
Conditional Use Permit (CUP) No. 201200163 was filed  to authorize a special event center and 
related uses at 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road in Agua Dulce.  On July 21, 2021, the Los Angeles 
County (County) Regional Planning Commission (Commission) reviewed an appeal of the Hearing 
Officer’s denial for inactivity of the CUP, and denied the applicant’s appeal and affirmed the Hearing 
Officer’s decision. Subsequently, the applicant appealed the Commission’s decision to the Board of 
Supervisors (Board) on August 2, 2021.

SUBJECT

July 26, 2022

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of Los Angeles
383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Supervisors:

PROJECT NO. R2012-02971-(5)
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163

APPLICANT:  SHAUL YAKOVI
32222 AGUA DULCE CANYON ROAD

SOLEDAD ZONED DISTRICT
(FIFTH SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT) (3-VOTES)

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD AFTER THE PUBLIC HEARING,

• Find that, pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 15270, the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not apply to this project because it is disapproved, and that
the project qualifies as a Statutory Exemption (Projects Which Are Disapproved). This determination
reflects the independent judgement and analysis of the Board.

• Instruct County Counsel to prepare the necessary findings to affirm the Commission’s denial of
CUP No. 201200163.
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PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

The CUP application was filed on December 19, 2012. The Department of Regional Planning Staff 
(Staff) sent six correction letters and numerous e-mails to the applicant from 2013 to 2020 
requesting additional information and fees needed to process the CUP. The applicant provided some 
of the requested information and fees but has failed to pay $6,970.00 in required fees and has failed 
to submit much of the requested information needed to continue processing the CUP application. 
This requested information is detailed in the attachments which consist of the Commission’s findings 
and the hearing package.

Implementation of Strategic Plan Goals
This action promotes the County’s Strategic Plan Goal of Fostering Vibrant and Resilient 
Communities.  Strategy II.2 for this goal is to Support the Wellness of our Communities. This 
strategy’s purpose is to  “Identify, support, and promote practices for higher quality of life through 
violence reduction, enhanced social cohesion, increased awareness of supports and services, and 
better physical fitness, mental health, and well-being.”  The subject property has been a source of 
complaints by local residents because of the numerous unpermitted events held there and the loud 
music and accompanying traffic, which negatively impact those living in the community.  Upholding 
the denial of the pending CUP help to address  these adverse impacts for future proposal at this 
property.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

The denial of the CUP should not result in any new significant costs to the County.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

A duly noticed appeal public hearing was held on July 21, 2021, before the Commission. Staff 
provided a presentation regarding the project and explained the case history and reasons why the 
case was denied for inactivity.  Mr. Steve Kaplan, representative for the applicant, spoke in favor of 
allowing the applicant to continue working with the County on the CUP application, with a 
significantly reduced project scope as shown on the most recent site plan, and requested a 
continuance of the hearing.  The applicant, Shaul Yakovi, also spoke in favor of allowing the CUP 
application to continue through the County review process.  A total of ¬17 speakers testified in 
opposition to the project and in support of denying the CUP due to inactivity.  By a unanimous vote, 
the Commission denied the appeal and upheld the denial of CUP 201200163 due to inactivity on 
April 20, 2021, by the Hearing Officer.  A Notice of Violation was sent by Staff to the applicant on 
October 8, 2020.  The violations include unpermitted uses, events, and structures. The events have 
had loud music, which has been a nuisance to neighboring residents. The County has put a barrier 
in place to prevent events from being conducted on the site.  The Notice of Violation has not yet 
been resolved.   

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION

Action on the project is neither being approved nor undertaken. Therefore, pursuant to the California 
Public Resources Code Section 15270, CEQA does not apply to projects which a public agency 
rejects or disapproves. Therefore, the project qualifies as a Statutory Exemption (Projects Which Are 
Disapproved) and is consistent with the finding by the State Secretary for Resources or by local 
guidelines that this class of projects does not have a significant effect on the environment.

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
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IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

Action on the CUP is not anticipated to have a negative impact on current services or projects.

CONCLUSION

For further information, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 974-6443 or 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  

Amy J. Bodek, AICP

Director

c: Executive Office, Board of Supervisors
 Chief Executive Office 
Assessor 
County Counsel
Public Works

Respectfully submitted,

AJB:DD:SMT:SD:RC:lm

The Honorable Board of Supervisors
7/26/2022
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Mr. Shaul Yakovi 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
Sent via Electronic Mail 
 
 
Dear Mr. Yakovi: 
 

PROJECT NO. R2012-002971-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163 

32222 AGUA DULCE CANYON ROAD  
(APN: 3212-007-025, -026, -027, & -028 & 3212-008-054) 

 
The Regional Planning Commission (Commission), by its action of July 21, 2021, has 
denied the above-referenced project for inactivity.  Enclosed are the Commission’s 
Findings of Denial.  This denial is not effective until the appeal period has ended.  
 
 

Appeals:    

The applicant or any other interested persons may appeal the 
Commission’s decision.  The appeal period for this project will end 
at 5:00 p.m. on August 4, 2021.   

 

To file an appeal, please contact: 
Executive Office of the Board of Supervisors 
Room 383, Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 974-1426 or FGaribay@bos.lacounty.gov 
 

  
For questions or for additional information, please contact Richard Claghorn of the 
North County Development Services Section at (213) 974-6443, or 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  
 
 

                          ATTACHMENT 1:  COMMISSION DENIAL PACKAGE



Mr. Yakovi 
July 21, 2021 
Page 2 

 

 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
AMY J. BODEK, AICP 
Director of Regional Planning 

 
Samuel Dea, Supervising Regional Planner 
North County Development Services Section 
 
SD:RWC 
 
Enclosures: Findings 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 



CC.012914 

FINDINGS AND ORDER OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION  
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PROJECT NO. R2012-02971-(5) 
CONITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163 

 

1. ENTITLEMENT REQUESTED. The applicant, Shaul Yakovi, is requesting a Conditional 
Use Permit (“CUP”) to authorize a special event facility in the R-R (Resort and 
Recreation Zone) Zone pursuant to Los Angeles County (“County”) Code Section 
22.40.220 in the Zoning Code at the time the CUP was filed on December 19, 2012.  
The zoning of the project site was changed from R-R to A-1-2 (Light Agricultural, Two-
Acre Minimum Required Lot Area) effective December 27, 2012, which was also the 
effective date of the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan.  Because the CUP 
application was filed prior to effective date, it was allowed to be reviewed under the R-R 
Zone, the former Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, and the other applicable Zoning Code 
requirements then in effect. 

 

2. MEETING DATE. July 21, 2021 
 

3. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE HEARING OFFICER.  A discussion item for denial for 
inactivity of the CUP was held online on April 20, 2021 before the Hearing Officer. Staff 
gave a presentation about the project, including a description of numerous requests for 
the information needed to process the CUP and recommended denial of the pending 
application due to inactivity.  Staff also mentioned additional correspondence received 
from the applicant’s attorney, Mr. Steve Kaplan, on the day prior to the hearing which 
was provided to the Hearing Officer in a supplemental hearing package and additional 
information received from him on the day of the hearing which was received too late to 
include in the supplemental hearing package.  After the presentation by staff, the 
Hearing Officer asked staff if there was a pending Zoning Enforcement case still open 
on the project site, and staff answered in the affirmative.  Mr. Kaplan spoke in support of 
the project and requested that the Hearing Officer provide additional time so that a 
meeting could be held with the County Departments reviewing the project in order to 
review changes that the applicant proposes to significantly reduce the scope of the 
project.  No other speakers testified.  The Hearing Officer determined that the applicant 
had been provided ample opportunities to provide the requested information needed for 
the project but had failed to do so, deemed the application inactive, denied the CUP 
application, and closed the public hearing.  On April 29, 2021 an appeal to the Regional 
Planning Commission (“Commission”) of the Hearing Officer’s denial due to inactivity 
was filed by the applicant.  
 

4. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION.  A duly noticed 
public hearing on the CUP was held online on July 21, 2021 before the Commission. 
Staff gave a presentation about the project, providing largely the same presentation that 
was provided to the Hearing Officer, but with additional information added regarding 
what has occurred since the April 20 action by the Hearing Officer.  The applicant’s 
attorney, Steve Kaplan, spoke in favor of allowing the applicant to continue working with 
the County on the CUP application, with a significantly reduced project scope as shown 
on the most recent site plan, and requested a continuance of the hearing.  The 
applicant, Shaul Yakovi, also spoke in favor of allowing the CUP application to continue 
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through the County review process.  A total of  17 speakers testified in opposition to the 
project and in support of the action to deny the CUP due to inactivity.  They detailed 
numerous complaints and concerns about the special event facility, including complaints 
about persistent and excessive noise, especially during late night and early morning 
hours, traffic, potential drunk drivers leaving the facility, potential impacts to the water 
table from water used by the facility, potential impacts to water quality from the septic 
systems on the site, potential fire hazards caused by pyrotechnics and fire allegedly 
used at the facility, an alleged lack of respect for and cooperation with law enforcement, 
County officials, and for the general public, violation of public health orders during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, excessive lighting which is believed to violate the County’s Rural 
Outdoor Lighting District requirements, the failure by the applicant to follow the 
applicable rules, regulations, and requirements, potential adverse impacts to human 
health, potential adverse impacts to wildlife and domestic animals, as well as other 
concerns.  One member of the public spoke in support of the project, who was an 
attorney who represents the applicant in other proceedings, but not in the matter of the 
CUP.  He disputed some of the testimony given by other members of the public.  Steve 
Kaplan responded to some of the concerns during a rebuttal, and again asked for more 
time to resolve the issues related to the CUP.  The Planning Director provided testimony 
regarding a request by the County to take action to prevent the applicant from 
conducting unpermitted events, including the installation of k-rails, physical barriers to 
block access to the facility pursuant to a judicial order.  The Commission asked 
questions to staff regarding the unpaid fees and the other event venues in Agua Dulce.  
Staff stated that the unpaid fees to Regional Planning equaled $6,970, and that they 
were not familiar with any other event venues in Agua Dulce, but were aware of the 
movie set located immediately to the north of the project site.  The Commission 
concluded that the CUP is inactive as the applicant has not demonstrated any progress 
to resolve the outstanding issues as presented by staff and approved a motion by a vote 
of 5-0 to uphold the denial of CUP 201200163 due to inactivity by the Hearing Officer. 
   

5. LOCATION. 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua Dulce (Assessor’s Parcel Number 
(“APN”) 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 3212-007-028, and 3212-008-
054) 
 

6. The project was filed on December 19, 2012. Since the application was filed, staff of the 
County Department of Regional Planning (“staff”) has asked the applicant for additional 
materials needed to proceed with the project.  

 
7. The first correction letter from staff was dated June 13, 2013.  At the time the CUP was 

submitted and when the first letter was written, the project site included eight APNs, 
including the five APNs listed above as well as 3212-004-012, 3212-008-052, and 3212-
008-054.  This letter instructed the applicant to submit  CUP referral fees for other 
County Departments (Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), 
Department of Public Health (DPH), and Fire Department (FD), the Environmental 
Assessment-Initial Study fee and related referral fee for the Department of Public Works 
(DPW), an application for a Certificate of Compliance (COC), and make numerous 
corrections to the site plan, application form, project description, and submit other 
required application materials. 



PROJECT No. R2012-02971- (5)                                               FINDINGS  
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163                   Page 3 of 6  
 

 

 
8. The second correction letter from staff was dated May 12, 2015.  By this time, three of 

the original APNs comprising the project site were no longer owned by the applicant.  
This correction letter was sent to request an updated site plan and related application 
materials to reflect the change of ownership, as well as the other required information 
that had still not been provided.  This letter listed a due date of August 12, 2015 and 
stated that the CUP application may be denied due to inactivity if the required 
information was not provided by this date.  

 
9. A third correction letter from staff was dated July 15, 2015.  Revised plans had been 

provided from the applicant showing the current five APNs while eliminating the APNs 
which were no longer part of the project ownership.  However, the project description 
had not been revised to reflect this change and most of the other required information 
had not been provided, including the required fees.  This letter listed a due date of 
October 15, 2015 and stated that the CUP application may be denied due to inactivity if 
the required information was not provided by this date.  

 
10. A fourth correction letter from staff was dated March 23, 2016.  The due date had been 

extended prior to this date, and the applicant had provided some of the requested 
materials, although most of the requested items had still not been provided and some 
required fees, such as the CUP Referral fees, Environmental Assessment Fee and 
related DPW referral fee, and COC fee, had still not been paid.  This letter listed a due 
date of June 20, 2016 and said the project may be denied due to inactivity if the required 
information was not provided by this date.  This correction letter was sent again to the 
applicant on August 10, 2016 with some items having been checked off or addressed, 
although most of the items remained unresolved.  On March 24, 2017 the letter was sent 
to the applicant again to reflect the current fee schedule. 

 
11. On December 3, 2018 staff sent an email to the applicant stating that the CUP 

application could be scheduled for denial if the required CUP referral fees were not paid 
by February 4, 2019. 

 
12. On February 6, 2019, with the CUP referral fees still unpaid, a fifth correction letter was 

sent to the applicant.  This letter listed all of the required items that were still outstanding 
and said the CUP application will be denied due to inactivity unless the necessary items 
were provided by May 6, 2019, including the CUP referral fees.   

 
13. On April 4, 2019 the applicant paid the CUP referral fees.  Staff consulted with DPH, 

DPW, FD, and DPR for the CUP application.  DPR cleared the CUP on July 16, 2019 
without providing a letter.  Letters were received from DPH, DPW, and FD, which listed 
the information that was needed from each department in order for these departments to 
clear the CUP for public hearing.  These letters were provided to the applicant on 
August 15, 2019 and August 21, 2019 and the applicant was instructed to work with 
each department directly to address the issues listed in the letters. 

 
14. The County Fire Department sent a letter on August 8, 2019 stating that there are 

pending items that must be addressed. The County Department of Public Works and 
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County Department of Public Health sent letters on August 14, 2019 stating that there 
are pending items that must be addressed.  These letters included requests for the 
following additional information:  FD-revisions to the site plan to demonstrate 
compliance with Fire Code access requirements, additional information to determine the 
fire flow, fire hydrant, and water requirements, and a preliminary fuel modification plan; 
DPH-reports to demonstrate an adequate potable water supply,  reports to demonstrate 
adequacy of onsite wastewater treatment system, plans for Food Plan Check Program, 
plans for pool facilities, and a noise study; DPW-traffic access management study, trip 
generation study, hydrology report, Low Impact Development Plan, geotechnical study, 
site plan revisions to show line of site, easements, removal of obstructions in the right of 
way and other information.     The above County Departments have still not received the 
requested information or materials to enable further project evaluation.  

 
15. On January 22, 2020, staff emailed the applicant to inquire about the progress of the 

CUP with regard to the other County departments.  A copy of the February 6, 2019 
correction letter was also resent, along with updates to the fees which were still unpaid.  
There had been no progress on addressing the items from the letter except for payment 
of the CUP referral fees on April 4, 2019.  Staff did not receive any response from the 
applicant to the January 22, 2020 email.   

 
16. On September 9, 2020 a sixth correction letter was sent by staff to the applicant.  This 

letter was essentially the same as the one sent on February 6, 2019, except the CUP 
referral fees were no longer listed, the other fees were updated, and the letters from 
DPH, DPW, and FD for the CUP consultation were referred to and attached.  The 
September 9, 2020 letter stated that the CUP application will be denied unless the 
necessary information is provided by October 13, 2020. 
 

17. At the request of the applicant, on October 8, 2020 staff sent an email to the applicant 
extending the deadline to November 12, 2020 to provide an updated site plan and 
project description in order to keep the application from being denied. 

 
18. After receiving a revised site plan on November 12, 2020, on November 19, 2020 staff 

emailed the applicant with a list of site plan corrections and a request for a revised 
project description to reflect changes to the site plan, to be provided as soon as 
possible.   

 
19. A revised site plan was provided to staff by the applicant on December 28, 2020 but no 

project description was provided.  Staff sent an email on February 4, 2021 with a list of 
corrections needed for the site plan as well as another request for the project description 
and a request to submit the necessary information to DPH to meet their drinking water 
and onsite wastewater treatment system requirements.  This email gave a deadline of 
February 18 for providing this information in order to keep the CUP application active 
and avoid scheduling it for denial due to inactivity.   

 
20. On February 11, 2021 Staff offered to set up a meeting with the other County 

departments reviewing the CUP if an accurate revised site plan and updated project 
description were provided by February 18, 2021.  The purpose of the meeting would 
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have been to determine if the changes to the project to reduce its scope to the existing 
uses and structures would change the requirements by DPW, DPH and FD that had 
been provided for the project in 2019, and to assess the viability of the project.   

 
21. On February 17, 2021 the applicant submitted a revised site plan and project 

description.  However, the site plan still required further revisions and the project 
description was not consistent with the site plan and included additional uses beyond 
what currently exists on the project site.  Staff emailed the applicant on February 24, 
2021 with a request for further corrections to the site plan and project description.  A due 
date of March 11, 2021 was provided.  

 
22. On March 9, 2021, the applicant submitted a revised site plan.  However, no project 

description was provided.  Because the project description had not been provided by the 
March 11, 2021 due date, and there had been no progress in addressing the other 
requirements for the CUP detailed in the September 9, 2020 letter and in previous 
letters, or in addressing the requirements of the other County departments, staff sent a 
notice to deny the project due to inactivity on March 18, 2021.  This notice listed a 
hearing date of April 20, 2021 and stated that the applicant must submit written 
correspondence to staff by April 18, 2021 in order to request to keep the project active 
and to avoid being scheduled for denial.    

 
23. Although a revised site plan was provided on March 9, 2021, a revised project 

description and the other previously requested information have not been provided, and 
staff is unable to further evaluate the project.  The applicant has been given numerous 
extensions over the years since the application was filed in 2012 and has been given 
plenty of time and opportunities to provide the information necessary for staff to evaluate 
the project and the CUP request.  However, the applicant has failed repeatedly to 
provide the requested information, while providing only incomplete and partial 
information, failing to pay all of the required fees, failing to file a COC application, and 
failing to make demonstrable  effort to work with staff and with the other County 
departments to resolve the issues and show progress regarding the pending CUP 
application.      
 

24. Staff sent a letter to the applicant dated March 18, 2021 informing the applicant that 
pursuant to Section 22.222.100 (denial for lack of information) of the County Code, the 
case would be scheduled before a Hearing Officer for denial due to inactivity on April 20, 
2021.     
 

25. The March 18, 2021 letter also directed the applicant to contact staff within 30 days, by 
April 18, 2021, for the CUP application to remain active.   
 

26. The applicant has failed to submit the required materials, including all of the information 
requested by FD, DPH, and DPW in 2019, and most of the information in the September 
9, 2020 Regional Planning letter, including an acceptable project description consistent 
with the site plan, Environmental Assessment fee and related DPW referral fee, COC 
application fee, articles of incorporation, site photographs and photo key map,  within the 
required timeframe, which was by April 18, 2021. 
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27. The Hearing Officer Denied CUP No. 201200163 on April 20, 2021.  The applicant had 

until May 4, 2021 to appeal the decision. 
 

28. The applicant filed the appeal to the Commission on April 29, 2021. 
 

29. LEGAL NOTIFICATION.  The Commission finds that pursuant to Section 22.222.120 of 
the County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail, 
newspaper (The Signal and La Opinion), and property posting.  Additionally, the Project 
was noticed and case materials were available on Regional Planning's website.  On May 
20, 2021, a total of 37 Notices of Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners as 
identified on the County Assessor's record within a 1,000-foot radius from the Project 
Site, as well as 26 notices to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Soledad Zoned 
District. 
 

30. ENVIRONMENTAL. An environmental determination was not made, since action on the 
project is neither being approved nor undertaken. Therefore, pursuant to the California 
Public Resources Code Section 15270, the California Environmental Quality Act does 
not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. Therefore, the 
project qualifies as a Statutory Exemption (Projects Which Are Disapproved) and is 
consistent with the finding by the State Secretary for Resources or by local guidelines 
that this class of projects does not have a significant effect on the environment. 

 
THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, CUP No. 
201200163 is DENIED. 
 
SD:RC 
7/21/21 



 

 

REPORT TO THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

 
DATE ISSUED: July 8, 2021 

HEARING DATE: July 21, 2021 AGENDA ITEM:    6 
PROJECT NUMBER: R2012-02971-(5) 
PERMIT NUMBER(S): CUP 201200163 
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: 5  
PROJECT LOCATION: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road  
OWNER: Ben and Reef Gardens Inc. 
APPLICANT: Shaul Yakovi 
CASE PLANNER: Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planner  

rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov  
  

 
RECOMMENDATION 
The following recommendation is made prior to the public hearing and is subject to 
change based upon testimony and/or documentary evidence presented at the public 
hearing: 
 

The above-identified item is an appeal to the Hearing Officer’s denial due to inactivity on 
April 20, 2021 of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP). The CUP is to authorize a special 
event facility, caretaker’s residence, and related facilities in the R-R (Resort and 
Recreation, One Acre Minimum Required Lot Area) Zone and Soledad Zoned District.  
The Department of Regional Planning Staff (“Staff”) recommends that the Regional 
Planning Commission (“Commission”) deny the appeal and affirm the Hearing Officer’s 
action to deny Project R2012-02971 / CUP 201200163 based in the Draft Findings 
(Exhibit A –Draft Findings) and the attached report to the Hearing Officer along with the 
findings of the Hearing Officer.  

 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 2:  COMMISSION HEARING PACKAGE



PROJECT NO.  R2012-02971-(5)  July 21, 2021 
CUP NO. 201200163 PAGE 2 OF 3 
 

 

Staff recommends the following motion:  
 
SUGGESTED MOTION:  
 
I MOVE THAT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION CLOSE THE PUBLIC 
HEARING, DENY THE APPEAL, AND AFFIRM THE HEARING OFFICER’S 
ACTION ON CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NUMBER 201200163 SUBJECT TO 
THE ATTACHED FINDINGS. 

 
 
PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE HEARING OFFICE 
 
A discussion item for denial for inactivity of the CUP was held online on April 20, 2021 
before the Hearing Officer. Staff gave a presentation about the project, including a 
description of numerous requests for the information needed to process the CUP and 
recommended denial of the pending application due to inactivity.  Staff also mentioned 
additional correspondence received from the applicant’s attorney, Mr. Steve Kaplan, on 
the day prior to the hearing which was provided to the Hearing Officer in a supplemental 
hearing package and additional information received from him on the day of the hearing 
which was received too late to include in the supplemental hearing package.  After the 
presentation by Staff, the Hearing Officer asked Staff if there was a pending Zoning 
Enforcement case still open on the project site, and Staff answered in the affirmative.  Mr. 
Kaplan spoke in support of the project and requested that the Hearing Officer provide 
additional time so that a meeting could be held with the County Departments reviewing 
the project in order to review changes that the applicant proposes to significantly reduce 
the scope of the project.  No other speakers testified.  The Hearing Officer determined 
that the applicant had been provided ample opportunities to provide the requested 
information needed for the project but had failed to do so, deemed the application inactive, 
denied the CUP application, and closed the public hearing.  On April 29, 2021 an appeal 
to the Regional Planning Commission (“Commission”) of the Hearing Officer’s denial due 
to inactivity was filed by the applicant.  
 
FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 
Pursuant to Section 22.222.120 of the County Code, the community was properly notified 
of the public hearing by mail, newspaper (The Signal and La Opinion), and property 
posting.  Additionally, the Project was noticed and case materials were available on 
Regional Planning's website.  On May 20, 2021, a total of 37 Notices of Public Hearing 
were mailed to all property owners as identified on the County Assessor's record within a 
1,000-foot radius from the Project Site, as well as 26 notices to those on the courtesy 
mailing list for the Soledad Zoned District. 
 
COMMENTS RECEIVED 
A letter to Staff dated June 28, 2021 and previous email correspondence was received 
from the Agua Dulce Town Council and has been included in this hearing package.  An 
email from a neighbor who opposes the Project is also included in this hearing package   
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REASONS FOR APPEAL 
The applicant has appealed the Hearing Officer’s denial in order to continue working with 
Staff and other County departments on the CUP.  No new information has been provided 
by the applicant since the denial that would change Staff’s recommendation or justify 
reversing the Hearing Officer’s action.    

 
 
Report 
Reviewed By: 

 

 

 

 Samuel Dea, Supervising Regional Planner  
 
Report 
Approved By: 

  

 Mitch Glaser, Assistant Administrator 
 

 

 
Attachments: 
Hearing Officer Package 
Supplemental Hearing Officer Package 
Denial Package 
Declaration of Steve Kaplan 4-20-21 
Declaration of Richard Claghorn 4-26-21 
Appeal Form 
Revised Draft Findings 
Agua Dulce Town Council Letter 
Email Correspondence 



 

 

DENIAL DUE TO INACTIVITY 
REPORT TO THE HEARING OFFICER 

 
 
DATE ISSUED: April 8, 2021 

HEARING DATE: April 20, 2021 AGENDA ITEM:6  

PROJECT NUMBER: R2012-02971 
PERMIT NUMBER(S): Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) 201200163 
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: 5  
PROJECT LOCATION: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua Dulce  
OWNER: Ben and Reef Gardens, Inc. 
APPLICANT: Shaul Yakovi 
CASE PLANNER: Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planner  

rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov  
  

 
Item No. 6 is an application for a CUP to authorize a special event facility, caretaker’s 
residence, overnight accommodations, and related appurtenant facilities. The project site 
is located at 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road in the Agua Dulce community.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The following recommendation is made prior to the public hearing and is subject to 
change based upon testimony and/or documentary evidence presented at the public 
hearing: 
 
The CUP application was filed on December 19, 2012 to establish a permanent special 
event facility and related uses.  Refer to the attached timeline showing details of the 
permitting history on the project site and key dates and other details of previous 
correspondence, site visits, and other events related to the processing of the current CUP 
application. Regional Planning staff (“Staff”) has made repeated attempts to inform the 
applicant of the information that is required to proceed with their application for a CUP.  A 
correction letter detailing the information needed to process the application, including the 
required CUP referral fees and Environmental Assessment fees, was sent to the applicant 
on June 13, 2013.  Subsequent correction letters were sent on May 12, 2015, July 15, 
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2015, March 23, 2016 (with modified revised versions of this letter sent on August 10, 
2016 and May 24, 2017), February 2, 2019, and September 9, 2020.  The applicant 
provided some of the required information, but the majority of the required items were not 
submitted, so most of the requested items were repeated in multiple correction letters.   
 
CUP referral fees that were requested in 2013 were not paid until April 4, 2019.  After 
these referral fees were paid, consultation was conducted for the project with the Los 
Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), Department of Public Health 
(DPH), Department of Public Works (DPW), and Fire Department (FD).  Letters were 
provided by DPH, DPW, and FD related to the CUP requirements for each department, 
and these letters were provided to the applicant on August 15, 2019 and August 21, 2019.  
These letters included requests for the following additional information:  FD-revisions to 
the site plan to demonstrate compliance with Fire Code access requirements, additional 
information to determine the fire flow, fire hydrant, and water requirements, and a 
preliminary fuel modification plan; DPH-reports to demonstrate an adequate potable 
water supply,  reports to demonstrate adequacy of onsite wastewater treatment system, 
plans for Food Plan Check Program, plans for pool facilities, and a noise study; DPW-
traffic access management study, trip generation study, hydrology report, Low Impact 
Development Plan, geotechnical study, site plan revisions to show line of site, easements, 
removal of obstructions in the right of way and other information.     To date, the applicant 
never paid the required Environmental Assessment fee for the Initial Study or the related 
Environmental Assessment referral fee for DPW.  The correspondence dated September 
9, 2020 requesting project revisions and additional information, is attached, along with 
the previous correction letters, letters provided by DPH, DPW, and FD, a Notice of Denial 
letter, and pertinent emails.  
 
The required Certificate of Compliance first requested in 2013 has still not been filed.  A 
timeline summarizing the history of previous permits related to the project site, the CUP 
application history, and key dates and events related to the project is attached as a 
separate document for reference.  Additionally, staff spoke to the applicant by telephone 
on September 30, 2020 to discuss the letter dated September 9, 2020. Based on 
communications with DPH, DPW, and FD, the applicant has not provided any of those 
departments with the information they require to process the CUP.  Staff has not received 
the requested information and as a result, is unable to process the application.   
 
Section 22.222.100 (Denial of Inactive Application) of the County Code (Zoning 
Ordinance) provides that the Hearing Officer may deny, without public hearing, an 
application for a CUP if such application does not contain the required information 
contained in Sections 22.222.070 (Application – Information Required) and 22.222.090 
(Initial Application Review) of the County Code. Due to the applicant’s repeated failure to 
provide requested information, submittal of required fees and inability to demonstrate 
progress on the CUP application, further processing of the CUP is not possible at this 
time.  Outstanding items needed to continue processing the application include all of the 
information listed above from FD, DPH and DPW, as well as most of the information from 
the Regional Planning letter dated September 9, 2020. Therefore, Staff recommends that 
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CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT No. 201200163 be denied pursuant to the attached 
findings. 
 
SUGGESTED MOTION:  

I, THE HEARING OFFICER, DENY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NUMBER 
201200163 SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED FINDINGS. 

 
 
 
 
Report 
Reviewed By:  

 

 Samuel Dea, Supervising Regional Planner  
 
Report 
Approved By: 

  

 Mitch Glaser, Assistant Administrator 
 

 

 
 
Attachments:  Draft Denial Findings 
                       Correspondence 
                       Project Site History Timeline 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CC.012914 

DRAFT FINDINGS AND ORDER OF THE HEARING OFFICER  
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PROJECT NO. R2012-02971-(5) 
CONITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163 

 
1. ENTITLEMENT REQUESTED. The applicant, Shaul Yakovi, is requesting a Conditional 

Use Permit (“CUP”) to authorize a special event facility in the R-R (Resort and 
Recreation Zone) Zone pursuant to Los Angeles County (“County”) Code Section 
22.40.220 in the Zoning Code at the time the CUP was filed on December 19, 2012.  
The zoning of the project site was changed from R-R to A-1-2 (Light Agricultural, Two-
Acre Minimum Required Lot Area) effective December 27, 2012, which was also the 
effective date of the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan.  Because the CUP 
application was filed prior to effective date, it was allowed to be reviewed under the R-R 
Zone, the former Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, and the other applicable Zoning Code 
requirements then in effect. 

 
2. MEETING DATE. April 20, 2021 

 
3. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE HEARING OFFICER.  To be inserted after the public 

meeting to reflect meeting proceedings.  
 

4. LOCATION. 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua Dulce (Assessor’s Parcel Number 
(“APN”) 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 3212-007-028, and 3212-008-
054) 
 

5. The project was filed on December 19, 2012. Since the application was filed, staff of the 
County Department of Regional Planning (“staff”) has asked the applicant for additional 
materials needed to proceed with the project.  

 
6. The first correction letter from staff was dated June 13, 2013.  At the time the CUP was 

submitted and when the first letter was written, the project site included eight APNs, 
including the five APNs listed above as well as 3212-004-012, 3212-008-052, and 3212-
008-054.  This letter instructed the applicant to submit  CUP referral fees for other 
County Departments (Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), 
Department of Public Health (DPH), and Fire Department (FD), the Environmental 
Assessment-Initial Study fee and related referral fee for the Department of Public Works 
(DPW), an application for a Certificate of Compliance (COC), and make numerous 
corrections to the site plan, application form, project description, and submit other 
required application materials. 
 

7. The second correction letter from staff was dated May 12, 2015.  By this time, three of 
the original APNs comprising the project site were no longer owned by the applicant.  
This correction letter was sent to request an updated site plan and related application 
materials to reflect the change of ownership, as well as the other required information 
that had still not been provided.  This letter listed a due date of August 12, 2015 and 
stated that the CUP application may be denied due to inactivity if the required 
information was not provided by this date.  
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8. A third correction letter from staff was dated July 15, 2015.  Revised plans had been 
provided from the applicant showing the current five APNs while eliminating the APNs 
which were no longer part of the project ownership.  However, the project description 
had not been revised to reflect this change and most of the other required information 
had not been provided, including the required fees.  This letter listed a due date of 
October 15, 2015 and stated that the CUP application may be denied due to inactivity if 
the required information was not provided by this date.  

 
9. A fourth correction letter from staff was dated March 23, 2016.  The due date had been 

extended prior to this date, and the applicant had provided some of the requested 
materials, although most of the requested items had still not been provided and some 
required fees, such as the CUP Referral fees, Environmental Assessment Fee and 
related DPW referral fee, and COC fee, had still not been paid.  This letter listed a due 
date of June 20, 2016 and said the project may be denied due to inactivity if the required 
information was not provided by this date.  This correction letter was sent again to the 
applicant on August 10, 2016 with some items having been checked off or addressed, 
although most of the items remained unresolved.  On March 24, 2017 the letter was sent 
to the applicant again to reflect the current fee schedule. 

