threat of
wildfires has long been a defining feature of the Westhills
community, which is only accessible by a single vehicular
road (Kittridge Street), leaving the community with but a
single evacuation route.
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4.5. HISTORIC THEMES

Compared to many of the other of unincorporated

areas in Los Angeles County located in more urbanized
environments, the San Fernando Valley Planning Area
consists largely of wilderness and undeveloped open space.
Development within the Planning Area is limited to several
small communities, each with its own developmental history
and character. Nonetheless, there are a number of broad
themes that are applicable to extant built resources in all

of the aforementioned communities in the Planning Area.
These historic themes are summarized in the table below,
and are discussed in detail in the following sections.

Summary Table of Historic Themes:

THEME SUB-THEME

Residential * Homesteads

Development » Early Single-Family Residential

Development

* Post-World War Il Single-Family
Residential Development

e Subdivisions and Planned
Communities

Commercial

Development

Civic and .
Institutional
Development

Religion and Spirituality
* Government Services
* Health and Medicine

« Parks and Recreation

Industrial .
Development

Filming and Entertainment

» Military Operations and Civil
Defense

Agricultural
Development
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Theme: Residential Development
Sub-Theme: Homesteads

The earliest Americans to settle in the Planning Area
were homesteaders who took advantage of the chance

to buy government-owned land under the auspices of the
Homestead Act. Signed into law by President Abraham
Lincoln in 1862, the Homestead Act was legislation that
allowed private citizens to settle, or “homestead,” up to
160 acres of public land provided that certain conditions
were met: specifically, homesteaders had to “live on the
land, build a home, make improvements, and farm for five
years.”168

Areas falling outside of the San Fernando Valley’s privately-
owned rancho lands or the limits of incorporated cities like
San Fernando, Burbank, and Los Angeles were generally
public lands that were available for homesteading. Dozens
of homesteads were created in the far reaches of the San
Fernando Valley in the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries. Generally, these homesteads occupied rugged
terrain that lacked a reliable water supply and thus, were ill-
suited for agriculture or other income-producing land uses.
Specifically, homesteads were etched across the areas that
would later develop into Kagel/Lopez Canyons, Twin Lakes/
Oat Mountain, and West Chatsworth.

Homesteads were typically anchored by a small house,
which served as the primary residence of its owner,

and were surrounded by large tracts of peripheral land.
Occasionally, homesteaders would experiment with dry
farming which required minimal water, but more often they
would file claims for mining rights and attempt to extract
natural resources from the earth. In the West Chatsworth
area, homesteader Pierre Domec used his land to extract
lime, which was used for various purposes including as
mortar in brick construction, for the tanning of cattle hides,
and for sanitation.*®® Remnants of a calera, or limestone kiln,
associated with the Domec homestead are extant (but are
located within the Los Angeles city limits, just outside the
boundaries of the Planning Area). Domec also erected an
adobe house on his homestead, which was located in the
vicinity of the present-day Chatsworth Lake Church.

In the Kagel Canyon area, Henry Kagel similarly established
a homestead in the late nineteenth century and filed mining
claims for a swath of public land in a canyon north of San
Fernando. Kagel also constructed a small adobe house near
the center of his homestead, which has been altered but is
extant and is believed to be the oldest building in the Kagel/
Lopez Canyons community.



Sub-Theme: Early Single-Family Residential Development

Three communities at opposite corners of the Planning Area
—Kagel Canyon, Twin Lakes, and West Chatsworth — share
the common origin story of being subdivided in the 1920s as
weekend retreats. The subdivision and formation of these
retreat communities corresponded with a period of Southern
California history that was marked by economic prosperity
and punctuated by remarkable development and physical
growth beyond the traditional confines of the city.

The Kagel Canyon Park tract (also known as El Merrie Del)
was subdivided in 1923. Two retreat communities (Deer
Lake Highlands and Twin Lakes Park) were subdivided

in the Twin Lakes area in 1925 and 1926, respectively;

and Chatsworth Lake Manor was subdivided in 1927.
Though they were subdivided and planned by different
developmental entities, all of these communities shared

a cadre of common physical characteristics. Specifically,
they were parsed into a series of diminutive lots that

were intended to accommodate small cabins but were
generally too small to accommodate full-size houses or
other common residential building types. Often, lots were
etched onto a paper subdivision map but in actuality were
unbuildable because of the surrounding topography. The
subdivisions were oriented around a series of narrow,
privately-owned streets that adhered to the contours of the
surrounding landscape, rather than in accordance with a
rectilinear grid. All were marketed as affordable weekend
getaways for city-dwelling Angelenos, who were promised a
variety of on-site recreational amenities.

