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BACKGROUND

On May 13, 2015, your Commission heard Project R2013-02633-(3), Conditional Use
Permit No. 201300135, which is a request for a conditional use permit to allow the
continued operation of a dog boarding and training facility in the Topanga area of the
Santa Monica Mountains North Area.

The original CUP, which was approved in 2002, limited the number of dogs that can be
housed at the facility to 30. The CUP also limited the hours of visitation from 8:00 a.m.
to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Thursday, with no visitation on Sundays. The facility was
also to be open to the public on an appointment-only basis. The CUP expired on August
30, 2012, and the applicant is requesting a new CUP with an increase in the allowable
number of dogs from 30 to 100.

Based on compliance issues with the conditions of the previous CUP, and based on
comments both in opposition and support of the project, Staff recommended the new
CUP allow up to 45 dogs at any given time, with the allowance of up to 60 dogs during
designated holidays, instead of the 100 dogs requested by the applicant, with additional
conditions of approval to mitigate impacts and concemns raised by neighboring
residents.
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MAY 13, 2016 HEARING

Commissioners Louie, Pincetl and Valadez were present. At the hearing, your
Commission heard testimony that the applicants were not in compliance with certain
conditions. The facility often housed more than 30 dogs, and the applicants did not
observe visitation hours or the appointment-only limitation.

Nine neighboring residents presented testimony in opposition to the project. Testimony
in opposition stated that the facility has operated in non-compliance with the previous
conditions of approval, including allowing more than the allowed 30 dogs, for over 10
years. Additional testimony cited an increase in traffic on the roads leading to the
facility, safety issues from this traffic, smells and runoff from the project site, barking
dogs, and a concern that living next to a kennel has decreased their property values.

Four members of the community testified in favor of the project. Testimony focused on
the benefit the facility provides to people’s pets. A representative from the Topanga
Town Council read a letter stating that the facility does not have an impact on traffic,
there was a need for a dog care facility in Topanga, the facility did not affect emergency
response, and the facility did not have on impact on the watershed.

The Commission had questions regarding the history of compliance issues and
enforcement activities at the facility. The Commission also inquired what additional
mechanisms beyond inspections can be employed to ensure compliance, such as
noncompliance fees. Finally, the Commission requested whether a traffic count could be
completed to determine what extent traffic in the neighborhood is being caused by the
facility.

In light of the testimony presented at the hearing and due to the history of non-
compliance with the previous CUP conditions of approval, the Commission moved to
continue the item to August 26, 2015. In addition, the Commission required that the
applicant operate the facility under the regulations of the previous CUP and that staff
monitor the site for compliance and report back on enforcement activities over the next
three months.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
Attached to this memo is a Zoning Enforcement report that summarizes the monitoring
activities that have occurred at the facility since the May 13, 2015 hearing.

Staff has also attached additional letters in opposition and in support of the project,
which were received subsequent to the Regional Planning Commission meeting on May
13, 2015. The package contains 2 letters in opposition to the project, and 10 letters of
support, 8 of which are petition cards. Also attached is additional information from the
applicant.

Finally, staff is making a minor change to Condition No. 23. The condition wil} now read
as follows:

23. The permittee must comply with all conditions of approval contained herein.
Failure to comply with any condition of approval will result in an immediate



citation of a Notice of Violation from the Department of Regional Planning,
Zoning Enforcement Section. Upon a Final Enforcement Zoning Order, the
project may be scheduled for permit revocation proceedings pursuant to Section
22.56.1780 of Title 22 (County Code).

If you need further information, please contact Travis Seawards at (213) 974-6435 or

TSeawards@planning.lacounty.gov. Department office hours are Monday through
Thursday from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The Department is closed on Fridays.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| MOVE THAT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION CLOSE THE PUBLIC
HEARING AND FIND THAT THE PROJECT IS CATEGORICALLY EXEMPT
PURSUANT TO STATE AND LOCAL CEQA GUIDELINES.

| MOVE THAT THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVE
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT NUMBER 201300135 SUBJECT TO THE ATTACHED
FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS.

MKK:TSS

Enclosure(s): Letters of Opposition (2) and Support (10)




Canyon View Ranch Inspection Report

Prepared by Phil Chung
August 6, 2015

During a public hearing on May 13, 2015 for Project No. R2013-02633-(3) Conditional Use Permit (CUP)
No. 201300135, the Regional Planning Commission (RPC) heard several concerns from the public
regarding the Canyon View Ranch, which is a dog kennel and dog training facility located at 1558 Will
Geer Road in Topanga. In response to these concerns, the RPC continued the item to August 26, 2015 to
allow staff gather additional information requested by the commission and requested Zoning
Enforcement West to inspect the subject property to determine whether the property is being
maintained in accordance with the conditions of approval for the CUP 00-082 and to provide a report an
their findings.

In response to RPC's request, Zoning Enforcement West conducted several inspections at the Canyon
View Ranch to verify whether the project is currently complying with the existing conditions of approval
of the expired Conditional Use Permit {CUP) 00-082, which authorized the construction, operation and
maintenance of a dog kennel and a dog training facility. The subject facility is located on the northern
portion of a 5 acre lot zoned A-2-10-DP in the Santa Monica Mountains North Area. The property is also
deveioped with an existing single family residence and several accessory buildings located in the
southern partion of the lot,

INSPECTIONS

From May 27, 2015 to August 1%, 2015 Zoning Inspectors Tim Stapleton and Phil Chung conducted six {6)
permit inspections of the subject facility conducted different days of the week. In addition to the six (6)
inspections, staff watched the subject property from an off-site location on Sunday, June 7, 2015, in
order to verify that the dog kennel and dog training facility was closed to the general public on Sundays
as stipulated in condition 26(h). Most of the findings in this report came from unannounced inspections
conducted inside the Canyon View Ranch which approximately took about an hour and half to complete
with two enforcement staff members. During each visit, staff checked only for conditions that provided
restrictions on the operation. Staff also found that CUP 00-082 contains only 25 conditions instead of 26,
since condition 16 was not found on the document. The omitted condition may have occurred because
of a typographical oversight.

Access to Canyon View Ranch is only available through Will Geer Road, so enforcement staff had to drive
through this private road to conduct their inspections. Staff found 12 parking spaces on the property
adjacent to the facility as depicted on the approved Exhibit “A” site plan, and access to the office is
through a decorative gate near the parking lot. The gate leads to a walkway that went down to the office
area where staff were usually greeted by a Canyon View Ranch employee. After staff would introduce
themselves and ask for the manager, the employee would ask staff to wait in the lobby area for 5 to 10
minutes while either property owners Mr. Randy Neece or Mr. Joseph Timko was being summoned.
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Usually, Mr. Timko would be the one that would come down to the office area and lead staff into the
facility to begin the inspection.

During these inspections, staff only focused on the dog kennel/dog training facility areas. These areas
include the parking lot, storage shed, laundry room, walkways, two outdoor playgrounds for dogs, and
the office building. The office building was also being used to house dogs at night. Also, staff questioned
the owners about their business operation and practices, and reviewed pertinent materials, like their
reports and other public information.

The Canyon View Ranch owners and employees have been cooperative with enforcement staff during
these visits. Staff was always given fult access to all areas of the facility, including the office, accessory
buildings, kennels and playgrounds. During the first several visits, staff were provided copies of daily
reports indicating the number of dogs kept on the facility and their daily logs of their shuttle service.
The copies, provided to staff, had the client’s names redacted. On July 23 and August 1, 2015, owners
began to refuse to provide copies of these reports to staff. Mr. Neece stated that he didn’t feel
comfortable to continue providing copies of these reports to staff, even if these copies had their client’s
names redacted. Staff was only allowed to look over these reports at the facility but was not allowed to
take any copies for their records.

Figure 1: Aerizal Photo of Canyon View Ranch

FINDINGS

Out of the 25 conditions of CUP 00-082, staff conducted inspections and reviewed existing records that
pertained to Condition No. 3, 6, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 22, 23, 24 and all sub-conditions of
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Condition No 26 a through r, which all these conditions provided regulatory restrictions on the
operation. Since it was reported that bleach or other non-biodegradable products were used on the
grounds of Canyon View Ranch during the RPC hearing on May 13th, staff investigated this claim on
each of the six inspections conducted on the premises. No evidence was found that bleach or other non-
biodegradable products were being used. Owners showed staff that the cleaning products used on the
grounds were biodegradable products.

After reviewing all the evidence collected from these inspections, staff found the Canyon View Ranch
was not in compliance with 3 conditions and 5 sub-conditions of CUP 00-082. Two of these conditions
were in violation due to the expiration of the existing CUP. The other violations found are from
unpermitted buildings/structures, exterior lighting, excess of dogs, excess in signage, not providing
evidence of a drainage statement/letter.

The following conditions and subconditions of CUP 00-082 are in violation:

8. This grant will terminate on November 30, 2012.

13, All structures shall conform to the requirements of the Division of Building and Safety of
the Department of Public Works.

23. No building or structure of any kind except a temporary structure used only in the
developing of the property according to the development program shall be built,
erected or moved onto any part of the property.

26{a). The permittee shall keep all facility licenses current and have such licenses available for
inspection at all times;

26(f). The dog kennel and dog training facility shall be limited to a maximum of 30 dogs on the
premises at any one time;

26{m). Signage for the dog kennel and dog training facility shall not exceed 18 inches x 42
inches;

26(n). Exterior lighting on the subject property shall be directed away from adjacent property
owners, shall be of low intensity and height, shall be shielded, so that light source is not
seen by adjacent property owners, and minimized and floodlights shall be expressly
prohibited. Use of motion detectors shall be maximized for outdoor light.

26{r). Whenever there is an offer of a future street or a private land future street, the
permittee shall provide a drainage statement/letter indicating acceptance of road
drainage.

Staff has contacted the permittee’s representative to inform aforementioned violations of conditions
CUP 00-082. Further details of the inspections and results are included in the following section or the
Inspection Summary Table in Appendix A .
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INSPECTION RESULTS
Detailed inspection result of each condition is as follows;

3. This grant shall not be effective for any purpose until the permittee and the owner of the subject
property, if other than the permittee, have filed at the office of Department of Regional Planning
{“Department”) their affidavit stating that they are aware of and agree to accept all of the
conditions of this grant and that a covenant has been made pursuant to Condition Nos. 9 and 16,
Further this grant shall not be effective unless and until Zone Change Case No. 00-082-(3) has
been adopted by the Board of Supervisors and an ordinance reflecting such chonge of zone has
become effective.

Inspection Result: Pass

e Staff discovered that the permittee filed an affidavit.

6. This grant will expire unless used within six months from the effective date of Zone Change Cuase
00-082-{3). A single six-month extension may be requested prior to expiration date. Such request
shall be in writing and shall be accompanied by the appropriate fee.

inspection Result: Pass

¢ The permittee used the CUP 00-082 within six {6) months from the effective date of Zone
Change Case 00-082-{3).

8. This grant will terminate on November 30, 2012,
Inspection Result: Fail
e CUP00-082 expired on November 30, 2012.

9. The subject property shall be maintained and operated in full compliance with the conditions of
this grant and any law, statue, ordinance, or other requlation applicable to any development or
activity on the subject property. Failure of the permittee to cease any development or activity not
in full compliance shall be a violation of these conditions. The permittee shall deposit with the
County of Los Angeles the sum of $1000. These monies shall be placed in a performance fund that
shall be used exclusively to compensate the Department of Regional Planning for all expenses
incurred while inspecting the premises to determine the permittee’s compliance with the
conditions of approval. The fee provides for ten annual inspections. If additional inspections are
required to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant, or if any inspection discloses that
the subject property is being used in violation of any conditions of this grant, the permittee shall
be financially responsible and shall reimburse the Department for all additional inspections and
for any enforcement efforts necessary to bring the subject property into compliance. Inspections
shall be made to ensure compliance with the conditions of this grant os well as adherence to
development in accordance with the site plan on file. The amount charged for additional
inspection shall be 5150 per inspection or the current recovery cost, whichever is greater.

e —— e . ]
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11.

13.

14.

15,

17.
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Inspection Result: Fail

» Staff discovered that the permittee had made a $1,000 payment to the County to establish
an inspection fund. However, staff found out that the permittee is providing pet grooming
service, which is not authorized by CUP 00-082.