 
10. On December 3, 2018 staff sent an email to the applicant stating that the CUP 

application could be scheduled for denial if the required CUP referral fees were not paid 
by February 4, 2019. 

 
11. On February 6, 2019, with the CUP referral fees still unpaid, a fifth correction letter was 

sent to the applicant.  This letter listed all of the required items that were still outstanding 
and said the CUP application will be denied due to inactivity unless the necessary items 
were provided by May 6, 2019, including the CUP referral fees.   

 
12. On April 4, 2019 the applicant paid the CUP referral fees.  Staff consulted with DPH, 

DPW, FD, and DPR for the CUP application.  DPR cleared the CUP on July 16, 2019 
without providing a letter.  Letters were received from DPH, DPW, and FD, which listed 
the information that was needed from each department in order for these departments to 
clear the CUP for public hearing.  These letters were provided to the applicant on 
August 15, 2019 and August 21, 2019 and the applicant was instructed to work with 
each department directly to address the issues listed in the letters. 

 
13. The County Fire Department sent a letter on August 8, 2019 stating that there are 

pending items that must be addressed. The County Department of Public Works and 
County Department of Public Health sent letters on August 14, 2019 stating that there 
are pending items that must be addressed.  These letters included requests for the 
following additional information:  FD-revisions to the site plan to demonstrate 
compliance with Fire Code access requirements, additional information to determine the 
fire flow, fire hydrant, and water requirements, and a preliminary fuel modification plan; 
DPH-reports to demonstrate an adequate potable water supply,  reports to demonstrate 
adequacy of onsite wastewater treatment system, plans for Food Plan Check Program, 
plans for pool facilities, and a noise study; DPW-traffic access management study, trip 
generation study, hydrology report, Low Impact Development Plan, geotechnical study, 
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site plan revisions to show line of site, easements, removal of obstructions in the right of 
way and other information.     The above County Departments have still not received the 
requested information or materials to enable further project evaluation.  

 
14. On January 22, 2020, staff emailed the applicant to inquire about the progress of the 

CUP with regard to the other County departments.  A copy of the February 6, 2019 
correction letter was also resent, along with updates to the fees which were still unpaid.  
There had been no progress on addressing the items from the letter except for payment 
of the CUP referral fees on April 4, 2019.  Staff did not receive any response from the 
applicant to the January 22, 2020 email.   

 
15. On September 9, 2020 a sixth correction letter was sent by staff to the applicant.  This 

letter was essentially the same as the one sent on February 6, 2019, except the CUP 
referral fees were no longer listed, the other fees were updated, and the letters from 
DPH, DPW, and FD for the CUP consultation were referred to and attached.  The 
September 9, 2020 letter stated that the CUP application will be denied unless the 
necessary information is provided by October 13, 2020. 
 

16. At the request of the applicant, on October 8, 2020 staff sent an email to the applicant 
extending the deadline to November 12, 2020 to provide an updated site plan and 
project description in order to keep the application from being denied. 

 
17. After receiving a revised site plan on November 12, 2020, on November 19, 2020 staff 

emailed the applicant with a list of site plan corrections and a request for a revised 
project description to reflect changes to the site plan, to be provided as soon as 
possible.   

 
18. A revised site plan was provided to staff by the applicant on December 28, 2020 but no 

project description was provided.  Staff sent an email on February 4, 2021 with a list of 
corrections needed for the site plan as well as another request for the project description 
and a request to submit the necessary information to DPH to meet their drinking water 
and onsite wastewater treatment system requirements.  This email gave a deadline of 
February 18 for providing this information in order to keep the CUP application active 
and avoid scheduling it for denial due to inactivity.   

 
19. On February 11, 2021 Staff offered to set up a meeting with the other County 

departments reviewing the CUP if an accurate revised site plan and updated project 
description were provided by February 18, 2021.  The purpose of the meeting would 
have been to determine if the changes to the project to reduce its scope to the existing 
uses and structures would change the requirements by DPW, DPH and FD that had 
been provided for the project in 2019, and to assess the viability of the project.   

 
20. On February 17, 2021 the applicant submitted a revised site plan and project 

description.  However, the site plan still required further revisions and the project 
description was not consistent with the site plan and included additional uses beyond 
what currently exists on the project site.  Staff emailed the applicant on February 24, 
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2021 with a request for further corrections to the site plan and project description.  A due 
date of March 11, 2021 was provided.  

 
21. On March 9, 2021, the applicant submitted a revised site plan.  However, no project 

description was provided.  Because the project description had not been provided by the 
March 11, 2021 due date, and there had been no progress in addressing the other 
requirements for the CUP detailed in the September 9, 2020 letter and in previous 
letters, or in addressing the requirements of the other County departments, staff sent a 
notice to deny the project due to inactivity on March 18, 2021.  This notice listed a 
hearing date of April 20, 2021 and stated that the applicant must submit written 
correspondence to staff by April 18, 2021 in order to request to keep the project active 
and to avoid being scheduled for denial.    

 
22.  Although a revised site plan was provided on March 9, 2021, a revised project 

description and the other previously requested information have not been provided, and 
staff is unable to further evaluate the project.  The applicant has been given numerous 
extensions over the years since the application was filed in 2012 and has been given 
plenty of time and opportunities to provide the information necessary for staff to evaluate 
the project and the CUP request.  However, the applicant has failed repeatedly to 
provide the requested information, while providing only incomplete and partial 
information, failing to pay all of the required fees, failing to file a COC application, and 
failing to make demonstrable  effort to work with staff and with the other County 
departments to resolve the issues and show progress regarding the pending CUP 
application.      
 

23. Staff sent a letter to the applicant dated March 18, 2021 informing the applicant that 
pursuant to Section 22.222.100 (denial for lack of information) of the County Code, the 
case would be scheduled before a Hearing Officer for denial due to inactivity on April 20, 
2021.     
 

24. The March 18, 2021 letter also directed the applicant to contact staff within 30 days, by 
April 18, 2021, for the CUP application to remain active.   
 

25. The applicant has failed to submit the required materials, including all of the information 
requested by FD, DPH, and DPW in 2019, and most of the information in the September 
9, 2020 Regional planning letter, including an acceptable project description consistent 
with the site plan, Environmental Assessment fee and related DPW referral fee, COC 
application fee, articles of incorporation, site photographs and photo key map,  within the 
required timeframe, which was by April 18, 2021. 

 
26. ENVIRONMENTAL. An environmental determination has not been made, since action 

on the project is neither being approved nor undertaken. Therefore, pursuant to the 
California Public Resources Code Section 15270, the California Environmental Quality 
Act does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. Therefore, 
the project qualifies as a Statutory Exemption (Projects Which Are Disapproved) and is 
consistent with the finding by the State Secretary for Resources or by local guidelines 
that this class of projects does not have a significant effect on the environment. 
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THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, CUP No. 
201200163 is DENIED. 
 
 
SD:RC 
4/5/21 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 

June 13, 2013 
 
 

Shaul Yakovi/Erez Karni 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR REVIEW MATERIALS 
 Project: R2012-02971 – (5) 
 Case:  CUP No. 201200163 
 Address: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
   
Dear Applicant: 
 
The Department of Regional Planning is currently reviewing the project identified above and has 
determined that additional materials and information are required before we can proceed further.   
Please address the following items and submit the necessary additional items: 
 

1. One (1) copy of the land use map (folded).  Land uses within a 500 foot radius of the 
project site must be shown. The land use map must depict the land uses that currently exist 
within 500 feet of the property.  See item 12 on the Zoning Permits checklist for details.  

2. One (1) copy of the articles of incorporation.  The articles of incorporation are required to 
validate that the owner’s signature is from an authorized person within the corporation.  

3. Please provide additional color photographs of the proposed project area with a photo-key 
map.  Number each photo and show the location/photo direction on the map.  The 
photographs must be taken from ground-level perspective, not aerial views.  Include 
photographs of all existing structures, areas of proposed structures, parking areas and other 
areas of the site to be developed.  The photos provided show the dance pavilion canopy, 
entrance gate, existing office, handicap parking spaces, restroom structures, and pond on 
parcel 26.  No photos of the existing structures on parcel 54 were provided.  More photos 
are needed to provide a complete picture of existing site conditions.   

4. “Guest house” 12C is located within a slope easement.  Structures are not allowed within a 
slope easement.  Guest houses 12D, 12E, and 12F are located within a recorded private 
driveway.  See the Assessor’s map for the driveway location.  Structures are not allowed 
within this private driveway-fire lane easement.  The structures must be removed or 
relocated. 

5. The structures being called “guest houses” on the plans don’t meet the county guest house 
requirements.  Guest houses are intended as non-rental structures accessory to single-
family residences, are limited to one per property, and are not allowed to have kitchen 
facilities.  The proposed structures don’t fit the guest house definition, but you’ll need to 
clarify how these structures are intended to be used in a detailed project description. 

6. Two sets of elevation plans of the houses were provided.  One of them shows a 2,400 
square foot house size and the other says the house size is 3,500 square feet.  None of the 
houses shown on the site plan are 2,400 square feet.  Please indicate whether any 2,400 
square foot houses are proposed.  There are six 2,400 square foot structures shown on the 
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site plan, but they are not houses.  Also, the 2,400 square foot structures on the site plan 
appear to be 30’ x 40’ on size, apparently with two stories.  The 2,400 square foot house on 
the elevation plan appears to be approximately 42’ x 74’, so it’s not clear what this drawing 
represents.   

7. The elevation plans for the houses show garages.  Please show the driveways leading to 
the garages on the site plan. 

8. Please provide floor plans and elevation plans for all buildings.  Some were provided, but 
most were not.  Plans must show the building dimensions and must be drawn to scale. 

9. Elevation plans were provided for a 1,000 square foot (25’ x 40’) structure, but it’s not clear 
which structure it is intended to represent.  Six 1,000 square foot buildings are shown on the 
site plan but none match the same dimensions.  Using the scale, approximate dimensions 
appear to be 32’ x 32’ for building #8, 12’ x 47’ for buildings #21 and #42, 18’ x 60’ for 
buildings #22 and #23, and 27’ x 50’ for building #43.  Please make sure building 
dimensions are accurate and consistent on the site plan, floor plans, and elevations for all 
structures.   

10. The elevation plans and floor plans were provided for the cabins.  They are shown with a 
15’ width on the front and 18’ on the sides.  On the site plan, most of the cabins are oriented 
with an 18’ width at the front and 15’ on the sides.  Since each cabin is 14’ wide inside with 
6” walls on each side according to the floor plan, the 9-cabin structure at the northwest part 
of parcel 25 should be 18’ x 131’ in size (14’ x 9’ = 126’, plus 5 additional feet for the walls).  
Instead the structure scales out to approximately 15’ x 162’.  The 10-cabin structure next to 
it has dimensions of 18’ x 145’-6” on the floor plan.  However, on the site plan, this same 
structure appears to be 15’ x 180’.  Most of the other cabin structures have the same 
problem on the site plan.  If the cabins are to be oriented with an 18’ width for each cabin at 
the front, then the floor plan and elevation plans need to be revised so that they are 
consistent with the site plan.  If they will be oriented in different directions, then this needs to 
be clarified.  It is important that the buildings be depicted accurately on all the plans to avoid 
problems during and after the processing of the case. 

11. The project description gives the project area as 94 acres.  However, adding up the areas of 
the 8 parcels listed on the Assessor’s maps gives a total of 90.63 acres.  Please provide a 
survey or other evidence to show the area of the parcels is in fact 94 acres, or revise the 
project description with the correct lot size.   

12. In the project description (page 2, paragraph 3) it says the existing hillsides would remain in 
their natural state.  No proposed grading is listed on the application form.  However, there 
will clearly need to be significant amounts of grading to accomplish the project.  The 
previous plot plan approval (RPP 200900080) included 12,983 cubic yards of cut and 
3,214.88 cubic yards of fill.  Proposed export was listed as 682.7 cubic yards.  This grading 
was related to a proposed parking area that has not yet been started, and which is still 
proposed.  It doesn’t appear a grading permit for this work will be issued prior to the site 
plan expiration on August 24, 2013.  Since this parking area is still proposed, and since it 
also appears much other grading is needed, a grading plan is needed that shows all of the 
proposed grading.  The banquet hall (building 9) is located on sloping terrain, as are the 
guest cabins and many of the other proposed structures and the basketball and tennis 
courts, and it appears grading will be needed for these.  If a soccer field is included that will 
also require significant grading.  You’ll need to provide a detailed grading plan to depict all 
of the grading involved in the project, and include this information in the revised project 
description.  Please provide the total amount of cut and fill (in cubic yards) as well as 
indicating the total square footage of the areas to be graded.    

13. In the project description (second paragraph) it says all proposed improvements will be kept 
out of the flood zone.  However, it appears a number of buildings and other improvements 
are located in the flood zone, including the banquet hall (#3), restrooms (#4), dining pad 
(#11), tennis and basketball courts, spa (#31 & #33), restroom (#35), office (#36), and 
snack bar (#44).  Public Works will need to review the flood zone issues, but you should be 
aware that these buildings and improvements may need to be removed or relocated.                            



 

 

14. The application form lists the city for the project location mailing address as Santa Clarita, 
but the Assessor’s records show it as Agua Dulce.   

15. The project description mentions some proposed uses that are not labeled on the site plan.  
No equestrian facilities or stables are identified on the site plan, even though they’re 
mentioned in the description.  If any such facilities are existing or proposed, please show 
them on the site plan.  Indicate how many horses are to be kept there and show the stalls 
on the floor plan of any stables.  Describe the purpose of the stables.  Are they for keeping 
horses owned by the owner, to provide horse rides for guests, boarding of horses, or some 
other purpose?  Please provide a description of how the equestrian facilities are to be used 
and show where they are located. 

16. The description mentions a juice bar, but this is not shown on the plan.  Is this use the same 
as the snack bar?   

17. A soccer field is mentioned in the description but is not shown on the site plan. 
18. The description mentions swimming pools and fishing ponds.  Four pools are shown and 

one pond, but it’s not clear which ones are for fishing and which are for swimming.  Please 
label them. 

19. Include the existing and proposed floor plans for the restaurant structure (previously a 
snack bar) and clearly show any alterations being proposed for the building, and for any 
other existing structures being altered.  

20. The project description says 42 buildings would be constructed or rehabilitated.  The actual 
number of structures is considerably higher, as it appears there are actually 62 structures 
based on the site plan.  The guest cabins on parcel 25 are counted as one structure, even 
though they is shown as six separate buildings.  The “guest houses” also need to be 
counted as separate individual buildings.  The guest cabins on parcels 52 & 54 are also 
counted as a single building even though they are depicted as 9 different structures.  The 
RV parking (#39) does not appear to be a building and shouldn’t be counted as a building.  
The occupant load list shows guard shacks numbered as #40 & 41.  However, on the site 
plan there is no building #41 and two with the #40.  The dining pad (#11) does not appear to 
be a building, but the kitchen adjacent to it appears to be a building.  Please include plans 
for this kitchen building along with all other buildings on the site that are proposed or will 
have any proposed work to be done on them.    

21. Guard shack #40 west of parcels 54 and 28 is in the public right of way, and so is part of the 
gate.  They may not be located within the public right of way or any future dedication area.  
Also, the guard shack is listed as 150 square feet on the site plan, even though it appears to 
be about 35 square feet (5’ x 7’). 

22. Guard shack #40 on parcel 12 should be repositioned so that it is outside of the driveway or 
it should be in the middle of the driveway with evenly spaced lanes on each side.  It also 
should be parallel with the direction of the driveway instead of being skewed at an angle. 

23. The proposed signs are shown within the public right of way area.  The sign locations 
should be revised to match the locations approved under the amendment to RPP 
200900080 approved on 2/19/13.  

24. The project description on the application mentions installing a monument sign.  Is this a 
separate sign from the ones previously approved on 2/19/13?  If so, please show the sign 
location and include a sign plan. 

25. On the application form the description mentions a winery including testing (tasting?) and 
selling.  No winery is shown on the site plan nor are any facilities for wine tasting or sales 
identified.  If the winery is to be included, it needs to be included on the site plan and 
included in the detailed project description.   

26. Please indicate whether or not massage services will be performed by technicians or 



therapists holding licenses from the California Massage Therapy Council (CAMTC). 
27. The mobile home (#30) should be labeled as caretaker’s mobile home on the site plan. 
28. Label all buildings as (E) existing or (P) proposed on the site plan.  If it is existing but 

remodeling is proposed, then label it (E/R) existing/remodel.  If an addition is proposed, 
label it (E/A) existing/addition.    

29. The parking summary on the site plan is not accurate.  The square footages are not listed 
correctly, the required parking is incorrect, and most uses are not included.  It lists 393 
spaces provided, which appears to be accurate based on the site plan.  However, the 
project description (page 2, first paragraph) says parking for 500 vehicles would be provided 
on site, including a parking lot for 350 vehicles.  The largest single parking lot has 167 
spaces.  The 393 total spaces shown are far short of what is required.  A preliminary 
parking matrix was prepared listing all of the proposed uses (see attached).  The total 
number of required spaces, based on this preliminary analysis, is 845.  It could be reduced 
if changes or corrections are made, but the number of parking spaces will need to be 
increased substantially unless many of the uses are reduced or eliminated.  Please provide 
a similar parking matrix incorporating any changes or corrections made to the project. 

30. The application form states that new building construction will have an area of 
approximately 112,000 square feet.  Please provide a detailed breakdown listing all of the 
structures and the size of each.  Based on the information provided, I estimated the total of 
the new and existing structures as 106,621 square feet.  However, this figure will need to be 
adjusted if any changes or corrections are made. 

31. Please clarify the use of the snack bar.  Indicate what types of food items will be sold there 
and whether it is similar to a take-out restaurant, juice bar, or a small retail food store. 

32. Please explain what the purpose of the shacks on parcel 54 is (buildings #25 and #29 and 
the un-numbered shack next to the guest cabins). 

33. Please resolve the Public Health Environmental Health concerns from the letter dated 
2/28/13 and resolve the violations with them.  

34. A Certificate of Compliance (COC) is required for APN 3212-008-051, -052 & -054 and APN 
3212-004-012 because new buildings are proposed on those parcels and there was no 
previous tract or parcel map creating the parcels.  A single COC could be filed on all four of 
these parcels, or a separate one could be filed on each.  A copy of the application form is 
attached.   

35. A covenant to hold property as one parcel is required.  A covenant was done for the north 
four parcels for RPP 200900080, but since there are buildings crossing lot lines and shared 
parking and facilities, all 8 parcels will need to be tied together with a covenant to hold as 
one parcel.  A copy of the draft covenant is attached.  The complete legal description must 
be attached as Exhibit “A”, and it must be signed, notarized and recorded.  This can be 
done after the public hearing. 

36. This project is subject to the Rural Outdoor Lighting District Ordinance (Dark Skies).  See 
the attached handout for a summary of the requirements.  You can read more details about 
it on our website at this link: 
  http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/data/ord_outdoor-lighting-overview.pdf      

37. This project is subject to the Green Building, Drought Tolerant Landscaping, and Low 
Impact Development (LID) ordinance requirements.  Please read the attached handouts for 
a summary of these requirements.  Please comply with these requirements and provide the 
following additional information: 
a.  Show the amount of existing and proposed impervious surfaces on each of the 8 

parcels related to the project, in square feet.  The application form lists an approximate 
impervious area total of 200,000 square feet, but a detailed breakdown is needed that 
shows how the total impervious area is calculated for both before and after the project.    

b.  Also include a landscape plan and show how much area will be devoted to drought-
tolerant landscaping and non-drought-tolerant landscaping for each parcel, in square 
feet. 

c. Please show at least three new 15-gallon trees for every 10,000 square feet of 



 

 

developed area.  At least 65% of the trees need to be from the drought-tolerant list.  
Existing trees that are 6 inches or more in diameter may be counted toward this total.  
See the following link for the drought tolerant list and Green ordinance details: 
 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/green  
    

38. One of the drought-tolerant requirements restricts the lawn area to a maximum of 5,000 square 
feet.  Pursuant to Section 22.52.2270, the Director of the Department, without notice or a hearing, 
may grant a modification to the landscaping requirements of this Part 21 under the following 
circumstances:  

1.When a project's topographic features, lot size, or other conditions make it 
unreasonable, impractical, or otherwise creates an unnecessary hardship to require 
compliance with these landscaping requirements; or  
2.When the nature of a large scale or multi-lot project necessitates flexibility in the 
project design that impacts the landscaping for the project. 

Please provide a burden of proof statement supporting the above findings to request a modification 
to the 5,000 square foot limit on lawn area.  Please note that this procedure applies only to the 
requirements from the drought-tolerant ordinance (Part 21), which does not include the tree 
planting requirement listed in 37c above.   
 

39. The site plan identifies an area for 55 RV parking spaces.  However, it does not depict the 
individual spaces.  Please show the RV spaces on the plan. 

40. This project does not qualify for a categorical exemption under CEQA and requires an Initial 
Study.  Please pay the Initial Study fee and required referral fees.  You’ve already paid 
$310 for the Environmental Assessment Initial Review.  You’ll need to pay an additional 
$4,115 to cover the Environmental Assessment Initial Study (Negative Declaration) fee and 
agency referral fees, including $987 for Public Works and $416 for Parks and Recreation.  
The $310 you’ve paid for the Environmental Assessment will be deducted from the $3,022 
Initial Study (Negative Declaration) fee, for a balance of $2,712 ($2,712 + $987 + $416 = 
$4,115).  The Initial Study is required to evaluate the impacts to the environment of the 
proposed project and will require consultation with other agencies.  Additional information 
may be requested to complete the environmental review.   

41. The pending Zoning Enforcement case must be resolved prior to scheduling of a public 
hearing for the case. 

42. The project description mentions concerts and other large events.  Please include in the 
description the maximum number of people who would attend a concert or large event on 
the property, and an estimate of the largest total number of people who would be on the 
property (all 8 parcels) at any one time, including employees and all other persons.     

 
A One-Stop Counseling meeting is recommended for this project due to its size and complexity 
and the numerous agencies involved.  This is a meeting held each month at Department of Public 
Works (DPW) headquarters in Alhambra where the applicants can meet with multiple County 
agencies with regards to proposed projects to help applicants better understand the requirements 
of each agency.  It will help to better coordinate the project and help resolve issues.  The fees for 
the One-Stop are $253.25 for DPW, $84 for Fire, and $129 for Public Health.  The $328 Regional 
Planning fee will be waived since you’ve filed a pending CUP already.  The total fees for the One-
Stop are $466.25 if all the agencies attend.  Although the One-Stop is not required, it is strongly 
recommended for this project.  A copy of the One-Stop application form is attached for reference.   
 



A separate meeting with Regional Planning will also probably be necessary to help address the 
issues and requirements mentioned in this letter.       

         
Please note that the Agua Dulce Town Council is a local body that has reviewed and provided 
comments on land use projects in Los Angeles County.  To present before the Agua Dulce Town 
Council, please contact the Agua Dulce Town Council at the following address to arrange a 
meeting: 33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road Box #8, Agua Dulce, CA 91390. 

 
 
Failure to disclose all pertinent information for consideration in the review of this case could result 
in delays, continuation of public hearings, new environmental analysis and/or additional costs.  
Additional materials may be required pending the outcome of consultation with other agencies.   
 
If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 974-
6443, from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday or via email at 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  Our offices are closed on Fridays. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Department of Regional Planning 
Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 
 
 
 
Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planning Assistant  
Zoning Permits North Section  
 
ST:RC 



 

 

 
 
 

May 12, 2015 
 
 

Shaul Yakovi/Erez Karni 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR REVIEW MATERIALS 
 Project: R2012-02971 – (5) 
 Case:  CUP No. 201200163 
 Address: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
   
Dear Applicant: 
 
The Department of Regional Planning is currently reviewing the project identified above and has 
determined that additional materials and information are required before we can proceed further.  
None of the information requested in the June 13, 2013 has been received.  This is an update to 
the previous letter.  Please address the following items and submit the necessary additional items 
by August 12, 2015 or the project may be DENIED due to inactivity: 
 

1. According to our records, the three southerly parcels are no longer owned by Ben and Reef 
Gardens.  These parcels include Assessor’s Parcel Number 3212-004-012, 3212-008-051, 
and 3212-008-052.  The site plan, project description, application form, and other materials 
need to be updated to exclude these parcels and the structures, parking spaces, and other 
features proposed on them. 

2. One (1) copy of the land use map (folded).  Land uses within a 500 foot radius of the 
project site must be shown. The land use map must depict the land uses that currently exist 
within 500 feet of the property.  See item 12 on the Zoning Permits checklist for details.  

3. One (1) copy of the articles of incorporation.  The articles of incorporation are required to 
validate that the owner’s signature is from an authorized person within the corporation.  

4. Please provide additional color photographs of the proposed project area with a photo-key 
map.  Number each photo and show the location/photo direction on the map.  The 
photographs must be taken from ground-level perspective, not aerial views.  Include 
photographs of all existing structures, areas of proposed structures, parking areas and other 
areas of the site to be developed.  The photos provided show the dance pavilion canopy, 
entrance gate, existing office, handicap parking spaces, restroom structures, and pond on 
parcel 26.  No photos of the existing structures on parcel 54 were provided.  More photos 
are needed to provide a complete picture of existing site conditions.   

5. “Guest house” 12C is located within a slope easement.  Structures are not allowed within a 
slope easement.  Guest houses 12D, 12E, and 12F are located within a recorded private 
driveway.  See the Assessor’s map for the driveway location.  Structures are not allowed 
within this private driveway-fire lane easement.  The structures must be removed or 
relocated. 

6. The structures being called “guest houses” on the plans don’t meet the county guest house 
requirements.  Guest houses are intended as non-rental structures accessory to single-

2nd correction letter 5/12/15



family residences, are limited to one per property, and are not allowed to have kitchen 
facilities.  The proposed structures don’t fit the guest house definition, but you’ll need to 
clarify how these structures are intended to be used in a detailed project description.  If they 
are for short term guests, the term “guest units” should be used instead. 

7. Two sets of elevation plans of the houses were provided.  One of them shows a 2,400 
square foot house size and the other says the house size is 3,500 square feet.  None of the 
houses shown on the site plan are 2,400 square feet.  Please indicate whether any 2,400 
square foot houses are proposed.  There are six 2,400 square foot structures shown on the 
site plan, but they are not houses.  Also, the 2,400 square foot structures on the site plan 
appear to be 30’ x 40’ on size, apparently with two stories.  The 2,400 square foot house on 
the elevation plan appears to be approximately 42’ x 74’, so it’s not clear what this drawing 
represents.   

8. The elevation plans for the houses show garages.  Please show the driveways leading to 
the garages on the site plan. 

9. Please provide floor plans and elevation plans for all buildings.  Some were provided, but 
most were not.  Plans must show the building dimensions and must be drawn to scale. 

10. Elevation plans were provided for a 1,000 square foot (25’ x 40’) structure, but it’s not clear 
which structure it is intended to represent.  Six 1,000 square foot buildings are shown on the 
site plan but none match the same dimensions.  Using the scale, approximate dimensions 
appear to be 32’ x 32’ for building #8, 12’ x 47’ for buildings #21 and #42, 18’ x 60’ for 
buildings #22 and #23, and 27’ x 50’ for building #43.  Please make sure building 
dimensions are accurate and consistent on the site plan, floor plans, and elevations for all 
structures.   

11. The elevation plans and floor plans were provided for the cabins.  They are shown with a 
15’ width on the front and 18’ on the sides.  On the site plan, most of the cabins are oriented 
with an 18’ width at the front and 15’ on the sides.  Since each cabin is 14’ wide inside with 
6” walls on each side according to the floor plan, the 9-cabin structure at the northwest part 
of parcel 25 should be 18’ x 131’ in size (14’ x 9’ = 126’, plus 5 additional feet for the walls).  
Instead the structure scales out to approximately 15’ x 162’.  The 10-cabin structure next to 
it has dimensions of 18’ x 145’-6” on the floor plan.  However, on the site plan, this same 
structure appears to be 15’ x 180’.  Most of the other cabin structures have the same 
problem on the site plan.  If the cabins are to be oriented with an 18’ width for each cabin at 
the front, then the floor plan and elevation plans need to be revised so that they are 
consistent with the site plan.  If they will be oriented in different directions, then this needs to 
be clarified.  It is important that the buildings be depicted accurately on all the plans to avoid 
problems during and after the processing of the case. 

12. The project description gives the project area as 94 acres.  However, adding up the areas of 
the 8 parcels listed on the Assessor’s maps gives a total of 90.63 acres.  Since there are 3 
parcels which now are no longer part of the project area, the project area needs to be 
updated.  Based on Assessor’s records, it appears the 5 remaining parcels have a 
combined area of 61.75 acres. 

13. In the project description (page 2, paragraph 3) it says the existing hillsides would remain in 
their natural state.  No proposed grading is listed on the application form.  However, there 
will clearly need to be significant amounts of grading to accomplish the project.  The 
previous plot plan approval (RPP 200900080) included 12,983 cubic yards of cut and 
3,214.88 cubic yards of fill.  Proposed export was listed as 682.7 cubic yards.  This grading 
was related to a proposed parking area that apparently has not yet been started, and which 
is still proposed.  It doesn’t appear a grading permit for this work was issued prior to the site 
plan expiration on August 24, 2013.  Since this parking area is still proposed, and since it 
also appears much other grading is needed, a grading plan is needed that shows all of the 
proposed grading.  The banquet hall (building 9) is located on sloping terrain, as are the 
guest cabins and many of the other proposed structures and the basketball and tennis 
courts, and it appears grading will be needed for these.  If a soccer field is included that will 
also require significant grading.  You’ll need to provide a detailed grading plan to depict all 



 

 

of the grading involved in the project, and include this information in the revised project 
description.  Please provide the total amount of cut and fill (in cubic yards) as well as 
indicating the total square footage of the areas to be graded.    

14. In the project description (second paragraph) it says all proposed improvements will be kept 
out of the flood zone.  However, it appears a number of buildings and other improvements 
are located in the flood zone, including the banquet hall (#3), restrooms (#4), dining pad 
(#11), tennis and basketball courts, spa (#31 & #33), restroom (#35), office (#36), and 
snack bar (#44).  Public Works will need to review the flood zone issues, but you should be 
aware that these buildings and improvements may need to be removed or relocated.  The 
project description needs to be corrected.                             

15. The application form lists the city for the project location mailing address as Santa Clarita, 
but the Assessor’s records show it as Agua Dulce.   

16. The project description mentions some proposed uses that are not labeled on the site plan.  
No equestrian facilities or stables are identified on the site plan, even though they’re 
mentioned in the description.  If any such facilities exist or are proposed, please show them 
on the site plan.  Indicate how many horses are to be kept there and show the stalls on the 
floor plan of any stables.  Describe the purpose of the stables.  Are they for keeping horses 
owned by the owner, to provide horse rides for guests, boarding of horses, or some other 
purpose?  Please provide a description of how the equestrian facilities are to be used and 
show where they are located. 

17. The description mentions a juice bar, but this is not shown on the plan.  Is this use the same 
as the snack bar?   

18. A soccer field is mentioned in the description but is not shown on the site plan. 
19. The description mentions swimming pools and fishing ponds.  Four pools are shown and 

one pond, but it’s not clear which ones are for fishing and which are for swimming.  Please 
label them. 

20. Include the existing and proposed floor plans for the restaurant structure (previously a 
snack bar) and clearly show any alterations being proposed for the building, and for any 
other existing structures being altered.  

21. The project description says 42 buildings would be constructed or rehabilitated.  The actual 
number of structures is considerably higher, as it appears there are actually 62 structures 
based on the current site plan, although that figure includes the structures on the parcels 
that are no longer part of the project.  The guest cabins on parcel 25 are counted as one 
structure, even though they is shown as six separate buildings.  The “guest houses” also 
need to be counted as separate individual buildings.  The guest cabins on parcels 52 & 54 
are also counted as a single building even though they are depicted as 9 different 
structures.  The RV parking (#39) does not appear to be a building and shouldn’t be 
counted as a building.  The occupant load list shows guard shacks numbered as #40 & 41.  
However, on the site plan there is no building #41 and two with the #40.  The dining pad 
(#11) does not appear to be a building, but the kitchen adjacent to it appears to be a 
building.  Please include plans for this kitchen building along with all other buildings on the 
site that are proposed or will have any proposed work to be done on them.  Please revise 
the description and correct any errors and inconsistencies and update as needed.    

