MEMORANDUM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer
TO:

Board of Supervisors

DATE: July 6, 2021

FROM:

Steve Pedretti, Agency Director

BY:

Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner

SUBJECT:

Continuance of Third-Party Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Approval of a Minor Use
Permit (PLN19-00212) (continued from June 8, 2021)

ACTIONS REQUESTED
1. Consider final action on the third-party appeal filed by Sierra George on behalf of the Millertown Road
Community on the following.
2. Grant the third-party appeal filed by Sierra George on behalf of the Millertown Road Community.
3. Overturn the Planning Commission’s decision to deny the appeal (filed by the applicant) of the Zoning
Administrators decision, resulting in a denial of the Minor Use Permit, supported by findings in the staff
report.
BACKGROUND
On June 8, 2021, the Board of Supervisors (Board) conducted a Public Hearing to consider a third-party
appeal filed by Sierra George on behalf of the Millertown Road Community. The third-party appeal was filed
following the Planning Commission’s February 25, 2021 decision to deny the appeal (filed by the applicant)
of the Zoning Administrator’s decision to deny the Minor Use Permit (PLN19-00212), and the Planning
Commission’s decision to approve the Minor Use Permit to allow a cellular communications facility. The
project includes the installation of a new 88' Monopine Tower within a 37' x 32' Fenced Compound with 12
antennas, 4 per sector, 4 surge suppressors, and 24 remote radio units. Also included was one walk-in
equipment cabinet and a 30kw Diesel Generator with a 190-gallon belly tank that would be installed within
the compound, as well as trenched fiber optic cable and electric cables that would run to the site.
The project site is bordered on the north and east by Millertown Road, to the south by Wise Road and west
by developed rural residential properties. The 6.34-acre project site moderately slopes to the north and is
development with a single-family dwelling, an agricultural structure, and a partially paved driveway. The
lease area pad for the cellular communications facility would be established at an elevation of approximately
925 feet above mean sea level. The site is vegetated with a mixture of ruderal grasses, interior live oak trees
and foothill pine trees. The project site is located in the moderate fire zone in the state responsibility area
and is required to be in compliance with all SRA Fire Safe Regulations.
At the June 8, 2021 hearing, the Board took tentative action to grant the third-party appeal in a 5-0 vote and
directed staff to return to the Board at a date and time certain with findings to support the denial of the Minor
Use Permit consistent with the Board’s comments on the merits of the appeal.
ANALYSIS
During the Board’s deliberations on the merits of the appeal, the Board determined the proposed cellular
communications facility is not compatible with the surrounding community and could not make findings
necessary to approve the project. Specifically, the Board could not find that the project would not be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in the
neighborhood or that establishment of the proposed cellular communications tower use would not have an
adverse effect on adjacent or surrounding property owners. Based on the Board’s comments, the following
findings as required by Code Section 17.58.140(A) have been prepared:
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FINDINGS
CEQA
The denial of the Minor Use Permit is statutorily exempt from environmental review pursuant to provisions
of Section 15270 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Section 18.36.010 (G) of the
Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance (Projects which are disapproved).
Denial of Minor Use Permit
The denial of a permit must be supported by findings showing the reasons why the permit cannot be granted.
The applicable requirements for issuance of a permit are set forth in Placer County Code Section
17.58.140(A), and are applicable to minor use permits through Section 17.58.120(B)(3). The requirements,
including applicable findings, are provided below:
1. The proposed use is consistent with all applicable provisions of this chapter and any applicable
provisions of other chapters of this code.
The Board finds the proposed use is consistent with the applicable provisions of the Placer County Code
since the proposed use is allowed in the Residential Agriculture, combining minimum Building Site of
100,000 square feet minimum zone. Cellular communications facilities are an allowed use in the
Residential Agriculture district with approval of a Minor Use Permit. The Zoning Code defines the
regulatory standards for the placement of a cellular antenna on a residential property. The project is
consistent with 17.56.060(C), the general standards for antennas, which includes standards for
setbacks, advertising, and construction.
2. The proposed use is consistent with applicable policies and requirements of the Placer County
General Plan and any applicable community plan or specific plan, and that any specific findings
required by any of these plans are made.
The Board finds the proposed cellular communications facility does not meet the provisions of the Placer
County General Plan or the applicable community plan, the1983 Ophir General Plan, in that it conflicts
with goals and policies that are in place to maintain and enhance the character or rural residential areas,
particularly Ophir. Specifically, General Plan Goal 1.K. is to protect the visual and scenic resources of
Placer County as important quality-of-life amenities for County residents and a principal asset in the
promotion of recreation and tourism. Also, General Plan Policy 1.K.1. states that new development in
scenic areas should be planned and designed in a manner that “maintains the character and visual
quality of the area,” and Policy 1.K.3. states that the County shall require new development in rural areas
to incorporate landscaping that provides a transition between the vegetation in developed areas and
adjacent open space or developed areas. Here, the proposed cellular communications facility creates
an aesthetic disturbance that disrupts the visual quality of the area for the neighbors since it will protrude
above the existing tree line and will not assimilate with the existing landscape. In addition, as noted by
the neighbors, the tower will serve to detract from recreation and tourism in the area since the aesthetics
will discourage use of the adjoining roadway for pedestrians and cyclists.
The proposed facility also does not meet the goals and policies of the Ophir General Plan. Land Use
Goal 1 (p.30) is to maintain and enhance the rural character of the Ophir Area. Land Use Goal 1, Policy
2 discourages public services from expanding into areas with significant value as rural open space. Land
Use Goal 1, Policy 3 limits urban development where it would be inconsistent with neighboring land uses
and would distract from the existing character of the area. Here, the proposed facility is comprised of
primarily rural residential land uses, and placement of the proposed facility would not maintain nor
enhance the rural character of the neighborhood. Furthermore, the Board finds that the proposed 88foot-tall tower is not consistent with the scale or overall historic character of the surrounding area.
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3. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the proposed use or building will not, under the
circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and
general welfare of people residing or working in the neighborhood of the proposed use, or be
detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood or to the general
welfare of the county; except that a proposed use may be approved contrary to this finding where
the granting authority determines that extenuating circumstances justify approval and enable
the making of specific overriding findings.
The Board finds the cellular communications facility will, under the circumstances of this particular case,
be detrimental to the peace, comfort and general welfare of people residing or working in the
neighborhood of the proposed use, and will be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in
the neighborhood. The placement of the 88-foot-high tower is highly visible from nearby residences, is
located close to a public roadway in a rural residential area, and may adversely affect the adjacent
property owners and residents and affect scenic resources. Furthermore, the Board has determined that
the proposed cellular communications facility would not foster an aesthetically pleasing rural
environment, does not prevent visual blight, nor protect and preserve public safety and general welfare.
4. The proposed project or use will be consistent with the character of the immediate neighborhood
and will not be contrary to its orderly development.
The Board finds the proposed cellular communications facility is not consistent with the rural character
of the immediate neighborhood. The proposed tower’s monopine design, at this location, is not
compatible with, nor does it blend with surrounding trees, which are primarily native oak trees. Since
there are no pine trees of similar height in the vicinity of the project site, the monopine tower will not
appear as a “natural” environmental feature. The height and design of the proposed tower do not serve
to conceal or blend the tower with surrounding natural features and is visible from public roads.
Additionally, the proposed tower height exceeds any existing or planned structures or naturally occurring
features in this predominantly rural residential and agricultural area.
5. The proposed project will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the design capacity of all roads
providing access to the project, either those existing or those to be improved with the project
unless a specific design deficiency is acknowledged and approved in conjunction with the
adoption of a general plan or community plan applicable to the area in question.
The Board finds that based on staff’s analysis of the proposed cellular communications facility the project
will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the design capacity of all roads. The project will generate a
maximum of one to two trips monthly which is substantially lower than a new single-family dwelling which
would generate an estimated ten trips a day. However, the Board finds the required driveway
encroachment will create a change in sight distance resulting in a potential public safety concern.
There are additional findings requisite to evaluation of a cellular communications facility that are based upon
requirements contained within the Federal Telecommunications Act (TCA). The TCA mandates that the
regulation of the placement of personal wireless service facilities by the County “shall not prohibit or have
the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services." (47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7)(B)(i)(II).) A twopronged analysis is used when determining whether services have been prohibited. (American Tower Corp.
v. City of San Diego (9th Cir. 2014) 763 F.3d 1035.) The provider must show: (1) a significant gap in service
coverage, and (2) that the manner in which it proposes to fill the significant gap in services is the least
intrusive on the value that the denial sought to serve. The applicant has not met this burden for the following
reasons.
1. The proposed project does not prevent a significant gap in coverage or capacity shortfall in the
applicant’s service area.
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The Board finds the existing AT&T coverage map shows that most of the Millertown Road area has
reliable AT&T cellular coverage outdoors and less reliable in transit and indoors. Residents within the
area testified that they did not experience coverage limitations with AT&T. The Board acknowledged
that the introduction of an 88-foot cellular communications tower at the proposed location would improve
coverage in the area and provide for more reliable cellular service in-building, in-transit, and outdoor,
however the existing level of service does not indicate a coverage gap.
2. The applicant has not provided the least intrusive method to eliminate the coverage gap.
The Board finds that the applicant explored three alternative sites in the project vicinity, but the applicant
did not adequately demonstrate that said sites were unfeasible or that a cellular communication facility
at one of these locations would be more or less intrusive. The applicant’s basis for dismissing the
alternative sites was based on neighbor opposition and/or the applicant not being able to come to terms
on a lease. Two of the sites were dismissed simply because the property owners voiced opposition to a
tower on other sites. The applicant also provided a brief response to five suggested alternative sites, but
the response did not fully evaluate the other locations. Two sites were dismissed on the basis that their
elevation was too low (900’), however the proposed site is at an evaluation of 928’ and taller towers at
other sites would have eliminated the elevation difference. As a result, the Board also finds that there is
not sufficient evidence provided that would support dismissal of the alternative sites (i.e., coverage
simulations, varying tower heights, etc.) or comparison study that demonstrates that the proposed site
is the least intrusive.
ATTACHMENT
Attachment A: June 8, 2021 Board of Supervisors Staff Report
cc: Steve Pedretti – CDRA Director
E.J. Ivaldi – Planning Director
Clayton Cook – County Counsel
Eric Griffin – Engineering and Surveying Division
Joey Scarbrough – Environmental Health Services
Sierra George – Appellant
Jared Kearsley – Applicant
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ATTACHMENT A
MEMORANDUM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer
TO:

Board of Supervisors

DATE: June 8, 2021

FROM:

Steve Pedretti, Agency Director

BY:

Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner

SUBJECT:

Third-Party Appeal of the Planning Commission’s Approval of the AT&T Minor Use Permit
(PLN19-00212)

ACTIONS REQUESTED
1. Conduct a Public Hearing to consider a third-party appeal filed by Sierra George on behalf of the
Millertown Road Community;
2. Deny the third-party appeal filed by Sierra George on behalf of the Millertown Road Community;
3. Uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s
decision to deny the project, and approve the Minor Use permit; and
4. Find the project categorically exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to
Section 15303 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Sections 18.36.050 of the
Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 3 – New construction or conversion of small
structures).
BACKGROUND
Jason Kearsley, on behalf of Epic Wireless, is seeking approval of a Minor Use Permit to install an 88-foot
monopine cellular tower within a 1,184 square foot (37' x 32') fenced area (“leased area”) on a 6.34-acre
parcel (APN: 040-100-002-000) located at 545 Millertown Road in the Ophir area. The project was originally
proposed for 120 feet in height, but after the September 19, 2019 Zoning Administrator hearing the applicant
revised the tower to be 88-feet in response to public comment received. The subject parcel is located at
the northwest corner of Wise Road and Millertown Road and is designated Rural Residential 2.3 to 4.6
acres minimum in the Ophir General Plan and is zoned RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture, combining
minimum Building Site of 100,000 square feet).
The project site is bordered on the north and east by Millertown Road, to the south by Wise Road, and
west by developed rural residential properties. The property moderately slopes to the north and is
developed with a single-family dwelling, an agricultural structure, and a partially paved driveway. The
lease area would be established at an elevation of approximately 925 feet above mean sea level. The
site is vegetated with a mixture of ruderal grasses, interior live oak trees and foothill pine trees. As the
site is located in the moderate fire zone of the State Responsibility Area (SRA), it is required to be in
compliance with all SRA Fire Safe Regulations.
The cellular tower is proposed near the center of the subject parcel, 168 feet from Millertown Road, the
eastern property line. Access to the lease area will be provided by a new, 12-foot-wide driveway from
Millertown Road. It would be constructed north of an existing garage and extend in a northwesterly
direction to the tower site. The driveway would be gated near Millertown Road and a vehicle turn-around
area would be constructed adjacent to the tower site. The lease area would be enclosed with a six-foot
concrete masonry unit wall to screen the equipment shelter and standby generator and to provide fire
protection. The proposed monopine is a monopole wireless communications tower camouflaged to look
like a pine tree. The antennae are external and are camouflaged with life-like branches.
County Cell Tower Regulations
The County regulates the placement of communication facilities (cellular antennas) throughout Placer
County Code, Article 17.56, Section 17.56.060 (Antenna, Communication facilities). The Zoning
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Ordinance requires applications for new antennas obtain an Administrative Review Permit, Minor Use
Permit, or Conditional Use Permit, either approved by staff, the Zoning Administrator or by the Planning
Commission depending on the type of structure and zoning district of the proposed facility. The County’s
development standards provide a hierarchy of preferred methods for the placement of antennas and a
streamlined review process for the preferred methods.
Cellular communications facilities are an allowed use in the Residential Agriculture district with approval
of a Minor Use Permit. The Zoning Code defines the regulatory standards for the placement of a cellular
antenna on a residential property. The project is consistent with 17.56.060(C), the general standards for
antennas, which includes standards for setbacks, advertising, and construction.
Adjacent Land Use Designation / Zoning / Improvements
Community Plan
Location
Zoning
Designation
RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture,
Rural Residential
Site
combing minimum Building Site of
2.3 to 4.6 acre
100,000 square feet)
minimum
RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture,
Rural Residential
North
combing minimum Building Site of
2.3 to 4.6 acre
100,000 square feet)
minimum
RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture,
Rural Residential
South
combing minimum Building Site of
2.3 to 4.6 acre
100,000 square feet)
minimum
RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture,
Rural Residential
East
combing minimum Building Site of
2.3 to 4.6 acre
100,000 square feet)
minimum
RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture,
Rural Residential
West
combing minimum Building Site of
2.3 to 4.6 acre
100,000 square feet)
minimum

Existing Conditions and
Improvements
Single-family Residence,
Accessory Structures
Single-family Residence,
Accessory Structures
Single-family Residence,
Accessory Structures
Single-family Residence,
Accessory Structures
Single-family Residence,
Accessory Structures

Federal Regulations
Under federal law, local jurisdictions have the authority to regulate the “placement, construction, and
modification” of wireless service facilities, subject to certain limitations. (47 USC § 332.) The Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) is the governmental agency that oversees communications by
radio, television, wire, satellite, and cable throughout the US. The FCC also regulates cell tower zoning
through the Communications Act of 1934 and the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Telecom Act). When
reviewing cellular applications, the County must comply with its own zoning laws as well as these other
federal regulations.
While the Telecom Act preserves local zoning, it does impose procedural requirements for the processing
of cellular applications. The Act instituted a “shot clock” requirement that requires decisions on an
application occur in a timely fashion. The Telecom Act requires State and local governments to act on a
duly filed wireless permit application within a reasonable time. FCC regulations interpret a “reasonable”
time to mean 60 days for an eligible facilities request, 90 days for a collocation application, and 150 days
for all other projects.
Any denial of an application to place, construct, or modify a personal wireless facility must be based on
substantial evidence contained in the written record. There are instances where a local government
cannot deny an application. First, The Act prevents the County from denying or conditioning a cell tower
application based upon the “environmental effects of radio frequency (RF) emissions” (also referred to
as “radiation”) from cell towers if the facility complies with the FCC’s regulations concerning those
emissions. The FCC has established the RF safety exposure standard and providers are required to
submit an application to the FCC that demonstrates that the proposed facility will not exceed these federal