Upon approval of this grant, the permittee shall contact the Fire Prevention Bureau of the Los
Angeles County Fire Department to determine what facilities may be necessary to protect the
property from fire hazard. Any necessary facilities shall be provided as may be required by said
department. In addition, the permittee shall comply with aoll conditions set forth in the Fire
Department memorandum dated July 18, 2001, for the project which is on file at the Department,
or as otherwise required by the Fire Department.

inspection Result: Pass

« Staff contacted the Fire Department to inquire about compliance of their letter dated July
18, 2001, and confirmed that the permittee is in compliance with their requirements.

All structures shall conform to the requirements of the Division of Building and Safety of the
Department of Public Works.

Inspection Result: Fail

e Staff searched for building permits for all existing buildings and structures located within the
dog kennel and dog training facility. Staff couldn’t find building permits for the dog
grooming/laundry room, supply-storage shed, a structure and patio covers in the dog
training area and patios covers in the playground area.

The permittee shall comply with requirements of the Department of Health Services and the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) as required by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board and the Los Angeles Department of Public Works.

Inspection Result; Pass

» Staff contacted the California Regional Water Quality Control Board and the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works and confirmed that the permittee is in compliance with
these requirements.

The permittee shall remit processing fees payable to the County of Los Angeles in connection with
the filing and posting of a Notice of Determination in compliance with section 21152 of the Public
Resources Code. The project is not de minimus in its effect on fish and wildlife and is not exempt
from payment of a fee to the California Department of Fish and Game pursuant to section 711.4
of the Fish and Game Code. The current fee is $1,275.

Inspection Result: Pass

¢ Staff confirmed that the permittee submitted a payment of $1,275 to the County of Los
Angeles.

All structures, walls and fences open to public view shall remain free of extraneous markings,
drawings or signage. These shall include any of the above that do not directly relate to the
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business being operated on the premises or that do not provide pertinent information about said
premises.

Inspection Result: Pass

e Staff conducted visual checks during these inspections and did not see any extraneous
markings, drawings or signage not associated to the Canyon View Ranch.

18. In the event any such extraneous markings occur, the permittee shall remove or cover said
markings, drawings, or signage within 24 hours of such occurrence, weather permitting. Paint
utilized in covering such markings shall be a color that matches, as closely as possible, the color of
the adjacent surfaces. The only exceptions shall be seasonal decorations or signage provided
under the auspices of a civic or non-profit organization.

Inspection Result: Pass
e During inspections, staff did not see any extraneous markings.

20. Within 60 days of approval of this grant, the permittee shall submit to the Director for review and
approval three copies of revised plans, similar to Exhibit "A,” as presented at the public hearing,
that depict, in compliance with Section 22.40.050,A of the County Code, the location of all
structures and development features including grading, yards, walls, walks, landscaping, height,
bulk and arrangement of buildings and structures, dimensions of buildings and structures, and
dimensions between buildings and structures, signs, the color and appearance of buildings and
structures, roadways, parking areas, building-mounted lighting, and other features as may be
needed to make the development attractive, adequately buffered from adjacent more restrictive
uses, and in keeping with the character of the surrounding areo. The Revised Exhibit “A” shall
label the dog kennel and related animal enclosures, structures and areas shall comply with all
requirements of the Department of Animal Care and Control. The subject property shall be
developed and maintained in substantial compliance with the approved plans marked Exhibit
“A,” as revised, to show the dog kennel building, dog training areas, dog play areas, parking
areas, roadway dimensions and buildings, or structures with muitiple uses. All revised plot plans
must be accompanied by the written authorization of the property owner.

Inspection Result: Fail

o After a full review of the approved Exhibit “A” site plan, staff discovered several
discrepancies between existing improvements on the facility and the approved Exhibit “A.”
Several buildings and structures were not depicted in the approved Exhibit “A” of CUP 00-
082 such as the grooming/laundry room, patio cover and a structure in the dog training
area, patio covers in the playground and a supply storage shed just east of the clubhouse.

The proposed site plan for CUP R2013-02633/RCUPT201300135 shows the existing supply
storage shed, grooming/laundry room and a patio cover adjoining it, but patio covers in the
dog training area and playground were not depicted in the proposed site plan for the new
CUP.

e ———— e A A —— et S ——EEEEEEEEE S |
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22,

23.

Figure 2: Structures not depicted in the approved Exhibit "A" site plan of CUP 00-082

Within one year of the effective date of Zone Change Case No. 00-082-(3) the permittee shall
establish, to the satisfaction of the Planning Director, and appropriate off-site location where
clients may drop off and pick up their dogs for transport by the permittee to or from the dog
kennel and dog training facility. The permittee shall work with the Fire Department and the
Public Works Department in developing the shuttle service. The permittee shall provide a service
to transport muitiple dogs from the off-site facility to the dog kennel and dog training facility. The
permittee shall notify the Director when such an off-site location is operational. If such a shuttle
service is not established and operational within one year of the effective date of Zone Change
Case No. 00-082-(3), the conditional use permit shall terminate.

Inspection Result: Pass

» During the inspection on July 23, 2015, staff asked Mr. Timko the whereabouts of their off-
site facility to transport multiple dogs to the Canyon View Ranch. Mr. Timko informed staff
that they had an off-site facility before, but they stopped using it since they began providing
free pick-up and delivery service at their clients’ homes.

No building or structure of any kind except a temporary structure used only in the developing of
the property according to the development program shall be built, erected or moved onto any

part of the property.

Inspection Result: Fail

* Asindicated in the inspection result for condition No. 20, staff discovered several buildings
and structures built on the property not depicted on the approved Exhibit “A” site plan.

e
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24. No existing building or structure to be demolished under the development program is authorized
for continued use.

Inspection Result: Pass

* The approved Exhibit “A” site plan does not have any building or structure marked to be
demolished.

26. The operation of the dog kennel and dog training facility shall be further subject to all of the
following restrictions:

a. The permittee shall keep all facility licenses current and have such licenses available for
inspection at all times.

Inspection Result: Fail

¢ During the inspection on May 27, 2015, staff asked Mr. Timko if he could present all of his
current facility licenses, including a permit from the County’s Animal Care and Control. He
said that he did not have his Animal Care and Control license current because the Animal
Care and Control would not process his application until the pending CUP is approved.
Staff asked whether Mr. Timko had a business license from County but he did not.

Staff later found out that dog kennels and dog training facilities were not subject to
business license requirements according to the Los Angeles County Treasure and Tax
Collector website (https://ttc.lacounty.gov/proptax/Business_License List.htm).

b. No animal shall be kept or allowed to be outside the facility’s fences except while under the
control of the animal’s owner or a qualified trainer.

Inspection result: Pass

» 5taff did not see any dogs outside of the facility’s fences during each inspection. On May
27,2015 and July 27, 2015, staff asked Mr. Timko whether Canyon View Ranch has a policy
allowing dogs outside of the facility’s fences. Mr. Timko said that Canyon View Ranch
doesn't allow dogs to go outside of the facility.

¢. The permittee shall employ noise attenuation equipment and/or measures as needed to the
satisfaction of the Director.

Inspection result: Pass

* From a private roadway just north of the subject property, staff was monitoring for any
dog kennel or dog training activity on Sunday, June 7, 2015, from 3 pm to 4 pm. Staff only
heard muitiple dog barks coming out of the Canyon View Ranch. Staff heard approximately
54 barks within an hour as well as some human voices tying to silence the dogs. Below,
Table 1 contains a detailed breakdown of number of dog barks heard.

e i
Canyon View Ranch Inspection Report Page 8



Tabie 1: Dog Bark Counting on June 7

Time (PM) Number of Barks Heard
3:15 1
3:20
3:23
3:24
3:25
3:26
3:27
3:32
3:34
3:35
3:37
3:43 10*
3:44 12+
3:45 . 6*
* Barks heard sounded like the same dog barking

BlalN|R|RINN R -

During the inspection on July 23, 2015, staff asked Mr. Timko on how Canyon View Ranch
had mitigated noise issues such as dog barking. Staff also asked if they have any
equipment on the premises that would help reduce the noise level. In response, Mr.
Timko informed staff that they have not employed any noise attenuation equipment but
have implemented some measures to reduce the noise. He indicated that the rooms in
the club house on both floors were soundproof by covering walls and windows with
carpet. Mr. Timko stated his employees would put heavy barking dogs on the second ficor
since it was soundproofed better than first floor. Mr. Timko showed the soundproof walls
in the clubhouse.

Although the rooms in the clubhouse were soundproofed, staff could still hear dogs
barking inside the building while standing outside the clubhouse. In fact, staff was able to
hear dogs barking inside the building at each inspection; however, the dog barks heard
weren't very loud or excessive.

d. The permittee shall keep dog waste in airtight containers and in separate trash bins and
disposed of at least once per week.

Inspection Result: Pass

* On May 27, 2015, staff asked Mr. Timko where the trash bins for dog waste were being
kept. Mr. Timko showed staff where their trash bins were being stored. Staff asked him
which of the bins were for dog waste. He began to open several trash bins but couldn’t
identify which bin was for dog waste. He then showed staff two trash bins that had horse
manure inside. Staff explained to him that the dog waste must be placed inside an airtight
bag and disposed in a separate trash bin. Mr. Timko then told staff that they do use plastic
bags for dog waste and that those bags must have been under the horse manure. He then
informed staff that all bins were picked up every Thursday.
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During inspections on June 3, 2015, Mr. Randy Neece explained that the horse manure
was kept in the brown bins, and the dog waste was tied off in plastic bags and placed in
the black trash bins. Staff opened all black trash bins and saw that the bin had plastic bags
inside presumably with dog waste inside.

e. The permittee shall employ additional odor mitigation measures, as needed, to the
satisfaction of the Director.

Inspection Result: Pass

s On July 23, staff asked Mr. Timko how Canyon View Ranch manages odor. He stated that
his employees immediately clean the ground from any dog waste and place the waste
inside the trash can. He indicated that his employees always keep dog waste inside a
sealed trash bag. He continued to state that the cans are routinely cleaned up four times a
day. Although staff was able to smell the dog odor during each visit, the odor was not
overwhelmingly strong.

f. The dog kennel and dog training facility shall be limited to a maximum of 30 dogs on the
premises at any one time.

Inspection Resuit: Fail

s Staff was able to count the number of dogs during five or the six inspections. However,
staff did confirm that Canyon View Ranch has kept more than 30 dogs during each
inspection by counting or the number of dogs provided on their End of Day Reports. Please
see Table 2 for the number of dogs counted by staff.

Figure 3: Staff Counting Dogs
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Table 2: Number of Dogs Counted by Staff

Date Number of Dogs
June 3 62
June 16 56
July 6 47
July 23 54
August 1 47

Staff also obtained copies of computer-generated reports titled as “End of Day Report”,
which is a list of dogs that would stay at Canyon View Ranch each night. Staff obtained
copies of the “End of Day Report” for May 26, 2015, June 3, 2015, June 16, 2015, July 3,
2015, July 4, 2015 and July 6, 2015 from the permittee.

On July 23, 2015, around 9:46 AM, staff asked for the “End of Day Reports” from July 17,
2015 to July 23, 2015 to Mr. Timko. Mr. Timko acknowledged staff's request and began to
work on a computer inside of the office with an employee. As the preparation was taking
longer than expected, staff and Mr. Timko left the office area to conduct inspection on
other conditions of CUP 00-082. After staff completed their inspection, Mr. Timko and
staff returned to the office area and found Mr. Neece in the office area. Mr. Neece told
staff that Mr. Timke and Mr. Neece had an appointment with their Human Resources
consultant at 11:00 AM. Then, he continued to ask staff why staff needed to obtain copies
of these reports and where are they going. In response, staff told him that the reports
were going to be kept in the zoning enforcement case file. Mr. Neece stated that he didn’t
think he had an obligation to provide copies to staff and that he had concerns over
releasing personal information of their clients to staff. Instead, Mr. Neece said that he
could give the numbers from the “End of Day Reports”. Staff understood Mr. Neece's
concerns and wrote the number of dogs from the reports shown to staff. While writing
down the number of dogs from the report, the consultant showed up at 11:00 as Mr.
Neece had indicated. Staff was able to finish writing down the total number dogs.