22. Guard shack #40 west of parcels 54 and 28 is in the public right of way, and so is part of the 
gate.  They may not be located within the public right of way or any future dedication area.  
Also, the guard shack is listed as 150 square feet on the site plan, even though it appears to 
be about 35 square feet (5’ x 7’). 

23. Guard shack #40 on parcel 12 should be repositioned so that it is outside of the driveway or 
it should be in the middle of the driveway with evenly spaced lanes on each side.  It also 



should be parallel with the direction of the driveway instead of being skewed at an angle. 
24. The proposed signs are shown within the public right of way area.  The sign locations 

should be revised to match the locations approved under the amendment to RPP 
200900080 approved on 2/19/13.  

25. The project description on the application mentions installing a monument sign.  Is this a 
separate sign from the ones previously approved on 2/19/13?  If so, please show the sign 
location and include a sign plan. 

26. On the application form the description mentions a winery including testing (tasting?) and 
selling.  No winery is shown on the site plan nor are any facilities for wine tasting or sales 
identified.  If the winery is to be included, it needs to be included on the site plan and 
included in the detailed project description.   

27. Please indicate whether or not massage services will be performed by technicians or 
therapists holding licenses from the California Massage Therapy Council (CAMTC). 

28. The mobile home (building #28) should be labeled as caretaker’s mobile home on the site 
plan. 

29. Label all buildings as (E) existing or (P) proposed on the site plan.  If it is existing but 
remodeling is proposed, then label it (E/R) existing/remodel.  If an addition is proposed, 
label it (E/A) existing/addition.    

30. The parking summary on the site plan is not accurate.  The square footages are not listed 
correctly, the required parking is incorrect, and most uses are not included.  It lists 393 
spaces provided, which appears to be accurate based on the current site plan.  However, 
the project description (page 2, first paragraph) says parking for 500 vehicles would be 
provided on site, including a parking lot for 350 vehicles.  The largest single parking lot 
shown on the site plan has 167 spaces.  The 393 total spaces shown are far short of what is 
required.  A preliminary parking matrix was prepared listing all of the proposed uses (see 
attached).  The total number of required spaces, based on this preliminary analysis, is 846.  
It could be reduced if changes or corrections are made, but the number of parking spaces 
will need to be increased substantially unless many of the uses are reduced or eliminated.  
Please provide a similar parking matrix incorporating any changes or corrections made to 
the project.   

31. A revised parking analysis was done that excluded the uses and parking spaces on the 
three southerly parcels.  The revised analysis eliminated buildings and parking that were 
completely or partially on the parcels no longer owned by Ben & Reef.  Three of the guest 
cabins on parcel 54 were deleted since two of them encroached onto parcel 52 and another 
was less than 5 feet from the property line of parcel 52, which now has a different owner.  
According to the new analysis, which is attached, 793 parking spaces are required and only 
309 parking spaces are shown.  More parking is required, or you’ll need to reduce the 
number and/or intensity of uses so that the parking provided will meet the requirements.        

32. The application form states that new building construction will have an area of 
approximately 112,000 square feet.  Please provide a detailed breakdown listing all of the 
structures and the size of each.  Based on the information provided, I estimated the total of 
the new and existing structures as 106,621 square feet.  According to the revised analysis 
excluding the 3 southern parcels, the total structural area is 95,946 square feet.  However, 
this figure will need to be adjusted if any changes or corrections are made. 

33. Please clarify the use of the snack bar.  Indicate what types of food items will be sold there 
and whether it is similar to a take-out restaurant, juice bar, or a small retail food store. 

34. Please explain what the purpose of the shacks on parcel 54 is (buildings #25 and #29 and 
the un-numbered shack next to the guest cabins). 

35. Please resolve the Public Health Environmental Health concerns from the letter dated 
2/28/13 and resolve the violations with them.  

36. A Certificate of Compliance (COC) is required for APN 3212-008-054 because new 
buildings are proposed on this parcel and there was no previous tract or parcel map 
creating the parcel and no prior COC.  A copy of the application form is attached.   

37. A covenant to hold property as one parcel is required.  A covenant was done for the north 



 

 

four parcels for RPP 200900080, but since there are buildings crossing lot lines and shared 
parking and facilities, all 8 parcels will need to be tied together with a covenant to hold as 
one parcel.  A copy of the draft covenant is attached.  The complete legal description must 
be attached as Exhibit “A”, and it must be signed, notarized and recorded.  This can be 
done after the public hearing. 

38. This project is subject to the Rural Outdoor Lighting District Ordinance (Dark Skies).  See 
the attached handout for a summary of the requirements.  You can read more details about 
it on our website at this link: 
  http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/data/ord_outdoor-lighting-overview.pdf      

39. This project is subject to the Green Building, Drought Tolerant Landscaping, and Low 
Impact Development (LID) ordinance requirements.  Please read the attached handouts for 
a summary of these requirements.  Please comply with these requirements and provide the 
following additional information: 
a.  Show the amount of existing and proposed impervious surfaces on each of the 8 

parcels related to the project, in square feet.  The application form lists an approximate 
impervious area total of 200,000 square feet, but a detailed breakdown is needed that 
shows how the total impervious area is calculated for both before and after the project.    

b.  Also include a landscape plan and show how much area will be devoted to drought-
tolerant landscaping and non-drought-tolerant landscaping for each parcel, in square 
feet. 

c. Please show at least three new 15-gallon trees for every 10,000 square feet of 
developed area.  At least 65% of the trees need to be from the drought-tolerant list.  
Existing trees that are 6 inches or more in diameter may be counted toward this total.  
See the following link for the drought tolerant list and Green ordinance details: 
 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/green  
    

38. One of the drought-tolerant requirements restricts the lawn area to a maximum of 5,000 square 
feet.  Pursuant to Section 22.52.2270, the Director of the Department, without notice or a hearing, 
may grant a modification to the landscaping requirements of this Part 21 under the following 
circumstances:  

1.When a project's topographic features, lot size, or other conditions make it 
unreasonable, impractical, or otherwise creates an unnecessary hardship to require 
compliance with these landscaping requirements; or  
2.When the nature of a large scale or multi-lot project necessitates flexibility in the 
project design that impacts the landscaping for the project. 

Please provide a burden of proof statement supporting the above findings to request a modification 
to the 5,000 square foot limit on lawn area.  Please note that this procedure applies only to the 
requirements from the drought-tolerant ordinance (Part 21), which does not include the tree 
planting requirement listed in 37c above.   
 

39. The project is subject to the Healthy Design Ordinance (HDO).  Although the HDO was 
adopted after the submittal, its requirements are still applicable.  The main requirement is 
that bicycle parking space needs to be provided.  Based on the uses currently proposed on 
the 5 remaining parcels, a total of 13 short term and 8 long term bicycle parking spaces are 
required.  This is based on the following ratios:  one short term parking space per 40 guest 
rooms and one long term space per 20 guest rooms; one  short term parking space per 
5,000 square feet of other commercial buildings and one long term space per 12,000 
square feet of other commercial buildings.  Long term spaces must be covered, but short 



term spaces don’t need to be covered.  Bicycle parking spaces need to be a minimum of 2’ 
x 6’ each, and bike racks need to be provided.  See the attached handout for additional 
details on the bike parking.  

 
40. The site plan identifies an area for 55 RV parking spaces.  However, it does not depict the 

individual spaces.  Please show the RV spaces on the plan. 
41. This project does not qualify for a categorical exemption under CEQA and requires an Initial 

Study.  Please pay the Initial Study fee and required referral fees.  You’ve already paid 
$310 for the Environmental Assessment Initial Review.  You’ll need to pay an additional 
$4,165 to cover the Environmental Assessment Initial Study (Negative Declaration) fee and 
agency referral fee of $998 for the Department of Public Works and $421 for the 
Department of Parks and Recreation.  The $310 you’ve paid for the Environmental 
Assessment will be deducted from the $3,056 Initial Study (Negative Declaration) fee, for a 
balance of $2,746 ($2,746 + $998 + 421  = $4,165).  The Initial Study is required to 
evaluate the impacts to the environment of the proposed project and will require 
consultation with other agencies.  Additional information may be requested to complete the 
environmental review.  

42. The following CUP referral fees are also required before the project can progress:  Fire 
Department referral fee of $263, Department of Parks and Recreation referral fee of $498 
and Department of Public Health referral of $593.  Please note that checks should be made 
out to Los Angeles County and not to the individual departments, and are paid at Regional 
Planning.  Planning fees may be made out to LA County Regional Planning.  

43. The pending Zoning Enforcement case must be resolved prior to scheduling of a public 
hearing for the case. 

44. The project description mentions concerts and other large events.  Please include in the 
description the maximum number of people who would attend a concert or large event on 
the property, and an estimate of the largest total number of people who would be on the 
property (all 5 remaining parcels) at any one time, including employees and all other 
persons.     

 
A One-Stop Counseling meeting is recommended for this project due to its size and complexity 
and the numerous agencies involved.  This is a meeting held each month at Department of Public 
Works (DPW) headquarters in Alhambra where the applicants can meet with multiple County 
agencies with regards to proposed projects to help applicants better understand the requirements 
of each agency.  It will help to better coordinate the project and help resolve issues.  The fees for 
the One-Stop are $253.25 for DPW, $84 for Fire, and $129 for Public Health.  The $332 Regional 
Planning fee will be waived since you’ve filed a pending CUP already.  The total fees for the One-
Stop are $466.25 if all the agencies attend.  Although the One-Stop is not required, it is strongly 
recommended for this project.  A copy of the One-Stop application form is attached for reference.   
 
A separate meeting with Regional Planning will also probably be necessary to help address the 
issues and requirements mentioned in this letter.       

         
Please note that the Agua Dulce Town Council is a local body that has reviewed and provided 
comments on land use projects in Los Angeles County.  It is recommended that you contact the 
Town Council to help gain community support for your project.  To present before the Agua Dulce 
Town Council, please contact the Agua Dulce Town Council at the following address to arrange a 
meeting: 33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road Box #8, Agua Dulce, CA 91390. 

 
 
Failure to disclose all pertinent information for consideration in the review of this case could result 
in delays, continuation of public hearings, new environmental analysis and/or additional costs.  
Additional materials may be required pending the outcome of consultation with other agencies.   
 



 

 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 974-
6443, from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday or via email at 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  Our offices are closed on Fridays. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Department of Regional Planning 
Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 
 
 
 
Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planning Assistant  
Zoning Permits North Section  
 



 

 

 
 
 

July 15, 2015 
 
 

Shaul Yakovi/Erez Karni 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR REVIEW MATERIALS 
 Project: R2012-02971 – (5) 
 Case:  CUP No. 201200163 
 Address: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
   
Dear Applicant: 
 
The Department of Regional Planning is currently reviewing the project identified above and has 
determined that additional materials and information are required before we can proceed further.  
This is an update to the previous letter from May 12, 2015 following your submittal of revised plans 
on July 8, 2015.  Please address the following items and submit the necessary additional items by 
October 15, 2015 or the project may be DENIED due to inactivity: 
 

1. One (1) copy of the land use map (folded).  Land uses within a 500 foot radius of the 
project site must be shown. The land use map must depict the land uses that currently exist 
within 500 feet of the property.  See item 12 on the Zoning Permits checklist for details.  

2. One (1) copy of the articles of incorporation.  The articles of incorporation are required to 
validate that the owner’s signature is from an authorized person within the corporation.  

3. Please provide additional color photographs of the proposed project area with a photo-key 
map.  Number each photo and show the location/photo direction on the map.  The 
photographs must be taken from ground-level perspective, not aerial views.  Include 
photographs of all existing structures, areas of proposed structures, parking areas and other 
areas of the site to be developed.  The photos provided show the dance pavilion canopy, 
entrance gate, existing office, handicap parking spaces, restroom structures, and pond on 
parcel 26.  No photos of the existing structures on parcel 54 were provided.  More photos 
are needed to provide a complete picture of existing site conditions.   

4. “Guest house” 12C is located within a slope easement.  Structures are not allowed within a 
slope easement.  The structure must be removed or relocated. 

5. The structures being called “guest houses” on the plans don’t meet the county guest house 
requirements.  Guest houses are intended as non-rental structures accessory to single-
family residences, are limited to one per property, and are not allowed to have kitchen 
facilities.  The proposed structures don’t fit the guest house definition, but you’ll need to 
clarify how these structures are intended to be used in a detailed project description.  If they 
are for short term guests, the term “guest units” should be used instead. 

6. Two sets of elevation plans of the houses were provided.  One of them shows a 2,400 
square foot house size and the other says the house size is 3,500 square feet.  None of the 
houses shown on the site plan are 2,400 square feet.  Please indicate whether any 2,400 
square foot houses are proposed.  There are six 2,400 square foot structures shown on the 
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site plan, but they are not houses.  Also, the 2,400 square foot structures on the site plan 
appear to be 30’ x 40’ on size, apparently with two stories.  The 2,400 square foot house on 
the elevation plan appears to be approximately 42’ x 74’, so it’s not clear what this drawing 
represents.   

7. The elevation plans for the houses show garages.  Please show the driveways leading to 
the garages on the site plan. 

8. Please provide floor plans and elevation plans for all buildings.  Some were provided, but 
most were not.  Plans must show the building dimensions and must be drawn to scale. 

9. Elevation plans were provided for a 1,000 square foot (25’ x 40’) structure, but it’s not clear 
which structure it is intended to represent.  Six 1,000 square foot buildings are shown on the 
site plan but none match the same dimensions.  Using the scale, approximate dimensions 
appear to be 32’ x 32’ for building #8, 12’ x 47’ for buildings #21 and #42, 18’ x 60’ for 
buildings #22 and #23, and 27’ x 50’ for building #43.  Please make sure building 
dimensions are accurate and consistent on the site plan, floor plans, and elevations for all 
structures.   

10. The project description gives the project area as 94 acres.  However, adding up the areas of 
the 8 parcels listed on the Assessor’s maps gives a total of 90.63 acres.  Since there are 3 
parcels which now are no longer part of the project area, the project area needs to be 
updated.  Based on Assessor’s records, it appears the 5 remaining parcels have a 
combined area of 61.75 acres. 

11. In the project description (page 2, paragraph 3) it says the existing hillsides would remain in 
their natural state.  No proposed grading is listed on the application form.  However, there 
will clearly need to be significant amounts of grading to accomplish the project.  The 
previous plot plan approval (RPP 200900080) included 12,983 cubic yards of cut and 
3,214.88 cubic yards of fill.  Proposed export was listed as 682.7 cubic yards.  This grading 
was related to a proposed parking area that apparently has not yet been started, and which 
is still proposed.  It doesn’t appear a grading permit for this work was issued prior to the site 
plan expiration on August 24, 2013.  Since this parking area is still proposed, and since it 
also appears much other grading is needed, a grading plan is needed that shows all of the 
proposed grading.  The banquet hall (building 9) is located on sloping terrain, as are the 
guest cabins and many of the other proposed structures and the basketball and tennis 
courts, and it appears grading will be needed for these.  If a soccer field is included that will 
also require significant grading.  You’ll need to provide a detailed grading plan to depict all 
of the grading involved in the project, and include this information in the revised project 
description.  Please provide the total amount of cut and fill (in cubic yards) as well as 
indicating the total square footage of the areas to be graded.    

12. In the project description (second paragraph) it says all proposed improvements will be kept 
out of the flood zone.  However, it appears a number of buildings and other improvements 
are located in the flood zone, including the restrooms (#4), dining pad (#11), tennis and 
basketball courts, spa (#31 & #33),  and snack bar (#44).  Public Works will need to review 
the flood zone issues, but you should be aware that these buildings and improvements may 
need to be removed or relocated.  The project description needs to be corrected.                             

13. The application form lists the city for the project location mailing address as Santa Clarita, 
but the Assessor’s records show it as Agua Dulce.   

14. The project description mentions some proposed uses that are not labeled on the site plan.  
No equestrian facilities or stables are identified on the site plan, even though they’re 
mentioned in the description.  If any such facilities exist or are proposed, please show them 
on the site plan.  Indicate how many horses are to be kept there and show the stalls on the 
floor plan of any stables.  Describe the purpose of the stables.  Are they for keeping horses 
owned by the owner, to provide horse rides for guests, boarding of horses, or some other 
purpose?  Please provide a description of how the equestrian facilities are to be used and 
show where they are located. 

15. The description mentions a juice bar, but this is not shown on the plan.  Is this use the same 
as the snack bar?  



 

 

16. A soccer field is mentioned in the description but is not shown on the site plan. 
17. The description mentions swimming pools and fishing ponds.  Four pools are shown and 

one pond, but it’s not clear which ones are for fishing and which are for swimming.  Please 
label them. 

18. Include the existing and proposed floor plans for the restaurant structure (previously a 
snack bar) and clearly show any alterations being proposed for the building, and for any 
other existing structures being altered.  

19. The project description says 42 buildings would be constructed or rehabilitated.  The actual 
number of structures appears to be higher, as it appears there are actually about 50 
structures (existing and proposed) based on the current site plan.  The guest cabins on 
parcel 25 should be counted as six separate buildings.  The “guest houses” also need to be 
counted as separate individual buildings.  The guest cabins on parcels 52 & 54 should be 
counted as 6 different structures.  The occupant load list shows guard shacks numbered as 
#40 & 41.  However, on the site plan there is no building #41, one with the #14, one with the 
#40.  The dining pad (#11) does not appear to be a building, but the kitchen adjacent to it 
appears to be a building.  Please include plans for this kitchen building along with all other 
buildings on the site that are proposed or will have any proposed work to be done on them.  
Please revise the project description and correct any errors and update as needed so that 
the plans and project description are consistent with each other.    

20. Guard shack #40 west of parcels 54 and 28 is in the public right of way, and so is part of the 
gate.  The dashed line on the site plan that runs through the gate and east of the guard 
shack corresponds to the property line, based on the Assessor’s map and on our GIS maps.  
They may not be located within the public right of way or any future dedication area, so they 
must be removed or relocated.  Also, the guard shack is listed as 150 square feet on the 
site plan, even though it appears to be about 35 square feet (5’ x 7’). 

21. The proposed signs are shown within the public right of way area.  The sign locations 
should be revised to match the locations approved under the amendment to RPP 
200900080 approved on 2/19/13.  

22. The project description on the application mentions installing a monument sign.  Is this a 
separate sign from the ones previously approved on 2/19/13?  If so, please show the sign 
location and include a sign plan. 

23. On the application form the description mentions a winery including testing (tasting?) and 
selling.  No winery is shown on the site plan nor are any facilities for wine tasting or sales 
identified.  If the winery is to be included, it needs to be included on the site plan and 
included in the detailed project description.   

24. Please indicate whether or not massage services will be performed by technicians or 
therapists holding licenses from the California Massage Therapy Council (CAMTC). 

25. The mobile home (building #28) should be labeled as caretaker’s mobile home on the site 
plan. 

26. Label all buildings as (E) existing or (P) proposed on the site plan or in the project 
description or separate list.  If it is existing but remodeling or an addition is proposed, then 
please indicate that on the plans or in the project description so it is clear exactly what is 
being proposed. 

27. The parking summary on the site plan is not accurate.  The square footages are not listed 
correctly, the required parking is incorrect, and most uses are not included.  It lists 207 
spaces provided, which is not accurate based on the current site plan.  However, the project 
description (page 2, first paragraph) says parking for 500 vehicles would be provided on 
site, including a parking lot for 350 vehicles.  The largest single parking lot shown on the 
site plan has 167 spaces.  The number of parking spaces depicted on the revised plans is 



309, which is far short of what is required.  An updated parking matrix was prepared listing 
all of the proposed uses (see attached).  The total number of required spaces, based on this 
analysis, is 503.  It could be reduced if changes or corrections are made, but the number of 
parking spaces will need to be increased substantially unless many of the uses are reduced 
or eliminated.  Please provide a similar parking matrix incorporating any changes or 
corrections made to the project.  The number of parking spaces provided must be equal to 
or greater than the number of spaces required.   

28. Two of the gust cabins on Parcel 54 encroach onto Parcel 52, which is no longer part of the 
project area.  These two cabins must be deleted. 

29. The application form states that new building construction will have an area of 
approximately 112,000 square feet.  Please provide a detailed breakdown listing all of the 
structures and the size of each.  Based on the information provided, I estimated the total of 
the new and existing structures as 81,718 square feet.  However, this figure will need to be 
adjusted if any changes or corrections are made. 

30. Please clarify the use of the snack bar.  Indicate what types of food items will be sold there 
and whether it is similar to a take-out restaurant, juice bar, or a small retail food store. 

31. Please explain what the purpose of the shacks on parcel 54 is (buildings #25 and #29 and 
the un-numbered shack next to the guest cabins). 

32. Please resolve the Public Health Environmental Health concerns from the letter dated 
2/28/13 and resolve the violations with them.  

33. A Certificate of Compliance (COC) is required for APN 3212-008-054 because new 
buildings are proposed on this parcel and there was no previous tract or parcel map 
creating the parcel and no prior COC.  Please file a COC for Parcel 54.   

34. A covenant to hold property as one parcel is required.  A covenant was done for the north 
four parcels for RPP 200900080, but since there are buildings crossing lot lines and shared 
parking and facilities, all 8 parcels will need to be tied together with a covenant to hold as 
one parcel.  A copy of the draft covenant is attached.  The complete legal description must 
be attached as Exhibit “A”, and it must be signed, notarized and recorded.  This can be 
done after the public hearing. 

35. This project is subject to the Rural Outdoor Lighting District Ordinance (Dark Skies).  See 
the attached handout for a summary of the requirements.  You can read more details about 
it on our website at this link: 
  http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/data/ord_outdoor-lighting-overview.pdf      

36. This project is subject to the Green Building, Drought Tolerant Landscaping, and Low 
Impact Development (LID) ordinance requirements.  Please read the attached handouts for 
a summary of these requirements.  Please comply with these requirements and provide the 
following additional information: 
a.  Show the amount of existing and proposed impervious surfaces on each of the 8 

parcels related to the project, in square feet.  The application form lists an approximate 
impervious area total of 200,000 square feet, but a detailed breakdown is needed that 
shows how the total impervious area is calculated for both before and after the project.    

b.  Also include a landscape plan and show how much area will be devoted to drought-
tolerant landscaping and non-drought-tolerant landscaping for each parcel, in square 
feet. 

c. Please show at least three new 15-gallon trees for every 10,000 square feet of 
developed area.  At least 65% of the trees need to be from the drought-tolerant list.  
Existing trees that are 6 inches or more in diameter may be counted toward this total.  
See the following link for the drought tolerant list and Green ordinance details: 
 
http://planning.lacounty.gov/green  
    

37. One of the drought-tolerant requirements restricts the lawn area to a maximum of 5,000 
square feet.  Pursuant to Section 22.52.2270, the Director of the Department, without notice 
or a hearing, may grant a modification to the landscaping requirements of this Part 21 under 



 

 

the following circumstances:  
1.When a project's topographic features, lot size, or other conditions make it 
unreasonable, impractical, or otherwise creates an unnecessary hardship to require 
compliance with these landscaping requirements; or  
2.When the nature of a large scale or multi-lot project necessitates flexibility in the 
project design that impacts the landscaping for the project. 

Please provide a burden of proof statement supporting the above findings to request a 
modification to the 5,000 square foot limit on lawn area.  Please note that this procedure 
applies only to the requirements from the drought-tolerant ordinance (Part 21), which does 
not include the tree planting requirement listed in 37c above.   

 
38. The project is subject to the Healthy Design Ordinance (HDO).  Although the HDO was 

adopted after the submittal, its requirements are still applicable.  The main requirement is 
that bicycle parking space needs to be provided.  Based on the uses currently proposed on 
the 5 remaining parcels, a total of 11 short term and 7 long term bicycle parking spaces are 
required.  This is based on the following ratios:  one short term parking space per 40 guest 
rooms and one long term space per 20 guest rooms; one  short term parking space per 
5,000 square feet of other commercial buildings and one long term space per 12,000 
square feet of other commercial buildings.  Long term spaces must be covered, but short 
term spaces don’t need to be covered.  Bicycle parking spaces need to be a minimum of 2’ 
x 6’ each, and bike racks need to be provided.  See the attached handout for additional 
details on the bike parking.  

 
39. This project does not qualify for a categorical exemption under CEQA and requires an Initial 

Study.  Please pay the Initial Study fee and required referral fees.  You’ve already paid 
$310 for the Environmental Assessment Initial Review.  You’ll need to pay an additional 
$4,165 to cover the Environmental Assessment Initial Study (Negative Declaration) fee and 
agency referral fee of $998 for the Department of Public Works and $421 for the 
Department of Parks and Recreation.  The $310 you’ve paid for the Environmental 
Assessment will be deducted from the $3,056 Initial Study (Negative Declaration) fee, for a 
balance of $2,746 ($2,746 + $998 + 421  = $4,165).  The Initial Study is required to 
evaluate the impacts to the environment of the proposed project and will require 
consultation with other agencies.  Additional information may be requested to complete the 
environmental review.  As currently designed, this project will likely require an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) due to the likelihood of significant impacts due to the 
large scope of the proposed development.  A final environmental determination can’t be 
made until the other departments have had a chance to comment on the project, and they 
can’t provide comments until the required fees are paid.  Because of the large number of 
guest rooms and other uses, other information may be required by other departments, 
possibly including a traffic study, for example.  In order to avoid such requirements, and to 
avoid an EIR, the project will likely need to be reduced in scope significantly, so that 
impacts can be avoided or satisfactorily mitigated.   
 

40. The following CUP referral fees are also required before the project can progress:  Fire 
Department referral fee of $263, Department of Parks and Recreation referral fee of $498 
and Department of Public Health referral of $593.  Please note that checks should be made 
out to Los Angeles County and not to the individual departments, and are paid at Regional 
Planning.  Planning fees may be made out to LA County Regional Planning.  
 



41. The pending Zoning Enforcement case must be resolved prior to scheduling of a public 
hearing for the case. 
 

42. The project description mentions concerts and other large events.  Please include in the 
description the maximum number of people who would attend a concert or large event on 
the property, and an estimate of the largest total number of people who would be on the 
property (all 5 remaining parcels) at any one time, including employees and all other 
persons.     
 

Please provide a digital copy of any revised plans on a CD or by email, plus 3 full-size hard copies 
of the plans. 
 
A One-Stop Counseling meeting is recommended for this project due to its size and complexity 
and the numerous agencies involved.  This is a meeting held each month at Department of Public 
Works (DPW) headquarters in Alhambra where the applicants can meet with multiple County 
agencies with regards to proposed projects to help applicants better understand the requirements 
of each agency.  It will help to better coordinate the project and help resolve issues.  The fees for 
the One-Stop are $253.25 for DPW, $84 for Fire, and $129 for Public Health.  The $332 Regional 
Planning fee will be waived since you’ve filed a pending CUP already.  The total fees for the One-
Stop are $466.25 if all the agencies attend.  Although the One-Stop is not required, it is strongly 
recommended for this project.  A copy of the One-Stop application form is attached for reference.   
 
A separate meeting with Regional Planning will also probably be necessary to help address the 
issues and requirements mentioned in this letter.       

         
Please note that the Agua Dulce Town Council is a local body that has reviewed and provided 
comments on land use projects in Los Angeles County.  It is recommended that you contact the 
Town Council to help gain community support for your project.  To present before the Agua Dulce 
Town Council, please contact the Agua Dulce Town Council at the following address to arrange a 
meeting: 33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road Box #8, Agua Dulce, CA 91390. 

 
 
Failure to disclose all pertinent information for consideration in the review of this case could result 
in delays, continuation of public hearings, new environmental analysis and/or additional costs.  
Additional materials may be required pending the outcome of consultation with other agencies.   
 
If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 974-
6443, from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday or via email at 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  Our offices are closed on Fridays. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Department of Regional Planning 
Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 
 
 
 
Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planning Assistant  
Zoning Permits North Section  
 



 

 

 
 
 

March 23, 2016 
 
 

Shaul Yakovi/Erez Karni 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR REVIEW MATERIALS 
 Project: R2012-02971 – (5) 
 Case:  CUP No. 201200163 
 Address: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
   
Dear Applicant: 
 
The Department of Regional Planning is currently reviewing the project identified above and has 
determined that additional materials and information are required before we can proceed further.  
This is an update to the previous letter from July 15, 2015 following your submittal of revised plans 
on February 2, 2016.  Please address the following items and submit the necessary additional 
items by June 20, 2016 or the project may be DENIED due to inactivity: 
 
SITE PLAN 

1. “Guest house” 12C is located within a slope easement.  Structures are not allowed within a 
slope easement.  The structure must be removed or relocated. 

2. The new site plan shows 18 new parking spaces that were added to the parking lot in the 
southwest part of parcel 27 and northwest part of parcel 28.  A minimum of 26 feet of 
backup area is required for all standard parking spaces.  The site plan does not show where 
the edge of this parking lot is. According to the topographic map for RPP 200900080, which 
previously approved a 36-space parking area there, there are steep slopes within part of the 
expanded parking lot area, which would require additional grading.  A revised grading plan  
with total grading amounts (cubic yards of cut and fill) will need to be provided to account for 
the expanded parking lot area and other proposed changes to the site where grading is 
required.  Parking lots may not have slopes exceeding 5%, so if the slopes exceed 5%, 
grading will be needed to flatten out the parking areas.  The site plan needs to include a 
detailed topographic map in order to see what the existing grade is in the parking areas and 
other sloping areas of the site.  The edges of the parking areas also need to be clearly 
defined.  There is no clear eastern edge to the backup area for the parking spaces on 
parcel 27 between the handicapped spaces and tennis courts, so it’s not clear if the 
required 26 feet of unobstructed backup area will be provided.    

3. The dining pad (#11) was changed to a photo pad on the latest revised site plan.  However, 
there is still a small kitchen shown adjacent to the pad, so we would still consider it a dining 
pad, even though it is now labeled “photo pad”.  In order to have it not classified as a dining 
pad, along with the requirement for 78 parking spaces, the adjacent kitchen would need to 
be eliminated and the pad could not be used as a dining area.   

4. Guard shack #40 west of parcels 54 and 28 is in the public right-of-way, and so is part of 
the gate.  The dashed line on the site plan that runs through the gate and east of the guard 
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shack corresponds to the property line, based on the Assessor’s map and on our GIS maps.  
They may not be located within the ROW or any future dedication area, so they must be 
removed or relocated.  Also, the guard shack is listed as 150 square feet on the site plan, 
even though it appears to be about 35 square feet (5’ x 7’). 

5. The proposed signs are shown within the ROW area.  The sign locations must be relocated 
outside of the ROW.       

6. The parking summary on the site plan is not accurate.  The square footages are not listed 
correctly, the required parking information is incorrect, and most uses are not included.    It 
lists 207 spaces provided, which is not accurate based on the current site plan.  You don’t 
need to have a complete parking summary on the site plan, but it should at least list the 
number of parking spaces provided and the number required.  A detailed analysis can be 
included on a separate page.    The number of parking spaces depicted on the revised 
plans is 358, which is still short of what is required.  An updated parking matrix was 
prepared listing all of the proposed uses (see attached).  The total number of required 
spaces, based on this analysis, is 497.  It could be reduced to 419 if the kitchen is 
eliminated next to the “photo pad”.  Further reductions would be possible if more changes 
are made.  The number of parking spaces will need to be increased substantially unless 
many of the uses are reduced or eliminated.  Please provide a parking matrix incorporating 
any changes or corrections made to the project.  The number of parking spaces provided 
must be equal to or greater than the number of spaces required.  

7. The site is in a State Responsibility Area for fire protection.  There is a requirement that a 
30-foot setback must be maintained around the perimeter of the property.  The Fire 
Department may allow modifications to this under certain circumstances, but it is strongly 
recommended that 30-foot setbacks be provided around the perimeter of the property.  
There are 5 guest cabin units on parcel 25 and 5 guest cabin units on parcel 54 that are 
currently less than 30 feet from the lot lines.  These units should be deleted or relocated.    

8. The project is subject to the Healthy Design Ordinance (HDO).  Although the HDO was 
adopted after the submittal, its requirements are still applicable.  The main requirement is 
that bicycle parking space needs to be provided.  Based on the uses currently proposed on 
the 5 remaining parcels, a total of 11 short term and 7 long term bicycle parking spaces are 
required.  This is based on the following ratios:  one short term parking space per 40 guest 
rooms and one long term space per 20 guest rooms; one short term parking space per 
5,000 square feet of other commercial buildings and one long term space per 12,000 
square feet of other commercial buildings.  Long term spaces must be covered, but short 
term spaces don’t need to be covered.  Bicycle parking spaces need to be a minimum of 2’ 
x 6’ each, and bike racks need to be provided.  See the attached handout for additional 
details on the bike parking.  Show the required bike spaces on the plan.  