Page 2 of 13

446

standards. The County may review a tower’s planned compliance with these rules but may not render a
decision based upon health risks.
The County also cannot deny an application if the denial has the effect of prohibiting the provision of
personal wireless services. A two-pronged analysis is used when determining whether services have
been prohibited. The provider must show: (1) a significant gap in service coverage, and (2) that the
manner in which it proposes to fill the significant gap in services is the least intrusive on the value that
the denial sought to serve. (American Tower Corp. v. City of San Diego (9th Cir. 2014) 763 F.3d 1035.)
For the second factor, the applicant must provide some evidence allowing for a meaningful comparison
of alternative facilities or site locations and must provide a feasibility analysis of alternative designs or
sites for the County to review in order to show that this application is the least intrusive method to fill the
service gap. If the applicant shows both that there is a service coverage gap and that their application
is the least intrusive method to fill the service gap, then denial of the application would be in violation of
the Act.
The County still retains some regulatory authority over aesthetics, fees, and facility spacing, subject to
the limitations set forth in the FCC regulations. Any decision to approve, approve with modifications, or
deny a telecommunications facility must be based upon its conformance to the Zoning Ordinance and
the findings required by the Code.
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR HEARINGS
This Minor Use Permit request was originally heard at the September 19, 2019 Zoning Administrator
hearing. Following staff’s presentation, the Zoning Administrator received comments from the applicant
team to supplement staff’s description of the project, after which the hearing was opened for public
comment. Six people spoke in opposition to the project raising numerous objections including, property
values, traffic safety, accuracy of maps and renderings, aesthetics, design of the tower, accuracy of the
staff report, health effects on the community, shadows blocking a neighbor’s solar panels, the need for
alternative sites, land use compatibility, impacts on neighborhood character, and issues with 24/7 access
to towers. At the conclusion of public comment, the Zoning Administrator asked the applicant for
clarifications to several project elements including a summary of FirstNet, a dedicated communications
network for first responders, and the Connect America Fund, a federal program to bring highspeed
broadband to underserved regions. The Zoning Administrator then closed the public hearing and took
action to continue the hearing to an open date in order to further research if the tower height could be
reduced, to research background information pertaining to FirstNet and the Connect America Fund, and
to provide an opportunity for the applicant to make design changes to the project.
On October 2, 2019, the applicant submitted revised project plans that proposed a reduced tower height
of 88-feet (revised from 120-feet) and other design changes to the base of the tower including a redwood
fence and a gable-end pitched metal roof on the equipment cabinet to mimic a small agricultural
outbuilding. Staff reviewed the revised plan set and determined that the modified project design was
consistent with design modifications requested by the Zoning Administrator. Following staff’s review of
the modified project a second hearing date was scheduled for October 17, 2019.
At the October 17, 2019 hearing, the Zoning Administrator received additional public comments on the
modified project, the majority of which focused on the same issues that were raised at the September
19, 2019 hearing. At the conclusion of public comment, the Zoning Administrator deliberated on the
details of the project. The Zoning Administrator explained that he could not make certain findings required
to support approval the project. He then specifically cited Findings 3 and 6 as listed in staff’s report as
those he could not make, which were that the project would not be detrimental to the health, safety,
peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in the neighborhood or that establishment
of this cellular communications tower use would not have an adverse effect on adjacent or surrounding
property owners. The Zoning Administrator then took action to deny the Minor Use Permit request.
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An appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the Minor Use Permit was filed on October 28, 2019 by
the applicant, Jared Kearsely on behalf of Epic Wireless and AT&T.
JANUARY 9, 2020 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
The appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of this Minor Use Permit was heard by the Planning
Commission on January 9, 2020. Following staff’s presentation, several commissioners provided
comments to both staff and the appellant with several clarifying questions. The questions pertained to
the relevancy of the public comments, staff’s position on recommending denial of the appeal, and the
federal regulations for local jurisdictions when taking action on a communications tower. The
aforementioned question pertained to Section 1455(a) of the Communications Act, enacted as part of
the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012, which establishes a further limitation on state
and local land use authority over certain wireless facilities. After the initial comments were addressed,
the Planning Commissioners discussed the need for communication infrastructure during emergency
events, using the Camp Fire in Paradise, CA as an example. Once the discussion had concluded, the
hearing was opened for public comment. Nine members of the public provided comments on the merits
of the project. One individual spoke in support of the project citing private property rights and the need
for FirstNet services while eight persons raised objections to the project. Comments from individuals
opposed to the project cited the potential for environmental impacts pertaining to tower aesthetics, noise
and air quality impacts from the generator, impacts to water quality, increased fire risk, traffic safety
impacts, and the potential for impacts to cultural resources. Project opponents also raised several
nonenvironmental concerns about the project pertaining to neighborhood compatibility, affects to real
estate values on properties in the area, and whether the applicant’s claims that the project would fill a
gap in cellular coverage were factual. Several individuals expressed a willingness to attend a public forum
to help Epic Wireless choose an alternative location.
Following public comment, the Chair closed the public hearing and the Commissioners deliberated on
the request. Commissioners discussed several topics including the need for safety infrastructure during
emergency events, reliability and adequacy of existing cellular coverage in the project area, and coverage
deficiencies in nearby areas where dropped calls have been reported. Following deliberation, the
Planning Commission approved a motion to tentatively grant the appeal and directed staff to prepare
findings in support of project approval including information pertaining to project compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Commission further directed staff to prepare
Conditions of Approval to present to the Commission and specified that conditions should address tower
maintenance, construction of a noncombustible wall surrounding the tower ground lease area, and to
require decommissioning of the tower should it fall into disuse. The Commission then took action to
continue the item to an open date.
Historic Architectural Assessment
After the January 2020 Planning Commission hearing, in response to public comments about the
historical nature of the property and its potential connection to the Crystal Springs Swimming Baths, the
applicant enlisted Kathleen Crawford, Architectural Historian with Environmental Assessment
Specialists, Inc., to determine if the property should be considered a historic property in compliance with
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 and its implementing regulations,
36 CFR Part 800 (Attachment H).
The property is currently owned by Carl and Charlane Rhoades. It was originally acquired in the early
1900s by John and Caroline Johnson, Mrs. Rhoades’ great grandparents. At the time, it was a sevenacre parcel mainly on the east side of Millertown Road which was used as the Crystal Springs Swimming
Baths in the early 20th century. Since then, the portion of the property on the east side of Millertown
Road, the Crystal Springs Swimming Baths location, was sold in the early 1940s. The original parcel has
been subdivided and sold multiple times in the last eight decades.
The circa 1900-1902 single-family residence located at 545 Millertown Road is a one-story,
asymmetrical, irregular shaped, Vernacular style, residential building. The building currently contains
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1,489 square feet of space. The building has been modified extensively over the decades. The subject
property includes the main residence, a one-car garage, and multiple outbuildings and chicken houses.
In the report, Kathleen Crawford discusses the seven aspects of integrity (basic criteria to be a historical
structure), the building has retained only one of the seven aspects of integrity – location. Therefore, the
subject candidate building has not retained a sufficient amount of integrity for historic and architectural
significance.
Kathleen Crawford determined that the building is not located in a cohesive neighborhood and is not
otherwise associated with any important historical or cultural events or individuals. The building was
found not to be the work of a master. It is not of a significant design and does not embody characteristics
of a significant type, period, or method of construction. The property also does not have the potential to
yield, or be likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history. She additionally maintains that
the building is not a historic property under Section 106 of the NHPA, because it is not eligible for the
National Registry under Criterion A, B, C, and/or D.
Therefore, staff determined that comments from project opponents, in regard to the historical nature of
the property, are unfounded because Historic Architectural Assessment has determined the property is
not subject to National Environmental Policy Act or Section 106 of the NHPA.
FEBRUARY 25, 2021 PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING
The appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the Minor Use Permit was continued to the February
25, 2021 Planning Commission hearing. After staff’s presentation, the appellant/applicant provided a
summary of the proposal and discussed how it would benefit the surrounding community. The
Commissioners then discussed the proposal and asked clarifying questions to staff and the appellant
about possible alternative locations for the communications tower and its design. After the discussion
had concluded, the hearing was opened for public comment. Comments were received from six
individuals that were opposed to the project citing the potential for impacts to cultural and historical
resources, the environment, and the community. Additionally, recommendations were made that
alternative sites should be considered for the placement of the tower. One individual spoke in support of
the tower, citing the need for faster internet for both remote work and remote school.
Following public comment, the Chair closed the public hearing and the Commissioners discussed the
project. The commissioners discussed several topics including potential modifications to the tower such
as additional height, alternative locations for the tower, and the need for dedicated communication
infrastructure for first responders. The Planning Commission considered the public testimony and
documentation it received and took action (5:1:1; Commissioner DeMattei No Vote and Commissioner
Sevison absent) to uphold the appeal and to deny the Zoning Administrator’s decision to deny the Minor
Use Permit request.
An appeal of the Planning Commissions’ approval of the Minor Use Permit was filed on March 5, 2021
by Sierra George on behalf of the Millertown Road Community.
LETTER OF APPEAL
The appellant’s statement of appeal and supporting materials are included as Attachment A and
Attachment B, respectively, to this report. The appellant’s submittal indicating reasons for the appeal and
explaining why the requested Minor Use Permit should not be approved by the Board of Supervisors are
summarized below.
1. The Proposed Project Violates County Development Standards Plate 116 Minor,
Required by Condition of Approval 14 of the Minor Use Permit;
2. The Proposed Project is not Categorically Exempt from CEQA and There are
Significant Environmental Impacts;
3. Reasonable Possibility of Significant Environmental Effect due to Unusual
Circumstances in Addition to Plate 116 Issues;
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4. The Applicant has not Demonstrated the Existence of a Coverage Gap in the Area;
and
5. There is Substantial Evidence of Significant Environmental Impacts Caused by the
Project’s Aesthetic Effects.
Each of the appellant’s assertions is addressed in detail below.
RESPONSES TO APPEAL
Staff has prepared the following responses to the items identified in the appeal letter.
1. The AT&T Project Violates Plate 116 Minor, Required by Condition 14 of the Minor Use Permit
Appellant Statement
The AT&T Cell Tower, as approved, violates Placer County’s standards for Conditions of Approval
for the AT&T Cell Tower, Minor Use Permit, specifically Condition 14. The staff report presented to
the Planning Commission erroneously “copied” language from a recent cell tower application on Wise
Road. To the contrary, this appealed AT&T application connects traffic to Millertown Road. Thus, the
Planning Commission was inadvertently misled by Staff to believe condition of approval 14 could be
complied with, when it is physically impossible to comply with the essential physical amendments to
the parcel without massive topographical changes.
Staff did not advise the Planning Commission that Condition of Approval 14 could not be complied
with as the construction on the property was planned. Condition 14 required roadway connection to
comply with Plate 116 of the Placer County roadway connections Land Development Manual (“LDM”)
standards. However, the planned construction in no way allows for the minimum line of sight required
by Plate 116.
Under specific restrictive conditions a County engineer can approve a line of sight distance in
accordance with the Caltrans Highway Design Manual, which at its minimum is 250 feet. The current
line of sight from the proposed connecting driveway only allows for an 85-foot line of sight. As
currently proposed, the AT&T Project can not comply with Plate 116, or even the less restrictive state
standards, and thus cannot comply with condition of approval 14.
Staff Response
The project was reviewed by the Engineering and Surveying Division (ESD) and recommended
Conditions of Approval were prepared to address access and driveway related concerns. ESD drafted
Condition of Approval 14 (COA 14) to address the driveway apron to ensure that it is appropriately
designed to meet County standards. The Condition of Approval contains a typo and should read
Millertown Road, not Wise Road as listed in the Staff Report for the February 25, 2021 Planning
Commission hearing (Attachment F). Condition of approval number 14 has been corrected
accordingly:
COA 14. The proposed driveway, which will connect to a County maintained road
(Millertown Road), shall be constructed to a Plate 116 Minor, LDM standard unless
otherwise approved by the DPW. The design speed of the roadway is 35 mph or as
otherwise specified by the DPW. An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained from DPW prior
to construction of the driveway or Building Permit issuance. The maximum width of the
residential driveway shall be 32’. (ESD)
Applicants may apply for “Design Exception Requests” for deviations from County Standards, such
as driveway width, encroachment standards, frontage improvements, or other features. Given the
constraints of topography, roadway speed, existing easement limitations, and natural vegetation,
alternatives to County standards are considered by ESD.
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It is very common for project sites to not meet engineering driveway standards prior to construction.
The project is required to obtain County approvals before starting construction of the driveway. For
Condition of Approval 14, the applicant would have to apply for a grading permit and would have to
submit driveway plans to ESD that reflect Plate 116 minor standards. The condition offers some
flexibility (unless otherwise approved by the DPW) so if Plate 116 minor standards cannot be met,
County staff would work with the applicant on driveway standards that work around physical
conditions present on site. With the approval of a grading permit, the project as designed will be in
compliance with County standards and will not result in significant environmental impacts.
2. The Proposed Project is not Categorically Exempt from CEQA and There are Significant
Environmental Impacts
Appellant Statement
This AT&T Project can not properly be determined to be categorically exempt from CEQA. In order
for a project to be categorically exempt from CEQA that project must fall into one of the classes
outlined by the CEQA Guidelines. Categorical Exemptions represent activities that the Natural
Resource Agency has determined generally do not result in significant environmental effects. Placer
County Staff applied a Class 3 Categorical Exemption to the AT&T Project. Examples of Class 3
Categorical Exemptions include additions onto a dwelling unit; detached garages; utility hookup
projects; and other similarly minor projects.
Placer County’s application of a Categorical Exemption to the AT&T Project erred because no
conditions were considered or included to comply with Plate 116 as mandated by the County Code.
Staff incorrectly relied on an inapplicable Wise Road condition, thinking that the tower constructed
did not require unique line of site construction, as it does on Millertown Road. This led Commissioners
to believe that the AT&T Project has no significant impact, which is not the case.
Tree removal, demolition impacts, drainage, and grading, must be evaluated and submitted as
evidence that such modifications have no environmental impact. If, as anticipated, significant grading
and tree removal is necessary, such actions establish that some circumstance of the AT&T Project
is unusual, and that the AT&T Project will have significant environmental effects, unless mitigated,
and thus the County may not apply a Categorical Exemption to the application.
Staff Response
Staff analyzed this project to determine if it was subject to CEQA in accordance with Public Resources
Code Section 21080 (Division Application to Discretionary Projects; Nonapplication; Negative
Declaration; Environmental Impact Report Preparation), which states in part, “Except as otherwise
provided in this division, this division shall apply to discretionary projects proposed to be carried out
or approved by public agencies, including, but not limited to….the issuance of conditional [minor] use
permits…unless the project is exempt from this division.” Section 21080(b)(9) goes on to state, “This
division does not apply to any of the following activities: …All classes of projects designated pursuant
to Section 21084.” Public Resources Code Section 21084 (List of Exempt Classes of Projects;
Projects Damaging Scenic Resources) requires, among other things, the Secretary for Resources to
publish a list of classes of projects that would not, under ordinary circumstances, have a significant
effect on the environment and therefore are categorically exempt from CEQA and do not require
preparation of environmental documents.
Section 21084(a) goes on to state, “The guidelines prepared and adopted pursuant to Section 21083
shall include a list of classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on
the environment and that shall be exempt from this division. In adopting the guidelines, the Secretary
of the Natural Resources Agency shall make a finding that the listed classes of projects referred to
in this section do not have a significant effect on the environment.” Those exempted classes of
projects are incorporated into CEQA Guidelines Article 19, Categorical Exemptions, Sections 15300
to 15332. When considering a determination that a project may be categorically exempt from the
provisions of CEQA in accordance with any of the exemptions listed in Sections 15301 to 15332 staff
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must determine if any exception to the use of an exemption would occur based on criteria listed in
Section 15300.2 (Exceptions).
Staff’s review of the project determined that this project is categorically exempt from the requirements
of CEQA in accordance with CEQA Section 15303 (Class 3, New construction or conversion of small
structures). Below staff has provided an analysis of the appropriateness of using an exemption in
accordance with CEQA Section 15300.2 (Exceptions).
15300.2. Exceptions. CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 provides exceptions to the use of
Categorical Exemptions where the use of a Categorical Exemption is prohibited under certain
circumstances. Based on a review of the project’s applicability to all of the exceptions under Section
15300.2, the project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under Section 15303 of the CEQA
Guidelines. The project is not subject to any of the exceptions under CEQA Guidelines Section
15300.2 (Exceptions), as detailed below.
“(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is
to be located – a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may
in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are
considered to apply to all instances, except where the project may impact on an
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely
mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.”
The proposed project is an 88-foot tall monopine communications tower with a 1,184
square foot base ground lease area. Due to the scale of the cellular monopine
communications tower, its physical appearance, and its siting within the property and the
surrounding tree canopy, the project will not have an impact on an environmental resource
of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially
adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies as the site of the tower and its
surroundings are not located within an area designated to include any environmental
resources of hazardous or critical concern.
“(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative
impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.”
CEQA defines cumulative impact as “two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.” The AT&T Minor Use Permit is a singular request to construct
one communications tower in order to enhance personal communications services and
internet services to a defined geographic area where service deficiencies exist.
Opportunities to locate equipment on existing infrastructure are not available as no cellular
communications towers or other suitable infrastructure on which cellular communications
equipment can feasibly be deployed are located within this geographic area. No
cumulative impact would occur as no other contemporaneous projects are proposed or
exist.
“(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is
a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment
due to unusual circumstances.”
There are no unusual circumstances associated with this project. The project would be
constructed in compliance with the 2019 California Building Standards Code and with all
applicable provisions the Placer County Code. The project proposal is typical of cellular
monopine communication towers that are deployed throughout Placer County and the
surrounding area and are specifically designed to blend into wooded and forested settings.
Neither the proposed project or the project site have any unusual circumstances that
would negatively impact the environment.
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“(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result
in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock
outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic
highway. This does not apply to improvements which are required as mitigation by an
adopted negative declaration or certified EIR.”
The project site is not in proximity or visible to any designated scenic highway or roadway
as none exist in the area. The project therefore, would not have any adverse
environmental effects on scenic highways or resources.
“(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located
on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the
Government Code.”
The project site is not identified as a Hazardous Waste Site on the California Department
of Toxic Substance Control Envirostor Hazardous Waste and Substances site list.
“(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.
The proposed project footprint of disturbance contains disturbed grasslands and
woodlands that are typical of the immediate site surroundings and region. The site is not
listed on a local, state, or federal historic database and historic resources are not known
to exist on the site. Therefore, the project would not result in any change in the significance
of an historic resource.
3. Reasonable Possibility of Significant Environmental Effect due to Unusual Circumstances in
Addition to Plate 116 Issues
Appellant Statement
The current AT&T Project design is somewhat similar to the Verizon Wireless Cell Tower project
(PLN16-00438) applied for in 2016 (withdrawn in 2018), that planned to be located less than a mile
northwest on Wise Road from the AT&T Project. The Verizon project, which was around 40 feet
higher than the AT&T project, required a Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”). Such a requirement
acknowledges that significant adverse environmental effects will likely occur as a result of a project
unless mitigation measures are imposed on the project. In the Verizon project’s MND, the County
found that specific issues within the categories of Biological Resources; Geology & Soils; Hazardous
& Hazardous Material; Hydrology & Water Quality and Tribal & Cultural Resources posed significant
adverse environmental impacts if not mitigated.
Categorically exempt projects are put into the CEQA exemption category because generally they do
not result in significant environmental effects. The recent Verizon Project, which is similar in size,
footprint and location to the appealed current AT&T project, was not categorically exempt because it
was proven to have significant adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, there is no basis in the
record to establish the current AT&T project would be categorically exempt when essentially the same
project was advised to conduct a Mitigated Negative Declaration in 2017.
Staff Response
The appellant made the comparison of the subject communications tower proposed at 545 Millertown
Road and the referenced Verizon communications tower at 10085 Wise Road (PLN16-00438) was a
2016 Minor Use Permit application that was withdrawn in 2018. The two proposals are similar in some
ways; they are both located within the Ophir community and the properties contain mixture of ruderal
grasses, interior live oak trees and foothill pine trees. Each project is unique however and has to be
considered individually. The referenced Verizon project (communications tower) had significant
differences than the proposed project. The Verizon tower is located on a highly visible hillside setback
128 feet from Wise Road and was 130-feet in height. Surrounding trees were on average 40 feet in
height. This is contrast to the subject communications tower which is 88 feet in height and surrounded
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by trees approximately 60 feet in height, with some surrounding trees located at a higher elevation,
further screening the communications tower at some vistas.
Therefore, staff’s analysis of the proposed project determined that it is exempt from CEQA in
accordance with a Class 3 Categorical Exemption (new construction or conversion of small
structures). The Class 3 exemption consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new,
small facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and
the conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only minor modifications
are made in the exterior of the structure.
The proposed communications tower, and modern communications towers typical to this region, are
characterized by the following:
(a) No employees on-site;
(b) Maintenance personnel visit occasionally for maintenance and upgrade purposes, resulting
in minimal traffic impacts;
(c) The cellular monopine structure would be available for collocation to other cellular service
providers, which would limit the number of monopole structures in the area; and
(d) The tower includes no lighting other than service lighting located in the ground lease area
which would only be activated in the event of an emergency repair during non-daylight
hours.
For the reasons cited above, the project would not result in a significant environmental impact and
meets the criteria of a Class 3 categorical exemption of the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15303).
4. The Applicant has not Demonstrated the Existence of a Coverage Gap in the Area
Appellant Statement
The applicant has not demonstrated that there is a significant service gap. Applicant’s response in
the February 25, 2021 Planning Commission meeting, to the question of whether there is a gap in
coverage, was that there must be a gap because AT&T would not otherwise invest in a tower at the
current location. Applicant stated in the meeting that this tower will improve wireless communication
services used through the Connect America Fund II (“CAF II”) Program and the FirstNet Program.
Improving wireless communication services does not demonstrate that there is a gap in coverage in
the area.
The United States Court of Appeal for the Ninth Circuit interpreted the term “significant gap in
coverage” to occur where the coverage is not just absent, but unreliable in terms of quality and/or
number of people affected. In order for the AT&T Project Applicants to claim that Placer County is
prohibited from denying their project they would need to prove that coverage is unreliable in terms of
quality for the number of people affected by the CAF II and FirstNet Programs coverage. So far AT&T
Project Applicants have only expressed that coverage will improve for CAF II and FirstNet user, and
not shown that there is a significant gap in the coverage. Therefore, it cannot be claimed that Placer
County is prohibited from denying the AT&T Project.
Staff Response
The Placer County Zoning Ordinance does not require a demonstration of need or a service gap in
order to approve a cellular tower. The Federal Telecommunications Act which protects wireless
carriers from unlawful denials but does not require carriers to prove a prohibition of service to obtain
local approval.
Epic Wireless voluntarily provided information and graphics demonstrating the gap in service to be
served by the proposed communications tower. Coverage maps dated October 23, 2019 show
existing coverage and proposed coverage provided by the proposed facility (Attachment H). The
maps show three types of coverage, in-building, in-transit, and outdoor. The existing coverage map
(Figure 3) shows that most of the Millertown Road area only has reliable AT&T cellular coverage
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outdoors and less reliable in transit and indoors. With the introduction of the 88-foot communications
tower (Figure 4), coverage over the map area is improved to have reliable cellular service in-building,
in-transit, and outdoor. The communications tower also offers co-location opportunities that could
improve coverage for other providers. No maps were provided to staff that indicated existing and
proposed coverage for the Connect America Fund home broadband services or for the FirstNet
coverage.
5. There is Substantial Evidence of Significant Environmental Impacts Caused by the AT&T
Project’s Aesthetic Effects
Appellant Statement
The AT&T Project directly impacts Millertown Road, which is designated as a scenic “Rural Route”
by the 2018 Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan. As a result of this designation thousands of
bicyclists use Millertown Road. Millertown Road is also regularly used as a path on many running
events, attracting hundreds of patrons each year. The presence of the cell tower will create a visual
blight for not only the neighbors but the many thousands of people who annually use Millertown Road
for recreational purposes.
In addition to the blight there is a safety concern regarding the aesthetic of the tower. Millertown Road
is a 35-mph road, and with the project site being on a sharp corner, road users will easily be distracted
by the tower while making the sharp turn on the north end of the AT&T Project. With bicyclists and
people recreating on the road there will be additional road users distracted by the upward jutting
tower, creating a dangerous situation for drivers and patrons on the road. Since the vegetation and
trees on the AT&T Project property are slim the cell tower will stick out and be a hazardous distraction
for all Millertown Road users.
Thus, there is a fair argument, overall, that the aesthetic component of this project will create a
significant effect on the surrounding environment and that contention is supported by substantial
evidence in that this project directly impacts a scenic rural route.
Staff Response
Aesthetics is typically the concern associated with this type of use because of the height of towers
which are used to support communication antennas. The visibility of a tower is a function of its height,
design, and its exposure to neighbors and the general public.
The project would introduce a vertical element into the landscape that is taller than surrounding
buildings, power poles, and trees. The monopine, which is intended to resemble a pine tree, would
be visible from multiple vantage points. Motorists, cyclists and pedestrians traveling on Wise Road
and Millertown Road would have views of the monopine. The duration of these views would be
dependent upon viewing angle, rate of speed, time of day, and weather conditions.
The proposed tower will be an 88-foot tall monopine and will be set back approximately 168 feet from
Millertown Road. Traditional cell tower projects have included a simple monopole with antennas
mounted at or near the top of the pole. The proposed project includes a stealth design in that it would
resemble a mature pine tree. The pole and the antennas would be contained within the "branches"
of the monopine. Branch density will be at three branches per foot and wrap around branches will be
utilized to hide the antennas. All antennas will be painted to match the color of the tower. Photo
simulations demonstrate the minimal impact of the proposed tower. Existing vegetation would provide
full or partial screening of the tower and equipment.
There are no formally designated scenic vistas or resources located in the project vicinity. Millertown
Road is not designated as being scenic by the state, the Newcaste/Ophir Area General Plan or by
the County’s General Plan. The appellant’s comments on aesthetics are subjective opinions rather
than facts or evidence to support their concerns about the tower’s aesthetic impact.
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The appeal has noted that the tower would be visible to passersby, would be a distraction, and
provided general objections to the aesthetic appeal of a telecommunications tower but did not provide
objective facts or evidence. While a local government may regulate the placement of wireless facilities
based on aesthetics, mere generalized concerns or opinions about aesthetics or compatibility with a
neighborhood do not constitute substantial evidence upon which the Board could rely on to deny the
project.
CO-LOCATION AND ALTERNATIVE SITE ANALYSIS
The applicant determined there were no potential co-location opportunities in the near vicinity
(Attachment I). The targeted area is a relatively low populated area, therefore, typical cellular services
are less prone to be present. The nearest existing AT&T tower is located approximately 1.5 miles
northeast. That AT&T tower does not support living unit (LU) coverage for the targeted area, and the
existing tower has a significant gap in coverage at which the proposed tower will be filling. A proposed
Verizon Tower is located approximately one mile to the west. The Verizon location also does not provide
adequate LU coverage nor fills the significant gap in coverage given the large distance to the targeted
area and an approximate 240-foot elevation drop.
Four sites were considered as locations for a new tower. Three of the locations were removed from
consideration due to neighbor opposition and/or the applicant not being able to come to terms on a lease.
The proposed location (“Candidate C”) was selected. The site’s elevation is approximately 928 feet while
the surrounding community’s elevation averages around 850 feet, giving the homes within the
surrounding community greater potential for line of site to the tower. After running a coverage simulation
at the site, AT&T is anticipating meeting and exceeding their FCC coverage objective for this search ring.
AT&T also determined the proposed site is the least intrusive option in the area even though the search
ring is surrounded by properties occupied by dwellings. The dense foliage will naturally stealth the fenced
compound from the public right-of-way and nearby dwellings. The monopine tower was chosen to blend
in with the natural and wooded environment. The tower location will be tucked back in a grove of trees
to naturally stealth the facility as best as possible.
RECOMMENDATION
The Development Review Committee recommends the Board of Supervisors Deny the Appeal and
approve the Minor Use Permit, subject to the following findings and proposed conditions of approval:
FINDINGS
California Environmental Quality Act
The project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to provisions of Section 15303
of CEQA Guidelines and Section 18.36.050 of the Placer County Environmental Review Ordinance
(Class 3 – New Construction of small structures). The Board of Supervisors will be required to make a
finding to this effect.
Minor Use Permit:
1. This Minor Use Permit is consistent with applicable goals and policies of the Placer County General
Plan and the Ophir General Plan and applicable provisions of the Placer County Code, Chapter 17
and any applicable provisions of other chapters of this code. The proposed use is an allowed use in
the Residential Agriculture zone district with the approval of a Minor Use Permit (Placer County
Zoning Ordinance, 17.44.010 and 17.56.060).
2. This cellular communications facility will be consistent with applicable policies and requirements of
the Ophir General Plan and the Placer County General Plan.
3. The cellular communications facility will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in
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the neighborhood of the proposed use, nor will it be detrimental or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County because the facility has
been designed to meet or exceed all County development standards and minimum service levels,
and its location and design will be compatible with established land uses that surround the project.
4. The cellular communications facility will be consistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood and will not be contrary to its orderly development.
5. The cellular communications facility will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the design capacity
of all roads providing access to the project site.
6. The proposed establishment of this cellular communications tower use will not have an adverse effect
on adjacent or surrounding property owners.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Statement of Appeal
Attachment B: Revised Project Plans (dated September 3, 2019)
Attachment C: Recommended Conditions of Approval
Attachment D: October 17, 2019 Zoning Administrator Staff Report
Attachment E: January 9, 2020 Planning Commission Staff Report
Attachment F: February 25, 2021 Planning Commission Staff Report
Attachment G: Public Correspondence
Attachment H: AT&T Coverage Map dated October 23, 2019
Attachment I: Project Description (Alternative Site Analysis Pages 5-10)
cc:

EJ Ivaldi – Planning Director
Eric Griffin – Assistant Engineer, Engineering and Surveying Division
Clayton Cook – Deputy County Counsel
Leslie Amsberry – County Surveyor
Rebecca Taber – Deputy Director, Engineering and Surveying Division
Jason Kearsley – Applicant
Sierra George – Appellant
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ATTACHMENT A
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April 5, 2021
Via Email and Regular Mail
Email: bsmithha@placer.ca.gov; bos@placer.ca.gov; scolbert@placer.ca.gov
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
Attention:

Re:

Supervisor Robert Weygandt; Bonnie Gore; Jim Holmes; Suzanne Jones and
Cindy Gustafson
Appeal of The Planning Commission’s Approval of a Minor Use Permit
(PLN19-00212) and Categorical Exemption

Dear Supervisors:
Overview
This letter represents the interests of neighborhood members along Millertown Road and Wise
Road in the unincorporated Ophir area of Placer County. Thank you in advance for the courtesy
extended to the Millertown and Wise Road group, and this office, by Supervisors and Planning
Staff.

This letter is in support of the appeal filed from the Planning Commission’s approval of the
AT&T Cell Tower’s appeal on February 25, 2021. First, we assert that the AT&T Cell Tower
(“AT&T Project”), as approved, violates Placer County’s standards for Conditions of Approval
for the AT&T Cell Tower, Minor Use Permit, specifically condition 14. The staff report
presented to the Planning Commission erroneously “copied” language from a recent cell tower
application on Wise Road1. To the contrary, this appealed AT&T application connects traffic to
Millertown Road. Thus, the Planning Commission was inadvertently misled by Staff to believe

Verizon application No. (PLN16-000438), approved Verizon Wireless Ophir Tower with MND. This approval is
contrasted with the present appeal in 3.a of our letter.
1
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condition of approval 14 could be complied with, when it is physically impossible to comply
with the essential physical amendments to the parcel without massive topographical changes.
Additionally, we argue that this AT&T Project can not properly be determined to be
categorically exempt from California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). Lastly, we argue
that there is substantial evidence that the aesthetics of the project and complete wireless coverage
in the area render the project incompatible and a significant environmental impact in the area.

1.

AT&T Project Summary

The Applicant, Epic Wireless, has requested approval of a Minor Use Permit to construct an 88
foot cellular monopine tower at 545 Millertown Road. At the October 17, 2019 hearing the
Zoning Administrator ruled that he could not make certain findings required to approve the
project. Specifically, the Administrator could not find that the AT&T Project would not be
detrimental to health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of residents, and the Minor Use
Permit was denied.

Epic Wireless and AT&T filed an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the Minor Use
Permit. Placer County’s Development Review Staff determined that under the CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15300.2, that the AT&T Project was categorically exempt from CEQA.
Staff did not advise the Planning Commission that condition of approval 14 could not be
complied with as the construction on the property was planned. Condition 14 required roadway
connection to comply with Plate 116 of the Placer County roadway connections Land
Development Manual (“LDM”) standards. However, the planned construction in no way allows
for the minimum line of sight required by Plate 116. The AT&T Project was tabled by the
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Commission in previous meetings and then both the Categorical Exemption and Minor Use
Permit were approved at the February 25, 2021 Planning Commission meeting.

2.

The AT&T Project Violates Plate 116 Minor, Required By Condition 14 of the
Minor Use Permit

The Staff Report prepared for Planning Commission approval erroneously claimed the AT&T
Project could comply with all Placer County standards. Placer County, Plate 116 requires a 385
foot line of sight for a thirty 35 mile per hour (“mph”) roadway. Under specific restrictive
conditions a County engineer can approve a line of sight distance in accordance with the Caltrans
Highway Design Manual, which at its minimum is 250 feet. The current line of sight from the
proposed connecting driveway only allows for an 85 foot line of sight. As currently proposed,
the AT&T Project can not comply with Plate 116, or even the less restrictive state standards, and
thus cannot comply with condition of approval 14.
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The AT&T Project is required to comply with all 21 conditions of approval listed in the AT&T
Project’s Minor Use Permit (PLN19-00212). As explained above, the proposed Cell Tower
location and driveway connection, as presently designed cannot meet condition 14. Staff
mistakenly included a condition from the Verizon Wireless Ophir Tower Project (PLN16-00438)
(“Verizon Project”), which would have had a driveway that connects to Wise Road, in the packet
to the Planning Commission, upon which the commission relied. The Planning Commission’s
approval of the Minor Use Permit, mistakenly relied on the assertion that the AT&T Project
complied with condition 14, when it in fact does not.