Table 3 has the number of dogs shown in the “End of Day Report”. On August 1, staff
made a request for the copies of the “End of Day Report”. Mr. Timko had an employee
write down the number of dogs on a piece of paper and then handed it to staff.

Table 3 Number of Dogs from "End of Day Report"

Date Number of Dogs
May 26 72
June 3 60
June 16 60
July 3 60
July 4 60
July 5* 60
July 6 58
July 17** 60
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July 18** 60
July 19** 60
July 20** 57
July 21** 60
July 22** 59
July 23%* 60
July 27** 58
July 28** 57
July 29** ' 57
July 30** 59
July 31** 60

*Canyon View Ranch was closed on July 5, Sunday.
**Staff did not obtain copies of “End of Day Report”

g. Five parking spaces are required for the facility and the applicant’s site plan shows twelve
parking spaces.

Inspection Result: Pass

e During the inspections, staff observed that the existing parking lot was consistent with the
parking layout depicted in the approved Exhibit “A” site plan. Staff also noticed that
additional parking was provided near the trash bin storage area.

Picture 4 Customer Parking Lot and a Shuttle Van
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h.  Hours of public visitation shall be limited to 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Saturday. The facility shall be closed to the public on Sundays.

Inspection Result: Pass

* On several inspections, staff asked the owners for their hours of operation and asked
whether they are open to the public on Sundays. Mr. Timko stated that they are open to
public from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. every day except Sunday.

On Sunday, June 7, 2015, staff went to an off-site location where they could observe
Canyon View Ranch to verify whether the dog kennel was closed to the general public on
Sunday. While staff was observing the property from 3:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m., staff did
observe three vehicles, two passenger cars and one SUV, leaving the premises, but did
not see any vehicle entering the property. Given Mr. Timko’s statement on July 23, 2015
that they have 3 employees present on a Sunday, staff believes that those vehicles belong
to the Canyon View Ranch employees.

The Canyon View Ranch website (http://www.canyonviewranch.com/contact us.php)

and their Yelp.com page (http://www.yelp.com/biz/canyon-view-ranch-topanga), list the
hours operation of 8:00 a.m. through 4:00 p.m. and they are closed on Sundays.

i.  The facility shall be open to the public on an appointment-only basis.
Inspection Result: Pass

* On May 27, 2015, staff asked the owners to describe the process for a Canyon View Ranch
customer to visit the facility. Mr. Timko’s response indicated that any client would have to
make an appointment beforehand. Staff asked whether they maintained an appointment
log and provide them with copies. Mr. Timko said they did have appointment logs and
submitted reports titled as “Pick Up Schedule” for days of that week. He explained that
these reports would have information about their daily appointments. Upon reviewing the

Canyon View Ranch website {http://www.canygnviewranch.com/contact us.php), staff

found out that tours and visits to the ranch are by appointment only.

On July 23, 2015, staff asked Mr. Timko whether Canyon View Ranch was still operating
on appointment-only basis. Mr. Timko said yes. Then, staff asked whether there was any
customer who visited them without making an appointment. Mr. Timko said there was.
Staff continued to ask whether they took in dogs for the walk-in customers. Mr. Timko
said that they would accept any dogs from a walk-in client, but such would happen very
rarely. Staff further asked how frequently such walk-in would occur. Mr. Timko said that
would happen once every two months. During the inspection on same day, staff observed
a female walking into the office and leave a dog named “Cambridge”. After she left the
office, staff reviewed the appointment log and confirmed it was listed in the appointment
log for the day.

Even though Mr. Timko stated that they would accept a dog from a walk-in customer,
staff did not observe anyone leaving their dog on the premises nor find any evidence that
such non-appointment drop-offs were taking place.

Canyon View Ranch Inspection R
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j.  The permittee shall arrange for the transportation of dogs, either by owner or the facility, to
occur during off-peak hours.

Inspection result: Pass

¢ During the inspection on May 27, 2015, staff asked Mr. Timko how they arranged the
pickup and drop-off schedule. Mr. Timko said that they have their shuttle schedule or
appointments outside of traffic peak time.

As there is no traffic count study available, staff reviewed the reports titled as
“Delivery Schedule” and “Pick Up Schedule” of May 22, 2015, May 23, 2015, May 25,
2015, May 26, 2015, June 3, 2015 and June 6, 2015 which Canyon View Ranch
provided. Staff discovered that most of the dogs were either picked up or delivered
from 9:50 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. The “Pick Up Schedule” of May 22, 2015 contained seven
{7) pickups scheduled from 5:50 p.m. to 6:30 p.m., but they appeared to indicate their
shuttle van to arrive at off-site customer drop off location, like home, rather than
Canyon View Ranch site. Staff could find similar patterns on other daily reports.

In the absence of any traffic count or traffic study to prove otherwise, staff concluded
that the permittee is in compliance of Condition No 26(j).

k. The permittee shall maintain a registry on-site of the number of customers/clients using the
facility shuttle service, in order to substantiate the effectiveness of the shuttie services in trip
reduction and reduced traffic on Hiliside Drive. Such registry shall be available upon
inspections and upon request to any County representative.

Inspection Result: Pass

e Through inspections, staff learned that the permittee has been using two vans to transport
dogs from/to Canyon View Ranch. Staff also observed that they also maintain a registry
titled "Pick Up Schedule” and "Delivery Schedule”, which contains information regarding
shuttle usage. In the beginning, Mr. Timko would provide staff with copies of these
reports, but Mr. Neece had refused to provide copies during the July 27, 2015 and August
1, 2015 inspection. Instead, staff could only read the schedules and write down the
number of shuttle services but could not obtain copies of the schedule reports.

After reviewing reports in lieu of staff's observation, staff concluded that the permittee is
in compliance of condition No 26{k)}.

I.  Dog shows and special events are prohibited.
Inspection Result: Pass

e During inspections, staff asked whether Canyon View Ranch hosted any dog shows or
special event. Owners repeatedly indicated that they do not have such dog show or special
events on the premises. Staff conducted internet searches regarding such events at this
subject property, but did not find any evidence.

m. Signage for the dog kennel and dog training facility shall not exceed 18 inches x 42 inches.

inspection Result: Fail

e e e e e e e e s |
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» Staff observed two signs on the premises. The sign which is placed near the driveway of
the subject property is 48 inches x 34 inches, and the other sign located in front of the
decorative gate is 36 inches x 25 inches. On July 23, staff informed Mr. Timko that the
signs were larger than the approved dimension, and told him they need to replace the
signs or contact the permit planner to revise the condition. On August 1, Mr. Timko said
that they would pursue to ensure the new permit conditions of their pending CUP have
condition that can legalize the existing signs.

Picture 5 Signage Next to Parking Lot

n.  Exterior lighting on the subject property shall be directed away from adjacent property
owners, shall be of low intensity and height, shall be shielded, so the light source is not seen
by adjacent property owners, and shall be utilized only for security purposes. Night lighting
shall be minimized and floodlights shall be expressly prohibited. Use of motion detectors
shall be maximized for outdoor lighting.

Inspection Result: Fail

* Staff counted 20 outdoor lighting fixtures on the premises while conducting an
inspection on July 23. Two light bulbs were not shielded. Staff informed Mr. Timko that
all exterior lighting sources must be properly shielded. Mr. Timko acknowledged. Also,
staff asked Mr. Timko whether there was a motion detector on the premises, which
Mr. Timko was not sure of.

On August 1, staff observed that the two outdoor lighting fixtures were still not
shielded. Staff reminded Mr. Timko that all outdoor lighting fixtures must be shielded.
Mr. Timko showed two (2) motion detectors installed near the employee parking area.
Staff then discovered that the unshielded outdoor light bulbs are flood lights.

n View Rspectn eport )
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Picture 6 Unshielded Exteriar Flood Lights

0. The permittee shall use only biodegradable insecticides, detergents and herbicides on the
ground of the facility.

Inspection Result: Pass

e Staff inspected the supply shed, laundry room and trash bins to find evidence regarding
use of non-biodegradable insecticides, detergents and herbicides, but did not find any.
Canyon View Ranch is now using a product named “Accel” and “Meyers” or other products
from “Seventh Generation” for cleansing purposes. Mr. Timko stated that they mix the
product with water and then use it tor cleaning purpose.

Staff’s internet research indicated Meyers and Seventh Generation products are classified
as non-toxic and biodegradable, and that “Accel” is considered as “Generally Recognized
As Safe” by Food and Drug Administration. A biologist in the Department of Regional
Planning confirmed a “Generally Recognized As Safe” product is bio-degradable when
diluted with water.

p. The permittee shall make an irrevocable offer of private and future right-of-way 32 feet from
the centerline of Will Geer Road on an alignment to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works.

Inspection Result: Pass

e Staff contacted the Department of Public Works whether the owners have made an offer
for private and future right-of-way. Mr. Ruben Cruz with Department of Public Works
confirmed that the permittee made an offer.

- ]
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g. Dedicate slope easements on Will Geer Road as required by the Department of Public Works.
Inspection Result: Pass

» Staff contacted the Department of Public Works if the dedication was made. Department
of Public Works indicated that the owners had dedicated 30 feet of slope easements.

r.  Whenever there is an offer of a future street or a private land future street, the permittee
shall provide a drainage statement/letter indicating acceptance of road drainage.

Inspection Result: Fail

e Staff contacted the Department of Public Works and reviewed available grant deeds of the
subject property to find out whether the permittee provided a drainage statement or
letter. Staff does not have any evidence such drainage statement or letter has been
submitted or recorded.

Canyon View Ranch Inspection Report Page 17



APPENDIX A

Inspection Summary Table

Condition

5/27

Wed.

6/3

Wed.

6/16

Tue.

7/6

Mon.

7/23
Thu.

8/1

Sat.

Comments

This grant shall not be effective for any
purpose until the permittee and the
owner of the subject property, if other
than the permittee, have filed at the
office of the Department of Regionat
Planning ("Department"} their affidavit
stating that they are aware of and agree
to accept all of the conditions of this
grant and that a covenant has bheen
recorded as required by Condition No. 19
and until all required payments have
been made pursuant to Condition Nos. 9
and 16. Further, this grant shall not be
effective unless and until Zone Change
Case No.00-082-{3) has been adopted by
the Board of Supervisors and an
ordinance reflecting such change of zone
has become effective,

This grant will expire unless used within
six months from the effective date of
Zone Change Case No. 00-082-(3}). A
single six-month extension may be
requested prior to the expiration date.
Such request shall be in writing and shall
be accompanied by the appropriate fee.

09

This grant will terminate on November
30, 2012

The subject property shall be maintained
and operated in full compliance with the
conditions of this grant and any law,
statute, ordinance, or other regulation
applicable to any development or activity
on the subject property. Failure of the
permittee to cease any development or
activity not in full compliance shall be a
violation of these conditions. The
permittee shall deposit with the County
of Los Angeles the sum of $1000. These
monies shall be placed in a performance
fund that shall be used exclusively to
compensate the Department of Regional

B

Staff found out that the permittee is
providing pet grooming service,
which is not authorized by CUP 00-
082.

= e e e e T T s T
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Condition

5/27
Wed.

6/3
Wed.

6/16
Tue.

7/6
Mon.

7/23
Thu.

8/1

Sat.

Comments

Planning for all expenses incurred while
inspecting the premises to determine the
permittee's compliance with  the
conditions of approval. The fee provides
for ten annual inspections. If additional
inspections are required to ensure
compliance with the conditions of this
grant, or if any inspection discloses that
the subject property is being used in
violation of any conditions of this grant,
the permittee shall be financially
responsible and shall reimburse the
Department for all additional inspections
and for any enforcement efforts
necessary to bring the subject property
into compliance. Inspections shall be
made to ensure compliance with the
conditions of this grant as well as
adherence to development in
accordance with the site plan on file. The
amount charged for  additional
inspections shall be $150 per inspection
or the current recovery cost, whichever
is greater.

11.

Upon approval of this grant, the
permittee shall contact the Fire
Prevention Bureau of the Los Angeles
County Fire Department to determine
what facilities may be necessary to
protect the property from fire hazard.
Any necessary facilities shall be provided
as may be required by said department.
In addition, the permittee shall comply
with all conditions set forth in the Fire
Department memorandum dated July 18,
2001, for the project which is on file at
the Department, or as otherwise
required by the Fire Department.

Staff contacted the Fire Department,
and confirmed the permittee cleared
the conditions of the July 18, 2001
memo.