9. The parking lot east of the tennis courts includes some parking spaces which have less 
than 26 feet of backup area, based on the updated site plan.  Please revise to comply with 
the 26-foot backup space requirement. 

10. There is a square south of the snack bar (building #44) on the site plan that is unidentified.  
It appears to be a possible structure.  Please indicate whether this is a structure and identify 
what it represents. 
 

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS 
11. The elevation plans for the houses show garages.  Please show the driveways leading to 

the garages on the site plan. 
12. Please provide floor plans and elevation plans for all proposed buildings or any buildings 

where work is being proposed.  Some plans were provided, but many were not.  No floor 
plans for the 3,500 sf guest units were provided, or for the 1,500 sf spa buildings, 2,400 sf 
buildings, 1,000 sf buildings, 500 sf restrooms, 400 sf restrooms, etc.  Plans must show the 
building dimensions and must be drawn to scale.   

13. Elevation plans were provided for a 1,000 square foot (25’ x 40’) structure, but it’s not clear 
which structure it is intended to represent.  Six 1,000 square foot buildings are shown on the 



 

 

site plan but none match the same dimensions.  Using the scale, approximate dimensions 
appear to be 32’ x 32’ for building #8, 12’ x 47’ for buildings #21 and #42, 18’ x 60’ for 
buildings #22 and #23, and 27’ x 50’ for building #43.  Please make sure building 
dimensions are accurate and consistent on the site plan, floor plans, and elevations for all 
structures.   

14. Include the existing and proposed floor plans for the restaurant structure (building #24) and 
clearly show any alterations being proposed for the building, and for any other existing 
structures being altered.  Obtain an occupant load determination from Building & Safety for 
the restaurant, based on the proposed floor plan.  The existing occupant load count for the 
restaurant is 134.  A much lower occupant load count would be possible based on a more 
detailed floor plan showing the dining area, kitchen area, restrooms, and the interior layout 
of the restaurant.  Required parking for the restaurant is based on one space per 3 
occupants.     
  

APPLICATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

15. The project description gives the project area as 94 acres.  However, adding up the areas of 
the 8 parcels listed on the Assessor’s maps gives a total of 90.63 acres.  Since there are 3 
parcels which now are no longer part of the project area, the project area needs to be 
updated.  Based on Assessor’s records, it appears the 5 remaining parcels have a 
combined area of 61.75 acres. 

16. In the project description (page 2, paragraph 3) it says the existing hillsides would remain in 
their natural state.  No proposed grading is listed on the application form.  However, there 
will clearly need to be significant amounts of grading to accomplish the project.  The 
previous plot plan approval (RPP 200900080) included 12,983 cubic yards of cut and 
3,214.88 cubic yards of fill.  Proposed export was listed as 682.7 cubic yards.  This grading 
was related to a proposed parking area that apparently has not yet been started, and which 
is still proposed.  Since this parking area is still proposed, and since it also appears grading 
may be needed for some of the other development in sloping areas, the grading must be 
included in the project description.  Please provide the total amount of proposed grading 
(cut and fill, in cubic yards) as well as indicating the total square footage of the areas to be 
graded.  

17. In the project description (second paragraph) it says all proposed improvements will be kept 
out of the flood zone.  You don’t have to discuss the flood zone in the project description, 
but if you do it needs to be accurate.  It appears a number of buildings and other 
improvements are located in the FEMA flood zone, including the restrooms (#4), 
photo/dining pad (#11), tennis and basketball courts, spa (#31 & #33),  and snack bar (#44).  
Public Works will need to review the flood zone issues, but you should be aware that these 
buildings and improvements may need to be modified, removed or relocated.   

18. The project description mentions some proposed uses that are not labeled on the site plan.  
No equestrian facilities or stables are identified on the site plan, even though they’re 
mentioned in the description.  If any such facilities exist or are proposed, please show them 
on the site plan.  Indicate how many horses are to be kept there and show the stalls on the 
floor plan of any stables.  Describe the purpose of the stables.  Are they for keeping horses 
owned by the owner, to provide horse rides for guests, boarding of horses, or some other 
purpose?  Please provide a description of how the equestrian facilities are to be used and 
show where they are located. 

19. The description mentions a juice bar, but this is not shown on the plan.  Is this use the same 
as the snack bar?  

20. A soccer field is mentioned in the description but is not shown on the site plan.  It should be 



deleted from the description unless it is shown on the site plan. 
21. The project description on the application mentions installing a monument sign.  Is this a 

separate sign from the ones previously approved on 2/19/13?  If so, please show the sign 
location on the site plan and include a sign plan. 

22. On the application form the description mentions a winery including testing (tasting?) and 
selling.  No winery is shown on the site plan nor are any facilities for wine tasting or sales 
identified.  The winery should be deleted from the application unless it is also included on 
the site plan and project description and more details are provided.  The winery would also 
require architectural plans, additional required parking, and more detailed information, such 
as the amount of projected production, the source of the grapes, estimated number of 
employees, and other details of the proposed winery operation.   

23. The application form states that new building construction will have an area of 
approximately 112,000 square feet.  Please provide a detailed breakdown listing all of the 
structures and the size of each.  Based on the information provided, I estimated the total of 
the new and existing structures as 81,718 square feet.  However, this figure will need to be 
adjusted if any changes or corrections are made. 

24. Please clarify the use of the snack bar.  Indicate what types of food items will be sold there 
and whether it is similar to a take-out restaurant, juice bar, or a small retail food store. 

25. Please explain what the purpose of the shacks on parcel 54 is (buildings #25 and #29 and 
the un-numbered shack next to the guest cabins).  Are these guard shacks, storage shacks, 
or some other use? 

26. The project description mentions concerts and other large events.  Please include in the 
description the maximum number of people who would attend a concert or large event on 
the property, and an estimate of the largest total number of people who would be on the 
property (all 5 remaining parcels) at any one time, including employees and all other 
persons.  

27. The application form needs to be updated to eliminate the parcels that are no longer part of 
the project and to update other project information which has changed. 

28. The project description (page 2, first paragraph) says parking for 500 vehicles would be 
provided on site, including a parking lot for 350 vehicles.  This information is not accurate 
and needs to be corrected.  Please rewrite the project description with accurate and current 
information based on the changes to the project. 
 

OTHER 
29. Please provide one (1) copy of the articles of incorporation.  The articles of incorporation 

are required to validate that the owner’s signature is from an authorized person within the 
corporation.  

30. Please provide additional color photographs of the proposed project area with a photo-key 
map.  Number each photo and show the location/photo direction on the map.  The 
photographs must be taken from ground-level perspective, not aerial views.  Include 
photographs of all existing structures, areas of proposed structures, parking areas and other 
areas of the site to be developed.  The photos provided show the dance pavilion canopy, 
entrance gate, existing office, handicap parking spaces, restroom structures, and pond on 
parcel 26.  No photos of the existing structures on parcel 54 were provided.  No photos 
have been provided for some other areas where structures are proposed, such as the guest 
cabins and guest units.  More photos are needed to provide a complete picture of existing 
site conditions.   

31. Please resolve the Public Health Environmental Health concerns from the letter dated 
2/28/13 and resolve the violations with them.  

32. A Certificate of Compliance (COC) is required for APN 3212-008-054 because new 
buildings are proposed on this parcel and there was no previous tract or parcel map 
creating the parcel and no prior COC.  Please file a COC for Parcel 54.  The COC fee is 
currently $1,755.   

33. A covenant to hold property as one parcel is required.  A covenant was done for the north 



 

 

four parcels for RPP 200900080, but since there are buildings crossing lot lines and shared 
parking and facilities, all 8 parcels will need to be tied together with a covenant to hold as 
one parcel.  A copy of the draft covenant is attached.  The complete legal description must 
be attached as Exhibit “A”, and it must be signed, notarized and recorded.  This can be 
done after the public hearing. 

34. This project does not qualify for a categorical exemption under CEQA and requires an Initial 
Study.  Please pay the Initial Study fee and required referral fees.  You’ve already paid 
$310 for the Environmental Assessment Initial Review.  You’ll need to pay an additional 
$4,288 to cover the Environmental Assessment Initial Study (Negative Declaration) fee and 
agency referral fee of $1,026 for the Department of Public Works and $433 for the 
Department of Parks and Recreation.  The $310 you’ve paid for the Environmental 
Assessment (ENV) will be deducted from the $3,139 Initial Study (Negative Declaration) 
fee, for a balance of $2,829 ($2,829 + $1,026 + $433  = $4,288).  Please note that these 
fees will need to be paid by the same payer as the $310 ENV fee (Ronit Waizgen and Shaul 
Yakovi).  If the payer is different the fee will be $310 higher, and a refund could be 
requested for the $310 already paid.  The Initial Study is required to evaluate the impacts to 
the environment of the proposed project and will require consultation with other agencies.  
Additional information may be requested to complete the environmental review.  As 
currently designed, this project will likely require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) due 
to the likelihood of significant impacts due to the large scope of the proposed development.  
A final environmental determination can’t be made until the other departments have had a 
chance to comment on the project, and they can’t provide comments until the required fees 
are paid.  Because of the large number of guest rooms and other uses, other information 
may be required by other departments, possibly including a traffic study, for example.  In 
order to avoid such requirements, and to avoid an EIR, the project will likely need to be 
reduced in scope significantly, so that impacts can be avoided or satisfactorily mitigated.   

35. The following CUP referral fees are also required before the project can progress:  Fire 
Department referral fee of $263, Department of Parks and Recreation referral fee of $512 
and Department of Public Health referral of $609.  Please note that checks should be made 
out to Los Angeles County and not to the individual departments, and are paid at Regional 
Planning.  Planning fees may be made out to LA County Regional Planning.  
 

Please provide a digital copy of any revised plans on a CD or by email, plus 3 full-size hard copies 
of the plans. 
 
The above list provides a summary of issues that will need to be addressed for this project, 
although other issues may be identified after consultation with other County departments or other 
agencies.  Some issues may be addressed later in the review process, but some must be 
addressed prior to the consultation with the other County departments.  The most critical issues to 
be addressed are item #34 and 35 (required fees).  Items 1-11 and 14-28 also need to be 
addressed before the project will be ready to be circulated to the other County departments.          

         
Please note that the Agua Dulce Town Council is a local body that has reviewed and provided 
comments on land use projects in Los Angeles County.  It is recommended that you contact the 
Town Council to help gain community support for your project. To present before the Agua Dulce 
Town Council, please contact the Agua Dulce Town Council at the following address to arrange a 
meeting: 33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road Box #8, Agua Dulce, CA 91390. 

 
 



Failure to disclose all pertinent information for consideration in the review of this case could result 
in delays, continuation of public hearings, new environmental analysis and/or additional costs.  
Additional materials may be required pending the outcome of consultation with other agencies.   
 
If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 974-
6443, from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday or via email at 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  Our offices are closed on Fridays. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Department of Regional Planning 
Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 
 
 
 
Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planning Assistant  
Zoning Permits North Section  
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September 9, 2020 
 
 

Shaul Yakovi/Erez Karni 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR REVIEW MATERIALS 
 Project: R2012-02971 – (5) 
 Case:  CUP No. 201200163 
 Address: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
   
Dear Applicant: 
 
The Department of Regional Planning is currently reviewing the project identified above 
and has determined that additional materials and information are required before we can 
proceed further.  This is an update to the previous letter from February 6, 2019.  Please 
address the following items and submit the necessary additional items by October 13, 
2020 or the project will be DENIED: 
 
SITE PLAN 

1. The current site plan (submitted 8/10/16) does not show any parking spaces.  The 
previous version of the plan, submitted on 2/2/16, showed some parking spaces 
that appear to provide less than 26 feet of backup area, based on the drawing.  
These included some of the spaces east and northeast of the tennis courts and 
the spaces in the parking lot near the southwest part of parcel 27 and northwest 
part of parcel 28.  A minimum of 26 feet of backup area is required for all standard 
parking spaces.  The edges of the parking areas also need to be clearly defined.  
There is no clear eastern edge to the backup area for the parking spaces on parcel 
27 between the handicapped spaces and tennis courts, so it’s not clear if the 
required 26 feet of unobstructed backup area will be provided.  Compact spaces 
(minimum size 8’ x 15’) require a minimum of 23 feet of backup area, but would 
need to be clearly marked if any are provided.   

2. Guard shack #40 west of parcels 54 and 28 is in the public right-of-way (ROW), 
and so is part of the gate.  The dashed line on the site plan that runs through the 
gate and east of the guard shack corresponds to the property line, based on the 
Assessor’s map and on our GIS maps.  They may not be located within the ROW 
or any future dedication area, so they must be removed or relocated.  Also, the 

6th correction letter 9/9/20
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guard shack is listed as 150 square feet on the site plan, even though it appears 
to be about 35 square feet (5’ x 7’). 

3. The proposed sign shown west of Parcel 28 and Parcel 54 is within the ROW area.  
This sign location must be relocated outside of the ROW.  The existing sign near 
the main entrance on Parcel 26 is also within the ROW.  The new sign location 
depicted on the site plan near the entrance on Parcel 26 is outside of the ROW, 
but is within the driveway.  It needs to be moved to a location on Parcel 26 that is 
not in the driveway.         

4. The number of parking spaces depicted on the revised plans is 358, which is still 
short of what is required.  A parking matrix was prepared listing all of the proposed 
uses (see attached).  The total number of required spaces, based on this analysis, 
is 409.  Reductions to the parking requirement would be possible if more changes 
are made to the project.  The number of parking spaces will need to be increased 
substantially unless many of the uses are reduced or eliminated.  Please provide 
a revised parking matrix incorporating any changes or corrections made to the 
project.  The number of parking spaces provided must be equal to or greater than 
the number of spaces required.  

5. The site is in a State Responsibility Area for fire protection.  There is a requirement 
that a 30-foot setback must be maintained around the perimeter of the property.  
The Fire Department may allow modifications to this under certain circumstances, 
but it is strongly recommended that 30-foot setbacks be provided around the 
perimeter of the property.  There are 5 guest cabin units on parcel 25 and 5 guest 
cabin units on parcel 54 that are currently less than 30 feet from the lot lines.  
These units should be deleted or relocated.    

6. The project is subject to the Healthy Design Ordinance (HDO).  Although the HDO 
was adopted after the submittal, its requirements are still applicable.  The main 
requirement is that bicycle parking space needs to be provided.  Based on the 
uses currently proposed on the 5 remaining parcels, a total of 11 short term and 7 
long term bicycle parking spaces are required.  This is based on the following 
ratios:  one short term parking space per 40 guest rooms and one long term space 
per 20 guest rooms; one short term parking space per 5,000 square feet of other 
commercial buildings and one long term space per 12,000 square feet of other 
commercial buildings.  Long term spaces must be covered, but short term spaces 
don’t need to be covered.  Bicycle parking spaces need to be a minimum of 2’ x 6’ 
each, and bike racks need to be provided.  See the attached handout for additional 
details on the bike parking.  Show the required bike spaces on the plan.  
 
 

ARCHITECTURAL PLANS 
7. Please provide floor plans and elevation plans for all proposed buildings or any 

buildings where work is being proposed.  Some plans were provided, but the floor 
plans for the 3,500 sf guest units are still needed.  Plans must show the building 
dimensions and must be drawn to scale.   

8. Include the existing and proposed floor plans for the restaurant structure (building 
#24) and clearly show any alterations being proposed for the building, and for any 
other existing structures being altered.  Obtain an occupant load determination 
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from Building & Safety for the restaurant, based on the proposed floor plan.  The 
existing occupant load count for the restaurant is 134.  A much lower occupant 
load count would be possible based on a more detailed floor plan showing the 
dining area, kitchen area, restrooms, and the interior layout of the restaurant.  
Required parking for the restaurant is based on one space per 3 occupants.     
  

APPLICATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
9. The project description gives the project area as 94 acres.  However, adding up 

the areas of the 8 parcels listed on the Assessor’s maps gives a total of 90.63 
acres.  Since there are 3 parcels which now are no longer part of the project area, 
the project area needs to be updated.  Based on Assessor’s records, it appears 
the 5 remaining parcels have a combined area of 61.75 acres. 

10. In the project description (page 2, paragraph 3) it says the existing hillsides would 
remain in their natural state.  No proposed grading is listed on the application form.  
However, there will clearly need to be significant amounts of grading to accomplish 
the project.  The previous plot plan approval (RPP 200900080) included 12,983 
cubic yards of cut and 3,214.88 cubic yards of fill.  Proposed export was listed as 
682.7 cubic yards.  This grading was related to a proposed parking area that 
apparently has not yet been started, and which is still proposed.  Since this parking 
area is still proposed, and since it also appears grading may be needed for some 
of the other development in sloping areas, the grading must be included in the 
project description.  Please provide the total amount of proposed grading (cut and 
fill, in cubic yards) as well as indicating the total square footage of the areas to be 
graded.  

11. In the project description (second paragraph) it says all proposed improvements 
will be kept out of the flood zone.  You don’t have to discuss the flood zone in the 
project description, but if you do it needs to be accurate.  It appears a number of 
buildings and other improvements are located in the FEMA flood zone, including 
the restrooms (#4), photo/dining pad (#11), tennis and basketball courts, spa (#31 
& #33), and snack bar (#44).  Public Works will need to review the flood zone 
issues, but you should be aware that these buildings and improvements may need 
to be modified, removed or relocated.   

12. The project description mentions some proposed uses that are not labeled on the 
site plan.  No equestrian facilities or stables are identified on the site plan, even 
though they’re mentioned in the description.  If any such facilities exist or are 
proposed, please show them on the site plan.  Indicate how many horses are to 
be kept there and show the stalls on the floor plan of any stables.  Describe the 
purpose of the stables.  Are they for keeping horses owned by the owner, to 
provide horse rides for guests, boarding of horses, or some other purpose?  Please 
provide a description of how the equestrian facilities are to be used and show 
where they are located. 

13. The description mentions a juice bar, but this is not shown on the plan.  Is this use 
the same as the snack bar?  

14. A soccer field is mentioned in the description but is not shown on the site plan.  It 
should be deleted from the description unless it is shown on the site plan. 

15. The project description on the application mentions installing a monument sign.  Is 
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this a separate sign from the ones previously approved on 2/19/13?  If so, please 
show the sign location on the site plan and include a sign plan. 

16. On the application form the description mentions a winery including testing 
(tasting?) and selling.  No winery is shown on the site plan nor are any facilities for 
wine tasting or sales identified.  The winery should be deleted from the application 
unless it is also included on the site plan and project description and more details 
are provided.  The winery would also require architectural plans, additional 
required parking, and more detailed information, such as the amount of projected 
production, the source of the grapes, estimated number of employees, and other 
details of the proposed winery operation.   

17. The application form states that new building construction will have an area of 
approximately 112,000 square feet.  Please provide a detailed breakdown listing 
all of the structures and the size of each.  Based on the information provided, I 
estimated the total of the new and existing structures as 81,718 square feet.  
However, this figure will need to be adjusted if any changes or corrections are 
made. 

18. Please clarify the use of the snack bar.  Indicate what types of food items will be 
sold there and whether it is similar to a take-out restaurant, juice bar, or a small 
retail food store. 

19. Please explain what the purpose of the shacks on parcel 54 is (buildings #25 and 
#29 and the un-numbered shack next to the guest cabins).  Are these guard 
shacks, storage shacks, or some other use? 

20. The project description mentions concerts and other large events.  Please include 
in the description the maximum number of people who would attend a concert or 
large event on the property, and an estimate of the largest total number of people 
who would be on the property (all 5 remaining parcels) at any one time, including 
employees and all other persons.  

21. The application form needs to be updated to eliminate the parcels that are no 
longer part of the project and to update other project information which has 
changed. 

22. The project description (page 2, first paragraph) says parking for 500 vehicles 
would be provided on site, including a parking lot for 350 vehicles.  This information 
is not accurate and needs to be corrected.  Please rewrite the project description 
with accurate and current information based on the changes to the project. 
 

OTHER 
23. Please provide one (1) copy of the articles of incorporation.  The articles of 

incorporation are required to validate that the owner’s signature is from an 
authorized person within the corporation.  

24. Please provide additional color photographs of the proposed project area with a 
photo-key map.  Number each photo and show the location/photo direction on the 
map.  The photographs must be taken from ground-level perspective, not aerial 
views.  Include photographs of all existing structures, areas of proposed structures, 
parking areas and other areas of the site to be developed.  The photos provided 
show the dance pavilion canopy, entrance gate, existing office, handicap parking 
spaces, restroom structures, and pond on parcel 26.  No photos of the existing 
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structures on parcel 54 were provided.  No photos have been provided for some 
other areas where structures are proposed, such as the guest cabins and guest 
units.  More photos are needed to provide a complete picture of existing site 
conditions.   

25. A Certificate of Compliance (COC) is required for APN 3212-008-054 because new 
buildings are proposed on this parcel and there was no previous tract or parcel 
map creating the parcel and no prior COC.  Please file a COC for Parcel 54.  The 
COC fee is currently $1,972.   

26. A covenant to hold property as one parcel is required.  A covenant was done for 
the north four parcels for RPP 200900080, but since there are buildings crossing 
lot lines and shared parking and facilities, all 5 parcels will need to be tied together 
with a covenant to hold as one parcel.  A copy of the draft covenant is attached.  
The complete legal description must be attached as Exhibit “A”, and it must be 
signed, notarized and recorded.  This can be done after the public hearing. 

27. This project does not qualify for a categorical exemption under CEQA and requires 
an Initial Study.  Please pay the Initial Study fee and required referral fees.  The 
current fees are $3,672 for the Initial Study Fee (Negative Declaration) and $1,152 
for the Department of Public Works referral fee.  A refund may be requested for 
the $310 paid previously for the Environmental Assessment, if the Initial Study fee 
is paid.  The Initial Study is required to evaluate the impacts to the environment of 
the proposed project and will require consultation with other agencies.  Additional 
information may be requested to complete the environmental review.  As currently 
designed, this project will likely require an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) due 
to the likelihood of significant impacts due to the large scope of the proposed 
development.  A final environmental determination can’t be made until the other 
departments have had a chance to comment on the project, and they can’t provide 
comments until the required fees are paid.  Because of the large number of guest 
rooms and other uses, other information may be required by other departments, 
possibly including a traffic study, for example.  In order to avoid such requirements, 
and to avoid an EIR, the project will likely need to be reduced in scope significantly, 
so that impacts can be avoided or satisfactorily mitigated.   

28. Please address the issues listed in the attached letters from the Fire Department 
(8/8/19), Department of Public Health (8/14/19) and Department of Public Works 
(8/14/19).  Please contact each department using the contact information listed in 
the individual letters. 
 
 

Please provide a digital copy of any revised plans on a CD or by email, plus 2 full-size 
hard copies of the plans. 

        
Please note that the Agua Dulce Town Council is a local body that has reviewed and 
provided comments on land use projects for the Agua Dulce area of Los Angeles County.  
It is recommended that you contact the Town Council to help gain community support for 
your project. To present before the Agua Dulce Town Council, please contact the Agua 
Dulce Town Council at the following address to arrange a meeting: 33201 Agua Dulce 
Canyon Road Box #8, Agua Dulce, CA 91390.  You can also call Council President Don 
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Henry at (661) 268-1731 to request an item be placed on their agenda.  Their email 
address is info@adtowncouncil.com.  

 
Failure to submit the required information by October 13, 2020 will result in the CUP being 
scheduled for a public hearing with a recommendation of denial.   
 
If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Richard Claghorn at (213) 
974-6443, from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Thursday or via email at 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  Our offices are closed on Fridays. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Department of Regional Planning 
Amy J. Bodek, AICP 
Director 
 
 
 
Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planner 
Zoning Permits North Section  
 
Attachments: 
 
Draft Parking Analysis 
Draft Covenant to Hold Property as One Parcel 
FD Letter from 8/18/19 
DPH Letter from 8/14/19 
DPW Letter from 8/14/19 
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Reviewed by: Joseph Youman  Date:  August 08, 2019 
Page 1 of 3 

THE FIRE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS THAT THIS PROJECT NOT TO BE 
APPROVED AT THIS TIME AND NOT TO PROCEED WITH THE PUBLIC HEARING 
PROCESS. THIS RECOMMENDATION MAYBE CHANGED WHEN THE HOLDS 
BELOW HAVE BEEN ADDRESSED. 
 

HOLDS 

Access 

1. All on-site Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be labeled as “Private Driveway 
and Fire Lane” on the site plan along with the widths clearly depicted on the plan.  
Labeling is necessary to assure the access availability for Fire Department use.  
The designation allows for appropriate signage prohibiting parking. 

2. Fire Apparatus Access Roads must be installed and maintained in a serviceable 
manner prior to and during the time of construction. Fire Code 501.4 

3. Provide a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet, exclusive of shoulders and an 
unobstructed vertical clearance “clear to sky” Fire Department vehicular access 
to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the 
building, as measured by an approved route around the exterior of the building.  
Fire Code 503.1.1 & 503.2.2 

4. Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be provided with a 32 foot centerline turning 
radius.  Fire Code 503.2.4 

5. Dead-end Fire Apparatus Access Roads in excess of 150 feet in length shall be 
provided with an approved Fire Department turnaround.  Fire Code 503.2.5 

6. Fire Apparatus Access Roads shall be designed and maintained to support the 
imposed load of fire apparatus weighing 75,000 pounds, and shall be surfaced so 
as to provide all-weather driving capabilities. Fire apparatus access roads having 
a grade of 10 percent or greater shall have a paved or concrete surface. Fire 
Code 503.2.3(Provide a letter from a certified civil engineer verifying the 
proposed road is capable of supporting the required weight.)  

Fire Dept. letter included as attachment to 9/9/20 letter (emailed to applicant 8/15/19)
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7. On paved private access roads the maximum allowable grade shall not exceed 
15% except where topography makes it impracticable to keep within such grade, 
then an absolute maximum grade of 20% will be allowed for up to 150 feet in 
distances.  The break shall be 50 feet in length with a maximum grade of 5%.   
The average maximum allowed grade shall not be more than 17%.  Change in 
grade shall not exceed 10% in 10 feet. 

8. Indicate the various grade percentages and their lengths of the Fire Department 
access roadway on the site plan. Provide a road profile for proposed access 
roads with grades greater 15 percent. 

9. Abrupt changes in grade shall not exceed the maximum angles of approach and 
departure for fire apparatus. The first 10 feet of any angle of approach or 
departure or break-over shall not exceed a 10 percent change or 5.7 degrees.  
Fire Code 503.2.8 

10. A minimum 5 foot wide approved firefighter access walkway leading from the fire 
department access road to all required openings in the building's exterior walls 
shall be provided for firefighting and rescue purposes. (Fire Code 504.1)  Clearly 
identify firefighter walkway access routes on the site plan. Indicate the slope and 
walking surface material. Clearly show the required width. 

11. Provide a detail of the proposed guard shack and entrance located off of the 
Agua Dulce Canyon Rd.   

 

WATER 

12. All fire hydrants shall measure 6”x 4"x 2-1/2" brass or bronze, conforming to 
current AWWA standard C503 or approved equal, and shall be installed in 
accordance with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department C105.1 CFC.   

13. All required PUBLIC fire hydrants shall be installed, tested and accepted prior to 
beginning construction.  Fire Code 501.4 

14. The required fire flow for the public fire hydrants for this project is       gpm at 20 
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psi residual pressure for        hours.       public fire hydrant(s) flowing 
simultaneously may be used to achieve the required fire flow. (Fire Code 507.3 & 
Appendix B105.1)  Currently unable to calculate the required Fire Flow.  Provide 
the type of construction, square footage and indicate the installation of automatic 
fire sprinklers for all proposed structures on site.  

15. The required fire flow for the on-site private fire hydrants for this project is       
gpm at 20 psi residual pressure for       hours.       on-site fire hydrant(s) 
flowing simultaneously may be used to achieve the required fire flow. (On-site fire 
flow is to be the same as public fire flow.)    

16. Provide a Form 196 signed and completed by the local water purveyor. 

17. Show all existing public fire hydrants to within 300’ of all property lines.  Should 
hydrants be in excess of 300’, show the location of the nearest public fire hydrant 
represented by a broken dimension arrow in the location it exists.  

 

FUEL MODIFICATION 

18. This property is located within the area described by the Fire Department as the 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone.  A “Preliminary Fuel Modification Plan” 
shall be submitted and approved prior to public hearing.  For details, please 
contact the Department’s Fuel Modification Unit which is located at Fire Station 
32, 605 North Angeleno Avenue in the City of Azusa CA 91702-2904.  They may 
be reached at (626) 969-5205. 

 
Additional comments pending the information returned by the applicant for Fire 
Department plan check; presently all outstanding comments have been addressed via 
plan check.  
 

 
For any questions regarding the report, please contact Joseph Youman at (323) 
890-4243 or Joseph.Youman@fire.lacounty.gov. 
 



Prepared by:  
Vincent Gallegos, REHS 
Environmental Health Specialist IV 
 
SD-5 
 

 

 
 
 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH  

5050 COMMERCE DRIVE BALDWIN PARK, CA 91706 (626) 430-5380 
 

 
August 14, 2019 
 
CASE: RCUP-201200163 
Project: R2012-02971 
Planner: Claghorn, Richard 
Location: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road Agua Dulce 91390 
 
The Department of Public Health-Environmental Health Division has reviewed the proposed 
retreat and events center which will include an outdoor dance pavilion,  live entertainment, 
concerts, weddings, corporate retreat events, spa with massage services, winery with wine 
tasting and sales, a Type 47 Alcoholic Beverage Control license (beer, wine, and distilled spirits 
sales at a restaurant), 61 guest cabins, five proposed "guest units", and a caretaker mobile 
home.  It is similar in some respects to a private recreation club but does not fit the strict 
definition of a private recreation club. 
RPPL200900080 was approved in 2010 to legalize an outdoor dance pavilion and accessory 
office and restroom buildings.  Permits were never finalized.  The zone changed in 2012 from R-
R-1 to A-1-2, but this CUP application was filed before the zone change and was allowed to 
apply under R-R zoning requirements.  The proposal has changed since the original submittal 
as 3 of the original 8 parcels are no longer part of the project. 
Project under the current ownership began a new Public Water Supply Permit application 
around January 2012, however no further action was taken by the project to complete the TMF.  
 
Public Health recommends that the conditions or information requested below be 
satisfied before agency approval or clearance. 
 

Drinking Water 
 

1. Visitors and employees are required to have a source of approved safe and reliable 
potable water either from an approved onsite source or permitted nearby public 
water system that meets water demands of the proposed project.  Under the 
previous ownership and differing site plan and activity, this site was 
classified as a Transient Non-Community Water System under the PC code 
of 1900730.   
 

DPH letter included as attachment to 9/9/20 letter (emailed to applicant 8/15/19)
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2. Where potable is obtained onsite, new and existing Well construction shall 

conform the Department of Water Resources (DWR) California Well Standards 
Bulletin 74-81 & 74-90 
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/well_info_and_other/california_well_standa

rds/well_standards_content.html   Submit a copy(s) of the State Well Completion 

Report for the existing well that is onsite.  Contact the DWR at (818) 500-1645 for 

any existing well records.  

3. Submit application(s) for Production Well Permit” for any proposed well(s) 
construction review(s). Once the well(s) are constructed, submit application(s) for 
the Water Supply Yield test(s) for each water source with engineer’s report as 
required per Chapter 16 of the California Safe Drinking Water Act. For water 
quality triggers (when necessary), separate application for a Water Treatment 
System Evaluation will be required.  Applications with associated fees may be 
downloaded at  http://publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/EP/dw/dw_main.htm  
 

4. Per Chapter 16 of the Safe Drinking Water Act, constructed drinking water wells 
shall require a “Source Capacity Study” that includes an engineer’s report on the 
project’s watershed, an 8 hour for alluvium, 3 or 10-day for bedrock pump test 
(Due to the geomorphology of the area, a 3 or 10 day pump test will be required 
for any well construction) with recovery data and graphs, safe pumping yield 
determinations, and summary by a California State licensed hydrologist per Title 
22 Code of Regulation Chapter 16 California Waterworks Standards.  Code 
details may be viewed online at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/certlic/drinkingwater/Lawbook.sht
ml   A separate application with the associated fee for this source capacity study 
is also required and may be downloaded from our site at 
http://publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/EP/dw/dw_main.htm   
 

 
5. Please note that well production or the wells capacity to pump a certain amount of 

water in gallons per minute (gpm) shall meet the maximum occupancy or per capita 
or other that results in the greater amount of water demand along with sufficient 
onsite water storage capacity.   