Specifically, if Condition 14 was accurately applied to the parcel, it would require the proposed
driveway for the Project to be attached to Millertown Road and be constructed to a Plate 116
Minor LDM standard unless otherwise approved by the DPW. A Plate 116, Minor LDM
Standard, as adopted by Placer County, specifies that driveways on a 35 mph roadway should
have 385 feet of sight distance. The planned connecting road for the AT&T Project will sit on
the inside of a tight horizontal curve with the embankment and rock outcropping immediately
uphill and to the north of the driveway. A field visit by Ann Olson, a registered civil and traffic
engineer, concluded that only 85 feet of sight distance, north of Millertown Road, would be
available at the proposed AT&T Project driveway. The only way that the AT&T Project could
comply with County line of sight standards would be to grade and remove extensive rock
features and trees, creating a significant environmental impact. Therefore, as currently designed
the AT&T Project is incompatible with required Condition of Approval 14 of the AT&T Projects
Minor Use Permit (PLN19-00212). Staff’s failure to revise and remove the Wise Road condition
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misled the Planning Commission to believe that the AT&T Project application as proposed met
County standards.

2a.

Consequence of The AT&T Project Violating Placer County’s Condition of Approval
for Minor Use Permit

The Planning and Zoning Law of California establishes a local government’s authority to
regulate the use of land. (Index 1). Some land uses are permitted as a matter of right if the uses
conform to the local zoning ordinance. Others like the AT&T Project, may require discretionary
administrative approval pursuant to criteria in zoning ordinance. To comply with the zoning
criteria, the administrator may require a project to comply with conditions of approval by
obtaining a Conditional Use Permit or Minor Use Permit, as was done here for the AT&T
Project. (Index 2). Conditions of approval for a Minor Use Permit must all be adhered to, and if
found that it is impossible to comply with a condition of approval the Use Permit should be
revoked, pursuant to Placer Zoning Code, “Permit Revocation.” (Art. 17.62.170). (Index 3). It is
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clear that without massive structural and environmental change to the northwest landscape of the
AT&T Project property that AT&T will not be able to construct a connecting driveway onto
Millertown Road in accordance with County of Placer, Plate 116.

In turn, the AT&T Project as designed is in violation of condition of approval, 14 of the Minor
Use Permit and mandates denial of the permit application. We are requesting in the first part that
the Board grant our appeal and deny the AT&T Project application. If the Board decides neither
to approve nor deny the AT&T Project we request the Board send the AT&T Project back to
Staff to correct the errors to the Conditions of Approval; and amend the environmental review as
described below and mandate tree permits, and grading permits for the removal of the
outcroppings as part of the conditions of approval.

3.

The AT&T Project is Not Categorically Exempt from CEQA

In order for a project to be categorically exempt from CEQA that project must fall into one of the
classes outlined by the CEQA Guidelines. (Index 4). Categorical Exemptions represent activities
that the Natural Resource Agency has determined generally do not result in significant
environmental effects. Placer County Staff applied a Class 3 Categorical Exemption to the
AT&T Project. (Index 5). Examples of Class 3 Categorical Exemptions include additions onto a
dwelling unit; detached garages; utility hookup projects; and other similarly minor projects.

The CEQA guidelines caveat the use of a Categorical Exemption, stating that a Categorical
Exemption cannot be used for activities where there is a “reasonable possibility” the project will
have a “significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstance.” (Index 6). Placer
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County’s application of a Categorical Exemption to the AT&T Project erred because no
conditions were considered or included to comply with Plate 116 as mandated by the County
Code. Staff incorrectly relied on an inapplicable Wise Road condition, thinking that the tower
constructed did not require unique line of site construction, as it does on Millertown Road. This
led Commissioners to believe that the AT&T Project has no significant impact, which is not the
case. (Index 7). Since the AT&T Project as submitted fails to adhere to Placer County’s Zoning
Code related to Plate 116, Placer County must determine if the Project can be redesigned to meet
Plate 116 Standard. As shown by the Figure 1, substantial tree removal, and bulldozing of rock
outcroppings will be required to attempt to address the line of site defects.

Staff may not apply a Categorical Exemption without considering evidence in its file of potential
significant effects, including whether the applicant can comply with Placer County’s Tree
Ordinance, or grading ordinances to remove the visible barriers. Grading will require demolition
of rock outcroppings and approval of a tree removal permit, and the evaluation of tree removal,
drainage, and grading is not included anywhere in the Staff Report or the Conditions of
Approval. These issues in turn must be evaluated and in themselves establish the unusual
environmental circumstances, whereby a Categorical Exemption is not permitted. Placer County
has not made these evaluations because they erred in determining that the AT&T Project
complies with Plate 116.

These issues: tree removal, demolition impacts, drainage, and grading, must be evaluated and
submitted as evidence that such modifications have no environmental impact. If as anticipated
significant grading and tree removal is necessary, such actions establish that some circumstance
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of the AT&T Project is unusual, and that the AT&T Project will have significant environmental
effects, unless mitigated, and thus the County may not apply a Categorical Exemption to the
application. (Index 8).

3a.

Reasonable Possibility of Significant Environmental Effect Due to Unusual
Circumstances In Addition to Plate 116 Issues

The current AT&T Project design is somewhat similar to the Verizon Wireless Cell Tower
Project (PLN16-00438) applied for in 2017, that planned to be located less than a mile northwest
on Wise Road from the AT&T Project. The Verizon Project, which was around 40 feet higher
than the AT&T Project, required a Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”). Such a
requirement acknowledges that significant adverse environmental effects will likely occur as a
result of a project unless mitigation measures are imposed on the project. In the Verizon
Project’s MND, the County found that specific issues within the categories of Biological
Resources; Geology & Soils; Hazardous & Hazardous Material; Hydrology & Water Quality and
Tribal & Cultural Resources posed significant adverse environmental impacts if not mitigated.

The Verizon Project mitigation measures required protection of bird and raptor nesting, which
included a field survey by a qualified biologist, and precludes construction during limited
specific time periods to prevent potential significant impacts on the environment. The AT&T
Project site includes the same trees, birds, and raptor species. Therefore, an almost exactly
similar project, less than a mile up the road found that there was a potential significant impact.
This concludes that the AT&T Project has the same reasonable possibility of significant
environmental effects.
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Similarly for the Verizon Project, Placer County Staff imposed mitigation measures related to
grading to prevent significant environmental effects in geology and soil. Aside from the aspect
of grading, the Verizon Project still had to go through engineering review to assure that geology
and soils would not be adversely effected by the project. Although the appealed AT&T Project
plans also require excavation and construction almost the same as the Verizon Project, these
mitigation conditions were not included. The Verizon Project construction creates a reasonable
possibility that if the Verizon Project had potentially significant environmental effects on
geology and soil unless mitigated, and so will the AT&T Project.

The Verizon Project was also found to have a potentially significant impact on the environment
resulting from hazards and hazardous material, unless mitigation measures were adopted.
Mitigation measures were applied to contain the diesel back-up generator, and required the cell
tower owner/operator to submit a Hazardous Materials Project/Business Activities Screening
Form to Environmental Health Services, for review and approval. The AT&T Project also
contains a back-up diesel generator, but no such conditions were applied.

The Verizon Project, which cell tower area was only 30 by 30 feet, which was found to have the
impact of altering existing drainage patterns of the site. The Verizon Project differs from the
AT&T Project, being the Verizon Project slope was graded for the tower, but the AT&T Project
area is larger, 30 by 40 feet. If it was found that the Verizon Project area would likely have a
significant effect on hydrology and water quality, then the AT&T Project, which is larger, would
also have a significant impact on the hydrology and water quality unless mitigated. Additionally,
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if as proposed, the requirement of complying with Plate 116 would require grading, potentially
causing a significant effect on the environment.

Lastly, the Verizon Project was found to have a significant impact on tribal resources unless
mitigation measures were put into places. The Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians
(“SSBMI”) and the United Auburn Indian Community (“UAIC”) participated in a consultation,
and UAIC’s letter stated that there were known Tribal Cultural Resources (“TCR”) within the
vicinity of the Verizon Project, but did not indicate that there are known TCR’s on the project
site. Thus, Placer County Staff properly applied a mitigation measure to the Verizon Project to
halt construction if TCR’s are found. The AT&T Project is less than a mile from the proposed
Verizon Project, but no consultation was noted from the file, and no condition was included to
assure protection of TCR’s if they are later discovered to the AT&T Project site.

Categorically exempt projects are put into the CEQA exemption category because generally they
do not result in significant environmental effects. The recent Verizon Project, which is similar in
size, footprint and location to the appealed current AT&T Project, was not categorically exempt
because it was proven to have significant adverse environmental impacts. Therefore, there is no
basis in the record to establish the current AT&T Project would be categorically exempt when
essentially the same project was advised to conduct a Mitigated Negative Declaration in 2017.

4.

Applicant Has Not Proven There is A Coverage Gap In The Area

The AT&T Project Applicants state that the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 prohibits a
local government from denying an application for a wireless facility where doing so would
“prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services.” (Index 9).
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“Effective prohibition” exists where a wireless provider has a significant service gap and
proposes the lease intrusive means to fill that gap. (Index 10). In this instance the applicant has
not demonstrated that there is a significant service gap.

Applicant’s response in the February 25, 2021 Planning Commission meeting, to the question of
whether there is a gap in coverage, was that there must be a gap because AT&T would not
otherwise invest in a tower at the current location. Applicant stated in the meeting that this tower
will improve wireless communication services used through the Connect America Fund II (“CAF
II”) Program and the FirstNet Program. Improving wireless communication services does not
demonstrate that there is a gap in coverage in the area. The United States Court of Appeal for
the Ninth Circuit interpreted the term “significant gap in coverage” to occur where the coverage
is not just absent, but unreliable in terms of quality and/or number of people affected. (Index 11).

In order for the AT&T Project Applicants to claim that Placer County is prohibited from denying
their project they would need to prove that coverage is unreliable in terms of quality for the
number of people affected by the CAF II and FirstNet Programs coverage. So far AT&T Project
Applicants have only expressed that coverage will improve for CAF II and FirstNet user, and not
shown that there is a significant gap in the coverage. Therefore, it cannot be claimed that Placer
County is prohibited from denying the AT&T Project.

5.

There is Substantial Evidence of Significant Environmental Impacts Caused by The
AT&T Project’s Aesthetic Effects.

As stated above, we assert that this project is not Categorically Exempt from CEQA and must
apply some form of environmental review, at minimum a Mitigated Negative Declaration.
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Under CEQA it is the State of California’s policy to take all actions necessary to provide the
people of the State with enjoyment of “aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental
qualities.” (Index 12). Additionally, the case law states that the opinions of area residents, if
based on direct observation, may be relevant as to aesthetic impact and may constitute
substantial evidence in support of a fair argument; no special expertise is required on the topic.
(Index 13).

The AT&T Project directly impacts Millertown Road, which is designated as a scenic “Rural
Route” by the 2018 Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan. As a result of this designation
thousands of bicyclists use Millertown Road. Millertown Road is also regularly used as a path
on many running events, attracting hundreds of patrons each year. The presence of the cell tower
will create a visual blight for not only the neighbors but the many thousands of people who
annually use Millertown Road for recreational purposes.

In addition to the blight there is a safety concern regarding the aesthetic of the tower. Millertown
Road is a 35 mph road, and with the project site being on a sharp corner road users will easily be
distracted by the tower while making the sharp turn on the north end of the AT&T Project. With
bicyclists and the people recreating on the road there will be additional road users distracted by
the upward jutting tower, creating a dangerous situation for drivers and patrons on the road.
Since the vegetation and trees on the AT&T Project property are slim the cell tower will stick out
and be a hazardous distraction for all Millertown Road users.
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Thus, there is a fair argument, overall, that the aesthetic component of this project will create a
significant effect on the surrounding environment and that contention is supported by substantial
evidence in that this project directly impacts a scenic rural route.

We request that in the appeal hearing the Board of Supervisors grant our appeal and deny the
project application. Alternatively if the Board neither approves nor denies the project, we
request the Board find a Categorical Exemption of this project was not appropriate to apply to
the AT&T Project. We request the Board require applicants and staff to prepare at a minimum a
mitigated negative declaration to mitigate the significant adverse environmental impacts of the
project.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
AT&T MINOR USE PERMIT (APPEAL)
(PLN19-00212)

ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBER(S): 040-100-002-000
THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS SHALL BE SATISFIED BY THE APPLICANT, OR AN AUTHORIZED
AGENT. THE SATISFACTORY COMPLETION OF THESE REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE DETERMINED
BY THE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE (DRC), COUNTY SURVEYOR, AND/OR THE
PLANNING COMMISSION.
1. The Minor Use Permit allows for the installation and operation of a new 88-foot (83-foot tower with
five feet of foliage on top) cellular monopine tower within a 37' x 32' fenced compound. The project
includes installation of 12 antennas (4 per sector), 4 surge suppressors, and 24 RRUs, all on the
cellular tower. One walk-in equipment cabinet and 30kw diesel generator with a 190-gallon belly
tank will be installed within the compound. There will be trenched fiber optic cable and electric
cables installed to the site. The cellular communications facility will be located on Assessor's
Parcel Number 040-100-002-000 located at 545 Millertown Road in Ophir. (PLN)
2. The tree pole shall include dense branching beginning at 25 feet above ground level (which shall
be shown on plans submitted for Building Permit) and shall include significant top foliage to screen
the antenna array. The simulated needle color shall match or appear similar to trees immediately
surrounding the project site. A sample of the foliage shall be provided to the Planning Services
Division prior to Building Permit approval. (PLN)
3. The tree pole shall include simulated bark to a height of at least 30 feet above ground level. The
remainder of the pole may be finished with simulated bark or painted a dark brown color. The
paint shall be matte or flat sheen. (PLN)
4. All antennas shall be mounted within the extents of simulated tree branches and shall be covered
with simulated foliage netting. (PLN)
5. The entire perimeter of the lease area shall be enclosed with a minimum six-foot-tall CMU
masonry wall. The wall shall extend to a minimum height of 6’ above finished pad grade and shall
be constructed as an earth-toned split face CMU block or another masonry material approved by
the Development Review Committee and shall include a decorative top cap. The CMU wall shall
be shown on the project plans submitted with the Building Permit and shall be approved by the
DRC prior to permit issuance. (PLN)
6. All fiber optic cable and electric cables shall be undergrounded from the point of service
connection to the lease area. In no case shall power cable lines be run as overhead service lines
to the project site except where required to connect to the new overhead service drop adjacent to
the project driveway. (PLN)
7. The applicant shall obtain a Building Permit prior to commencement of any work on-site. The
emergency back-up generator shall include a manufacturer noise shroud, which shall be shown
on project plans submitted for Building Permit. (PLN)
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8. The communication company(ies) with equipment located on the tower shall assume full
responsibility for resolving television reception interference or other types of interference that can
be verified to be caused by the operation of this facility. The tower users shall take corrective
actions within 30 days of receipt of any written complaint and notice of such action is to be
submitted to this file. Any complaints received from the FCC shall also be forwarded to the County
by the tower users. Should interference prove to be a significant problem to the community and
appropriate corrective actions have not been taken, the County shall schedule any necessary
public hearing to consider possible revocation of this Minor Use Permit. (PLN)
9. All facility components, including, but not limited to, telecommunication towers, poles, accessory
equipment, lighting, fences, walls, shields, cabinets, artificial foliage or camouflage, and the facility
site shall be maintained in good condition. Upon written notice from the County of any
maintenance requirement or defect, including but not limited to, repair and replacement of
damaged artificial foliage, simulated needle nets, simulated bark, paint or other repairs, the tower
operator shall undertake and complete all repairs within 90 days from the date of written notice.
(PLN)
10. In the event the facility ceases to provide wireless telecommunications services for ninety (90) or
more consecutive days, the facility shall be considered abandoned and shall be promptly
removed. If there are two (2) or more users of a single facility, then this provision shall not become
effective until all users cease using the facility. (PLN)
11. Prior to Building Permit Issuance, trees identified for removal, and/or trees with disturbance to the
critical root zone, shall be mitigated through a tree replacement mitigation fee of $100 per
diameter inch at breast height for each tree removed or impacted or the current market value, as
established by an Arborist, Forester or Registered Landscape Architect, of the replacement trees,
including the cost of installation, shall be paid to the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund. (PLN)
12. Prior to Building Permit issuance, obtain an Encroachment Permit from DPW for any trenching
associated with the cable point of connection within the County maintained portion of Wise Road.
(ESD)
13. Prior to Building Permit Certificate of Occupancy, the proposed access road shall be improved at
a minimum with an all-weather surface to the proposed facility capable of supporting a 75,000pound fire truck. Minimum recommended surfacing on 90% compacted soil is 6” aggregate base.
(ESD)
14. The proposed driveway, which will connect to a County maintained road (Millertown Road), shall
be constructed to a Plate 116 Minor, LDM standard unless otherwise approved by the DPW. The
design speed of the roadway is 35 mph or as otherwise specified by the DPW. An Encroachment
Permit shall be obtained from DPW prior to construction of the driveway or Building Permit
issuance. The maximum width of the residential driveway shall be 32 feet. (ESD)
15. The face of any entry gate and/or keypad shall be located a minimum of 30’ from the edge of
pavement of the intersecting street and shall be able to fully open to allow a vehicle to stop without
obstructing traffic on the intersecting street. The clear width of the gated entrances when fully
opened shall be at least two feet wider than the width of the traffic lane(s) serving the gate. (ESD)
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16. Hazardous materials as defined in Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.95 shall not be
allowed on any premises in regulated quantities (55 gallons, 200 cubic feet, 500 pounds) without
notification to Environmental Health Services. A property owner/occupant who handles or stores
regulated quantities of hazardous materials shall comply with the following within 30 days of
commencing operations:
A. Operator must complete an electronic submittal to California Environmental Reporting System
(CERS) and pay required permit fees.
B. If the business will generate hazardous waste from routine operations, obtain an EPA ID
number from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).
17. If Business Owner/Operator is unsure of what constitutes a hazardous material or waste, please
contact Environmental Health Services for assistance at 530-745-2300 (EHS)
18. The discharge of fuels, oils, or other petroleum products, chemicals, detergents, cleaners, or
similar chemicals to the surface of the ground or to drainage ways on or adjacent to, the site is
prohibited. (EHS)
19. Project status shall remain unmanned, locked and accessible to employees only. In the event this
status should change, additional conditions relating to sewage disposal and water supply will be
required by Environmental Health Services. (EHS)
20. Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Building Permit is
required is prohibited on Sundays and Federal Holidays, and shall only occur:
A. Monday through Friday, 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM;
B. Saturdays, 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM (PLN)
21. The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County of Placer, the County Board
of Supervisors, and its officers, agents, and employees, from any and all actions, lawsuits, claims,
damages, or costs, including attorney’s fees awarded in any proceeding brought in any State or
Federal court, challenging the County's approval of that certain Project known as the AT&T Minor
Use Permit Modification (PLN19-00212) shall, upon written request of the County pay, or at the
County’s option reimburse the County for, all reasonable costs for defense of any such action and
preparation of an administrative record, including the County staff time, costs of transcription and
duplication. The County shall retain the right to elect to appear in and defend any such action on
its own behalf regardless of any tender under this provision. This indemnification obligation is
intended to include, but not be limited to, actions brought by third parties to invalidate any
determination made by the County under the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) for the Project or any decisions made by the County
relating to the approval of the Project. Upon written request of the County, the applicant shall
execute an agreement in a form approved by County Counsel incorporating the provisions of this
condition. (PLN)
22. This approval shall expire on May 11, 2023 unless exercised by Building Permit from the Placer
County Building Services Division and completion of a foundation inspection for the tower. (PLN)
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ATTACHMENT D
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING DIVISION
County of Placer
HEARING DATE: October 17, 2019
TIME: 9:40 AM
TO:

Zoning Administrator

FROM:

Development Review Committee

DATE:

October 10, 2019

SUBJECT:

AT&T Minor Use Permit Modification (PLN19-00212)