All were also beset by overly ambitious development
forecasts and the economic devastation of the Great
Depression. As a result, none of these communities
were developed as planned. However, in Kagel Canyon,
Twin Lakes, and West Chatsworth some of the lots were
purchased and developed with small cabins between the
mid-1920s and 1930s, some of which are extant. In most
cases, these cabins took on a vernacular appearance
that was consistent with the rural, rustic setting of their
respective community. However, several of the early cabins
in Twin Lakes were designed in accordance with a Mayan
theme that characterized the enclave in its nascence.

Sub-Theme: Post-World War Il Single-Family Residential
Development

Most of the residential buildings in the Planning Area were
built in the decades after World War II. By this time, Kagel/
Lopez Canyons, Twin Lakes, and West Chatsworth had
shed their earlier identities as weekend cabin retreats, and
instead had become permanent, year-round communities.
This shift began during the Great Depression, when the
soured state of the economy led a number of individuals and
households to purchase affordable plots of land on the far
periphery of Los Angeles and construct modest dwellings.
It intensified after World War II, when an acute housing
shortage led to the rapid expansion of greater Los Angeles
into areas that had previously been rural in character.

In the existing communities of Kagel/Lopez Canyons, Twin
Lakes, and West Chatsworth, residential development after
World War Il consisted primarily of residential infill. Given the
small size of the cabin lots in these communities, property
owners would typically buy multiple lots and consolidate
them to produce a suitable building site. On these sites, they
would construct new detached single-family residences,
which tended to be constructed on an individual basis and
reflected the preferences of their owners. Compared to
pre-World War Il houses, these postwar houses tended to be
larger in size.

Historic Gontext Statement 163



Figures 47 and 48. Tract houses in the Westhills community.

Sub-Theme: Subdivisions and Planned Communities

The San Fernando Valley witnessed a tremendous amount
of new suburban development in the decades after

World War I, during which time its agricultural acreage
was purchased by developers and subdivided into new
neighborhoods. These new suburban neighborhoods

took on a variety of architectural qualities and ranged

from modest to upscale, but typically consisted of mass-
produced tract houses that were built all at once and were
nearly identical with respect to size, scale, style, and
setback.

Because of the topography of communities like Kagel
Canyon, Twin Lakes, and West Chatsworth, conventional
patterns of postwar suburbanization could not be applied
to most of the unincorporated Planning Area. It was more
economical, and less logistically challenging, for area
developers and merchant-builders to plan and build these
mass-produced residential tracts in flatter areas of the San
Fernando Valley.

One exception to this trend is the unincorporated
community of Westhills. Located on gently sloping terrain at
the base of the Simi Hills, this tract of former dairy land was
suited to the larger-scale subdivision and mass production
characteristic of postwar suburban developments. Westhills
was subdivided into a tract of 175 suburban single-family
houses in 1966, with additional houses constructed in the
late 1970s.

Registration Requirements: Residential Development
Associated Property Types:

» Single-family residence;

« Historic district; and

* Planned residential community.
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Eligibility Standards

» Has adirect and significant relationship to historic
residential development patterns;

* Isanearly or rare example of a residential property,
and/or a rare vestige of early subdivision efforts and
settlement patterns;

« Isthe site of an event significant to the history of the
nation, state, County, or community;

» Is/was the residence of a historically significant
individual;

« May also be architecturally significant as an excellent
or rare example of a style, type, period, or method of
construction; and

» Retains sufficient integrity to convey its historical
significance.
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Figures 49 and 50. Log Cabin Mercantile (left) and Chatsworth Lake Market (right), examples of commercial development in the West

Chatsworth community.
Theme: Commercial Development

There is relatively little commercial development within the
Planning Area. Most commercial development consists of
small-scale commercial buildings that date to the 1920s and
are occupied by independent businesses that have served
their respective communities for generations. One example
is a vernacular commercial building at the south end of
Kagel Canyon, which was built in 1927 as a general store for
the nascent community. It has served as a restaurant and
bar called The Hideaway Bar and Grill (located at 12122
Kagel Canyon Road) since 1947. Another example is a

retail store on Lake Manor Drive in West Chatsworth that
resembles a log cabin. Although its exact construction date
is not known, the building is believed to date to the 1920s

as a real estate office. It is currently occupied by a local
business called the Log Cabin Mercantile Company (located
at 23300 Lake Manor Drive).

Other examples of commercial development are almost all
concentrated along Lake Manor Drive in West Chatsworth.
They consist of low-scale, freestanding commercial
buildings that are occupied by neighborhood-oriented
businesses including restaurants, markets, and retail stores.
Most of the buildings along Lake Manor Drive are fronted by
small surface parking lots and are accompanied by signage.