 

6. Water quality sampling and analysis per California State Title 22 Code of 
Regulation Chapter 15 will be required.  Any analyte triggers may require treatment 
system mitigation if required. See item 9(f) 

 

7. Based on the type of development you are proposing; the project must obtain a 
permit as a public water system.  According to Senate Bill No. 1263, for a 
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proposed new public water system that would be regulated by a local primacy 
agency (LA County Drinking Water Program), the applicant shall start the 
permitting process by submitting a copy of the preliminary technical report to the 
State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water for evaluation 
and further instructions. The preliminary technical report shall include all the 
following: 

 
a. The name of each public water system for which any service area boundary 

is within three miles, as measured through existing public rights-of-way, of 

any boundary of the applicant’s proposed public water system’s service 

area. 

b. A discussion of the feasibility of each of the adjacent public water systems 

identified pursuant to paragraph above annexing, connecting, or otherwise 

supplying domestic water to the applicant’s proposed new public water 

system’s service area. The applicant shall consult with each adjacent public 

water system in preparing the report and shall include in the report any 

information provided by each adjacent public water system regarding the 

feasibility of annexing, connecting, or otherwise supplying domestic water 

to that service area. 

c. A discussion of all actions taken by the applicant to secure a supply of 

domestic water from an existing public water system for the proposed new 

public water system’s service area. 

d. All sources of domestic water supply for the proposed new public water 

system. 

e. The estimated cost to construct, operate, and maintain the proposed new 

public water system, including long-term operation and maintenance costs 

and a potential rate structure. 

f. A comparison of the costs associated with the construction, operation and 

maintenance, and long-term sustainability of the proposed new public 

water system to the costs associated with providing water to the proposed 

new public water system's service area through annexation by, 

consolidation with, or connection to an existing public water system. 

g. A discussion of all actions taken by the applicant to pursue a contract for 

managerial or operational oversight from an existing public water system. 

h. An analysis of whether a proposed new public water system's total 

projected water supplies available during normal, single dry, or multiple dry 

water years during a 20- year projection will meet the projected water 

demand for the service area. 
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8. If the State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water approves 
a proposed new water system, the project is invited to apply and complete the 
process to obtain a California State Domestic Water Supply Permit through the 
DPH-EH and comply with permit requirements as indicated in Title 22 of the 
California Code of Regulations, Article 2, 64552. see: 
http://carules.elaws.us/code/t.22_d.4_ch.16_art2_sec.64552 
 

9. Submit an application for a Domestic Water Supply Permit so that the Department 
of Public Health – Drinking Water Program may properly evaluate your projects 
ability to meet the requirements as a public water system.  Please provide the 
following data: 

 
a. Information regarding the proposed source of water 
b. A full application package including the following: 

 
i. Technical, Managerial, and Financial (TMF) information 

for evaluation.  TMF requirement helps ensure that public 
water systems have long-term sustainability to maintain 
compliance with all applicable drinking water laws and 
regulations.  Please contact LA County DPH-EH, Drinking 
Water program to obtain a contact information for the third 
party technical assistance providers who may be able to 
assist the state in helping small water systems in TMF 
preparation.    

ii. The documentation of system construction conformity to 
Title 22, Chapter 16 Water Works Standard including 
requirements of National Sanitation Foundation Standards 
60 and 61. 
 

c. Clearly identify the type of operation, and the number of employees. 

d. Identify the number of proposed toilet facilities, lavatories, urinals, drinking 

fountains, hose bibs for general facility sanitation, sinks required by the 

California Plumbing Code, based upon the type of operation and occupancy 

rate.  The water demand for each unit must be determined and an engineer 

shall prepare a water budget and submit a stamped report. 

e. Create water system operation plans so that any qualified person unfamiliar 

with the system can follow and run the system during normal or emergency 

contingencies. 

f. System monitoring schedules for ongoing regulatory oversight, i.e. 

Consumer Confidence Reports, Lead and Copper Rule, Disinfection 

Byproducts Rules, Total Coliform Rule, Inorganic Chemicals, Volatile 
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Organic Chemicals, Synthetic Organic Chemicals, Secondary Drinking 

Water Standards, Radiochemical elements. 

Please note that all technical information, including the water system design, construction, 

and operations plans shall have an engineer’s license stamp that verifies system 

components in conformance with the California Water Works Standard Chapter 16 Title 

22 California Code Regulations.   

For questions regarding the drinking water comments, please contact Lusi Mkhitaryan, Drinking 

Water Program at (626) 430-5420. 

Onsite Waste Water 

10. A report to determine the feasibility of installing onsite wastewater treatment 

systems (OWTS) for the new proposed facilities shall be submitted to the DPH’s 

Land Use Program for review and approval. The report shall be prepared in 

compliance with DPH’s “Conventional and Non-Conventional Onsite 

Wastewater Treatment Systems – Requirements and Procedures” at 

www.lapublichealth.org/eh/EP/lu/lu_main.htm 

11. The report shall consist of a soil profile excavation, exploratory boring to 

determine historic and seasonal high groundwater mark and presence of 

subsurface water, and percolation testing to confirm that the soil on the property 

can support the use of (N)OWTS. Testing shall be conducted in an area likely 

to be utilized as a disposal field including the 100% future expansion/dispersion 

field area. 

12. Each lot(s) shall be subject to the following: minimum lot size density is 2.5 acre 

per dwelling unit for conventional onsite wastewater system when 

development(s) are proposed.  Variance for lots not meeting the minimum 2.5 

acre require the utilization Non-Conventional Onsite Wastewater Treatment 

System (NOWTS). NOWTS include in part, enhanced treatment for domestic 

wastewater in quality, alarm features, annual system sampling with reporting, 

annual permit, and a County Registrars recorded covenant & agreement on the 

properties/parcels title. 

13. The design and installation of (N)OWTS shall conform to the requirements of 

this Department and other applicable regulatory agencies.  

14. The required size and capacity of the proposed (N)OWTS shall be determined 

based on the factors including, bedrooms, bedroom equivalents, fixture unit 

count, number of employees, number of parking spaces, restrooms, etc., 
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either individually or in combination of one, two or more factors as applicable 

which results in the largest system capacity and in accordance with table 201.1-

CAPACITY OF SEPTIC TANKS, table 201.1(2)-ESTIMATED WASTE SEWAGE FLOW 

RATES, and table H 101.8 LOCATION OF SEWAGE DISPOAL SYSTEM of the Los 

Angeles County Plumbing Code Title 28 - Appendix H and requirements 

established in the Department’s guidelines. 

Reference:https://library.municode.com/CA/Los_Angeles_County/codes/code_of_or

dinances?nodeId=TIT28PLCO 

15. For new system installation, submit project review application to Chris Gibson 

at 26415 Carl Boyer Dr. Santa Clarita 91350 (661) 287-7018.  Mr. Gibson will 

assist with the filing of the appropriate application, associated review fee and 

documents required within the application work plan.  Please check our 

website for guidance and applications and associated fees: 

www.lapublichealth.org/eh/EP/lu/lu_main.htm  

16. Where the projects waste water loading is 10,000 GPM/Day or more, a 

Wastewater Discharge Requirement permit (WDR) from the Los Angeles 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) will be required and shall 

be submitted for our Program’s review.  The LARWQCB can be contacted at 

(213) 576-6600. Submit an engineer’s report to the Land Use Program that 

details the increased wastewater loads from the project users to the site 

determined at maximum visitor, guest, employee and contractor capacities. 

17. If there is public sewerage is available within 200 feet of the project, there 

shall be connections made to such utility.  

18. Where no modifications are to be made to the existing septic system, an 

application containing the evaluation of the current system by a qualified 

contractor is required. Although not exhaustive, the evaluation will include: 

 
The evaluation of an existing system must include whether the existing system was properly 
installed, is currently functional, and structurally in good repair.  The report shall include a plot 
plan that clearly identifies and illustrates the entire OWTS to include the tank size and related 
details of the dispersal system. The qualified contractor shall submit to the Department a signed 
report attesting to such capability for the existing OWTS. The inspection report of the current 

system required in shall include: 

i. Verification that all components were installed/constructed in an acceptable manner 
(i.e., setbacks are met) and all components are intact and in good repair. 

ii. Verification of the structural integrity of the entire system, to include tank, baffles, 
plumbing lines, distribution box, diverter valves, and any other related component. 

iii. The report shall attest to the current condition of the dispersal system. For example, 
the extent which the perforated pipes for leach lines and the gravel below are 
clogged; the presence of organic build up in the seepage pit; the observed level of 
standing wastewater in seepage pit and if the wall of the seepage pit is stained 
due to constant contact with wastewater that may have happened in the past, etc. 
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19. For new system installation and existing system evaluations, submit project 

review applications to Chris Gibson at 26415 Carl Boyer Dr. Santa Clarita 91350 

(661) 287-7018.  Mr. Gibson will assist with the filing of the appropriate 

application, associated review fee and documents required within the 

application work plan.  Please check our website for guidance and applications 

and associated fees: www.lapublichealth.org/eh/EP/lu/lu_main.htm  

 

Food Facilities 

20. Where food facilities and alcohol are proposed submit plans to the Food Plan 

Check Program.   

For further details Contact Denise Noborio at (626) 430-5418 

Pool Facilities 

21. Where pool facilities are proposed submit plans to the Recreational Waters 

Program. Please see our link for the New Pool Plan Check Approval 

Requirements at http://www.publichealth.lacounty.gov/eh/docs/ep_re_planreq.pdj    

For further details contact Nick Brakband at (626) 430-5360 

 

Noise 

22. Noise: The applicant shall abide by the requirements contained in Title 12, 

Section 12.08, Noise Control Ordinance for the County of Los Angeles 

(reference available at municode.com). A traffic noise study will be required.  

The sections in Title 12 that apply to this project may be subject to change 

during the initial CUP process. 

 

• Operational use: Section 12.08.390. Exterior Noise standards. This standard would 

apply to on-site equipment such as mechanical equipment or operational sound, 

amplified sound, wedding/temporary events.  Please find specific noise restrictions in 

part 4 of Title 12.  The following exterior noise levels shall apply to all receptor 

properties within a designated noise zone 

 

COMMUNITY NOISE CRITERIA (12.08.390) 
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Noise 

Zone 

Land Use of  

Receptor 

Property 

Time Level (dBA) 

Std 1 

L50 

30 min/hr 

Std 2 

L25 

15 min/hr 

Std 3 

L8.3 

5 min/hr 

Std 4 

L1.7 

1 min/hr 

Std 5 

L0 

At any time 

I Noise 

Sensitive 

Anytime 

 

45 50 55 60 65 

II Residential 10PM to 7AM 

 

45 50 55  60 65 

7 AM to 10 PM 

 

50 55 60 65 70 

 

Exterior Noise Standards, Chapter 12.08, Part 3, Section 12.08.390. 

• Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 1, L50:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for a 

cumulative period of more than 30 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L50 exceeds the levels 

listed above, then the ambient L50 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 1. 
 

• Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 2, L25:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for a 
cumulative period of more than 15 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L25 exceeds the levels 
listed above, then the ambient L25 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 2. 

•    Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 3, L8.3:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for a 
cumulative period of more than 5 minutes in any hour.  If the ambient L8.3 exceeds the levels listed 
above, then the ambient L8.3 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 3. 

• Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 4, L1.7:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for a 

cumulative period of more than 1 minute in any hour.  If the ambient L1.7 exceeds the levels listed 

above, then the ambient L1.7 becomes the exterior noise level for Standard No. 4. 
 

• Los Angeles County Noise Standard No. 5, L0:  Noise levels which may not be exceeded for any 

period of time.  If the ambient L0 exceeds the levels listed above, then the ambient L0 becomes 

the exterior noise level for Standard No. 5. 

 

C. If the measurement location is on a boundary property between two different zones, 

the exterior noise level utilized in subsection B of this section to determine the exterior 

standard shall be the arithmetic mean of the exterior noise levels in subsection A of the 

subject zones. Except as provided for above in this subsection C, when an intruding noise 

source originates on an industrial property and is impacting another noise zone, the 

applicable exterior noise level as designated in subsection A shall be the daytime exterior 

noise level for the subject receptor property. 

 

D. The ambient noise histogram shall be measured at the same location along the 
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property line utilized in subsection B of this section, with the alleged intruding noise 

source inoperative. If for any reason the alleged intruding noise source cannot be turned 

off, the ambient noise histogram will be estimated by performing a measurement in the 

same general area of the alleged intruding noise source but at sufficient distance such 

that the noise from the alleged intruding noise source is at least 10dB below the ambient 

noise histogram in order that only the actual ambient noise histogram be measured. If 

the difference between the ambient noise histogram and the alleged intruding noise 

source is 5 to 10dB, then the level of the ambient noise histogram itself can be reasonably 

determined by subtracting a one-decibel correction to account for the contribution of the 

alleged intruding noise source. 

 

E. In the event the intrusive exceeds the exterior noise standards as set forth in 

subsections B and C of this section at a specific receptor property and the health officer 

has reason to believe that this violation at said specific receptor property was 

unanticipated and due to abnormal atmospheric conditions, the health officer shall issue 

an abatement notice in lieu of a citation. If the specific violation is abated, no citation shall 

be issued therefor. If, however, the specific violation is not abated, the health officer may 

issue a citation. (Ord. 11778 § 2 (Art. 4 § 403), 1978: Ord. 11773 § 2 (Art. 4 § 403), 1978.) 

• Adjustments to the noise standard are made if a pure tone or impulsive noise is 

present (section 12.08.410). 

Note:  Ensure that best management practices and design (i.e. noise attenuation features, proper 

shielding, placement, engineering controls, etc.) are followed to minimize noise disturbance to 

comply with the noise ordinance.  A traffic noise study will be required.  

• Section 12.08.460. Loading and Unloading operations.  Loading, unloading, 
opening, closing or other handling of boxes, crates, containers, building materials, 
garbage cans or similar objects between the hours of 10:00 pm to 6:00 am in such 
a manner as to cause noise disturbance is prohibited.   

 

• Section 12.08.520. Refuse collection vehicles.  (refer to the ordinance available at 
municode.com) 

 

• Section 12.08.440. Construction noise. A. Operating or causing the operation of any 
tools or equipment used in construction, drilling, repair, alteration or demolition work 
between weekday hours of 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m., or at any time on Sundays or 
holidays, such that the sound therefrom creates a noise disturbance across a residential 
or commercial real-property line is prohibited, except for emergency work of public 
service utilities or by variance issued by the health officer. 
 

Section 12.08.440 B:  The contractor shall conduct construction activities in such a 

manner that the maximum noise levels are not exceeded (refer to listed noise levels 
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12.08.440 B). Noise Restrictions at Affected Structures.  The contractor shall conduct 

construction activities in such a manner that the maximum noise levels at the affected 

buildings will not exceed those listed in the following schedule: 

• At Residential Structures: Mobile Equipment.  Maximum noise levels from 

non-scheduled, intermittent, and short-term operation (less than 10 days) of 

mobile equipment: 

 

 

Single-family 

Residential 

(dBA) 

Multi-family 

Residential 

(dBA) 

Daily, except Sundays 

and legal holidays, 

7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

75 80 

Daily, 8:00 p.m. to 

7:00 a.m. and all day 

Sunday and legal 

holidays. 

60 65 

 

• Stationary Equipment Maximum noise level for repetitively scheduled and relatively 

long-term operation (period of 10 days or more) of stationary equipment: 

 

 Single-family 

Residential 

(dBA) 

Multi-family 

Residential 

(dBA) 

Daily, except 

Sundays and legal 

holidays, 7:00 a.m. 

to 8:00 p.m. 

60 65 

Daily, 8:00 p.m. to 

7:00 a.m. and all day 

Sunday and legal 

holidays. 

50 55 

 

• Section 12.08.440 C:  All mobile or stationary internal-combustion-engine powered 
equipment or machinery shall be equipped with suitable exhaust and air-intake silencers in 
proper working order.  Apply best management practices and notify neighbors of construction 
activities.  If a noise study is recommended, it would include an analysis on noise from 
construction and mitigation measures if needed.  The determination to recommend a noise 
study is made on a case by case basis during the conditional use permit review. 
 

• Section 12.08.460. Loading and Unloading operations.  Loading, unloading, 
opening, closing or other handling of boxes, crates, containers, building materials, 
garbage cans or similar objects between the hours of 10:00 pm to 6:00 am in such a 
manner as to cause noise disturbance is prohibited. 
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• Section 12.08.520. Refuse collection vehicles.  (refer to the ordinance available at 
municode.com) 
 

• Section 12.08.530:  Residential air-conditioning.  Operating or permitting the operation of 
any air-conditioning or refrigeration equipment in such a manner as to exceed any of the 
following sound levels is prohibited. 

 

Measurement Location  Units Installed on or after 1-1-80 dBA 

• Any point on neighboring property line, 5 
feet above grade level, no closer than 3 
feet from any wall. 

55 

• Center of neighboring patio, 5 feet above 
grade level, no closer than 3 feet from 
any wall. 

50 

• Outside the neighboring living area 
window nearest the equipment location, 
not more than 3 feet from the window 
opening, but at least 3 feet from any other 
surface. 

50 

Adhere to Universal Building and Safety codes pertaining to interior noise insulation 

requirements (CNEL 45 dBA).  Consult with Building & Safety. 
 

AIR QUALITY 

• During grading or excavation activities if applicable, apply dust control measures 
per AQMD rule 403 to minimize fugitive dust.  Fugitive dust can result in worker and 
public exposure to fungal spores such as Coccidioides immitis, which can cause 
Coccidiodidomycosis (Valley Fever).  Adhere to applicable air quality AVAQMD 
regulations. 

 
For any questions regarding the noise and air quality section, please contact Evenor Masis or 
Robert Vasquez of the Toxicology and Environmental Assessment Program at (213) 738-3220 
or at emasis@ph.lacounty.gov and rvasquez@ph.lacounty.gov. 

 

  
For any questions regarding the report, please contact Vincent Gallegos of the Land Use 
Program at vgallegos@ph.lacounty.gov   
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DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

'7a Enrich Lives Through Effective and Coring Service"

bIARK PESTRELLA, Director

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 4~8-5100
http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460

August 14, 2019

TO: Samuel Dea
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning

Attention Richard Claghorn

FROM: Art Vander Vis
Land Development Division
Department of Public Works

RCUP-201200163 (CUP)
ASSESSOR'S MAP BOOK 3212, PAGE 7, PARCELS 25-28
ASSESSOR'S MAP BOOK 3212, PAGE 8, PARCEL 54
UNINCORPORATED COUNTY COMMUNITY OF AGUA DULCE

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the zoning permit application and site plan for the
subject project. The project is a proposed retreat and events center which will include an
outdoor dance pavilion, live entertainment, concerts, weddings, corporate retreat events,
spa with massage services, winery with wine tasting and sales, 61 guest cabins, five
proposed "guest units", and a caretaker mobile home.

❑ Public Works recommends that the conditions shown below be applied to the project
if ultimately approved by the advisory agency.

~ Public Works has comments on the submitted documents; therefore, a Public
Hearing shall NOT be scheduled until the comments have been addressed.

Additional information needs to be addressed, submitted, or shown on the site plan. Refer
to the additional comments on the site plan that may be used for clarification of the
following comments.

A. Street

Show, label, and dimension the following on sheet C-1 and C-2 of the site
plan:

DPW letter included as attachment to 9/9/20 letter (emailed to applicant 8/21/19)
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a. The existing driveways as dashed lines and any proposed driveway
as solid lines.

b. Clearly identify the limits of the slope easement, private easements,
restricted use areas, flood hazard areas, and geological hazard
areas on the site plan.

c. The record street centerline (2-CSB-1312-1) on Agua Dulce Canyon
Road.

d. The existing street right of way width along Agua Dulce Canyon Road
(50' from the centerline) as solid lines.

e. All existing and proposed street improvements, including concrete
curbs, curb ramps, sidewalks, driveways, utility poles, catch basins,
fences, etc., on both sides of Agua Dulce Canyon Road at least 50
feet beyond the proposed improvements. All existing improvements
should be shown as dashed lines and all proposed improvements
should be shown as solid lines. All existing improvements that are
intended to be removed or reconstructed should be labeled as such.

2. Provide clear line of stopping sight distance, both horizontal and vertical,
commensurate with 65 mph (660 feet) from the driveways on Agua Dulce
Canyon Road in both directions. Address line of sight issues due to vertical
walls and grading near the driveways.

3. Relocate all structures and obstructions (such as walls, fences, fountains,
etc.) to outside of the street right of way on Agua Dulce Canyon Road.

For questions regarding the street comments, please contact Sam Richards of
Public Works, Land Development Division at (626) 458-4921 or
~ricpw.lacc~ur~t ,qov.

•

1. Submit a Traffic Access Management Study through EPIC-LA under
"Engineering Studies: Traffic Access Management" to Public Works for
review and approval.

2. Submit a Trip Generation Study as part of the Traffic Access Management
Study to Public Works to determine if a Transportation Impact Analysis is
required.
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For questions regarding the traffic comments, please contact Kent Tsujii of Public
Works, Traffic Safety and Mobility Division at (626) 300-4776 or
k~~~jii(i~~v~~.l~countv.~~v.

C. Drainage

Submit a hydrology report through. EPIC-LA under "Engineering Studies:
Hydrology Study" to Public Works for review and approval.

2. Submit a Low Impact Development Plan (LID) as part of the hydrology
report. Comply with LID standards in accordance with the LID standards
manual which is available at
htt~s://pvv.lacounty.gc~vlldd/lib/f~/Hvdrolc~gylL~w°1o201mp~ct°l~20Dev~lopment°lo2J
Standards°1o20Manual. pdf.

3. If an infiltration rate is required for the design of flood control facilities or
compliance with LID standards, an infiltration test must be done per
GS200.2 and approved by Public Works, Geotechnical and Materials
Engineering Division prior to final approval of any hydrology or LID reports.

For questions regarding the drainage comments, please contact Alex Mikhailpoor
of Public Works, Land Development Division at (626) 458-4921 or
amikh~ilpc~or(a.pw.lacour~ty.g~v.

D. Geotechnical and Soils

Submit a geotechnical report through EPIC-LA under "Engineering Studies:
Geotechnical Study" to Public Works that addresses issues such as, but not
limited to, the potential for liquefaction, slope stability, and settlement. The
report must discuss and provide recommendations for all mitigation
measures required from a geotechnical standpoint as necessary.

For questions regarding the geotechnical comments, please contact George
Molina of Public Works, Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division at
(626) 458-7140 or molie~~pv~.laco~n~ .qov.

.~~- .:• • -- •- • - c •- ...-~ ~
~ ~ - ~
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Street

1.1 Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, submit street improvement
plans to Public Works through the EPIC-LA portal under "Public
Improvement Plans: Street Plans" for review and approval of the following
improvements:

1.1.1 Comply with the approved traffic access management study and
transportation impact analysis.

Be advised that we currently have no known County road construction
projects within the limits of your project. Should a County project be
scheduled and constructed ahead of the applicant's development, a
pavement moratorium may be imposed that would restrict any pavement
work for two years. Exceptions could be made if acceptable rehabilitation
measures are provided. The applicant is encouraged to monitor
http://pw.lacounty.gov/gmed/lacroads/Find.aspx periodically to determine if
any future County projects have been scheduled or to determine whether a
pavement moratorium currently exists along streets fronting the project
location.

1.2 Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, dedicate and continuously
maintain line of sight easements commensurate with 65 mph (660 feet) from the
driveways on Agua Dulce Canyon Road in both directions. For questions
regarding the dedication process, contact Alan Chan of Public Works, Land
Development Division at (626) 458-4921 or achan(a~dpw.lacounty.gov.

For questions regarding the street conditions, please contact Sam Richards of
Public Works, Land Development Division at (626) 458-4921 or
srich~a pvv.lacounty.gorr.

2. Geotechnical

2.1. Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, comply with the approved
geology and geotechnical study.

For questions regarding the geotechnical condition, please contact George Molina
of Public Works, Geotechnical and Materials Engineering Division at
(626) 458-7140 or gmolina ~pw.lacounty.gov.



Samuel Dea
August 14, 2019
Page 5

.•-

3.1. Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, comply with the approved
hydrology study and low impact development plan.

For questions regarding the drainage conditions, please contact Alex Mikhailpoor
of Public Works, Land Development Division at (626} 458-4921 or
~mikh~ilpo~~~ ̀  - I cc~~anty.gc~v.

If you have any other questions or require additional information, please contact Toan
Duong of Public Works, Land Development Division at (626) 458-4921 or
tduon~Ca~pUv.laccaunt~~v.

JDC:
P:\Idpub\SUBPCHECK\Plan Checking Files\CUP\RCUP-201200163 - 0 VAC-PVf DRWY-VIC AGUA DULCE CY Street\RCUP-
201200163\DPW Not Cleared 2019-08-14 RCUP-201200163.docx
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Re: Fw: Time Extension of due date for CUP 201200163

Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com>
Thu 10/15/2020 2:47 PM
To:  Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov>

CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
OK - thanks Richard

STEVE KAPLAN
Attorney
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436
Office: 818.377.7440
Cell: 818.321.9575
Facsimile: 818.377.7401
E-Mail: sk.landuselaw@gmail.com

On Thu, Oct 15, 2020 at 2:20 PM Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 
Hello Mr. Kaplan,
 
Please see below for my email to Shaul Yakovi regarding the �me extension to Nov. 12.  Please note
that a�er today I will be on vaca�on and will return on Oct. 26.  If you need to reach us during that
�me, you may contact Samuel Dea, my supervisor, at sdea@planning.lacounty.gov, or Tracy Swann. 
Thanks.
 
Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning
 
We Appreciate Your Feedback!
Please take a moment and fill out our EPIC-LA customer experience survey by clicking on the link below:
h�ps://bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey
 
In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facili�es are closed to the public at this
�me.  For the most current informa�on about available services, public mee�ng schedules, and planning
projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov
 
 

From: Richard Claghorn 
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 10:12 AM 
To: shaul yakovi <shaul92@gmail.com> 
Cc: karnier@gmail.com <karnier@gmail.com>; Samuel Dea <sdea@planning.lacounty.gov>; Kers�n Schlegel
<kschlegel@planning.lacounty.gov>; Toan Duong <TDUONG@dpw.lacounty.gov>; Shayne Lamont
<SLamont@ph.lacounty.gov>; Youman, Joseph <Joseph.Youman@fire.lacounty.gov> 
Subject: Time Extension of due date for CUP 201200163
 

emails from 10/15/20 and earlier
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Shaul,
 
We are gran�ng your request for a �me extension un�l November 12, 2020 .  However, we cannot
process a CUP with ac�ve viola�ons.  As explained previously, including in my email to you dated
October 1, 2020, which is copied below, you are not authorized to hold events at this loca�on un�l
a�er you receive approval of the CUP applica�on.  Therefore, you must cease holding any events un�l
you obtain an approved CUP.  Plot Plan RPP200900080 is not effec�ve for con�nued opera�on of the
event center.
 
You have now stated that you want to revise your CUP applica�on to reduce the scope of your
project.  You must submit the following by November 12, 2020:

1. Submit to Regional Planning a revised site plan by November 12, 2020.  The revised site plan
should show only the exis�ng structures.

2. Submit to Regional Planning a revised project descrip�on by November 12, 2020. 
3. Submit to the Department of Public Health the required informa�on for Drinking Water and

Onsite Wastewater Treatment System as explained in the a�ached DPH le�er.
 
We reiterate that this or any extension does not authorize you to con�nue holding events, and is only
to keep your CUP applica�on ac�ve.  Thank you.  
 
 
Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning
 
We Appreciate Your Feedback!
Please take a moment and fill out our EPIC-LA customer experience survey by clicking on the link below:
h�ps://bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey
 
In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facili�es are closed to the public at this
�me.  For the most current informa�on about available services, public mee�ng schedules, and planning
projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov
 

From: Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, October 1, 2020 1:56 PM 
To: shaul yakovi <shaul92@gmail.com> 
Cc: karnier@gmail.com <karnier@gmail.com>; Samuel Dea <sdea@planning.lacounty.gov>; Kers�n
Schlegel <kschlegel@planning.lacounty.gov>; Toan Duong <TDUONG@dpw.lacounty.gov>; Shayne Lamont
<SLamont@ph.lacounty.gov>; Youman, Joseph <Joseph.Youman@fire.lacounty.gov> 
Subject: Gardens of Paradise CUP
 
Good a�ernoon Shaul,
 
Please read the a�ached le�er dated 9/9/20 regarding your project, and the related
a�achments.  The le�er and the a�ached le�ers from other County departments are based on
the current project scope.  As we've discussed, it is recommended that the project be downsized
to focus on legalizing the exis�ng unpermi�ed structures and establishing the event venue use
through the CUP.  Revised plans and applica�on materials are needed to show the revised scope
of the project.  We can send the project to the other departments for interdepartmental County
review if we receive the revised submi�al materials.  If we don't receive an adequate response by
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the deadline of October 13, 2020 we may begin the process of scheduling the CUP applica�on for
a public hearing for denial due to inac�vity.     
 
In addi�on, I've a�ached a le�er from 2012 which explains background on the zone change that occurred
in 2012 and how it affects your property.  As explained on page 3 of the le�er, the site plan approval for
outdoor dance pavilion would only be valid for a period of 5 years a�er the date the zone change became
effec�ve.  This means that a�er 12/27/17 the use would have to terminate, unless the CUP was approved
by then, assuming the use had been legally established.  Since the CUP is s�ll not approved, you may not
hold events at the site.     
 

At this �me, any gatherings/events not specifically allowed in the Health Officer Order 9.4.20, such as
places of worship services, therapeu�c behavioral health groups, small cohorts at schools/day care, etc.,
are prohibited.

 

Because of this order, gatherings and events not allowed in the order are prohibited, so even if the CUP
had been approved the order related to the current pandemic would prohibit gatherings at the loca�on
un�l such �me the order is li�ed.  
 

Let me know if you have any other ques�ons about it.  Thank you.
 
Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning
 
We Appreciate Your Feedback:
Please take a moment and fill out our customer experience survey for online
applications [bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey].  
 
In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facilities are closed to the public
at this time.  For the most current information about available services, public meeting schedules, and
planning projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov

From: Richard Claghorn 
Sent: Wednesday, September 9, 2020 4:36 PM 
To: shaul92@gmail.com <shaul92@gmail.com>; karnier@gmail.com <karnier@gmail.com> 
Subject: Gardens of Paradise CUP
 
Hello Shaul and Erez,
 
Please read the a�ached correc�on le�er regarding your case, along with the other a�ached
le�ers and documents.  Let me know if you have any ques�ons.  Thanks.
 
Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning
 
We Appreciate Your Feedback:
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Please take a moment and fill out our customer experience survey for online
applications [bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey].  
 
In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facilities are closed to the public
at this time.  For the most current information about available services, public meeting schedules, and
planning projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov
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March 18, 2021 
       
 

Mr. Shaul Yakovi 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
Dear Mr. Yakovi: 
 

PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE: DENIAL DUE TO INACTIVITY 
PROJECT NO. R2012-02971 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163 
32222 AGUA DULCE CANYON RD. (APN 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-

007-027, 3212-007-028, and 3212-008-054)  
 
The Los Angeles County (County) Department of Regional Planning (Department) has 
made repeated attempts to inform you of the information that is required to proceed with 
your application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to authorize a special event facility, 
caretaker’s residence, and related facilities at the above-referenced location. The 
correspondence dated September 9, 2020 requesting project revisions and additional 
information is attached for your review.  Additionally, staff has sent many letters 
requesting required information beginning on June 13, 2013.  To date, we have not 
received the requested information and as a result, we are unable to proceed with 
processing your application.   
 
Section 22.222.100 of the County Code (Zoning Ordinance) provides that the Hearing 
Officer may deny, without public hearing, an application for a CUP if such application does 
not contain the required information contained in Sections 22.222.070 and 22.222.090.  
Due to the longstanding inactive status of the project identified above, the project will be 
scheduled for denial before a County Hearing Officer on April 20, 2021. 
 
If you wish to keep this project active, please send a written request to the Department, 
Zoning Permits North, Room 1348, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012, 
Attention: Richard Claghorn or rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  This correspondence 
must be received on or before April 18, 2021 in order to avoid being scheduled for 
denial.   
 
For questions or for additional information, please contact Richard Claghorn of the Zoning 
Permits North Section at (213) 974-6443, or rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  

Denial Notice letter 3/18/21



Mr. Shaul Yakovi 
March 18, 2021 
Page 2 
 
 

 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Amy J. Bodek,AICP 
Director 
 

 
 
Samuel Dea, Supervising Regional Planner 
Zoning Permits North Section 
 
SD:RC 
 
Enclosures: Incomplete Letter 9-9-20 
 
c: Steve Kaplan, Attorney, 16133 Ventura Blvd., Suite 700, Encino, CA 91390 
cc (via email): sk.landuselaw@gmail.com; shaul92@gmail.com 
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Project R2012-02971 (CUP 201200163) Timeline and Project Site History 

1/19/1968- Plot Plan 16534 approved for 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. -Site plan shows an existing 25’ 

x 56’ house, 33’ x 33’ existing storage shed, a structure labeled “Prop”, an existing lake, a parking area 

and access road.   The area shown is currently APN 3212-008-054.  The structure labeled Prop appears 

to be the building labeled restaurant on the 2015 site plan.      