PLAN AREA: Ophir General Plan
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Rural Residential 2.3 - 4.6 Ac. Min.
ZONING: RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture, Combining Minimum Building Site of 100,000
square feet)
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 040-100-002-000
STAFF PLANNER: Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner
LOCATION: The project site is located on a developed rural residential parcel on the north side of Wise
Road and west of Millertown Road in the Ophir area. The address to the site is 545 Millertown Road,
Auburn.
APPLICANT: Jason Kearsley, on behalf of Epic Wireless
PROPOSAL:
The project requests approval of a Minor Use Permit in order to install new 88-foot (83-foot tower with
5 feet of foliage on top) cellular monopine tower within a 37' x 32' fenced compound. Installing 12
antennas, 4 per sector, 4 surge suppressors, and 24 RRUs, all on the cellular tower. One walk-in
equipment cabinet and 30kw diesel generator with a 190 gallon belly tank will be installed within the
compound. There will be trenched fiber optic cable and electric cables ran to the site.
CEQA COMPLIANCE:
This project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to the provisions of Sections
15303 of the California Environmental Quality Act and Section 18.36.050 of the Placer County
Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 3–New Construction of small structures). The Zoning
Administrator will be required to make a finding to this effect.
PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS:
Public notices were mailed to property owners of record within 300 feet of the project site. Other
appropriate agencies, public interest groups, and citizens were sent copies of the public hearing
notice. Community Development Resource Agency staff and the Engineering and Surveying Division,
Department of Public Works and Facilities, Building Services Division, Environmental Health Services,
Air Pollution Control District and the Fire Department were transmitted copies of the project plans and
application for review and comment.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The project proposes to construct a new freestanding cellular monopine communications tower
(cellular communications facility) consisting of an 88-foot tall cellular tower with wireless and
highspeed internet transmission equipment located within a 1,184 square foot (37-foot by 32-foot)
ground lease area. The cellular communications facility would include standard wireless
communications equipment including, but not necessarily limited to, antennas, microwave dishes, and
ground based radio equipment such as equipment cabinets, support racks, cable bridges and a diesel
powered back-up generator within a level 2 acoustical enclosure. The lease area would be enclosed
by a six-foot tall solid board fence with a 4 foot CMU retaining walls on the north and east sides. Fiber
optic cable and electric cables would be undergrounded to the lease area from existing cables near
the project entrance in Millertown Road. Site access would be provided by from an existing 12-foot
wide driveway that will be improved and connect to Wise Road. The driveway connection would be
constructed to a Plate 116 standard and the driveway would include a turnaround at its terminus. The
driveway would be gated and the gate location would conform to Placer County Code provisions
requiring the gate to be a minimum of 30 feet from the edge of pavement. The estimated trips
generated from the proposed cellular communications facility would be an estimated 1-2 trips a month.
The facility would provide enhanced wireless communication services to the surrounding area,
including phone and internet, and would enhance public safety by providing additional communications
infrastructure for residents, travelers, fire and police. The facility would participate in both the Connect
America Fund II (CAF II) Program and the FirstNet Program. The CAF II provides underserved areas
throughout the United States with hi-speed broadband internet. The CAF II Project is required to
provide broadband internet services capable of 10 Mbps download and 1 Mbps upload speeds. The
FirstNet is a nationwide wireless broadband network for first responders being built and deployed
through a first of its kind public-private partnership between the federal government and AT&T.
FirstNet offers public safety a communications network built and customized for first responders. The
First Responder Network Authority is the federal entity charged with overseeing the creation and
delivery of the FirstNet network. Housed within the Department of Commerce, National
Telecommunications and Information Administration, the agency’s role is to ensure AT&T delivers on
the terms of its contract and creates a network that meets the needs of public safety now and into the
future.
BACKGROUND:
At the September 19, 2019 Zoning Administrator hearing, the Zoning Administrator took action to
continue the applicant’s request for a Minor Use Permit (PLN19-00212) to construct a new
freestanding cellular monopine communications tower. The item was continued to an open date in
order to allow staff to address concerns brought up at the hearing. These concerns include, but not
limited to, neighborhood compatibility, location of the cellular communications facility in relation to
existing residential structures, reduction in surrounding property values, the cellular communications
facility visibility, radiation from antenna, fire danger, traffic, and site plan accuracy.
Since the September 19, 2019 Zoning Administrator hearing, the applicant has revised the proposed
project to include the reduction in the height of the tower to 83-feet, the addition of a 6-foot redwood
wood fence, and a residential roof structure on the equipment shelter painted Kelly Moore Cabin
Brown. The applicant provided a revised Site Plan dated September 3, 2019 (Attachment A).
ANALYSIS:
The subject parcel is located within the Rural Residential 2.3 to 4.6 acres minimum district of the Ophir
General Plan and is zoned Residential Agriculture, Combing Minimum building site of 100,000 square
feet. Cellular communications facilities are an allowed use in the Residential Agriculture district and
within the Rural Residential 2.3 to 4.6 acres minimum district of the Ophir General Plan. Section
17.56.060 (Antenna, Communication facilities) defines the regulatory standards for the placement of a
cellular antenna on a residential property. The project is consistent with 17.56.060 (C), the general
standards for antennas, which includes standards for setbacks, advertising, and construction.
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The site is bordered on the north and east by Millertown Road, to the south by Wise Road and west by
developed rural residential properties. The 6.34 acre project site is moderately slopes to the north and
is development with a single family dwelling, an agricultural structure, and a partially paved driveway.
The lease area pad would be established at an elevation of approximately 925 feet above mean sea
level. The site is vegetated with a mixture of ruderal grasses, interior live oak trees and foothill pine
trees. The project is located in the moderate fire zone in the state responsibility area and shall be in
compliance with all SRA Fire Safe Regulations.
The generator which is proposed at this site would only operate during emergencies (power outages)
and brief daytime periods for periodic maintenance. A Generac Industrial Power Systems Model
SD030 is proposed for use at this facility to maintain cellular service during emergency power
outages. With the Level 2 Acoustic Enclosure, a 68 dBa measurement is expected at a distance of 23
feet from the operating generator. The project emergency generator would be tested during daytime
hours only, and even then only for brief periods of time. The emergency generator would only operate
at night during power outages. The nighttime emergency operation of the project emergency
generator would be exempt from the County’s exterior noise ordinance due to the need for continuous
cellular service provided by the project equipment.
The project site is located in a rural residential area that is characterized by a mixture of rolling foothills
vegetated with oak woodlands, wooded drainages and stream areas, pasture lands, orchards, small
farms and hobby ranches. Views of the project site and surrounding area include a patchwork of these
landscape elements. Views of the project site from the surrounding area are pleasing, but would not be
considered scenic or remarkable due to the intrusion of several man-made elements and a lack of
vividness, contrast and memorability, all of which are elements of landscapes that are considered
scenic. Tree removal would be limited to that necessary for construction of the cellular
communications facility, driveway improvements and/or trenching (approximately 2-3 trees) which will
be mitigated per Conditions of Approval # 8 consistent with the Placer County Tree Preservation
Ordinance.
Public comment provide at the Zoning Administrator hearing included concerns with the visibility of the
proposed cellular communications facility. The application included a photograph visual simulations of
the proposed cellular communications facility (Attachment B). Since the September 19th hearing, the
applicant submitted additional information about the visibility of the proposed cellular communications
facility. The information including a balloon visual simulation (Attachment C) which consisted of flying a
balloon at the proposed cellular communications facility tower height. The applicant submitted
photographs of the balloon suspended at 88-feet, for a visual representation of the proposed cellular
communications facility tower. With the tall trees in the vicinity, the rolling topography, and the
structure being constructed similar to rural accessory structures in the area, the proposed cellular
communications facility would be compatible with rural residential landscape.
Overall, the proposed facility would blend with the setting and would not cause substantial alterations
to existing views of the site or the surrounding area as the proposed cellular communications tower
would be set against a backdrop of a tree covered hillside that would obscure direct views of the tower
from most vantage points. To the extent that the tower would be directly visible from Wise Road, the
tower would nonetheless be partially screened by existing vegetation and its overall scale would not be
disproportionate to nearby manmade features, such as utility poles and overhead utility lines, and
natural features such as nearby trees and the hillside backdrop.
Public comment provide at the Zoning Administrator hearing included concerns with radiation emitting
from the proposed cellular communications antennas. Cellular communications antennas are
regulated solely by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). The project would have to be in
compliance with all FCC regulations. Attachment D has been included in this report as an overview of
the FCC Consumer Guide for Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Fields: Guidelines for Cellular
Antenna Sites.
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The Development Review Committee’s has determined that the establishment of the project would not
be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in
the neighborhood of the proposed use, that the use would not be detrimental or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County, and that the project would
be compatible with surrounding land uses and would be consistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood. Moreover, establishment of a cellular communications facility on the project site is a
permissible land use and would not result in the creation of appreciable land use conflicts.
RECOMMENDATION:
The Development Review Committee recommends the Zoning Administrator approve this Minor Use
Permit to install new 88-foot Monopine Tower within a 37' x 32' Fenced Compound. Installing 12
antennas, 4 per sector, 4 surge suppressors, and 24 RRUs, all on the Tower. One walk-in equipment
cabinet and 30kw Diesel Generator with a 190 gallon belly tank will be installed within the compound.
There will be trenched fiber optic cable and electric cables ran to the site.
FINDINGS:
CEQA:
The project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to provisions of Section 15301
of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Section 18.36.030 of the Placer County
Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 3 – New Construction of Small Structures) because the
cellular communications facility is a small structure that is that does not exceed 2,500 square feet in
floor area and does not involve the use of significant amounts of hazardous substances.
Minor Use Permit:
1. This Minor Use Permit is consistent with applicable goals and policies of the Placer County
General Plan and the Ophir General Plan and applicable provisions of the Placer County Code,
Chapter 17 and any applicable provisions of other chapters of this code. The proposed use is an
allowed use in the Residential Agriculture, Combing Minimum building site of 100,000 square feet
zone district with the approval of a Minor Use Permit (Placer County Zoning Ordinance, 17.50.010
and 17.56.060).
2. The modification to this cellular communications facility is consistent with applicable policies and
requirements of the Ophir General Plan and the Placer County General Plan.
3. The cellular communications facility will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in
the neighborhood of the proposed use, nor will it be detrimental or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County because the facility has
been designed to meet or exceed all County development standards and minimum service levels,
and its location and design will be compatible with established land uses that surround the project.
4. The cellular communications facility will be consistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood and will not be contrary to its orderly development.
5. The cellular communications facility will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the design
capacity of all roads providing access to the project site.
6. The proposed establishment of this cellular communications tower use will not have an
adverse effect on adjacent or surrounding property owners.
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
1. The Minor Use Permit allows for the install and operation of a new 88-foot (83-foot tower with a 5
foot of foliage on top) cellular monopine tower within a 37' x 32' fenced compound. Installing 12
antennas, 4 per sector, 4 surge suppressors, and 24 RRUs, all on the cellular tower. One walk-in
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equipment cabinet and 30kw diesel generator with a 190 gallon belly tank will be installed within
the compound. There will be trenched fiber optic cable and electric cables ran to the site. The
cellular communications facility will be located on Assessor's Parcel Number 040-100-002-000, at
545 Millertown Road in Auburn. (PLN)
2. The tree pole shall include dense branching beginning at 25 feet above ground level (which shall
be shown on plans submitted for Building Permit) and shall include significant top foliage to screen
the antenna array. The simulated leaf color shall match or appear similar to trees immediately
surrounding the project site. A sample of the foliage shall be provided to the Planning Services
Division prior to Building Permit approval. (PLN)
3. The tree pole shall include simulated bark to a height of at least 30 feet above ground level. The
remainder of the pole may be finished with simulated bark or painted a dark brown color. The paint
shall be matte or flat sheen. (PLN)
4. All antennas shall be mounted within the extents of simulated tree branches and shall be covered
with simulated foliage netting. (PLN)
5. The entire perimeter of the lease area shall include a minimum six-foot-tall redwood or cedar fence
with overlapping fence boards. The fence shall be stained a neutral earth toned color. (PLN)
6. All fiber optic cable and electric cables shall be undergrounded from the point of service
connection to the lease area. In no case shall power cable lines be run as overhead service lines
to the project site except where required to connect to the new overhead service drop adjacent to
the project driveway. (PLN)
7. The applicant shall obtain a Building Permit prior to commencement of any work on-site. The
emergency back-up generator shall include a manufacturer noise shroud, which shall be shown on
project plans submitted for Building Permit. (PLN)
8. The communication company(ies) with equipment located on the tower shall assume full
responsibility for resolving television reception interference or other types of interference that can
be verified to be caused by the operation of this facility. The tower users shall take corrective
actions within 30 days of receipt of any written complaint and notice of such action is to be
submitted to this file. Any complaints received from the FCC shall also be forwarded to the County
by the tower users. Should interference prove to be a significant problem to the community and
appropriate corrective actions have not been taken, the County shall schedule any necessary
public hearing to consider possible revocation of this Administrative Approval Permit. (PLN)
9. Prior to Building Permit Issuance, trees identified for removal, and/or trees with disturbance to the
critical root zone, shall be mitigated through a tree replacement mitigation fee of $100 per diameter
inch at breast height for each tree removed or impacted or the current market value, as established
by an Arborist, Forester or Registered Landscape Architect, of the replacement trees, including the
cost of installation, shall be paid to the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund. (PLN)
10. Prior to Building Permit issuance, obtain an Encroachment Permit from DPW for any trenching
associated with the cable point of connection within the County maintained portion of Wise Road.
(ESD)
11. Prior to Building Permit Certificate of Occupancy, the proposed access road shall be improved at a
minimum with an all-weather surface to the proposed facility capable of supporting a 75,000-pound
fire truck. Minimum recommended surfacing on 90% compacted soil is 6” aggregate base. (ESD)
12. The proposed driveway, which will connect to a County maintained road (Wise Road), shall be
constructed to a Plate 116 Minor, LDM standard unless otherwise approved by the DPW. The
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design speed of the roadway is 35 mph or as otherwise specified by the DPW. An Encroachment
Permit shall be obtained from DPW prior to construction of the driveway or Building Permit
issuance. The maximum width of the residential driveway shall be 32’. (ESD)
13. The face of any entry gate and/or keypad shall be located a minimum of 30’ from the edge of
pavement of the intersecting street and shall be able to fully open to allow a vehicle to stop without
obstructing traffic on the intersecting street. The clear width of the gated entrances when fully
opened shall be at least two feet wider than the width of the traffic lane(s) serving the gate. (ESD)
14. Hazardous materials as defined in Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.95 shall not be
allowed on any premises in regulated quantities (55 gallons, 200 cubic feet, 500 pounds) without
notification to Environmental Health Services. A property owner/occupant who handles or stores
regulated quantities of hazardous materials shall comply with the following within 30 days of
commencing operations:
a. Operator must complete an electronic submittal to California Environmental Reporting System
(CERS) and pay required permit fees.
b. If the business will generate hazardous waste from routine operations, obtain an EPA ID
number from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).
15. If Business Owner/Operator is unsure of what constitutes a hazardous material or waste, please
contact Environmental Health Services for assistance at 530-745-2300 (EHS)
16. The discharge of fuels, oils, or other petroleum products, chemicals, detergents, cleaners, or
similar chemicals to the surface of the ground or to drainage ways on or adjacent to, the site is
prohibited. (EHS)
17. Project status shall remain unmanned, locked and accessible to employees only. In the event this
status should change, additional conditions relating to sewage disposal and water supply will be
required by Environmental Health Services. (EHS)
18. Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Building Permit is
required is prohibited on Sundays and Federal Holidays, and shall only occur:
A. Monday through Friday, 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM;
B. Saturdays, 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM (PLN)
19. The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County of Placer, the County Board
of Supervisors, and its officers, agents, and employees, from any and all actions, lawsuits, claims,
damages, or costs, including attorney’s fees awarded in any proceeding brought in any State or
Federal court, challenging the County's approval of that certain Project known as the AT&T Minor
Use Permit Modification (PLN19-00212) shall, upon written request of the County pay, or at the
County’s option reimburse the County for, all reasonable costs for defense of any such action and
preparation of an administrative record, including the County staff time, costs of transcription and
duplication. The County shall retain the right to elect to appear in and defend any such action on its
own behalf regardless of any tender under this provision. This indemnification obligation is
intended to include, but not be limited to, actions brought by third parties to invalidate any
determination made by the County under the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) for the Project or any decisions made by the County
relating to the approval of the Project. Upon written request of the County, the applicant shall
execute an agreement in a form approved by County Counsel incorporating the provisions of this
condition. (PLN)
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20. This approval shall expire on October 17, 2021, unless exercised by Building Permit from the
Placer County Building Services Division and completion of a foundation inspection for the tower.
(PLN)
ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment A: Revised Site Plan dated 10/3/2019
Attahcment B: Photograph Visual Simulations dated 10/4/2019
Attachment C: Photograph Balloon Visual Simulations dated 10/4/2019
Attachment D: FCC Consumer Guide for Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Fields: Guidelines for
Cellular Antenna Sites
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ATTACHMENT E

HEARING DATE: January 9, 2020
ITEM NO.: 2
TIME: 10:20 a.m.
TO:

Placer County Planning Commission

FROM:

Development Review Committee

DATE:

December 27, 2019

SUBJECT:

AT&T CELL TOWER
APPEAL OF THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S DENIAL OF A MINOR USE PERMIT
MODIFICATION (PLN19-00212)
CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 3 (HOLMES)

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Ophir General Plan
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Rural Residential 2.3 - 4.6 Ac. Min.
ZONING: RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture, Combining Minimum Building Site of 100,000 square feet)
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 040-100-002-000
STAFF PLANNER: Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner
LOCATION: 545 Millertown Road (North side of Wise Road and west of Millertown Road)
APPLICANT / APPELLANT: Jason Kearsley, on behalf of Epic Wireless
APPEAL
The Planning Commission is conducting a public hearing to consider an appeal filed by the applicant
Jared Kearsley (hereinafter appellant) of the Zoning Administrator’s October 17, 2019 denial of a Minor
Use Permit in order to install a new 88-foot (83-foot tower with 5 feet of foliage on top) cellular monopine
tower within a 1,184 square foot (37' x 32') fenced compound. The cellular tower will have 12 antennas,
4 per sector, 4 surge suppressors, and 24 remote radio units (RRUs). Within the fenced (6-foot)
compound will be a brown walk-in equipment cabinet with a pitched residential roof and 30kw diesel
generator with a 190 gallon fuel tank and a noise shield. In addition, trenched fiber optic cable and electric
cables will be installed to the site from Millertown Road (Attachment A).
CEQA COMPLIANCE
The proposed action to deny the project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21080(b)(5) (i.e. projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves). In the
event the Planning Commission determines that the project warrants further consideration the project will
be brought back to a future Planning Commission hearing to determine compliance with CEQA and to
decide the merits of the project.
PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS
Public notices were mailed to property owners of record within 300 feet of the project site. Other appropriate
agencies, public interest groups, and citizens were sent copies of the public hearing notice. Community
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Development Resource Agency staff and the Engineering and Surveying Division, the Department of
Public Works, Facilities Management, Building Services Division, Parks Division, Environmental Health
Services, Air Pollution Control District, the Placer Fire Protection District and the Placer County Agricultural
Commissioner were transmitted copies of the application for review and comment. Comments received from
agency staff have been incorporated into this report. Public correspondence received is included as
Attachment D to this report.
BACKGROUND
The subject parcel is designated Rural Residential 2.3 to 4.6 acres minimum in the Ophir General Plan
and is zoned RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture, Combing Minimum building site of 100,000 square feet).
Cellular communications facilities are an allowed use in the Residential Agriculture district with approval
of a Minor Use Permit. Placer County Code, Article 17.56, Section 17.56.060 (Antenna, Communication
facilities) defines the regulatory standards for the placement of a cellular antenna on a residential
property. The project is consistent with 17.56.060(C), the general standards for antennas, which includes
standards for setbacks, advertising, and construction.
The site is bordered on the north and east by Millertown Road, to the south by Wise Road and west by
developed rural residential properties. The 6.34-acre project site moderately slopes to the north and is
development with a single-family dwelling, an agricultural structure, and a partially paved driveway. The
lease area pad would be established at an elevation of approximately 925 feet above mean sea level.
The site is vegetated with a mixture of ruderal grasses, interior live oak trees and foothill pine trees. The
project is located in the moderate fire zone in the state responsibility area and is required to be in
compliance with all SRA Fire Safe Regulations.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project proposes to construct a new freestanding cellular monopine communications tower (cellular
communications facility) consisting of an 88-foot tall cellular tower with wireless and highspeed internet
transmission equipment located within a 1,184 square foot (37-foot by 32-foot) ground lease area. The
cellular communications facility would include standard wireless communications equipment including,
but not necessarily limited to, antennas, microwave dishes and ground based radio equipment such as
equipment cabinets, support racks, cable bridges and a diesel-powered back-up generator within a level
2 acoustical enclosure. The lease area would be enclosed by a six-foot tall solid board fence with a 4
foot CMU retaining walls on the north and east sides. Fiber optic cable and electric cables would be
undergrounded to the lease area from existing cables near the project entrance in Millertown Road. Site
access would be provided by from an existing 12-foot wide driveway that will be improved and connect
to Wise Road. The driveway connection would be constructed to a Plate 116 standard and the driveway
would include a turnaround at its terminus. The driveway would be gated and the gate location would
conform to Placer County Code provisions requiring the gate to be a minimum of 30 feet from the edge
of pavement. The estimated trips generated from the proposed cellular communications facility would be
an estimated 1-2 trips a month.
The facility would provide enhanced wireless communication services to the surrounding area, including
phone and internet, and would enhance public safety by providing additional communications
infrastructure for residents, travelers, fire and police. The facility would participate in both the Connect
America Fund II (CAF II) Program and the FirstNet Program. The CAF II provides underserved areas
throughout the United States with hi-speed broadband internet. The CAF II Project is required to provide
broadband internet services capable of 10 Mbps download and 1 Mbps upload speeds. The FirstNet is
a nationwide wireless broadband network for first responders being built and deployed through a first of
its kind public-private partnership between the federal government and AT&T. FirstNet offers public
safety a communications network built and customized for first responders. The First Responder Network
Authority is the federal entity charged with overseeing the creation and delivery of the FirstNet network.
Housed within the Department of Commerce, National Telecommunications and Information
Administration, the agency’s role is to ensure AT&T delivers on the terms of its contract and creates a
network that meets the needs of public safety now and into the future.
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The generator which is proposed at this site would only operate during emergencies (power outages)
and brief daytime periods for periodic maintenance. A Generac Industrial Power Systems Model SD030
is proposed for use at this facility to maintain cellular service during emergency power outages. With the
Level 2 Acoustic Enclosure, a 68 dBa measurement is expected at a distance of 23 feet from the
operating generator. The project emergency generator would be tested during daytime hours only, and
even then, only for brief periods of time. The emergency generator would only operate at night during
power outages. The nighttime emergency operation of the project emergency generator would be exempt
from the County’s exterior noise ordinance due to the need for continuous cellular service provided by
the project equipment.
The project site is located in a rural residential area that is characterized by a mixture of rolling foothills
vegetated with oak woodlands, wooded drainages and stream areas, pasture lands, orchards, small
farms and hobby ranches. Views of the project site and surrounding area include a patchwork of these
landscape elements. Views of the project site from the surrounding area are pleasing but would not be
considered scenic or remarkable due to the intrusion of several man-made elements and a lack of
vividness, contrast and memorability, all of which are elements of landscapes that are considered scenic.
Tree removal would be limited to that necessary for construction of the cellular communications facility,
driveway improvements and/or trenching (approximately 2-3 trees) which will be mitigated per Conditions
of Approval No. 8 consistent with the Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance.
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR HEARINGS
This Minor Use Permit was first scheduled for hearing on September 19, 2019. During that hearing staff
presented an overview of the project and public comment was provided by neighboring property owners.
Public comments included concerns such as neighborhood compatibility, location of the cellular
communications facility in relation to existing residential structures, reduction in surrounding property
values, visibility of the cellular communications facility, radiation from antenna, fire danger, traffic, and
site plan accuracy. No action was taken by the Zoning Administrator at the September 19, 2019, hearing.
Instead, the Zoning Administrator continued the item to an open date in order to allow staff to address
concerns brought up at the hearing.
After the September 19, 2019 Zoning Administrator hearing, the applicant revised the proposed project
to include the reduction in the height of the tower to 83-feet, the addition of a 6-foot redwood wood fence,
and a residential roof structure on the equipment shelter painted Kelly Moore Cabin Brown. The applicant
provided a revised Site Plan dated September 3, 2019 (Attachment B).
October 17, 2019 Zoning Administrator Hearing
At the Zoning Administrator hearing on October 17, 2019 staff presented an analysis of the revised Site
Plan and a response to the concerns that the public brought up at the September 19, 2019 hearing.
Specifically, staff presented photographic visual simulations of the proposed cellular communications
facility along with additional information about the visibility of the proposed cellular communications
facility. The information included the results of a balloon visual simulation which consisted of flying a
balloon at the proposed cellular communications facility tower height which provides a visual
representation of the proposed cellular communications facility tower. Staff supported the requested
facility based on information provided within the application (Attachment C).
Several members of the public, in opposition of the project, spoke at the hearing about the environmental
impacts resulting from the cellular communications facility construction and operation. Issues raised
included potential historic resources impacts, visual impacts, noise (associated with cell tower “buzzing” as
well as the operation of the emergency generator, health risk associated with locating cellular facilities in
residential area, rural neighborhood compatibility, additional fire risks associated with the facility, potential
decrease in surrounding property values, and traffic safety concerns with driveway access. One individual
spoke in favor of the project citing the need for high-speed internet and in support for the improved
communications for First Responders. In addition, 17 letters in opposition to the proposed project were
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received (Attachment D). The letters cited various concerns including health and safety, neighborhood
compatibility, and visual impacts.
The Zoning Administrator after considering the written and oral testimony provided, and the existing physical
conditions of the project site and its surroundings, took action to deny the proposed cellular communications
facility. In making the determination to deny the proposal, the Zoning Administrator discussed the required
findings for cellular communications facility projects and determined that two required findings for approval
could not be made. The first finding (#3) that could not be made was that “The cellular communications
facility will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace,
comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in the neighborhood of the proposed use, nor will it
be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the
County because the facility has been designed to meet or exceed all County development standards and
minimum service levels, and its location and design will be compatible with established land uses that
surround the project.” The second finding (#6) that could not be made was that “The proposed
establishment of this cellular communications tower use will not have an adverse effect on adjacent or
surrounding property owners.”
LETTER OF APPEAL
On October 28, 2019, the applicant filed an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the Minor Use
Permit. The appellant’s statement of appeal and supporting materials are included as Attachment A to this
report. The appellant’s letter contends multiple issues with the project’s denial including:
1. The application complies with the requirements for a minor use permit in the Placer County Code.
Section 17.58.140 of the County Code requires a proposed project to be consistent with the
neighborhood character, to not be contrary to the neighborhood’s orderly development and to not cause
any adverse effects of daily use and enjoyment on the adjacent neighbors. AT&T Proposed Facility
meets these requirements.
2. AT&T’s Proposed Facility complies with federal law and must be approved. The federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”) prohibits a local government from denying an application for a
wireless facility where doing so would “prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal
wireless services.” Courts have found an “effective prohibition” exists where a wireless provider has a
significant service coverage gap and proposes the least intrusive means to fill that gap. The FCC has
ruled that a local government violates the Act by materially inhibiting a provider from providing or
improving wireless services. AT&T demonstrated that it has a significant service coverage gap, that the
Proposed Facility is the best available and least intrusive means to fill the gap, and it will be unable to
provide and improve services if the application is denied. The County must approve the application
because denial would materially inhibit and effectively prohibit AT&T from providing wireless services.
3. Project opponents focused largely on health concerns related to radio frequency emissions and
speculation about the impact on property values. AT&T’s applications cannot be rejected based on
health concerns to the extent the Proposed Facility complies with the FCC’s standards. Congress and
the courts have made clear that this is true whether those concerns are raised explicitly or indirectly
through some proxy such as “property values.” In connection with its application, AT&T submitted a
Radio Frequency (RF) Emissions Compliance Report, which confirms that the Proposed Facility will
operate well within all applicable FCC exposure limits. Because denial was animated by concerns over
RF emissions and improper speculation, the County cannot consider them as substantial evidence to
support a denial and it was inappropriate for the Zoning Administrator to deny AT&T’s application on that
basis.
RESPONSE TO LETTER OF APPEAL
Staff’s review of the issues raised in the appeal found that most of the issues raised in the attached letter
of appeal were raised by the appellant during the Zoning Administrator hearing, were addressed during
the Zoning Administrator’s consideration of the project, and were factored into the Zoning Administrator’s
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decision to deny the project. Additional responses to issues raised in the appellant’s letter or appeal are
outlined below:
1. The application complies with the requirements for a minor use permit in the Placer County Code.
Section 17.58.140 of the County Code requires a proposed project to be consistent with the
neighborhood character, to not be contrary to the neighborhood’s orderly development and to not
cause any adverse effects of daily use and enjoyment on the adjacent neighbors.
The Minor Use Permit was denied at the October 17, 2019 Zoning Administrator hearing because
the Zoning Administrator determined that the project was not consistent with Minor Use Permit
findings number 3 and 6 (of which related to the compatibility to the surrounding community), due to
the testimony from the community members that live in the vicinity this proposed cellular
communications facility would be inconsistent with the rural character, and could be contrary to the
neighborhood’s orderly development.
The proposed communications tower will be disguised as a pine tree of which will generally blend
with the surrounding tree canopy, as there are both pine and oak trees in the vicinity. The tall trees
and the higher elevation of the north side of the property would provide a tall and continuous canopy
backdrop which would allow the proposed tower to blend in with the existing tree canopy to the north,
when viewed from the south of the property. Due to the fragmented tree canopy on the south side of
the property, the proposed tower will likely be visible from properties to the east (Figure 1).

Figure 1 (Provided by AT&T)
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Additionally, since the property contains old growth oak trees and grass lands, the middle canopy will
have a lighter presence of vegetation that will allow for a view of the tower from eye level from specific
vantage points, including but not limited to, properties to the east (Figure 2). Although the proposed
height of the tower is comparative to the height and size of the trees on the north side of the property,
the tower is taller than the trees on the south side the property.