13,

Al structures shall conform to the
requirements of the Division of Building
and Safety of the Department of Public
Works.

Staff researched building permits for
the dog kennel/dog training area of
the subject property, and discovered
some of the existing buildings did
not have building permits.

14.

The permittee shall comply with
requirements of the Department of

Staff
confirmed

contacted agencies and
the permittee is in

n Vie nc spection Report
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Condition

5/27

Wed.

6/3

Wed.

6/16
Tue.

7/6

Mon.

7/23
Thu.

8/1

Sat.

Comments

Health Services and the WNational
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(“NPDES"} as required by the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board
and the Los Angeles Department of
Public Works.

compliance of NPDES.

15,

The permittee shall remit processing fees
payable to the County of Los Angeles in
connection with the filing and posting of
a Notice of Determination in compliance
with section 21152 of the Public
Resources Code. The project is not de
minimus in its effect on fish and wildlife
and is not exempt from payment of a fee
to the California Department of Fish and
Game pursuant to section 711.4 of the
Fish and Game Code. The current fee
amount is $1,275.

17.

All structures, walls and fences open to
public view shafl remain free of
extraneous markings, drawings or
signage. These shall include any of the
above that do not directly relate to the
business being operated on the premises
or that do not provide pertinent
information about said premises.

No markings, drawings or signage
found.

18.

In the event any such extraneous
markings occur, the permittee shall
remove  or  cover said  markings,
drawings, or signage within 24 hours of
such occurrence, weather permitting.
Paint utilized in covering such markings
shall be of a color that matches, as
closely as possible, the color of the
adjacent surfaces. The only exceptions
shail be seasonal decorations or signage
provided under the auspices of a civic or
non-profit organization.

20.

Within 60 days of approval of this grant,
the permittee shafl submit to the
Director for review and approval three
copies of revised plans, similar to Exhibit
"A," as presented at the public hearing,
that depict, in compliance with Section

Several buildings and structures
were not depicted in the approved
Exhibit “A” of CUP 00-082.

_ " |
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Condition

5/27
Wed.

6/3
Wed.

6/16
Tue,

7/6
Mon.

7/23
Thu.

8/1

Sat.

Comments

22.40.050.A of the County Code, the
location of all  structures and
development features including grading,
yards, walls, walks, landscaping, height,
bulk, and arrangement of buildings and
structures, dimensions of buildings and
structures, and dimensions between
buildings and structures, signs, the color
and appearance of buildings and
structures, roadways, parking areas,
buildingmounted lighting, and other
features as may be needed to make the
development  attractive, adequately
buffered from adjacent more restrictive
uses, and in keeping with the character
of the surrounding area. The Revised
Exhibit "A" shall label the dog kennel and
related animal enclosures, structures,
and areas and shall comply with all
requirements of the Department of
Animal Control. The permittee shall
obtain a kennel license from the
Department of Animal Care and Control.
The subject property shall be developed
and maintained in substantial
compliance with the approved plans
marked Exhibit "A," as revised, to show
the dog kennel building, dog training
areas, dog play areas, parking areas,
roadway dimensions and buildings, or
structures with multiple uses. All revised
plot plans must be accompanied by the
written authorization of the property
owner,

22.

Within one year of the effective date of
Zone Change Case No. 00-082-(3) the
permittee shall establish, to the
satisfaction of the Planning Director, and
appropriate off-site location where
clients may drop off and pick up their
dogs for transport by the permittee to or
from the dog kennel and dog training
facility. The permittee shall work with
the Fire Department and the Public
Works Department in developing the
shuttle service. The permittee shall
provide a service to transport multiple
dogs from the off-site facility to the dog

Per owner, Canyon View Ranch used
to have a drop off/pick up off-site
location, but they are not using it
anymore, as their shuttle vans now
provide  pick  up/deliver at
customer's home.

e —
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Condition

5/27

Wed.

6/3

Wed.

6/16
Tue.

7/6

Mon.

7/23
Thu.

8/1

Sat.

Comments

kennel and dog training facility. The
permittee shall notify the Director when
such an off-site location is operational. If
such a shuttle service is not established
and operational within one year of the
effective date of Zone Change Case No.
00-082-(3), the conditional use permit
shall terminate.

23.

No building or structure of any kind
except a temporary structure used only
in the developing of the property
according to the development program
shall be built, erected or moved onto any
part of the property.

There are structures on the premises
that are not depicted on the
approved Exhibit “A” of CUP 00-082.

24,

No existing building or structure to be
demolished under the development
program is authorized for continued use.

26(a)

The permittee shall keep all facility
licenses current and have such licenses
available for inspection at all times.

Animal Care and Control is awaiting
new CUP.

26(b)

No animal shall be kept or allowed to be
outside the facility’s fences except while
under the control of the animal’s owner
or a qualified trainer.

26(c)

The permittee shall employ noise
attenuation equipment and/or measures
as needed lo the sdlisfaclion ol the
Director.

26(d)

The permittee shall keep dog waste in
airtight containers and in separate trash
bins and disposed of at least once per
week.

26(e)

The permittee shall employ additional
odor mitigation measures, as needed, to
the satisfaction of the Director.

26(f)

The dog kennel and dog training facility
shall be limited to a maximum of 30 dogs
on the premises at any one time.

Staff did confirm that Canyon View
Ranch has kept more than 30 dogs
during each inspection ranging from
47 to 62 dogs.

Y .  _ ________________ _____________ _ ____ _______ _____________________]
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5/27 1 6/3 | 6/16 | 7/6 | 7/23 | 8/1

Wed. | Wed. | Tue. | Mon. | Thu. | sat. Comments

Condition

26(g}| Five parking spaces are required for the | P P P P P P
facility and the applicant’s site plan
shows twelve parking spaces.

26(h)} Hours of public visitation shall be limited | P P P P P P | A Sunday inspection on June7
to 8:00 am. to 5:00 p.m, Monday disclosed the facility was closed.
through Saturday. The facility shall be
closed to the public on Sundays.

26(i) | The facility shall be open to the publicon | P P P P P P
an appeointment-only basis.

26(j)| The permittee shall arrange for the | P P P P P P

transportation of dogs, either by owner |
or the facility, to occur during off-peak
hours.

26(k}| The permittee shall maintain a registry | P P P P P P
onsite  of  the number  of i '
customers/clients using the facility '
shuttle service, in order to substantiate
the effectiveness of the shuttle service in
trip reduction and reduced traffic on
Hillside Drive. Such registry shall be
available upon inspections and upon
request to any County representative.

26(l}| Dog shows and special events are | P P P P P P
prohibited.

26{m) Signage for the dog kennel and dog | F F F F F F | Signs are 36 x 25 inches, and 48 x 34
training facility shall not exceed 18 inches
inches x 42 inches.

26(n}| Exterior lighting on the subject property | F F F F F F | On 7/23 and 8/1, staff saw two (2)
shall be directed away from adjacent unshielded floodlights.

property owners, shall be of low
intensity and height, shall be shielded, so
the light source is not seen by adjacent
property owners, and shall be utilized
only for security purposes. Night lighting |
shall be minimized and floodlights shall |
be expressly prohibited. Use of motion |
detectors shall be maximized for outdeor !
lighting.

26(0)| The permittee shall wuse only| P P P P P P
biodegradable insecticides, detergents

Canyon View Ranch Inspection Report Page 23



5/27 | 6/3

6/16

7/6

7/23 | 81

i‘ Eoaen Wed. I_Wed. Tue. | Mon. | Thu. | Sat.  ——
; and herbicides on the grounds of the | |
i facility. : |
!Zﬁ(p) The permittee shall make an irrevocable P P P P P P | Per DPW, the permittee has made
! offer of private and future right-of-way an offer.
I 32 feet from the centerline of Will Geer |
Road on an alignment to the satisfaction f
of the Department of Public Works |
26(q)| Dedicate slope easement on Will Geer | P | P P P P P | Per DPW, the permittee has
Road as required by the Department of ; dedicated 30 feet from Will Geer
Public Works | Road
— 1_--"..-.—.
26(r)| Whenever there is an offer of a future | F F F F F F | Staff does not have any evidence

street or a private and future street, the
permittees shall provide a drainage
statement/letter indicating acceptance
of road drainage.

such drainage statement or letter
has been submitted or recorded.

P — Pass / F — Fail
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14 July 2015

Regional Planning Commissioners
Los Angeles County

c/o Travis Seawards

320 W. Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Canyon View Boarding and Training Ranch for Dogs
1558 Will Geer Road, Topanga

Dear Commissioners,

The Resource Conservation District of the Santa Monica Mountains (RCDSMM) appreciates the
opportunity to comment on the CUP for the Canyon View Boarding and Training Ranch for Dogs.
As a reviewing and resource agency in the Santa Monica Mountains, the RCDSMM is actively
involved in monitoring local and endangered species within the Santa Monica Mountains, as well as
water quality monitoring and restoration efforts to improve the health of the Topanga Creek
watershed and surrounding areas.

The RCDSMM has previously submitted comment on this item in a letter dated May 12, 2015. The
item was continued at the most recent hearing, and since that time we have received additional
constituent input and done additional research and review in order to be responsive to that input.
This comment letter is therefore intended to replace the letter previously submitted.

We continue to find that the natural resource impacts caused by the dog boarding and training
operation as proposed in the Staff Report of the proposed CUP will be negligible for the following
rcasons:

- While the proposal calls for an increase in the number of animals to be housed or trained at the
facility, the operational “footprint” will not be increased under the proposed CUP. The proposal
does not recommend any increase in facility dimensions, and the schedule for shuttles remains the
same as under current operations.

- Animal waste management and stormwater/cleaning water runoff practices and monitoring is
properly addressed in the proposed CUP

- Compliance of the business with required county setbacks, traffic and visitation restrictions, use
of environmentally suitable disinfectants and compliance with all Animal Care and Control
Department requirements is addressed under the proposed CUP.

- We concur with county staff that the facility is consistent with permitted land uses.

- The staff report on the project noted that site visits from Regional Planning staff found the
premises were well-maintained, without evidence of odors from bleach or other cleaning
products, and there was no evidence of excessive barking from the animals.

www.redsmm ofg

phone

fax

540 S. Topanga Canyon Blvd., Topanga, CA 90290



RESOURCE

COWSERVYATION DISTRICT
0F THE
SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS

- We recognize that the County Conditional Use Permit is the ultimate determinant of the number
and schedule of animals present on site, and that the appropriate number of animals may vary
from the Animal Care and Control maximum due to other factors such as monitoring or
enforcement capability and methods.

The RCDSMM supports well organized, environmentally suitable use of property that provides a
valuable community service, and does so in ways that prevent water pollution of the Topanga Creek
Watershed. The RCDSMM finds that the land use defined under the proposed CUP is structured to
be protective of the community’s natural resource values.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

T —

Clark Stevens, Architect
Executive Officer

vwww.rcdsmm.org



From:

Sarah Samson

21316 Hillside Drive
Topanga, CA 902090

To:

Department of Regional Planning
320 W Temple Street

L.os Angeles. CA 90012

Regional Planning Commissioners
RE: Canyon View Ranch - CUP No R201302633
May 6. 2015

Dear Commissioners

I wanted to write this note for you in support of Canyon View Ranch as I understand that
the renewal of their permit is currently under review.

We moved to Hillside Drive in Topanga a year ago from West Hollywood when we
bought this house - and as you will know Hillside Drive is the only access route to Will
Geer Road where the Ranch is located.

Our house is situated directly on the road and we see and hear the most traffic of almost
all other houses en-route to Canyon View Ranch. In my opinion - if anyone would have
any reason to complain about traffic or noise it could be us. Which is why its important
you receive this letter so you know we are absolutely 100% supporting the renewal of
their license. My husband works from home and his office is directly over the roadside -
as are both of our bedrooms in the house. I am personally home 5 days of 7 during the
week. We have first hand experience of every single vehicle which travels to Canyon
View - to Will Geer Via Hillside.

I am a lover of the peace and quiet and sensitive to traffic noise having grown up in the
peaceful British countryside - but [ can wholeheartedly tell you that the traffic to Canyon
View Ranch does NOT disturb us. In fact for your information, the most actual real
disruptive disturbance comes from work trucks or various other numerous noisy cars and
vans travelling into Hillside and Will Geer in the early hours of the morning and in the
evenings - and not from what [ see any of this being caused by Canyon View Ranch or
customers at all who are all easily identifiable as having happy dogs hanging out of their
windows! And what traffic there is created by them. is at least for a unique business
which is in support of nature and animals - which is. in my opinion, completely
appropriate for the area in which we live and deservers full support.