The rural character of the Planning Area is incongruent with
large-scale shopping malls and commercial complexes. The
lone exception to this pattern is the Valley Circle Plaza in
Westhills (located at 24422-24434 Valley Circle Boulevard),
a small commercial strip mall that was constructed in

1984. The permit to construct the mall was found to have
been issued by mistake because of a clerical error, though
after a protracted battle between the developer and

nearby property owners, it was allowed to be built under a
conditional use permit.

Registration Requirements: Commercial Development
Associated Property Types

 Retail building (restaurant, store, office)

Eligibility Standards

« Has adirect and significant relationship to historic
commercial development patterns;

« Isanearly or rare remaining example of a significant
commercial property type;

* Is/was alongstanding business associated with the
commercial identity of its respective community;

* Is/was associated with a historically significant business
leader or merchant; and

» Retains sufficient integrity to convey its historical
significance.
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Theme: Civic and Institutional Development

Sub-Theme: Religion and Spirituality

Figure 51. Chatsworth Lake Church.

There are relatively few churches and religious properties

in the Planning Area. However, those that are present

are important institutional anchors within their respective
community. The community of Chatsworth Lake Manor is
home to one church, the Chatsworth Lake Church (located
at 23449 Lake Manor Drive). The seeds of the church were
planted in the 1920s, when the congregation convened

in a small tent on the site to hold worship services.'’® The
present-day chapel building was dedicated in 1949, and its
completion reflected the “labor, money and time contributed
by men and women of many denominations.”*"* It has since
been a center of worship and fellowship among the local
community. The chapel is a humble building that lacks
architectural distinction and reflects the community’s rural
identity.172

Elsewhere in the Planning Area, religion and spirituality

are expressed not through churches but through other
institutional property types. Near the center of Kagel
Canyon (located at 13017 Lopez Canyon Road) is a Jewish
cemetery called Sholom Memorial Park and Mortuary,
which provides traditional Jewish mortuary and cemetery
services.'’® The property is located across the street from
another cemetery, called Glen Haven Memorial Park, which
shares a number of similar visual characteristics but is
nondenominational. Both cemeteries opened in the mid-
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twentieth century and continue to be in operation.

Sub-Theme: Government Services

Government services in the Planning Area consist primarily
of County-operated fire stations, a necessity given the area’s
mountainous setting and propensity for wildfire damage.
There are two County fire stations within the Planning Area:
one in Kagel Canyon, and another in Chatsworth Lake
Manor. Both are important institutional anchors within their
respective community.

County Fire Station No. 74 (located at 12587 Dexter

Park Road) serves the Kagel Canyon community and
surrounding areas. The current building was constructed
in 1972, replacing an earlier fire station on the property
that sustained extensive damage during the 1971 Sylmar
Earthquake and was demolished.*™ Further west, County
Fire Station No. 75 (located at 23310 Lake Manor Drive)
serves the Chatsworth Lake Manor community and its
surroundings. It has occupied the property since 1966,
when a fire station in Twin Lakes was demolished to
accommodate construction of State Route 118, and the
facility was moved to a new site on Lake Manor Drive. The
Chatsworth Lake Manor community organized to save
the fire station in 1991 when it was slated for closure,

and ultimately prevailed. Many of the local residents who
protested the closure had lost homes to brush fires, and
argued that “the station was an integral defense point
against brush fires” in the Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zone.'s

Sub-Theme: Health and Medicine

Some of the earliest institutional properties to be built in
the Planning Area were hospitals. The construction of
hospitals is believed to be associated with the rural setting
of the area, and its access to nature and fresh air. Two
hospitals dedicated to the treatment of tuberculosis were
constructed at the foothills of the San Gabriel Mountains in
the early decades of the twentieth century, one private and
one public. The privately-operated International Order of
Foresters (IOF) hospital in Lopez Canyon was constructed
beginning in 1913 and served its members until it closed

in 1962. The site was subsequently repurposed into a



retirement facility and is now a transitional housing shelter
called Hope Gardens.

A second notable example of a medical facility was the San
Fernando Valley Veterans Hospital. The hospital was built
in 1926 to the north of San Fernando, in the unincorporated
area now known as Sylmar Island. It was a sprawling site
that served military veterans, and continued to serve the
surrounding community until it was extensively damaged in
the 1971 Sylmar Earthquake and subsequently demolished.
Today, the former hospital is the site of a public park.

