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January 5, 2024 

 

 

Honorable Board of Supervisors 

County of Alameda  

1221 Oak Street, Suite 536 

Oakland, CA 94612 

 

Dear Board Members: 

 

SUBJECT:  APPEAL BY KIMBERLY LARSON AND KATHARINE ERHARDT OF 

THE APPROVAL BY THE EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING 

ADJUSTMENTS OF PLN2022-00211, MANDATORY REVIEW OF 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2011-00075, PERMITTING A 

BOARDING KENNEL FOR 144 DOGS AND 50 CATS  – Review of existing 

Conditional Use Permit on a 2.9 acre parcel located at 4960/4964 Tesla Road, 

Livermore (APN: 99-1250-33). The review was approved by the East County 

Board of Zoning Adjustments on February 23, 2023. Staff recommends that the 

Board adopt a resolution denying the appeal.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

East County Board of Zoning Adjustments (EBZA): On February 23rd, 2023, the EBZA 

unanimously approved the mandatory review of the existing Conditional Use Permit. 

 

Planning Staff: Recommends that the Board of Supervisors deny the appeal and approve the 

review with revised conditions of approval. 

 

PROJECT UPDATE:    

 

This Board heard the appeal in May 2023 and continued the item for six months to provide 

staff and the involved parties additional time to develop measures that could be implemented to 

reduce the sound level from barking dogs which were impacting neighboring properties.  

Originally continued to a date certain in December 2023, the consideration of the appeal was 

continued to January so that the sound consultants for the permittee and appellant could present 

a consensus proposal.   

 

A consensus letter (attached) outlines joint recommendations and areas of agreement from 

acoustical consultants representing both parties, demonstrating agreement that the installation 

of a sound barrier, particularly at the rearward property lines, would best ameliorate current 

sound levels.  The consensus letter states that, with the installation of this sound barrier, the 

sound reaching adjacent neighbors would be reduced a minimum of 5dBAs (in some instances 

higher), which is considered significant and readily noticeable.  The sound barrier selected is a 

specialized branded material (Acoustifence™) which can be best described as a heavy plastic 

material installed much like a traditional fence. As of this writing there were additional 

improvements being discussed between the parties, ostensibly to further reduce the noise 
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concerns, but Staff has not received anything definitive.  An update from both parties is expected at the 

hearing on this item.   

Other barriers such as a traditional wood fence or concrete block wall which would normally be installed 

between commercial and residential uses were not discussed in the consensus letter.  The Board may also 

find useful that the Zoning Ordinance allows for the conditional approval of fence heights of up to twelve 

(12) feet.   Staff recommends the implementation of measures that are supported by both parties and their 

inclusion in the conditions of approval.  It’s noted that the proposed sound reduction is not a guarantee to 

eliminate all nuisance noise or complaints, nor has the proposed solution been assessed with respect to the 

County’s applicable noise ordinance.  The consensus letter and the proposed fencing material is a 

reasonable approach to achieve a noticeable and significant reduction in intrusive noise, which was the 

direction given by the Board at the first appeal hearing.  

 

Both parties have suggested additional conditions or changes to conditions. The appellants have proposed 

the staffing by the permittee of a 24-hour hotline for noise complaints. Staff recommends a receiving line 

during business hours, with a message line outside these hours. The permittee has suggested the removal 

of the mandatory review from the approval. Staff recommends the retention of this review, or at minimum 

a focused review to ascertain the continued state of good repair of the sound barrier and any other sound 

reduction methods.   

 

Subsequent to the concurrence letter, the sound consultant for the appellant signed a separate letter 

(attached) representing their own opinions and conclusions. The letter provided these comments:  

1. The addition of the fence should not exempt the kennel from complying with the noise ordinance.  

2. The joint letter does not discuss the appropriateness of the Acoustifence as a noise barrier.  

3. The joint letter only provides an estimate of noise reduction expected by the fence, without 

providing context of adequacy or the noise reduction.  

4. Recommendations focusing on the noise reduction of the fence should not come at the expense of 

additional noise reduction measures:    

 

a. Staged releases of animals into the exercise yard 

b. Dealing with overly aggravated animals 

c. Continued prohibition on dogs outside at night 

d. Additional acoustical absorptive materials inside the kennel and activity yard 

e. Creation of dedicated staffed hotline or staff person to serve as liaison with neighbors 

 

Staff continues to recommend the inclusion of previous conditions approved by the EBZA, which include 

several operational measures in addition to the physical sound barrier now proposed. Staff believes the 

Board should consider the proposed conditions a through e, above, and include them in the approval if 

warranted.  Staff believes some of these proposed conditions would be part of a kennel’s Best 

Management Practices, but may not be enforceable as conditions of approval.    

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

Originally approved in 1954, an animal kennel for dogs and cats has operated continuously at this 

location, with periodic increases to the authorized number of animals. The current number of 144 dogs 

and 50 cats was authorized in the mid-1990s. In 2012, the EBZA approved PLN2011-00075, Conditional 

Use Permit for the continued operation of the kennel. At that hearing the applicant’s proposal to 

rehabilitate structures and construct new structures was presented and discussed. There was no opposition 

at the hearing and the application was approved unanimously. In the years succeeding the approval, the 
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applicant developed the site as proposed, with new administrative and kennel buildings, and a new 

exercise yard toward the rear of the property.   

MANDATORY REVIEW: 
 

With the exception of permits for telecommunications facilities, Conditional Use Permits carry no 

expiration, but rather are subject to periodic mandatory reviews. As part of the review Planning staff refer 

the review to relevant agencies and send courtesy notices to neighboring residents. When changes to the 

conditions of approval are contemplated, such changes are appropriately considered by the same body 

that originally approved the permit, in this case the EBZA.  In this case, a mandatory review is 

recommended at ten years, which is not unusual.  The Board may want to consider a shorter period if 

warranted, with a specific focus on the noise concerns.   

CONCLUSION: 

Staff believes the main objection to the kennel project is the sound emanating from the dog activities at 

the site.  With the addition of a sound deflecting/absorbing material at the fence line and other operational 

requirements, many of the complaints received related to this kennel would be reduced, if not eliminated.  

While the two parties involved may have preferences for how to deal with the kennel noise, staff believes 

the consensus-based fencing material is a reasonable approach to address the noise issue.  Staff 

recommends denial of the appeal and affirmation of the EBZA approval of the Conditional Use Permit. 

 

The complete record is attached.  

 

 

      

      Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

      Sandra Rivera, Director 

      Community Development Agency 

 

 

 
Attachments:   

Draft Resolution  

Appeal Letter 

December 15th 2023 Consensus Letter 

December 27th, 2023 Salter Letter 

Additional Correspondence  

 



RESOLUTION NO. R-2024-______ 

 

RESOLUTION UPHOLDING THE DECISION OF THE EAST COUNTY BOARD OF 

ZONING ADJUSTMENTS APPROVING PLN2022-00211, REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL 

USE PERMIT PLN2011-00075, PERMITTING THE OPERATION OF A BOARDING 

KENNEL FOR 144 DOGS AND 50 CATS  

 
 

  WHEREAS, DAN GAMACHE / THE RANCH PET RESORT AND SPA (“Applicant” 

and “Permittee”) filed application PLN2022-00211, REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, 

PLN2011-00075, for a boarding kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats, in the ‘R1-L-BE’ (Single Family 

Residence, Limited Agricultural Uses, 5-acre MBSA) District, located at 4964 Tesla Road, unincorporated 

Livermore area of Alameda County, bearing Assessor’s Parcel Number: 99-1250-033-00; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Director determined additional conditions of approval would be 

necessary to address noise and other complaints, and that the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments, 

as the original approving body, would review the new conditions of approval; and 

 

WHEREAS, the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments held a public hearing on the 

application at 1:30 p.m. on the 23rd day of February 2023, using the “Zoom Webinar” platform; and  

  WHEREAS, it satisfactorily appears from affidavits on file that proper notice of said 

public hearing was given in all respects as required by law; and 

  WHEREAS, this application was in accordance with the provisions of the California 

Environmental Quality Act and has been found to be categorically exempt; Article 19, Section 15301 

Existing Facilities; and 

 

WHEREAS, the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments approved PLN2022-00211, 

review of Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, with new conditions of approval; and 

WHEREAS, KATHARINE ERHARDT and KIMBERLY LARSON (“Appellants”) did 

submit a timely appeal from the decision of the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments to approve the 

use permit review; and  

WHEREAS, the appeal letter presented seven points of appeal and requested eight changes 

to conditions of approval including the construction of an engineered sound wall at the rear of the property, 

and a reduction in the number of authorized dogs; and  

WHEREAS, on May 11, 2023 this Board did consider the appeal in a public hearing for 

which timely public notice was provided; and  

WHEREAS, on May 11, 2023, this Board continued the hearing on the appeal to 

December 14, 2023, directing the Parties to meet and confer with Planning Department Staff to identify 

potential noise reduction measures for the boarding kennel.  On December 14, 2023, this Board continued 

the appeal to January 11, 2024; and 

WHEREAS, it satisfactorily appears from affidavits on file that proper notice of each 

public hearing was given in all respects as required by law; and  



 

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2024 this Board did consider the appeal in a public hearing 

for which timely public notice was provided; and  

WHEREAS, in written reports and oral presentation to the Board, the Applicant and 

County staff have responded to each assertion contained in the appeal based on past Conditional Use Permit 

approvals for the kennel, information from the property building permit history, noise studies, a consensus 

letter from sound consultants for the Appellants and the Permittee, and subsequent correspondence.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that this Board hereby makes the following 

findings in support of issuing a Conditional Use Permit: 

 

1. The use is required by the public need as evidenced by continued use since 1957 and the continued 

demand for quality kennel facilities for domestic animal companions in the Livermore area. 

2. The use will be properly related to other land uses and transportation and service facilities in the vicinity 

as the site is in a zoning district where a kennel is a conditionally permitted use, and with conditions of 

approval will be compatible with adjacent agricultural and residential uses. The Health Care Services 

Agency approved an on-site water supply and private sewage disposal facilities for the use.  Water 

service is available from Cal Water for the renovated facility.  All other transportation and service 

facilities are available.  

3. The use, if permitted, under all the circumstances and conditions of this particular case, will not 

materially affect adversely the health or safety of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or be 

materially detrimental to the public welfare or injuries to property or improvements in the neighborhood 

as conditioned herein. A solid sound-reducing fencing material is proposed at the property line which 

will provide a noticeable and significant reduction in intrusive noise, at a minimum of 5dBAs. 

Additional conditions proposed are designed to better control the noise generated by the kennel.  

4. The use will not be contrary to the specific intent clauses or performance standards established for the 

R-1-L-BE District as the use is conditionally permitted as a limited agricultural use in an -L District, 

and is consistent with the Rural Density Residential Land Use Designation.  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors hereby denies the appeal 

and upholds the decision of the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments.  The kennel project is hereby 

approved with the following conditions of approval:  

 

AUTHORIZATION 

 

1. This permit authorizes the continued operation of a boarding and grooming facility for up to 144 

dogs and 50 cats, on the property located at 4964/4960 Tesla Road, Livermore, CA, Assessor’s 

Parcel Number 99-1250-033-00. This authorization includes approval of an as-built fence with 

incorporated privacy slats, with a height of eight (8) feet.  This approval also includes fencing 

material to attenuate sound, as described in Additional Condition #6 below. This approval shall be 

consistent with plans marked “Exhibit A” dated January 4, 2024.  

 

ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS FOR REVIEW TO CONTROL NOISE 

2. The Permittee or their representative shall be on site at all times. 

 

3. Permittee shall maintain telephone or other direct method of contact for calls to address noise, until 

8pm each day. Upon receipt of after-hours notification of noise, Permittee shall diligently pursue 



 

corrective measures.  

 

4. All dogs shall be moved inside the kennel buildings by 8pm each day.  

 

5. All dogs shall remain inside kennel buildings until 7am each morning.  

 

6. Permittee shall install a noise barrier of type, dimension and location as depicted in the attached 

concurrence letter Figure 1, page 2.  The final location and height may be adjusted by the Planning 

Director to improve sound attenuation.  The fence height shall not exceed 12 feet.  

 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

7. As needed, the Permittee shall secure and maintain compliance with the requirements and 

regulations applicable to the subject operation as approved by: 

 

a) Alameda County Health Care Services Agency 

b) Animal Control Services 

c) Vector Control 

d) Resource Conservation District 

e) Alameda County Fire Department 

 

8. The Permittee shall maintain proper storage of dog food. The existing dwelling shall remain 

continuously connected to a potable water supply and septic tank system to serve all uses on the 

property as approved by the Alameda County Health Care Services Agency. 

 

9.  Ancillary retail or wholesale sales activities shall be limited to dog and cat foods, and other pet 

care supplies related to the board and care of animals on the site. 

 

10. Permittee and property owner shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless Alameda County and its 

agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against Alameda County or 

its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul PLN2022-00211, this review of 

Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, the findings of the CEQA determination, or any 

combination thereof. Such indemnification shall include, but not be limited to, an award of costs 

and attorney's fees incurred by Alameda County in its defense.  The County shall promptly notify 

Permittee of any such challenge. 

 

11. Permittee, and their successors, shall comply with all Federal, State, and Local Laws, Regulations 

and Alameda County Ordinances. 

 

12. This permit shall remain revocable for cause in accordance with Section 17.54.030 of the Alameda 

County Zoning Ordinance.   

 

13. Mandatory Review. A mandatory review of this permit shall be conducted after ten years, by 

January 31, 2034. As a result of this review, an application for renewal and public hearing may be 

required to review the original conditions of approval to determine compliance with the findings 

that supported the original permit approval. Any condition of approval modified or added will 

ensure the activity continues in conformance with the intent and purpose of the Zoning Ordinance, 

and shall be of the same force and effect as if originally imposed. Review costs shall be borne by 

the applicant.   

 



 

THE FOREGOING was PASSED and ADOPTED by a majority vote of the Board of Supervisors 

of the County of Alameda this 11th day of January, 2024, pursuant to the following vote: 

 

AYES:        

NOES:        

EXCUSED:    

ABSTAINED:  

 

                                        ______________________________________ 

                                      NATE MILEY, PRESIDENT 

         BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

 

 

ATTEST: 

Anika Campbell-Belton, Clerk 

Board of Supervisors 

 

By: ____________________________ 

       Deputy 

 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DONNA R. ZIEGLER, COUNTY COUNSEL 

 

By: ___________________________________ 

       Melanie S. O’Brien, Deputy County Counsel 

 



EXHIBIT A, PLN2022-00211, JANUARY 4, 2024 
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May 4, 2023 

 

 

Honorable Board of Supervisors 

County of Alameda  

1221 Oak Street, Suite 536 

Oakland, CA 94612 

 

Dear Board Members: 

 

SUBJECT:  APPEAL BY KIMBERLY LARSON AND KATHARINE ERHARDT OF 

THE APPROVAL BY THE EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING 

ADJUSTMENTS OF PLN2022-00211, MANDATORY REVIEW OF 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2011-00075, PERMITTING A 

BOARDING KENNEL FOR 144 DOGS AND 50 CATS  – Review of existing 

Conditional Use Permit on a 2.9 acre parcel located at 4960/4964 Tesla Road, 

Livermore (APN: 99-1250-33). The review was approved by the East County 

Board of Zoning Adjustments on February 23, 2023. Staff recommends that the 

Board adopt a resolution denying the appeal.  

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

East County Board of Zoning Adjustments (EBZA): On February 23rd, 2023, the EBZA 

unanimously approved the mandatory review of the existing Conditional Use Permit. 

 

Planning Staff: Recommends that the Board of Supervisors deny the appeal and approve the 

review with revised conditions of approval in place.    

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

Originally approved in 1954, an animal kennel for dogs and cats has operated continuously at 

this location, with periodic increases to the authorized number of animals. The current number 

of 144 dogs and 50 cats was authorized in the mid-1990s. In 2012, the EBZA approved 

PLN2011-00075, Conditional Use Permit for the continued operation of the kennel. At that 

hearing the applicant’s proposal to rehabilitate structures and construct new structures was 

presented and discussed. There was no opposition at the hearing and the application was 

approved unanimously. In the years succeeding the approval, the applicant developed the site 

as proposed, with new administrative and kennel buildings, and a new exercise yard toward the 

rear of the property.   

MANDATORY REVIEW: 
 

With the exception of permits for telecommunications facilities, Conditional Use Permits carry 

no expiration, but rather are subject to periodic mandatory reviews. As part of the review 

Planning staff refer the review to relevant agencies and send courtesy notices to neighboring 

residents. When changes to the conditions of approval are contemplated, such changes are 
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appropriately considered by the same body that originally approved the permit, in this case the EBZA.   

East County Board of Zoning Adjustments (EBZA): On February 23, 2023, the EBZA approved 

Condition Use Permit PLN2022-00211 with conditions. During the review numerous members of the 

public commented on the level of noise from the kennel including dog barking being heard overnight. 

Two noise studies were conducted in January and February of this year. A consultant hired by the 

permittee performed a study in January, and the Alameda County Health Department conducted a noise 

study in February. The studies (attached) concluded levels from the kennel, while audible, are within 

acceptable limits. To limit evening and nighttime noise disturbance, the EZBA approved several 

conditions requiring all animals to be inside the kennel from 8pm – 7am.  

At the time of the EBZA hearing, the kennel provided overnight boarding to Alameda County Sherriff’s 

Office’s (ACSO) K9 animals on an as needed basis. The K9s are occasionally left outside overnight due 

to handling instructions from the ACSO and as such the EBZA approved Condition #4: 

4. All dogs shall be moved inside kennel buildings by 8pm, with exemptions for K9 dogs that are 

currently under contract, for the length of that contract. At the end of the current contract, all 

dogs shall be moved inside kennel buildings by 8pm. The Planning Director shall conduct an 

administrative review after one year of this approval (February 23, 2024) to ascertain 

compliance with this condition. 

 
Subsequent to the EBZA review, the ACSO informed staff that K9 animals would no longer be boarded 

at the kennel. With the presence of K9 units no longer an issue, staff recommends amending the wording 

of Condition #4 to the following: 

 

4.  All dogs shall be moved inside kennel buildings by 8pm 
 

The EBZA also approved conditions requiring additional landscaping at the back of the property to serve 

as additional sound barriers and required the Permittee to provide a method of contact for noise 

complaints at all hours. Reference to the Noise Ordinance in Title 6 of the Alameda County Ordinances 

was removed from the conditions on staff recommendation as not applicable to the use and location. 

Unrelated to the kennel operation, the permit authorization was amended to provide for a privacy fence, 

eight feet in height, constructed at the eastern and northern property lines. All other approved conditions 

remained the same from the 2012 EBZA approval.  

 

BASIS OF APPEAL: 

The appellants submitted a timely appeal with seven points listed below, with the staff response in italics 

as follows:  

1. The adopted review conditions do not address daytime noise.  

After hours noise is of prime concern and the focus of the approved conditions of approval. To 

aid with noise buffering, new conditions approved by the EBZA require additional landscaping 

consisting of drought tolerant trees at the rear (northern boundary) of the property.  
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2. The applicant stated that all dogs would be kept indoors during evening and night hours, but this 

has not been the case. 

The conditions approved by the EBZA at the latest hearing would have the dogs remain indoors 

until 7am, and return to inside facilities by 8pm.  

3. The kennel did not have a contract with the Alameda County Sheriff, as represented by the 

applicant. The presence of K9 dogs, which kennel staff were instructed not to handle directly, was 

cited as the reason these dogs remained outside after hours.  

Communication received by Planning staff from the Sheriff in October of 2022 indicated that the 

Sheriff contracted with the (kennel) over the last four years to provide kenneling services for its 

K9 units. After more recent communication from the Sheriff, Staff understands that the use of a 

purchase order has been terminated. 

4. A sound study commissioned by the applicant used recordings that took place over 800 feet from 

the kennel.   