1 would also like to tell you that - in fact - Canyon View Ranch was one of the reasons we
actually chose to live in this area, being animal lovers and countryside lovers. And having



previously had our dog in many other daycare centres that the rest of LA offers - where
they are kept in a closed and chemically smelling dark room all day and walked briefly a
few times with 8 or more other dogs. Instead our dog adores going to Canyon View on
the occasions he needs to stay there - whereas he hated all the other places we had tried
and used to come back frankly emotionally disturbed by them. At Canyon View he’s
happy, loves the other dogs, the outdoor facilities, the peace and space it offers. There’s
simply nothing like it and it’s the only place where I’m happy leaving our dog. The staff
are always polite, fantastic with the dogs and he comes home content and healthy from
the wonderful unparalleled peaceful facilities. We also walk along Will Geer almost daily
with our dog and again [ see and hear how undisturbed it is, how peaceful the ranch itself
is and the dogs always are. Whenever we have visitors we always walk there to show
them this fantastic dog facility and its always admired!

So [ write to you on two counts in order to support the renewal of their permit, as a dog
lover who appreciates the fantastic care and facilities this ranch offers - but also
importantly. as a close neighbor who hears and sees the traffic flow all day, every day.
This ranch is providing a fantastic service and from that position I can state firmly we
don’t find the traffic to and from their facilities the intrusive or disturbing and we would
be extremely upset should their license not be renewed.

1 am more than happy to host anyone here from your office for the day to actually prove,
in person the weight with which we believe our supporting letter should hold to support
their renewal. We would aiso happily provide you with any supporting witness
statements necessary.

I hope that we can continue to rely on your support of Canyon View Ranch’s renewal.
The Ranch is an incredible and great asset to this area. and Los Angeles as a whole, and
can only exist here.

It would be a terrible and unnecessary loss to so many people and animals should they

not be able to keep this open. 1 hope we can continue to enjoy their facilities as customiers
and neighbors for many years.

Yours Sincerely

Sarah Samson



DAVID T. MILLER / RICK A. NELSON
79 NARDIAN WAY

32
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA S0045
May 14, 2015

Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

To: Regional Planning Commissioners
Re: Canyon View Ranch — CUP No. R2013-02633

Dear Commissioners,

This letter is to express our support for Canyon View Ranch and the renewal of their
Conditional Use Permit.

Canyon View Ranch has been an important asset to us and to our dogs. The tranquility of
the Ranch and its location in the Santa Monica Mountains makes Canyon View one of the
most unique boarding and training facilities in Southern California, and the socialization that
the dogs get from interacting together | invaluable.

We credit Canyon View with saving our relationship with our rescued Labrador Retriever.
We were her last hope at a permanent home, but at five years old she had been neglected
and never trained. After a month of training (for our dog and for us), she was a different
dog and we were blessed to have her for another seven years.

We wholeheartedly ask that you continue to support Canyon View Ranch.

Sincerely,
'\l-,“ ( .
(/_Q_ T T ’—X &M
? 1
David T. Miller Rick A. Nelson

Cc: Travis Seawards



Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

To: Regional Planning Commissioners
Re: Canyon View Ranch — CUP No. R2013-02633

Dear Commissioners:

| write this note to express my support for Canyon View Ranch and the renewal
of their Conditional Use Permit.

Canyon View Ranch has been an important asset fo me and to my dog. The
tranquility of the Ranch and its location in the Santa Monica Mountains makes
Canyon View one of the most unique boarding and training facilities in Southern
California, and the socialization that the dogs get from interacting together is
invaluable.

[ wholeheartedly ask that you continue to support Canyon View Ranch.

Sincerely, Mk
s
[

cc: Travis Seawards dl ¢
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Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street
L os Angeles, CA 90012

To: Regional Planning Commissioners
Re: Canyon View Ranch — CUP No. R2013-02633 BY:

Dear Commissioners:

| write this note to express my support for Canyon View Ranch and the renewal
of their Conditional Use Permit.

Canyon View Ranch has been an important asset to me and to my dog. The
tranquility of the Ranch and its location in the Santa Monica Mountains makes
Canyon View one of the most unique boarding and training facilities in Southern

California, and the socialization that the dogs get from interacting together is
invaluable.

| wholeheartedly ask that you continue to support Canyon View Ranch.

Sincerely,

Rl |

cc: Travis Seawards



Department of Regional Planning BY:
320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

To: Regional Planning Commissioners
Re: Canyon View Ranch — CUP No. R2013-02633

Dear Commissioners:

| am writing this note to express my support for Canyon View Ranch and the
renewal of their Conditional Use Permit.

Canyon View Ranch has been an important asset to me and to my dog. The
tranquility of the Ranch and its location in the Santa Monica Mountains makes
Canyon View one of the most unique boarding and training facilities in Southern
California. Additionally, the socialization that the dogs receive from interacting
together is invaluable.

| wholeheartedly ask that you continue to support Canyon View Ranch.

Sincerely,

cc: Travis Seawards C”h €,
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Department of Regional Planning BY:

320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

To: Regional Planning Commissioners
Re: Canyon View Ranch — CUP No. R2013-02633

Dear Commissioners:

| write this note to express my support for Canyon View Ranch and the renewal
of their Conditional Use Permit.

Canyon View Ranch has been an important asset to me and to my dog. The
tranquility of the Ranch and its location in the Santa Monica Mountains makes
Canyon View one of the most unique boarding and training facilities in Southern
California, and the socialization that the dogs get from interacting together is
invaluable.

| wholeheartedly ask that you continue to support Canyon View Ranch.
Sincerely,

1 .
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cc: Travis Seawards



Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

To: Regional Planning Commissioners
Re: Canyon View Ranch — CUP No. R2013-02633

Dear Commissioners:

| write this note to express my support for Canyon View Ranch and the renewal
of their Conditional Use Permit.

Canyon View Ranch has been an important asset to me and to my dog. The
tranquility of the Ranch and its location in the Santa Monica Mountains makes
Canyon View one of the most unique boarding and training facilities in Southern
California, and the socialization that the dogs get from interacting together is
invaluable.

| wholeheartedly ask that you continue to support Canyon View Ranch.

Sincerely,

oy —
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cc: Travis Seawards



Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

To: Regional Planning Commissioners
Re: Canyon View Ranch — CUP No. R2013-02633

Dear Commissioners:

I write this note to express my support for Canyon View Ranch and the renewal
of their Conditional Use Permit.

Canyon View Ranch has been an important asset to me and to my dog. The
tranquility of the Ranch and its location in the Santa Monica Mountains makes
Canyon View one of the most unique boarding and training facilities in Southern
California, and the socialization that the dogs get from interacting together is
invaluable.

| wholeheartedly ask that you continue to support Canyon View Ranch.

Sincerel
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cc: Travis Seawards



Department of Regional Planning
320 W. Temple Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

To: Regional Planning Commissioners
Re: Canyon View Ranch — CUP No. R2013-02633

Dear Commissioners:

| write this note to express my support for Canyon View Ranch and the renewal
of their Conditional Use Permit.

Canyon View Ranch has been an important asset to me and to my dog. The
tranquility of the Ranch and its location in the Santa Monica Mountains makes
Canyon View one of the most unique boarding and training facilities in Southern
California, and the socialization that the dogs get from interacting together is
invaluable.

| wholeheartedly ask that you continue to support Canyon View Ranch.

Sincerely,
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Travis Seawards

From: Lisa Johnson [lisajlasvegas@me.com]

Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 4:13 PM

To: Travis Seawards

Cc: Michael Kaplan; LISA JOHNSON

Subject: Canyon View Ranch - Kenne! Cough conditions

Hello Travis,

This is Lisa Johnson and Michael Kaplan reaching out to you regarding our two boxer puppies
that were recently boarded for obedience training at Canyon View Ranch. Please see details
below. We are VERY concerned about the conditions at CVR. We believe them to be out of
compliance with health standards for dogs and I understand they have also been operating
without a permit for over 2 years and apparently have turned inspectors away. I also don’t
understand why they are located in a residential area. At any rate after a 12 day stay our
dogs both contracted Parasites causing Severe Diarrhea and Kennel Cough that turned into full
blown pneumonia with our 15 month old. The owner Joe has been complacent about taking
responsibility and has not apologized for this happening. He did offer to pay us half our
vet bills, and truthfully this is not enough. We paid them $200@ for boarding/obedience and
thus far $2300 in vet bills plus more to come. They need to be exposed and shut down. The
facility may look beautiful on the outside but are teaming with parasites and disease inside.
The details of our experience are outlined below. Please advise if you can help in any way.
Thank you.

Best,
Lisa S. Johnson
Michael Kaplan

BELOW MY YELP REVIEW:

*CAUTION* Note currently 7/20/15, there are 38 Reviews on Yelp for Canyon View Ranch. 23 are
positive and 16 are NEGATIVE. WNearly 50% of these reviews are NEGATIVE - Before you read my
review, let this ratio speak for itself.

On June 29th, we took our two Boxers—one 15 months old, the other 5 months old—to Canyon View
Ranch Dog boarding and training facility in Topanga California. We were delighted with this
amazing facility we had toured a week prior, so while we went to Europe we brought our
beautiful healthy Boxers in to begin what was going to be boarded obedience training for a 30
day period. They assured us the facility was safe and clean, and that they required all dogs
to have appropriate shots to prevent disease. They charged my credit card $2,000 on June
29th.

On July 7th upon receiving a photo of our dogs, it was obvious that something was wrong with
our 15 month old Boxer. In the photo she looked unhappy and her ears were drooped. We
mentioned this to them in our response to the emailed photo. This should have been a red
alert for them to keep an eye on her. They did not respond to our email that we had any
concerns.

On July 18th we arrived at the facility and learned that both our dogs had severe diarrhea
and that our 15 month old Boxer was shaking-something we had never seen her do before. The 15
month old had diarrhea in her crate and they advised they had bathed her because she had gone
potty in her crate. We advised the facility that we wanted to take our dogs home that weekend
and bring them back on Monday. They discouraged us from taking the dogs home as they
explained it would greatly reduce the training already done however after lengthy discussion,
they agreed to let us take the dogs home after we suggested we extend their training an
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additional week. Thank goodness we did take them home for the weekend, with the intention to
return them on Monday, because the next day our oldest Boxer had not only the severe
diarrhea, she also had a bad running nose, watering eyes and had hacked and coughed all night
long. In the morning she did not even want to come out of her crate to go to the bathroom or
eat breakfast. Our 5 month old puppy Boxer had severe diarrhea.

on July 12th, we brought our dogs to their Vet. After an exam and a stool test, the Vet said
both of our dogs had caught parasites causing the diarrhea. As well they had contracted a
disease called Kennel Cough, at the Canyon View Ranch facility. The Vet prescribed 4 pills to
be administered twice per day to each dog, plus medicine to sprinkle on their food for
parasites. EIGHT pills a day is A LOT of pills. Approximately two days later our 15 month
old Boxer seemed to be getting worse, so we took her to a special hospital vet center. This
time, the vet placed her in the hospital and diagnosed her with pneumonia-all the result of
conditions at Canyon View Ranch. So far, we have spent $2,300 in medical bills for our two
dogs that were completely healthy prior to going to the Canyon View Dog facility.

We believe our 15 month old dog was already having diarrhea and was sick when we received the
July 7th photograph where she looks unhappy and her ears are drooped. They did not notify us
our dogs had diarrhea, nor that they had recently had another dog at their facility that had
pneumonia that the owner Joe revealed to us when we called and wrote to him with our
concerns.

Joe wrote “Hi Michael, I'm so sorry to hear about the K.C. I thought we were over it. The
last case was over 10 days ago." Later he tried to retract this and wrote:

“T would like to address another misunderstanding of what you thought I said. When I said
that we had a dog that came down with pneumonia, the dog actually came down with it when he
was at home, not when he was boarding with us”. Further he wrote:

“KC is passed from one dog to another, which is why we isolate any dog if it is showing
symptoms”. Yet they never isolated our dog when it was showing symptoms when we mentioned our
15 month old looked unhappy and had drooping ears, from the July 7th photo.