Sub-Theme: Parks and Recreation

Since the 1920s, recreation has been integral to the
development histories of communities within the Planning
Area. The subdividers and boosters of Kagel Canyon,

Twin Lakes, and Chatsworth Lake Manor all incorporated
recreational amenities into their development plans as

a means of enticing prospective buyers to these distant
communities. Typically, access to these recreational
amenities was granted after an individual purchased a

lot within the respective development. In Kagel Canyon,

the Peters-Rhoades Company advertised a variety of
recreational amenities including a dance pavilion, swimming
pool, and hiking trails; in Twin Lakes, subdividers maintained
two man-made lakes created by dams, and promised an
array of recreational amenities including fishing and boating
facilities and athletic fields, only some of which were actually
constructed. In Chatsworth Lake Manor, prospective buyers
were enticed by access to natural mineral springs, which
were purported to have therapeutic qualities.

In addition to private developers, public agencies were
also involved in the planning and construction of parks and
other recreational amenities. The County of Los Angeles,
with assistance from the federal government under the
auspices of the New Deal, began developing Dexter Park
in Kagel Canyon in the 1930s by installing picnic benches,
planting trees, and constructing retaining walls and other
infrastructure. The park was further improved in the 1950s,
when a community center was built at the site. Dedicated in
1957, the Dexter Park Community Center (located at 11053
North Trail) continues to be an important gathering place
among members of the Kagel Canyon community.

Other public parks in the Planning Area date to later periods,
and include a combination of improved landscaped parks
and open space preserves. The County-operated Veterans
Memorial Park (located at 13000 Sayre Street) in the
unincorporated community of Sylmar Island was dedicated
in 1977, following the demolition of the earthquake-damaged

San Fernando Valley Veterans Hospital in 1971. In 2002,
480 acres of rugged open space in the Oat Mountain section
of the Planning Area were dedicated as the Michael D.
Antonovich Open Space Preserve. When it opened in 2002,
the preserve was touted as “a marvelous destination for
people that want to hike, ride a bike or ride a horse in one of
the truly botanical areas in California.”*’®

Registration Requirements: Civic and Institutional
Development

Associated Property Types

* Religious building

» Civic or government building (fire station)
» Park oropen space

 Infrastructure (dams/water conveyance, retaining walls,
or other site features)

Eligibility Standards

« Has adirect and significant relationship to historic civic/
institutional development patterns

« Isanearly or rare remaining example of a significant
institutional property type

« Isthe site of an event significant to the history of the
nation, state, County, or community

» Is/was associated with a historically significant civic or
community leader

» Is/was a gathering place or focal point important to the
identity of its respective communiy

* May be architecturally significant as an excellent or
rare example of a style, type, period, or method of
construction

» Retains sufficient integrity to convey its historical
significance

Theme: Industrial Development
Sub-Theme: Filming and Entertainment

Entertainment, and particularly film, was among the

earliest industries to establish a presence in the Planning
Area, and particularly in the hills to the north and west of
Chatsworth. As noted by historian and researcher Dennis

R. Liff, “the northwest corner of the San Fernando Valley has
quietly served as a hub of film production for more than a
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century.”*" In the early twentieth century, this area emerged
as a popular backdrop for westerns and other productions
requiring a rugged, rural setting. Cecil D. DeMille, D.W.
Griffith, and Thomas Ince were among the first filmmakers
to work in the area; portions of DeMille’s The Squaw Man
(1913), which is credited as Hollywood’s first feature film,
were shot in the hills above Chatsworth. Thousands of
other films and television shows were shot in the area

in subsequent decades, among which included iconic
productions like Tarzan the Ape Man (1932), Gone With the
Wind (1939), and The Grapes of Wrath (1940).178

Large sites known as “location ranches” operated in

the boulder-studded hills overlooking Chatsworth, and
appeared in a substantial number of films and television
shows. The largest, and arguably most influential, of these
location ranches was called the Iverson Movie Ranch.
Portions of the former Iverson Movie Ranch are located
within the city limits of Los Angeles, but the northern portion
of the facility — which was known as Upper Iverson —is
located in unincorporated Los Angeles County, in the Oat
Mountain community.

The Iverson Ranch became less viable as a filming location
in the 1960s, when construction of the Simi Valley Freeway
(SR-118) bisected the location ranch and brought noise
pollution to the area. By the 1980s, the property had been
sold, and substantial portions of its once-expansive grounds
were subdivided and developed. However, remnants of the
former Iverson Ranch are known to still exist, including the
foundation of a cabin that appeared in many productions
including The Lone Ranger.*”® Other remnant features
associated with the entertainment industry are known to
exist within the former lverson Movie Ranch property and
other location ranches that operated nearby.