Recordings for the sound study conducted by the consultant at the behest of the permittee were 

made from a location about 560 feet from the property line and about 685 feet from the kennel 

buildings. These measurements were taken from a location in the Buena Vista Avenue right- of-

way as close as feasible to the residence of the appellants. A separate sound study conducted by 

the Department of Environmental Health using recordings gathered from two locations on the 

appellants’ property.  

5. The Alameda County Sheriff, Animal Control, has been called out to the property 50+ times, and 

has cited the facility for a violation of 5.08.060 Nuisance Barking. Animal Control has not been 

able to contact the applicant due to the presence of a gate at the front of the facility.  

The Sheriff is the enforcement agency for standards under section 5.08.060. The Sheriff and the 

Department of Environmental Health are the enforcement agencies for the noise ordinance, 

section 6.60. Planning staff interprets the Noise Ordinance as not applicable in the East County, 

nor to kennels boarding pets under use permits with conditions addressing noise.  

6. Previous Conditional Use Permits were approved with the installation of sound meters at the 

property line. This condition should have been used for the approval.  

During a previous hearing in 2000, the placement of a sound recording device at the property 

line was discussed to resolve noise disputes between the then owners of the kennel and the owners 

of the winery next door. Equipment costs would be shared between both parties. Staff did not 

recommend this condition for the mandatory review, as results from two sound studies recently 

conducted did not find the noise to reach nuisance levels.  

7.  Many of the neighbors feel the nuisance noise from the kennel is worse than ever. The appellants 

and others favor additional conditions addressing nuisance noise levels. 

The two sound studies conducted did not find the current noise levels to be at thresholds for 

moderate or serious annoyance, or acceptable decibel levels, respectively. At the 2012 EBZA 
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hearing, the applicant presented the application with the proposed renovations and new kennel 

buildings, with no objections were raised at the hearing.    

The appellants suggest the following conditions listed here, with staff responses in italics: 

1. A 24-hour phone hotline to address after hours barking by a responsible party. 

Current conditions require a number to contact until 8pm with voicemail/message after hours.  

2. Designated outdoor exercise time rather than a 13-hour time block during daylight hours.  

This request pertains to kennel operations of the kennel and staff is unaware if this is feasible. On 

site visits staff found daytime barking noise as likely to come from the outdoor areas of the 

individual kennels as from the outdoor exercise area.   

3. A reduction in the number of authorized dogs. 

The facility has been authorized for the current number of dogs since the mid-1990s.   

4. A professionally engineered sound wall or other acoustic enclosure of the kennel.  

Additional measures for acoustic enclosure were not recommended by staff as the noise levels 

were not found to exceed acceptable levels by either of the two noise studies completed.  

5. Annual review of the Conditional Use Permit to ensure compliance with the conditions.  

Conditional Use Permits typically do not require compliance reviews in a one year period.  

6. Building Permit submittals should not be approved until after this appeal is heard.  

No current building permits are being requested for the facility.  

7. Removal of all elevated features of the outdoor exercise areas. 

This request pertains to operations of the kennel and the design of the current facilities. By 

reducing the elevation of individual animals this measure may have some small effect toward 

reducing barking noise as perceived from properties and locations northward of the subject 

property. 

CONCLUSION: 

The Planning Department provided recommended changes to the conditions of approval, and the EBZA 

approved a set of conditions with certain changes. Staff recommend denial of the appeal and affirmation 

of the EBZA approval of the Conditional Use Permit review, with revisions to Condition #4. 

 

The complete record is attached.  
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      Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

      Sandra Rivera, Director 

      Community Development Agency 

 

 

 

Attachments:   

Resolution  

Appeal Letter 



RESOLUTION NO. R-2023-______ 

 

RESOLUTION UPHOLDING THE DECISION OF THE EAST COUNTY BOARD OF 

ZONING ADJUSTMENTS APPROVING PLN2022-00211, REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL 

USE PERMIT PLN2011-00075, PERMITTING THE OPERATION OF A BOARDING 

KENNEL FOR 144 DOGS AND 50 CATS,  

ADOPTED AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF ALAMEDA 

HEARING OF MAY 11, 2023 

 

  WHEREAS DAN GAMACHE / THE RANCH PET RESORT AND SPA filed 

application PLN2022-00211, REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2011-00075, for 

a boarding kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats,  in the ‘R1-L-BE’ (Single Family Residence, Limited 

Agricultural Uses, 5 acre MBSA) District, located at 4964 Tesla Road, unincorporated Livermore 

area of Alameda County, bearing Assessor’s Parcel Number: 99-1250-033-00; and 

WHEREAS The Planning Director determined additional conditions of approval 

would be necessary to address noise and other complaints, and that the East County Board of 

Zoning Adjustments, as the original approving body, would review the new conditions of approval; 

and 
WHEREAS the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments did hold a public hearing 

on said application at the hour of 1:30 p.m. on the 23rd day of February 2023, using the “Zoom 

Webinar” platform; and  

  WHEREAS it satisfactorily appears from affidavits on file that proper notice of said 

public hearing was given in all respects as required by law; and 

  WHEREAS this application was in accordance with the provisions of the California 

Environmental Quality Act and has been found to be categorically exempt; Article 19, Section 15301 

Existing Facilities; and 

 

WHEREAS, the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments approved PLN2022-

00211, review of Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, with new conditions of approval; and 

WHEREAS, Katharine Erhardt and Kimberly Larson did submit a timely appeal 

from the decision of the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments to approve the use permit review; 

and  

WHEREAS, the appeal letter presented seven points and of appeal and requested 

eight changes to conditions of approval including the construction of an engineered sound wall at 

the rear or the property, and a reduction in the number of authorized dogs; and  

WHEREAS, on May 11, 2023 this Board did consider the appeal in a public 

hearing for which timely public notice was provided; and  

WHEREAS it satisfactorily appears from affidavits on file that proper notice of said 

public hearing was given in all respects as required by law; and  
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WHEREAS in written reports and oral presentation to the Board, County staff has 

responded to each assertion contained in the appeals based on past Conditional Use Permit 

approvals for the kennel, information from the property building permit history, and technical 

information from two noise studies performed in the vicinity. 

NOW THEREFORE  

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Board hereby makes the following 

findings in support of issuing a Conditional Use Permit: 

 

1. The use is required by the public need as evidenced by continued use since 1957 and the continued 

demand for quality kennel facilities for domestic animal companions in the Livermore area. 

2. The use will be properly related to other land uses and transportation and service facilities in the 

vicinity as Health Care Services Agency approved an on-site water supply and private sewage 

disposal facilities for the use.  Water service is available from Cal Water for the renovated facility.  

All other transportation and service facilities are available. 

3. The use, if permitted, under all the circumstances and conditions of this particular case, will not 

materially affect adversely the health or safety of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or be 

materially detrimental to the public welfare or injuries to property or improvements in the 

neighborhood as conditioned herein. Additional conditions proposed are designed to better control 

the noise generated by the kennel. Two independent noise studies found noise levels recorded on the 

subject property as well as adjacent properties to be within acceptable noise levels. 

4. The use will not be contrary to the specific intent clauses or performance standards established 

for the R-1-L-BE District as the use is conditionally permitted as a limited agricultural use in 

an -L District, and is consistent with the Rural Density Residential Land Use Designation.  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Supervisors denies the appeal 

and upholds the decision of the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments, finding the following: 

 
AUTHORIZATION 

 

1. This permit authorizes the continued operation of a boarding and grooming facility for up to 

144 dogs and 50 cats, on the property located at 4964/4960 Tesla Road, Livermore, CA, 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 99-1250-033-00. This authorization shall extend approval for an 

as-built fence with incorporated privacy slats, with a height of eight (8) feet. This approval 

shall be consistent with plans marked “Exhibit A” dated May 27, 2022.  

 

ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS FOR REVIEW TO CONTROL NOISE 

2. Permittee or representative on site at all times. 
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3. Permittee shall maintain telephone or other direct method of contact for calls to address noise, 

until 8pm. Upon receipt of after-hours notification of noise, Permittee shall diligently pursue 

corrective measures.  

 

4. All dogs shall be moved inside kennel buildings by 8pm.  

 

5. All dogs shall remain inside kennel buildings until 7am.  

 

6. Permittee shall install additional landscaping at rear of property consisting of drought tolerant 

trees with spreading habit.  

 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

7. As needed, the applicant shall secure and maintain compliance with the requirements and 

regulations applicable to the subject operation as approved by: 

 

a) Alameda County Health Care Services Agency 

b) Animal Control Services 

c) Vector Control 

d) Resource Conservation District 

e) Alameda County Fire Department 

 

8. Maintain proper storage of dog food. The dwelling shall remain continuously connected to a 

potable water supply and septic tank system to serve all uses on the property as approved by 

the Alameda County Health Care Services Agency. 

 

9.  Ancillary retail or wholesale sales activities shall be limited to dog and cat foods, and other 

pet care supplies related to the board and care of animals on the site. 

 

10. Permittee and property owner shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless Alameda County and 

its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against Alameda 

County or its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul PLN2022-00211, 

this review of Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, the findings of the CEQA 

determination, or any combination thereof. Such indemnification shall include, but not be 

limited to, an award of costs and attorney's fees incurred by Alameda County in its defense.  

The County shall promptly notify Permittee of any such challenge. 

 

11. Permittee, and their successors, shall comply with all Federal, State, and Local Laws, 

Regulations and Alameda County Ordinances. 

 

12. Mandatory Review. A mandatory review of this permit shall be conducted after ten years,  by 

February 23, 2033. As a result of this review, an application for renewal and public hearing 

may be required to review the original conditions of approval to determine compliance with 

the findings that supported the original permit approval. Any condition of approval modified 

or added will ensure the activity continues in conformance with the intent and purpose of the 
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zoning ordinance, and shall be of the same force and effect as if originally imposed. Review 

costs shall be borne by the applicant.   

 

***End of Conditions*** 

 

THE FOREGOING was PASSED and ADOPTED by a majority vote of the Board of 

Supervisors of the County of Alameda this 11th day of May, 2023, pursuant to the following 

vote: 

 

AYES:        

NOES:        

EXCUSED:    

ABSTAINED:  

 

                                        ______________________________________ 

                                      NATE MILEY, PRESIDENT 

         BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

 

 

ATTEST: 

Anika Campbell-Belton, Clerk 

Board of Supervisors 

 

By: ____________________________ 

       Deputy 

 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DONNA R. ZIEGLER, COUNTY COUNSEL 

 

By: ___________________________________ 

       Kathleen J. Hall, Deputy County Counsel 

 































DRAFT MINUTES OF MEETING 
EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 

February 23, 2023 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  Chair Eddy called the meeting to order at 1:33 p.m. 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Chair Eddy, Members Souza and Imhof 
MEMBER EXCUSED:  None  
OTHERS PRESENT:  Planning Department staff Damien Curry  

Taiwan McCullough, recording secretary 
Katie Hall, County Counsel 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
  
OPEN FORUM - Open forum is provided for any members of the public wishing to speak on an item not listed on the 

agenda.  Each speaker is limited to two (2) minutes. The Chair instructed everyone on how to participate in open forum   

Kelly Abreu said five and half months ago, this board kicked the can down the road and told staff to go away for six months 

and to give the applicant time to file permits and store 30 junk cars, used cars, inoperable cars, and cars waiting for repairs, 

and the place looks like a wrecking yard, and it would take 10,000 square feet to store these cars in an indoor space. There 

is a central portal for permits and the permits are not there. The Planning Department said permits must be consistent 

with the general plan. Ag use does not include storing inoperable cars. If it is an ag building, they do not need a permit, 

they can put hay, ag tools, but inoperable vehicles are not an ag thing, so that makes it hard. Talking about modifying 

measure D and the definition for ag building. Please make sure that ag building does not permit junk vehicles. The fees on 

this case are being waved. Just want to make sure that this board does not forget this item. The permits are not there and 

have a feeling that people lost track of the case.      

Adopt Findings Authorizing Remote Teleconference Meetings for the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments - Staff 

Recommendation: Adopt the findings that the board meetings will be held by teleconference in accordance with the 

Brown Act, due to state and local measures to promote social distancing. Action Item  

Member Imhof moved to accept the findings. Member Souza seconded the motion.  

Damien Curry conducted the roll call. Yeas: Chair Eddy, Members Souza and Imhof. Motion carried 3/0. 
  
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION AND ZONING ORDINANCE ABATEMENT - None 
 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE SALE REGULATION ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING - None  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS – January 26, 2023 
 
Member Souza moved to approve the minutes of January 26, 2023, as submitted. Member Imhof seconded the motion.  
 
Damien Curry conducted the roll call. Yeas: Chair Eddy, Members Souza and Imhof. Motion carried 3/0. 
 
Field Trip Report 
 
The Chair asked Katie Hall, County Counsel, to speak on the field trip.  
 
Katie Hall, County Counsel, said she reviewed the documents on the purpose of the field trips, and this was created in 
2002 to give the board members an opportunity to view the properties rather than just view the photos provided in the 
staff report. The board members may also ask technical questions from staff. Engagement with the property owner is up 



to the property owner’s discretion. The property owner may refuse the field trips.  The field trips were designed for the 
board members to attend. They may enter with the property owner’s consent. They may take photos with consent of 
the property owner. Members of the public may attend, but to comply with the Brown Act, no discussion may occur 
during the field trip. They may ask informational and technical questions. During the public hearing the public may ask 
questions and have a discussion.  
 
Member Souza asked if Brown Act rules apply. County Counsel said yes if there is a quorum. The administrative code 
says the board may have field trips. The field trips may be noticed, or board members may individually view the property 
and report to other board members. All board members do not have to be together, but if visiting the site together it 
needs to be noticed.  
 
Regular Calendar 

 
PLN2022-00211, MANDATORY REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT PLN2011-00075 – GAMACHE – Consideration of 
additional conditions of approval for an existing boarding kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats, for property in the "R1-L-B-E" 
(Single Family Residential, Limited Agricultural Uses, 5-acre minimum building site area, 150’ median lot width, 30’ front 
yard) District, designated “RDR” (Rural Density Residential) under the East County Area Plan (ECAP), located at 4964 
Tesla Road, 490 feet east from Buena Vista Avenue, Livermore area of unincorporated Alameda County, designated 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 099-1250-033-00. This project is categorically exempt under CEQA pursuant to Section 15301 
Existing Facilities.  Staff Planner: Damien Curry, Action Item 
 
Damien Curry presented the staff report. He said this is the review of the conditional use permit for the property located 

at 4964 Tesla Road. The review for this permit is required after ten years. There are changes to the original conditions of 

approval. The kennel has been permitted since the 1950s. There have been subsequent approvals in 1991, 1996 and 

2001. In 2012 there were proposed improvements and there was no opposition at the time. Subsequent building 

upgrades and construction were done, and the building was completed three years ago. Recent complaints included 

wastewater treatment, the complaint was received by Zone 7 and Environmental Health. The applicant has been in 

contact with both agencies. Both agencies have no issues with the review going forward. There was a complaint about 

the eight-ft fence height. Staff is recommending a 12-ft fence. Noise complaints began in August 2021. There could have 

been a reason for the increase in noise complaints, the upgrade of the facility and lessening of COVID restrictions. Two 

noise studies were completed, one commissioned by the applicant and one by the Health Department responding to a 

noise complaint. The findings for both studies were that the noise was below the objective criteria established by the 

World Health organization and local noise ordinances. He spoke on the additional conditions. Timing of egress and 

ingress of the dogs to the outdoors spaces. There are some complications with dogs from the Sheriff’s Office and other 

agencies because staff is instructed not to handle these dogs. One of the conditions is to have an onsite representative 

that may be contacted if problems arise. One of the conditions is requiring landscape installation at the rear of the 

property which include trees and have more of a buffer between the facility and neighboring properties. Other 

conditions that were considered but not recommended were sound barrier installation which may not have a significant 

effect on noise, it is white noise to calm dogs on site, a sound level recording device, and reduction of review period. 

Staff recommendation is that this board consider the staff report and public testimony, including attached reports, 

consider the recommended conditions of approval added to control and reduce noise generated by the kennel, and 

approve the review of the Conditional Use Permit as recommended by staff, consistent with drawings marked “Exhibit 

A” dated November 10, 2022, and on file with the Alameda County Planning Department. 

Member Souza would like the applicant to respond to the comment on the special service dogs for law enforcement 
firms. Where are they kenneled on the property? The Chair asked if the canines have to be locked up and cannot be 
handled. Damien said kennel staff is instructed not to handle the canines. The Chair asked if there are separate rules for 
them. Damien said yes. 
 
Public comment was open. The Chair said everyone is allowed two minutes.  
 



The applicant, Dan Gamache, said when they have a typical customer, they check the dog at the front lobby and staff 
will take the dog and the same will be when the customer comes back to get the dog. With law enforcement the police 
officers place the dog in the kennel, and they get the dog and walk them out. The dogs are boarded. He said they make 
every attempt to lure them at night to bring them in. Staff is not allowed to touch them and there are cases that they 
are out all day and night. Last year the average was one per night all of 2022. Member Souza asked if the law 
enforcement organizations that bring the dogs in offer any remedies or way to bring the dogs in, a particular command, 
etc. Mr. Gamache said no. He said they have tried different commands, but it has not worked.  
 
The Chair said that they are looking at a building at the front of the property. Mr. Gamache said they have hired an 
engineer to look at the site to have more enclosures. He said the original plan has been changed to use the entire 
building to mitigate 50% of all outdoor activity. Half of the number of dogs will be indoors and the other half outside. 
This will dampen any noise outside. The Chair asked if this has been approved by Planning. Mr. Gamache said it was 
approved by Planning in 2012 and he said he is not sure how long it will take for processing of building and the other 
agencies approval. The Chair asked if August 2021 is when the remodel was complete in the back area. Mr. Gamache 
said it was completed in March 2020. The Chair noted that during shelter in place, there were not enough pets, and then 
in August of 2021 got back to full capacity as prior to the pandemic. Is this correct? Mr. Gamache said from 2017 to the 
beginning of 2020, the facility was operating at 30 to 40%. In 2021 the demand was back and at the same time getting 
staffing was difficult during a couple of years. The Chair said the kennel has been in operation for so long and people are 
complaining that they did not know there was a kennel in their back yard until 2021 or the last couple of years. What is 
the significant difference that happened? Is it bigger? Mr. Gamache said some people got used to the boarding facility 
operating at 30% to 40% during construction. But prior to construction it was consistent to what it is now. Maybe people 
got used to what it was in 2017, 2018 and 2019. Member Souza asked about the hours of operation. Mr. Gamache said 
Saturdays it is 9 to 3, closed on Sundays and Monday to Friday 7 to 7.  
 
Public comment was open.  
 
Kevin Johnston said Buena Vista has been his family’s home for three generations until the spring of 2021 when the 
kennel was made compatible to a residential area. Starting in the spring of 2021 and continuing to today the kennel 
produces constant noise through basically day and night causing a nuisance to the residential areas. The management is 
inadequate, and operation needs to be ceased until the facility noise is not heard in the vicinity. There are other areas of 
the facility that do not meet regulations and should not be ignored.  
 
Kelly Abreu said so the question from board members, what was the difference between 2020 and 2021. He said for the 
answer just look at google. The applicant built 12,000 square feet of buildings and another 12,000 feet of kennel run and 
they were not there in 2020 and it was an empty one-acre field. And where do you get off getting the acoustics 
measurement at 2360 Buena Vista, it is 700 feet away and right next door is a winery and he thought that the purpose of 
Alameda County government is to protect land for orchards, farms vineyards and to provide a viable ag economy. Doing 
noise measurements on the east side, it is a bike lane. He said they should get out of the cars and walk down the bike 
lane and put the acoustic measure devices right there on the property line on the east side not the bike lane. So many 
crazy ideas here tonight such as using trees as a sound barrier.  Caltrans has disproved this idea a long time ago.  The 
fence needs to be masonry. The wood fence will not do anything for acoustics. Veterinarians are the ones that should be 
telling people how to handle dogs, these people are not veterinarians.  
 