It’s perplexing they encouraged us to keep our dogs there to continue training, completely
unaware that anything was wrong with them when we wanted to take them home for the weekend.
Had we not brought our dogs home for the weekend its frightening to think how our 15 month
old dogs health would have worsened had we not caught her kennel cough, that in fact turned
to pneumonia, had she stayed there any more days. Our 5 month old baby Boxer’s condition has
also worsened since we brought her home. At first she did not display any issues other than
severe diarrhea, but the day after our 15 month old was diagnosed, the baby began to cough so
she had to be put on all the meds as well, and her condition has worsened, she now coughs,
has runny nose and diarrhea. We are hoping we got her on the meds in time to where it will
not progress any further. Meanwhile our 15 month old had to stay two nights in the overnight
hospital, she is that sick they wanted to keep her under close observation. Pneumonia is not
something you can play with, kennel cough clearly can easily progress to pneumonia when not
treated right away and baby puppies can die from it.

We picked our girls up 1@ days ago now and they STILL have bad diarrhea, the 15 month old is
still listless and coughing badly. Our baby boxer seems to have responded well to the
medication and is doing better, still has diarrhea though. Over 10 days both girls have bad
diarrhea. Imagine how you would feel physically if you had the same condition.

Canyon View Ranch looks like a beautiful paradise for dogs on the outside but is teaming
with disease on the inside and the owner Joe is complacent about taking accountability for
his property and the grief they have caused us and our beautiful Boxers, not to mention we
paid them $2000 for two weeks of boarded training and thus far $238@ in medical bills. Pure
outrage. Had Joe or his staff told us when we checked the dogs in that they had had kennel
cough and pneumonia issues with another dog(s) recently we would not have left our dogs at
their facility. They should have an obligation to keep their facility free from such disease
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and should an outbreak occur be obligated to notify dog owners their dog may be subjected to
this condition. Joe has offered to reimburse us half of the medical bills. This however is
not a good enough resolution. Canyon View Ranch should take full responsibility for their
negligence, despite they make you sign a contract that your dog may get kennel cough while
staying at their facility. They need to take stronger measures and accountability to keep
their facility so clean no dogs get it. Our sweet boxer got an EXTREME case of it and we
have been worried sick about her. We have had to change our schedules to accommodate her
medical needs. It has been a very stressful and expensive experience for both our dogs and
us.



DONIGER & FETTER
3713 Lowry Road
Los Angeles, CA 90027
(213) 675-1880

tom ¢ donigerandfetter.com

I'homas Doniger Henry D. Feuer
Of Counsel

July 28, 2015

I'he lonorable Esther L. Valadez, Commissioner
I'he Honorable Stephanie Princetl. Commissioner
The Honorable David W. Louie, Commissioner
The Honorable Curt Pedersen. Commissioner
I'he Honorable Pat Modugno. Commissioner
Department of Regional Planning

320 W. Temple Street. 13" Floor

[Los Angeles. California 90012

Re: Project No. R2013-02633-(3); CUP No. 201300135

Conditional Use Permit to Allow and Expand Maintenance of a Dog

Kennel at 1558 Will Geer Road, Topanga, California, Petitioned by
Randall Neece and Joseph Timko. .

Dear Commissioners:

I am again writing you on behall of L. Elsie, LLC (the “LLC"), the record owner
ol the parcel of real property commonly described as 1370 Will Geer Road, Topanga
Canyon, California 90290 (the ~Elsie property™). The purpose of this letter is to report o
you with respect to a recent discussion I had with County Counsel regarding the above-
referenced application for a permit. | requested an opportunity to discuss the legal points
regarding access 10 the subject Kennel with County Counsel because the May 13. 2015
public hearing did not provide a full opportunity to discuss those legal points, as speakers
are limited to three minutes.

Prior to my conversation with Mr. Joseph Nicchitta of County Counsel, [ wrote
him an email. a copy of which is attached to this letter, for your review. Mr. Nicchitta
and I enjoyed a cordial and informative discussion regarding the legal points [ previously
raised by letters and which were raised. very briefly, in the hearing with respect to the
above-referenced project.



t urge cach of you to have a full discussion with County Counsel regarding
whether the Commission has the legal power — jurisdiction - to issue the requested
permit. While | will not presume to speak for Mr. Nicchitta. nor do 1 claim to be privy to
County Counsel’s advice (o his Commissioner clients, you should be fully advised as to
the legal issues before acting on the Kennel’s application. Indeed, it is your duty to be
tully advised.

[ befieve that you will be advised by vour counsel, contrary to the arguments
advanced to defend the [egality ot issuance of the permit at the hearing, that: (1) County
Code §22.24.090.A doves not provide the County with a “safe harbor™ to grant the
requested permit. despite the violation of the neighboring easements; (2) LT-WR, LLC v.
California Coastal Commission, 151 Cal. App. 4" 770 (2007), the case relied upon by the
applicants, does not support issuance of the subject permit and is irrelevant to the
application before the Commission; (3) The Commission is required to both recognize the
existence and scope of the neighboring recorded easements and to refrain from issuing
permits which violate those recorded casements: and (4) The Commission must follow
the law of California which prohibits the granting of the requested permit and. therefore,
would make issuance of such a permit an w/tra vires act by the Commission,

In short, unlike the Commission which originally issued a permit to the Kennel in
2003 (the applicable 2003 Findings show that the access issues raised here were not then
identified or addressed). you and your counsel have been apprised of the aceess issues and
have the applicable law and controlling legal authorities before you. You have no choice
but to tollow them.

spactfully submitted,

Thomas Doniger
ce:

I'riavis Seaward, Regional Planner

Cnna Natoli, Supervising Regional Planner

County Counsel, ¢/o Commission Services

Joseph Nicchitta, [:sq.
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G M I 1 Thomas Doniger <tom@donigerandfetter.com>

RE: Project No. R2013-02633-(3); CUP No. 201300135 Conditional Use Permit to
Allow and Expand Maintenance of a Dog Kennel at 1558 Will Geer Road,

Topanga, California,
1 message

Thomas Doniger <tom@donigerandfetter.com> Tue, Jun 2, 2015 at 313 PM
Taor "Nicchitta, Joseph M." <jnicchita@counsel.lacounty. gov>

itin

Mr. Nicchitia.

I wanted to email you in advance of our conversation, scheduled for the 5th of this month, to raise two legal points
which | hope to discuss with you. These two points are based upon the two speaking points you made in your
response to Commissioner Princell's inquiry of you at the hearing on May 13. As you may recall, she inquired as
to whether my statement of the applicable law as to the illegality of the Kennel's access over private easements
along Will Geer Road were correcl.

Taking the second of your points first — that County Code §22.24 090.A rendered legal the Kennel's use of lesser
zoned private easements along Will Geer Road - you argued that this Section aliowed "[a]ccess 1o property
lawfully used for a purpose not permitted in Zone A-1" and, therefore, the Kennel could use the A-1 zoned
easements over its neighbors’ property for access to its A-2 zoned commercial business. While | believe each of
the arguments | advanced in my May 8, 2015 letter to rebut this contention are meritorious, | invite you lo consider
one other argument, not advanced in that letter, about which there can be no genuine debate.

By its express terms, this Section applies only lo uses which are "subject to the same limitations and conditions
provided in Section 22.20.090 (Zone R-1)." The Kennels's A-2 zoned commercial business cannot be operated
"subject to the same limitations and conditions” of R-1 zoning, cannot be operated in Zone R-1 and, therefore,
Section 22.24.090 A could not (even if construed as you cantend) allow the servient tenements' easements to be
used for "[ajccess to [the Kennel's| property " This argument is not open to debate. Accordingly, the Commission
should be advised that this Section does not, as a matter of law, allow issuance of the subject CUP with its
concomitant violation of the servient landowners' easement rights

Your second point in response to Commissioner Princetl's inquiry was that:

REALLY THAT REQUIRE A DECISION BY THIS COMMISSION AS TO THE SCOPE AND EXTENT TO HAVE
OF THE LEGAL RIGHTS OF THE TENANTS AND TYPICALLY THAT IS NOT AN APPROPRIATE
DETERMINATION FOR THIS COMMISSION TO MAKE.THIS COMMISSION MAKES LAND USE BASED
DECISIONS, DETERMINATIONS BASED ON LAND USE.THERE IS EVIDENCE OF AN EASEMENT, IT IS
THERE FOR ROAD PURPOSE, THERE IS EVIDENCE THAT IT'S BEING USED FOR ROAD PURPOSES, ITS
BEEN USED FOR THAT PURPOSE FOR SOME TIME [Quoting available transcript of the May 13, 2015 hearing]

This was your argument in response to my point, supported by several cases, thal it was both a violation of the
servient landowners' rights and a zoning violation, as a matter of law, to issue a CUP which required use of A-1
zoned easements for access to an A-2 zoned commercial business. The case you relied upon (LT-WR) to
support your argurnent does not support your argument and is not relevant to the issue presented. Not only can
the Commission recognize the recorded zoning of the relevant dominant and servient properties and the recorded
scope and descriptions of the relevant easements (this case does not involve mere "evidence of an easement”. as
you stated and as LT-WR considered), it is required to do so, as a matter of law. That is, of course, how "land use
based decisions” are made - the role of the Commission, as you pointed out to Commissioner Princell. In fact,
the Staff Analysis recognized and relied upon precisely such matters — as the staff is required to do. The
Commission is not permitted to ignore the legal rights and obligations of the affected land owners (all of record), to
deliberately create zoning violations and to abdicate its legal and ethical obligations by so doing.

Simifarly, the suggestion that the cases | cited (Teachers, City & Co. of San Francisco, Bartholomew) are
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somehaw "special facls” cases which do not bind the Commission and will not be followed by the courts is also
incorrect. These are not "special facts” cases - they are the leading cases on the points for which they have
been cited. Other cases and treatises support those authorities and the legal bases on which these cases were
decided - and they must and will be followed. There is simply no genuine dispute as to the identity and effect of
these controlling authorities which would render wuitra vires the issuance of the requested CUP.

| understand that the applicants for the subject CUP have actively supported the past and present District
Supervisor, as well as their staffs. However, whatever the politicians and their appointees may do as a resuit of
such support, it remains a public lawyer's duty to understand and present the law objectively and accurately. | look
forward to our discussion of these and other points on Friday

Thank you.

Thamas Doniger

Doniger & Fetler

3713 Lowry Rd.

Los Angeles, CA 90027
tom@donigerandfetter com
tel 323 644 971

fax 323 927 1850

cell 213 675 1880
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2029 Century Park East, Suite 2100

Los Angeles, Californi -
NICHOLSON P 3102842200 F. $10.206.2100

I.i_ COX CASTLE Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP
&

Charles J. Moore
310.284.2286
cmoore(@coxcastle.com

File No. 36009
August 13, 2015

BY HAND DELIVERY

Regional Planning Commission
County of Los Angeles

320 West Temple Street, Room 150
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Canyon View Boarding and Training Ranch for Dogs,
1558 Will Geer Road, Topanga; Renewal of Conditional Use Permit; Case
Number R2013-02633-(3); Hearing Date: August 26, 2013

Dear Commissioners:

We represent Randall Neece and Joseph Timko, the applicants for the above-referenced
request to renew a conditional use permit for their existing dog training and boarding facility
(dog ranch) in Topanga.

This is the third letter we have delivered to the planning commission in support of our
client’s exceptional dog training and boarding facility. Copies of our previous letters are being
resubmitted for the commission’s convenience, after the three month continuance of the public
hearing. The ranch has operated successfully for fifteen years on five acres in rural Topanga and
this proceeding involves a request to renew the prior conditional use permit and continue
operating the dog ranch.

The planning department is recommending that you renew the conditional use permit
authorizing the dog ranch. The department recommends a maximum boarding capacity of sixty
dogs, but only during peak periods. During off-season times, the department recommends that
you limit the capacity to forty five dogs.

We believe that these limits are arbitrary, with no relationship to either meaningful
operating standards or necessary mitigation.

We propose instead a dog capacity based upon actual performance, and relying on shuttle
van pickups and deliveries, and insured by limits on client visits, and verified by actual trip
counts on nearby private roads.