Figure 2 (Provided by AT&T)

The Zoning Administrator determined that the proposed cellular communications facility would not
blend with the rural setting and may cause substantial alterations to existing views of the site or the
surrounding area. The tower would only be partially screened from Wise Road and surrounding
properties and its overall scale would be disproportionate to nearby manmade features, such as utility
poles and overhead utility lines, and natural features such as nearby trees and the hillside backdrop.
Therefore, the cellular communications facility is not consistent with the rural nature of the
neighborhood and in this particular case be detrimental to the peace, comfort or general welfare of
people residing in the neighborhood and would be incompatible with established land uses that
surround the project.
2. AT&T’s Proposed Facility complies with federal law and must be approved. The federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”) prohibits a local government from denying an application for
a wireless facility where doing so would “prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of
personal wireless services.” Courts have found an “effective prohibition” exists where a wireless
provider has a significant service coverage gap and proposes the least intrusive means to fill that
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gap. The FCC has ruled that a local government violates the Act by materially inhibiting a provider
from providing or improving wireless services. AT&T demonstrated that it has a significant service
coverage gap, that the Proposed Facility is the best available and least intrusive means to fill the gap,
and it will be unable to provide and improve services if the application is denied. The County must
approve the application because denial would materially inhibit and effectively prohibit AT&T from
providing wireless services.
Section 332(c)(7) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (47 U.S.C. § 332) preserves state and local
authority over zoning and land use decisions for personal wireless service facilities Specifically, the
section notes that “nothing in this chapter shall limit or affect the authority of a State or local
government or instrumentality thereof over decisions regarding the placement, construction, and
modification of personal wireless service facilities.” However, there are specific limitations on that
authority. A state or local government may not unreasonably discriminate among providers of
functionally equivalent services, may not regulate in a manner that prohibits or has the effect of
prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services, must act on applications within a reasonable
period of time, and must make any denial of an application in writing supported by substantial
evidence in a written record. The statute also preempts local decisions premised directly or indirectly
on the environmental effects of radio frequency (RF) emissions, as long as the facility is in compliance
with the Federal Communications emissions (“FCC”) regulations regarding RF emissions.
Section 6409 of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 (the Spectrum Act), which
is codified at 47 U.S.C. § 1455, establishes a further limitation on state and local land use authority
over certain wireless facilities. Specifically, it provides that a state or local government may not deny
and shall approve any eligible facility request for a modification of an existing wireless tower or base
station that does not substantially change the physical dimensions of such tower or base station, and
defines eligible facility requests as including requests for the collocation, removal, or replacement of
transmission equipment. Here, the proposed facility is a new structure, not a modification of an
existing wireless tower or base station, and therefore the section would not apply to this action.
In summary, Telecommunications Act Section 332(c)(7) and Spectrum Act Section 1455(a) preserve
the local governments authority to deny a new cell tower entitlement request based on the project’s
neighborhood compatibility. The Spectrum Act does limit some of the local government’s authority,
as they are not able to discriminate among providers and the local government will need to make a
decision on the application within a set period of time. Since the Zoning Administrator’s ruling
complied with the standards set forth in the Telecommunications Act, the decision was in compliance
with federal standards.
3. Project opponents focused largely on health concerns related to radio frequency emissions and
speculation about the impact on property values. AT&T’s applications cannot be rejected based on
health concerns to the extent the Proposed Facility complies with the FCC’s standards. Congress
and the courts have made clear that this is true whether those concerns are raised explicitly or
indirectly through some proxy such as “property values.” In connection with its application, AT&T
submitted a Radio Frequency Emissions Compliance Report, which confirms that the Proposed
Facility will operate well within all applicable FCC exposure limits. Because denial was animated by
concerns over RF emissions and improper speculation, the County cannot consider them as
substantial evidence to support a denial and it was inappropriate for the Zoning Administrator to deny
AT&T’s application on that basis.
During public comment at the October 17, 2019 hearing, several members of the public discussed
health and safety issues resulting from the placement of a cellular communications tower adjacent to
residential areas. Staff also received email correspondence that discussed this topic. The concerns
included the impacts of radiation on nearby residents. Although the topics of radiation and health
impacts were brought up at the hearing, it was not the bases of the decision to deny the Minor Use
Permit request, nor would such a finding be permissible as long as the proposed facility is in
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compliance with the FCC’s regulations. The Zoning Administrator cited neighborhood compatibility
as the reason why he was unable to make findings #3 and #6, of which is required to be made in
order to approve the requested entitlement.
RECOMMENDATION
The Development Review Committee recommends that the Planning Commission deny the Appeal filed
by Jared Kearsley, and uphold the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the Minor Use Permit, subject to the
following findings:
FINDINGS
CEQA
The proposed action to deny the project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21080(b)(5) (i.e. projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves).
Minor Use Permit Finding for Denial
1. The establishment, maintenance, or operation of the proposed Minor Use Permit would, under the
circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, comfort, and general welfare
of people residing or working in the neighborhood of the proposed use, and will be detrimental or
injurious to property or improvements in the neighborhood and the general welfare of the County, in that
the proposed cellular communications facility would only be partially screened from Wise Road and
surrounding properties and its overall scale would be disproportionate to nearby manmade features,
such as utility poles and overhead utility lines, and natural features such as nearby trees and the
hillside backdrop.
2. The proposed use is inconsistent with the character of the immediate neighborhood and would be
contrary to its orderly development in that the proposed cellular communications facility is not
consistent with the rural nature of the neighborhood because it would be visible from surrounding
properties and would be visible above the tree line.
Respectfully submitted,
______________________________
Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Statement of Appeal
Attachment B: October 17, 2019 Zoning Administrator Staff Report
Attachment C: Public Correspondence Received Prior to Zoning Administrator Hearing
Attachment D: Photos
Attachment E: Revised Visual Simulations
Attachment F: Revised Project Plans (dated September 3, 2019)
cc:

EJ Ivaldi – Planning Director
Clayton Cook – Deputy County Counsel
Leslie Amsberry – County Surveyor
Rebecca Taber – Deputy Director, Engineering and Surveying Division
Jason Kearsley – Appellant
Newcastle Ophir Municipal Advisory Council (MAC)
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Attachment A

AT&T Wireless Telecommunications Facility CVL06455
545 Millertown Road, Auburn, Placer County, CA
Appeal from Zoning Administrator’s Denial on October 17, 2019
AT&T respectfully asks the County to approve AT&T’s appeal and application to
construct the proposed stealth facility proposed at 545 Millertown Road, Auburn (“Proposed
Facility”). AT&T’s Proposed Facility will provide high-speed broadband internet and increase
LTE mobile coverage and capacity for County residents and businesses. This site is part of
AT&T’s commitment under the FCC’s Connect America program to bring high-speed
broadband internet to rural areas that the FCC identified based on census data. The application
complies with the requirements for a minor use permit in the Placer County Code. Section
17.58.140 of the County Code requires a proposed project to be consistent with the neighborhood
character, to not be contrary to the neighborhood’s orderly development and to not cause any
adverse effects of daily use and enjoyment on the adjacent neighbors. AT&T Proposed Facility
meets these requirements. Specifically, AT&T proposes to build and maintain a wireless
telecommunications facility disguised as a 88-foot pine tree with a redwood fenced equipment
compound. The Proposed Facility will blend in with the natural and wooded environment and
will be tucked back in a grove of trees, concealed from public views.
AT&T’s Proposed Facility complies with federal law and must be approved. The federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Act”) prohibits a local government from denying an
application for a wireless facility where doing so would “prohibit or have the effect of
prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services.” Courts have found an “effective
prohibition” exists where a wireless provider has a significant service coverage gap and proposes
the least intrusive means to fill that gap. The FCC has ruled that a local government violates the
Act by materially inhibiting a provider from providing or improving wireless services. AT&T
demonstrated that it has a significant service coverage gap, that the Proposed Facility is the best
available and least intrusive means to fill the gap, and it will be unable to provide and improve
services if the application is denied. The County must approve the application because denial
would materially inhibit and effectively prohibit AT&T from providing wireless services.
Under the Act, the County may only deny AT&T’s application based on “substantial
evidence.” Project opponents focused largely on health concerns related to radio frequency
emissions and speculation about the impact on property values. AT&T’s applications cannot be
rejected based on health concerns to the extent the Proposed Facility complies with the FCC’s
standards. Congress and the courts have made clear that this is true whether those concerns are
raised explicitly or indirectly through some proxy such as “property values.” In connection with
its application, AT&T submitted a Radio Frequency Emissions Compliance Report, which
confirms that the Proposed Facility will operate well within all applicable FCC exposure limits.
Because denial was animated by concerns over RF emissions and improper speculation, the
County cannot consider them as substantial evidence to support a denial and it was inappropriate
for the Zoning Administrator to deny AT&T’s application on that basis.
Approving the appeal and application will ensure County residents have access to highspeed broadband and wireless LTE services. Denial will violate federal laws, including the Act.
Denial also will violate AT&T’s constitutional rights.
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Attachment B
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING DIVISION
County of Placer
HEARING DATE: October 17, 2019
TIME: 9:40 AM
TO:

Zoning Administrator

FROM:

Development Review Committee

DATE:

October 10, 2019

SUBJECT:

AT&T Minor Use Permit Modification (PLN19-00212)

PLAN AREA: Ophir General Plan
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Rural Residential 2.3 - 4.6 Ac. Min.
ZONING: RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture, Combining Minimum Building Site of 100,000
square feet)
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 040-100-002-000
STAFF PLANNER: Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner
LOCATION: The project site is located on a developed rural residential parcel on the north side of Wise
Road and west of Millertown Road in the Ophir area. The address to the site is 545 Millertown Road,
Auburn.
APPLICANT: Jason Kearsley, on behalf of Epic Wireless
PROPOSAL:
The project requests approval of a Minor Use Permit in order to install new 88-foot (83-foot tower with
5 feet of foliage on top) cellular monopine tower within a 37' x 32' fenced compound. Installing 12
antennas, 4 per sector, 4 surge suppressors, and 24 RRUs, all on the cellular tower. One walk-in
equipment cabinet and 30kw diesel generator with a 190 gallon belly tank will be installed within the
compound. There will be trenched fiber optic cable and electric cables ran to the site.
CEQA COMPLIANCE:
This project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to the provisions of Sections
15303 of the California Environmental Quality Act and Section 18.36.050 of the Placer County
Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 3–New Construction of small structures). The Zoning
Administrator will be required to make a finding to this effect.
PUBLIC NOTICES AND REFERRAL FOR COMMENTS:
Public notices were mailed to property owners of record within 300 feet of the project site. Other
appropriate agencies, public interest groups, and citizens were sent copies of the public hearing
notice. Community Development Resource Agency staff and the Engineering and Surveying Division,
Department of Public Works and Facilities, Building Services Division, Environmental Health Services,
Air Pollution Control District and the Fire Department were transmitted copies of the project plans and
application for review and comment.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The project proposes to construct a new freestanding cellular monopine communications tower
(cellular communications facility) consisting of an 88-foot tall cellular tower with wireless and
highspeed internet transmission equipment located within a 1,184 square foot (37-foot by 32-foot)
ground lease area. The cellular communications facility would include standard wireless
communications equipment including, but not necessarily limited to, antennas, microwave dishes, and
ground based radio equipment such as equipment cabinets, support racks, cable bridges and a diesel
powered back-up generator within a level 2 acoustical enclosure. The lease area would be enclosed
by a six-foot tall solid board fence with a 4 foot CMU retaining walls on the north and east sides. Fiber
optic cable and electric cables would be undergrounded to the lease area from existing cables near
the project entrance in Millertown Road. Site access would be provided by from an existing 12-foot
wide driveway that will be improved and connect to Wise Road. The driveway connection would be
constructed to a Plate 116 standard and the driveway would include a turnaround at its terminus. The
driveway would be gated and the gate location would conform to Placer County Code provisions
requiring the gate to be a minimum of 30 feet from the edge of pavement. The estimated trips
generated from the proposed cellular communications facility would be an estimated 1-2 trips a month.
The facility would provide enhanced wireless communication services to the surrounding area,
including phone and internet, and would enhance public safety by providing additional communications
infrastructure for residents, travelers, fire and police. The facility would participate in both the Connect
America Fund II (CAF II) Program and the FirstNet Program. The CAF II provides underserved areas
throughout the United States with hi-speed broadband internet. The CAF II Project is required to
provide broadband internet services capable of 10 Mbps download and 1 Mbps upload speeds. The
FirstNet is a nationwide wireless broadband network for first responders being built and deployed
through a first of its kind public-private partnership between the federal government and AT&T.
FirstNet offers public safety a communications network built and customized for first responders. The
First Responder Network Authority is the federal entity charged with overseeing the creation and
delivery of the FirstNet network. Housed within the Department of Commerce, National
Telecommunications and Information Administration, the agency’s role is to ensure AT&T delivers on
the terms of its contract and creates a network that meets the needs of public safety now and into the
future.
BACKGROUND:
At the September 19, 2019 Zoning Administrator hearing, the Zoning Administrator took action to
continue the applicant’s request for a Minor Use Permit (PLN19-00212) to construct a new
freestanding cellular monopine communications tower. The item was continued to an open date in
order to allow staff to address concerns brought up at the hearing. These concerns include, but not
limited to, neighborhood compatibility, location of the cellular communications facility in relation to
existing residential structures, reduction in surrounding property values, the cellular communications
facility visibility, radiation from antenna, fire danger, traffic, and site plan accuracy.
Since the September 19, 2019 Zoning Administrator hearing, the applicant has revised the proposed
project to include the reduction in the height of the tower to 83-feet, the addition of a 6-foot redwood
wood fence, and a residential roof structure on the equipment shelter painted Kelly Moore Cabin
Brown. The applicant provided a revised Site Plan dated September 3, 2019 (Attachment A).
ANALYSIS:
The subject parcel is located within the Rural Residential 2.3 to 4.6 acres minimum district of the Ophir
General Plan and is zoned Residential Agriculture, Combing Minimum building site of 100,000 square
feet. Cellular communications facilities are an allowed use in the Residential Agriculture district and
within the Rural Residential 2.3 to 4.6 acres minimum district of the Ophir General Plan. Section
17.56.060 (Antenna, Communication facilities) defines the regulatory standards for the placement of a
cellular antenna on a residential property. The project is consistent with 17.56.060 (C), the general
standards for antennas, which includes standards for setbacks, advertising, and construction.
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The site is bordered on the north and east by Millertown Road, to the south by Wise Road and west by
developed rural residential properties. The 6.34 acre project site is moderately slopes to the north and
is development with a single family dwelling, an agricultural structure, and a partially paved driveway.
The lease area pad would be established at an elevation of approximately 925 feet above mean sea
level. The site is vegetated with a mixture of ruderal grasses, interior live oak trees and foothill pine
trees. The project is located in the moderate fire zone in the state responsibility area and shall be in
compliance with all SRA Fire Safe Regulations.
The generator which is proposed at this site would only operate during emergencies (power outages)
and brief daytime periods for periodic maintenance. A Generac Industrial Power Systems Model
SD030 is proposed for use at this facility to maintain cellular service during emergency power
outages. With the Level 2 Acoustic Enclosure, a 68 dBa measurement is expected at a distance of 23
feet from the operating generator. The project emergency generator would be tested during daytime
hours only, and even then only for brief periods of time. The emergency generator would only operate
at night during power outages. The nighttime emergency operation of the project emergency
generator would be exempt from the County’s exterior noise ordinance due to the need for continuous
cellular service provided by the project equipment.
The project site is located in a rural residential area that is characterized by a mixture of rolling foothills
vegetated with oak woodlands, wooded drainages and stream areas, pasture lands, orchards, small
farms and hobby ranches. Views of the project site and surrounding area include a patchwork of these
landscape elements. Views of the project site from the surrounding area are pleasing, but would not be
considered scenic or remarkable due to the intrusion of several man-made elements and a lack of
vividness, contrast and memorability, all of which are elements of landscapes that are considered
scenic. Tree removal would be limited to that necessary for construction of the cellular
communications facility, driveway improvements and/or trenching (approximately 2-3 trees) which will
be mitigated per Conditions of Approval # 8 consistent with the Placer County Tree Preservation
Ordinance.
Public comment provide at the Zoning Administrator hearing included concerns with the visibility of the
proposed cellular communications facility. The application included a photograph visual simulations of
the proposed cellular communications facility (Attachment B). Since the September 19th hearing, the
applicant submitted additional information about the visibility of the proposed cellular communications
facility. The information including a balloon visual simulation (Attachment C) which consisted of flying a
balloon at the proposed cellular communications facility tower height. The applicant submitted
photographs of the balloon suspended at 88-feet, for a visual representation of the proposed cellular
communications facility tower. With the tall trees in the vicinity, the rolling topography, and the
structure being constructed similar to rural accessory structures in the area, the proposed cellular
communications facility would be compatible with rural residential landscape.
Overall, the proposed facility would blend with the setting and would not cause substantial alterations
to existing views of the site or the surrounding area as the proposed cellular communications tower
would be set against a backdrop of a tree covered hillside that would obscure direct views of the tower
from most vantage points. To the extent that the tower would be directly visible from Wise Road, the
tower would nonetheless be partially screened by existing vegetation and its overall scale would not be
disproportionate to nearby manmade features, such as utility poles and overhead utility lines, and
natural features such as nearby trees and the hillside backdrop.
Public comment provide at the Zoning Administrator hearing included concerns with radiation emitting
from the proposed cellular communications antennas. Cellular communications antennas are
regulated solely by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC). The project would have to be in
compliance with all FCC regulations. Attachment D has been included in this report as an overview of
the FCC Consumer Guide for Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Fields: Guidelines for Cellular
Antenna Sites.
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The Development Review Committee’s has determined that the establishment of the project would not
be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in
the neighborhood of the proposed use, that the use would not be detrimental or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County, and that the project would
be compatible with surrounding land uses and would be consistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood. Moreover, establishment of a cellular communications facility on the project site is a
permissible land use and would not result in the creation of appreciable land use conflicts.
RECOMMENDATION:
The Development Review Committee recommends the Zoning Administrator approve this Minor Use
Permit to install new 88-foot Monopine Tower within a 37' x 32' Fenced Compound. Installing 12
antennas, 4 per sector, 4 surge suppressors, and 24 RRUs, all on the Tower. One walk-in equipment
cabinet and 30kw Diesel Generator with a 190 gallon belly tank will be installed within the compound.
There will be trenched fiber optic cable and electric cables ran to the site.
FINDINGS:
CEQA:
The project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to provisions of Section 15301
of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Section 18.36.030 of the Placer County
Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 3 – New Construction of Small Structures) because the
cellular communications facility is a small structure that is that does not exceed 2,500 square feet in
floor area and does not involve the use of significant amounts of hazardous substances.
Minor Use Permit:
1. This Minor Use Permit is consistent with applicable goals and policies of the Placer County
General Plan and the Ophir General Plan and applicable provisions of the Placer County Code,
Chapter 17 and any applicable provisions of other chapters of this code. The proposed use is an
allowed use in the Residential Agriculture, Combing Minimum building site of 100,000 square feet
zone district with the approval of a Minor Use Permit (Placer County Zoning Ordinance, 17.50.010
and 17.56.060).
2. The modification to this cellular communications facility is consistent with applicable policies and
requirements of the Ophir General Plan and the Placer County General Plan.
3. The cellular communications facility will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in
the neighborhood of the proposed use, nor will it be detrimental or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County because the facility has
been designed to meet or exceed all County development standards and minimum service levels,
and its location and design will be compatible with established land uses that surround the project.
4. The cellular communications facility will be consistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood and will not be contrary to its orderly development.
5. The cellular communications facility will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the design
capacity of all roads providing access to the project site.
6. The proposed establishment of this cellular communications tower use will not have an
adverse effect on adjacent or surrounding property owners.
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
1. The Minor Use Permit allows for the install and operation of a new 88-foot (83-foot tower with a 5
foot of foliage on top) cellular monopine tower within a 37' x 32' fenced compound. Installing 12
antennas, 4 per sector, 4 surge suppressors, and 24 RRUs, all on the cellular tower. One walk-in
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equipment cabinet and 30kw diesel generator with a 190 gallon belly tank will be installed within
the compound. There will be trenched fiber optic cable and electric cables ran to the site. The
cellular communications facility will be located on Assessor's Parcel Number 040-100-002-000, at
545 Millertown Road in Auburn. (PLN)
2. The tree pole shall include dense branching beginning at 25 feet above ground level (which shall
be shown on plans submitted for Building Permit) and shall include significant top foliage to screen
the antenna array. The simulated leaf color shall match or appear similar to trees immediately
surrounding the project site. A sample of the foliage shall be provided to the Planning Services
Division prior to Building Permit approval. (PLN)
3. The tree pole shall include simulated bark to a height of at least 30 feet above ground level. The
remainder of the pole may be finished with simulated bark or painted a dark brown color. The paint
shall be matte or flat sheen. (PLN)
4. All antennas shall be mounted within the extents of simulated tree branches and shall be covered
with simulated foliage netting. (PLN)
5. The entire perimeter of the lease area shall include a minimum six-foot-tall redwood or cedar fence
with overlapping fence boards. The fence shall be stained a neutral earth toned color. (PLN)
6. All fiber optic cable and electric cables shall be undergrounded from the point of service
connection to the lease area. In no case shall power cable lines be run as overhead service lines
to the project site except where required to connect to the new overhead service drop adjacent to
the project driveway. (PLN)
7. The applicant shall obtain a Building Permit prior to commencement of any work on-site. The
emergency back-up generator shall include a manufacturer noise shroud, which shall be shown on
project plans submitted for Building Permit. (PLN)
8. The communication company(ies) with equipment located on the tower shall assume full
responsibility for resolving television reception interference or other types of interference that can
be verified to be caused by the operation of this facility. The tower users shall take corrective
actions within 30 days of receipt of any written complaint and notice of such action is to be
submitted to this file. Any complaints received from the FCC shall also be forwarded to the County
by the tower users. Should interference prove to be a significant problem to the community and
appropriate corrective actions have not been taken, the County shall schedule any necessary
public hearing to consider possible revocation of this Administrative Approval Permit. (PLN)
9. Prior to Building Permit Issuance, trees identified for removal, and/or trees with disturbance to the
critical root zone, shall be mitigated through a tree replacement mitigation fee of $100 per diameter
inch at breast height for each tree removed or impacted or the current market value, as established
by an Arborist, Forester or Registered Landscape Architect, of the replacement trees, including the
cost of installation, shall be paid to the Placer County Tree Preservation Fund. (PLN)
10. Prior to Building Permit issuance, obtain an Encroachment Permit from DPW for any trenching
associated with the cable point of connection within the County maintained portion of Wise Road.
(ESD)
11. Prior to Building Permit Certificate of Occupancy, the proposed access road shall be improved at a
minimum with an all-weather surface to the proposed facility capable of supporting a 75,000-pound
fire truck. Minimum recommended surfacing on 90% compacted soil is 6” aggregate base. (ESD)
12. The proposed driveway, which will connect to a County maintained road (Wise Road), shall be
constructed to a Plate 116 Minor, LDM standard unless otherwise approved by the DPW. The
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design speed of the roadway is 35 mph or as otherwise specified by the DPW. An Encroachment
Permit shall be obtained from DPW prior to construction of the driveway or Building Permit
issuance. The maximum width of the residential driveway shall be 32’. (ESD)
13. The face of any entry gate and/or keypad shall be located a minimum of 30’ from the edge of
pavement of the intersecting street and shall be able to fully open to allow a vehicle to stop without
obstructing traffic on the intersecting street. The clear width of the gated entrances when fully
opened shall be at least two feet wider than the width of the traffic lane(s) serving the gate. (ESD)
14. Hazardous materials as defined in Health and Safety Code Division 20, Chapter 6.95 shall not be
allowed on any premises in regulated quantities (55 gallons, 200 cubic feet, 500 pounds) without
notification to Environmental Health Services. A property owner/occupant who handles or stores
regulated quantities of hazardous materials shall comply with the following within 30 days of
commencing operations:
a. Operator must complete an electronic submittal to California Environmental Reporting System
(CERS) and pay required permit fees.
b. If the business will generate hazardous waste from routine operations, obtain an EPA ID
number from the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC).
15. If Business Owner/Operator is unsure of what constitutes a hazardous material or waste, please
contact Environmental Health Services for assistance at 530-745-2300 (EHS)
16. The discharge of fuels, oils, or other petroleum products, chemicals, detergents, cleaners, or
similar chemicals to the surface of the ground or to drainage ways on or adjacent to, the site is
prohibited. (EHS)
17. Project status shall remain unmanned, locked and accessible to employees only. In the event this
status should change, additional conditions relating to sewage disposal and water supply will be
required by Environmental Health Services. (EHS)
18. Construction noise emanating from any construction activities for which a Building Permit is
required is prohibited on Sundays and Federal Holidays, and shall only occur:
A. Monday through Friday, 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM;
B. Saturdays, 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM (PLN)
19. The applicant shall defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County of Placer, the County Board
of Supervisors, and its officers, agents, and employees, from any and all actions, lawsuits, claims,
damages, or costs, including attorney’s fees awarded in any proceeding brought in any State or
Federal court, challenging the County's approval of that certain Project known as the AT&T Minor
Use Permit Modification (PLN19-00212) shall, upon written request of the County pay, or at the
County’s option reimburse the County for, all reasonable costs for defense of any such action and
preparation of an administrative record, including the County staff time, costs of transcription and
duplication. The County shall retain the right to elect to appear in and defend any such action on its
own behalf regardless of any tender under this provision. This indemnification obligation is
intended to include, but not be limited to, actions brought by third parties to invalidate any
determination made by the County under the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) for the Project or any decisions made by the County
relating to the approval of the Project. Upon written request of the County, the applicant shall
execute an agreement in a form approved by County Counsel incorporating the provisions of this
condition. (PLN)
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20. This approval shall expire on October 17, 2021, unless exercised by Building Permit from the
Placer County Building Services Division and completion of a foundation inspection for the tower.
(PLN)
ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment A: Revised Site Plan dated 10/3/2019
Attahcment B: Photograph Visual Simulations dated 10/4/2019
Attachment C: Photograph Balloon Visual Simulations dated 10/4/2019
Attachment D: FCC Consumer Guide for Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Fields: Guidelines for
Cellular Antenna Sites
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Attachment C
Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Tuesday, September 17, 2019 6:51 AM
Bennett Smithhart
AT&T Cell phone tower