Joe Villa has been a resident in Livermore for quite some time. The professionalism and ownership at this facility and 
how they try to contain and control the animals are above and beyond. He said if he thought that the facility was not 
taking care of the animals, he would not take his animals to this facility. He has been using this facility for fifteen years. 
The facility has looked at all the details and that is why they have so many customers coming on a regular basis. Even 
law enforcement because they know how they take good care. A lot of time and thought has been put into this facility.  
 
Katie Earhart said after a public records request which not all the information is contained in the staff report, contains 
reference from Alameda County Environment Health, Animal Control and Mr. Curry describing how loud the kennel is. 
With all that she can’t imagine why the conditions recommended are so lenient and vague. Animal control has noted 
that dogs barking continuously for five minutes to ten minutes. What other businesses would be permitted to operate in 



a residential area with all kinds of noises at all hours and have their permit renewed with so many complaints over the 
last year. This business has been unbearably disruptive for over a year and the owner and staff has done absolutely 
nothing. When remodel was done the applicant said it would improve the noise, and all dogs would be inside. Based on 
the information all the neighbors support the business and the neighbors are not supporting this business. This is 
affecting neighbors sleep, and mental health and property values.  All letters of support come from customers or staff. It 
is a nightmare to live next to this 24-hour barking dog soundtrack. She said her family was at her house during 
Thanksgiving and had to end it early due to four hours of constant barking. Bought the rural residential property for 
respite from jobs, she is a firefighter, and this past year has been a very disruptive year in her life because of these dogs. 
She is a new mother and works 48 hours straight. She said the business is no longer in compliance with what they had 
promised.  
 
Kelly Kimbal said she brings her four dogs to the facility regularly and in her lifetime has never enjoyed such a 
professional experience as in this ranch. Staff has gotten better over the years. She realizes as she listens to other 
speakers that there is a disconnection between what residential/ag means. Being next to a winery and vineyards, this is 
a perfect use for the land. It is an ag facility and has dogs. Maybe the problem is that there are homes nearby.  
 
Kim Larson lives on Buena Vista and said her experience has been similar to most of the community residents speaking 
today. Noise has increased significantly since the expansion. She is frustrated with the County’s response saying that 
nothing can be done. She lives in a rural residential area and the problem is that there is a kennel nearby. If she had 
applied to have 150 dogs in her backyard barking all the time, neighbors complaining and property values diminishing, 
she can’t believe that a governing body would approve the application. The conditions of approval do exactly that, the 
sound study was done by the applicant and according to decimal noise levels no action is needed. She proposed an 
amendment to the conditions to include a construction sound wall engineered and acoustic outdoor spaces, a 24 hour 
contact for a person onsite, limit outdoor activities similar to other kennels in the area, or limiting number of dogs, and 
noise meter at the property line to make sure they are held accountable,  a shorter review time to make sure that 
measures are being followed and not waiting ten years to view them again. She asked the board to listen to the 
community. She said they live in the community 24 hours a day.  
 
Brian O’Keele has lived on Tesla Road since 2006. He has been around the old kennel for a long time. In the past there 
probably were not a lot of animals and did not hear the noise. The new facility was built. He said he does not think that 
the facility is being managed right. He said the dogs bark constantly. It is not respectful to people that live nearby who 
must put up with the barking. It is a beautiful facility but it is not managed right. It is not right for the neighbors to have 
to listen to barking 24 hours a day,  it is constant. The board needs to consider the application.  
 
Stacey Gilbert said she is a local realtor and she also takes her dog to this kennel. She remembers when this was a 
smaller kennel and there was noise back then as well, the facility was run down. It has always been a kennel and the 
noise was always there. When the people bought homes next door, the kennel was there and were they not told by a 
realtor that there was a kennel. Were they not aware that the kennel was there? There should have been a disclosure. 
The family runs this facility well. They do a good job. They have added value. There are not many kennels left.  
 
Resident of the south end of Buena vista asked that when the sound test was conducted were there any canine dogs 
being walked on site. Damien said he does not have that information. The resident said she hears a pattern, when one 
dog starts barking the other dogs start barking. If one of the canine dogs sees an animal they start barking. If the dogs 
are not supposed to be outside, than they need to be inside. During the sound recording how many dogs were boarded. 
Damien said the noise study commissioned by the applicant says over 100 dogs were at the kennel. She asked if the 
County was made aware of the noise study time. Damien said no. She would like to see a special arrangement for the 
canine dogs because she thinks that is the problem.  
 
Kim has been taking her dog to this facility for thirty years. She would recommend the facility to anyone. Mr. Gamache is 
extremely responsive to anything that is going on with the facility. There are not too many places where a dog may be 
boarded. There are not options. This is a great facility and addition to the community. She mentioned that people buy 
homes next to a school, or a little league field and then they complain about the noise or people dropping children first. 
The facility has been there since the 60s and it is foolish not to expect things to change.  



 
Tony E noticed a lot of people speaking about the kennel and service, but the barking is constant. The narrative of the 
hours does not reflect the noise. He asked for more stringent method on noise control. Long time residents that have 
said that the barking has increased expeditiously and it is miserable to be in the area. The noise is the main complaint.  
 
Matt resident on Buena vista and brings all his animals to the facility and staff is great. Realtors should be disclosing the 
information about the kennel. He does not feel that needs to go to public hearings.  It is like people that buy next to an 
airport and then complain about the engine noise. This is an established business.  
 
Tim Johnston longtime resident of Buena vista. Lives in a home that is 100 years old, the neighbors have been here a 
while. Comments from someone that use the facility, do not speak to the noise. The need for the facility does not have 
bearing on the noise. The attorney for the kennel said they are offering dog training and it is a use that should be 
allowed which is not exempt from CEQA. It is a new use. He said he does not know the difference between Sheriff’s dogs 
and other dogs. This is a nuisance. This facility is a major problem to the local community.  
 
Bob H has also been in Livermore close to 40 years and neighbors to the ranch kennel on the other side of the vineyard. 
He can hear the noise from time to time. The people that are on the call are residents of Buena vista. Mr. Gamache runs 
a great facility. He has taken all his dogs to this facility. He understands the noise complaint, but the noise is not a 
problem to him.   
 
John Schultz wanted to make two points. He lives a third of a mile away, his house backs to the vineyard. The problem is 
the noise not the quality of service. The issue is the noise. He asked that the testimony from other people should be 
taken with a grain of salt. The decibel level does not matter for the noise study. Dog barking is annoying and can’t purely 
be measured with decibels.  
 
Darleen said she has lived here since 1951 and there has been a lot of changes. Not disputing that the facility is nice. 
During thanksgiving she called the facility and asked them to do something about the noise. There were 74 dogs and it 
was loud. She said it was going to be a loud weekend. The owner is aware of it. She understands that the kennel was 
there before and they need to solve this problem. Not saying to get them out of here, but get rid of the noise.  
 
Sue, resident of Buena Vista, has been there a long time. Every aspect of her life is affected by the constant barking. Her 
blood pressure raises, and she cannot sleep at night. The affect on her health is dramatic and for many of her neighbors.  
Totally understand that it is a nice facility, they employ more than fifty people, but they are not doing a great job for the 
neighbors. It is out of control. During thanksgiving break there was not a moment when we did not hear dog barking. 
Someone mentioned that when living next to an airport one should expect loud noises. That is not correct t and there is 
a procedure for airports. Please stop the noise and do something to help the neighbors.  
 
Rodriguez lives on Thomas Court in Livermore and said this is a beautiful facility. He is listening to the complaints and 
noticed that the kennel put a piece of plastic over the chain link fence. It is like putting a band aid over a gunshot wound. 
It does not do anything for noise. The dogs live on cement floor and the noise bounces off. The kennel must consider the 
neighbors, they need a sound wall and do something reasonable.  
 
David lives west of the kennel, the noise problems are not limited to Buena vista or Tesla. The sound carries over the 
vineyards. As other have pointed out, the noise can’t be measured. It is continuous, day and night and there has been a 
dramatic increase since the upgrades were done. it is a widespread problem that effects a large area.  
 
Donna said she generally walks in the neighborhood and it is very loud and the coyotes like to go there and join in. The 
coyotes are not as annoying. She said she moved in the neighborhood in 2012 and the increase in noise has been 
significant. She asked if the complaints include the ones made to the Animal Control in Livermore. Maybe some people 
might not know that it is County and those complaints should also be counted.   
 
Marty Inderbtzen thanked Damien for the report. First of all, the dogs have been there a while and Mr. Gamache made 
substantial improvements. The sound study has established that it is below the sound ordinance. Trying to do the best 



and what can be done about the noise. It does not seem to be a problem at night and have looked at the complaints. 
Only seven were after 8:00 p.m. Mr. Gamache is trying to do the best he can and has spent funds on building the facility. 
This facility provides service to the Sheriff’s and other police emergency services as well.           
 
Patricia Lung said she has been visiting Buena Vista where family has lived since 1921. People are not complaining about 
the facility, it is the noise. There are simple things that can be established. The noise study is another issue. It was 
conducted 600 feet away from the source. It should have been at least 50 feet. The staff report says there is no noise 
problem to the neighbors. The last issue is the Sheriff’s Department, they are the enforcing body of this facility.  
 
John Fredrick lives half a mile away. Walks by there twice a day and will say that the plastic they put up does not work. 
They should consider something else along the wall. The big issue is at nighttime when the neighbors hear the noise the 
most. Regarding comments that we should have known about the kennel, we did not know that the kennel was here.  
 
Laurie said as far as the noise goes Mr. Gamache has done everything he can. She wanted to reiterate that the 
information about the kennel should have been disclosed. Dog barking to her is okay. Knows where Buena vista is in 
comparison to the kennel. Is it that bad, what if it was close to the airport, it is what it is. The complaints are ridiculous.  
 
The Chair wanted to ask Mr. Gamache regarding the plastic, was it for privacy or noise. Mr. Gamache said it was for 
safety and not noise. The Chair asked sound walls and what it would take to install something like that. Mr. Gamache 
said they are focusing on getting operations better. Have not explored measures that would do sound dampening. The 
Chair asked about County approval for the front portion. He said he is anticipating turning a packet to Building soon and 
will be contacting Fire and Health Department within the next three months.  
 
Public comment was closed.  
  
Member Imhof asked staff about hours of operation, is it 8:00 pm. During the summer. Damien said yes, the dogs are 

supposed to be in by 8:00 p.m. Member Imhof asked how come the canines have to be at this facility and not 

somewhere else. Someone needs to look at the jail and board the dogs there. He said he has been at this facility. He 

does not use this facility. He does not like dogs barking. He said the hours should change to 7:00p.m. instead of 8:00p.m. 

He has been on Buena Vista a few times and heard a lot of barking, but not after dark. Maybe I was lucky. Maybe the 

county could put up a noise monitoring for a month, a week and see what they find. Damien said he did invite a 

representative from the Sheriff’s Office and his understanding is that the canine is specific to the handler and they are 

boarded at this facility when the handler is on vacation, otherwise it would be home with the officer. Member Imhof 

said maybe the Sheriffs can build a facility. They have a lot of land. It would not take much. Damien said regarding the 

recording, Planning does not handle sound equipment or noise monitoring. In this case Environmental Health responded 

to a complaint and did a recent investigation and his understanding is that they do not have the equipment to leave it at 

the place.   

 

Public comment was open. 

 

David, Environmental Health, said they do not have the equipment to leave it at the site, could go for a site visit to take 

recordings. Member Imhof said the reason he is asking is that he did not hear any noise at night. There is an easier way 

to do than sitting in his truck and listen.  

 

The Chair asked Mr. Gamache asked how his facility/business would be affected if he lost the canine contract. Would it 

be a financial hit?  Mr. Gamache said these dogs are important to the community and he is not sure how he could get 

out of the contract. The Chair said just trying to get to a solution. He asked how long the contract is. Mr. Gamache said it 

goes to the end of the year.  

 

Public comment was closed.  

 



Member Souza thanked everyone that called in today and wrote letters. From everything she heard and read everyone 

wants the same thing. A peaceful coexistence that includes neighbors and the kennel. She said she is looking at the 

conditions to address the issues and not burden the facility. This is a highly valued service. The operation has been there 

for decades and so have the residents. Need to come to a consensus. The permittee has tried to address the concerns. 

He takes it seriously and it sounds like he wants to do more. She asked about the CEQA exemption and the quiet hours. 

The quiet hours one place says 10 and another says 8. Damien said is it supposed to be 8:00 p.m. The facility is exempt 

from CEQA because it is an existing facility. Member Souza asked about the canines. Damien said it is up to the facility to 

not service canines. Member Souza said hate to see the loss of revenue, but it needs to be addressed. A lot of the 

residents say it is keeping them awake at night. She asked about planting of trees and does it help mitigate noise.  

Damien said trees do help in residential uses with traffic noise. Member Souza asked about having direct contact to call  

for complaints after 8:00 p.m. Damien said it could be a direct call until 8:00 p.m. and an e-mail after 8:00p.m. The 

permittee would address it that the next day. Member Souza commented that it does not address or provide the caller 

with remedy that night. She said if there is noise in her neighborhood, she calls law enforcement. Is this what the 

neighbors would have to do. Damien said yes. Member Souza asked about having a permittee on site all the time. 

Damien said the permittee or representative would be on site to address large issues that may occur. Member Souza 

noted that the applicant is trying to build an indoor facility for dogs’ activities and will the permit be expedited.  

Damien said this would be up to the Building Department. Member Souza asked what the duration of the conditional 

use permit is. Damien said typically it is ten years with a period review. There are shorter permit periods, however 

longer periods are for recreation facilities. Member Souza said if something is going on then it could be brought back to 

this board, otherwise it would have a ten year permit, correct? Damien said yes. Imhof asked how many canine dogs are 

on the site. Damien said the applicant may address that question.  

 

Public comment was open. 

  

Mr. Gamache said they do not have more than five at one time. 

  

Public comment is closed.  

 

Member Imhof said five is not a large number. County Counsel said if the board wants to limit the time of dogs being 

outside is fine, but the board may not limit the type of dog from outside activities. County Counsel said the board may 

say “all dogs…” but not “all dogs but blue dogs…” Member Souza said that is how it is written. The conditions says, “all 

dogs shall be moved by 8:00 p.m. with exception to canine”. County Counsel said you may allow the exception if the 

permittee has done this for five years and the board wants to continue that condition. She said the board may not say 

that the permittee may not have canines at the facility. Member Imhof said the neighbors complained about dogs being 

outside. County counsel said it is within the means of this board to say so many dogs may stay outside but not specific to 

canine. Member Imhof said the contract expires at the end of the year. County Counsel said this board may say “until 

the contract expires the canine dogs may stay outside and if the dogs are barking the sheriff’s needs to be contacted.” 

She does not want wording that affects the contract. Discussion ensued amongst board members about language to be 

included in the motion regarding the contract and quite hours.  

 

Member Imhof moved to approve PLN 2022-00211 with the following modifications: 1. A one year review, or whenever 

the contract expires, 2. Quiet time is 7pm instead of 8pm and 3. Absolutely no outside dogs. County Counsel said to 

modify the language to allow canine dogs until the contract expires. She said condition #4 would read: all dogs shall be 

moved inside kennel by 700 p.m. with exception of canine dogs, due to restrictions on handling to be revised in six 

months. The Chair said the board does not know the when the contract expires and why not do a one-year evaluation 

and keep the time at 8:00 p.m. Member Imhof said what if he extends the contract then this will not work. The Chair 

said the applicant will know the expectation and he will have some protocol to have the dogs in at 8:00p.m. and during 

the review could ask for 7:00 p.m. Member Imhof asked about including “no dogs outside” in the recommendation. 

County counsel advised the board not to include the wording in the motion.  

Member Souza asked what is the purpose of the one-year review? County counsel said this is, so his business is not 

interrupted. Right now, there is an exception that he can keep the canine dogs outside and then during the one year 



review the board may change the conditions. Member Souza said why not communicate this today. The problem is to 

have this applicant come back before this board, it took a lot of time for the applicant to get ready for this and he is 

trying to build a facility. Every distraction takes him away from doing what this board is asking him to do which is to 

reduce the noise. County Counsel said could add a condition that the exception for canine dogs will be in place for one 

year and any contracts entered subsequent will be restricted. Member Imhof said in one year we can verify what has 

been done. The Chair said a one-year review and then a ten year term. This gives a piece of mind to all the people that 

are complaining about the noise and making sure that the applicant is doing what he is supposed to do. Member Souza 

said how about a 15-year term. Member Imhof said 15 years is too long and it could be an administrative review instead 

of a public hearing. County Counsel suggested language for the condition to read “all dogs shall be moved inside kennel 

building by 8 p.m. with exception for canine dogs that are currently under contract at the time of this review”. Member 

Souza said she likes the idea of the administrative review. The board should also extend the term to 15 years. Member 

Imhof said things can change and the board may need to stay on top of this. Member Souza said if there is an issue it 

could come back to this board.  

 

Member Imhof re-phrased his motion. Member Imhof moved to adopts staff’s recommendation with an amendment to 

condition #4 that says, “all dogs shall be moved inside kennel building by 8 p.m. with exception of canine dogs for the 

length of any current contract as of the date of this hearing due to restriction on handling.” The administrative review to 

be done within one year. The Chair seconded the motion. Damien wanted to clarify the motion. 

Damien Curry conducted the roll call. Yeas: Chair Eddy, Members Imhof and Souza. Motion carried 3/0. 
 
STAFF COMMENTS & CORRESPONDENCE – None  

BOARD ANNOUNCEMENT, COMMENTS & REPORTS – The Chair wanted to talk about the junkyard mentioned by Kelly 
Abreu. Damien said he will find out and get back to the board members. Member Imhof asked if the meeting will be live 
at the Pleasanton location. Damien said it will be live but not sure where it will take place.   
 
ADJOURNMENT – The Chair adjourned the meeting at 3:46pm 
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ALAMEDA COUNTY COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 

STAFF REPORT 

 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

 

APPLICATION: 

 

PLN2022-00211, Review of Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075  

OWNER: 

 

 APPLICANT: 

 

Gamache, Daniel 

 

Livermore Ranch Kennels / Daniel Gamache 

 

PROPOSAL: 

 

Review of an existing Conditional Use Permit to operate a boarding kennel 

for 144 dogs and 50 cats, with additional conditions of approval 

recommended by staff. 

 

ADDRESS AND 

SIZE OF PARCEL: 

 

4964/4960 Tesla Road, Livermore, CA, Assessor’s Parcel Number 99-

1250-033-00; 2.9 acres. 

 

ZONING: R1-L-BE (Single Family Residential, Limited Agricultural Uses, 5-acre 

MBSA) District. 

 

GENERAL PLAN 

DESIGNATIONS: 

 

This site lies within the boundaries of East County Area Plan, designated 

Rural Density Residential (RDR). 

  

ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW: 

 

This project is Categorically Exempt from the requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act; Article19, Section 15301, Class 1, 

(Existing Facilities).   
 
 
 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments consider the staff report and public 

testimony, including attached reports, consider the recommended conditions of approval added to 

control and reduce noise generated by the kennel, and approve the review of the Conditional Use 

Permit as recommended by staff, consistent with drawings marked “Exhibit A” dated November 10, 

2022 and on file with the Alameda County Planning Department. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    TO: EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 

 

HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 23, 2023 
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PARCEL ZONING HISTORY 

 
January 8, 1955, the 61st Zoning Unit established “A” (Agricultural) zoning for the district. 

 

June, 1954, Conditional Use Permit, C-408, allowed for the operation of a kennel for 26 dogs and cats, 

with expiration in one year. 

 

April 5, 1969, the 864th Zoning Unit, reclassified the subject parcel and the vicinity from the Agricultural 

District to the "R-1-L-B-40" District. 