We propose to maintain an annual average of sixty dogs daily, with seasonal fluctuations,
as explained in the following pages.

www.coxcastle.com Los Angeles | Orange County | San Francisco

R L T T T T )



Regional Planning Commission
August 13, 2015
Page 2

THERE IS A SCARCITY OF ESSENTIAL PUBLIC SERVICES FOR DOGS

In our previous letters, we explained why the dog ranch should be allowed to continue
providing services involving dog training, owner instruction, safe boarding and community
education.

Zoning restrictions in most cities forbid outdoor kennels. Urban land has intense
development including apartment complexes or residential subdivisions.

The result is that urbanization leaves room only for indoor facilities and warehouses in
industrial areas, or store fronts with daycare operations.

Any existing outdoor facility, and there are not many, is either grand-fathered, or located
in remote areas away from dog populations and dog owners.

The result is that there is a rise in home-based boarding and illegal kennels. These home
occupations are not licensed, regulated or inspected.

The applicant has given up the search for alternate land to develop an outdoor dog
facility. The only alternate opportunities include indoor warehouses and buildings. Significantly,
the planning department is independently developing recommendations and a draft ordinance to
improve the quality of care for dogs.

OVERVIEW OF CANYON VIEW’S HISTORICAL BOARDING TRENDS
We are proposing to maintain an annual average of sixty daily dog boardings at the ranch.

Attached is an overview of boardings throughout the year based on original records. For
most of the year (eight months), the ranch operates with moderate numbers of dogs (thirty to
sixty dogs). Even during peak business periods (four months only), the number of client trips to
and from the ranch (average five to ten clients per day) has little relationship to the higher
number of dogs being boarded (sixty to ninety dogs) during the four peak months. See Tab 1.

COST AND EXPENSE ANALYSIS FOR FEASIBLE RANCH OPERATION

In our initial report to the planning department, following the planning commission’s
hearing last May, we proposed a feasible limit of sixty dogs to be boarded this Summer. We
offered written verifications on the daily dog limit. We asked traffic engineers to prepare a
traffic study to show that using shuttle vans are effective to pick up and deliver dogs. Finally, we
provided the attached cost and expense analysis to prove the need to board up to sixty dogs this
summer.

The annual average of sixty dogs is feasible, protects the rural community, and allows
this exceptional facility to stay in business. See Tab 2.



Regional Planning Commission
August 13, 2015
Page 3

HISTORICAL OFF-PEAK OPERATIONS AND FEWER DOGS

We have attached useful charts to show total daily dogs, shuttle stops, and client visits in
the off-peak winter. The charts reveal that client traffic and shuttle stops are not directly
proportional to the fluctuating number of dogs boarded. Note that the dog count goes up with
Spring break. Significantly there is not much difference in either client traffic or shuttle stops

when the daily dog counts flucfate. ~The applicant-has verified-these numbers;-using original
ranch files and reports. See Tab 3.

A SIXTY DOG CAPACITY PROVED AN EFFECTIVE
OPERATION THIS SUMMER

The ranch pegged its daily boardings at sixty dogs this Summer, and informed the
planning department.

The applicant counted total daily dogs, shuttle van stops for dogs and client trips at the
ranch. Logs were produced to explain the resulting beneficial limit on traffic. The applicant has
verified these numbers which were compiled from ranch records for client visits and shuttle van
stops for dogs.

The various counts were performed in order to help focus all interested parties on the
principle issue of vehicle trips.

The shuttle numbers reflect the number of stops for pick up or delivery (not the number
of dogs). We wanted to measure traffic and not the number of heads.

The client trips combine drop-offs, pickups, lessons and evaluations. If there is a higher
number some days, it may be because of lessons or evaluations, and not just boarding drop offs
or pickups.

The total dog count reflects an end of day report, and it should be reflected in any permit
condition too. Otherwise an inspector could count more dogs than the ranch should have, when
extra dogs have not checked out or the shuttie has not departed with deliveries.

Finally, please note that traffic counts on Hillside Drive and Will Geer Road are being
compiled by our traffic consultant and the results will be available at the planning commission
hearing. See Tab 4.

TWO RECENT DAYS AT THE RANCH

Attached are traffic logs prepared by the applicants for two recent days at the training and
boarding ranch. This information reveals the positive effect of the applicant’s reliance on shuttle
vans for dogs and simultaneous limits on client visits. We will file presently an approved traffic
report prepared by our traffic engineer conducted on the same two days. The report will confirm
prior positive comments from the county’s own department of public works. See Tab 5.
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INSPECTION NOTES

We made notes for each weekly planning department inspection since the June public
hearing in order to assist in identifying any important issue of neighborhood compatibility. The
inspections show that only minor issues exist, despite continuing protests by a neighborhood
developer. Noise, odors, pickup and delivery services are not actual issues on this five acre dog
ranch. The inspection notes are attached. See Tab 6.

CANYON VIEW RANCH AND
SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENT NEXT DOOR

Several persons opposing the dog ranch are nearby realtors and builders who profit from
intensification of residential development even in rural settings like the Topanga. Nevertheless,
dog ranches are appropriate and essential in rural settings.

Photographs are attached to help describe the intensification of Topanga residential
development and suggest the ambition of nearby realtors and developers in Topanga. The
nearby developers may see the five acre dog ranch as an impediment for large homes and large
footprints, disturbed areas and encroaching urban scale in rural Topanga. See Tab 7.

CONCLUSION

We hope that the preceding points, and the accompanying information, will be helpful in
your discussion of this important facility. We look forward to appearing at the upcoming hearing
to answer any questions that you may have.

Vepy thuly yours,

foe
Charles J.\Moore
CIM/klp i
36009/6887062v1
cc: Each Commissioner
Sorin Alexanian
Mi Kim

Travis Seawards



DOG CAPACITY OVERVIEW

The concept of free-range boarding where dogs are allowed to socialize and play together in
large yards had never been attempted prior to Canyon View Ranch. There were no other
facilities like it with which to base a business model. Procedures and policies were developed
from scratch, yards were built and modified, safety precautions implemented, and everything
from logistics to staffing were refined over time to create this unique facility.

Early on, it became clear that this type of boarding was very labor intensive compared to staffing
a standard kennel. Caring for live animals that are outdoors playing throughout the day requires
far more personnel than if dogs are simply confined to indoor spaces. This requires different
shifts of employees to supervise the yards 14 hours a days, seven days a week. The same number
of personnel including shuttle drivers, administrative and office staff, and grounds crew are
required whether there are 30 dogs or 100,

During the busier times (approximately 135 days throughout the year), the average is 60 to 80
dogs, and on a few occasions up to 100. The remaining eight months throughout the year when
there is less demand for boarding, capacity will vary between 30 and 60 dogs. (See attached
calendar.) An average of 60 dogs per day is needed to cover fixed expenses including payroll,
insurance, taxes, and maintenance on the five-acre facility. (See attached chart.)

The numbers of dogs being boarded has little significance to the number of client trips to and
from the ranch. Most clients utilize Canyon View’s door-to-door shuttle service and have no
reason to drive to the facility. Dogs often stay for days, weeks, or even months at a time and
many clients have multiple dogs staying at the facility concurrently.

Since 2002 when the CUP was first approved, Canyon View has experienced substantial
increases in insurance, workers compensation, taxes, and other fixed costs that, in some cases,
have more than doubled and tripled over the years. Yet, during that same span of time, the
conditions of the CUP have remained locked in for 15 years.

Other costs have escalated as well. The shuttle service was required as a condition of the CUP
and added further expenses to the operation, The company offers its employees full health care
benefits, paid time off, paid family leave, paid holidays, and entry level positions starting at far
above the minimum wage. These have all added significantly to the operating costs.

If the business is to remain financially sustainable, the limit on the numbers of dogs at peak times
and during off-season times of the year must also be adjusted. Money reserves from the peak
summer months and holidays are critical to offset the eight months throughout the year when the
number of dogs being boarded drops substantially.

Canyon View Ranch is committed to continuing to provide decent wages with full benefits to its
workforce while offering services that are affordable to its customers. Dog capacity is the
pivotal factor in Canyon View’s ability to achieve that and to maintain the quality of care that
clients expect and their dogs deserve.



Peak Times for Boarding
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Christmas/New Years December 18 through January 4
President’s Day February 13-16
Spring Break March 27 - April 12
Memorial Day May 22 -25

Summer June 15 through August 30
Labor Day September4-7
Thanksgiving November 20 - 30

Staff Payroll

Malntenanca
& Repairs

Food &
Supplies

Shuttle Vans
Advertising

Insurance

Accounling

& Legal
Utilities

Taxes

CANYON VIEW RANCH
Operating Expenses

Dogs needed per day to cover costs
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2029 Century Park East, Suite 2100
f&
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NICHOLSON P: 3102842200 F: 310.284.2100

Charles J. Moore
310.284.2286
cmoore@coxcastle.com

File No. 36009
June 10, 2015

Mr. Sorin Alexanian

Depury Director

County of Los Angeles
Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Conditional Use Permit
Case Number R2013-02633-(3); Continued Hearing Date August 26, 2015

Dear Mr. Alexanian:

Canyon View Ranch for Dogs (CVR) has operated successfully in Topanga for fifteen years,
attracting praise from dog owners, the media, animal care and control interest groups and
environmentalists. The initial conditional use permit granted in 2002 limited the number of dogs
boarded at thirty. Shuttle programs and appointment-only schedules were instituted to avoid
intrusions on the few neighbors once the popularity of CVR became apparent and more dogs were
accepred.

In the pending matter, CVR is asking the planning commission to renew the permit and
revise the number of dogs boarded. The planning staff after a two year review process is
recommending renewal and up to sixty dogs during peak periods.

The planning commission hearing on May 13 was continued without action to August
26. A request was also made that CVR limit the number of dogs boarded to thirty until the August

hearing.

This initial letter and the attachment constitute the initial report of CVR following the
planning commission’s hearing.

Confronted with a ninety day postponement of the hearing, and no opportunity to discuss
the drastic impact 2 thirty dog limit would have in the three busiest months of the year, CVR
respectfully offers the following details:

. The number of reservations for boarding already exceeds thirty in this peak vacation
period, just as in recent years during the summer months.

www.coxcastle.com Los Angeles | Orange County | San Francisco



Regional Planning Department
June 10, 2015
Page 2

. Peak business in the summer months is essential to sustain this business and cover
costs in the other nine months of each year when the number of dogs boarded is

always far less.

J Sixty dogs boarded is the annual average necessary to sustain CVR, with inevitable
scasonal fluctuations. Fewer dogs are usually boarded during nine months of the

year.

. CVR will most likely have to close by the end of this year if it is limited to thirty
dogs per day this summer. The summer provides the profit needed to sustain CVR

in the other nine months.

CVR is limiting the daily number of dogs to sixty until the August hearing. CVR will insure
that this number is not exceeded and will provide written verifications of the limitation. Of course,
the planning department is also invited to monitor CVR. CVR will also ask traffic engineers to
prepare a traffic study while a maximum of sixty dogs arc boarded during the summer. The study
will be ready prior to the next public hearing.

Finally, CVR explains in the attachment its operating costs and expenses, and its need 1o
board up to sixty dogs daily this summer.

We look forward to providing further reports dyring the summer, prior to the planning
commission’s August hearing. Please contact us with any giiestions or comments.

Charles J| Moore

CJM/klp

Encl.

03600916956309v1

cc: Richard Bruckner
Mark Child
Jon Sanabria
Jose De La Rosa
Mi Kim

Travis Seawards



Cost and Expense Analysis

Before Canyon View Ranch was created there were no other facilities like it with which
to base our business model. Procedures and policies were developed from scratch, yards
were built and modified, safety precautions implemented, and over time, logistics from
staffing to dog capacity were refined.

Added to the many unknowns at the time Canyon View Ranch was first conceived were
the economic factors in keeping the ranch financially sustainable.

The number of dogs at the Ranch varies greatly depending on the time of year. It
is a seasonal business and relies on the income from the peak summer months and
the weeks leading up to major holidays to sustain the business through the slower
times when fewer people go out of town, and the business drops off significantly.

This type of boarding has proven to be very labor intensive compared to staffing a
standard kennel facility. We are caring for live animals that cannot be left in their
crates for endless hours. Our day begins at 7 am when the dogs are let outside
and ends at 8 pm when it’s lights out. This requires two shifts each day to cover
those hours, and the dogs are here 7 days a week. Whether there are 30 dogs or
100, the same number of yard attendants, shuttle drivers, administrative and office
personnel, and grounds crew are required.