Importance:

High

Bennett,
I forgot to mention ‐ I haven't run across any home owner (inside or outside the 300 ft zone) in favor of this cell phone
tower. It's been 100% "NO"
Arthur
P.S. Could you please send me a reply telling me you received my email.
Thanks
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Thursday, November 14, 2019 10:56 AM
Bennett Smithhart
AT&T cell tower proposal - Ophir area

Hello Bennett - this is Sierra George at 677 Millertown Rd.
I am writing about the appeal at 545 Millertown Rd. First - why can’t AT&T really look at other places since this has already been
denied. Such as in the picture - can’t they use the high voltage transmission towers?
Also can you let us know on what grounds they appealed?
Thank you!
Sierra George
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Sent from my iPhone
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kelly Warman <kellybwarman@gmail.com>
Tuesday, September 17, 2019 11:54 AM
Bennett Smithhart
AT&T Minor Use Permit (PLN19-00212) for 545 Millertown Road, Auburn

To: Zoning Administrator & Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner
I live at and own the property at 600 Millertown Road, across the street from the proposed AT&T cell tower at 545
Millertown Road. Our property (040‐100‐017‐000) is in direct line of sight of the proposed cell tower. My husband David
Warman and I are opposed to this project for the following reasons:
1. We are deeply concerned about the decrease in our property value. Studies have shown property values
decrease 20+% in areas surrounding a cell tower, both from the unsightly view of the tower and concern about
potential health effects from living nearby. Since our house is in direct line of sight of the tower this tower will
certainly decrease the resale value of our property from a visual impact. Plus even potential buyers who are not
themselves concerned about cell tower health effects recognize there are enough people concerned about cell
tower health effects that resale value is effected and therefore will not consider property near cell towers.
2. We feel this project is not suitable from this neighborhood which is zoned rural residential.
3. Since the tower is so tall, we are concerned that the tower will block the solar panels on our roof.
If you have any questions please contact me.
Regards,
Kellene (B. Still) Warman
600 Millertown Road
Auburn, CA 95603
kellybwarman@gmail.com
916‐580‐7130
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christie Sonmez <christiesonmez@gmail.com>
Thursday, November 21, 2019 3:31 PM
Bennett Smithhart
AT&T's Appeal

Hi, Bennett! I'm drafting a letter in response to AT&T's appeal of the Zoning Administrator's denial of its Minor
Use Permit Modification (PLN19-00212). To whom do I address it, and what's the deadline for mailing it?
Thanks! Sincerely, Christie Sonmez
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Tuesday, September 17, 2019 6:41 AM
Bennett Smithhart
AT&T Cell Phone Tower

Importance:

High

To The Zoning Administrator:
My name is Arthur Olson. I am 68 years old. With the exception of my 8‐1/2 years in the United States Navy (submarine
forces) I have lived on the property located on Millertown Rd. My parents purchased two ‐ one acre parcels back in 1946
and my dad built the 900 square foot home which is currently 705 Millertown. In 1984. I married my spouse, Ann, and in
1986 we built the residence at 693 Millertown.
In the past week, I have gone door‐to‐door with a petition for my neighbor's to sign if they too were against the
proposed tower being built on the property owned by Carl and Charlane Rhoades located at 545 Millertown Rd. I have
spoken to "ALL" the property owners located within the 300 foot area that received planning commission letters. 100%
of my neighbors (including myself & Ann) are "strongly" against the 120 foot cell phone tower.
I also went to residences outside the 300 foot area. These areas include:
North on Millertown Rd up to and including Star Thistle Lane ‐ West on Wise Rd (from Millertown) to Betterley Lane ‐
East on Wise Rd (from Millertown) to Hoppe Lane. Some residences, the people were not home or I was unable to gain
access because their properties were fenced and had a security gate blocking their driveway.
By the end of today (Tuesday Sept 17th) Ann will scan the petition and send it to your staffer Bennett so you will have
time to review it before Thursday's 9:40am meeting. We have a Facebook Neighborhood watch posted about the cell
phone tower. I may get more signatures between now and the meeting.
I respectfully request time to speak at the meeting and present the final petition list.
Thank You
Sincerely,
Arthur Olson
693 Millertown Rd
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 613‐1696
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Thursday, September 19, 2019 1:03 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Cell phone tower meeting

Importance:

High

Dear Bennett,

I want to apologize for the way I behaved today at the meeting. The past 2 days have been very stressful
thinking about this meeting. I have NEVER spoken at a public hearing until today. I was nervous at first ‐ then blindsided
with anger when the ATT rep mentioned my wife's name about the 7 Facebook people who were in favor. My wife Ann
has spoken at hundreds of public meetings. They are in her "comfort zone". She was teaching a 9:30 class at William
Jessup and could not attend. However, if this tower proposal goes to planning, she will be there.
I don't know how much the material provided by AT&T and Epic influenced your decision for "approval". I was trying to
illustrate with photo shots, google map, and the blue print of the service road, they were all inaccurate. Also misleading.
In my opinion Epic could have laser scanned the tallest tree next to the tower ‐ subtract the height from the tower
height, generate a simulated photo showing the disparity. "Or" fly a drone with a 120ft piece of cord attached and
hover the drone over the site. When the cord's off the ground
‐ start taking photos of the drone from multiple sites around the tower.
Print those instead. I guess that would be too easy. Their way, I honestly believe they did it their way to mislead the
public. None of the photos, maps, or blueprints had scales ‐ no way I could take measurements. The only measurements
I knew were the service road ‐ 12 feet wide and the distance from my driveway to Wise Rd was 0.3 miles. So I backward
engineered and discovered their simulated photos inaccurate. The tower was incorrectly positioned and the service
road blueprint had the wrong scale. The service road in reality is much longer.
Personally, I would have verified the source material given to me for accuracy before making any determination.
You have been EXTREMELY helpful through this process,
Thank You!!!!
Art :‐)
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

k r <krrumba@yahoo.com>
Monday, September 16, 2019 8:46 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Cell Phone Tower

To: Zoning Administrator, Placer County
I am strongly opposed to the proposal to build an AT&T cell phone tower at 545 Millertown Road in Auburn. This tower would be
inconsistent with land use in a rural residential area; there are no commercial structures present in this area and such a structure would
be inappropriate and will lower property values. As a parent, I am very concerned about potential health risks to children in the
neighborhood, as well as increased fire danger.
I am also shocked that I did not receive notice of this proposal as I live very close to the Millertown address. What is the notification
process for residents with proposals such as this one? Impacted property owners should have been notified in writing, and therefore
more time should be allowed for public comment. Most people have jobs and therefore cannot attend a meeting on a Thursday
morning at 9:40 am.
Respectfully,
Kathy Russo
1001 Bonnie Lane
Auburn, CA 95603
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jacqueline Lowe <happi108@gmail.com>
Sunday, September 15, 2019 10:43 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Cell Tower on corner of Millertown and Wise Rd, Newcastle ,CA

Mr. Smithhart:
My husband and I live on a private lane off of Millertown Road, just down the street from where a 120 foot cell
tower is proposed to be constructed. We are opposed to the cell tower on the corner of Millertown and Wise
Rd.
This is rural property and we have no issues with cell phone service in this area, so it appears the cell tower is
for the benefit of people miles away. Even if AT & T attempts to disguise the tower as a tree, we are still
opposed.
The construction of cell towers is known to reduce the property values of the houses closest to it, and we don't
need anything in this area reducing our property values.
Construct it in an industrial area down on Ophir Rd somewhere.
Sincerely,
Jacqueline and Trace Lowe
890 Warren Way, Auburn, CA 95603
Happi108@gmail.com
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Monday, September 16, 2019 1:36 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Cell Tower Proposal at 545 Millertown Rd., Auburn

I am writing in opposition of the proposed cell tower to be put in on property located at 545 Millertown Rd. Auburn.
I live at the direct neighboring property and would be in direct line of sight for this tower. This proposed tower is extremely tall at
120'! That is taller by a good 50-60 feet above any other tree. What an obnoxious sight in a beautiful rural neighborhood.
This proposed tower would also have multiple people (contractors) at all hours on the property and we do not want the extra people
and traffic on our country road. As well as lights on at all times.
I also oppose this proposed tower for health reasons - I have a 13 year old son and do not want him or my family exposed to any
possible radiation. Look at the town of Ripon. Cell tower to be removed from Ripon school amid cancer concerns

Cell tower to be removed from Ripon school amid cancer
concerns
KCRA Staff
A cell phone tower outside a Ripon elementary school will be removed
after parents raised concerns about student...

Being the neighboring property we are also extremely concerned about fire danger. Not only for direct danger of fire, but also the cost
of insurance. There is already enough concern about getting canceled in our area but this would only increase the possibility of
getting cut from insurance or having the cost go up enormously.
Lastly, there have been studies about the property values dropping in the vicinity of cell towers. We do not want this to happen here.
These are a few of the reasons for my opposition. Thank you for taking the time to read them.
Sierra George
677 Milertown Rd. Auburn, CA 95603
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Monday, October 14, 2019 10:54 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Beverly Roberts; Arthur Olson
Clarification on alternative tower site at sewer pond/PCWA mitigation site
Sewer S Pond 5 1048 Dam, CA - N38.88664° W121.10614°.pdf.pdf; North Ravine, CA N38.89201° W121.10595°.pdf.pdf

Bennett,
I am unclear about one of the alternative sites we had proposed to AT&T. Can you please confirm with them the location
of this site. I am forwarding PDF’s of the sites with appropriate coordinates for their use. Their response made little
sense on this particular site.
Thanks.
Maria BAranowski
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christie Sonmez <christiesonmez@gmail.com>
Thursday, September 19, 2019 11:47 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Hearing re Minor Use Permit PLN19-00212

I would like to be notified of the subsequent hearing of Minor Use Permit PLN19-00212, which considers the
installation of a 120' Monopine Tower by AT&T on property owned by Carl and Charlane Rhoades in Ophir,
California. My mailing address is:
Christie Sonmez
10408 Dutchman's Mine Rd
Auburn, CA 95603
E-mail works, too! Thank you, Bennett! Christie
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Chet Blackburn <Chetbl@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, October 16, 2019 12:12 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Beverly Roberts
I oppose the cell phone tower located on 545 Millertown Rd.

Please do not allow this massive structure to be built on our beautiful street. There is a lot of county property just
across the way, put it there!
Sent from my iPad
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Holly Thomasson <thomasson@douglasvanhowd.com>
Monday, October 14, 2019 5:11 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Beverly Roberts
I OPPOSE the cell phone tower located on 545 Millertown Road

From: William & Holly Thomasson Family
Address: 10643 Wise Road
Phone: 530-887-9004
Dear Mr. Smithhart,
As long-time residents of the Ophir area, we strongly oppose the application for approval of the
cell phone tower project on 545 Millertown Road for the following reasons:
1) Aesthetics: The 88-ft tower will stand 40 feet above the natural tree line. Although they
may attempt to make it look like a tree…. it will stick out like a sore thumb.
2) Disturbance: Service trucks in and out of our rural area at all hours of the day or night
would be out of place, noisy, a nuisance, and a hazard.
3) Health: We don’t feel there have been enough conclusive evidence to support the idea that
the radiation from these cell towers is safe and not cancer-causing.
4) Family Legacy: We have lived here (along with our family property at 670 Millertown
Road) for a generation and have poured our lives into these properties to be handed down to our
children and grandchildren. This has negative impacts for our whole family….. now, and in the
future.
5) Property Values: For all the reasons listed above, this tower will have a direct negative
impact on the property values in the Ophir area.
These are just a few immediate concerns that we have, but if this project is approved, we see a
potential of it being just “a foot in the door” for future expansion (in height and/or capacity and
causing even greater radiation emissions).
We appreciate the opportunity to share our concerns.
Thank you,
William & Holly Thomasson and family
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Scott Stice <stice.scott@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, October 15, 2019 12:33 PM
Bennett Smithhart
I oppose the cell tower located at 545 Millertown rd.

I oppose the cell tower that is proposed to be located at 545 Millertown Rd. In addition to being an absolute
eyesore, I am concerned for my 15 month old daughter and the risk of RF radiation coming from the tower. This
needs to be relocated to an open area away from homes and children.
Scott Stice
755 Millertown Rd., Auburn CA 95603
(925) 787-1342 cell
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sabina Pellissier <sabina@msn.com>
Monday, October 7, 2019 11:54 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Ophir cell tower question

Bennett,
Thank you for sending the info with the documents that included the great balloon experiment photos.
In reviewing the other included materials in that folder, specifically the alternative sites document, it occurs to
me that I'm having trouble finding a map or even a list of locations of existing AT & T cell tower sites. Do you
have such for our Ophir/Loomis/Auburn/Penryn area? AT&T discounts a couple of the "alternate" sites as being
too close to existing towers.
Second question, they reference "living units for the CAF II internet program within the targeted area". Any
chance you can point me in the direction of where to find the LU's for this particular tower?
Also, would there be info on the other CAF II projects in our area for AT&T?
Thanks Bennett,
Sabina Pellissier
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Quentin Keen <qakeen@pacbell.net>
Monday, September 16, 2019 8:49 PM
Bennett Smithhart
quentin_keen@yahoo.com
Opposition to Cell Phone Tower

I am very much in opposition to the proposed cell phone tower at 545 Millertown Road in Auburn. Such a tower is
inappropriate in a residential setting, and would be an eyesore as well as an attack on property values. I strongly object
to this even being considered, and am perplexed as to how it is that I have not been notified in writing of something that
could have a significant negative impact on the quality of our lives and the value of our investment in our home and our
community. I would deliver this opinion personally but for the fact that you have scheduled the meeting at an hour
when people are at work.
Please note my opposition in the public record.
Respectfully submitted,
Quentin A. Keen
1001 Bonnie Lane
Auburn, CA 95603
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kelly Warman <kellybwarman@gmail.com>
Monday, October 7, 2019 9:58 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Plans for cell tower at 545 Millertown Road

Good morning Bennett, I am planning to have the cell tower plans printed on full scale paper at a printer…would you let
me know what size paper is standard for these blueprints? Or perhaps I just need to let the printer know they are blue
prints.
Thank you for your help.
Best regards,
Kelly Warman
kellybwarman@gmail.com
916‐580‐7130
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jones, Jessica D. <JonesJD1@sutterhealth.org>
Wednesday, October 16, 2019 12:15 PM
Bennett Smithhart
proposed AT&T tower

Hello,
I am in opposition to the Cell Tower proposed at 454 Millertown Rd Auburn, Ca 95603. While I understand the
need for better cell coverage, this tower will not benefit anyone in the surrounding neighborhood in which it will
negatively Impact. That really does not seem very equitable. There is no need for it to be in neighborhood when there
are so many more appropriate sites it could go. This tower will negatively impact many residents while only one
resident is being compensated for its negative effects i.e lowered property values, increased fire risk which in turn
increases homeowners insurance. Even if everyone in the neighborhood was being compensated there is still absolutely
no way I would be in support of it being built. Aside from monetary reason why I am against the tower going in are
health concerns. On our small street alone there are 20 kids that live and play here. I feel that the effects of a towers so
close to homes has not been studied sufficiently and it is not a risk I am willing to take with my own children. I am
hoping that you take a moment to think about if this was going in at your next door neighbor’s house how you would
feel and make the appropriate decision.
Thank you for your time and supporting our great community.
Jessica Jones
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Peter George <peterclarkplumbing@yahoo.com>
Wednesday, October 16, 2019 7:39 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Proposed cell tower at 545 Millertown Rd Auburn

I have lived next door to this property for 25 years. I am against having a cell tower on this property!
Cell towers are noisy, usually have lights and this one is extremely tall in our rural area, standing a good 30’ taller than
other trees. And no matter how they camouflage it, this tower can be seen from any point in my backyard. As well as up
& down Millertown and Wise roads.
Plus adding foot and vehicle traffic on our country road is not safe, in addition to having strangers around our rural
community.
I am also concerned with the direct fire danger that towers and generators can have. There is 190 gallons of diesel fuel
just waiting to ignite. I don’t want to lose my insurance as other places have.
With all of these issues and more I am most concerned about house values. There is evidence that cell towers can bring
down property values in a neighborhood. I did not move here to lose money from a cell tower. This is a beautiful area
in our Ophir community, don’t ruin it!
Thank you for your time.
Pete George
677 Millertown Rd Auburn
Sent from my iPhone
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, September 25, 2019 1:36 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Beverly Roberts; sabina@msn.com
Questions

Bennett,
I have questions concerning your 22 page report:
1.Last Thursday's hearing ‐ you provided a 22 page report ‐ ALL in black and white. I know color printing is expensive.
Why didn't you make a single copy of the 22 page report in color with the stipulation it was not to be used for personal
use. You look at it ‐ then put it down for someone else to view.
2.The first two double‐sided pages ‐ have page 1, page 2, page3, and page 4 in very tiny font (smaller than the font of
the text) AND the position of the page number is to the far right of the page. Most documents ‐ The page number is at
the bottom center.
3. There are no pages numbers until you get to page 18. For the next 5 double‐sided pages (pages 5 through 12) ‐ I will
refer to them by to the
following: T ‐ 1, GN ‐ 1, C ‐ 1, C ‐ 2, A ‐ 1, A ‐ 1.1, A ‐2, A ‐ 3, A‐ 4.1, and A ‐ 4.2
4. Page T ‐ 1: Was the original print in color? Was the original print a standard 24" x 36" size reduced to fit on an 8 1/2" x
11" piece of paper and changed to black & white? Look how small the font is. Even with my reading glasses I barely
could read parts. I had to use a magnifying glass along with my reading glasses to make any sense what was printed.
And no, I didn't bring a magnifying glass to the meeting.
5. Page GN ‐ 1: The exact questions I mentioned above on page T ‐ 1.
6. Page C‐1: First page with a scale at the lower left of the page looking at from a landscape position. One inch equals
sixty feet (1"=60') Was the original in color? Was the original a standard 24" x 36" size reduced to fit on an 8 1/2" x 11"
piece of paper and changed to black & white? Again font
size: So small I couldn't read it. If this print was 24 x 36, then the scale is inaccurate.
7. Page C ‐ 2: Scale on page reads 1 inch equals twenty feet (1"=20') Was this a standard size 24" x 36" " colored" print
reduced in size to fit on an
8 1/2" x 11" piece of paper and the color changed to black & white? If original print was 24x 36 ‐ the scale is inaccurate.
The width of the service road is twelve feet(12"). The measured distance (using a ruler) is three sixteenths of an
inch(3/16" or 0.1875) ‐ The road is 3.75 feet wide
(0.1875 x 20') The scale is inaccurate.
8. Page A‐1: Scale on page reads one inch equals fifty feet (1"=50'). Same questions as stated above on page C ‐2. Also
the font size ‐ extremely small
‐ unreadable. I took horizontal measurements across the parcel. That
measurement was two and three‐fourths inches (2‐3/4"). I took a second measurement between the furthest points
running north‐south. That measurement was five and three‐quarters of an inch or (5‐3/4")The horizontal measurement
multiplied by the scale 2.75" x 50 ft came to 137.5 ft. The second measurement taken between the furthest points of the
parcel running north‐south was five and three‐quarters of an inch (5‐3/4"). The second measurement multiplied by the
1
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scale 5.75" x 50' came to 287.5 ft. This parcel is 6.34 acres (as stated on page 2) One acre is equal to 43,560 square feet.
Just one square acre has four equal sides of 208.7 feet.
Therefore, the scale on this page is inaccurate.
9. Page A ‐ 1.1: scale is: one inch equals ten feet (1"= 10'). Was original print colored? Was the original print a standard
24' x 36" size reduced to fit on an 8 ‐1/2' x 11" sheet of paper and changed to black & white.? The font size ‐ too small to
read. The scale inaccurate.
10. Page A‐2: Scale three eights of an inch equals one foot (3/8" =1') "Extremely confusing" and the size font is barely
readable. Why a fraction?
Why wasn't both sides of the equation multiplied by 8 to eliminate the denominator. The result: Three inches equals
eight feet (3"=8'). Same questions (again and again and again. Original was it colored measuring 24x
36 reduced and converted to black & white etc, etc, etc.
11. A‐4‐1: I'm getting tired of having to ask the same questions ‐ page after page after page. (color, size, reduction, black
& white, font, and inaccurate).
12. A ‐ 4.2: Dido ‐ Same as stated above.
13. The next three full length photos are just that photos ‐ all black & while ‐ no description where the photo was taken.
Where was the photographer standing when he took the shot. ‐ No recorded measurements, no distances, no
explanations, no nothing. What's their purpose being in the 22 page packet? Being all black & water muddies the photo.
I'm assuming it's where the tower site is on the property. In my opinion these photos mean absolutely nothing with
respect to this project.
Finally, page numbers reappear starting with page 18 and ending with page 22. All these photos were taken a four
different locations.
Page 18 is the Google Maps overhead view of the parcel at 545 Milltown Rd and surrounding area including Millertown
Rd. There's no scale ‐ no red dot of the proposed tower site ‐ just a very small rectangle with the words "project
location'' inside.. I copied this "colored version of this photo from the County's website. The color brings out a better
contrast and differentiates between, tree, rocks, residences, and roadway And you can clearly see the "red dot".
The final two 4 photos printed on each side of the two remaining pages ‐ all black and white were taken form 4 different
locations. Very fuzzy and extremely difficult to separate trees, residences, the road, etc. There is no description where
the photographer was standing . I figured out 2 photos
(1 & 3), the photographer was standing somewhere on Wise Rd pointing in the general area of the cell tower. Photos 2
& 4 were taken standing somewhere on Milletown Rd pointing in the general area of the cell tower. And there's "zero"
description or measured distances printed on these pages.
In summary, I just shot your 22 page report "to shreds" Nearly all the data in this report was either vague, unreadable,
confusing, omitted, misleading, or highly inaccurate. An your department recommended "approval."
I recommend this project (AT&T Minor Use Permit Modification PLN19‐00212) be placed "on hold" until everything I
mention above is rectified.
Respectfully,
Arthur Olson
693 Millertown Rd
Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 613‐1696
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P.S. I have established a neighborhood watch. I am the point of contact.
All phone numbers and email addresses I gathered through the petition process I've created a data base. I'm continuing
to gather more ‐ the ones I missed prior either because they were not home or they residence is protected by a security
system barring me from access.
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ann Olson <aolson@mroengineers.com>
Tuesday, October 29, 2019 2:44 PM
Bennett Smithhart
RE: AT&T appealed the denial of the Minor Use Permit

Hi Bennett –
I submitted my entire traffic engineering analysis, in written form, at the Zoning Administrator Hearing (including
attachments that contain all the technical references that I used). So you should already have it as part of the record.
Please let me know if I can provide any further assistance.
Ann Olson
From: Bennett Smithhart
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 11:55 AM
To: Ann Olson
Subject: AT&T appealed the denial of the Minor Use Permit
Good Morning Ann,
I wanted to reach out to you and let you know that AT&T appealed the denial of the Minor Use Permit.
Would it be possible for you to send us your traffic engineering analysis that you presented at the 10/17 hearing, so our
engineering staff can review all of your data?
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745‐3039
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ann Olson <aolson@mroengineers.com>
Sunday, September 15, 2019 9:32 AM
Bennett Smithhart
RE: AT&T Cell Tower

Hi Bennett –
It was good to chat with you on Friday afternoon. My husband was hoping to chat today with the neighbors who
received the official county notice about the proposed cell phone tower. Could you please forward me that list first thing
this morning. If you could also let me know that name and email address of the Zoning Administrator, I’d be grateful.
Thanks
Ann Olson
From: Bennett Smithhart
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 9:07 AM
To: Ann Olson
Subject: AT&T Cell Tower
Good Morning Ann,
I stepped out of the office and missed your call. I figured it might be easier just to shoot you can email. Please find
attached the plans for the project.
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745‐3039
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sunday, November 10, 2019 7:04 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Arthur Olson
Re: AT&T MUP Appeal

Hi Bennett,
Thanks for forwarding the basis for appeal. Can you provide the written decision from the ZA? The appeal
seems inconsistent with the issues presented and ruled on by the ZA.
Also, can you give me the protocol and format for the Planning Commission hearing. I'm wondering if we need
to hire an attorney at this point or if it is still a hearing where community members can each speak.
Thanks
Maria Batanowski
On Tue, Nov 5, 2019, 3:54 PM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Maria,
Just for your information, here is the appeal letter from AT&T.
Thanks,
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

From: Maria baranowski [mailto:mbaranowski17@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 28, 2019 11:53 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: AT&T MUP Appeal
Ok. That's a surprise. Thanks for letting me know.
Mb
On Mon, Oct 28, 2019, 11:23 AM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good Morning Maria,
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I wanted to let you know that AT&T filed an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the Minor Use
Permit today. The item will be appealed to our Planning Commission within 90-days. I will let you know
when a date and time is set.
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ann Olson <aolson@mroengineers.com>
Tuesday, September 17, 2019 1:00 PM
Bennett Smithhart
RE: AT&T MUP PLN19-00212 | Mailing List

Yes I finally made box work. Thanks so much for your persistence in doing this.
Ann Olson
From: Bennett Smithhart
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2019 10:21 AM
To: Ann Olson
Subject: RE: AT&T MUP PLN19‐00212 | Mailing List
Ann,
I sent you the link for the 2017 staff report. Please let me know if you have received it.
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745‐3039

From: Ann Olson [mailto:aolson@mroengineers.com]
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 4:03 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: AT&T MUP PLN19‐00212 | Mailing List
Thanks Bennett.
Ann
On Sep 16, 2019, at 10:23 AM, Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Here you go. I am working on getting you the staff report. I see it is too big to send over email so I am
going to break it down.