 

August, 1955 through February, 1991, Conditional Use Permits: C-559, C-676, C-770, C-961,  

C-1496, C-1814, C-2541, C-3316, C-4344, C-5401, and C-5915 approved the continued operation of a 

kennel for dogs and cats. Permits allowed expansion of the facility to the current maximum of 144 dogs 

and 50 cats; C-5915 expired February 20, 1996. 

 

February 14, 1996, Conditional Use Permit, C-6727, approved the continued operation of a boarding 

kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats, subject to four conditions,  with expiration on February 14, 2001. 

 

August 8, 2001, Conditional Use Permit, C-7742, approved the continued operation of a boarding kennel 

for 144 dogs and 50 cats, subject to seven conditions, with expiration on August 8, 2011. 

 

April 26, 2012, Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, was approved for the continuing operation of a 

boarding kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats, subject to six conditions, with a mandatory review on April 26, 

2022.  

 

SITE AND CONTEXT DESCRIPTION 

 
The rectangular parcel is 834 feet deep and 152-feet wide, with frontage on Tesla Road. There is a 

downward grade toward the rear of the property of less than 1%. A single-family dwelling is located 

about 175 feet from the front property line, with a swimming pool on the side yard. An administration 

building and three kennel buildings are farther back. Behind the kennel building are three exercise areas. 

The kennel buildings and exercise areas are of recent construction. 

 

Adjacent Area:  Located about 340 feet east from Buena Vista Avenue, the subject property is at the 

southeast corner of the Rural Density Residential designation in the immediate area. Parcels in the 

vicinity range in size from one to five acres, with vineyards on larger parcels directly east. 
  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

Under consideration is the review of Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, which permits the 

operation of a boarding kennel and grooming facility for 144 dogs and 50 cats. Condition of approval 

#6 of the approval requires a mandatory review after 10 years. The applicant proposes no changes to 

the project at this time.  As part of this review, staff proposes additional conditions designed to 

reduce noise impacts on neighboring properties. 

 

REFERRAL RESPONSES 

 

Alameda County Fire Marshal: Responded on October 5, 2022 that no new fire conditions would 

be required.   
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Alameda County Sheriff’s Office, K-9 unit: Issued a letter, received by staff on October 17, stating 

that the Sheriff regularly boards at the subject kennel, any one of 28 dogs that serve with the Sheriff 

in an official capacity.  Kennel staff have been instructed not to handle Sheriff K9 unit dogs, at the 

risk of injury.  

 

Alameda County Sheriff’s Office, Animal Control: The Animal Control Division sent 

communications to CDA Code Enforcement on October 3, with following responses to staff. The 

unit has provided Planning Staff with call logs for the property, which are included with the report.   

 

Alameda County Department of Environmental Health, OWTS Division: is conducting an ongoing 

review of the project site. Additional requirements that may be proposed by DEH staff will be made 

part of the conditions proposed by staff.  

 

Alameda County Department of Environmental Health, Noise Division: conducted sound recordings 

on a neighboring property on Buena Vista Avenue on February 9. Planning staff have requested a 

conclusive report which is expected to be provided in a timely fashion.   

 

Alameda County Zone 7 Agency: has indicated that the subject property is under the jurisdiction of 

the Alameda County Environmental Health Department (DEH)  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

Boarding kennels have been permitted at the subject property since 1954, with a 1966 permitted 

expansion to the current total of 144 dogs and 50 cats. In April 2012, the EBZA approved conditional 

use permit, PLN2011-00075 for the continued operation of the same number of dogs and cats, at a 

hearing in which there was no opposition. This latest conditional use permit does not expire, but is 

subject to periodic mandatory review. As part of this review staff are recommending additional 

conditions for incorporation into the approval. Because the EBZA is the decision-making body for 

this use permit, Board consideration of and action on the conditions of approval is proper. While the 

purpose of this review is only for the consideration of additional conditions and does not include 

permit revocation, members could also consider the authorization as part of the approval conditions.   

 

Subsequent to the April 2012 approval, the applicant undertook extensive property renovations, 

including new onsite septic, new kennel buildings and receiving area, and new exercise areas at the 

north end of the property. The construction of the new kennel buildings incorporates soundproofing 

material, with 2x6 rather than 2X4 framed walls to accommodate the additional thickness of the 

soundproofing. Boarded animals are provided with indoor spaces that feature heated flooring, as well 

as outdoor spaces that are accessed through a port that is left open during daylight hours, and closed 

for evening hours. Per the applicant, staff levels are augmented during morning and afternoon 

transition times to reduce the time needed to complete feeding and cleaning activities that are often 

associated with increased sound levels at the kennel. 

Conformance with the General Plan 

The parcel lies within the boundary of the East County Area Plan, originally adopted by the Alameda 

County Board of Supervisors in 1994, and later amended with modifications reflecting provisions of 

Alameda County Initiative Measure D. Under this Plan the property is designated Rural Density 

Residential. This designation permits a kennel as a limited agricultural use, as defined under 

conditionally permitted uses in the “-L” District. 
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Conformance with the Zoning Ordinance 

The subject property is within the “R-1-l-B-E” District, which allows for a single-family residence as 

a primary use and accessory uses pursuant to the definition of limited agriculture. As a conditional 

use, Alameda County Ordinance section 17.26.040 (Conditional Uses) permits under subsection (B) 

a kennel with a permit approved by the Board of Zoning Adjustments. Section 17.04 (Definitions) 

refers to a “kennel” as “any premises where more than six dogs or more than twelve (12) cats, over 

the age of weaning, are boarded, kept, or otherwise maintained.” The continued operation of the 

subject facility is, therefore, allowed under the Zoning Ordinance as a conditional use.  

County Noise Ordinance  

Considering the Alameda County Noise Ordinance, prohibited noise disturbances described in 

section 6.60.050(B)(2), which include “…Animals and Birds. The keeping of any animal or bird, as 

pet or livestock, which causes frequent or continuous noise plainly audible at a distance of fifty (50) 

feet from such animal…” may not be applicable for “… activities which are governed by conditional 

use permits or other permits issued by the county, if those permits expressly regulate or control the 

amount of noise or sound which may be generated by the activities which are governed by the 

permit.”  

 

It is staff’s opinion that the enactment of conditions specifying the timing of canine ingress and 

egress from kennel buildings, and the installation of additional landscaping, are designed to control 

the amount of noise or sound generated by the kennel and are designed to control the amount of noise 

generated by the kennel. 

 

Recent Kennel History:  

As supported by the attached call log from the Sheriff Animal Control Division, the noise complaints 

for the kennel have occurred mainly over the past two years. There is no one specific time of day 

during which complaints were received. As part of a facility upgrade, the permittee has added indoor 

and outdoor area for each animal, which has resulted in taller buildings, closer to the rear property 

line. While the kennel buildings incorporate acoustic materials in the construction, staff have taken 

note of the amplification of sound from outdoor areas adjacent to buildings. Individual outdoor areas 

and exercise areas at the rear of the property are relatively recent additions to the facility. These 

renovations and upgrades, which follow proposals approved in 2012 and completed with building 

permits over the past several years, have effectively moved the animal boarding and activities closer 

to the rear property line, a possible factor increasing noise disturbances and complaints.  

 

EBZA Field Trip 

On February 9, a Field Trip was scheduled at the request of board members, in order for the members 

to find facts at the location. This Field trip was adjourned after approximately 10 minutes.  

 

Noise Studies 

From January 20 through January 25, a time frame that included the weekend of January 21 and 22, a 

consultant contracted by the permittee conducted noise measurements from locations both on and off 

the property as part of a noise study for the kennel facility. The study discusses types of noise and 

acceptable noise levels, and includes an  analysis of recording data collected during the time frame in 

question. The study concluded that sound levels from the kennel, while audible, are within acceptable 

criteria for sleep disturbance, speech interference, and moderate or serious annoyance. This study is 

attached.  

 

On February 9, the Alameda County Health Department conducted a noise study on an adjacent 
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property at 2360 Buena Vista Avenue.  Two separate recordings were taken between 8:30 and 10:30. 

During the inspection County staff experienced noise at lower and higher levels. Analysis of sound 

volume from both recordings found levels to be within acceptable limits. The Study is attached.  

 

On-site Wastewater Treatment 

Responding to a complaint regarding treatment of stormwater and wastewater at the location, staff 

from Zone 7 Water Agency and the Department of Environmental Health, OWTS Division, met with 

the applicant on February 10. Both agencies provided clear direction on corrective action and 

communicated with the Planning Department that approvals for the corrective action will be issued 

administratively and outside of the Planning Review process.  

 

Fence Height 

In November 2022 Planning staff received a complaint of an 8ft tall fence. Staff observed these fence 

heights for sections bordering the recreation path to the east, and the rear property line. The fence 

does not interfere with neighboring properties, nor does it create a health and safety issue, such as 

interference with site distance for traffic entering the roadway on Tesla. Alameda County Zoning 

Ordinance Section 17.52.440(B) (Fences, walls and hedges—Exceptions to height limitations) allows 

a higher fence where the fence height is made “…a condition of approval of a conditional use or a 

variance pursuant to this title, provided that no such condition shall require or permit a fence having 

a height in excess of twelve (12) feet.” Staff recommends the addition of the 8-ft tall fence to the 

authorization described under condition #1.  

 

Use Permit Review  

As part of the review of the use permit the Board has within its purview the examination of all 

current conditions of approval and consideration of additional conditions that may be added. In 

addition to previous conditions from PLN2011-00075, staff recommends the following conditions: 

 

a. Permittee or representative shall be on site at all times.  

 

b. Phone or other direct method of contact for the permittee for calls to address noise, until 8pm. 

Upon receipt of after-hours notification of noise, Permittee shall diligently pursue corrective 

measures.  

 

c. Dogs to be placed inside kennel buildings by 8pm (exceptions for k9) 

 

d. Dogs to remain inside  kennel buildings until 7am  

 

e. Addition of landscaping at rear of property consisting of drought tolerant trees with spreading 

habit. This vegetation is intended to ‘soften’ hard non-porous surfaces.  

 

Conditions that were considered by staff but are not recommended at this time include the following:  

 

• The use of music or calming sounds within the kennel. Staff does not recommend this 

condition as noise generated from inside the kennel buildings has been found to be within 

acceptable limits.  

• Installation of baffling on ceilings of kennel buildings. Staff does not recommend this 

condition as noise generated from inside the kennel buildings has been found to be within 
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acceptable limits. 

•  Reduction of the mandatory review period. Staff does not recommend a reduction in the 

review period at this time, due in part to the results of two independent noise studies which 

have found the noise generated by the kennel to be within acceptable limits.  

 

• The installation of a recording device at the property line to the rear of the kennel buildings, 

with retrievable data to verify compliance. Staff does not recommend the installation and 

maintenance of such a device as the results of two independent noise studies have found the 

noise generated by the kennel to be within acceptable limits. 

 

Summary:  In the past couple years, there have been considerable numbers of calls for service 

regarding noise from the subject facility. Two recent Noise Studies have not found noise levels to be 

above acceptable standards. Notwithstanding this information, and in order to reduce the noise 

generated by the kennel staff have included the conditions below for recommendation to the Board.  

     

TENTATIVE FINDINGS BASED ON INFORMATION AVAILABLE PRIOR TO THE 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

1.  Is this use required by the public need? 

 

Yes. The use is required by the public need as evidenced by continued use since 1954 and the 

continued demand for quality kennel facilities for cats and dogs in the Livermore area. 

2. Will the use be properly related to other land uses and transportation and service facilities in 

the vicinity? 

 

Yes. The use will be properly related to other land uses and transportation and service 

facilities in the vicinity as Health Care Services Agency approved an on-site water supply 

and private sewage disposal facilities for the use.  Water service is available from Cal Water 

for the renovated facility.  All other transportation and service facilities are available. 

 

3. Will the use, if permitted, under all circumstances and conditions of this particular case, 

materially affect adversely the health or safety of persons residing in the vicinity, or be 

materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the 

neighborhood? 

 

No. Additional conditions proposed are designed to better control the noise generated by the 

kennel. Two independent noise studies found noise levels recorded on the subject property as 

well as adjacent properties to be within acceptable noise levels. 

 
4.  Will the use be contrary to the specific intent clauses or performance standards established for 

the District in which it is to be considered? 
 

No. The use will not be contrary to the specific intent clauses or performance standards 

established for the R-1-L-BE District as the use is conditionally permitted as a limited 

agricultural use in an -L District, and is consistent with the Rural Density Residential Land 

Use Designation. 
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CONCLUSION 

For this existing permitted boarding kennel, staff recommends the additional conditions of approval 

discussed in the staff report and listed in the attached resolution.   

 

AUTHORIZATION 

 

1. This permit authorizes the continued operation of a boarding and grooming facility for up to 

144 dogs and 50 cats, on the property located at 4964/4960 Tesla Road, Livermore, CA, 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 99-1250-033-00. This authorization shall extend approval for an 

as-built fence with incorporated privacy slats, with a height of eight (8) feet. This approval 

shall be consistent with plans marked “Exhibit A” dated May 27, 2022.  

ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS FOR REVIEW TO CONTROL NOISE 

 

2. Permittee or representative on site at all times. 

 

3. Permittee shall maintain telephone or other direct method of contact for calls to address 

noise, until 10pm. Upon receipt of after-hours notification of noise, Permittee shall diligently 

pursue corrective measures.  

 

4. All dogs shall be moved inside kennel buildings by 8pm, with exemptions for K9 dogs due to 

restrictions on handling. 

 

5. All dogs shall remain inside kennel buildings until 7am.  

 

6. Permittee shall install additional landscaping at rear of property consisting of drought tolerant 

trees with spreading habit  

 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

 

7.  As needed, the applicant shall secure and maintain compliance with the requirements and 

regulations applicable to the subject operation as approved by: 

 

a) Alameda County Health Care Services Agency 

b) Animal Control Services 

c) Vector Control 

d) Resource Conservation District 

e) Alameda County Fire Department 

 

8. Maintain proper storage of dog food. The dwelling shall remain continuously connected to a 

potable water supply and septic tank system to serve all uses on the property as approved by 

the Alameda County Health Care Services Agency. 

 

9.  Ancillary retail or wholesale sales activities shall be limited to dog and cat foods, and other 

pet care supplies related to the board and care of animals on the site. 

 

10. Applicant and property owner shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless Alameda County 

and its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against 

Alameda County or its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul 
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PLN2022-00211, this review of Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, the findings of the 

CEQA determination, or any combination thereof. Such indemnification shall include, but 

not be limited to, an award of costs and attorney's fees incurred by Alameda County in its 

defense.  The County shall promptly notify applicant of any such challenge. 

 

11. Mandatory Review. A mandatory review of this permit shall be conducted after ten years,  by 

February 23, 2033. As a result of this review, an application for renewal and public hearing 

may be required to review the original conditions of approval to determine compliance with 

the findings that supported the original permit approval. Any condition of approval modified 

or added will ensure the activity continues in conformance with the intent and purpose of the 

zoning ordinance, and shall be of the same force and effect as if originally imposed. Review 

costs shall be borne by the applicant.   

 
Figure 1 – Property and Vicinity circa 2009 

 
 

Figure 2 – Property and Vicinity 2020 
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Figure 3 – Property with updated Exercise Area at rear 

  
 

Figure 4 – View of Kennel from Tesla Road 

  
 

Figure 5 –View from Kennel Entrance 

  



FEBRUARY 23, 2023           EBZA PLN2022-00211 

  

10 

Figure 6 –Kennel Interior 

 
 

Figure 7 – Closure system for Kennel outside ingress 
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Figure 8 –Kennel Exterior 

 
 

  

Figure 9 –Exercise Area  

 
 

Figure 10 –Exercise Area  
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Figure 11 – Dog Grooming Room  

 
 

Figure 12 – Property Line Bordering Recreation Path. Note Fence exceeding 6 ft height 

 
ATTACHMENTS  

Site Photos 

Referral Responses (Includes call log from Animal Control) 

Communication opposed to kennel 

Communication in support of kennel 

Previous approvals 

Resolution and Minutes from August 8, 2001 EBZA Meeting 

Resolution and Minutes from April 26, 2012 EBZA Meeting 

Alameda County Noise Ordinance 

Alameda County Ordinance pertaining to fences – exceptions to height limitations 

Noise Study from Wilson Ihrig, January 2023 

Noise Study completed at request of neighbor, Alameda County DEH, February 2023 

Draft Resolution 

Exhibit A Plans 

 
PREPARED BY: Damien Curry, Senior Planner 

REVIEWED BY: Rodrigo Orduna, Assistant Planning Director  



 

 

 
January 13, 2023 

 
Damien Curry, Planner 

Planning Department 
Alameda County Community Development Agency 

224 West Winton Avenue, Room 111 
Hayward, CA  94544 

 
SUBJECT:  Conditional Use Permit Review, PLN2022-00211 
 (Amending: Site Development Review, PLN2022-00211 dated 

November 18, 2022)  
 4964 Tesla Road, Alameda County 

Zone 7 Referral No. 22-044 
 
 
Dear Damien, 
 

Zone 7 Water Agency (Zone 7) is amending the submitted comments to the “Site Development 
Review, PLN2022-00211” dated November 18, 2022 to include the following comments: 

 
Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS, e.g., septic systems) – This site was 
grandfathered approval for non-residential use of OWTS for a pet grooming facility in 2011 

with the following recommendations to be incorporated into Alameda County Environmental 
Health Agency’s (ACDEH’s) approval of the septic system: 

  
1. ACDEH to provide oversight during the construction, operation and maintenance of the 

system;  
2. ACDEH to require system performance monitoring that involves the monitoring of 

nitrogen removal;  

3. ACDEH to require that connection of the facility to a public sewer be made within a 
reasonable amount of time from when such public sewer becomes available for 

connection; and  
4. Any future expansion that might result in an increase in onsite wastewater loading, be 

referred to Zone 7 for further consideration.  
 
It has been operating as a commercial property prior to Resolution 1165 which adopted 

policies in the 1982 Waste Management Plan and prohibits “the use of septic tanks for new 
development zoned for commercial or industrial uses”. It also predates the 2015 ACDEH LAMP 
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introducing additional restrictions on nitrogen loading. Because the commercial use preexists 

waste management regulations, the site qualified as grandfathered for the type and amount of 
loading at the time of the Zone 7 2011 approval.  

 
The upgrades to the property under plan PLN2011-00075 were reviewed by Zone 7 dated June 

16th 2011 and subsequently approved in the Zone 7 commercial approval in December 2011. 
In reviewing the most recent CUP (PLN2022-00211), the type and amount of loading (10 
employees, 144 dogs, and 50 cats) have not changed since the septic use approval in 2011 

and, thus the approval is still valid. Should the loading change in the future, the property will 
be subject to a new approval process. 

 
Also, this property resides in the Buena Vista/Greenville area of concern where elevated nitrate 

concentrations, greater than the State’s maximum contaminant level allowable for drinking 
water, has been detected in some local wells in this area. Any additional onsite wastewater 
disposal over the loading permitted by Zone 7 may be subject to increased OWTS nitrogen 

loading restrictions for areas of concern. 
 

For more information, please contact septics@zone7water.com. 
  