Sub-Theme: Military Operations and Civil Defense

Because of its remote and relatively isolated location, the
Planning Area was conducive to the development and
operation of an anti-ballistic missile base associated with
the United States Army’s Project Nike.*®° The base known
as LA-88 was developed at Oat Mountain in the mid-1950s
and began operating in 1957. It played an important role in
the protection of the Los Angeles metropolitan area, and in
particular its abundant aerospace and aircraft facilities, from
foreign attacks.

LA-88 was a technologically sophisticated facility that
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consisted of three key components: the Integrated Fire
Control (IFC), the Launcher area, and the Administration
area. The IFC, which occupied about six acres, “contained
radar control systems to detect incoming targets and

to direct the missiles, along with computer systems to

plot and direct the intercept.” The Launcher Area, which
occupied about 40 acres, included underground missile
magazines. The Administration area included administrative
and support facilities including the battery headquarters,
dormitories, and mess and recreation halls.8!

The site was decommissioned in 1974. Remnants of the
facility, including portions of its buildings and other site
improvements, are extant, and are now located within the
Michael D. Antonovich Open Space Preserve.

Registration Requirements: Industrial Development
Associated Property Types

« Location ranch/filming site (remnant features)

» Civil defense facility (remnant features)

Eligibility Standards

« Has adirect and significant relationship to historic
industrial development patterns

« Isan early or rare remaining example of a significant
industrial property type

« Isthe site of an event significant to the industrial or
military history of the nation, state, County, or community

» Is/was associated with a historically significant industry
leader or leaders

» Retains sufficient integrity to convey its historical
significance

Theme: Agricultural Development
Sub-Theme: Agriculture

Following the opening of the Los Angeles Aqueduct in 1913,
the San Fernando Valley was provided an abundant and
reliable source of water and evolved into a rich agricultural
district. Large swaths of undeveloped land across the floor
of the San Fernando Valley were transformed into farms
where a variety of field crops were grown, transported to



market, and sold for export. Oranges, lemons and other
types of citrus, olives, walnuts, and deciduous fruits were
commonly cultivated on Valley farms, as were wheat and
other grains that required less water. Poultry and dairy farms
were also located in the west end of the San Fernando
Valley.182

Communities within the Planning Area were located in arid
settings outside of the Los Angeles city limits, and because
of this lacked access to the ample water supplied by the Los
Angeles Aqueduct. These unincorporated communities
typically relied on well water, which was scarce — particularly
in the summer months — and was historically a hindrance

to widespread development. The topography of these
unincorporated communities, which consisted of rugged
mountain terrain, was also not particularly well-suited to

the demands of agricultural production. For these reasons,
agriculture was not a particularly significant to the industrial
development of these areas, as it was most elsewhere in the
San Fernando Valley.

However, a few small farmsteads are known to have existed
in the Planning Area. The upper portion of Kagel Canyon
included some small-scale agricultural fields prior to World
War 11, including 160 acres of citrus, olive, and avocado
groves. This agricultural acreage was located in the vicinity
of the present-day Glen Haven Memorial Park, where Kagel
Canyon and Lopez Canyon roads intersect.'® Historic aerial
photographs show that the southernmost portion of Sylmar
Island also contained small agricultural plots; most of which
were located alongside the natural creeks and washes that
traversed the area.

Associated Property Types
» Grove/farmstead (remnant feature)
Eligibility Standards

« Has adirect and significant relationship to historic
agricultural development patterns

« Isarare remaining example of a historic agricultural use
» Is/was associated with a historically significant event

» Is/was associated with a historically significant individual
or family associated with the local agricultural industry

» Retains sufficient integrity to convey its historical
significance

4.6. ARCHITECTURAL STYLES

Observations made during field reconnaissance indicated
that generally speaking, buildings in the communities
comprising the San Fernando Valley Planning Area are
stylistically vernacular and eclectic. Such is especially true
in the rural communities of Kagel/Lopez Canyons, Twin
Lakes, and West Chatsworth, where there is no prevailing
architectural language, and buildings instead reflect the
whims and preferences of their individual owners and
occupants. Nonetheless, most buildings in the Planning
Area bear association with architectural styles that were
popular in Southern California during the twentieth century,
with some reading as clear expressions of a particular
architectural style and others making looser reference to a
given style or movement.

Key architectural styles that are represented in the Planning
Area are summarized in the table below, and discussed in
detail in the following sections.

Summary Table of Architectural Styles:

SUB-THEME ASSOCIATED STYLES

Late 19th and * Vernacular

Early 20th Century « Craftsman

Movements

Period Revival « Spanish Colonial Revival

* Tudor Revival

« American Colonial Revival

Minimal Traditional

Post-World War |1 * Mid-Century Modern

Architectural Styles | |, Ranch
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Sub-Theme: Late 19th and Early 20th Century Movements

Vernacular

Figure 52. Vernacular style residence.