What little flexibility we have in adjusting positions and people during the slower
times, our preference is to keep everyone employed year round. That requires
money reserves from the income during our busier times of the year.

Approximately half of the operating expenses are allocated toward covering
payroll, and at our current boarding and training rates, this alone requires the
income from 25 dogs each and every day of the year.

Fixed costs and rapid increases in insurance, workers compensation, health care
benefits to staff, wages far above minimum wage, raises, etc. were unknowns at
the time of the initial CUP, but in some cases they have more than doubled since
2002 while our dog capacity has been limited to 30 for the past decade.

Costs of added services such as shuttle vans and drivers, fuel, maintenance and
insurance were never factored into the original concept but became requirements
of the CUP.

Maintaining the physical plant and infrastructure to keep it running and looking
immaculate has increased every year, regardless of the numbers of dogs.

Costs to obtain the initial CUP and then costs to renew it ten years Jater were also
never factored in but have resulted in caring for more than 2,500 dogs just to
cover the expenses.

As a result of the recession, training and boarding rates have not been raised in the
past seven years while operational costs have continued to escalate. We have
been awaiting renewal to establish a reasonable rate increase without turning
Canyon View Ranch into a place for only the rich and famous.



CANYON VIEW RANCH
Operating Expenses

Dogs needed per day to cover costs
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¥ These are fixed costs that do not change with the numbers of dogs.

s The average income per dog per day is $60.

Boading is $57.50 per day and with training it's $70 per day. However discounts are offered for
multiple dogs in one family, extended stays, and 15% discount to all Topanga Residents.

= Expenses are operational costs only and do not include: owner's income, mortgage, or any profit.

B Staffing Monday thru Saturday:

7am -4 pm Opening Crew - 2 yard attendants, 1 food and med prep

8:30 - 5:30 Manager. 2 trainers, van driver, receptionist
11am - 8 pm Closing Crew - 2 yard attendants

Staffing Sunday:

7 am -4 pm Opening Crew - 2 yard attendants, 1 food and med prep

11 am - 8 pm Closing Crew - 2 yard attendants



OFF-PEAK OPERATIONS

Date
2/1/2014
2/2/2014
2/3/2014
2/4/2014
2/5/2014
2/6/2014
2/7/2014
2/8/2014
2/9/2014
2/10/2014
2/11/2014
2/12/2014
2/13/2014
2/14/2014

2/15/2014
2/16/2014

2/17/2014
2/18/2014
2/19/2014
2/20/2014
2/21/2014
2/22/2014
2/23/2014
2/24/2014
2/25/2014
2/26/2014
2/27/2014
2/28/2014

Total Dogs
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Date
3/1/2014
3/2/2014
3/3/2014
3/4/2014
3/5/2014

3/6/2014

3/7/2014
3/8/2014
3/9/2014
3/10/2014
3/11/2014
3/12/2014
3/13/2014
3/14/2014
3/15/2014
3/16/2014
3/17/2014
3/18/2014
3/19/2014
3/20/2014
3/21/2014
3/22/2014
3/23/2014
3/24/2014
3/25/2014
3/26/2014
3/27/2014
3/28/2014
3/29/2014
3/30/2014
3/31/2014

Total Dogs

41
41
43
40
42
52
65
64
64
51
44
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64
64
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58
61
68
88
98
98
86
88
92
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OPERATIONS THIS SUMMER KEPT AT 60 DOGS MAXIMUM

Date
6/1/2015
6/2/2015
6/3/2015
6/4/2015
6/5/2015
6/6/2015
6/7/2015
6/8/2015
6/9/2015
6/10/2015
6/11/2015
6/12/2015
6/13/2015
6/14/2015
6/15/2015
6/16/2015
6/17/2015
6/18/2015
6/19/2015
6/20/2015
6/21/2015
6/22/2015
6/23/2015
6/24/2015
6/25/2015
6/26/2015
6/27/2015
6/28/2015
6/29/2015
6/30/2015

Total Dogs Shuttle Stops Client Trips
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57
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58
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Date
7/1/2015
7/2/2015
7/3/2015
7/4/2015
7/5/2015
7/6/2015
7/7/2015
7/8/2015
7/9/2015
7/10/2015
7/11/2015
7/12/2015
7/13/2015
7/14/2015
7/15/2015
7/16/2015
7/17/2015
7/18/2015
7/19/2015
7/20/2015
7/21/2015
7/22/2015
7/23/2015
7/24/2015
7/25/2015
7/26/2015
7/27/2015
7/28/2015
7/29/2015
7/30/2015
7/31/2015

Total Dogs  Shuttle Stops Client Trips

59
60
60
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60
58
57
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59
58
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60
59
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TWO RECENT DAYS AT THE RANCH
Traffic Log for Thursday, July 16, 2015

Client Arrivals and Departures Staff and Shuttle Arrivals and Departures
12:15 Client 1 arrives 6:28 1" shift arrives (1 car)

12:18 Client 1 leaves Grounds Crew arrive (1 car)

12:25 Client 2 arrives 8:28 Office staff arrives (1 car)

12:42 Client 2 leaves
10:02 2™ Shift arrives (1 car)
14:07 Client 3 arrives
14:20 Client 3 leaves I1:13 Shuttle Van Departs
15:17 Client 4 arrives 12:28 Staff leaves (1 car)
15:28 Client 4 leaves
14:57 Shuttle van returns
16:09 1* Shift Leaves
17:29 Office Staff and owner leave (1 car)
18:58 2™ Shift leaves
19:53 Owner returns

Traffic Log for Friday, July 17, 2014

Client Arrivals and Departures Staff and Van Arrivals and Departures

8:27 Client | arrives 6:31 1% Shift Arrives (1 car)
8:33 Client | leaves

7:10  Grounds Crew arrive (1 car)
8:59 Client 2 arrives
9:08 Client 2 leaves 8:20 Office Staff arrive (1 car)

9:18 Client 3 arrives 9:36  Shuttle 1 leaves
9:30 Client 3 leaves
9:58 2™ Shift arrives (1 car)
10:37 Client 4 arrives
10:40 Client 4 leaves 11:29 Shuttle 2 leaves

10:37 Client 5 arrives 12:34 Shuttle 1 returns
10:50 Client 5 arrives

15:16 Shuttle 2 returns
11:58 Client 6 arrives
12:13 Client 6 leaves 16:20 1% Shift leaves

14:03 Client 7 arrives 17:51 Grounds Crew leaves
14:12 Client 7 leaves
17:57 Office Staff leaves

19:24 2™ Shift Leaves



NOTES DESCRIBING RECENT COUNTY INSPECTIONS

June 3rd

Phil Chung and Timothy Stapleton

Total Dog Count = 60

Gave them End of Day reports, shuttle schedule, and arrival/departure list

Inspected storage room for products used. All biodegradable. Check grooming.

Check Trash containers and observed dog waste is tied off bag and in the closed trash bin

June 10th

Phil Chung and Timothy Stapleton

Total Dog Count = 60

Gave them End of Day reports, shuttle schedule, and arrival/departure list
Performed a head count of dogs. Checked storage room. Checked grooming.
Check Trash containers.

June 16th

Phil Chung and Timothy Stapleton

Dog Count = 57

Performed a physical head of dogs. Gave them all the reports.
Checked storage room.

Showed them large dog yard (all dogs were in)

Checked grooming

Checked Trash Cans

July 6th
Phil Chung and Timothy Stapleton

Dog Count 58 end of day

Head count during inspection was 48 (van had not yet arrived with check ins)
Gave them End of Day Reports for July 3,4, 5, and 6

Checked storage room

Checked grooming

Checked trash cans

July 23rd
Phil and Tim

Dog Count 60 end of day

Asked for records from 16th to 23rd

Shuttle van schedule and appt schedule

This time Phil had the CUP draft and began asking lots of questions. His first comment was that
our sign out front was a different dimension that what was listed on the CUP. (That’s because I
was asked at the hearing the dimensions and just guessed at it.)

They walked around and noted the lighting in the back, two post lantern-type lights, are not

shielded — as it says in the CUP that they should be. These have been there since the building
was built, they are behind a wall with trees on the other side, and are not visible to any neighbor).

036009\7080376v2 1



He wanted to take the documents with him (as he did in the past), however, this time it was a
week’s worth of documents. I asked him where these documents are kept and who has access to
them? Phil replied that they go in his file and they’re all part of public records. I said that I was
not comfortable with that. Phil showed me the CUP language, and I pointed it out that it said we
must allow any county personnel to inspect the records. It said nothing about taking copies of
those records off the premises. He backed down immediately, and they did not leave with any
records. Only what they wrote down.

Joe took them around to get a head count and to inspect the storage shed and the trash containers,
and grooming.

Meanwhile, I called Chuck and asked him if the reports they wanted to take with them were
considered public recordsm and Chuck assured me that they are enforcement records and are not
subject to public review. Then Chuck speculated that maybe they are considering this part of the
CUP process, and then the records would be open to public review.

I saw Phil and Tim as they were leaving and let them know that I had called Chuck and he
wasn’t sure about the records. They said that was fine and understood, and that they didn’t need

them.

Saturday, August 1st

Phil and Tim arrived on a Saturday at about 10:30 am. They wanted to see the same documents
of End of Day report, pick up and drop off shuttle schedule, check in and check outs, and
appointments.

We brought all the dogs inside the building for their head count.

Joe told Phil that I had transcribed some of the hearing and what was said, and Joe clarified with
Phil that he wasn't the one who said anything about inspections being turned away. Joe did show
him what he said regarding bleach and then asked him where he saw this bleach. Joe told him
that we had already switched over to Accel. Then Phil thought maybe it was his inspection
before and he just smelled it. Joe then explained to him that a lot of disinfectants can have a
chemical smell even biodegradable ones. Unless he saw bottles of bleach, he shouldn't be teiling
the commissioners that he did.

I was in Tahoe but watching and listening to it all through the security cameras. I got on the
phone with Phil and said hello, and explained that the neighbors have really latched on to some
misstatements made at the hearing and told him how neighbors now think that we pour
thousands of gallons of bleach into the aquifer. I explained that even back in the days when
that's all there was available, it was never hosed down. It was sprayed on and left to evaporate.
That's quite different than pouring thousands of gallons into the aquifer. Iasked Phil for the date
of the inspection when he claimed he smelled bleach, and let him now that I keep records as to
when we switched to other products. I would like to know the date so I can see exactly what we
were using at the time.

036007080376v2 2



I also repeated to Phil what Joe said about someone else - not him - stating we turned away
inspectors. I said that I don't delete my emails and have them from 2010. What actually
happened is not at all the way it was presented at the hearing, and we feel a little bit like we were
thrown under the bus.

He was caught off guard by all of this and went into quiet mode.

He asked Joe if he could take records with him, and I got on the phone again and said no. We
don't know who can see them and they are confidential company records. The CUP requires us
to let them examine the records, not take company records off the property.

He asked for the records from the past week. Joe told Kari to pull them together.

Phil read off the stats as Tim wrote them down.
Client Drop off = 3 dogs

Client Pick Ups = 5 dogs

Departures = 6 dogs (3 were on the shuttle)
Arrivals = 9 dogs (5 were on the shuttle)

End of Day = 60

Joe asked Joe about the sign size and the lighting out back again and if we had addressed it, and
since Joe didn't know what you and I had discussed, [ got back on the phone again and explained
that the dimensions would be changed in the new CUP language as will the lighting conditions.
If the neighbors can't see it, it shouldn't be an issue nor need blinders. We need to see the dogs in
that back area behind the building, it's never been the source of any complaint.

Tim was looking at the illustration of the ranch that is framed on the wall and asked Joe about
the Training Yard. He wanted to know if that is where we do our training. Joe told him yes, it
was one of the places. We also do it in the kitchen (as they have observed), we do it out in the
driveway so the dogs get used to cars coming and going and other dogs (good distraction
training), and we even take them down to the horses and train the dogs around them.

They went off on a Head Count of dogs with Joe and it all went fine at 60 dogs. When they

came back, that was the end. They didn’t take down info about the previous week even though
Kari had prepared it for them.

036009\7080376v2 3
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Canyon View Ranch on the Mesa in 2000
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