1/30/68- Plot Plan 16534 revised approval shows dimensions of 24’ x 60’ for prop structure and two 

small lakes west of it.  It also shows a septic tank, well, and drain field.  

2/13/68- Plot Plan 16534 revised approval; appears same as 1/30/68 approval. 

7/2/68-  Special Use Permit 1823 approved for a snack bar including the sale of beer (expires 7/2/1978) 

7/5/68-  Special Use Permit 1823 Exhibit A shows 24’ x 60’ building under construction (Prop building 

from PP 16534) 

1/14/69- Plot Plan 16534 revised approval; two 20’ x 40’ swimming pools and a 14’ x 30’ pool were 

added south of the two small lakes; “Prop” structure is now labeled a dressing room, and two small 

equipment room structures were added near the pools. A parking area with 35 spaces was added north 

of dressing room. 

6/18/74 REA to SP 1823 / PP 16534 approved.  An addition was approved to the snack bar structure.  

The snack bar structure is the structure shown as a restaurant on the 2015 plan.  The addition width 

ranged from 17.5’ to 21’, with a length of 71’-3”.    

10/27/76  CUP 804/VAR 385 approved to expand an existing RV mobile home park, including various 

other recreational and appurtenant facilities, and to be relieved of certain development standards.  

Expired 10/27/1996.    

1/22/2009- RPP 200900080 (Project R2009-00106) submitted to DRP for outdoor dance pavilion and 

associated accessory structures; project includes APN 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 

3212-007-028, 3212-008-051, 3212-008-052, 3212-008-054, and 3212-004-012 

8/26/09  letter from County Counsel to Ronit Waizgen regarding County Code violations 

 8/24/10- RPP 200900080 (Project R2009-00106) approved by DRP for outdoor dance pavilion and 

associated accessory structures 

10/16/12- one year time extension for RPP 200900080 (Project R2009-00106) approved by DRP; new 

expiration date 8/24/13 

11/8/12- meeting with applicant, applicant’s attorney, DRP, and County Counsel to discuss the imminent 

zone change from R-R-1 (Resort and Recreation, One-Acre Minimum Required Lot Area) to A-1-2 (Light 

Agricultural, Two-Acre Minimum Required Lot Area) and inclusion of the property within a Significant 

Ecological Area (SEA) 

11/15/12 - Letter from Director of DRP to applicant’s attorney summarizing the meeting which took 

place on 11/8/12; it encourages the applicant to file a CUP prior to the effective date of the zone change 

in order to continue the outdoor dance pavilion use after the 5-year amortization period ends; it says 



that if the CUP is filed prior to the zone change, it will be processed in accordance with current zoning 

standards (R-R-1 Zone and no SEA) at the time of filing. 

12/19/12- Project R2012-02971 (CUP 201200163) filed at DRP; project includes APN 3212-007-025, 

3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 3212-007-028, 3212-008-051, 3212-008-052, 3212-008-054, and 3212-

004-012   

12/27/12- Effective date of new Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, including zone change, new area plan 

land use category, and SEA designation of the project site  

2/19/13-amendment to RPP 200900080 (Project R2009-00106) approved by DRP for entrance signs 

5/23/13 - Project R2012-02971 (CUP 201200163) is assigned to Richard Claghorn 

6/13/13- letter sent from DRP to applicant detailing correction items for Project R2012-02971 (CUP 

201200163)   

1/29/14 -applicant requests to reschedule appointment to 2/5/14 

2/5/14-applicant requests to reschedule appointment; meeting date changed to 2/13/14 

2/12/14- site visit by planner (Richard Claghorn), who is bit by two dogs on the project site 

2/13/14-meeting scheduled is cancelled due to dog bite injuries 

5/14/14-email sent by planner to request a meeting on 5/29/14 to discuss project 

5/28/14-email from applicant to reschedule 5/29/14 meeting 

5/29/14-new meeting scheduled for 6/19/14 (meeting was cancelled and never occurred) 

5/12/15- letter sent from DRP to applicant detailing correction items for Project R2012-02971 (CUP 

201200163) -due date 8/12/15 

6/11/15-email to applicant regarding foreclosure of 3 parcels 

7/8/15-meeting with applicant at DRP; revised plans submitted showing revisions to the project with the 

5 remaining parcels only (APN 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 3212-007-028 and 3212-

008-054) 

7/15/15- letter sent from DRP to applicant detailing correction items for Project R2012-02971 (CUP 

201200163) -due date 10/15/15 

10/8/15-meeting at DRP with ZE staff, project planner, applicant 

10/13/15- email to applicant extending due date to 1/18/16 

1/11/16-email to applicant to schedule appointment on 1/21/16 

1/21/16-email to applicant to reschedule appointment to 1/28/16 at request of applicant 

1/28/16-email to applicant to reschedule appointment to 2/2/16 at request of applicant 

2/2/16-applicant emailed copy of revised plans to DRP  



3/23/16- letter sent from DRP to applicant detailing correction items for Project R2012-02971 (CUP 

201200163) -due date 6/20/16 

6/14/16-email to applicant extends due date to 7/20/16 for project; meeting set for 7/18/16 

7/19/16-email to applicant reschedules meeting to 7/27/16 at request of applicant 

7/26/16-email to applicant reschedules meeting to 8/3/16 at request of applicant 

8/2/16-email to applicant reschedules meeting to 8/10/16 at request of applicant 

8/10/16-meeting with applicant at DRP; applicant submitted revised plans; the revised plans addressed 

some of the items from the 3/23/16 letter; the 3/23/16 letter was updated with handwritten notes and 

emailed to applicant  

5/24/17-applicant does not show up for scheduled appointment; planner sends applicant an email with 

updated notes on the 3/23/16 correction letter 

11/21/17-planner sends applicant an email to schedule appointment; appointment set for 1/15/18 

1/17/18- site visit by planners Richard Claghorn and Amir Bashar 

1/25/18-meeting at DRP with project planner and applicants; applicants agree to pay CUP referral fees 

within next two weeks 

2/27/18-email from applicant to DRP; applicant said he came to DRP to pay the fees, but project planner 

was absent (no meeting was scheduled or advance notice given that he would come on that day) 

2/28/18-project planner emailed applicant regarding payment of the fees  

12/3/18-email from DRP to applicant requesting payment of CUP referral fees by 2/4/19 or case could 

be scheduled for denial 

2/6/19-email revised correction letter to applicant-due date 5/6/19 

4/4/19-meeting at DRP with Shaul and Erez; they paid the CUP referral fees 

7/9/19 eReview sent for CUP 

7/16/19 Department of Parks and Recreation cleared the project in eReview (no letter was provided) 

8/8/19  Fire Department not cleared letter sent 

8/14/19  Department of Public Health not cleared letter sent 

8/14/19  Department of Public Works not cleared letter sent 

1/22/20  DRP emails applicant to check on status 

9/9/20  DRP correction letter sent to applicant-due date 10/13/20 

10/8/20  DRP grants time extension to 11/12/20 

11/12/20  revised site plan submitted by applicant 



11/19/20  DRP sent email regarding corrections to site plan 

12/28/20  applicant submits revised site plan 

2/4/21  DRP sent email regarding corrections to site plan (due date of 2/18/21) 

2/11/21  DRP sent email regarding possible meeting and corrections to site plan (due date of 2/18/21) 

2/17/21 applicant submits revised site plan and project description 

 2/24/21 DRP sent email regarding corrections to site plan and project description (due date of 3/11/21) 

3/9/21 revised site plan submitted by applicant; no revised project description was provided 

3/18/21  Notice is sent by certified mail to Shaul Yakovi and Steve Kaplan for denial due to inactivity 

with Hearing Officer date of 4/20/21 

 

 

 



 

 

REPORT TO THE HEARING OFFICER 
 

 
DATE ISSUED: April 19, 2021 

HEARING DATE: April 20, 2021 AGENDA ITEM: 6     
PROJECT NUMBER: R2012-02971-(5) 
PERMIT NUMBER(S): Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 201200163 
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: 5  
PROJECT LOCATION: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua Dulce  
OWNER: Ben and Reef Gardens, Inc. 
APPLICANT: Shaul Yakovi 
CASE PLANNER: Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planner  

rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov  
  

 
The above-identified item is a request for a CUP to authorize a special event facility, 
caretaker’s residence, overnight accommodation and related appurtenant facilities.  
 
Additional correspondence pertaining to the project has been received since the 
preparation of the hearing package.  The attached letter from the applicant’s attorney 
dated April 16, 2021 and the accompanying exhibits with copies of prior emails related to 
the Project Site and a site plan are included in this supplemental hearing package.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

                   



PROJECT NO.  R2012-02971-(5)  April 20, 2021 
CUP NO. 201200163 PAGE 2 OF 2 
 

 

 
Report 
Reviewed By:  

 

 Samuel Dea, Supervising Regional Planner  
 
Report 
Approved By: 

  

 Mitch Glaser, Assistant Administrator 
 

 

 
Attachments: 
April 16, 2021 letter and attached Exhibit 1 (prior emails) 
Site Plan 

















































































 

 

April 20, 2021 
 
 
Shaul Yakovi 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Santa Clarita, CA 91390 
 
Dear Mr. Yakovi: 
 

PROJECT NO. R2012-02971-(5) 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163 

32222 AGUA DULCE CANYON ROAD  
(APN: 3212-007-025 THRU 3212-007-028, AND 3212-008-054) 

 
Hearing Officer Alex Garcia, by his action of April 20, 2021, has denied the above-referenced project.  
Enclosed are the Hearing Officer’s Findings.  
 

Appeals:  

The applicant or any other interested persons may appeal the Hearing Officer’s 
decision.  The appeal period for this project will end at 5:00 p.m. on May 4, 
2021.   

 
Appeals must be submitted through the County’s online electronic permit 
management system (EPIC-LA).  For instructions on how to appeal online, 
please email appeal@planning.lacounty.gov before the end of the appeal 
period. 
 

The appeal fee for applicants is $6,939.00. For questions or additional information, please contact Mr. 
Richard Claghorn of the Zoning Permits North Section at (213) 974-6443, or 
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov . 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
AMY J. BODEK, AICP 
Director of Regional Planning 
 

 
Samuel Dea, Supervising Regional Planner 
Zoning Permits North Section 
 
SD:RC 
Enclosures: Findings 



CC.012914 

FINDINGS AND ORDER OF THE HEARING OFFICER  
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PROJECT NO. R2012-02971-(5) 
CONITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163 

 

1. ENTITLEMENT REQUESTED. The applicant, Shaul Yakovi, is requesting a Conditional 
Use Permit (“CUP”) to authorize a special event facility in the R-R (Resort and 
Recreation Zone) Zone pursuant to Los Angeles County (“County”) Code Section 
22.40.220 in the Zoning Code at the time the CUP was filed on December 19, 2012.  
The zoning of the project site was changed from R-R to A-1-2 (Light Agricultural, Two-
Acre Minimum Required Lot Area) effective December 27, 2012, which was also the 
effective date of the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan.  Because the CUP 
application was filed prior to effective date, it was allowed to be reviewed under the R-R 
Zone, the former Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, and the other applicable Zoning Code 
requirements then in effect. 

 

2. MEETING DATE. April 20, 2021 
 

3. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE HEARING OFFICER.  A duly noticed public hearing on 
the CUP was held online on April 20, 2021 before the Hearing Officer. Staff gave a 
presentation about the project, including a description of numerous previous requests for 
the information needed to process the CUP and recommended denial of the pending 
application due to inactivity.  Staff also mentioned additional correspondence received 
from the applicant’s attorney, Mr. Steve Kaplan, on the day prior to the hearing which 
was provided to the Hearing Officer in a supplemental hearing package and additional 
information received from him on the day of the hearing which was received too late to 
include in the supplemental hearing package.  After the presentation by staff, the 
Hearing Officer asked staff if there was a pending Zoning Enforcement case still open 
on the project site, and staff answered in the affirmative.  Mr. Kaplan spoke in support of 
the project and requested that the Hearing Officer provide additional time so that a 
meeting could be held with the County Departments reviewing the project in order to 
review changes that the applicant proposes to significantly reduce the scope of the 
project.  No other speakers testified.  The Hearing Officer determined that the applicant 
had been provided ample opportunities to provide the requested information needed for 
the project but had failed to do so, deemed the application inactive, denied the CUP 
application, and closed the public hearing.    

 
4. LOCATION. 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua Dulce (Assessor’s Parcel Number 

(“APN”) 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 3212-007-028, and 3212-008-
054) 
 

5. The project was filed on December 19, 2012. Since the application was filed, staff of the 
County Department of Regional Planning (“staff”) has asked the applicant for additional 
materials needed to proceed with the project.  

 
6. The first correction letter from staff was dated June 13, 2013.  At the time the CUP was 

submitted and when the first letter was written, the project site included eight APNs, 
including the five APNs listed above as well as 3212-004-012, 3212-008-052, and 3212-
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008-054.  This letter instructed the applicant to submit  CUP referral fees for other 
County Departments (Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), 
Department of Public Health (DPH), and Fire Department (FD), the Environmental 
Assessment-Initial Study fee and related referral fee for the Department of Public Works 
(DPW), an application for a Certificate of Compliance (COC), and make numerous 
corrections to the site plan, application form, project description, and submit other 
required application materials. 
 

7. The second correction letter from staff was dated May 12, 2015.  By this time, three of 
the original APNs comprising the project site were no longer owned by the applicant.  
This correction letter was sent to request an updated site plan and related application 
materials to reflect the change of ownership, as well as the other required information 
that had still not been provided.  This letter listed a due date of August 12, 2015 and 
stated that the CUP application may be denied due to inactivity if the required 
information was not provided by this date.  

 
8. A third correction letter from staff was dated July 15, 2015.  Revised plans had been 

provided from the applicant showing the current five APNs while eliminating the APNs 
which were no longer part of the project ownership.  However, the project description 
had not been revised to reflect this change and most of the other required information 
had not been provided, including the required fees.  This letter listed a due date of 
October 15, 2015 and stated that the CUP application may be denied due to inactivity if 
the required information was not provided by this date.  

 
9. A fourth correction letter from staff was dated March 23, 2016.  The due date had been 

extended prior to this date, and the applicant had provided some of the requested 
materials, although most of the requested items had still not been provided and some 
required fees, such as the CUP Referral fees, Environmental Assessment Fee and 
related DPW referral fee, and COC fee, had still not been paid.  This letter listed a due 
date of June 20, 2016 and said the project may be denied due to inactivity if the required 
information was not provided by this date.  This correction letter was sent again to the 
applicant on August 10, 2016 with some items having been checked off or addressed, 
although most of the items remained unresolved.  On March 24, 2017 the letter was sent 
to the applicant again to reflect the current fee schedule. 

 
10. On December 3, 2018 staff sent an email to the applicant stating that the CUP 

application could be scheduled for denial if the required CUP referral fees were not paid 
by February 4, 2019. 

 
11. On February 6, 2019, with the CUP referral fees still unpaid, a fifth correction letter was 

sent to the applicant.  This letter listed all of the required items that were still outstanding 
and said the CUP application will be denied due to inactivity unless the necessary items 
were provided by May 6, 2019, including the CUP referral fees.   

 
12. On April 4, 2019 the applicant paid the CUP referral fees.  Staff consulted with DPH, 

DPW, FD, and DPR for the CUP application.  DPR cleared the CUP on July 16, 2019 
without providing a letter.  Letters were received from DPH, DPW, and FD, which listed 
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the information that was needed from each department in order for these departments to 
clear the CUP for public hearing.  These letters were provided to the applicant on 
August 15, 2019 and August 21, 2019 and the applicant was instructed to work with 
each department directly to address the issues listed in the letters. 

 
13. The County Fire Department sent a letter on August 8, 2019 stating that there are 

pending items that must be addressed. The County Department of Public Works and 
County Department of Public Health sent letters on August 14, 2019 stating that there 
are pending items that must be addressed.  These letters included requests for the 
following additional information:  FD-revisions to the site plan to demonstrate 
compliance with Fire Code access requirements, additional information to determine the 
fire flow, fire hydrant, and water requirements, and a preliminary fuel modification plan; 
DPH-reports to demonstrate an adequate potable water supply,  reports to demonstrate 
adequacy of onsite wastewater treatment system, plans for Food Plan Check Program, 
plans for pool facilities, and a noise study; DPW-traffic access management study, trip 
generation study, hydrology report, Low Impact Development Plan, geotechnical study, 
site plan revisions to show line of site, easements, removal of obstructions in the right of 
way and other information.     The above County Departments have still not received the 
requested information or materials to enable further project evaluation.  

 
14. On January 22, 2020, staff emailed the applicant to inquire about the progress of the 

CUP with regard to the other County departments.  A copy of the February 6, 2019 
correction letter was also resent, along with updates to the fees which were still unpaid.  
There had been no progress on addressing the items from the letter except for payment 
of the CUP referral fees on April 4, 2019.  Staff did not receive any response from the 
applicant to the January 22, 2020 email.   

 
15. On September 9, 2020 a sixth correction letter was sent by staff to the applicant.  This 

letter was essentially the same as the one sent on February 6, 2019, except the CUP 
referral fees were no longer listed, the other fees were updated, and the letters from 
DPH, DPW, and FD for the CUP consultation were referred to and attached.  The 
September 9, 2020 letter stated that the CUP application will be denied unless the 
necessary information is provided by October 13, 2020. 
 

16. At the request of the applicant, on October 8, 2020 staff sent an email to the applicant 
extending the deadline to November 12, 2020 to provide an updated site plan and 
project description in order to keep the application from being denied. 

 
17. After receiving a revised site plan on November 12, 2020, on November 19, 2020 staff 

emailed the applicant with a list of site plan corrections and a request for a revised 
project description to reflect changes to the site plan, to be provided as soon as 
possible.   

 
18. A revised site plan was provided to staff by the applicant on December 28, 2020 but no 

project description was provided.  Staff sent an email on February 4, 2021 with a list of 
corrections needed for the site plan as well as another request for the project description 
and a request to submit the necessary information to DPH to meet their drinking water 
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and onsite wastewater treatment system requirements.  This email gave a deadline of 
February 18 for providing this information in order to keep the CUP application active 
and avoid scheduling it for denial due to inactivity.   

 
19. On February 11, 2021 Staff offered to set up a meeting with the other County 

departments reviewing the CUP if an accurate revised site plan and updated project 
description were provided by February 18, 2021.  The purpose of the meeting would 
have been to determine if the changes to the project to reduce its scope to the existing 
uses and structures would change the requirements by DPW, DPH and FD that had 
been provided for the project in 2019, and to assess the viability of the project.   

 
20. On February 17, 2021 the applicant submitted a revised site plan and project 

description.  However, the site plan still required further revisions and the project 
description was not consistent with the site plan and included additional uses beyond 
what currently exists on the project site.  Staff emailed the applicant on February 24, 
2021 with a request for further corrections to the site plan and project description.  A due 
date of March 11, 2021 was provided.  

 
21. On March 9, 2021, the applicant submitted a revised site plan.  However, no project 

description was provided.  Because the project description had not been provided by the 
March 11, 2021 due date, and there had been no progress in addressing the other 
requirements for the CUP detailed in the September 9, 2020 letter and in previous 
letters, or in addressing the requirements of the other County departments, staff sent a 
notice to deny the project due to inactivity on March 18, 2021.  This notice listed a 
hearing date of April 20, 2021 and stated that the applicant must submit written 
correspondence to staff by April 18, 2021 in order to request to keep the project active 
and to avoid being scheduled for denial.    

 
22. Although a revised site plan was provided on March 9, 2021, a revised project 

description and the other previously requested information have not been provided, and 
staff is unable to further evaluate the project.  The applicant has been given numerous 
extensions over the years since the application was filed in 2012 and has been given 
plenty of time and opportunities to provide the information necessary for staff to evaluate 
the project and the CUP request.  However, the applicant has failed repeatedly to 
provide the requested information, while providing only incomplete and partial 
information, failing to pay all of the required fees, failing to file a COC application, and 
failing to make demonstrable  effort to work with staff and with the other County 
departments to resolve the issues and show progress regarding the pending CUP 
application.      
 

23. Staff sent a letter to the applicant dated March 18, 2021 informing the applicant that 
pursuant to Section 22.222.100 (denial for lack of information) of the County Code, the 
case would be scheduled before a Hearing Officer for denial due to inactivity on April 20, 
2021.     
 

24. The March 18, 2021 letter also directed the applicant to contact staff within 30 days, by 
April 18, 2021, for the CUP application to remain active.   
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25. The applicant has failed to submit the required materials, including all of the information 

requested by FD, DPH, and DPW in 2019, and most of the information in the September 
9, 2020 Regional planning letter, including an acceptable project description consistent 
with the site plan, Environmental Assessment fee and related DPW referral fee, COC 
application fee, articles of incorporation, site photographs and photo key map,  within the 
required timeframe, which was by April 18, 2021. 

 
26. ENVIRONMENTAL. An environmental determination was not made, since action on the 

project is neither being approved nor undertaken. Therefore, pursuant to the California 
Public Resources Code Section 15270, the California Environmental Quality Act does 
not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. Therefore, the 
project qualifies as a Statutory Exemption (Projects Which Are Disapproved) and is 
consistent with the finding by the State Secretary for Resources or by local guidelines 
that this class of projects does not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
 

 
THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, CUP No. 
201200163 is DENIED. 
 
 
SD:RC 
4/20/21 
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DECLARATION OF RICHARD CLAGHORN 

I, Richard Claghorn, declare as follows: 

1. I am a Principal Regional Planner with the County of Los Angeles (the “County”).  

I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein.  If called as a witness, I could and would 

competently testify to the matters stated herein.  I make this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ 

Application to Modify Preliminary Injunction and Request for An Order to Show Cause Re: 

Sanctions. 

2. I work in the County’s Department of Regional Planning (“DRP”) within its 

Zoning Permits North Section.  DRP is responsible for administering and enforcing the County’s 

zoning laws. 

Background 

3. I am familiar with the property known as Gardens of Paradise (“GOP” or the 

“Property”).  The Property is located at 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Santa Clarita, California 

91390, which is in an unincorporated area of the County.  The Property consists of five parcels, 

APNs 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 3212-007-028, and 3212-008-054.   

4. I have personally communicated with Defendant Shaul Yakovi (“Yakovi”) with 

respect to zoning matters involving the Property for more than a decade.  I am familiar with the 

history of communications between DRP and Yakovi. 

5. I have also reviewed the Declaration of Steve Kaplan (“Kaplan Declaration”), 

which was submitted in support of Yakovi’s Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Application for Modification 

of the Preliminary Injunction.  As set forth below, the Kaplan Declaration misstates the factual 

record or is otherwise misleading in a number of ways. 

There Were No Active Permits When Yakovi Acquired The Property In 2008 

6. I want to first address the period of time after Yakovi acquired the Property in 

2008, according to Mr. Kaplan.  (Kaplan Decl. ¶ 6.)   

7. At that time, there were no active permits with DRP on any of the parcels making 

up the Property.  Previously, there had been two permits for the Property (specifically CUP 804-5 

and Variance 385-5), which authorized the expansion of a recreational vehicle home park and the 
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operation of a summer camp consisting of up to 55 RV hookups and campsites.  These permits 

both expired in 1996. 

8. The Property was zoned R-R-1 (“Resort and Recreation, One-Acre Minimum 

Required Lot Area”) in 2008.  Because there were no permits for any of the parcels, GOP was 

only allowed to conduct activities that did not require a permit under the zoning laws.  

9. Mr. Kaplan asserts there were some uses of the Property, such as an event space for 

weddings, which had been “grandfathered” in from the time before Yakovi acquired the Property.  

(Kaplan Decl. ¶¶ 5-6.)  That is not accurate.  In fact, I advised Yakovi back in 2008 that he would 

need to obtain new permits to hold weddings and other large events at the Property.  Mr. Kaplan 

even included one of these communications (a December 18, 2008 e-mail thread between me and 

Yakovi) in Exhibit D to his declaration. 

10. Specifically, Yakovi told me in 2008 that he wanted to hold large outdoor events, 

such as weddings, birthday parties, business conferences, and other gatherings at the Property.  I 

advised him that DRP would need to review his proposed plans in order to determine whether 

GOP would need a ministerial site plan review (“SPR”) or a more extensive conditional use permit 

(“CUP”).   

11. SPR and CUP are types of permits that allow for particular uses of a property.  A 

SPR is used to determine if the proposed land use and activities are consistent with the policies of 

the County’s General Plan, that the use is permitted in the zone, and that the land use and activities 

meet and comply with all applicable development standards, including parking.  Approvals from 

other County agencies may be required in order to legally establish a use via SPR.  A CUP is a 

discretionary permit that allows property owners to use land in a way that is not typically 

permitted within a particular zone, if approval is granted.  An SPR generally has a simpler 

application process than a CUP. 

12. With respect to certain physical improvements to the Property that Yakovi wished 

to make, I told him in my December 18, 2008 email that a CUP may be needed.  For other work, I 

told him that an SPR would be enough.  At no point did I tell Yakovi that using the Property to 
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host weddings and other large gatherings was “grandfathered” in from prior years.  That was not 

the case and I made it clear to him the use would require a CUP or SPR. 

Gardens Of Paradise Is Granted An SPR In 2010, But Fails To Obtain The Requisite 

Permits Before The SPR Expired In 2013 

13. Within zone R-R, a property owner can lawfully operate an outdoor dance pavilion 

only if they receive an SPR.  Los Angeles County Code (“LACC”) § 22.16.030-B.  GOP applied 

for an SPR to hold events at an outdoor dance pavilion, which was granted in 2010.  

14. The SPR allowed an outdoor dance pavilion, as well as accessory office and 

restroom buildings, but it also imposed certain requirements that GOP would have to satisfy 

within a specified two-year time period.  If the requirements were not met, then the SPR would 

expire.  Specifically, GOP was required to obtain permits for certain improvements that DRP had 

learned had been completed without a permit, to perform certain construction work, and to provide 

and maintain the required parking spaces. 

15. GOP was given a one-time, one-year extension of its SPR in 2012—extending the 

deadline to complete the required action to 2013.   

16. GOP did not secure any of the necessary permits, make the required construction 

changes, or provide or maintain the required parking spaces by 2013.  As a result, the SPR 

expired/terminated in 2013.  The use was never legally established, meaning that GOP was never 

legally permitted/allowed to hold events at its outdoor dance pavilion/subject property.   

Gardens of Paradise Applies For A Conditional Use Permit 

17. On December 19, 2012, GOP applied for a CUP.  A CUP application must show 

that the proposed use will be developed in a manner to mitigate impacts, such as traffic and noise, 

so that the use will be made compatible with the surroundings.  Among other things, the 

application must include a detailed site plan and project description indicating all activities that are 

proposed for the site and address “any pertinent factors that could affect the establishment, 

operation, and maintenance of the requested use or development.”  LACC § 22.158.060.A.   
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18. A CUP application starts with DRP, but other departments are involved in the 

review and approval process.  An applicant must secure the necessary clearances from the other 

County departments for the CUP to be scheduled for a public hearing and ultimately approved. 

19. Mr. Kaplan states that GOP’s CUP application “was deemed complete” by DRP on 

December 24, 2012.  (Kaplan Decl. ¶ 6.)  Mr. Kaplan misstates what it means for an application to 

be “complete.”  An application is considered “complete” by DRP when it is ready to be evaluated 

by the department, and it does not mean that the application can be approved just based on the 

materials submitted by the applicant.  In other words, an application that is “complete” is not 

necessarily adequate or can be approved; it simply means that DRP can begin its initial review.   

20. In fact, it is very common for an applicant whose CUP application is “complete” to 

still be required to pay additional fees, to produce additional materials, to come forward with 

additional information, and/or to need to make changes to the proposed uses of the property before 

the application is ready for approval. 

21. About one week after GOP applied for the CUP, the zoning of the Property was 

changed from R-R-1 to A-1-2 (Light Agricultural, Two-Acre Minimum Required Lot Area).  This 

zoning change was effective December 27, 2012, which was also the effective date of the current 

Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan.  Because GOP’s CUP application was filed prior to the effective 

date of the A-1-2 zoning change, it was allowed to be processed under the former Santa Clarita 

Valley Area Plan, and the other applicable zoning standards then in effect. 

From 2013 Onwards, Gardens of Paradise Fails To Provide The Missing Information, Pay 

The Outstanding Fees, Or Make The Other Corrections Required For Its CUP Application 

22. Mr. Kaplan states that from 2012 to 2019, the County allowed Yakovi to operate 

GOP without any issues—and that it was not until 2019 that DRP first requested additional 

information to process the CUP.  (Kaplan Decl. ¶¶ 7-8.)  That is false.   

23. I know that because DRP staff, including myself, had numerous communications 

with Yakovi during this time period about the missing or incomplete items in GOP’s CUP 

application.  DRP repeatedly advised Yakovi that GOP’s CUP application could not be processed 

unless certain corrections were made.  We warned him the application would be denied unless 
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these issues were timely fixed.  This went on for years.  Over this period, we went out of our way 

to assist Yakovi, but he and GOP failed to provide the missing information time after time. 

24. DRP’s first correction letter to Yakovi was sent on June 13, 2013.  The letter 

instructed Yakovi to submit CUP referral fees for the County’s Department of Parks and 

Recreation, Department of Public Health, the Fire Department, the Environmental Assessment-

Initial Study, the Department of Public Works, and the application for a Certificate of Compliance.  

The letter also requested that Yakovi make certain corrections to the site plan, the application 

form, and the project description, and that he submit other required application materials.  A true 

and correct copy of the June 13, 2013 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

25. DRP’s second correction letter to Yakovi was sent on May 12, 2015.  The letter 

instructed him to submit an updated site plan and other information that was still missing. The 

deadline for sending these items was August 12, 2015.  The letter included a warning that GOP’s 

CUP application might be denied due to inactivity if the required information was not timely 

provided.  A true and correct copy of the May 12, 2015 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

26. DRP’s third correction letter to Yakovi was sent on July 15, 2015.  The letter 

advised Yakovi that the project description had not been revised, that other requested information 

was still missing, and that the required fees had not been paid by GOP.  DRP gave Yakovi until 

October 15, 2015 to resolve these issues.  DRP also warned Yakovi again that GOP’s application 

might be denied due to inactivity if the required information was not timely provided.  A true and 

correct copy of the July 15, 2015 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

27. DRP’s fourth correction letter to Yakovi was sent on March 23, 2016.  Most of the 

requested items from the prior letter were still missing and some required fees, such as the CUP 

referral fees, Environmental Assessment Fee, and a related DPW referral fee, had still not been 

paid.  In total, the letter identified 35 items that were still needed.  DRP again warned that GOP’s 

application might be denied due to inactivity if the required information was not timely provided.  

A true and correct copy of the March 23, 2016 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

28. The March 23, 2016 correction letter was sent again to Yakovi on August 10, 2016, 

with a few items having been checked off or addressed, but with most of the items still unresolved.  
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A true and correct copy of the March 23, 2016 letter, as it was sent on August 10, 2016, is 

attached hereto as Exhibit E. 

29. The March 23, 2016 correction letter was sent yet again to Yakovi on March 24, 

2017, this time to reflect the current fee schedule.  A true and correct copy of the March 23, 2016 

letter, as it was sent on March 24, 2017, is attached hereto as Exhibit F. 

30. DRP’s fifth correction letter to Yakovi was sent on February 6, 2019.  The CUP 

referral fees remained unpaid, and other required items remained outstanding.  In total, the letter 

identified 29 items that were still needed.  A true and correct copy of the February 6, 2019 letter is 

attached hereto as Exhibit G. 

31. Throughout this time, Yakovi repeatedly told DRP that Defendants were not 

hosting events or otherwise conducting operations at the Property.  Thus, DRP believed that 

Yakovi was not operating without the necessary permitting.  That turned out to be false.   

Gardens Of Paradise Fails To Provide Required Information To Other County Departments 

32. GOP finally paid the CUP referral fees on April 4, 2019.  Shortly thereafter, DRP 

sent the CUP application referral to other County departments.  This meant that other County 

departments could begin their review of the CUP application.  These other County departments, 

including the Department of Public Health, the Department of Public Works, and the Fire 

Department, reviewed and determined they needed additional information and materials from 

GOP.  True and correct copies of letters from these other County departments are attached hereto 

as Exhibits H-K 

33. Yakovi and GOP failed to provide the information requested or to resolve all of the 

issues. 