From the 1870s to the early 1900s, a number of vernacular
building styles applied much-simplified elements of

more opulent styles like Queen Anne to modest one-

story cottages. These dwellings were modest in size

and appearance. They typically had complex rooflines
dominated by either a gable or hipped primary roof, and
some adopted features popular in the Arts and Crafts era as
well as some basic characteristics of the Queen Anne style.
Partial-width or full-width porches are very common features
of vernacular-era buildings.

Character-defining features of vernacular-era architecture
include:

« One or one-and-a-half stories;

* Box-like shape;

* Hipped or gable roof, with or without central dormer;
« Wide overhanging eaves, often boxed;

« Wood clapboard siding;

* Partial or full-width porches; and

* Single-pane double-hung wood sash windows.
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Craftsman

Figure 53. Craftsman style residence.

The Craftsman style is largely a California phenomenon that
evolved out of the Arts and Crafts movement at the turn of
the 20th century, a time during which Southern California
was experiencing tremendous growth in population,
expansion of homeownership, and new aesthetic choices.
Craftsman architecture combines Swiss and Japanese
elements with the artistic values of the Arts and Crafts
movement. The style began to lose popularity in the 1920s
with the emergence of Period Revival styles.

Character-defining features of the Craftsman style include:
« One or two stories in height;
» Building forms that respond to the site;

» Low-pitched gabled roofs with exposed structural
members;

» Shingled exteriors (occasionally clapboard or stucco);

« Broad front entry porches of half- or full-width, with
square or battered columns;

« Extensive use of natural materials for columns,
chimneys, retaining walls, and landscape features; and

» Casement windows situated into groups.



Sub-Theme: Period Revival
Spanish Colonial Revival

Spanish Colonial Revival architecture gained widespread
popularity throughout Southern California after the 1915
Panama-California Exposition in San Diego. The style
was an attempt to create a “native” California architectural
style that drew upon and romanticized the state’s colonial
past. The popularity of the Spanish Colonial Revival style
coincided with Southern California’s population boom of
the 1920s. Its adaptability lent its application to a variety
of building types, including single-family and multi-family
residences, commercial properties, and institutional
buildings. Spanish Colonial Revival architecture often
borrowed from other styles such as Churrigueresque,
Gothic Revival, Moorish Revival, or Art Deco.

Character-defining features of Spanish Colonial Revival
architecture include:

« Complex massing and asymmetrical fagades;

* Incorporation of patios, courtyards, loggias, or covered
porches and/or balconies;

* Low-pitched gable or hipped roofs with clay tile roofing;
+ Coved, molded, or wood-bracketed eaves;

» Towers or turrets;

e Stucco wall cladding;

» Arched window and door openings;

* Single and paired multi-paned windows (predominantly
casement);

» Decorative stucco or tile vents; and

» Used of secondary materials including wrought iron,
wood, cast stone, terra cotta, and tile.

Figures 54 and 55. Spanish Colonial Revival style residences.
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Figure 56. Tudor Revival style residence.
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Tudor Revival

The Tudor Revival style was loosely based on a variety

of Medieval and English building traditions, ranging from
thatched-roof Tudor cottages to grandiose Elizabethan and
Jacobean manor houses. The first Tudor Revival houses
appeared in the United States at the end of the 19th century.
These houses were typically elaborate and architect-
designed. Much like other Period Revival styles, Tudor
Revival architecture became extremely popular during the
1920s population boom in Southern California. Masonry
veneering techniques of the 1920s and ‘30s helped to
further disseminate the style, as even modest houses could
afford to mimic the brick and stone exteriors of traditional
English designs.

Character-defining features of Tudor Revival architecture
include:

* Irregular massing and asymmetrical fagcades;

« Steeply pitched gable roofs with a prominent front-facing
gable and slate, wood shingle, or composition shingle
roofing;

* Rolled, pointed, and/or flared eaves, sometimes with
exposed rafter tails;

e Prominent chimneys;

» Brick, stone, and/or stucco wall cladding;

» Decorative half-timbering;

» Entrance vestibules with arched openings;

e Multi-light casement windows that are tall, narrow, and
typically arranged in groups; and

 Ifthe Storybook variation, then may have exaggerated
stylistic elements and roofs that appear thatched, with
uneven/undulating shingles, and that feature turrets/
towers.



Sub-Theme: Minimal Traditional
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Figure 57. Minimal Traditional style residence.