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
1
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(530) 745‐3039

From: Andrea Dashiell
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 8:46 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: AT&T MUP PLN19‐00212 | Mailing List
Here is the mailing list spreadsheet and map.
Andrea N. Dashiell
Administrative Secretary
Community Development Resource Agency | Planning Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn CA 95603
(530) 745‐3072 | (530) 745‐3080 fax | adashiel@placer.ca.gov
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Krista Shields-Sender <krista.sender@gmail.com>
Wednesday, October 16, 2019 9:11 PM
Beverly Roberts; Bennett Smithhart
Re: Cell Tower at 545 Millertown Road, Auburn (Use Permit PLN19-00212)

Dear Ms. Roberts and Mr. Smithhart,
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed cell tower location of 545 Millertown Road.
In addition to RF radiation emitted by the cell towers that the World Health Organization (WHO) has
determined to be cancer causing, and the unsightliness of a tower that rises at minimum 40 feet above the
surrounding trees and landscape, we moved to the area in order for our family to have a bit of separation from
city features. The effects of the tower will influence our children at their school, Ophir Steam Academy, as well
as at our home on Bonnie Lane.
It would be greatly disappointing if the health and beauty of our community became compromised because of
the location of the tower. I implore you and the district to continue the search for a location that is suitable for
the function of the tower and suitable for the health and well-being of the surrounding community.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,
Krista, Dan, Henry and Isaac Sender
1000 Bonnie Lane, Auburn
(916) 778-9769
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gallery <dvh@vanhowd.com>
Monday, September 23, 2019 3:19 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Re: Cell tower radiation

Dear Bennett,
My husband read the information you sent, and as Art brought forward at the meeting, the diagrams of
placement of the
tower is wrong. It is actually about 200’ further North and bout 100’ further East, a location which is much
nearer to
our homes.
Thank you,
Nancy Van Howd

On Sep 23, 2019, at 2:19 PM, Gallery <dvh@vanhowd.com> wrote:
Thank you Bennett. I know AT&T is a lot more interested in us hearing the advantages rather
than the negative details.
But we have to live with practically in our front yard, and want to know all the details.
Thank you,
Nancy Van Howd

On Sep 23, 2019, at 12:27 PM, Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
wrote:
Doug and Nancy,
Thank you for reaching out. Federal law prohibits a local jurisdiction from using
Radio Frequency Emissions during the decision making process for a land use
entitlement. Radio Frequency Emissions is solely regulated by the FCC. The
county has not analyzed or considered any Radio Frequency Emissions for this
project.
The applicant did provide the county with their third party FCC compliance
Report. I have a copy of the report attached, if you wish to review.
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks,
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
1
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3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

-----Original Message----From: Gallery [mailto:dvh@vanhowd.com]
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 11:25 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Cell tower radiation
Hello Mr. Smithhart,
My husband and I attended the hearing yesterday September 19 at 10:40 a.m. to
oppose the proposed cell tower at 545 Millertown Road in Auburn, Ca. We are
especially concerned about what it will do to the magnetic field in the area and the
amount of radiation it will emit. Can you tell us what Category it falls under?
e.g. Category 5? Category 4?
Thank you for your reply. I think the community has a right to this information.
Sincerely,
Doug & Nancy Van Howd
670 Millertown Road
Auburn, CA 95603

Van Howd Studios
13333 New Airport Road
Auburn, CA 95602
Mailing:PO Box 5706
Auburn, CA 95604
Gallery Phone:
(530) 887-1581
dvh@vanhowd.com

Van Howd Studios
13333 New Airport Road
Auburn, CA 95602
Mailing:PO Box 5706
Auburn, CA 95604
Gallery Phone:
2
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(530) 887-1581
dvh@vanhowd.com
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Tuesday, October 15, 2019 1:21 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Re: Clarification on alternative tower site at sewer pond/PCWA mitigation site

Thank you very much. Their response to this particular site made little sense.
On Tue, Oct 15, 2019, 9:34 AM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Maria,
I will pass along that information to the applicant and I will forward their response.
Thanks,
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

-----Original Message----From: Maria baranowski [mailto:mbaranowski17@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 10:54 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Clarification on alternative tower site at sewer pond/PCWA mitigation site
Bennett,
I am unclear about one of the alternative sites we had proposed to AT&T. Can you please confirm with them
the location of this site. I am forwarding PDF’s of the sites with appropriate coordinates for their use. Their
response made little sense on this particular site.
Thanks.
Maria BAranowski
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Thursday, September 26, 2019 9:36 AM
Bennett Smithhart
RE: Follow up: Brain storm

Bennett,
Because “we” (referring to the planning department) is waiting for new plans to be submitted by the applicant can I assume this project has been put on “hold”? C Would you respectfully reply saying (words to this effect):
At this time AT&T Minor Use Permit Modification (PLN19-00212) has been placed on hold awaiting new
plans to be submitted by the applicant.
I could then forward your email to most of my neighbors and inform one personally (I was shocked - there is a
married couple – retired – that doesn’t have a computer or internet - that received a letter.
Thanks,
Art
Have a nice day 
From: Bennett Smithhart [mailto:BSmithha@placer.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 7:56 AM
To: Arthur Olson
Cc: Beverly Roberts
Subject: RE: Follow up: Brain storm
Thank you for this information. We are waiting on the applicant to submit new plans and I will route them to
you when they are received.
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

From: Arthur Olson [mailto:arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 8:28 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart
Cc: Beverly Roberts
Subject: RE: Follow up: Brain storm
Importance: High
1
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Bennet,
To make my position perfectly clear: I’m totally OPPOSED to the tower any way, shape, or form. I analyzed
the applicant’s data with respect to this cell phone tower to be “highly misleading”- “highly inaccurate” . I only
examined 3 pages (2 photos and 1 blue print) I explained in my previous email.
With Eric by your side – go to the service road blueprint. In the lower left - the scale reads One Inch Equals
Twenty Feet (1”=20’). [Is it true the width of the service road is twelve feet (12’)?] What is the width of the
service road on the blueprint? Measure the width using a standard twelve inch ruler. I came up with 3/16th of
an inch. The scale printed on the lower left says: (1” = 20’). Width of service road on the blueprint measures
3/16” or 0.1875. Multiply 0.1875 by the scale printed on the lower left (twenty feet) (0.1875 x 20). The width of
the service road I got was: A“Whopping” 3.75 feet
The service road starting north of Mr. Rhoades carport – going virtually west (2”) then bending north another
(1.5) according to the applicant’s scale 1” = 20ft. Let’s use (again) the scale the applicant printed on the page):
2” x 20’ =40 feet due west. 1.5” x 20’ = 30 feet due north. You are telling me the total length of the service
road is 70 feet and it’s 3.75 feet wide???????
Based upon your reply, I assuming no person from the planning department actually went out and physically
stepped foot on the property - examined survey markers of the tower sight and survey markers of the service
road and measured actual distances. (do markers exist – I don’t know – no neighbor is permitted to trespass on
the property). If someone actually visited the sight you would have told me. If there is a person, I respectfully
request to meet him. I would like view his or her data of horizontal and vertical measurements taken and any
photos. And if this data exists why didn’t you compare it to the data provided by the applicant. I personally
want to know the height of the tallest tree closest to the site of the tower so I can mentally subtract it from 120
feet. I want to know how much higher (in feet) the tower will with respect to the surrounding tree canopy. Does
this height disparity fall within the parameters and guidelines of: “blending in” with the surrounding trees.
By the way does your engineering colleague Eric have a last name? I can only assume the decision of
“approval” from this department for this project was derived from only the data submitted by the applicant. In
my opinion - you did not obtain any follow up data yourself beyond the scope of data submitted by the applicant
for comparison.
Maybe it’s time the County moves into the 21st century. During the Minor Use Permit process The planning
department has in its inventory the advanced measuring tools available to “verify” the information from any
applicant any project submitted. I stated to you in my previous email my recommendation . There are distance
lasers accurate to less than 1/16”. Drones equipped with high resolution video cameras. Both of items can be
purchased for less than $2,000.
Your recommendation of “approval” was based on disinformation by the applicant. Was it intentional? I say
YES!!! I agree with you totally on “holding’ the project until new plans are submitted. I would like to know
either way - if you hold the project or if you move the project forward - so I can email your decision to my
neighbors.
Thanks,
Art

2

550

From: Bennett Smithhart [mailto:BSmithha@placer.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 8:58 AM
To: Arthur Olson
Cc: Eric Griffin
Subject: RE: Follow up: Brain storm
Art,
I have included my colleague Eric in engineering on this email. Just so I understand your position, are you
opposed to the project because you believe the plans are not accurate and the incorrect location will impact your
property, or with the submittal of revised plans and simulations that address your comments, would you be in
support of the project?
For the Minor Use Permit process we only require a basic site plan that shows the property line and all elements
on site, drawn as accurate as possible. We understand that some people do not have professionals to draft up
plans for them. That being said, we do not have requirements, like all pages have to have a graphic scale, for the
site plans during the planning entitlement process. Building permits and improvement plans have more
restrictive requirements in terms of the documents submitted for construction.
I will review the plans with Eric to make sure they are accurate and we will let you know what we find.
Thank you for your recommendation of using the drone and laser measuring tool, but it is not something that the
County does during the Minor Use Permit process. We rely on the applicant to submit accurate plans. If we do
not believe they are correct, we will hold the project until correct plans are submitted.
Thanks,
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

From: Arthur Olson [mailto:arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2019 5:57 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Follow up: Brain storm
Bennett,
Thanks for the copy of the public hearing. My wife, Ann opened the letter and kept it. As you know she wrote
all the documentation we sent to you. I did all the ground work gathering the 29 signatures on the petition and I
analyzed the simulated photo(page1), the google map overhead view of the property(page 2), and the blueprint
of the service road leading up to the tower(page 3) that I spoke about and presented at Thursday’s hearing.
The point I was trying to make when I spoke was: All 3 pages were vague, misleading, and incorrect - only
one(page 3 ) had a scale and it was incorrect – no distance measurements on any of the 3.
3

551

Page 1 – the distance(in ft) from where the person was standing taking the photo to the base of the tower wasn’t
on the page. Page 2 – no Google map scale was printed on the page. If you use Google Maps they provide a
scale so you can measure distance. The map ATT and Epic provided - omitted measurements and distance (was
this intentional?). Page 3 was copied from a standard 24” x 36” standard blueprint and reduced in size to fit on
an 8-1/2” X 11” standard piece of paper. It had a scale (lower left) 1”= 20ft.
Why did page 3 have a scale and not Pages 1 & 2 (was this also intentional?). I knew the service road was 12
feet wide. I backward engineered and found the true scale of the blueprint to be 1” = 64ft. Page 2(no Google
scale) – I know from the end of my driveway to Wise Rd road on my car’s odometer is 0.3 miles. 0.3 miles is
1,584ft. measuring the length of Millertown Rd to Wise Rd on the map - it was 6” long. I came up with a scale
of 1” = 264ft. (1,584 divided by 6) Therefore, distance from red arrow #1 to the red dot was 198 ft (0.75inches x
264)
Measuring from the red dot due east when it intersected the Line of Sight with respect where the simulated
photo on Page 1 was taken – I came up with error of 82.5 ft. The simulated photo of the tower on page 1 was
incorrectly position to the right by 82.5ft. (5/16”or .3125 x 264)
Every page of data ATT and Epic provided in their packet submitted to you that I analyzed was incorrect. (was
this intentional?). There were “zero scales and zero measurements” printed on any page. Anyone with a
standard ruler could not calculate measurements. Page 3 – someone with a wheel measuring device like the one
CHP uses to measure skid marks to determine speed could have been used to provide and accurate measurement
of the length of road. (The distance from the start of the service road going west, then bending north could have
resulted in one simple measurement (in feet)) ATT and EPIC did none of this – Why???? (again was this
intentional?) To me A LOT of parameters just don’t add up.
My biggest concern is: If the data provided to you by ATT and EPIC is incorrect, vague, and misleading – how
can you come up with a “valid” decision? Were they “transparent”
My Recommendation:
Rent a drone – attach a 120ft cord to it. Fly the drone upward directly where the center of the tower base is –
once the end of the cord is off the ground – hover the drone – have someone else take photos of the drone
standing on the ground from all 4 cardinal angles (North, South, East, and West) and from varying distances.
Use the same sites (4) that were used in the ground photos taken by ATT / Epic (page 2).
Use a laser measuring tool to find the height of the tallest tree closet to the tower, then subtract the height from
120. The drone hovering over the tree line would instantly show the height disparity from any angle any
distance. Then and only then will you have accurate measurements and photos that show the tower does or
doesn’t “blend in” with the surrounding environment.
Thanks,
Art 
From: Bennett Smithhart [mailto:BSmithha@placer.ca.gov]
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2019 1:25 PM
To: Beverly Roberts; Arthur Olson
Subject: RE: Follow up: Brain storm
Art,
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Thanks for reaching out and letting me know that you are the point of contact for your group. A clear line of
communication is very helpful. Please send all correspondence through me and I will make sure they get to the
right person, if needed.
The project application was submitted to the county on July 9th. Once applications are received, they are placed
on the public record and are available to the general public.
Our noticing requirements are detailed in the zoning ordinance. Ten days in advance of a public hearing the
legal notices are sent out to property owners, the applicant, property owners within 300-feet, any local agency
servicing the property, and any person that has filed a written request of notice. Please see the distribution
section on the attached legal notice.
Our Zoning Ordinance does not require us to send out notices when a Minor Use Permit application has been
submitted. I will pass on your recommendation to our Zoning Administrator for his consideration.
Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns.
Thanks,
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

The link ed image cannot
be d isplay ed. The file may
hav e been mov ed,
ren amed, or deleted.
Verify that the link poin ts
to the correct file and
location.

_____________________________________________
From: Beverly Roberts
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 4:44 PM
To: Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Follow up: Brain storm

Good afternoon Art.
I am a visual person and therefore appreciate again 😊 the thoroughness of your email noting your concerns
and suggestions on this and future projects. There is a process in place in Placer County for projects, not to
mention policies and ordinances that we have to follow and in which I’m not completely versed on. Incidences
such as these help to get me better versed, so that is an upside on this. By way of this e-mail I’m looping in
Bennett as the project lead on this to answer this questions and to place in the file for the proposed cell tower
on Miller-Town road. I plan to take a drive out and look at the proposed site as you had suggested.
In answer to your question on whether or not Sup Holmes & I got noticed on these. I wasn’t aware of this
project until I had phone calls, and e-mails from the concerned neighbors just last week. However, we are sent
project notifications by staff on a regular basis and I must have missed it. This is a good reminder for me to flag
and thoroughly read those as they come in!
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BTW: I’m old school as well! That is a good thing!
Bennett,
Please contact Mr. Art Olson and discuss his concerns and answers his questions. Again, please keep me in the
loop on this project. I left you a vm earlier to give me a call, so perhaps on Monday when you get a moment you
can give me a call.
You both have a wonderful weekend!
Take care,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
<< OLE Object: Picture (Device Independent Bitmap) >>

-----Original Message----From: Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, September 20, 2019 11:49 AM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Brain storm
Hi Beverly (again)
I've been doing a lot of thinking since yesterday's meeting. I remember one of my neighbors (I think it was
Sierra George) when she spoke she said - AT&T has been working on this project for 18 months but the
residents directly affected by this project only got a two-week notice (I think we had longer but she said two
weeks).
My point is: Is it possible when any project is submitted to the Planning Commission (and the necessary fees
are paid) - A resident (for example - the neighborhood watch spokesperson) living in close proximity to the site
of the project is also notified? My reason is: The residents (who later in the process receive letters) could have
the SAME amount of time as the planning department to gather their own information?
I have learned much. I made it my mission to a go door-to door with a petition to sign. I got 29 signatures. My
wife was shocked. She thought no more than 10. I would estimate 60% of my neighbors who signed - I never
met before. Many of my neighbors on Wise Rd had high fences and security gates.
I was unable to access their property. My mission (before it goes to the planning commission) is to have these
residents onboard.
During this process, I asked everyone that signed the petition and provided an email address and/or phone
number if I could program that info into my computer or cell phone. I told them I trying to establish a
neighborhood watch. No one said NO. So for now - I'm the point of contact.
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Do you know when AT&T and Epic paid the fees to start this process - was Mr. Holmes(Jim) and you informed
this was in the pipeline? What about the MAC board? For the record: I hate to use Jim instead of his title Supervisor Jim Holmes because I don't know him personally to call him my
friend. I'm old school.
Thanks
Art :-)
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

mark rideout <mrideout63@gmail.com>
Wednesday, October 16, 2019 11:12 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Beverly Roberts
Re: Millertown Cell Proposal PLN19-00212
Cell Tower Letter 2019-10-16.pdf

Mr Smithhart,
Attached please find a subsequent letter, describing my opposition to the subject project. Please confirm that it
will be considered in the Zoning Administrator deliberations tomorrow morning.
Please contact me if you have any questions,
Mark.
On Wed, Sep 18, 2019 at 1:09 PM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
I have received it. Thank you.

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745‐3039

From: mark rideout [mailto:mrideout63@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 1:05 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Millertown Cell Proposal PLN19‐00212

Bennett,
Please confirm reciept of the attached letter, and ensure it is included in the Zoning Administrator's
deliberation calendared for tomorrow.
Thank you,
Mark Rideout
530-863-6057
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Monday, September 30, 2019 11:17 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Beverly Roberts; Arthur Olson
Re: Nice Meeting You...: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
image001.png

Thanks. How do we access the public files from the two proposed projects that we're denied in our area? I
understand one was somewhere along Wise road and Lozanos. Not sure where the other one was.
Mb
On Mon, Sep 30, 2019, 8:11 AM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Maria,
Staff is directed by the hearing body to complete separate tasks, like an special meeting . Our Zoning
Administrator understands that one is requested, but he feels the Zoning Administrator hearing is the most
appropriate place to discuss this proposal. If this item is appealed to the Planning Commission, they will have
their own standards and direction to staff.
From my conversation with AT&T, they are working to clarify and revise their project. I will make sure to
pass along any updates from them. I will also make sure we have physical to scale copies of the cell tower
plans available at the Front Counter of the Community Development office when we receive them.
Thanks,
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

From: Maria baranowski [mailto:mbaranowski17@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 28, 2019 8:48 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: Nice Meeting You...: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Thanks for your response. To clarify, are you suggesting that there will be no response to our initial questions
and concerns prior to the hearing? Is there no opportunity to have a community meeting with the applicant or
1
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staff prior to the public hearing? This makes little sense. We are all trying to understand the proposed project
and your findings prior to the next public hearing.
Thanks
Mb
On Fri, Sep 27, 2019, 8:33 AM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Maria,
All correspondence has been forwarded to the applicant. The next zoning administrator hearing is the best
place to discuss this item with the Zoning Administrator and the applicant. I will make sure to let you know
when it has been rescheduled.
Thanks,
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

From: Maria baranowski [mailto:mbaranowski17@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 7:53 AM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: Nice Meeting You...: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Hi Beverly. I understand att is moving forward with correcting their drawings for the proposed site. I am not
certain of the County planning process, but I am wondering if there is an opportunity to meet with you and the
planners to get some answers to the questions we asked at the public hearing and within our correspondence.
I'm also curious about whether or not the alternative sites were forwarded to att. I have spoken to Dom
Granata who owns a part of the top of the quarry site and he is interested as well. It would be great to take a
tour of the proposed alternative sites with att so they can see what might be a good fit, although, nobody has
explained what the service quadrant is that att brought up at the hearing. It would be helpful to know that.
Please let me know your thoughts as time is getting short before the next hearing.
Thanks and stay dry!
Maria Baranowski
On Thu, Sep 19, 2019, 4:29 PM Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good afternoon Maria.
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Yes, very nice meeting you as well as the neighbors in the area.
Thank you for the attachment and detailed information for some alternative sites. We appreciate the
thoughtful and extensive time you’ve taken to research and send to us! Very impressive! 😊 By way of these
e-mail I’m looping in Bennett Smithhart the Planning Services Division contact for this item, so he has for
his files and consideration. He can also be reached at (530) 745-3039.
Bennett,
I am sure you have, but if not, I have contact information for Fred Yeager. Kindly request that you keep me
in the loop on this project from here forward and of course here if you should need to sit down to discuss
those updates with Supervisor Holmes and/or myself.
Respectfully,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
From: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2019 12:33 PM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Dear Beverly,
It was nice to meet you this morning. I wanted to pass on the alternative sites we had discussed this morning. Perhaps AT&T is not
aware of the many options that would be less impactful on the neighborhood.
I am sending a topo map that locates five nearby alternative sites. I would also like to mention that the Placer Land Trust is an
option as well. They would need to talk with Fred Yeager, Executive Director of the Trust to see if there might be any possibilities.
That would be the sixth alternative.
1. The Ophir Fire Station located at 9305 Wise Road
2.The PG&E Powerhouse property at the intersections of Ophir Road and Wise Road
3. The City of Auburn Sewer Ponds located just beyond the Powerhouse between Ophir and Wise Roads.
4. The Quarry Site that is at the west end of Ophir Road near the I80 exit.
5. The PCWA learning center that is currently gated and not used. It sits just across from the sewer ponds at the water treatment
facility.
6. Placer Land Trust
Numbers 2 through 5 are all within the public service and industrial areas of Ophir. One might expect a project of this type in those
areas - n
ot within the ag/residential area zoned 2.3 acres minimum.
I hope this can be conveyed to AT&T as something tangible more palatable. The AT&T representative did not have a business
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card yet.
Thank you,
Maria Baranowski
mbaranowski17@gmail.com
916-224-5154
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sabina Pellissier <sabina@msn.com>
Tuesday, October 8, 2019 4:31 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Re: Ophir cell tower question

Thank you
Get Outlook for iOS
From: Bennett Smithhart
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 1:19:33 PM
To: sabina@msn.com
Subject: FW: Ophir cell tower question

Sabina,
Please find the response below by Epic Wireless.
Thanks,
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

From: Jared Kearsley [mailto:Jared.Kearsley@epicwireless.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 12:25 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart
Subject: RE: Ophir cell tower question
Bennett,
The attached Coverage Map shows the two Existing AT&T sites adjacent to the proposed site (Black Dots, see
legend). To further assist, here are the GPS Coordinates for both towers: 38.880759, -121.126510
(Ophir/Quarry) and 38.907293, -121.088569 (Mt. Vernon near Nevada St). We don’t have a “map” of all
AT&T sites, however, this should be sufficient per the question below.
The Coverage Map has a “polygon” which identifies the Living Unit area. AT&T uses proprietary heat maps
which identifies LU’s in their census blocks in order to strategically place towers. The FCC has a helpful map
of the areas that are eligible for the CAF II services. You will find a purple shaded area all around the Wise Rd
and Millertown Rd area on this map: https://data.usac.org/publicreports/caf-map/
This next map is essentially the same but is colored in Green:https://www.fcc.gov/reports-research/maps/caf-2accepted-map/
I don’t have a list of all CAF II towers in the area. I do know of two others that I worked on, however. One is
located in Meadow Vista off of Meadow Gate Rd (not yet built), and the other is in Auburn located at
38.947509, -121.190679 (colocation on an existing tower).
Please let me know if there are any other questions.
Thank you,
Jared Kearsley
Site Acquisition Manager
Epic Wireless Group, LLC
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605 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
(209) 968-4315 jared.kearsley@epicwireless.net

From: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 7, 2019 12:12 PM
To: Jared Kearsley <Jared.Kearsley@epicwireless.net>
Subject: FW: Ophir cell tower question
Jared,
We received an inquiry today. Would you have any responses to these questions?
Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