34. DRP sent a sixth correction letter to Yakovi on September 9, 2020, after Yakovi 

did not respond to DRP’s prior correspondence.  The letter was substantially the same as the one 

sent on February 6, 2019, except the CUP referral fees were no longer listed, the other fees were 

updated, and the letters from the above departments were referred to and attached.  The letter 

stated the application would be denied unless the necessary information was provided by October 

13, 2020.  A true and correct copy of the September 9, 2020 letter is attached hereto as Exhibit L. 

Declaration of Richard Claghorn 4-26-21
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35. Between September 2020 and April 2021, the County continued to work with 

Yakovi on the outstanding issues related to GOP’s application.  Yakovi and GOP retained Mr. 

Kaplan in or about September 2020.  Thereafter, at Mr. Kaplan’s request, the October 13, 2020 

deadline was extended by a month to November 12, 2020.   

36. At that time, in October 2020, I advised Mr. Kaplan that a CUP application could 

not be processed by DRP with active violations by the applicant.  GOP had active violations 

because of the events Yakovi was hosting at the Property.  In fact, GOP had been issued several 

citations for those events.  I also made clear to Mr. Kaplan that GOP/Yakovi were not permitted to 

host events at the Property:  “[Y]ou are not authorized to hold events at this location until after 

you receive approval of the CUP application.  Therefore, you must cease and desist from holding 

any events until you obtain an approved CUP.”  I again advised Mr. Kaplan what information 

needed to be submitted by GOP by the November 12, 2020 deadline.  A true and correct copy of 

my October 15, 2020 e-mail thread with Mr. Kaplan is attached hereto as Exhibit M. 

37. I sent another e-mail to Mr. Kaplan on November 19, 2020, advising him that DRP 

had not received all of the required information to process GOP’s CUP application.  I also noted a 

number of issues with the revised site plan.  A true and correct copy of my November 19, 2020 e-

mail thread with Mr. Kaplan is attached hereto as Exhibit N. 

38. I exchanged additional communications with Mr. Kaplan and Yakovi in 2021.  On 

February 11, 2021, for example, I sent an e-mail to Yakovi requesting a virtual meeting “to help 

resolve issues and answer questions about how we move forward in the CUP process.”  I noted 

that we needed a revised project description because the prior plan had significant mistakes.  A 

true and correct copy of my February 11, 2021 e-mail thread is attached hereto as Exhibit O. 

39. GOP failed to address these issues by the deadline set by DRP.   

40. On March 18, 2021, I sent a notice to Yakovi advising him that GOP’s CUP 

application would be scheduled for denial, given the longstanding inactive status of this project.  A 

true and correct copy of the notice is attached hereto as Exhibit P. 

41. On April 20, 2021, the GOP’s CUP application was denied by Hearing Officer 

Alex Garcia.  The Hearing Officer found that GOP and Yakovi had not submitted the required 

Declaration of Richard Claghorn 4-26-21
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materials for the CUP in a timely manner, given the years of delays.  A true and correct copy of 

the Hearing Officer’s Findings are attached hereto as Exhibit Q. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on this 26th day of April, 2021, at Los Angeles, California. 

 

  
 Richard Claghorn 
  

Declaration of Richard Claghorn 4-26-21
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INDEX OF EXHIBITS TO THE DECLARATION OF RICHARD CLAGHORN 

Exhibit 
No. 

Description Pg. No. 

A. June 13, 2013 letter from Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning to Shaul Kayovi/Erez Kami 

 

B. May 12, 2015 letter from Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning to Shaul Kayovi/Erez Kami 

 

C. July 15, 2015 letter from Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning to Shaul Kayovi/Erez Kami 

 

D. March 23, 2016 letter from Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning to Shaul Kayovi/Erez Kami 

 

E. March 23, 2016 letter from Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning to Shaul Kayovi/Erez Kami 

 

F. March 23, 2016 letter from Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning to Shaul Kayovi/Erez Kami with Fee Schedule 

 

G. February 6, 2019 from Los Angeles County Department of Regional 
Planning to Shaul Kayovi/Erez Kami with Fee Schedule 

 

H. February 28, 2013 Hearing Notice from Los Angeles County Public 
Health to Shaul Yakovi 

 

I. August 14, 2019 notice from Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Health Environmental Health 

 

J. August 14, 2019 report from Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works 

 

K. August 15, 2019 report from Los Angeles County Fire Department  

L. September 9, 2020 letter from Los Angeles County Department of 
Regional Planning to Shaul Kayovi/Erez Kami 

 

M. September 9-October 15, 2020 email thread between Richard 
Claghorn, Shaul Yakovi, and Steve Kaplan 

 

N. November 12-19, 2020 email thread between Richard Claghorn, 
Shaul Yakovi, and Steve Kaplan 

 

O. February 4-11, 2020 email thread between Richard Claghorn, Shaul 
Yakovi, and Steve Kaplan 

 

P. March 18, 2020 email thread between Richard Claghorn and Steve 
Kaplan 

 

Q. April 20, 2021 Hearing Officer’s Findings Report  
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DRAFT FINDINGS AND ORDER OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION  
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

PROJECT NO. R2012-02971-(5) 
CONITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163 

 
1. ENTITLEMENT REQUESTED. The applicant, Shaul Yakovi, is requesting a Conditional 

Use Permit (“CUP”) to authorize a special event facility in the R-R (Resort and 
Recreation Zone) Zone pursuant to Los Angeles County (“County”) Code Section 
22.40.220 in the Zoning Code at the time the CUP was filed on December 19, 2012.  
The zoning of the project site was changed from R-R to A-1-2 (Light Agricultural, Two-
Acre Minimum Required Lot Area) effective December 27, 2012, which was also the 
effective date of the current Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan.  Because the CUP 
application was filed prior to effective date, it was allowed to be reviewed under the R-R 
Zone, the former Santa Clarita Valley Area Plan, and the other applicable Zoning Code 
requirements then in effect. 

 
2. MEETING DATE. July 21, 2021 

 
3. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE HEARING OFFICER.  A discussion item for denial for 

inactivity of the CUP was held online on April 20, 2021 before the Hearing Officer. Staff 
gave a presentation about the project, including a description of numerous requests for 
the information needed to process the CUP and recommended denial of the pending 
application due to inactivity.  Staff also mentioned additional correspondence received 
from the applicant’s attorney, Mr. Steve Kaplan, on the day prior to the hearing which 
was provided to the Hearing Officer in a supplemental hearing package and additional 
information received from him on the day of the hearing which was received too late to 
include in the supplemental hearing package.  After the presentation by staff, the 
Hearing Officer asked staff if there was a pending Zoning Enforcement case still open 
on the project site, and staff answered in the affirmative.  Mr. Kaplan spoke in support of 
the project and requested that the Hearing Officer provide additional time so that a 
meeting could be held with the County Departments reviewing the project in order to 
review changes that the applicant proposes to significantly reduce the scope of the 
project.  No other speakers testified.  The Hearing Officer determined that the applicant 
had been provided ample opportunities to provide the requested information needed for 
the project but had failed to do so, deemed the application inactive, denied the CUP 
application, and closed the public hearing.  On April 29, 2021 an appeal to the Regional 
Planning Commission (“Commission”) of the Hearing Officer’s denial due to inactivity 
was filed by the applicant.  
 

4. PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION.  A duly noticed 
public hearing on the CUP was held online on July 21, 2021 before the Commission. To 
be inserted after the public meeting to reflect meeting proceedings.  
   

5. LOCATION. 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua Dulce (Assessor’s Parcel Number 
(“APN”) 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 3212-007-028, and 3212-008-
054) 
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6. The project was filed on December 19, 2012. Since the application was filed, staff of the 
County Department of Regional Planning (“staff”) has asked the applicant for additional 
materials needed to proceed with the project.  

 
7. The first correction letter from staff was dated June 13, 2013.  At the time the CUP was 

submitted and when the first letter was written, the project site included eight APNs, 
including the five APNs listed above as well as 3212-004-012, 3212-008-052, and 3212-
008-054.  This letter instructed the applicant to submit  CUP referral fees for other 
County Departments (Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), 
Department of Public Health (DPH), and Fire Department (FD), the Environmental 
Assessment-Initial Study fee and related referral fee for the Department of Public Works 
(DPW), an application for a Certificate of Compliance (COC), and make numerous 
corrections to the site plan, application form, project description, and submit other 
required application materials. 
 

8. The second correction letter from staff was dated May 12, 2015.  By this time, three of 
the original APNs comprising the project site were no longer owned by the applicant.  
This correction letter was sent to request an updated site plan and related application 
materials to reflect the change of ownership, as well as the other required information 
that had still not been provided.  This letter listed a due date of August 12, 2015 and 
stated that the CUP application may be denied due to inactivity if the required 
information was not provided by this date.  

 
9. A third correction letter from staff was dated July 15, 2015.  Revised plans had been 

provided from the applicant showing the current five APNs while eliminating the APNs 
which were no longer part of the project ownership.  However, the project description 
had not been revised to reflect this change and most of the other required information 
had not been provided, including the required fees.  This letter listed a due date of 
October 15, 2015 and stated that the CUP application may be denied due to inactivity if 
the required information was not provided by this date.  

 
10. A fourth correction letter from staff was dated March 23, 2016.  The due date had been 

extended prior to this date, and the applicant had provided some of the requested 
materials, although most of the requested items had still not been provided and some 
required fees, such as the CUP Referral fees, Environmental Assessment Fee and 
related DPW referral fee, and COC fee, had still not been paid.  This letter listed a due 
date of June 20, 2016 and said the project may be denied due to inactivity if the required 
information was not provided by this date.  This correction letter was sent again to the 
applicant on August 10, 2016 with some items having been checked off or addressed, 
although most of the items remained unresolved.  On March 24, 2017 the letter was sent 
to the applicant again to reflect the current fee schedule. 

 
11. On December 3, 2018 staff sent an email to the applicant stating that the CUP 

application could be scheduled for denial if the required CUP referral fees were not paid 
by February 4, 2019. 
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12. On February 6, 2019, with the CUP referral fees still unpaid, a fifth correction letter was 
sent to the applicant.  This letter listed all of the required items that were still outstanding 
and said the CUP application will be denied due to inactivity unless the necessary items 
were provided by May 6, 2019, including the CUP referral fees.   

 
13. On April 4, 2019 the applicant paid the CUP referral fees.  Staff consulted with DPH, 

DPW, FD, and DPR for the CUP application.  DPR cleared the CUP on July 16, 2019 
without providing a letter.  Letters were received from DPH, DPW, and FD, which listed 
the information that was needed from each department in order for these departments to 
clear the CUP for public hearing.  These letters were provided to the applicant on 
August 15, 2019 and August 21, 2019 and the applicant was instructed to work with 
each department directly to address the issues listed in the letters. 

 
14. The County Fire Department sent a letter on August 8, 2019 stating that there are 

pending items that must be addressed. The County Department of Public Works and 
County Department of Public Health sent letters on August 14, 2019 stating that there 
are pending items that must be addressed.  These letters included requests for the 
following additional information:  FD-revisions to the site plan to demonstrate 
compliance with Fire Code access requirements, additional information to determine the 
fire flow, fire hydrant, and water requirements, and a preliminary fuel modification plan; 
DPH-reports to demonstrate an adequate potable water supply,  reports to demonstrate 
adequacy of onsite wastewater treatment system, plans for Food Plan Check Program, 
plans for pool facilities, and a noise study; DPW-traffic access management study, trip 
generation study, hydrology report, Low Impact Development Plan, geotechnical study, 
site plan revisions to show line of site, easements, removal of obstructions in the right of 
way and other information.     The above County Departments have still not received the 
requested information or materials to enable further project evaluation.  

 
15. On January 22, 2020, staff emailed the applicant to inquire about the progress of the 

CUP with regard to the other County departments.  A copy of the February 6, 2019 
correction letter was also resent, along with updates to the fees which were still unpaid.  
There had been no progress on addressing the items from the letter except for payment 
of the CUP referral fees on April 4, 2019.  Staff did not receive any response from the 
applicant to the January 22, 2020 email.   

 
16. On September 9, 2020 a sixth correction letter was sent by staff to the applicant.  This 

letter was essentially the same as the one sent on February 6, 2019, except the CUP 
referral fees were no longer listed, the other fees were updated, and the letters from 
DPH, DPW, and FD for the CUP consultation were referred to and attached.  The 
September 9, 2020 letter stated that the CUP application will be denied unless the 
necessary information is provided by October 13, 2020. 
 

17. At the request of the applicant, on October 8, 2020 staff sent an email to the applicant 
extending the deadline to November 12, 2020 to provide an updated site plan and 
project description in order to keep the application from being denied. 
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18. After receiving a revised site plan on November 12, 2020, on November 19, 2020 staff 
emailed the applicant with a list of site plan corrections and a request for a revised 
project description to reflect changes to the site plan, to be provided as soon as 
possible.   

 
19. A revised site plan was provided to staff by the applicant on December 28, 2020 but no 

project description was provided.  Staff sent an email on February 4, 2021 with a list of 
corrections needed for the site plan as well as another request for the project description 
and a request to submit the necessary information to DPH to meet their drinking water 
and onsite wastewater treatment system requirements.  This email gave a deadline of 
February 18 for providing this information in order to keep the CUP application active 
and avoid scheduling it for denial due to inactivity.   

 
20. On February 11, 2021 Staff offered to set up a meeting with the other County 

departments reviewing the CUP if an accurate revised site plan and updated project 
description were provided by February 18, 2021.  The purpose of the meeting would 
have been to determine if the changes to the project to reduce its scope to the existing 
uses and structures would change the requirements by DPW, DPH and FD that had 
been provided for the project in 2019, and to assess the viability of the project.   

 
21. On February 17, 2021 the applicant submitted a revised site plan and project 

description.  However, the site plan still required further revisions and the project 
description was not consistent with the site plan and included additional uses beyond 
what currently exists on the project site.  Staff emailed the applicant on February 24, 
2021 with a request for further corrections to the site plan and project description.  A due 
date of March 11, 2021 was provided.  

 
22. On March 9, 2021, the applicant submitted a revised site plan.  However, no project 

description was provided.  Because the project description had not been provided by the 
March 11, 2021 due date, and there had been no progress in addressing the other 
requirements for the CUP detailed in the September 9, 2020 letter and in previous 
letters, or in addressing the requirements of the other County departments, staff sent a 
notice to deny the project due to inactivity on March 18, 2021.  This notice listed a 
hearing date of April 20, 2021 and stated that the applicant must submit written 
correspondence to staff by April 18, 2021 in order to request to keep the project active 
and to avoid being scheduled for denial.    

 
23. Although a revised site plan was provided on March 9, 2021, a revised project 

description and the other previously requested information have not been provided, and 
staff is unable to further evaluate the project.  The applicant has been given numerous 
extensions over the years since the application was filed in 2012 and has been given 
plenty of time and opportunities to provide the information necessary for staff to evaluate 
the project and the CUP request.  However, the applicant has failed repeatedly to 
provide the requested information, while providing only incomplete and partial 
information, failing to pay all of the required fees, failing to file a COC application, and 
failing to make demonstrable  effort to work with staff and with the other County 
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departments to resolve the issues and show progress regarding the pending CUP 
application.      
 

24. Staff sent a letter to the applicant dated March 18, 2021 informing the applicant that 
pursuant to Section 22.222.100 (denial for lack of information) of the County Code, the 
case would be scheduled before a Hearing Officer for denial due to inactivity on April 20, 
2021.     
 

25. The March 18, 2021 letter also directed the applicant to contact staff within 30 days, by 
April 18, 2021, for the CUP application to remain active.   
 

26. The applicant has failed to submit the required materials, including all of the information 
requested by FD, DPH, and DPW in 2019, and most of the information in the September 
9, 2020 Regional Planning letter, including an acceptable project description consistent 
with the site plan, Environmental Assessment fee and related DPW referral fee, COC 
application fee, articles of incorporation, site photographs and photo key map,  within the 
required timeframe, which was by April 18, 2021. 

 
27. The Hearing Officer Denied CUP No. 201200163 on April 20, 2021.  The applicant had 

until May 4, 2021 to appeal the decision. 
 

28. The applicant filed the appeal to the Commission on April 29, 2021. 
 

29. LEGAL NOTIFICATION.  The Commission finds that pursuant to Section 22.222.120 of 
the County Code, the community was properly notified of the public hearing by mail, 
newspaper (The Signal and La Opinion), and property posting.  Additionally, the Project 
was noticed and case materials were available on Regional Planning's website.  On May 
20, 2021, a total of 37 Notices of Public Hearing were mailed to all property owners as 
identified on the County Assessor's record within a 1,000-foot radius from the Project 
Site, as well as 26 notices to those on the courtesy mailing list for the Soledad Zoned 
District. 
 

30. ENVIRONMENTAL. An environmental determination was not made, since action on the 
project is neither being approved nor undertaken. Therefore, pursuant to the California 
Public Resources Code Section 15270, the California Environmental Quality Act does 
not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. Therefore, the 
project qualifies as a Statutory Exemption (Projects Which Are Disapproved) and is 
consistent with the finding by the State Secretary for Resources or by local guidelines 
that this class of projects does not have a significant effect on the environment. 

 
THEREFORE, in view of the findings of fact and conclusions presented above, CUP No. 
201200163 is DENIED. 
 
SD:RC 
6/24/21 
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AGUA DULCE TOWN COUNCIL 
33201 Agua Dulce Canyon Road * Box Number 8 * Agua Dulce, CA 91390 

Website:  www.adtowncouncil.com 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
June 28, 2021 
 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Richard Claghorn  
Department of Regional Planning 
County of Los Angeles 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
Via Email to:  rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov 
 
RE:   Project Number R2012-02971-(5) 
 Regional Planning Commission Public Hearing, July 21, 2021 
 Appeal of Denial of Conditional Use Permit No. 201200163 due to inactivity 
 Gardens of Paradise, 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua Dulce  
      
Dear Mr. Claghorn: 
 
The Agua Dulce Town Council (The Council) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Hearing Officer’s 
denial due to inactivity on April 20, 2021 that has been appealed to the Regional Planning Commission and will 
be heard on July 21, 2021. Please include this correspondence as part of the public record.  
 
The applicant, Shaul Yakovi, has been operating an unpermitted special event facility at 32222 Agua Dulce 
Canyon Road, Agua Dulce since he purchased the property in 2008.  The timeline that follows outlines the 
length of the process, the numerous attempts to resolve outstanding issues and the deadlines not met.   
 
Department of Regional Planning:  History of Violations, Conditional Use Permit Filing, Correction 
Notices, Ignored Deadlines 
 

 2008-12-18:  Notice of Violation issued by Regional Planning for unpermitted structure (tent).  This 
violation has not been adequately resolved because of the failure to comply with site plan review from 
2010 and no occupancy permit. 

 2012-11-08:  Meeting with applicant and his attorney, County Counsel, and Regional Planning staff to 
discuss the imminent zone change from R-R-1 to A-1-2 and inclusion of the property within a Significant 
Ecological Area (SEA). 

 2012-12-19:  CUP 201200163 was filed at Dept of Regional Planning (DRP) 

 2012-12-27:  Zoning on property changes from R-R-1 to A-1-2 and the property is now within a SEA. 

 2013-06-13:  First correction letter was sent by DRP 

 2014-01-29—2014-05-29:  Applicant submits numerous requests to reschedule and/or cancel 
appointments with DRP and meetings never occurred.   

 2015-05-12:  Second correction letter sent by DRP (None of the information requested in the first 
correction letter of 2013-06-13 had been received)   

 Don Henry, President 
 (661) 268-1731 
 BH33605@aol.com  

 Mary Johnson, Secretary 
 (661) 492-5999 
 maryjohnson767@gmail.com 

 Troy Fosberg, Treasurer 
 (818) 854-0031 
 damages22@gmail.com 

 Ed Porter, Clerk 
 (661) 992-3692
 porteredward@msn.com 

 Candy Clemente, Member 
cccryder@aol.com 

 Scott Keller, Member 
(661)317-5355 
scottwilliamkeller@aol.com 

 Lou Vince, Member 
 (310) 597-7154 
 Lou@LouVince.com 
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 2015-07-15:  Third correction letter sent by DRP as an update to the second correction letter of 2015-
05-12 detailing correction items and listing a due date of 2015-10-15 or project would be denied due to 
inactivity.   

 2015-10-08: Meeting with applicant, DRP staff, Zoning Enforcement staff 

 2015-10-15:  DRP staff extends due date to 2016-01-18. 

 2016-01-11—2016-02-02:  Applicant submits numerous requests to reschedule appointment with DRP. 

 2016-02-02:  Applicant submits copy of revised plans to DRP 

 2016-03-23:  Fourth correction letter was sent by DRP detailing correction items with a due date of  
2016-06-20 

 2016-06-14—2016-08-16:  Applicant submits numerous requests to reschedule appointment with DRP. 

 2016-08-10:  Meeting with applicant at DRP.  Applicant submits revised plans.  The fourth correction 
letter was updated with notes indicating outstanding issues to be resolved and sent via email.   

 2017-05-24:  Scheduled meeting at DRP.  Applicant doesn’t show up.  Planner re-sends applicant the 
fourth correction letter with updated notes indicating outstanding issues to be resolved via email.   

 2017-11-21: DRP sends applicant email to schedule appointment 

 2018-01-15:  Appointment set and rescheduled to 2018-01-25 

 2018-01-17:  Site visit by DRP staff and Zoning Enforcement staff 

 2018-01-25:  Meeting at DRP with applicant. Applicant agrees to pay CUP referral fees within the next 2 
weeks.   

 2018-12-03:  Email from DRP to applicant requesting payment of CUP referral fees by 2019-02-04 or 
case could be scheduled for denial. 

 2019-02-06:  Fifth correction letter emailed to applicant with a due date of 2019-05-06 or case could be 
scheduled for denial.   

 2019-04-04:  Applicant meets at DRP.  Pays CUP referral fees.  These fees were requested in the 
original correction letter of 2013-06-13, six years prior. 

 2019-08-15—2019-08-21:  DRP sends letters from Public Works, Fire, and Public Health to applicant 
via email to resolve the agency issues.   

 2020-01-22:  DRP sends email to applicant to check on status and states progress needs to be 
demonstrated or the CUP may be denied due to inactivity and/or failure to meet requirements. 

 2020-09-09:  DRP sends Sixth correction letter with a due date of 2020-10-13 or project would be 
denied 

 2020-10-08:  Extension granted by DRP to 2020-11-12 

 2020-11-12:  Applicant submits revised site plan 

 2020-11-20:  DRP sends email indicating additional requested information 

 2020-12-28:  Applicant submits revised site plan 

 2021-02-04:  DRP sends Seventh correction email indicating additional requested information due by 
2021-02-18 

 2021-02-11:  DRP sends email regarding possible meeting and corrections to site plan due by 2021-02-
18 

 2021-02-17:  Applicant submits revised site plan and project description 

 2021-02-24:  DRP sends email regarding corrections to site plan and project description due by 2021-
03-11 

 2021-03-09:  Applicant send revised site plan.  No revised project description was provided. 

 2021-03-18:  DRP sends applicant notice for denial due to inactivity with Hearing Officer on 2021-04-20 

 2021-04-20:  DRP Hearing Officer denies CUP due to inactivity 
 
The applicant has operated an unpermitted land use since 2008 and has not made an adequate effort to obtain 
the required land use permit for business.  Additionally, the property has a documented and lengthy history of 
zoning violations, safety issues, and violations of Los Angeles County Health Orders dating from 2008 thru 
2021.  The applicant has been given multiple opportunities to proceed.  Over nine years there have been seven 
correction letters, disregarded deadlines, continuance after continuance, and numerous notices of intent to deny 
due to inactivity.  The applicant was unresponsive and submittals were inadequate.  DRP has given extreme 
latitude to the applicant with extensions to deadlines.  Nine years is way too long to have a case in process.  
During the processing, violations on the property continued to mount. 
 
In each of the correction letters, DRP indicated that it is recommended the applicant contact the Agua Dulce 
Town Council to present his proposed project to the community to gain community support.  The applicant has 
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NOT contacted the Agua Dulce Town Council in any of the nine years the project has been processed.  
Bypassing community input does not allow the community to weigh in on their concerns with the project.  
Instead, the Council has fielded many, many community complaints for the loud music that extends into the early 
morning hours that reverberates off the canyon walls and can be heard up to 2-3 miles away from the property.  
Additionally, there have been fire concerns and the potential for wildfire events.  We live in a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone and wild fire threat is a real and necessary concern for everyone in our community.  The 
unpermitted event venue jeopardizes and/or endangers the public health, safety and general welfare of the 
residents and additionally adversely affects their health, peace, comfort, or welfare.  (See section titled 
Community Concerns/Complaints) 
 
If for no other reason, we feel the Conditional Use Permit needs to be denied because the zoning of the property 
changed 8 days after the Conditional Use Permit was filed and the property is now included within a Significant 
Ecological Area.  That zoning change was nine years ago and the CUP is still not approved, nor is the Site Plan 
consistent with the Project Description.  The Project Description indicates the proposed development is for the 
operation of an event center and corporate retreat with banquet facilities and preparation area, a soccer field, 
basketball courts, swimming pools, fishing ponds, equestrian stables, and tennis courts.  Restrooms, dining 
areas, food preparation storage, and staff facilities will be included. Parking for be available for 350 vehicles and 
the 55 existing RV hookups will be upgraded to current code.  This project is a large commercial venture and is 
inconsistent with the surrounding area.  A new CUP application with sufficient community input aligned with 
current zoning is the only acceptable way to move forward.   
 
The property owner is unresponsive, uncooperative, and has demonstrated he has no regard to abiding by rules 
and regulations.  During COVID-19, the applicant ignored the Los Angeles County Health Officer Order and 
hosted events with 500 to 600 guests every weekend and many weeknights during the pandemic.  They heavily 
advertised via social media that they were one of the only large event venues operating in the Los Angeles 
metro area.  (See section titled Temporary Restraining Order) 
 
Community Complaints/Concerns 
 
There have been various ongoing community concerns and complaints about the property since 2008.  The 
complaints reached a new level in August of 2020.  At that time, Gardens of Paradise was holding events up to 5 
days per week with hundreds of patrons.  They were blatantly disregarding Los Angeles County Health Officer 
Order by having events.  Additionally, they were endangering the community having events without proper 
permits that require fire suppression equipment, and thereby putting neighboring lives and property at risk.  The 
loud music that reverberates off the canyon walls was disruptive and harmful to many of the neighbors, some 
more than 2-3 miles away.  Here is a sampling of community concerns: 

 One neighbor has a special needs daughter with a seizure disorder.  The music and sound checks 
would start around noon and would continue thru the night into the early morning hours…sometimes up 
to 4:00 AM.  The constant loud music was a source of distress to her daughter. 

 Neighbors can’t open their windows because the sound is too deafening.  Even with closed windows, 
the sound would permeate the homes. 

 Proper sleep was unattainable. 

 Neighbors have early morning commitments and couldn’t get adequate rest 

 The loud music causes dogs to bark, making another audio nuisance 

 Neighbors are worried about the safety of traveling on the local roads when the events are closing down 
and up to 600 people are exiting the property. 

 Some neighbors have tried to communicate with Mr. Yakovi or his agents, and have been met with 
hostility, aggression, and threats.   

 Neighbors are concerned that Gardens of Paradise does not follow the law and don’t want to live next to 
criminal activity 

 Concerns about health and safety related to water quality issues 

 Fire is a consistent fear factor of many community members 

 Neighbors have been logging calls with the Sheriff’s Dept.  Over 30 calls in a 4 month period. 

 Interrupted sleep can cause irritability, daytime sleepiness, increased stress, decreased accuracy, 
tremors, aches and memory lapses or loss.  

 Our local high school, Vasquez High School had scheduled their 2020 prom at the venue prior to the 
pandemic. When the pandemic hit, the school requested their event venue cost of $17,000.00 to be 
returned.  The school was met with a “no-refund” policy.  Their only option was rescheduling the event.  
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As you are aware, a Prom is a one-time yearly event that the students had raised money for the cost of 
the venue and have not been refunded for their cancelled event.    

 
Temporary Restraining Order 
 
On October 23, 2020, the County of Los Angeles filed for injunctive relief prohibiting Gardens of Paradise as 
well as their agents, officers, and employees from conducting, hosting, contracting for, participating in, or 
attending any large gathering or event at the property.  The complaint cited three causes of action:  1) Violating 
the Health Order by conducting large events and gatherings at Gardens of Paradise, 2) By refusing to comply 
with the Health Order, Gardens of Paradise is endangering the health and welfare of attendees as well as the 
community at large, and thus committing a public nuisance, and 3) Violating Los Angeles County Code by failing 
to obtain the proper permits for the tent installed on the property thereby maintaining the property in an unsafe 
condition, and Violating Los Angeles County Code by allowing multiple unpermitted uses (outdoor dance 
pavilion, event facility, two restroom structures, structure housing office/conference room, and guard shack) and 
undertaking development within a Significant Ecological Area without required Department of Regional Planning 
review.   
 
On December 18, 2020, Judge Beckloff granted the request for preliminary injunction and prohibited Gardens of 
Paradise from holding future events until it complies with the County’s Fire/Zoning Code by obtaining all 
necessary permits and fire suppression equipment. Once Gardens has complied with the Fire Code, it can then 
host religious services and ceremonies (e.g., weddings), but only in compliance with the Order and the 
Department of Public Health’s protocols for places of worship. Parties and receptions are not allowed. 
 
Gardens of Paradise made no attempt to remedy the unpermitted structures, resolve the violations, or stop 
operating a special event venue.  Events continued until May 13, 2021, when the Superior Court of California 
upheld an order to close Gardens of Paradise granting injunctive relief and authorizing Los Angeles County to 
enter the property and physically secure it so no further events can occur in violation of the injunction. It was 
only when the physical barriers were placed at the property entrance that the venue stopped holding events.   
 
Conclusion  
 
We do not believe there will be a true intent from the applicant to turn things around and make things right.  
There is substantial evidence to support the Hearing Officer’s denial decision.  We are opposed to allowing the 
CUP to continue and request the Regional Planning Commission uphold the Hearing Officer’s denial decision.  
The applicant can reapply for a Conditional Use Permit for the property with the current zoning designation of A-
1-2 and consideration that the property is within a Significant Ecological Area.     
 
Respectfully, 
 

Don Henry 
Don Henry, President 
Agua Dulce Town Council – 2021 
 
cc: Ms. Kathryn Barger, 5

th
 District Supervisor   kbarger@bos.lacounty.gov    

 Each Member of the County of Los Angeles Regional Planning Commission  
 Ms. Rosie O. Ruiz, Regional Planning Commission Secretary   rruiz@planning.lacounty.gov  
 Ms. Amy Bodek, Director of Regional Planning   abodek@planning.lacounty.gov  
 Ms. Stephanie English, 5

th
 District Deputy   senglish@bos.lacounty.gov 

  Mr. Samuel Dea, Supervisor Regional Planner   sdea@planning.lacounty.gov  
 Mr. Mitch Glaser, Assistant Administrator   mglaser@planning.lacounty.gov  
  
   
  

















 

 

REPORT TO THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

 
DATE ISSUED: July 20, 2021 

HEARING DATE: July 21, 2021 AGENDA ITEM: 6     

PROJECT NUMBER: R2012-02971-(5) 

PERMIT NUMBER(S): CUP 201200163 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: 5  

PROJECT LOCATION: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road, Agua Dulce  

OWNER: Ben and Reef Gardens, Inc. 

APPLICANT: Shaul Yakovi 

CASE PLANNER: Richard Claghorn, Principal Regional Planner  
rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov  

  

 
The above-identified item is a request for a Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) to authorize 
a special event facility, caretaker’s residence, overnight accommodation and related 
appurtenant facilities. The matter before you is an appeal of the Hearing Officer’s denial 
due to inactivity of the CUP. 
 
Additional materials pertaining to the project have been received from the applicant’s 
counsel since the preparation of the hearing package.  These materials are included in 
this supplemental hearing package and are as follows: a letter from the applicant’s 
counsel dated July 19, 2021, the denial notice letter from the County Department of 
Regional Planning, previous emails, a copy of the Plot Plan 200900080 approval, and a 
copy of a site plan dated February 17, 2021. 
 