The Minimal Traditional style is a simple residential style
historically designed to meet the demand for quick and
affordable housing. It first evolved in the 1930s during the
Great Depression and continued with increasing vigor in
the post-World War Il period. The appeal of the style was
maximized in the postwar era, as it fit the mold for houses
seeking Federal Housing Administration (FHA) financing.
As outlined in the FHA'’s bulletin, Principles for Planning
Small Houses, as well as in pattern books, the Minimal
Traditional style is characterized by its modest size and
simplicity in massing and decorative details. Approved
embellishments included porches, bay windows, platform
steps, and paneled front doors.

Character-defining features of the Minimal Traditional style
include:

« Small, typically one-story height;

* Simple massing;

» Low-pitched, hipped, side-gable, or gable-and-wing roof;
* Double-hung windows; and

* Minimal ornamentation and architectural features, but
relating to Tudor, Colonial Revival, or Ranch styles where
applied.

Sub-Theme: Post-World War Il Architectural Styles

Mid-Century Modern

Figure 58. Mid-Century Modern style residence.

In Southern California, Mid-Century Modern architecture
was prevalent between the mid-1940s and mid-1970s.
While the style was a favorite among some of Southern
California’s most influential architects, its minimal
ornamentation and simple open floor plans lent itself

to the mass-produced housing developments of the
postwar period. Mid-Century Modern architecture typically
incorporated standardized and prefabricated materials
that also proved well-suited to mass production. The Mid-
Century Modern style and its derivatives were broadly
applied to a wide variety of property types ranging from
residential tracts and commercial buildings to churches and
public schools.

Character-defining features of Mid-Century Modern
architecture include:

* Horizontal massing;

» Expressed post-and-beam construction, typically in
wood or steel;

* Flat or low-pitched roofs;
* Wide overhanging eaves;

« Horizontal elements such as fascias that cap the front
edge of the flat roofs or parapets;

» Stucco wall cladding at times used in combination with
other textural elements, such as brick, clapboard, or
concrete block;

* Aluminum windows grouped within horizontal frames;
and

« Oversized decorative elements or decorative face-
mounted light fixtures.
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Figure 59. Ranch style residence.
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Ranch

Ranch style architecture made its debut in the 1930s.
Buildings designed in the style were awash in historical
references associated with the vernacular architecture

of 19th century California and the American West, and
generally took on a distinctive, rusticated appearance.
Examples of Traditional Ranch architecture were
prominently featured in general interest publications,
notably Sunset magazine, which perpetuated the style’s
popularity and led to its widespread acceptance among the
American public. The Ranch style became the dominant
architectural style in the postwar period, and was applied to
tract developments and large-scale residential subdivisions.

Character-defining features of Ranch style architecture
include:

« One-story configuration (two-story Ranch houses are
rare);

* Asymmetrical composition with one or more projecting
wings;

* Horizontal massing;

» Low-pitched gable or hipped roof, originally clad with
wood shakes;

« Wide eaves and exposed rafter tails;

» Brick or stone chimneys;

* Combination of wall cladding materials;

* One or more picture windows;

e Multi-light wood windows, often with diamond panes;
» Decorative wood shutters;

+ Dutch and/or French doors; and

« Attached garage, often appended to the main house via a
breezeway.



9. RECOMMENDATIONS AND FURTHER STUDY

5.1. RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations are intended to guide
and strengthen future preservation planning efforts in the
Planning Area:

A. Build upon the contents of this historic context
statement:

Prepare thematic studies on topics that may merit
more focused research and/or address aspects of
intangible heritage. Potential topics to this end may
include (but are not limited to): ethnic/cultural history,
cultural landscapes, commercial identity/legacy
businesses, and sites associated with the filming/
entertainment industry; and

Complete periodic updates to the historic context
statement to account for new information and/or
recent-past resources that may become age-eligible
in the future.

B. Document historical resources within the Planning Area:

Conduct a reconnaissance-level historic resource
survey of each community within the Planning

Area; identify buildings, landscapes, districts, and
natural features that appear to meet eligibility criteria
for federal (National Register), state (California
Register), and local (County of Los Angeles) historic
designation;

Produce an inventory of eligible historic resources,
based on the findings of the reconnaissance survey;

Conduct an intensive-level survey of eligible historic
resources. Documentation should include, at
minimum, an architectural description, photographs,
identification of applicable historic themes, evaluation
of eligibility, and evaluation of integrity; and

Prioritize survey efforts for those communities in the
Planning Area that are subject to the greatest amount
of development and construction activity.