Best regards, 

Michelle 
 

mailto:septics@zone7water.com








FS = Field Services which is Animal Control
ETS = Eden Township Station which are deputies

Date Time Event# Unit
8/7/2021 6:24 210802363 ETS

9/28/2021 6:29 210910848 FS

10/8/2021 8:35 211002844 FS

10/15/2021 13:12 211005871 FS

10/26/2021 9:53 211010009 FS

11/24/2021 9:17 211109194 FS

1/28/2022 15:21 220109900 FS

2/1/2022 11:46 220111149 FS

2/17/2022 10:42 220206050 FS

2/22/2022 11:41 220207759 FS

3/14/2022 7:36 220305169 FS

3/22/2022 4:06 220308527 & 25 ETS & FS

5/18/2022 2:24 220506387 ETS

6/13/2022 7:19 220604814 FS

6/14/2022 8:02 220605201 FS

6/15/2022 8:50 220605603 FS

8/8/2022 10:04 2208080093 FS

8/9/2022 7:36 2208090051 FS

8/11/2022 9:19 2208110135 FS

8/12/2022 7:23 2208120070 FS

8/22/2022 13:21 2208220179 FS

8/23/2022 11:06 2208230203 FS

8/23/2022 21:21 2208230421 ETS

9/18/2022 23:04 2209180277 ETS & FS

9/24/2022 4:13 2209240041 FS

10/20/2022 10:42 2210200155 FS

10/24/2022 20:25 2210240241 ETS

10/28/2022 9:55 2210280098 FS

11/4/2022 17:37 2211040307 FS

11/6/2022 3:07 2211060038 ETS

11/6/2022 20:03 2211060253 FS

11/13/2022 7:50 2211130072 FS

11/16/2022 19:28 2211160341 FS

11/17/2022 10:17 2211170125 ETS

11/18/2022 17:59 2211180335 FS

11/18/2022 19:36 2211180360 & 61 ETS & FS

11/19/2022 7:31 2211190066 FS

11/20/2022 6:14 2211200055 ETS

11/20/2022 14:19 2211200170 FS
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Curry, Damien, CDA

From: Wills, Jennifer L., Sheriff
Sent: Monday, October 3, 2022 12:59 PM
To: Labayog, Edward, CDA; Curry, Damien, CDA
Cc: Peters, Michael, CDA
Subject: RE: Tesla Ranch kennels

Hello, 
 
Animal Services has received 16 complaints for barking at this kennel since the beginning of the year.  A citation was 
issued on behalf of a citizen to the kennel owner on 3/22/22.  There are multiple parties complaining and they all say it 
is primarily an issue at night.  This has made it difficult for Animal Services as we are not on duty during this time and 
cannot issue a citation if we are not present for the barking.  ACSO Deputies have responded a few times and have heard 
barking but were unable to make contact with the property owners.  Also, our dispatchers have noted on occasion that 
they can hear barking in the background when on the phone with the reporting parties.  We have been emailing the 
Community Policing Unit to see if they can speak with the owner as well.  From Tesla, you cannot hear much however, 
the houses on the street behind them are hearing it very clearly.  All reporting parties also say that this was not an issue 
until they expanded the business and began leaving dogs outside during the night.  I am not sure if their CUP addresses 
any of these issues but the neighbors feel very strongly that they have not taken steps (soundproofing, kenneling inside 
etc.) that they possibly agreed to.  Please let me know if there is anything more I can provide. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jennifer Wills 
Alameda County Sheriff’s Office 
Animal Services Supervisor 
(925)803-7042 
jwills@acgov.org 
 
 

From: Labayog, Edward, CDA <Edward.Labayog@acgov.org>  
Sent: Monday, October 3, 2022 9:41 AM 
To: Wills, Jennifer L., Sheriff <jwills@acgov.org> 
Cc: Peters, Michael, CDA <Michael.Peters@acgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Tesla Ranch kennels 
 
Greetings,  
 
Would you mind sharing the citations you issued to them so far? I can forward them to the planner working on this case. 
 
Please see the planning case below. The assigned planner is Damien Curry 510 670-6684 Damien.curry@acgov.org  
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Regards, 
 
Edward J. Labayog 
Assistant Planning Director 
Code Enforcement Manager 
 
ALAMEDA COUNTY  |  Community Development Agency 
Planning Department 
224 W. Winton Avenue, Room 111  •  Hayward, CA 94544 
Office 510-670-6556 | Fax 510-785-8793 
 edward.labayog@acgov.org| www.acgov.org/cda 

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This e-mail message including attachments, if any, is intended only for the person(s) or 
entity(ies) to which it is addressed any may contain confidential and/or privileged material.  Any unauthorized review, 
use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-
mail and destroy all copies of the original message. 
 
 
 

From: Wills, Jennifer L., Sheriff <jwills@acgov.org>  
Sent: Thursday, September 29, 2022 12:45 PM 
To: Labayog, Edward, CDA <Edward.Labayog@acgov.org> 
Subject: Tesla Ranch kennels 
 
Hello Edward, 
 
We are continuing to get weekly complaints regarding the barking at the kennels on Tesla.  We have requested the 
Community Policing Unit also get involved by speaking to the owners.  The neighbors are asking for updates and the 
kennel is potentially looking at it’s second citation.  Is there any update on the CUP review or if Zoning has had any other 
contact with them? 
 
Thank you, 
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Jennifer Wills 
Alameda County Sheriff’s Office 
Animal Services Supervisor 
(925)803-7042 
jwills@acgov.org 
 
 



 
 
 
 

December 22, 2011 
 
Mr. Russell Handzus 
Alameda County Health Agency 
1131 Harbor Bay Parkway, 
Second Floor 
Alameda, CA 94502 
 

Re: Septic System Review for Livermore Ranch Kennel, 4964 Tesla Road, Livermore, 
California  

 
Dear Russ: 

 
We’ve reviewed all of the information provided for the proposed onsite wastewater treatment system for 
the Livermore Ranch Kennel facilities located at 4964 Tesla Road, near Livermore (APNs: 099-1250-
033-00), and offer the following comments and requests:  
 

1. The current mixed commercial and residential septic tank use on this 2.9 acre parcel is 
“grandfathered in” with regard to Zone 7’s Wastewater Management Plan (WMP) policies since 
the kennel was operating prior to the 1982 WMP.    

2. Based on the onsite wastewater loading estimate and the projected nitrogen removal of the 
proposed onsite treatment system, both provided by Tim Johnston, Acorn Onsite, Inc., we believe 
that the project will result in a nitrogen loading that is less than the current onsite loading, and 
very close to that of a single-family rural residential unit, which is Zone 7’s goal for new 
commercial systems.     

3. Because the commercial septic system use pre-dates the 1982 WMP, and the project will likely 
result in a reduction of onsite nitrogen loading from the “grandfathered” amount, no variance or 
other Zone7 approval will be necessary for the proposed improvements.   

 
However, Zone 7 Water Agency staff respectfully requests that the following conditions be incorporated 
into Alameda County Environmental Health Agency’s (ACDEH’s) approval of the septic system 
improvements, should it be granted:  
 

1. ACDEH to provide oversight during the construction, operation and maintenance of the system; 
2. ACDEH to require system performance monitoring that involves the monitoring of nitrogen 

removal;  
3. ACDEH to require that connection of the facility to a public sewer be made within a reasonable 

amount of time from when such public sewer becomes available for connection; and 
4. Any future expansion that might result in an increase in onsite wastewater loading, be referred to 

Zone 7 for further consideration.   
 

Please call me at (925) 454-5071 if you have any questions regarding these comments and requests.  
 

Sincerely, 

 

  

 

Matt Katen, CHg 

Principal Geologist 

Groundwater Section 

 
cc: Ron Torres, Alameda Co. Health Dept, QIC 30440 

 Dan Gamache, 4964 Tesla Road, Livermore, CA 94550  
 Tim Johnston, Johnston Contractors, 2288 Buena Vista Avenue, Livermore, CA 94550 
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Curry, Damien, CDA

From: Tan, Samuel
Sent: Monday, November 21, 2022 4:29 PM
To: Curry, Damien, CDA
Cc: Tam, Alan, PWA
Subject: Re: Livermore Ranch Kennels 4960/4964 Tesla Road

Damien,  
 
Looking closer, it appears that these permits were finaled on BLD2020-00540 (completion permit).  
 
 
 
In observance of Thanksgiving, our office will be closed on November 24 - 25, 2022. 
 
Samuel Tan, P.E.  
Supervising Plans Checker 
  
Building Inspection Department | Alameda County Public Works 
Office: (510) 670-5557 
samuelt@acpwa.org 

From: Curry, Damien, CDA <damien.curry@acgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2022 9:30 AM 
To: Tan, Samuel <Samuelt@acpwa.org>; Tam, Alan, PWA <alant@acpwa.org> 
Subject: RE: Livermore Ranch Kennels 4960/4964 Tesla Road  
  
Ok I’m meeting with the applicant tomorrow. I’ll let him know he has unresolved business with the Building Department 
  
Damien Curry 
Alameda County Planning Department 
510.670.6684 
  

From: Tan, Samuel <Samuelt@acpwa.org>  
Sent: Monday, October 24, 2022 8:34 AM 
To: Curry, Damien, CDA <damien.curry@acgov.org>; Tam, Alan, PWA <alant@acpwa.org> 
Subject: Re: Livermore Ranch Kennels 4960/4964 Tesla Road 
  
Damien,  
  
It appears that applicant renewed the permit several times (per BLD#'s you noted) but the work was neveral 
finaled.  
  
  
Samuel Tan, P.E. 
Supervising Plans Checker 
  
Building Inspection Department | Alameda County Public Works 
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Office: (510) 670-5557 
samuelt@acpwa.org 

From: Curry, Damien, CDA <damien.curry@acgov.org> 
Sent: Thursday, October 20, 2022 11:58 AM 
To: Tan, Samuel <Samuelt@acpwa.org>; Tam, Alan, PWA <alant@acpwa.org> 
Subject: Livermore Ranch Kennels 4960/4964 Tesla Road  
  
Good morning – were the Building Permits finaled for the work done on this property?  I found the permit numbers 
noted below. The CUP PLN2011-00075 is under review, referral attached 
  
BLD 2012-02660 
BLD 2015-03788 
BLD 2016-01341 
  
  
  
Damien Curry 
Alameda County Planning Department 
510.670.6684 
  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To whom it may concern: 

 

The Alameda County Sheriff’s Office (ACSO) has contracted with The Ranch Pet Resort and Spa (4964 Tesla Rd, 

Livermore) over the last four years to provide kenneling services for our Canine Unit.  The ACSO Canine Unit is 

comprised of 28 canine teams with various disciplines.  Eight of our canine teams are comprised of K9 used for 

apprehending dangerous fleeing felons.  Due to this specialized apprehension training and to reduce the risk of 

possible injury; ACSO has instructed The Ranch Pet Resort and Spa staff to not have any contact with these 

particular K9’s while being kenneled. 

 

  

  
  
Anthony King #1977 | Sergeant  
Alameda County Sheriff’s Office  
Santa Rita Jail | Force Training and Compliance  
Patrol/Narcotic K9 Unit   
5325 Broder Blvd. | Dublin, California 94568  
Office: 925-551-6508| aking@acgov.org  
Cell: 510-390-2234  

 

mailto:aking@acgov.org














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































-- CORRECTED -- 

 

RESOLUTION NO. Z-12-19 OF 

THE EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 

ADOPTED AT THE HEARING OF APRIL 26, 2012, CONCERNING  

PLN2011-00075 

 

 

  WHEREAS GAMACHE/GATZMAN has filed for CONDITIONAL USE 

PERMIT, PLN2011-00075, to allow continued operation and reconfiguration of a boarding 

kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats in a R-1-L-BE (Single Family Residence, Limited Agriculture 

uses, 5 acre Minimum Building Site Area) District, located at 49964 Tesla Road, north side, 

approximately 50 feet northwest of Mines Road, unincorporated Livermore area of Alameda 

County, bearing Assessor’s Parcel Number: 099-1250-033-00; and 

 

  WHEREAS the Board did hold a public hearing on said application at the hour of 

1:30 p.m. on the 26th day of April, 2012, in the City of Pleasanton Council Chamber, 200 Old 

Bernal Avenue, Pleasanton, California; and 

 

  WHEREAS it satisfactorily appears from affidavits on file that proper notice of 

said public hearing was given in all respects as required by law; and 

 

  WHEREAS this application has been reviewed in accordance with the provisions 

of the California Environmental Quality Act and has been found to be categorically exempt; 

Article 19, Section 15301, Class 1; and 

 

  WHEREAS a Pre-Hearing Analysis was submitted recommending the 

application be conditionally approved; and 

 

  WHEREAS the Applicant and representatives appeared at said public hearing 

and presented testimony in support of the application; and 

   

  WHEREAS the Board did hear and consider all said reports, recommendations 

and testimony as hereinabove set forth;  
 

NOW THEREFORE 
 

  BE IT RESOLVED that the Board finds that: 

 

(a) The use is required by the public need as evidenced by continued use since 

1957 and the continued demand for quality kennel facilities for domestic 

animal companions in the Livermore area. 
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(b) The use will be properly related to other land uses and transportation and 

service facilities in the vicinity as Health Care Services Agency approved 

an on-site water supply and private sewage disposal facilities for the use.  

Water service is available from Cal Water for the renovated facility.  All 

other transportation and service facilities are available. 

 

(c) The use, if permitted, under all the circumstances and conditions of this 

particular case, will not materially affect adversely the health or safety of 

persons residing or working in the vicinity, or be materially detrimental to 

the public welfare or injuries to property or improvements in the 

neighborhood as conditioned herein. 

 

(d) The use will not be contrary to the specific intent clauses or performance 

standards established for the R-1-L-B-E District as the use is conditionally 

permitted in that district and is located in a sparsely developed area. In 

addition, it is found that the use continues to be in compliance with the 

intent of the A (Agricultural) District, which was the previous zoning for 

the property, and which the kennel pre-dates. 

 

NOW THEREFORE 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board does hereby approve the said 

application as shown by materials labeled Exhibit ‘A’ on file with the Alameda County 

Planning Department subject to the following conditions:  

 

1. This permit authorizes the continued operation on the property located at 4964 

Tesla Road, Livermore, Assessor’s Parcel Number 99-1250-033-00, a boarding 

and grooming facility for up to 144 dogs and 50 cats. 

 

2. As needed, the applicant shall secure and maintain compliance with the 

requirements and regulations applicable to the subject operation as approved by: 

  

a) Alameda County Health Care Services Agency 

b) Animal Control Services 

c) Vector Control 

d) Resource Conservation District 

e) Alameda County Fire Department 
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3. As required under the Alameda County Kennel Ordinance, maintain proper 

storage of dog food. The dwelling shall remain continuously connected to a 

potable water supply and septic tank system to serve all uses on the property as 

approved by the Alameda County Health Care Services Agency. 

 

4. Ancillary retail or wholesale sales activities shall be limited to dog and cat foods 

and other pet care supplies related to the board and care of animals on the site. 

 

5. Applicant and property owner shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless 

Alameda County or its agents, officers and employees from any claim, action, or 

proceeding against Alameda County or its agents, officers or employees to attack, 

set aside, void, or annul Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, the findings of 

the CEQA determination, or any other combination thereof.  Such indemnification 

shall include but not limited to an award of costs and attorney’s fees incurred by 

Alameda County in its defense.  The county shall promptly notify applicant of any 

such challenge. 

 

6. Mandatory Review. A mandatory review of this permit shall be conducted after 

ten years.  As a result of this review, an application for renewal and public 

hearing may be required to review the original conditions of approval to 

determine compliance with the findings that supported the original permit 

approval.  Any condition of approval modified or added will ensure the activity 

continues in conformance with the intent and purpose of the zoning ordinance, 

and shall be of the same force and effect as if originally imposed.  Review costs 

shall be borne by the applicant. 

 

  Pursuant to Section 17-52.050 of the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance said 

Conditional Use Permit shall be implemented within a term of three (3) years of its issuance or it 

shall be of no force or effect. 

 

  If implemented, said Conditional Use Permit shall remain revocable for cause in 

accordance with Section 17-54.030 of the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance. 

 

 

    

EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 

ALAMEDA COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
 

 

 

 



MINUTES OF MEETING 
EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 

APRIL 26, 2012 
(Approved May 24, 2012) 

 
FIELD TRIP - Cancelled 
 
REGULAR MEETING 
 
CALL TO ORDER: The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Members Larry Gosselin, Vice-Chair; Jim Goff, Chair; and Jon 
Harvey. 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: Jana Weldon, Senior Planner and Nilma Singh, Recording Secretary.  
 
There were approximately fifteen people in the audience. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
OPEN FORUM:  Open forum is provided for any members of the public wishing to speak 
on an item not listed on the agenda.  Each speaker is limited to three (3) minutes.  No one 
requested to be heard under open forum. 
 
FIELD TRIP REPORT:  
 

1.  GAMACHE/GATZMAN, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2011-
00075 ~ To allow continued operation and reconfiguration of a boarding 
kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats in a R-1-L-BE (Single Family Residence, 
Limited Agricultural uses, 5 acre Minimum Building Site Area) District, 
located at 4964 Tesla Road, north side, approximately 50 feet northwest of 
Mines Road, unincorporated Livermore area of Alameda County, bearing 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 099-1250-033-00.  
Staff Planner: Damien Curry 

  
2. LONESTAR CALIFORNIA, INC.,/LOBAUGH-VERIZON, 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2012-00007 ~ To allow a 25 feet 
height extension of an existing mono-pole to allow co-location and the 
emplacement of nine panel antennas, a total of 93 feet finished height of the 
proposed mono-pole, in an “A” (Agricultural) District, located at 1544 East 
Stanley Boulevard, unincorporated Livermore area of Alameda County, 
bearing Assessor’s Parcel Number: 904-0006-001-18. 
Staff Planner: Jeff Bonekemper 

 
NEIGHBORHOOD PRESERVATION AND ZONING ORDINANCE ABATEMENT - None 
 
ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGE SALE REGULATION ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING - None 
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS  
 

3. APPROVAL OF BOARD MINUTES ~ February 23, 2012 
 

Member Harvey made the motion to approve the February 23rd Minutes as submitted and 
Member Gosselin seconded.  Motion carried unanimously, 3/0. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR:  
 

5. LONESTAR CALIFORNIA, INC.,/LOBAUGH-VERIZON, 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2012-00007 ~ To allow a 25 feet 
height extension of an existing mono-pole to allow co-location and the 
emplacement of nine panel antennas, a total of 93 feet finished height of the 
proposed mono-pole, in an “A” (Agricultural) District, located at 1544 East 
Stanley Boulevard, unincorporated Livermore area of Alameda County, 
bearing Assessor’s Parcel Number: 904-0006-001-18. 

 Staff Planner: Jeff Bonekemper 
 Moved from the Regular Calendar 

 
Member Gosselin made the motion to approve the modified Consent Calendar and the 
Chair seconded.  Motion carried 2/0 with Member Harvey abstaining. 
 
REGULAR CALENDAR: 
 

4. GAMACHE/GATZMAN, CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2011-
00075 ~ To allow continued operation and reconfiguration of a boarding 
kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats in a R-1-L-BE (Single Family Residence, 
Limited Agricultural uses, 5 acre Minimum Building Site Area) District, 
located at 4964 Tesla Road, north side, approximately 50 feet northwest of 
Mines Road, unincorporated Livermore area of Alameda County, bearing 
Assessor’s Parcel Number: 099-1250-033-00.  
Staff Planner: Damien Curry 

 
Ms. Weldon presented the staff report and a discussion followed regarding City of 
Livermore’s response.  
 
Public testimony was called for. Dan Gamache, applicant, provided property history, 
explained the proposed plan and agreed to all the recommended conditions. 
 
Bill Sheehan, ½ mile neighbor on the east and a property owner on Tesla Road, although 
in support of the proposed improvements, expressed the following concerns: omission of 
septic tank discussion in the staff report which he felt was inadequate due to the nitrate 
load--perhaps a separate septic tank; noise and safety issue not included in the Conditions 
of Approval; shorter review period; and lack of notification to all neighbors.  In response, 
Ms. Weldon noted staff report page 3, paragraph 3, Environmental Health Department, 
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all projects have to comply with the Noise Ordinance and Condition #6. Member 
Gosselin provided further clarification regarding waste removal.  

  
Tim Johnston, 2288 Buena Vista, in support, stated that he had designed the existing 
septic system and the proposed improvements will mitigate any noise concerns. 
 
Valerie Raymond, rear property owner at 2368 Vuena Vista, spoke in support of the 
kennel-- a benefit to all. 
 
Penelope Clouser, 359 Michell Street, in support, stated that it provides a much needed 
service. 
 