Additional email correspondence was also received from two people in opposition to the 
project.  These emails are also included in this supplemental hearing package.  
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 3:  COMMISSION SUPPLEMENTAL HEARING PACKAGE
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Exhibit 4-Plot Plan 200900080 approval dated August 24, 2010 
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March 18, 2021 
       
 

Mr. Shaul Yakovi 
32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
Agua Dulce, CA 91390 
 
Dear Mr. Yakovi: 
 

PUBLIC MEETING NOTICE: DENIAL DUE TO INACTIVITY 
PROJECT NO. R2012-02971 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NO. 201200163 
32222 AGUA DULCE CANYON RD. (APN 3212-007-025, 3212-007-026, 3212-

007-027, 3212-007-028, and 3212-008-054)  
 
The Los Angeles County (County) Department of Regional Planning (Department) has 
made repeated attempts to inform you of the information that is required to proceed with 
your application for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to authorize a special event facility, 
caretaker’s residence, and related facilities at the above-referenced location. The 
correspondence dated September 9, 2020 requesting project revisions and additional 
information is attached for your review.  Additionally, staff has sent many letters 
requesting required information beginning on June 13, 2013.  To date, we have not 
received the requested information and as a result, we are unable to proceed with 
processing your application.   
 
Section 22.222.100 of the County Code (Zoning Ordinance) provides that the Hearing 
Officer may deny, without public hearing, an application for a CUP if such application does 
not contain the required information contained in Sections 22.222.070 and 22.222.090.  
Due to the longstanding inactive status of the project identified above, the project will be 
scheduled for denial before a County Hearing Officer on April 20, 2021. 
 
If you wish to keep this project active, please send a written request to the Department, 
Zoning Permits North, Room 1348, 320 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012, 
Attention: Richard Claghorn or rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  This correspondence 
must be received on or before April 18, 2021 in order to avoid being scheduled for 
denial.   
 
For questions or for additional information, please contact Richard Claghorn of the Zoning 
Permits North Section at (213) 974-6443, or rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov.  

Exhibit 1-Denial Notice

Page 1 of 2



Mr. Shaul Yakovi 
March 18, 2021 
Page 2 
 
 

 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Amy J. Bodek,AICP 
Director 
 

 
 
Samuel Dea, Supervising Regional Planner 
Zoning Permits North Section 
 
SD:RC 
 
Enclosures: Incomplete Letter 9-9-20 
 
c: Steve Kaplan, Attorney, 16133 Ventura Blvd., Suite 700, Encino, CA 91390 
cc (via email): sk.landuselaw@gmail.com; shaul92@gmail.com 
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7/19/2021 Gmail - Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=68beb02be9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar7584703501418810186%7Cmsg-f%3A1690803436171774646&si… 1/5

Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com>

Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road 
1 message

Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> Thu, Feb 4, 2021 at 1:56 PM
To: Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com>
Cc: Kerstin Schlegel <kschlegel@planning.lacounty.gov>

Steve,

One-Stop Counseling for the project would require submittal of a Zoning Permits One-Stop
Counseling application form, site plan, revised project description, and fees ($384-DRP, $269-
DPW, $153-Fire, $137-DPH).  If all departments are requested, it costs $943.  The fees may
increase if paid after Feb. 28.  The application form and EPIC-LA portal for online submittals can
be accessed at this link:

Applications & Forms | DRP (lacounty.gov) 

One-Stop meetings are only held once per month on the second Tuesday.  The next one that is
available would be the one on March 9.  In order to get on the schedule for March 9, we would
need to receive the application materials and payment and I would have to send out the request
today, because it must be done at least 30 days before the meeting date.  I don't think that is
possible, so realistically, the earliest feasible One-Stop date would be on April 13.  One-Stop
meetings are one hour in length and are conducted online.  Each department would also issue a
letter or report detailing their requirements for the project, based on the information provided.    

It may be possible to set up an interdepartmental meeting to address the issues outside the One-
Stop process, although that would depend on staff availability and would have to be requested by
our upper management in coordination with the other departments.  Because of the complexity of
the case, I'm not sure a regular One-Stop meeting would be the best way to address it, so a
special meeting may be preferable.   I'll discuss it with my supervisor later today, but I'm not sure
yet how feasible it may be.  I probably won't be able to follow up with you today, but can provide an
update next week.  

Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning

We Appreciate Your Feedback!
Please take a moment and fill out our EPIC-LA customer experience survey by clicking on the link below:
https://bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey

In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facilities are closed to the public at
this time.  For the most current information about available services, public meeting schedules, and planning
projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov

From: Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 4, 2021 12:18 PM 
To: Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> 

Exhibit 2-Emails 11/12/20 to 2/4/21
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7/19/2021 Gmail - Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=68beb02be9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar7584703501418810186%7Cmsg-f%3A1690803436171774646&si… 2/5

Cc: Kerstin Schlegel <kschlegel@planning.lacounty.gov> 
Subject: Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road
 
CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
Richard,

I would like to set-up a Zoning Permits One-Stop counseling meeting between the undersigned, you and a representative
from the Zoning Enforcement unit to discuss a comprehensive strategy to resolve 
the outstanding issues with reference to the Gardens of Paradise use of the above captioned property site pending the
further processing of our CUP application.

Can we set up such a meeting next week?

Please advise.

Thank you,
STEVE KAPLAN
Attorney
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436
Office: 818.377.7440
Cell: 818.321.9575
Facsimile: 818.377.7401
E-Mail: sk.landuselaw@gmail.com

On Mon, Feb 1, 2021 at 1:44 PM Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 
Hi Steve,
 
In the meeting it was stated that the applicant has continued to hold events at the site despite
repeated requests and orders to stop.  We can't continue to process an application if there is an
unresolved and ongoing Zoning violation.  I will need to discuss this with my supervisor and our
assistant adminstrator to see what happens next.  It's possible that we may have to schedule a
hearing to deny the project if the violation continues, but we haven't discussed it recently or made
a decision on it yet.  The applicant needs to stop holding events until obtaining approval of the
CUP and any other required approvals.  Thanks.  
 
Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning
 
We Appreciate Your Feedback!
Please take a moment and fill out our EPIC-LA customer experience survey by clicking on the link below:
https://bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey
 
In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facilities are closed to the public
at this time.  For the most current information about available services, public meeting schedules, and
planning projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov
 
 

From: Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 1, 2021 12:50 PM 
To: Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> 
Subject: Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road
 
CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
Good afternoon Richard,
 

Exhibit 2-Emails 11/12/20 to 2/4/21
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7/19/2021 Gmail - Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=68beb02be9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar7584703501418810186%7Cmsg-f%3A1690803436171774646&si… 3/5

Last we spoke this past week, you indicated you would be meeting with the zoning enforcement unit to discuss the
juxtaposition of issues between your unit and that of zoning enforcement.
 
Do you have any information for Shaul and me regarding any such meeting. If so, I would most appreciate any
feedback you can provide.
 
Thanks,
STEVE KAPLAN
Attorney
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436
Office: 818.377.7440
Cell: 818.321.9575
Facsimile: 818.377.7401
E-Mail: sk.landuselaw@gmail.com
 
 
On Wed, Jan 27, 2021 at 8:25 AM Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Hello Steve,
 
Thanks for the revised site plan.  Can you please let me know when a revised project
description will be submitted?  Thanks.
 
Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning
 
We Appreciate Your Feedback!
Please take a moment and fill out our EPIC-LA customer experience survey by clicking on the link below:
https://bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey
 
In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facilities are closed to the
public at this time.  For the most current information about available services, public meeting schedules,
and planning projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov
 
 

From: Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, December 28, 2020 8:16 AM 
To: Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> 
Cc: shaul92@gmail.com <shaul92@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road
 
CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.
Good morning Richard,
 
In response to your below email request of 11/19/20, please find attached a revised project site plan addressing the
concerns noted in your subject email.
 
I will reach out to you later today to further discuss the processing of my client's CUP filing.
 
Thank you. 
 
Best, 
STEVE KAPLAN
Attorney
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436
Office: 818.377.7440
Cell: 818.321.9575
Facsimile: 818.377.7401

Exhibit 2-Emails 11/12/20 to 2/4/21
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7/19/2021 Gmail - Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=68beb02be9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar7584703501418810186%7Cmsg-f%3A1690803436171774646&si… 4/5

E-Mail: sk.landuselaw@gmail.com
 
 
On Thu, Nov 19, 2020 at 3:25 PM Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Hi Steve,
 
Thank you for the information you provided on Nov. 12, 2020.  Unfortunately, we have still not
received all of the requested information.  Please provide an updated project description as
soon as possible.  Also, there are some issues with the revised site plan, as follows:
 

1.  Northeast of the pavilion the kitchen and storage buildings were removed from the
plan, but the labels for those structures are still on the plan.  They should be deleted.

2. The site plan shows a 400 sf restroom structure north of the pavilion.  Is this an existing
or proposed structure?  This structure doesn't appear in a 2017 aerial photo.  

3. The site plan shows a restaurant building on the south parcel.  There is no restaurant
there currently, so it should not be depicted as a restaurant.  It was a snack
bar/restaurant in the past, but has not been one for many years, and re-establishing a
restaurant here will make the approval process more difficult.  It should be labeled as a
storage structure, which appears to be its current function.  

4. The site plan shows a snack bar on the south parcel south of the pool.  This is not an
existing use and should be deleted from the site plan.

5. The site plan shows a laundry structure on the south parcel.  Based on a site visit in
2018 it was a storage structure.  The size and shape of the structure on the site plan
don't appear accurate based on the attached aerial photo (Parcel 54).  

6. The site plan shows a parking area on the west side of parcels 27 and 28.  Aerial
photos show an unpaved parking area in the same general area, but it is much smaller
in size than depicted on the site plan.  Based on the attached topo map, portions of this
parking area are very steep (20%+ slope) and would not be suitable for parking.  The
site plan should only depict parking areas that are relatively flat and have been used for
parking before, and not any areas that would require vegetation clearance or grading. 

Let me know how much time is needed in order to provide this information.  Also, please be
aware that we can't process the CUP where there is an ongoing Zoning Violation.  Events
must cease on the site before we can continue processing the CUP.  Thank you.      
 
Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section
Department of Regional Planning
 
We Appreciate Your Feedback!
Please take a moment and fill out our EPIC-LA customer experience survey by clicking on the link below:
https://bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey
 
In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facilities are closed to the
public at this time.  For the most current information about available services, public meeting
schedules, and planning projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov
 
 

From: Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, November 19, 2020 1:50 PM 
To: Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> 
Subject: Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road
 
CAUTION: External Email. Proceed Responsibly.

Exhibit 2-Emails 11/12/20 to 2/4/21
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7/19/2021 Gmail - Re: 32222 Auga Dulce Canyon Road

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=68beb02be9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-a%3Ar7584703501418810186%7Cmsg-f%3A1690803436171774646&si… 5/5

Richard,
 
Once again, and before your work week ends, I hope you will give me a call at 818-321-9575 to discuss the CUP
processing of the above captioned site.
 
Thank you.
 
STEVE KAPLAN
Attorney
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436
Office: 818.377.7440
Cell: 818.321.9575
Facsimile: 818.377.7401
E-Mail: sk.landuselaw@gmail.com
 
 
On Tue, Nov 17, 2020 at 2:44 PM Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com> wrote: 

Helo Richard,
 
I would most appreciate a call from you to my cell phone at 818-321-9575 to discuss Shaul's case...thank you.
 
STEVE KAPLAN
Attorney
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436
Office: 818.377.7440
Cell: 818.321.9575
Facsimile: 818.377.7401
E-Mail: sk.landuselaw@gmail.com
 
 
On Thu, Nov 12, 2020 at 5:05 PM Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com> wrote: 

Good afternoon Richard,
 
Please find attached my letter and additional documentation with respect to the above captioned property site
and pending CUP application.
 
I will follow up tomorrow with additional material.
 
Thank you.
 
STEVE KAPLAN
Attorney
16133 Ventura Boulevard, Suite 700
Encino, CA 91436
Office: 818.377.7440
Cell: 818.321.9575
Facsimile: 818.377.7401
E-Mail: sk.landuselaw@gmail.com

Exhibit 2-Emails 11/12/20 to 2/4/21
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7/19/2021 Gmail - 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ik=68beb02be9&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f%3A1690813054413807098%7Cmsg-f%3A1690813054413807098&sim… 1/2

Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com>

32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 
1 message

Richard Claghorn <rclaghorn@planning.lacounty.gov> Thu, Feb 4, 2021 at 4:29 PM
To: "shaul92@gmail.com" <shaul92@gmail.com>, "karnier@gmail.com" <karnier@gmail.com>
Cc: Steve Kaplan <sk.landuselaw@gmail.com>, Kerstin Schlegel <kschlegel@planning.lacounty.gov>, Samuel Dea
<sdea@planning.lacounty.gov>, Tracy Swann <tswann@counsel.lacounty.gov>

Good afternoon,

As we have informed you on prior occasions, we cannot process a CUP with active violations.  As
explained previously, you are not authorized to hold events at this location until after you receive
approval of the CUP application.  Therefore, you must cease holding any events until you obtain an
approved CUP.  Plot Plan RPP200900080 is not effective for continued operation of the event
center.
 
On October 8, 2020, I requested the following information by November 12, 2020:

1. Submit to Regional Planning a revised site plan by November 12, 2020.  The revised site
plan should show only the existing structures.

2. Submit to Regional Planning a revised project description by November 12, 2020. 
3. Submit to the Department of Public Health the required information for Drinking Water and

Onsite Wastewater Treatment System as explained in the attached DPH letter.

I received a revised site plan on November 12, 2020.  On November 19, 2020 I requested that
changes be made to the site plan, including the following comment:

"The site plan shows a restaurant building on the south parcel.  There is no restaurant there
currently, so it should not be depicted as a restaurant.  It was a snack bar/restaurant in the past,
but has not been one for many years, and re-establishing a restaurant here will make the approval
process more difficult.  It should be labeled as a storage structure, which appears to be its current
function."

A revised site plan was submitted on December 28, 2020, but it still shows the restaurant that I had
asked to be removed.  Please remove the restaurant from the site plan.  Also, we still have not
received the revised project description requested previously to reflect the modified scope of the
project.  Please provide this information by February 18, 2021 if you wish to continue the CUP
permitting process.    

Also, there does not appear to have been any progress toward addressing the Drinking Water and
Onsite Wastewater Treatment System requirements of DPH.  Please provide evidence that you
have hired a consultant to prepare the necessary reports and other information for DPH to review
the project.  

We reiterate that you are not authorized to continue holding events and must cease holding events
in order for us to continue processing the CUP.  Thank you.  

Richard Claghorn
Principal Regional Planner
Zoning Permits North Section

Exhibit 2-Emails 11/12/20 to 2/4/21
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7/19/2021 Gmail - 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd.
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Department of Regional Planning

We Appreciate Your Feedback!
Please take a moment and fill out our EPIC-LA customer experience survey by clicking on the link below:
https://bit.ly/LACoCSSSurvey

In response to the evolving coronavirus emergency, Los Angeles County facilities are closed to the public at
this time.  For the most current information about available services, public meeting schedules, and planning
projects, please visit planning.lacounty.gov

Exhibit 2-Emails 11/12/20 to 2/4/21
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Help us. Together we can save a tree.

Please recycle all unused plans.
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Help us. Together we can save a tree.

Please recycle all unused plans.

RV PARK
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Good morning commissioners my name is Shaul Yakovi and I am the owner of the property in Agua 

Dulce known as the Gardens of Paradise. I have with me today, Steve Kaplan and Mainik D’Attaray who 

have recently begun assisting me with the land use and building and safety issues on this property. 

I purchased this property in 2008 because I was looking for a place where my family, my friends and 

members of my temple could enjoy the outdoors and conduct our religious celebrations. 

This is the perfect location.  For many years it operated as an overnight summer camp, with a lake, RV 

hookups, a restaurant cabins and many other amenities. There are also very beautiful and photogenic 

places on the site. More importantly it’s (Resort Recreational) zoning allowed the uses I was planning on 

developing.  

The property is also well removed from the surrounding development. The facilities on my property are 

more than 1000 feet from my property line and invisible from the road or surrounding properties.  

The facilities were in serious need of updating and modernization. I began that process and applied for 

many, many permits to accomplish those improvements. I also submitted an application for a 

Conditional Use Permit to expand the site with overnight accommodations, parking, gate house, 

restrooms, septic and other facilities that would create a proper event facility for today’s customers. 

Dealing with the County became increasingly frustrating because inspections were performed but 

permits were never granted. When corrections were requested and made, follow-up inspections never 

completed. Requests would be made to add more items, like handicapped parking. When that was 

completed, the County inspected the work, even measuring each space with a tape measure, but never 

issued a complete letter or permit. I can’t believe that not a single one of those permits has been 

concluded by the County.   

Despite that, I never stopped communicating with the County on these matters.  But I was trying to deal 

with several departments at the same time, sometimes with conflicting demands and resolving those 

matters takes time. It didn’t help that in the middle of this effort the county arbitrarily changed the 

zoning and made my use legally non-conforming.     

I have invested many millions of dollars in this property. It has always been my goal to get every permit 

required. I was stunned when the County sent me a letter indicating they were going to cancel my 

permit for lack of activity.  There has been years of unending activity and communication with the 

County on this site. I have stacks of emails to prove it. 

In fact, at the suggestion of County staff I submitted a revised site plan seven months ago which 

substantially reduced the development and intensity of the use on the site. That plan eliminated most of 

the concerns that the departments had outlined in their previous letters. It was my good faith effort to 

push this matter to a conclusion and move forward with a properly permitted use of the site. That is still 

my goal. I hope the county will review that plan so we can complete permitting of a limited use of the 

site. 

I have been working with my new consultants to prepare the scaled-down plan and an outline of actions 

and timelines that we are prepared to commit to in order to finish the CUP. I hope the commission will 

direct the staff to work with us on that plan and timeline and not take action today on the appeal. 

Thank you. 

Appelant's Statement & Slideshow 7/21/21
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Appeal of Denial of CUP 
Application
Appellants Ben and Reef Gardens and 
ShaulYakovi

Project No. R2012-02971-(5)

Conditional Use Permit No. 201200163
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

Location: 32222 Agua Dulce Canyon Road
Santa Clarita, California 

Assessor’s Parcel Numbers: 3212-007-025, 
3212-007-026, 3212-007-027, 3212-007-
028, 3212-008-054
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

The focus of this appeal is to overturn a 
denial of the CUP based on inactivity in 
processing the CUP; it is not an 
adjudication on the merits of the CUP 
application.
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Appeal of Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

Appellants seek a continuance of the 
appeal hearing because they are 
working with the County and 
Neighbors to resolve concerns.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

On March 18, 2021, the Department 
of Regional Planning (“DRP”) sent a 
letter that if applicant wishes to 
continue processing the CUP, it 
should so request that DRP keep the 
application open.

On March 22, 2021, Appellants’ 
counsel responded in the 
affirmative: that the applicants 
wished to keep the CUP application 
open.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

The March 22, 2021 letter was not the 
first or only outreach by Appellants. 

From 2013 to October 2020, Applicants 
were unrepresented yet communicated 
with the County and DRP, as evidenced 
by the 170+ pages of email 
communications, which applicants were 
able to find.  This represents only 1/3 of 
the overall contact applicants had with 
the County regarding this application 
over many years.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

In 2008, Ben and Reef Gardens 
purchased the RR-1 zoned property, 
which had been used for over 40 
years as a campground, RV park, 
restaurant, and wedding venue.

Almost immediately from 2008 to 
2010, applicants invested over $7 
million in renovating the parcel.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

On August 24, 2010, the property was 
given an administrative site plan 
approval authorizing:
an outdoor dance pavilion with a 2,000 

square foot accessory storage 
structure;

an accessory 1,890 square foot office 
structure and two 735 square foot 
restroom structures; and

events, not exceeding 500 persons in 
attendance, are permitted. 

The same approved uses exist today.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

Applicants filed this CUP application 
prior to the zoning change from RR-
1 to A-1 in 2012.

Initially, applicants were represented 
by consultants.

But from 2013 to October 2020, 
applicants were unrepresented yet in 
frequent contact with the County 
and DRP to move this application 
along.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

Since October 2020, applicants 
retained counsel to assist with 
completing this CUP application.

Applicants’ counsel outreached 
to/communicated with DRP Senior 
Planner Richard Claghorn to satisfy 
DRP’s concerns about the 
application.

Appelant's Statement & Slideshow 7/21/21

Page 14 of 23



Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

In December 2020 and again in 
February 2021, applicants’ counsel 
submitted revised site plans to DRP 
evidencing the now present use of 
the site and significantly reducing 
the size and scope of the initial 
application to reflect only the 
current use and the addition of four 
additional storage structures on the 
property.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

DRP’s letters to applicants 
expressing concerns about the 
project and questions were mooted 
by the December 2020 and February 
2021 submissions.

DRP’s letters requesting information 
speak to issues/uses no longer 
relevant as they have been removed 
from the project.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

It was apparent that DRP had not 
circulated the significantly reduced 
site plan with other County 
departments. 

On February 4, 2021, applicants’ 
counsel communicated with DRP, 
inquiring about setting up a “One 
Stop” type meeting with various 
County departments to figure out 
next steps in the CUP process.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

Within hours of this email exchange, 
and without any provocation or 
cause, DRP’s cooperative tone 
changed.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

Conclusion—
The issue in this appeal is narrow: 

whether the application should be 
denied for inactivity; it should not.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

Conclusion—
Applicants seek nothing more 
than to keep this application 
active to work with the County 
and neighbors to successfully 
obtain a CUP.
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Appeal of 
Denial

In re Ben and 
Reef Gardens 
and Shaul
Yakovi

Conclusion—
Applicants seek a continuance and 

directive from the Planning 
Commission to have DRP organize a 
One Stop meeting with applicant 
and all interested County 
departments to narrow issues and 
bring the CUP application to a 
public hearing on the merits.
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    Valencia, 7/21/2021 

RE: Gardens Of Paradise 

 

I am writing to you regarding Gardens of Paradise located in Agua Dulce.  

I am aware of the hearing commencing tomorrow, 7/21/2021 and unfortunately cannot attend but I 

wanted to personally send you a testimony and what I have experienced during the troubles with this 

establishment. I used to live right next door, at 32500 Agua Dulce Canyon Rd. 

 

Around October of 2020 I started a signature campaign to get this establishment shut down. The whole 

community was in an uproar, and no one listened. I finally got a hold of Stephanie English at LA County 

Supervisor Kathryn Barger’s office, and she started asking me to send her messages every time we 

would see any activity at GOP. The fire chief was involved as well as planning/zoning. They parked on 

our property and got photos and evidence to use in court. All the neighbors around our property helped 

in notifying the proper authorities when they did hear or see activity. Neighbors’ animals were scared to 

death, a neighbors daughter has an illness and was starting to have seizures due to the noise! Is that 

fair? An establishment is causing so much havoc that it was making people ill and leaving their homes. I 

know many people in the area who are now moving because of GOP.  

 Personally, I had to stop all my horse business and lost thousands of dollars in income over this. The 

owner also called and harassed me on numerous occasions.  

Everyone kept calling the Sheriff station in Palmdale who mainly just made notes of when the events 

took place but stopped coming out after a while as they could not do anything. A fine of $50 or $100 

was nothing to them. They were making easily $20-30.000 on each event and that without any permits 

and no permits to serve alcohol. They even had fires going on in a tent as entertainment- flame thrower.  

They kept these gatherings going during the pandemic---during the lockdown and got away with it 

because they claimed they were doing religious events. Anyone who would look at their social medial 

sites would see there was nothing religious going on but parties! All the photos and videos showed this. 

We also measured the sound level which was WAY above what it legal and kept neighbors all the way 

into town awake at night! People working shift work could not sleep. Everyone in town suffered and 

nothing was done. 

 

I wrote to the Country Journal to try to get some traction and even TV stations, who had interest, but 

was never done.  

 

Here is the correspondence with the editor of the Country Journal: 

Correspondence submitted July 20-22, 2021 for R2012-02971
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You are welcome to write an article, and I will consider it for publication, However, the court hearing on 

December 9 should bring this matter to a head. If it does not or if the owner continues to operate, then I 

would think that criminal action might be invoked if a court order is not followed. I understand that the 

owner is fighting the County legal action. It is very unfortunate when people have such disregard for the 

well-being of neighbors.  

 

Lillian 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Helene Richards 

Sent: Nov 19, 2020, 8:42 PM 

To: countryjournal91@earthlink.net 

Subject: Re: Gardens of paradise 

 

Hi 

 

Thank you for your mail. Understand. I’d love to write an article if you would consider publishing it.  

Well- I’m trying to get something in writing about them delaying it.. but the fact is. .. they shut down the 

church in a split second due to Covid, there are restrictions on everyone else as far as the number of 

people that should gather in restaurants and even homes... but these people who have received who 

knows how many citations, have orders not to operate STILL continue to operate because they don’t 

care about. $100 citation. The owner has already declared he will not adhere to any city ordinances, he 

is rude to anyone who tries to reason with him, he has harassed me on the phone. It is causing people, 

animals, and a neighbors chronically ill daughter to have seizures and she can stroke out and die!!! 

 

The person who asked the field deputy officer the question of large gatherings and restrictions... got no 

reply. 

I know the wheels of justice move slowly but this is just becoming ridiculous- it is almost becoming a 

question of possible corruption in my mind. and others.. why are they not getting an emergency order 

to shut them down now. I know for a fact if we did the same thing on our property- we would be shut 

down quite quickly. What does that say? 

They are contributing to the spread of disease and also drunk driving on Agua Dulce . It’s scary.  
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It just does not make any sense at this point why they are allowing them to continue when they have 

ORDERS not to operate. They have been operating ILLEGALLY for at least 8 years. Something does not 

add up. I will write the field deputy officer now and see what I can get in writing.. as it just smells “fishy” 

to me. We had ABC interested. I am sure they would not like to have the media disclose what they are 

ignoring.  

I’m happy to write the article and you can take a look and see if you feel you can help us by publishing 

it.. 

 

Thanks so much. 

 

On Nov 19, 2020, at 1:25 PM, countryjournal91@earthlink.net wrote: 

 

 

Hello Ms. Richards, 

 I am sorry I have not gotten back to you sooner, but my plate is always overflowing, and a 

weekly deadline is grueling. I found it necessary to go directly to the County for information regarding 

the injunctive relief the County is seeking from the owner of Gardens of Paradise. Thanks to the efforts 

of local residents, Supervisor Kathryn Barger became directly involved and got County Council to file an 

action against the owner. I have been reporting this activity in the Announcements section of the 

Journal.  

 I am always interested in anything affecting the community, but I am a one-person editorial 

department with little if any help regarding the investigation of a myriad of complaints on a myriad of 

subjects; I cannot deal with them all and must choose my battles. If you have gathered significant 

information about the Gardens of Paradise issue, I would appreciate your help in turning the effort into 

an article should you care to send the product to me. 

 Considering the effort the property owner has made to pay the small fines and otherwise ignore 

the impact on neighbors of the facility, I doubt strongly whether the County Journal or I as an individual 

would make any impact on him. What it took was Los Angeles County filing suit for injunctive relief that 

could include shutting down the facility. That court procedure is currently in process. The next hearing 

date is December 9th. The owner is fighting back. 

 Below is the information the Journal is currently publishing, and I will have a County letter in the 

November 28 issue as it came too late for this weekend’s issue. 

 

Gardens of Paradise Noise Complaints Update November 5, 2020: Here is an update on Gardens of 

Paradise from Supervisor Kathryn Barger's office: The County is seeking an injunction against Gardens of 

Paradise in order to shut down the venue. The defendant’s attorney’s claim that they were holding 

religious ceremonies was not accepted by the court. The owner of the property is aware of the 
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complaints and is being held responsible. The judge granted the County’s request for an inspection 

warrant, and the County was permitted to enter the property to gather evidence which it did. County 

Field Deputy Stephanie English reported that a hearing will be held on December 9, 2020, at the Stanley 

Mosk Courthouse, Depart 86, in downtown Los Angeles, at which time the Court reportedly will rule on 

the injunction. The County is also looking into other local party houses that have been the subject of 

noise complaints. 

 

I certainly understand your frustration, and I have experienced a party house in my own neighborhood. 

When dealing with people who lack compassion, lawsuits seem to be the best way to get through to 

them. Hopefully the County will prevail on December 9th. 

  

As for your comment that the "government/politicians are delaying the shutdown of this facility and also 

another venue on Mint Canyon,"  if you have some concrete evidence that there is intentional delay, I 

would like to see that evidence. In my 30 years of publishing the Journal, I have rarely seen the County 

government do anything quickly -- except after a major disaster. I have been told many times by County 

field deputies that the County follows a set of procedures even if the procedures are broken. 

 

If the County does not prevail, I would be willing to help publicize a civil action if enough people are 

willing to get involved.  

 

In the meantime, I wish you a very happy Thanksgiving and thank you for your efforts to bring peace and 

quiet back to the community. 

 

Lillian 

 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Helene Richards 

Sent: Nov 18, 2020 3:58 PM 

To: countryjournal91@earthlink.net 

Subject: Gardens of paradise 

 

Hello 
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I had sent an inquiry to you about the gardens of paradise and how the government/politicians are 

delaying the shutdown of this facility and also another venue on Mint Canyon. Are you not interested in 

covering this story? We may be getting in touch with more media and seeing about a class action suit. 

Animals, people are suffering.  

I hope you will be interested in covering this. I’m happy to give you all the details and refer you to the 

signature campaign we started. 

 

Hope for your reply. 

 

I also had regular contact with the fire chief Dave Nosworthy. Here is one of his emails which confirms 

that the owner of GOP is a man of temper and definitely not into cooperating with anyone.  

 

On Oct 5, 2020, at 2:35 PM, Norsworthy, Dave <Dave.Norsworthy@fire.lacounty.gov> wrote: 

Helene, 
  
  I can’t confirm the mafia thing. I honestly don’t know. He does appear to have a temper, which we 
witnessed on Saturday. I can tell you that county counsel is compiling all the evidence and is moving 
forward. We will continue to enforce the Fire Code until we get closure. 
I am unaware of any other location that he has. Please let us know when a function is happening or 
setting up to happen. 
Thanks for all your help 
  
Dave 
 

Here is also a list of some of the FEW tag numbers and additional info: 

rom: Helene Richards <helene_richards@icloud.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 5:10 PM 
To: Norsworthy, Dave <Dave.Norsworthy@fire.lacounty.gov> 
Subject: Re: Gardens of Paradise 
  
Hi 
  
Sorry. I hear from another neighbor they have the same issue with another similar venue in Agua 
Dulce/Santa Clarita, and I checked their permits and if it’s correct, they don’t have permits 
either. 
  
A neighbor had tried to call them to have them reduce the noise level and he received this text 
back: 
——— 
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Cops were here an hour ago. I asked them what I had too. They were understanding. I don’t mind 

getting a ticket every weekend. I make enough. So, either we come to an agreement and I control 
the music or instead of putting the music down I’ll just put it up more. Your choice. I’m done 

trying to be nice.  
  
Also- attached a very short list of tag numbers and complaints for just 2 days. That’s not even all 

as they have not all been sent to me. 
  

Log 

9/28 

  
Tag 250 and 263 
  

Sunday 10/4 

  
Logs of complaints regarding Gardens of Paradise: 
  
Also forgot to get #s a couple of timed.  
Last night was 1241am tag # 267. 
  
Also called Sat 926pm....no tag# 
1250am Oct 2nd 
1227am Sept 28th 
136am Sept 27th 
1256am Sept 26th 
1247am Sept 20th 
1200am & 133am Sept 19th 
Rest no longer showing onscreen....sorry.  Posted several of these some with tag #s. 
 

Here is the info that shows they were operating without permits. They had a window to do something 

about it years ago but chose not to….obviously because he did not care.  
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We compiled a rather substantial list of calls made to the Sheriff, tag numbers, photos, and videos of 

events. It was clear---VERY clear that they were breaking the law over and over. I also files with the 

authority who handles taxes etc. as I am sure there is tax evasion going on as well.  
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 I had my 2 horses there as well as 6 horses in boarding at $550 per horse!. My boarder left due to the 

constant noise as it was causing troubles with her horses. I do not blame her. I am just lucky she did not 

sue me for the damage to her horses.  

 

The same happened to me: my horses started to get nervous and dangerous due to all the noise and I 

had to move them to a different facility, and it cost $2100/month! It has cost me well over $12.000!!!  I 

am sure other people had similar experiences. 

 

Any effort to try to resolve these issues with the owner was completely dismissed. He said he did not 

care and had no intention of adhering to the city ordinances. Time and time again.  

The fact that they were left to continue this during the worst pandemic EVER is beyond me. These 

people should be in jail and substantially fined, as well as pay compensation for pain and suffering to 

their neighbor who have suffered from their illegal activities.  

 

I am more than happy to share any additional information that I have and talk to you if need be. I really 

hope that justice will prevail in this case.  

This place needs to be shut down for good and peace should be restored in the community.  

 

I remain at your disposal should you have any questions. Thank you for your time. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Helene Richards 

C: 661.607.9837 

helene@helenerichards.com 
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