C. Preserve and commemorate historical resources within
the Planning Area:

Publicize this historic context statement, and any
future thematic studies and surveys online;

Increase awareness of, and appreciation for, local
history;

Encourage local organizations to prepare and submit
nominations for historical resources in their respective
community;

Designate properties that have been determined
eligible through previous evaluations, such as
resources associated with Dexter Park;

Prioritize nominations for properties identified through
community input and outreach; and

Promote the Mills Act and other preservation
incentives offered by the County.
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5.2. PROPERTIES IDENTIFIED FOR FURTHER STUDY

Information about potential historic resources within the
San Fernando Valley Planning Area was gleaned from
background research and community outreach. Community
members and stakeholders shared information about
buildings and other built resources that are of interest and
merit additional research and analysis to determine their
eligibility for historic designation.

The following is a list of properties that have been flagged
for further study through research and community outreach.
Note that this list is not exhaustive and may be expanded to
include additional properties upon the discovery of new or
additional information.

Kagel/Lopez Canyons

* The Hideaway Bar and Giill;

* Kagel Canyon Community Board;

 Fire Station No. 74;

e Glen Haven Memorial Park and Sholom Memorial Park;
» Forester Haven/Hope Gardens; and

« Extant cabins from the initial (1920s) development of
Kagel Canyon as a weekend retreat.

Twin Lakes/Oat Mountain
« Nike Missile Test Site
» Dams and other water infrastructure

* The “Lone Ranger Cabin” and other remnant features of
the former Iverson Movie Ranch

* Rock formations at and near Stoney Point and Garden of
the Gods

« Extant cabins from the initial (1920s) development of
Twin Lakes Park as a weekend retreat

* House of Captain and Tenille

West Chatsworth

+ Chatsworth Lake Church

* Log Cabin Mercantile

« Grandmother Oak Tree (9210 Ventura Way)
« Fire Station No. 75

e Chatsworth Oaks Park
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6.2 SAN FERNANDO VALLEY AREA PLAN NATIVE PLANT LIST

West communities: Chatsworth-Westhills and Oat Mountain
East communities: Sylmar Island and Lopez-Kagel Canyon

*Unincorporated community of Universal City is subject to the Universal Studios Specific Plan.

Common Name Botanical Name Plant Type | Water Ease of Care Comments
Y

Acer negundo Box Elder Tree Moderate Moderate
Y Y Juglans californica Southern California Tree Low, Moderate
Black Walnut
Y Y Juniperus californica  California Juniper Tree Low, Very Low  Moderate
Y Y Prunus ilicifolia Hollyleaf Cherry Tree Low, Moderate, Easy
Very Low
Y Pseudotsuga Bigcone Douglas Fir  Tree Low, Moderate
macrocarpa
Y Y Quercus agrifolia Coast Live Oak Tree Low, Moderate, Easy
Very Low
Y Y Quercus Scrub Oak Tree, Low, Very Low Easy
berberidifolia Shrub
Y Y Quercus chrysolepis  Canyon Live Oak Tree, Low, Very Low  Moderate
Shrub
Y Quercus durata var. San Gabriel Oak Tree, Low, Very Low
gabrielensis Shrub
Y Quercus engelmannii  Engelmann Oak Tree Low, Very Low  Easy
Y Quercus x ewanii Ewan’s Oak Tree hybrid between
Q. d. var.
gabrielensis x Q.
engelmannii
Y Quercus lobata Valley Oak Tree Low, Moderate Easy
Y Y Sambucus mexicana Blue Elderberry Tree, Low, Moderate
Shrub
Y Y Umbellularia California Laurel Tree Low, Moderate Easy
californica
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6.3 GLOSSARY

ATSP

BMP

CAP

County

DPR
General Plan
LRA

Metro
Planning Area
Public Works
PNA+
RTP/SCS

Rural

SCAG
SFVAP
SRA

Vision Zero
Action Plan

Active Transportation Strategic Plan

Los Angeles County Bicycle Master Plan

2045 Los Angeles County Climate Action Plan

County of Los Angeles

Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation
Los Angeles County 2035 General Plan

The Local Responsibility Area (LRA) is a designation for areas where a local agency (City, County Fire Department,
Local Fire Protection District) has the primary financial responsibility for wildfire prevention and suppression.

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

San Fernando Valley Planning Area

Los Angeles County Public Works

Parks Needs Assessment Plus

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

Rural is defined as a way of life characterized by low densities without typical urban services. Urban services and
facilities not normally found in rural areas, unless determined to be necessary for public safety, include curbs, gutters
and sidewalks; street lighting, landscaping and traffic signalization; public solid waste disposal, integrated water and
sewerage system; mass transit; and commercial facilities.

Southern California Association of Governments
San Fernando Valley Area Plan

The State Responsibility Area (SRA) is a designation for areas where the state of California has the primary financial
responsibility for wildfire prevention and suppression. These areas include lands outside of city boundaries and
those not owned by the federal government.

Vision Zero Los Angeles County: A Plan for Safer Roadways 2020-2025
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