Public testimony was closed.  The Board discussed the initial zoning (‘A’ District), the 
‘grandfathered’ use vs. conditionally permitted use, expiration date vs. mandatory review, 
clarification on the review date, relationship to South Livermore Area Plan and East 
County Area Plan--out of the boundary and the Findings.  Member Gosselin made the 
motion for an approval with Finding #4 to reflect that this is a ‘grandfathered’ use of ‘A’ 
District (Section 17.06.040C) and is consistent with the ‘L’ District (Section 17.26.040C).  
Member Harvey seconded and the motion carried unanimously, 3/0.  
 

5. LONESTAR CALIFORNIA, INC.,/LOBAUGH-VERIZON, 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2012-00007 ~ To allow a 25 feet 
height extension of an existing mono-pole to allow co-location and the 
emplacement of nine panel antennas, a total of 93 feet finished height of the 
proposed mono-pole, in an “A” (Agricultural) District, located at 1544 East 
Stanley Boulevard, unincorporated Livermore area of Alameda County, 
bearing Assessor’s Parcel Number: 904-0006-001-18. 

 Staff Planner: Jeff Bonekemper 
 
Member Gosselin made the motion to move this item to the Consent Calendar, to be 
continued without discussion.  The Chair seconded and the motion carried 2/0 with 
Member Harvey abstaining. 
 
STAFF COMMENTS & CORRESPONDENCE: None 
CHAIRS REPORT: None 
COMMISSION ANNOUNCEMENTS, COMMENTS AND REPORTS:  None 
 
ADJOURNMENT:  There being no further business, Member Gosselin moved to adjourn 
the meeting at 2:10 p.m.  Member Harvey seconded the motion.  The motion was carried 
3/0. 
 

______________________________ 
ALBERT LOPEZ, SECRETARY 

EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 
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17.52.440 Fences, walls and hedges—Exceptions to height limitations. 

The limitations on height specified in Section 17.52.430 shall not apply:  

A. Where a higher fence is required by any other ordinance of the county or by state or federal 
regulation;  

B. Where a higher fence is made a condition of approval of a conditional use or a variance pursuant to 
this title, provided that no such condition shall require or permit a fence having a height in excess of 
twelve (12) feet;  

C. To a fence around all or part of a tennis court, a playground or a swimming pool which is, at least in 
that portion which exceeds the applicable limitation, constructed of open wire or steel mesh capable of 
admitting not less than ninety (90) percent light as measured by a reputable light meter;  

D. An open wire fence up to six feet high in an A district.  

(Prior gen. code § 8-60.56) 
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Chapter 6.60 NOISE 

Sections: 

6.60.010 Declaration of policy. 

In order to control unnecessary, excessive and annoying noise in the county, it is hereby declared to be the 
policy of the county to prohibit such noise generated from or by all sources as specified in this chapter. It shall be 
the policy of the county to maintain quiet in areas which exhibit low noise levels and to implement programs 
aimed to reduce noise in those areas within the county where noise levels are above acceptable values.  

It is determined that certain noise levels are detrimental to the public health, welfare and safety, and are 
contrary to public interest. Therefore, the Board of Supervisors does ordain and declare that creating, maintaining, 
causing or allowing to be created, caused or maintained, any noise in a manner prohibited by or not in conformity 
with the provisions of this chapter, is a public nuisance and shall be punishable as such.  

(Prior gen. code 3-107.101) 

6.60.020 Definitions. 

"Ambient noise level" means the all encompassing noise level associated with a given environment, being a 
composite of sounds from all sources, excluding the alleged offensive noise, at the location and approximate time 
at which a comparison with the alleged offensive noise is to be made.  

"'A' weighted sound level" means the total sound level in decibels of all sound as measured with a sound 
level meter with a reference pressure of twenty (20) micropascals using the 'A' weighted network (scale) at slow 
response. The unit of measurement shall be defined as dB(A).  

"Church" means any building or portion thereof regularly used by people as a place to worship God and 
known by those familiar with the neighborhood to be so used.  

"Commercial properties" means any building, structure, premise or portion thereof used for wholesale or 
retail purposes on which the property user or employees are engaged in work for which it is intended that 
compensation be received for goods or services.  

"Construction" means construction, erection, enlargements, alteration, conversion or movement of any 
building, structures or land together with any scientific surveys associated therewith.  

"Cumulative period" means an additive period of time composed of individual time segments which may be 
continuous or interrupted.  

"Decibel (dB)" means a unit for measuring the amplitude of sounds, equal to twenty (20) times the logarithm 
to the base ten of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the reference pressure, which is twenty (20) 
micropascals.  

"Director" means the director of environmental health of the county or his duly authorized deputy.  

"Dwelling unit" means a single unit providing complete independent living facilities for one or more persons 
including permanent provisions for living, sleeping, eating, cooking and sanitation.  
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"Emergency work" means the use of any machinery, equipment, vehicle, manpower or other activity in a 
short term effort to protect or restore safe conditions in the community, or work by private or public utilities when 
restoring utility service.  

"Hospital" means any building or portion thereof used for the accommodation and medical care of the sick, 
injured or infirm persons and includes rest homes and nursing homes.  

"Impulsive noise" means a noise of short duration usually less than one second and of high intensity with an 
abrupt onset and rapid decay.  

"Intruding noise level" means the total sound level in decibels, created, caused, maintained or originating 
from an alleged offensive source at a specified location while the alleged offensive source is in operation.  

"Noise disturbance" means any sound as judged by any person empowered to enforce this chapter, which 
(A) endangers or injures the safety or health of human beings or animals, or (B) endangers or injures personal or 
real property, or (C) annoys or disturbs a reasonable person of normal sensitivity. The factors which shall be 
considered in determining whether a violation of (C) exists shall include, but not be limited to the following:  

1. The relative sound level of the objectionable noise to the ambient noise;  

2. The proximity of the objectionable noise to residential sleeping facilities or public camping facilities;  

3. The number of persons affected by the objectionable noise;  

4. The day of the week and time of day or night the objectionable noise occurs;  

5. The duration of the objectionable noise and its tonal, informational or musical content;  

6. Whether the objectionable noise is continuous, recurrent or intermittent;  

7. The nature and zoning of the area within which the objectionable noise emanates.  

"Person" means a person, firm, association, partnership, joint venture, corporation or any entity, public or 
private in nature.  

"Recreational motor vehicle" means any motor vehicle (as that term is defined in the California Vehicle Code) 
and shall also include, but not be limited to, motorcycles, go-carts, campers, dune buggies and commercial or 
noncommercial racing vehicles. A "recreational motor vehicle" does not include a motorboat.  

"Residential property" means a parcel of real property which is developed and used either in whole or in part 
for residential purposes.  

"School" means public or private institutions, including vocational schools, conducting regular academic 
instruction at preschool, kindergarten, elementary, secondary or collegiate levels.  

"Simple tone noise" means any sound which is distinctly audible as a single pitch or a set of single pitches as 
judged by any person empowered to enforce this chapter.  

"Sound level meter" means an instrument used for measurement of sound levels, which meets the American 
National Standard Institute's Standard S14-1971 or most recent revision thereof for Type 1 or Type 2 sound level 
meters or an instrument and the associated recording and analyzing equipment which will provide equivalent data.  

"Sound pressure level" of a sound, in decibels, means twenty (20) times the logarithm to the base ten of the 
ratio of the pressure of the sound to a reference pressure which is twenty (20) micropascals.  

(Prior gen. code §§ 3-107.201—3-107.221) 
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6.60.030 Noise measurement criteria. 

A. Any noise measurement made pursuant to the provisions of this chapter shall be made with a sound level 
meter using the 'A' weighted network (scale) at slow meter response. Fast meter response shall be used for 
an impulsive noise. Calibration of the measurement equipment, utilizing an acoustic calibrator, shall be 
performed immediately prior to recording any noise date.  

B. The exterior noise levels shall be measured at any point on the affected residential property, school, hospital, 
church, public library or commercial property. Where practical, the microphone shall be positioned three to 
five feet above the ground and away from reflective surfaces.  

(Prior gen. code §§ 3-107.301, 3-107.302) 

6.60.040 Exterior noise level standards. 

A. It is unlawful for any person at any location within the unincorporated area of the county to create any noise 
or to allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased, occupied or otherwise controlled by such 
person which causes the exterior noise level when measured at any single- or multiple-family residential, 
school, hospital, church, public library or commercial properties situated in either the incorporated or 
unincorporated area to exceed the noise level standards as set forth in Table 6.60.040A or Table 6.60.040B 
following:  

Table 6.60.040A 

RECEIVING LAND USE — SINGLE- OR MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, SCHOOL, HOSPITAL, CHURCH OR PUBLIC 
LIBRARY PROPERTIES 

NOISE LEVEL STANDARDS, dB(A) 

Category  Cumulative Number of  
Minutes in any one hour  

time period  

Daytime  
7 a.m. to 10 p.m.  

Nighttime  
10 p.m. to 7 a.m.  

1  30  50  45  

2  15  55  50  

3  5  60  55  

4 1  65  60  

5  0  70  65  

 

Table 6.60.040B 

RECEIVING LAND USE — COMMERCIAL PROPERTIES 
NOISE LEVEL STANDARDS, dB(A) 

Category  Cumulative Number of  
Minutes in any one hour  

time period  

Daytime  
7 a.m. to 10 p.m.  

Nighttime  
10 p.m. to 7 a.m.  

1  30  65  60  

2  15  70  65  

3  5  75  70  

4 1  80  75  

5  0  85  80  
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B. In the event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable noise level standard in any category 
above, the applicable standard shall be adjusted so as to equal said ambient noise level.  

C. Each of the noise level standards specified in Tables 6.60.040A and B shall be reduced by five dB(A) for 
simple tone noises, noises consisting primarily of speech or music or for recurring impulsive noises.  

D. If the intruding noise source is continuous and cannot reasonably be discontinued or stopped for a time 
period whereby the ambient noise level can be measured, the noise level measured while the source is in 
operation shall be compared directly to the applicable noise level standards in Table 6.60.040A and Table 
6.60.040B.  

E. Notwithstanding the noise level standards set forth in this section, the noise level standard applicable to the 
emission of sound from transformers, regulators, or associated equipment in electrical substations shall be 
60 dB(A).  

(Prior gen. code §§ 3-107.401—3-107.405) 

6.60.050 Prohibited noise disturbances. 

A. No person shall make or cause to be made any noise disturbance as defined in Section 6.60.020 of this 
chapter.  

B. Notwithstanding any of the provisions of this chapter, the following acts are prohibited within the 
unincorporated area of the county of Alameda, subject only to the exceptions of Section 6.60.070:  

1. Radio, Television Sets, Musical Instruments and Similar Devices. Operating, playing or permitting the 
operation or playing of any radio, stereo, television set, audio equipment, electronic equipment, drum, 
musical instrument, or device which produces or reproduces sound at any time of day plainly audible at 
a distance of fifty (50) feet from such device. This section does not apply to places of public 
entertainment or to events for which a lawful permit has been obtained, provided that the activities 
producing sound are being conducted in compliance with the permit. This section does not apply to the 
operation of sound amplification systems in vehicles to the extent those systems are subject to 
California Vehicle Code Section 27007.  

2. Animals and Birds. The keeping of any animal or bird, as pet or livestock, which causes frequent or 
continuous noise plainly audible at a distance of fifty (50) feet from such animal. For the purposes of 
this subsection, the animal noise shall not be deemed a disturbance or nuisance if the noise is in 
response to a person trespassing or threatening to trespass upon private property in or upon which the 
animal is situated or if the noise is in response to someone teasing or provoking the animal.  

However, any person teasing or provoking the animal noise shall be guilty of a violation of this 
chapter.  

3. Electric/Gas Powered Tools in Residential Areas: Vehicle Maintenance.  

a. Operation or use in residential areas between the hours of seven p.m. and seven a.m. on a 
weekday or between the hours of seven p.m. and eight a.m. on a weekend, of any electric or 
gasoline powered leaf blower, sweeper, vacuum, lawn mower, trimmer, edger, hedger or similar 
tool or device which produces sound which is plainly audible at a distance of fifty (50) feet from 
such device.  

b. Repairing, rebuilding, modifying or testing any vehicle in residential areas between the hours of 
seven p.m. and seven a.m., in such a manner as to produce sound which is plainly audible at a 
distance of fifty (50) feet from the vehicle.  
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4. Emergency Signaling Devices. The intentional sounding or permitting the sounding outdoors of any fire, 
burglar, or civil defense alarm, siren, whistle, or similar stationary emergency signaling device, except 
for emergency purposes or for testing; provided such testing is conducted as follows:  

a. The testing of a stationary emergency signaling device shall not occur before seven a.m. or after 
seven p.m. Any such testing shall use only the minimum cycle test time, in no case shall such test 
time exceed sixty (60) seconds.  

b. The testing of the complete emergency signaling system, including the functioning of the 
signaling device, and the personnel response to the signaling device, shall not occur more than 
once in each calendar month. Such testing shall not occur before seven a.m. or after ten p.m. The 
time specified in subsection (B)(4)(a) of this section shall not apply to such complete system 
testing;  

5. Sounding or permitting the sounding of any exterior burglar or fire alarm or any motor vehicle burglar 
alarm unless such alarm is terminated within fifteen (15) minutes of activation. Pre-existing 
installations will be allowed a period of ninety (90) days for correction;  

6. Stationary Nonemergency Signaling Devices.  

a. Sounding or permitting the sounding of any electronically amplified signal from any stationary 
bell, chime, siren, whistle, or similar device, intended primarily for nonemergency purposes, from 
any place, for more than ten seconds in any hourly period,  

b. Churches shall be exempt from the operation of this provision,  

c. Sound sources covered by this provision and not exempted under subsection (B)(6)(b) of this 
section may be exempted by a variance issued by the director of environmental health;  

7. Loading and Unloading. Loading, unloading, opening, closing or other handling of boxes, crates, 
containers, building materials, garbage cans, or similar objects between the hours of nine p.m. and six 
a.m. in such a manner as to cause a noise disturbance across a residential real property line or at any 
time to violate the provisions of Section 6.60.040.  

8. Vibration. Operating or permitting the operation of any device that creates a vibration which is above 
the vibration perception threshold of an individual at or beyond the property boundary of the source if 
on private property or at one hundred fifty (150) feet (forty-six (46) meters) from the source if on a 
public space or public right-of-way.  

C. Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 6.60.040, where the intruding noise source, as measured pursuant 
to Section 6.60.030, is a residential air conditioning or refrigeration system or associated equipment installed 
prior to July 1, 1980, the exterior noise level shall not exceed fifty-five (55) dB(A). The exterior noise level 
shall not exceed fifty (50) dB(A) for such equipment installed after July 1, 1980.  

D. "Plainly audible" means any sound that can be detected by a person using his or her unaided hearing 
faculties. As an example, if the sound source under investigation is a portable or personal vehicular sound 
amplification or reproduction device, the enforcement officer need not determine the title of a song, specific 
words, or the artist performing the song. The detection of the rhythmic base component of the music is 
sufficient to constitute a plainly audible sound.  

E. The restrictions contained in Section 6.60.050(B)(1), (2) and (3) shall not apply to:  

1. Activities which are governed by conditional use permits or other permits issued by the county, if those 
permits expressly regulate or control the amount of noise or sound which may be generated by the 
activities which are governed by the permit;  

2. Unincorporated areas of the county within the east county area plan; or  
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3. Unincorporated areas of the county outside the urban growth boundary, as defined by "Measure D" 
("Save Agricultural and Open Space Lands Initiative of 2000").  

(Ord. 2005-16 §§ 1-4; prior gen. code §§ 3-107.501—3-107.503) 

6.60.060 Vehicle noise limits. 

A. Recreational Motorized Vehicles Operating Off A Public Highway. No person shall operate or cause to be 
operated any recreational motorized vehicle off a public highway in such a manner as to create a noise 
disturbance or exceed the standards set forth in Section 6.60.040 of this chapter.  

B. Vehicle, Motorboat or Aircraft Repair and Testing. No person shall repair, rebuild, modify or test any vehicle, 
motorboat, or aircraft in such a manner as to create a noise disturbance or exceed the standards set forth in 
Section 6.60.040 of this chapter.  

(Prior gen. code §§ 3-107.601—3-107.602) 

6.60.070 Special provisions or exceptions. 

A. Emergency Exception. The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to:  

1. The emission of sound for the purpose of alerting persons to existence of an emergency; or  

2. The emission of sound in the performance of emergency work.  

B. Warning Devices. Warning devices, necessary for the protection of public safety as, for example, police, fire 
and ambulance sirens and train horns shall be exempted from the provisions of this chapter.  

C. Federal or State Preempted Activities. The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to any other activity to 
the extent regulation thereof has been preempted by state or federal law.  

D. Public Health, Welfare and Safety Activities. The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to construction or 
maintenance and repair operations conducted by public agencies and/or utility companies or their 
contractors which are deemed necessary to serve the best interests of the public and to protect the public 
health, welfare and safety, including, but not limited to street sweeping, debris and limb removal, removal of 
downed wires, restoring electrical service, repairing traffic signals, unplugging sewers, vacuuming catch 
basins, repairing of water hydrants and mains, gas lines, oil lines, sewers, storm drains, roads, sidewalks, etc.  

E. Construction. The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to noise sources associated with construction, 
provided said activities do not take place before seven a.m. or after seven p.m. on any day except Saturday 
or Sunday, or before eight a.m. or after five p.m. on Saturday or Sunday.  

F. Maintenance of Residential Property. The provisions of this chapter shall not apply to noise sources 
associated with the maintenance of residential property provided said activities take place between the 
hours of seven a.m. and nine p.m. on any day except Saturday or Sunday, or between the hours of nine a.m. 
and eight p.m. on Saturday or Sunday.  

G. Proviso. Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections D, E and F of this section, no exemptions from the 
provisions at this chapter shall be granted for activities specified in said sections where equipment used for 
those activities, including mufflers, is not maintained in the condition for which it was designed or intended 
and thereby unnecessarily increases noise levels so as to cause a noise disturbance or exceed the standards 
set forth in Section 6.60.040 of this chapter.  

(Prior gen. code §§ 3-107.701—3-107.707) 
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6.60.080 Zone change. 

Prior to the approval of any zone change, general plan amendment, precise development plan, conditional, 
use permit, zone variance or specific plan; upon request  

A. The director shall review the noise impact of the proposed action by identifying existing and projected 
noise sources and the associated sound levels.  

B. The director shall recommend usage of adequate control measures on noise sources identified in 
subsection A of this section which will be in violation of any provision of this chapter or the noise 
quality standards of the noise element of the county general plan.  

(Prior gen. code § 3-107.801) 

6.60.090 Violations. 

A. Any violation of this chapter is an infraction punishable by (1) a fine of one hundred dollars ($100.00) for a 
first violation; (2) a fine of two hundred dollars ($200.00) for a second violation of this chapter within one 
year; (3) a fine of five hundred dollars ($500.00) for each additional violation of this chapter within one year.  

B. As an additional remedy, the operation or maintenance of any device, instrument, vehicle or machinery in 
violation of any provision of this chapter, so as to cause a noise disturbance, shall be deemed and is hereby 
declared to be a public nuisance and may be subject to abatement summarily by a restraining order or 
injunction issued by a court of competent jurisdiction.  

(Ord. 2005-16 § 5: prior gen. code §§ 3-107.901—3-107.903) 

6.60.100 Manner of enforcement. 

A. The director is directed to enforce the provisions of this chapter except for Section 6.60.050(B)(1), (2) and (3) 
which shall be enforced by peace officers. The director and peace officers may jointly enforce Sections 
6.60.050(A) and 6.60.060 of this chapter.  

B. No person shall interfere with, oppose or resist any authorized person charged with the enforcement of this 
chapter while such person is engaged in the performance of his duties.  

(Ord. 2005-16 § 6: prior gen. code § 3-107.904) 

6.60.110 Variances. 

A. The owner or operator of a noise source which the director has determined violates any of the provisions of 
this chapter may file an application with the director for variance from strict compliance with any particular 
provision of this chapter where such variance will not result in a hazardous condition or a nuisance and strict 
compliance would be unreasonable in view of all the circumstances. Said owner or operator shall set forth all 
actions taken to comply with said provision(s) and the reasons why immediate compliance cannot be 
achieved. A separate application shall be filed for each noise source; provided, however, that several mobile 
sources under common ownership or fixed sources under common ownership on a single property may be 
combined into one application.  

Upon receipt of said application and within thirty (30) days thereof, the director shall either approve such 
request, in whole or in part, or deny the request. In the event the variance is approved, reasonable conditions may 
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be imposed which may include restrictions on noise level, noise duration and operating hours, an approved 
method of achieving compliance and a time schedule for its implementation.  

Factors which the director must consider shall include but not be limited to the following:  

1. Uses of property within the area affected by the noise;  

2. Factors related to initiating and completing all remedial work;  

3. Age and useful life of the existing noise source;  

4. The general public interest, welfare and safety;  

5. Conditions, policies, or guidelines imposed by other agencies or other commissions including the 
planning commission conditions and planning commission or ALUC policies and guidelines.  

B. Within thirty (30) days following the decision of the director on an application for a variance, the applicant 
may appeal the decision to the Board of Supervisors for a hearing de novo by filing a notice of appeal with 
the clerk of the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors shall either affirm, modify or reverse the 
decision of the director. Such decision shall be final and shall be based upon the considerations set forth in 
this section.  

(Prior gen. code § 3-107.905) 

6.60.120 Construction. 

This chapter shall be liberally construed so as to effectuate its purposes.  

(Prior gen. code § 3-107.906) 
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Per Title 6  HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Table 6.60.040 A 

Recordings at each location both fell within an 

acceptable decibel range 

A 
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Observations: 

On February 9th, 2023 – Inspector David Hinojosa and Aied Dobashi met with the property owner at 2360 Buena Vista Rd, in Livermore California. 

Inspectors were on site from 8:35- 10:30 am. During the time on the property, inspectors could hear continuous barking, squealing and dog 

associated noises stemming from the commercial property “Ranch Pet Resort and Spa”. The volume of noise ranged from low to higher levels 

throughout our inspection. The property owner and complainant stated the dog noise was consistent throughout the week and most often was 

higher in volume than that noted during the inspection. 

Two recordings were taken from separate locations of the complainant’s property. 

While data collected from the Alameda County measuring device did not depict sound levels exceeding the acceptable decibel levels, serious 

review of the situation relating to Section 6.60.050 Prohibited noise disturbances may be required to determine if noise ordinance code is met. 

 

David Hinojosa 

Environmental Health Specialist  

Alameda County Department of Environmental Health 

1131 Harbor Bay Parkway 2nd Floor Alameda CA 94502 

(510) 567-6887 

David.Hinojosa@acgov.org  

 

mailto:David.Hinojosa@acgov.org




















DRAFT RESOLUTION NO. Z-XX-XX OF 

THE EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 

ADOPTED AT THE HEARING OF FEBRUARY 23, 2023 CONCERNING PLN2022-00211, 

REVIEW OF CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2011-00075 

  WHEREAS DAN GAMACHE has filed application PLN2022-00211, REVIEW OF 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT, PLN2011-00075, for a boarding kennel for 144 dogs and 50 cats,  

in the ‘R1-L-BE’ (Single Family Residence, Limited Agricultural Uses, 5 acre MBSA) District, 

located at 4964 Tesla Road, unincorporated Livermore area of Alameda County, bearing Assessor’s 

Parcel Number: 99-1250-033-00; and 

WHEREAS the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments did hold a public hearing 

on said application at the hour of 1:30 p.m. on the 23rd day of February 2023, using the “Zoom 

Webinar” platform; and  

  WHEREAS it satisfactorily appears from affidavits on file that proper notice of said 

public hearing was given in all respects as required by law; and 

  WHEREAS this application has been reviewed in accordance with the provisions of 

the California Environmental Quality Act and has been found to be categorically exempt; Article 19, 

Section 15301 Existing Facilities; and 

 

  WHEREAS a Pre-Hearing Analysis was submitted recommending the application be 

approved with additional conditions; and 

 

  WHEREAS the applicant appeared at said public hearing and presented testimony in 

support of the application; and 

   

  WHEREAS the Board did hear and consider all said reports, recommendations and 

testimony as hereinabove set forth; now therefore 

  BE IT RESOLVED that the Board finds that:  

(a) The use is required by the public need as evidenced by continued use since 

1957 and the continued demand for quality kennel facilities for domestic 

animal companions in the Livermore area. 

(b) The use will be properly related to other land uses and transportation and 

service facilities in the vicinity as Health Care Services Agency approved an 

on-site water supply and private sewage disposal facilities for the use.  Water 

service is available from Cal Water for the renovated facility.  All other 

transportation and service facilities are available. 

(c) The use, if permitted, under all the circumstances and conditions of this 

particular case, will not materially affect adversely the health or safety of 

persons residing or working in the vicinity, or be materially detrimental to the 

public welfare or injuries to property or improvements in the neighborhood as 

conditioned herein. Additional conditions proposed are designed to better 

control the noise generated by the kennel. Two independent noise studies found 
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noise levels recorded on the subject property as well as adjacent properties to be 

within acceptable noise levels. 

(d) The use will not be contrary to the specific intent clauses or performance 

standards established for the R-1-L-BE District as the use is conditionally 

permitted as a limited agricultural use in an -L District, and is consistent 

with the Rural Density Residential Land Use Designation.  

NOW THEREFORE 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board does hereby approve the said review 

as shown by materials labeled Exhibit ‘A’ on file with the Alameda County Planning Department 

subject to the following conditions:  

AUTHORIZATION 

 

1. This permit authorizes the continued operation of a boarding and grooming facility for up to 

144 dogs and 50 cats, on the property located at 4964/4960 Tesla Road, Livermore, CA, 

Assessor’s Parcel Number 99-1250-033-00. This authorization shall extend approval for an 

as-built fence with incorporated privacy slats, with a height of eight (8) feet. This approval 

shall be consistent with plans marked “Exhibit A” dated May 27, 2022.  

 

ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS FOR REVIEW TO CONTROL NOISE 

2. Permittee or representative on site at all times. 

 

3. Permittee shall maintain telephone or other direct method of contact for calls to address 

noise, until 8pm. Upon receipt of after-hours notification of noise, Permittee shall diligently 

pursue corrective measures.  

 

4. All dogs shall be moved inside kennel buildings by 8pm, with exemptions for K9 dogs due to 

restrictions on handling. 

 

5. All dogs shall remain inside kennel buildings until 7am.  

 

6. Permittee shall install additional landscaping at rear of property consisting of drought tolerant 

trees with spreading habit  

 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

 

7.  As needed, the applicant shall secure and maintain compliance with the requirements and 

regulations applicable to the subject operation as approved by: 

a) Alameda County Health Care Services Agency 

b) Animal Control Services 

c) Vector Control 

d) Resource Conservation District 

e) Alameda County Fire Department 
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8. Maintain proper storage of dog food. The dwelling shall remain continuously connected to a 

potable water supply and septic tank system to serve all uses on the property as approved by 

the Alameda County Health Care Services Agency. 

 

9.  Ancillary retail or wholesale sales activities shall be limited to dog and cat foods, and other 

pet care supplies related to the board and care of animals on the site. 

 

10. Applicant and property owner shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless Alameda County 

and its agents, officers, and employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against 

Alameda County or its agents, officers or employees to attack, set aside, void, or annul 

PLN2022-00211, this review of Conditional Use Permit, PLN2011-00075, the findings of the 

CEQA determination, or any combination thereof. Such indemnification shall include, but 

not be limited to, an award of costs and attorney's fees incurred by Alameda County in its 

defense.  The County shall promptly notify applicant of any such challenge. 

 

11. Mandatory Review. A mandatory review of this permit shall be conducted after ten years,  by 

February 23, 2033. As a result of this review, an application for renewal and public hearing 

may be required to review the original conditions of approval to determine compliance with 

the findings that supported the original permit approval. Any condition of approval modified 

or added will ensure the activity continues in conformance with the intent and purpose of the 

zoning ordinance, and shall be of the same force and effect as if originally imposed. Review 

costs shall be borne by the applicant.   

 

    

EAST COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS 

ALAMEDA COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
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December 15, 2023  
 

 

Albert V. Lopez, Planning Director 
Alameda County 
Community Development Agency 
Planning Department 
224 W. Winton Avenue, Room 111 
Hayward, CA 94544 

Sent via email: albert.lopez@acgov.org 

 

SUBJECT: Sound Barrier for The Ranch Pet Resort, 4964 Tesla Road, Livermore, California 
 
Dear Mr. Lopez: 
 
Alameda County Zoning Board approved the Conditional Use Permit on February 23, 2023 with 
conditions provided in Appendix A. Subsequent to Permit approval, several neighbors filed an appeal 
of this approval with the Board of Supervisors on May 11, 2023 and the operator of The Ranch Pet 
Resort (The Ranch) has since then proposed a sound barrier placed along the north and west 
perimeter of the outdoor activity areas and along the north and west perimeter of the kennel area. 
The Ranch intends to use Acoustifence® material provided by Acoustiblok®, which is a mass loaded 
material for exterior use. 
 
This letter is co-authored by Mr. Eric Yee of Salter Inc. and Ms. Deborah Jue of Wilson Ihrig. We have 
been jointly tasked with developing a “consensus letter” that summarizes the items where we have 
reached common ground regarding the proposed measures to reduce kennel noise to the 
surrounding neighbors. Our focus has been to evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed sound 
barrier using the Acoustifence material to reduce kennel noise to the north and west neighbors. 
 
Ms. Jue provided a letter dated December 1, 2023 which provides estimates of the sound levels from 
The Ranch with the proposed sound barrier. For convenience the locations of the proposed barriers 
are shown below in Figure 1 with clarifications on the barrier position around the kennel in blue 
lines. Based on Ms. Jue’s calculations this barrier would provide at least 11 dBA noise reduction 
(roughly a perceived halving of loudness) close to the barrier (e.g., at the north and west property 
lines), and 5 to 11 dBA noise reduction at the nearest homes to the north and west, respectively. 

Document ID: 669d6f373979549e8952fbd00b59402c8fcd66b156c8d9653818cf0959c7392f
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Figure 1 Site Plan with Proposed Sound Barrier Locations (yellow highlight or blue lines) with return 
(red) and heights (blue text),  

Mr. Yee provided peer review comments dated December 7, 2023 which requests clarification on 
several items. This letter clarifies several of the issues raised by Mr. Yee in his letter. 
 
Mr. Yee has measured noise over several days at neighboring properties, 2360 and 2368 Buena Vista 
Avenue, between September 22 and 27, 2023. The summary results shown in Figure 2 indicate that 
the noise level that occurred for 30 minutes or more (L50) in an hour at times reached to almost 53 
dBA at 2360 Buena Vista  (to northwest) and just over 55 dBA at 2368 Buena Vista (to the north). Mr. 
Yee’s entire memo is included in Appendix B. 

8 ft 

8 ft 

9 ft 

8 ft 

7 ft 

8 ft 

Proposed Sound Barriers 

 Add return 8 ft height 

8 ft 
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Figure 2  L50 Measurements Conducted by E. Yee September 22 to 27, 2023 

 
 
We concur with the following statements: 

 The proposed Acoustifence product seems to be a suitable product to use as a sound barrier 
and should reduce noise from The Ranch operations based on information we have collected. 
The Acoustifence must be installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions. The 
pre-installed grommets will create a natural two-inch overlap of the material at vertical 
seams (see Appendix C). The installation of the base (footer) of fence is required. Prior to 
installation the installer must provide a submittal subject to review of these acoustically 
relevant details by Ms. Jue. 

 The effectiveness of the sound barrier at any receiver position will depend on the position 
and height of the source(s) and the receiver(s). Dogs barking in the activity yard at locations 
closest to the sound barrier will receive the highest amount of shielding, but they will also be 
the closest to the property lines and the nearby residences. 
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 Noise that is reduced by 10 dBA is commonly experienced as a halving of the noise, and noise 
that is reduced by 5 dBA is readily noticeable; this 5 dBA reduction is considered significant. 

 On average, with the sound barrier installed at the heights and extents shown in Figure 1, the 
minimum noise reduction will be as follows: 

o Activity yard sounds 
 5 dBA at the outdoor use areas for the nearest home to the north 
 7 dBA at the outdoor use areas for the nearest home to the west 

o Kennel sounds 
 5 dBA at the outdoor use areas for the nearest home to the north 
 11 dBA at the outdoor use areas for the nearest home to the west 

 These noise reductions would be considered significant as they are 5 dBA or more. 
 Based on measurements and modeling, the proposed Acoustifence material should provide 

significant noise reduction. We acknowledge that the noise in the kennel is variable. The 
levels measured and modeled represent typical noise levels. We expect that actual noise 
levels will vary day-to-day.  

 No sound barrier has been proposed along the east property line of the kennel. As modeled 
at these properties, the kennel noise, with no barrier, is below 50 dBA. Extrapolating Mr. Yee’s 
measurements from 2368 Buena Vista the L50 at the nearest home to the northeast would be 
45 dBA or less. This noise level would be roughly equivalent to the existing ambient noise 
level. 

 
 

In conclusion, the proper installation and care and maintenance of the proposed sound barrier should 
reduce kennel noise at the north and west property lines and at nearby homes a significant amount 
by at least 5 dBA.  
 
Please feel free to contact us with any questions on this information. 
 
Very truly yours,  

WILSON IHRIG Salter Inc. 
  

Deborah A. Jue, INCE-USA 
Principal 

Eric Yee 
Vice President 

5900 Hollis Street, Suite T1 
Emeryville, California 94608 
(510) 658-6719 
djue@wilsonihrig.com 

130 Sutter Street, Floor 5 
San Francisco, California 94104 
(415) 397-0442 
eyee@salter-inc.com 

 
 
CC:  
Damien Curry, Alameda County Planning Department 
Reina Rickles, Attorney 
Martin Inderbitzen, Attorney 
 
concurrence letter_draft.docx 
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Appendix A 
Conditions of Approval, Permit PLN2022-00211 
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Appendix B 
Mr. Yee’s measurement letter (following 4 pages)  
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5 October 2023 

Kim Lardhardt 

2360 Buena Vista Street 

Livermore, CA 94550 

8lastcall@gmail.com 

Subject: 2360 & 2368 Buena Vista, Livermore, CA  

Kennel Noise Measurements 

Salter Project 23-0189 

Dear Kim: 

This letter summarizes the results of our acoustical measurements made from 22 September 2023 to 

27 September 2023. We performed these measurements to quantify the noise from the Ranch Pet Resort 

and Spa located at 4964 Tesla Road. We present the following summary and compare them to relevant 

acoustical standards. 

CRITERIA 

The project is in unincorporated Alameda County and subject to the standards set forth in the Alameda 

County Ordinances. The following excerpts form the basis for this project criteria. 

6.60.030 Noise measurement criteria. 

A. Any noise measurement made pursuant to the provisions of this chapter shall be made with a sound 
level meter using the 'A' weighted network (scale) at slow meter response. Fast meter response 
shall be used for an impulsive noise1. Calibration of the measurement equipment, utilizing an 
acoustic calibrator, shall be performed immediately prior to recording any noise date.  

B. The exterior noise levels shall be measured at any point on the affected residential property, school, 
hospital, church, public library or commercial property. Where practical, the microphone shall be 
positioned three to five feet above the ground and away from reflective surfaces.  

Section 6.60.040 Exterior noise level standards. 

A. It is unlawful for any person at any location within the unincorporated area of the county to create 
any noise or to allow the creation of any noise on property owned, leased, occupied or otherwise 
controlled by such person which causes the exterior noise level when measured at any single- or 

 
1  "Impulsive noise" means a noise of short duration usually less than one second and of high intensity with an abrupt onset 

and rapid decay. 
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multiple-family residential, school, hospital, church, public library or commercial properties situated 
in either the incorporated or unincorporated area to exceed the noise level standards as set forth in 
Table 6.60.040A or Table 6.60.040B following:  

Table 6.60.040A 

RECEIVING LAND USE — SINGLE- OR MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, SCHOOL, HOSPITAL, CHURCH OR 
PUBLIC LIBRARY PROPERTIES 

NOISE LEVEL STANDARDS, dB(A) 

Category  Cumulative Number of  
Minutes in any one hour  

time period  

Daytime  
7 a.m. to 10 p.m.  

Nighttime  
10 p.m. to 7 a.m.  

1  30 (L50) 50  45  

2  15 (L25) 55  50  

3  5 (L8) 60  55  

4 1 (L2) 65  60  

5  0  70  65  

 

B. In the event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable noise level standard in any 
category above, the applicable standard shall be adjusted so as to equal said ambient noise level.  

C. Each of the noise level standards specified in Tables 6.60.040A and B shall be reduced by five dB(A) 
for simple tone noises, noises consisting primarily of speech or music or for recurring impulsive 
noises.  

D. If the intruding noise source is continuous and cannot reasonably be discontinued or stopped for a 
time period whereby the ambient noise level can be measured, the noise level measured while the 
source is in operation shall be compared directly to the applicable noise level standards in Table 
6.60.040A and Table 6.60.040B.  

E. Notwithstanding the noise level standards set forth in this section, the noise level standard 
applicable to the emission of sound from transformers, regulators, or associated equipment in 
electrical substations shall be 60 dB(A).  

MEASUREMENTS 

Using a Type I sound level meter set to A-weighting and fast response (for impulsive sound characteristics 

of dog barking), we measured the noise at 2360 and 2368 Buena Vista. 

These sound level meters use a threshold detector to sample the environmental noise when it exceeds a 

particular threshold. For this project, the exceedances were set to 50 dBA. Every time the noise levels 

exceeded 50 dBA, a WAV file was created to help identify the source of noise.  The following charts show 

the results of the noise measurements for this project. The morning dog feeding consistently exceeded 

50 dBA 2368 Buena Vista and 45 dBA at 2360 Buena Vista. The chart labels the noise level at each 7:00 

a.m. hour. This is the noise level of dog barking. Where the charts call out occupant activity, this 

corresponds to the occupants of 2368 Buena Vista returning home. 
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ANALYSIS 

It is our professional opinion that dog barking qualifies as an “impulsive repetitive noise” and the 

additional 5-decibel penalty has been applied to Table 6.60.040A. The table below shows the adjusted 

maximum levels per Alameda County with the 5-decibel correction. 

Category  Cumulative Number of  
Minutes in any one hour  

time period  

Daytime  
7 a.m. to 10 p.m.  

Nighttime  
10 p.m. to 7 a.m.  

1  30 (L50) 45  40  

2  15 (L25) 50  45  

3  5 (L8) 55  50  

4 1 (L2) 60  55  

5  0  65  60  

During our measurements, each morning starting roughly at 7:00 a.m., the dogs were allowed out of the 

kennel into the outdoor area (presumably for the morning feeding and play). During this period (between 

7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.), the outdoor noise levels at the measurement locations exceeded the 45 dBA 

limit. During other times of the day, dogs were let out again to play, but the timing of this activity seemed 

to be dependent on the temperature of the day. Extreme degree days reduced outdoor dog activity 

presumably for the health and safety of the dogs.  

The noise character at these and other residential properties near the animal resort may be described as 

rural with typical sounds of distant traffic and occasional birds chirping. The sudden onset of dogs barking 

in the morning disrupts the otherwise innocuous ambient sounds with repetitive impulsive noise. 

This concludes the results of our measurements. 

Best, 

SALTER   

 
  

Eric A. Yee 

Vice President 

  

 

2023-10-05 2360 and 2368 Buena Vista Kennel Measurements.docx 
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Appendix C 
Acoustifence installation instructions (following) 
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ACOUSTIFENCE® INDUSTRIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CURTAIN 

READ ALL INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE INSTALLATION 

INCLUDED MATERIALS: 

AcoustiFence Industrial Fence by linear foot, stainless steel ties, installations instructions. 

REQUIRED SAFETY EQUIPMENT: 

Gloves and safety glasses 

REQUIRED INSTALLATION EQUIPMENT: 

For Reinforced Fence with Grommets on Chain Link Fence: stainless steel ties (supplied), 2 extension 

ladders (long enough to extend past the top of fence structure), pliers, metal cutting snips, shovel, utility 

knife. 

For NON-Reinforced Without Grommets For a Wood or Other Solid Fence Structure:  2 extension ladders 

(long enough to extend past the top of fence structure), power drill with proper bits, fasteners, washers, 

shovel, wood strips for perimeter of fence, utility knife.   

NUMBER OF PEOPLE: 

2-3 

TIME REQUIRED: 

20-30 minutes per 30 ft of installation 

CLEANING MATERIAL: 

Rinse with a mild dish soap and water solution then completely rinse with water to gently clean fence 

after installation and periodical to keep fence clean. 

Use “Goof off” products to easily remove sap, paint, oil, grease and other environmental blemishes.  

CONTENTS: 

Recommendations ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. Page 2 

Preparation …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. Page 3 

Section 1:  Chain link ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………. Page 4 

Section 2:  Wood or other solid structure ………………………………………………………………………………. Page 5 

Legal Disclosure ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………. Page 6 

CONTENTS 

ACOUSTIFENCE 

INSTALLATION SUGGESTIONS 
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 Prevailing winds – Attach the Acoustifence material so that it lies against the chain link fence or other 

structure, facing the main direction of the wind for added security. In high wind environments, it is highly 

recommended that you employ extra reinforcement.  I.e. adding a second chain link fence to create a 

sandwich type fit.  

 Use only stainless steel ties if using grommets to secure (outdoor) - Plastic and other ties may become 

brittle and break prematurely. When using stainless steel ties, band ALL ties loosely during installation 

unless otherwise instructed. After all ties are loosely applied, snug each tie with the same tension.  

 Hot surfaces - In some geographical areas of intense sun light, the black version of AcoustiFence may 

reach very high temperatures and should be painted with a white or other lightly tinted exterior acrylic 

latex paint to prevent serious burns from touching and to keep the material from sun fade. Do not use 

elastomeric paint.  

 Nails or screws – Using nails or screws alone to support the non-reinforced AcoustiFence will cause tears 

in the material.  Always use washers to extend surface pressure around the head of the hardware, or 

sandwich the material between two surfaces to help to resolve this (recommended).  

 Use of ladders - If using extension ladders, follow all manufacturers warning and safety procedures.  Do 

not place any part of the ladder  

 Trimming ties – Don’t trim the ties until the entire curtain and all of the ties are secure.  The ties may need 

to be snugged a little and you will need the tail of the tie to do so.  

 Stapling – Acoustifence can be stapled to a solid structure such as a wood fence or a wood frame. Limit air 

pressure to between 60 - 80 psi if using a pneumatic stapler.  Using full psi will discharge the staple 

completely through the material. Always test the pressure of the stapler and staple in a non-conspicuous 

are before hanging the fence. Do not let the staple crown pierce the material.  

 Structural requirements - Consult a structural engineer for structural requirements as needed.  

 Customized fence sections – If application required a custom size fence, either horizontal or curtain style, 

grommet locations may differ from this installation suggestion guide. A drawing representation is available 

upon request.  

 

  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
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PREPARATION: 
 
 

 Relax material – Unroll the material and allow it to relax before installation. DO NOT drag the 

AcoustiFence material as this will scratch or mar the surface.  Place the material in direct sunlight or, if the 

weather is below 60°F, place it indoors at room temperature for several hours.  Cold temperatures will 

reduce flexibility during installation. Do not allow material to crease or fold.  

 Clean area around fence structure - Clean area where fence will be installed.  Remove any foreign objects 

that might otherwise make it difficult to attach fence, i.e. old nails or screws, tree limbs, rocks, etc.   

 Base (footer) of fence - After complete installation, the footer edge of the fence will need to be covered 

to seal all air gaps and to create an acoustical seal.  Depending on the actual length of fence and in-field 

installation, the Acoustifence might have to be buried or a material built up to close all gaps. 

 

 

 
 

  Figure 1-Stainless Steel Tie Orientation 

PREPARATION 

Document ID: 669d6f373979549e8952fbd00b59402c8fcd66b156c8d9653818cf0959c7392f



 
 Page 4 of 6  E-03-II-20170718-01-01 

 

Secure the Header 

Secure the header ties around the rail ONLY. Do not include the 

chain link fence. This will allow the installer to pull the fence taught 

(horizontally) as required for the entire installation. Each grommet 

gets one fastener. Corner grommets get two ties. DO NOT release all 

the material weight on corner grommets alone. 
 

 
1. Secure First Terminal Edge      

Loosely fasten all the leading terminal edge grommets (first fence only) to the chain link 

fence or post as shown in Figure 1.  When all ties have been applied, tighten fasteners 

using the staggered method.  Each grommet gets one tie secured in a horizontal direction. 

If a single curtain application, both side edges are considered a terminal edge.  
 

 
2. Secure Base  

Secure bottom grommets to the base of the fence structure. Secure each footer as the 

curtain is hung. If curtain is longer than fence 

structure, lie on ground and follow Step 5 for 

securing instructions.   
 

 
3. Install Additional Curtains 

Secure the header of the second curtain using the 

ending grommet of the first curtain creating the 2”. 

overlap. Keep all curtains taught as the end of one 

curtain is secured with the beginning of the new 

curtain to reduce wrinkles while installing. Repeat 

as necessary for each additional curtain.  
 

 
4. Ending Terminal Edge 

Fasten the SS Ties as shown in Figure 1 for the trailing terminal edge orientation.  
 

 
5. Bury and Trim 

When the fence is completely installed, follow the recommended base (footer) of fence 

recommendations.  This step will vary depending on the ground surface of fence and surrounding area.   

Once all ties have been properly snug according to location, trim and 

dispose of SS tie ends according to local and regional waste laws.  
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DOG PARK FENCE GENERATOR ENCLOSURE 
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There are many ways to hang Acoustiblok Industrial Curtains on a solid structure.  Please visit 
our website at acousiblok.com for installation suggestions from other satisfied customers.   

 
 

1. Secure the Header 

Prepare wall – Make sure wall is free from 

objects that may pierce material. While 

attaching the header to the structure, maintain 

support on remainder of fence. If using a 

fastener application (screw/washer or staple) 

do not leave more than 2ft2 without a fastener.  If using framework (as shown above) be sure to 

secure all fence edges with the framework. 

 

2. Secure the Edges 

Permanently attach both edges to structure.   

Be sure all air gaps are sealed to block sound 

and noise through fence.  

 

3. Secure the Footer 

Permanently attach bottom edge to structure.    
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FULL FRAME 
20 FT TALL 

FRAMELESS 6FT WOOD FENCE   
 

8 FT DOUBLE FRAMED FULL PRIVACY - PICKET FENCE 

FULL FRAME 
AND PAINTED 
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Legal Disclosure:  
 

IN NO CASE SHALL ACOUSTIBLOK INC. BE LIABLE FOR INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL OR INDIRECT DAMAGE TO PRE-
EXISTING FENCE STRUCTURE SYSTEMS AND/OR PROPERTY DAMAGE RESULTING FROM THE ATTACHMENT OF 
PRODUCT PURCHASED HEREUNDER. ENSURING THE ADEQUACY OF THE STRENGTH AND STABILITY OF THE 
STRUCTURE SYSTEM IS ENTIRELY THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE INSTALLER.  THE PURCHASER SHALL ASSUME ALL 
SUCH RISKS. THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ALL ACOUSTIBLOK® PRODUCTS, INCLUDING ACOUSTIFENCE®, MAY BE 
INFLUENCED BY A NUMBER OF FACTORS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO; THE CONNECTIONS USED, THE METHOD 
OF BINDING/TYING, SEALING SEAMS, THE WEATHER CONDITIONS AND THE MANNER OF USE OR APPLICATION. ALL 
OF WHICH ARE BEYOND THE CONTROL OF ACOUSTIBLOK, INC. 
 
 
THE INSTALLATION GUIDE FOR THIS PRODUCT SHOULD BE FOLLOWED CAREFULLY. IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO ELIMINATE 
ALL OUTDOOR NOISE WITH USE OF THIS, OR ANY PRODUCT. THE FIRST STEP IN REDUCING ANY OUTDOOR NOISE IS 
ADDING A SOUND BARRIER BETWEEN YOU AND THE NOISE, SUCH AS ACOUSTIFENCE, THAT IS AS HIGH AND WIDE 
AS POSSIBLE. THE DISTANCE AND ELEVATION OF THE BARRIER THAT IS PLACED BETWEEN THE NOISE SOURCE AND 
LISTENER IS KEY TO OBTAINING THE GREATEST REDUCTION RESULT.  OTHER OBJECTS, SUCH AS TREES, BUILDINGS 
AND MOVING VEHICLES, CREATE SOUND REFLECTIONS THAT CAN ALSO CHANGE THE RESULTS.  WITH ALL SOUND 
PROOFING PRODUCTS, IT IS MORE DIFFICULT TO ACHIEVE A NOISE REDUCTION RESULT OUTDOORS THAN IT IS 
INDOORS. THE RESULTING STC SCORES FROM AN OUTDOOR INSTALLATION WILL BE LESS THAN A LABORATORY STC 
TEST RESULT, DUE TO THE MANY VARIABLES FOUND IN AN OUTDOOR ATMOSPHERE. 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Information herein is, to the best of our knowledge and belief, accurate. However, since conditions of handling and use are beyond our control, we make no guarantee of 

results and assume no liability for damages incurred by the use of this material/product. All material/products may present unknown health hazards and should be used with 

caution. Although certain hazards are described herein, we cannot guarantee that these are the only hazards are that exist. Final determination of suitability of this 

material/product is the sole responsibility of the user. No representations or warranties, either expressed or implied, of merchantability, fitness for a particular purpose or 

any nature are made hereunder with respect to the information contained herein or the material/product to which the information refers. It is the responsibility of the user 

to comply with all applicable federal, state and local laws and regulations. 
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27 December 2023 

Rena Rickles 

Rickles Law 

rena@rickleslaw.com  

Subject: 3260 Buena Vista – Kennel Noise, Livermore CA 

Peer review of Wilson Irhig Report   

Salter Project 23-0286 

Dear Rena: 

This letter serves as an addendum to the joint letter issued by Ms. Jue and Mr. Yee authored on 15 

December 2023. This letter provides additional context to the situation in which Ms. Jue and Mr. Yee did 

not agree upon whether it should be included in the letter. 

Prior to working with Ms. Jue on a joint letter, we reviewed two emails that you sent to us from Albert 

Lopez, Planning Director. The letter provided his assessment of what evidence the Board of Supervisors 

(“BOS”) expected to have before them and which County Noise Ordinance applies in evaluating noise 

mitigation. This includes the locations where the abatement should be measured per that ordinance.1   

It was our understanding that the Salter-Wilson Ihrig joint report would fully address all the issues raised 

by the board of supervisors and Mr. Lopez’ emails. However, the final report only addressed the 

material’s ability to reduce noise. The joint letter should not be construed as the “end all be all” acoustical 

solution. 

On September 14, 2023, Mr. Lopez wrote in his first letter:   

“Rena, here is what the Board directed us to do, and this is the approach we will take.  

Board directed Planning staff to meet  

and confer with the parties and return with a report of the outcomes 

and recommendations for operational or other improvements  

to reduce further noise “ 

 
1 The full December 11, 2023 email from Mr. Lopez is attached. 
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On December 11, 2023, Albert Lopez emailed which County Ordinance he felt to be applicable and what 

he wanted included in our joint report. (full text below under “bullet point 1”)  

While the Salter-Wilson Irhig joint letter partially addresses the scope of the expert sound analysis, it does 

not, in our opinion, fully address the scope of analysis requested by both the Board of Supervisors and the 

Planning Director.  It is the intent of this letter to fill in the gaps.  

Our professional opinion follows below. 

1. The joint letter noticeably leaves out any discussion regarding the noise ordinance. 

a. On 11 December 2023, Director Lopez issued an email to both parties which included the 

following statement: 

“The County Code appears to require applicable decibel readings to be taken from adjacent 
residential properties receiving the noise based on the table at Section 6.60.040A (link).   No 
other County ordinances are applicable in this case, based on the location of the kennel in East 
County and the CUP. 

i.  What noise/decibel level reductions are expected from the Acousti-fence as heard from the 

receiving party, and who will be responsible for measuring?” 

b. SALTER COMMENT: When we asked Ms. Jue about including reference to this email in the joint 

letter, Ms. Jue did not want to mention the ordinance or comment on the materials ability to 

comply with the ordinance. She cited that the letter should only address the validity of the 

material to reduce noise. To keep to the schedule of publishing the letter, we agreed to keep the 

letter only about the [Acoustic fence’s] material’s physical properties. As such, the joint letter 

cannot be used to assess the fences capability to meet the ordinance. Nor does this letter 

address Mr. Lopez’s concerns. 

c. SALTER COMMENT: The addition of the fence should not exempt the kennel from complying with 

the ordinance.  

2. The joint letter does not discuss its appropriateness as a noise barrier. It provides the composition of 

the acoustic fence and its noise reducing capabilities. 

a. SALTER COMMENT: The barrier has a surface weight of 1 lbs./sq.ft. Most other sound barrier 

materials have a surface of 2 to 4 lbs./sq.ft. This material would be considered lighter weight than 

most of its competitors. The lack of weight does not disqualify the material from it use but does 

require a more-detailed analysis (which we started by visiting an existing installation and looking 

at the lab test data). For a factor of safety, an increase in the fence weight is recommended. 

b. SALTER COMMENT: Ms. Jue recently contacted Mr. Yee to discuss the merits of increasing the 

mass by using two layers of material and increasing the height of the barrier, presumably for an 

increased factor of safety. I agree that would be an improvement over our joint recommendation 

filed December 15,2023 and should be connected to the target noise level in the noise ordinance.  

https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/8dCIClYPQxiy2M9HGd61v
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3. The joint letter only provides an estimate of noise reduction expected by the fence; it does not 

provide any context of adequacy of the noise reduction. (to the ordinance) 

a. SALTER COMMENT: Without the ordinance limits of Table 4.40.060A, the purported noise 

reduction the fence material will reduce the noise 5 or more decibels but has no reference (in the 

ordinance) to measure against.  

4. By focusing just on the noise reduction of the fence, the letter fails to address the second leg of the 

BOS vote:  provide “recommendations for operational or other improvements to reduce 

further noise “: i.e. The letter does not provide any other noise-reducing recommendations. It also 

neglects to provide professional opinions on the necessity or effectiveness of such measures. 

a. SALTER COMMENT: During the generation of the letter, Ms. Jue and Mr. Yee discussed other 

measures available to the kennel to reduce noise. Some of these included the following: 

i. administrative controls such as staged release of dogs into the yard to reduce the total 

number of animals at one time 

ii. administrative controls in dealing with overly aggravated animals 

iii. continuing the current prohibition of no dogs out at night 

iv. the addition of acoustically absorptive materials to reduce reflections and built-up noise 

within the kennel and activity yard 

v. creation of a dedicated manned hotline or a designated on-site employee to act as a 

neighbor liaison for noise 

b. SALTER COMMENT: Ms. Jue struck, “recommendations for operational or other improvements to 

reduce further noise” as she believed the review was restricted to only the analysis of the noise 

fence material. 

c. SALTER COMMENT: The barrier should be only one, not the only piece of the solution to reducing 

kennel noise. To be effective additional noise-reducing measures need to be put in place by the 

Board to protect the nearby residence from kennel noise. 

 

Summary 

It is the opinion of Salter Inc. that the joint letter does not address all the BOS and the Planning Director’s 

requests.  To address what the BOS and Planning Director asked, our professional recommendations must 

also include: 

1. The abatement provided by the proposed, or even better by the augmented fence suggested by Ms. 

Jue must reduce kennel noise to comply with the County Noise Ordnance. 
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2. The Acoustic fence cannot be the only noise mitigation:  1) The prior conditions regarding the 

prohibition of any dogs being allowed out at night, 2)other noise absorptive materials should be 

added to reduce built up noise from the significant noise sources (i.e. kennel and play yard); and 3) 

operational changes which will abate noise should be instituted such as a) staggering the number of 

dogs out at one time; and b) having a person available 24/7 to address in “real time” noise or other 

dog ranch complaints. 

3. Since Ms. Jue has found a superior fence material by weight and height, it should be considered. 

4. To prove that the mitigations adopted are effective, post installation and prior to being “final”, both 

sound engineers must measure the noise from the effected residential homes.  

This concludes our comments on the subject project. 

Best, 

SALTER   

 
  

Eric Yee 

Vice President 
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Curry, Damien, CDA

From: gdiprima@yahoo.com

Sent: Monday, January 1, 2024 10:03 AM

To: Haubert, David, Supv BOS Dist 1; Wilson, Shawn, BOS Dist 1; BOS District 4; Henninger, 

Tona, BOS Dist4; Tam, Lena, Supv BOS Dist 3; Yee, Jamie, BOS Dist 3; Márquez, Elisa, 

BOS Dist2; Christy, Gabriela, BOS Dist 2; Carson, Keith, Supv BOS Dist 5; Curry, Damien, 

CDA; Lopez, Albert, CDA

Subject: Additional conditions to CUP of the Ranch Kennel Pet Resort and Spa 

To the Board of Supervisors, 
 
I am a resident of Buena Vista Avenue in South Livermore. I wish to emphasize the critical need for additional conditions 
to be placed on the Conditional Use Permit of the Ranch Kennel Pet Resort and Spa located on Tesla whose property 
abuts properties on Buena Vista Ave.  
  
The kennel recently went through an expansion and the noise from the kennel has subsequently increased.  I live on 
Buena Vista, approximately .75 miles away, yet I can often hear the dog barking from the kennel in the mornings and 
evenings.  I know my neighbors who live very close to the kennel on Buena Vista have expressed extreme frustration and 
have experienced considerable mental duress due to the incessant dog barking that continues, unabated daily, for 
approximately 12-13 hours a day.  These neighbors cannot enjoy their outside spaces, and the noise interferes with their 
sleep.  
  
While a county noise study suggested the noise levels from the kennel are comparable to passing traffic, I feel this data 
is potentially misleading. Dog barking, unlike traffic noise, is intermittent and irregular, causing prolonged disturbance. 
The impact on neighboring homes and well-being should be considered beyond decibel levels. 
  
Comparatively, Livermore wineries must adhere to noise limitations for neighborhood well-being. Shouldn't the kennel 
follow similar considerations? The kennel is popular and a useful business in the community.  However the daily noise 
negatively affects the surrounding neighbors, and this necessitates measures to mitigate noise and preserve residents' 
right to enjoy their properties. 
  
I understand that there is a request by Buena Vista residents for additional enforceable conditions to be added to the 
CUP, which mirror noise abatement from the surrounding wineries.  The idea is to balance the kennel's business needs 
alongside the needs of the neighbors who need reasonable and enforceable reduction in harmful and prolonged noise. 
The neighbors in the vicinity of the kennel seem to be willing to make concessions – but the kennel should also be willing 
to create a better noise barrier and take other steps to preserve the neighborhood, the health of the neighbors, and the 
value of the surrounding homes.  The kennel can limit the number of hours dogs are out and barking, limit the time of 
day that dogs can be out, have someone on staff who can immediately respond to noise complaints, and their CUP 
should be subject to review again regarding the impact of noise abatement.  
  
I hope you’ll consider additional noise reducing conditions to the current kennel permit. 
 
Thank you,  
Gina DiPrima 
Resident and neighbor, 1763 Buena Vista Ave 

** This email was sent from an external source. If you do not know the sender, do not click on links or 
attachments. **  
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