From: Sabina Pellissier [mailto:sabina@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, October 7, 2019 11:54 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Ophir cell tower question
Bennett,
Thank you for sending the info with the documents that included the great balloon experiment photos.
In reviewing the other included materials in that folder, specifically the alternative sites document, it occurs to
me that I'm having trouble finding a map or even a list of locations of existing AT & T cell tower sites. Do you
have such for our Ophir/Loomis/Auburn/Penryn area? AT&T discounts a couple of the "alternate" sites as being
too close to existing towers.
Second question, they reference "living units for the CAF II internet program within the targeted area". Any
chance you can point me in the direction of where to find the LU's for this particular tower?
Also, would there be info on the other CAF II projects in our area for AT&T?
Thanks Bennett,
Sabina Pellissier
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sabina Pellissier <sabina@msn.com>
Thursday, September 26, 2019 10:53 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Re: Please add me to distribution list for Ophir cell tower

Appreciate the information. I am not counting on the Supervisor to address this particular proposal - only to
help us potentially facilitate a meeting of all parties that can look at a location for a tower in Ophir (if that's
what needs to happen) that can work for all of us. This current system of proposal, upset, tactics and zoning
staff work is kind of counter productive. If the Telecom companies want to put a tower in Ophir and if the
Ophir community can be a part of the dialogue about its placement, there could be resolution. That's exactly
what the supervisor can help facilitate. I didn't mean to imply that we would be asking him to intervene in this
specific process.
Thanks for adding me to the list.
Sabina
From: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2019 9:05 AM
To: Sabina Pellissier <sabina@msn.com>
Subject: RE: Please add me to distribution list for Ophir cell tower
Sabina,
Thank you. I will make sure you are on the list. We have noted that you are in opposition in the file.
I did want to say that the Zoning Administrator is fully independent hearing body. You have every right to contact your
supervisor, but the Supervisors do not have influence at the Zoning Administrator level. Everything that happens at the
Zoning Administrator level is at his sole discretion. If the item is appealed to the Board of Supervisors, then it be at their
level and they will make the decision to what is best.
At this point the next Zoning Administrator hearing is your best outlet for sharing your thoughts on the proposal. The
applicant is wanting to go to the October 17th ZA hearing. Once we receive updated plans, we will update everybody on
the status of the next hearing.
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745‐3039
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From: Sabina Pellissier [mailto:sabina@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 3:44 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Please add me to distribution list for Ophir cell tower

Hello Bennett,
Nice to meet you at the meeting last week. While I didn't speak, I do want to be on record in opposition to the
cell tower placement on Millertown. However, I am not one who is entirely oppposed to finding a location that
works for everyone. I just don't agree it's on Millertown road.
I am hoping that we can schedule a meeting with Supervisor Holmes staff and all interested parties where
maybe we can work together to find a good location and stop this drip, drip, drip of NIMBY on a cell tower
placement issue. It's got to be getting old for everyone involved.
I will reach out to the Supervisors staff and try to get something together and if I can, I would hope we can
count on you to be part of that if it's appropriate.
Thank you
Sabina Pellissier
Star Thistle Lane
Auburn (Ophir)
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Monday, September 30, 2019 12:15 PM
Beverly Roberts
Bennett Smithhart; Arthur Olson
Re: Sounds Like A Good Idea / How About 9am? : Cell Tower Hearing this morning
image001.png

Perfect. Where would you like to meet?
On Mon, Sep 30, 2019, 11:51 AM Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good morning Maria.
How does 9 a.m. on Friday, Oct 4 (wow, already?) sound?
Hold placed on our D3 calendars and on standby for your reply back.
Take care,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

From: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 11:22 AM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: Good Morning.: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
I'm thinking Friday morning could work. Should we meet on site so you understand our concerns?
Thank you!
Mb
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On Mon, Sep 30, 2019, 11:16 AM Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good morning Maria.
Bennett is correct in that the best place to discuss this item is at the Zoning Administrator meeting, date tbd.
Supervisor Holmes and I are happy to meet with you and Art to listen to your concerns if that is your
preference, but that is all we can do. There is a process in place and not one he has the authority to override.
I have a few openings this week (Friday morning w most openings), or if you would like to go out further no
worries, I can look for some dates next week. 😊
I did forward the options you sent to me to AT&T, but it was just this morning. Sorry! It was sitting in my
drafts. Thank you for checking in on this!
Loving the rain and this fall weather! My lungs are absolutely happy. No inhaler for 3 days now! Life is good!
On standby for your response back.
Respectfully,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov

From: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 8:34 AM
To: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: RE: Nice Meeting You...: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Maria,
All correspondence has been forwarded to the applicant. The next zoning administrator hearing is the best
place to discuss this item with the Zoning Administrator and the applicant. I will make sure to let you know
when it has been rescheduled.
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
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3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

From: Maria baranowski [mailto:mbaranowski17@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 7:53 AM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: Nice Meeting You...: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Hi Beverly. I understand att is moving forward with correcting their drawings for the proposed site. I am not
certain of the County planning process, but I am wondering if there is an opportunity to meet with you and the
planners to get some answers to the questions we asked at the public hearing and within our correspondence.
I'm also curious about whether or not the alternative sites were forwarded to att. I have spoken to Dom
Granata who owns a part of the top of the quarry site and he is interested as well. It would be great to take a
tour of the proposed alternative sites with att so they can see what might be a good fit, although, nobody has
explained what the service quadrant is that att brought up at the hearing. It would be helpful to know that.
Please let me know your thoughts as time is getting short before the next hearing.
Thanks and stay dry!
Maria Baranowski
On Thu, Sep 19, 2019, 4:29 PM Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good afternoon Maria.
Yes, very nice meeting you as well as the neighbors in the area.
Thank you for the attachment and detailed information for some alternative sites. We appreciate the
thoughtful and extensive time you’ve taken to research and send to us! Very impressive! 😊 By way of these
e-mail I’m looping in Bennett Smithhart the Planning Services Division contact for this item, so he has for
his files and consideration. He can also be reached at (530) 745-3039.
Bennett,
I am sure you have, but if not, I have contact information for Fred Yeager. Kindly request that you keep me
in the loop on this project from here forward and of course here if you should need to sit down to discuss
those updates with Supervisor Holmes and/or myself.
Respectfully,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
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Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
From: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2019 12:33 PM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Dear Beverly,
It was nice to meet you this morning. I wanted to pass on the alternative sites we had discussed this morning. Perhaps AT&T is not
aware of the many options that would be less impactful on the neighborhood.
I am sending a topo map that locates five nearby alternative sites. I would also like to mention that the Placer Land Trust is an
option as well. They would need to talk with Fred Yeager, Executive Director of the Trust to see if there might be any possibilities.
That would be the sixth alternative.
1. The Ophir Fire Station located at 9305 Wise Road
2.The PG&E Powerhouse property at the intersections of Ophir Road and Wise Road
3. The City of Auburn Sewer Ponds located just beyond the Powerhouse between Ophir and Wise Roads.
4. The Quarry Site that is at the west end of Ophir Road near the I80 exit.
5. The PCWA learning center that is currently gated and not used. It sits just across from the sewer ponds at the water treatment
facility.
6. Placer Land Trust
Numbers 2 through 5 are all within the public service and industrial areas of Ophir. One might expect a project of this type in those
areas - n
ot within the ag/residential area zoned 2.3 acres minimum.
I hope this can be conveyed to AT&T as something tangible more palatable. The AT&T representative did not have a business
card yet.
Thank you,
Maria Baranowski
mbaranowski17@gmail.com
916-224-5154
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Saturday, October 5, 2019 9:07 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Arthur Olson
Re: Supervisor Holmes Meeting / Wednesday, October 9 @ 12:15 p.m.: Cell Tower
Hearing this morning
image002.png; image003.png

Hi Beverly. It looks as though the 15th at 4 pm will be best for all.
Thank you for the alternative dates.
Maria
On Fri, Oct 4, 2019, 3:46 PM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good Afternoon,
Please find the revised plans, simulations, and balloon photographs at the link below. Please let me know if
you have any questions.
https://placercounty.box.com/s/phjbx1ne7wj1igkv6x49pr0wdon3vtu6
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

From: Beverly Roberts
Sent: Friday, October 4, 2019 12:04 PM
To: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Supervisor Holmes Meeting / Wednesday, October 9 @ 12:15 p.m.: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Good afternoon Maria & Art.
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Sorry, but Supervisor Holmes has meetings @ 9a, 11a, 2p, 4p & 5:30p on Wednesday, October 9. He is
available @ 3p, however we need to factor in drive time and I don’t want to limit time with your group of only
30 minutes. I can confirm 12:15 p.m. – 1:15/1:30p? Let me know how that works for the group.
If you want a 4p, I can do a Tuesday, October 15?
Let me know when you get a moment.
Thank you to you both for organizing this meeting today. It was good to have a visual on this proposed site and
to talk to the affected neighbors.
Respectfully,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

From: Beverly Roberts
Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2019 2:18 PM
To: 'Maria baranowski' <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; 'Arthur Olson' <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Heads Up Only / Sup Holmes May Not Be Able To Meet Tomorrow... / I Will However...: Cell
Tower Hearing this morning
Hello Maria.
Just a heads up that Supervisor Holmes is having some outpatient surgery at 2p today, so he might not be
feeling up to meeting at 9:00 a.m. I am and will be there for this on site meeting, unless of course you would
like to reschedule when he is available? No worries either way for me. I’m stepping out for the day, but I’m in
by 7:30 a.m. so will respond as soon as I get in.
Take care,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
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Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

From: Beverly Roberts
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:26 PM
To: 'Maria baranowski' <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: RE: Sounds Like A Good Idea / How About 9am? : Cell Tower Hearing this morning
At the site – Miller Town Road & Wise (545 Miller Town Road). 😊
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
The link ed image cannot be display ed. The file may hav e been mov ed, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

From: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 12:15 PM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: Sounds Like A Good Idea / How About 9am? : Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Perfect. Where would you like to meet?
On Mon, Sep 30, 2019, 11:51 AM Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good morning Maria.
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How does 9 a.m. on Friday, Oct 4 (wow, already?) sound?
Hold placed on our D3 calendars and on standby for your reply back.
Take care,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov

From: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 11:22 AM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: Good Morning.: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
I'm thinking Friday morning could work. Should we meet on site so you understand our concerns?
Thank you!
Mb
On Mon, Sep 30, 2019, 11:16 AM Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good morning Maria.
Bennett is correct in that the best place to discuss this item is at the Zoning Administrator meeting, date tbd.
Supervisor Holmes and I are happy to meet with you and Art to listen to your concerns if that is your
preference, but that is all we can do. There is a process in place and not one he has the authority to override.
I have a few openings this week (Friday morning w most openings), or if you would like to go out further no
worries, I can look for some dates next week. 😊
I did forward the options you sent to me to AT&T, but it was just this morning. Sorry! It was sitting in my
drafts. Thank you for checking in on this!
Loving the rain and this fall weather! My lungs are absolutely happy. No inhaler for 3 days now! Life is
good!
On standby for your response back.
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Respectfully,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
From: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 8:34 AM
To: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: RE: Nice Meeting You...: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Maria,
All correspondence has been forwarded to the applicant. The next zoning administrator hearing is the best
place to discuss this item with the Zoning Administrator and the applicant. I will make sure to let you know
when it has been rescheduled.
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039
From: Maria baranowski [mailto:mbaranowski17@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, September 27, 2019 7:53 AM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Arthur Olson <arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: Nice Meeting You...: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Hi Beverly. I understand att is moving forward with correcting their drawings for the proposed site. I am not
certain of the County planning process, but I am wondering if there is an opportunity to meet with you and
the planners to get some answers to the questions we asked at the public hearing and within our
correspondence.
I'm also curious about whether or not the alternative sites were forwarded to att. I have spoken to Dom
Granata who owns a part of the top of the quarry site and he is interested as well. It would be great to take a
5
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tour of the proposed alternative sites with att so they can see what might be a good fit, although, nobody has
explained what the service quadrant is that att brought up at the hearing. It would be helpful to know that.
Please let me know your thoughts as time is getting short before the next hearing.
Thanks and stay dry!
Maria Baranowski
On Thu, Sep 19, 2019, 4:29 PM Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good afternoon Maria.
Yes, very nice meeting you as well as the neighbors in the area.
Thank you for the attachment and detailed information for some alternative sites. We appreciate the
thoughtful and extensive time you’ve taken to research and send to us! Very impressive! 😊 By way of these
e-mail I’m looping in Bennett Smithhart the Planning Services Division contact for this item, so he has for
his files and consideration. He can also be reached at (530) 745-3039.
Bennett,
I am sure you have, but if not, I have contact information for Fred Yeager. Kindly request that you keep me
in the loop on this project from here forward and of course here if you should need to sit down to discuss
those updates with Supervisor Holmes and/or myself.
Respectfully,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
From: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2019 12:33 PM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: arthur.olson9022@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Cell Tower Hearing this morning
Dear Beverly,
It was nice to meet you this morning. I wanted to pass on the alternative sites we had discussed this morning. Perhaps AT&T is
not aware of the many options that would be less impactful on the neighborhood.
I am sending a topo map that locates five nearby alternative sites. I would also like to mention that the Placer Land Trust is an
option as well. They would need to talk with Fred Yeager, Executive Director of the Trust to see if there might be any
6
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possibilities. That would be the sixth alternative.
1. The Ophir Fire Station located at 9305 Wise Road
2.The PG&E Powerhouse property at the intersections of Ophir Road and Wise Road
3. The City of Auburn Sewer Ponds located just beyond the Powerhouse between Ophir and Wise Roads.
4. The Quarry Site that is at the west end of Ophir Road near the I80 exit.
5. The PCWA learning center that is currently gated and not used. It sits just across from the sewer ponds at the water treatment
facility.
6. Placer Land Trust
Numbers 2 through 5 are all within the public service and industrial areas of Ophir. One might expect a project of this type in
those areas - n
ot within the ag/residential area zoned 2.3 acres minimum.
I hope this can be conveyed to AT&T as something tangible more palatable. The AT&T representative did not have a business
card yet.
Thank you,
Maria Baranowski
mbaranowski17@gmail.com
916-224-5154
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Brandon Brodzky <brandonb@aeciq.com>
Monday, September 16, 2019 4:53 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Boss Lady Brodzky; brandonb@aeciq.com
Use permit PLN19-00212, opposition

Hello Bennett —
My name is Brandon Brodzky and I live at 10490 wise rd, auburn 95603. I received a letter from you regarding the
potential of a cell phone tower a neighbor is trying to allow AT&T to install.
I strongly oppose of this. My wife and I have two young boys (4 & 7) and we are absolutely not ok with our family being
in close proximity to the tower. We’ve worked hard to be able to buy land and just spent over $1.2 million dollars to
build our forever dream house to raise our boys on the land. We will not allow or approve any cell phone tower near our
property. No money can ever replace the health and wellness of our family and we will take strong and aggressive legal
action against the county, neighbor any anyone else involved if such permit/zoning is approved for this work.
I unfortunately can not attend the hearing this Thursday but wanted to make my stance very clear on this matter. Please
share my comments to all parties involved and confirm receipt of this email.
Thank you very much.
Brandon & Rachel Brodzky
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Nancy Van Howd <nancy@vanhowd.com>
Tuesday, October 15, 2019 12:59 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Beverly Roberts
We oppose the cell tower located on 545 Millertown Road

To the Placer County Zoning Administrator:
We strongly oppose the cell tower proposed to be located at 545 Millertown Road because The World Health
Organization has determined RF Radiation from Cell Phone Towers to be concern causing. This greatly concerns us.
It doesn’t make much difference that the proposal has been reduced from a 120 foot tower to an 88 foot tower.
I would still be 40 feet taller than the surrounding trees and it along with the ground facilities and activities do not fit in
our neighborhood community. Millertown Road is winding and narrow, and along with being unsightly we feel it would
make our road more unsafe.
We also feel it would downgrade our neighborhood and affect our property values.
We hope you will look at this situation as if you or your family lived in this community. We feel that our health and well
being should be of utmost importance to you. Please vote against granting this permit to build this cell tower.
Sincerely,
Nancy and Douglas Van Howd
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Holly Thomasson <thomasson@douglasvanhowd.com>
Friday, November 15, 2019 2:52 PM
Bennett Smithhart
Beverly Roberts
What?
Appeal Bases (1).pdf

Hello Mr. Smithhart ~ I am just now getting a chance to read this letter (below) and it is quite confusing. You
and I both were at the meeting on October 17th, where the application was denied and there was not a single
mention of the RF emissions, nor was it denied on that premise. I just want to point that out!
Holly Thomasson

1

578

579

Attachment D

580

581

582

583

Attachment E

584

585

586

587

588

589

590

591

OCCUPANCY AND CONSTRUCTION TYPE

CODE COMPLIANCE

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

NORTH

VICINITY MAP

RFDS DATED 03-11-2019, ISSUE 1.0
REVISION 1.00.00

TELEPHONE AGENCY:

POWER AGENCY:

PROPERTY OWNER:

SPECIAL INSPECTIONS

±928.5'

PROPERTY INFORMATION:

PROJECT INFORMATION

CIVIL VENDOR/ CONSTRUCTION MGR.:

ARCHITECT / ENGINEER:

A&E DESIGN GROUP:

APPROVALS

DIRECTIONS FROM AT&T

CONSTRUCTION COORDINATOR.:

SITE ACQUISITION:

PROJECT MGR.:

RF ENGINEER:

APPLICANT / LESSEE:

PROJECT TEAM

GENERAL CONTRACTOR NOTES

SHEET INDEX

REV

SITE TYPE: MONOPINE/EQUIPMENT SHELTER

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD
AUBURN, CA 95603
JURISDICTION: PLACER COUNTY
APN: 040-100-002-000

SITE NAME: AUBURN

SITE NUMBER: CVL06455

DESCRIPTION

T-1

SHEET NUMBER:

TITLE SHEET

SHEET TITLE:

ADAPTIVE RE-USE
ENGINEERING
Craig Horner, PE 84674
214-407-3184
3112 LEATHA WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
craigmhorner@yahoo.com

Engineer:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY
PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING
UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, TO ALTER THIS
DOCUMENT.

03/26/19

DATE

Licensor:

REV

10/03/19

ZD 100%
ZD 100% PLANNING
COMMENTS

05/22/19
0
0

ZD 90%

05/09/19

CES
CHECKED BY:

0

SAD

14442804
PROJECT NO:
DRAWN BY:

CVL06455
AT&T SITE NO:

2600 Camino Ramon, 4W850 N
San Ramon, California 94583

PREPARED FOR

AUBURN, CA 95603

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD

AUBURN

Issued For:

Attachment F

592

593

APPLICABLE CODES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS:

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES:

SYMBOLS LEGEND

03/26/19

DESCRIPTION

GN-1

SHEET NUMBER:

GENERAL NOTES

SHEET TITLE:

ADAPTIVE RE-USE
ENGINEERING
Craig Horner, PE 84674
214-407-3184
3112 LEATHA WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
craigmhorner@yahoo.com

Engineer:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY
PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING
UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, TO ALTER THIS
DOCUMENT.

Licensor:

DATE

10/03/19
0

REV

ZD 100%
ZD 100% PLANNING
COMMENTS

05/22/19
0

CES
CHECKED BY:

ZD 90%

SAD
DRAWN BY:

05/09/19

14442804
PROJECT NO:

0

CVL06455
AT&T SITE NO:

2600 Camino Ramon, 4W850 N
San Ramon, California 94583

PREPARED FOR

AUBURN, CA 95603

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD

AUBURN

Issued For:

594

595

596

1

25'

OVERALL SITE PLAN

NORTH

50'

0

1"=50'-0"

50'

ALL PROPERTY BOUNDARIES, ORIENTATION OF TRUE NORTH AND
STREET HALF-WIDTHS HAVE BEEN OBTAINED FROM A TAX PARCEL
MAP AND EXISTING DRAWINGS AND ARE APPROXIMATE.

THIS IS NOT A SITE SURVEY

PLAN NORTH

100'

SITE TYPE: MONOPINE/EQUIPMENT SHELTER

DATE

REV

03/26/19

A-1

SHEET NUMBER:

OVERALL SITE PLAN
& SITE PLAN

SHEET TITLE:

ADAPTIVE RE-USE
ENGINEERING
Craig Horner, PE 84674
214-407-3184
3112 LEATHA WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
craigmhorner@yahoo.com

Engineer:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY
PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING
UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, TO ALTER THIS
DOCUMENT.

Licensor:

10/03/19
0

DESCRIPTION

ZD 100%
ZD 100% PLANNING
COMMENTS

05/22/19
0

CES
CHECKED BY:

ZD 90%

SAD
DRAWN BY:

05/09/19

14442804
PROJECT NO:

0

CVL06455
AT&T SITE NO:

2600 Camino Ramon, 4W850 N
San Ramon, California 94583

PREPARED FOR

AUBURN, CA 95603

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD

AUBURN

Issued For:

597

1

10'

5'

SITE PLAN

NORTH

PLAN NORTH

0

1"=10'-0"

10'

1
A-4.2

20'

2
A-4.1

1
A-4.1

2
A-4.2

SITE TYPE: MONOPINE/EQUIPMENT SHELTER

ALL PROPERTY BOUNDARIES, ORIENTATION OF TRUE NORTH AND
STREET HALF-WIDTHS HAVE BEEN OBTAINED FROM A TAX PARCEL
MAP AND EXISTING DRAWINGS AND ARE APPROXIMATE.

THIS IS NOT A SITE SURVEY

10/03/19

DATE

0

REV

03/26/19

A-1.1

SHEET NUMBER:

SITE PLAN

SHEET TITLE:

ADAPTIVE RE-USE
ENGINEERING
Craig Horner, PE 84674
214-407-3184
3112 LEATHA WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
craigmhorner@yahoo.com

Engineer:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY
PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING
UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, TO ALTER THIS
DOCUMENT.

Licensor:

ZD 100%
ZD 100% PLANNING
COMMENTS

05/22/19
0

DESCRIPTION

ZD 90%

05/09/19

CES
CHECKED BY:

0

SAD

14442804
PROJECT NO:
DRAWN BY:

CVL06455
AT&T SITE NO:

2600 Camino Ramon, 4W850 N
San Ramon, California 94583

PREPARED FOR

AUBURN, CA 95603

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD

AUBURN

Issued For:

1

4'

KEYNOTES

2'

0

3/8"=1'-0"

4'

8'

EQUIPMENT ENCLOSURE PLAN - EXTERIOR EQUIPMENT SHELTER

NORTH

PLAN NORTH

598

SITE TYPE: MONOPINE/EQUIPMENT SHELTER

DATE

REV

03/26/19

A-2

SHEET NUMBER:

EQUIPMENT AREA
PLAN

SHEET TITLE:

ADAPTIVE RE-USE
ENGINEERING
Craig Horner, PE 84674
214-407-3184
3112 LEATHA WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
craigmhorner@yahoo.com

Engineer:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY
PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING
UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, TO ALTER THIS
DOCUMENT.

Licensor:

10/03/19
0

DESCRIPTION

ZD 100%
ZD 100% PLANNING
COMMENTS

05/22/19
0

CES
CHECKED BY:

ZD 90%

SAD
DRAWN BY:

05/09/19

14442804
PROJECT NO:

0

CVL06455
AT&T SITE NO:

2600 Camino Ramon, 4W850 N
San Ramon, California 94583

PREPARED FOR

AUBURN, CA 95603

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD

AUBURN

Issued For:

599

3

1

ERICSSON RRUS REMOTE RADIO UNIT

16"

12"

VARIES

5

4

2'-3"

2

1'-9"

DC SURGE SUPPRESSION (SQUID)

CLR

CLR

FRONT VIEW

VARIES

SUNSHIELD

MFR'S STANDARD
MOUNTING
BRACKETS

RRH

ANTENNA SPEC

3/4"=1'-0"

SIDE VIEW

VARIES

TOP VIEW

SITE PRO 1 # RRUSM
DUAL SWIVEL RRU MOUNT
COLOR:
LIGHT GRAY
DIMENSIONS:
HEIGHT:
4"
WIDTH:
134"
DEPTH:
2.25"
WIEGHT:
40 LBS.

FRONT VIEW

DOUBLE SWIVEL RRU MOUNT

RRH PIPE

DOUBLE SIDED RRH MOUNT

SIDE VIEW

TOP VIEW

RRH

DOUBLE
SWIVEL
RRU
MOUNT

MOUNTING PIPE

TYPICAL RRU MOUNTING

SUNSHIELD

MFR'S STANDARD MOUNTING
BRACKETS

2'

7

1'

1/2"=1'-0"

2'

4'

ENLARGED ANTENNA PLAN

0

RF SCHEDULE

NORTH

6

PLAN NORTH

RF SCHEDULE

SITE TYPE: MONOPINE/EQUIPMENT SHELTER

DATE

REV

03/26/19

A-3

SHEET NUMBER:

ANTENNA PLAN &
DETAILS

SHEET TITLE:

ADAPTIVE RE-USE
ENGINEERING
Craig Horner, PE 84674
214-407-3184
3112 LEATHA WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
craigmhorner@yahoo.com

Engineer:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY
PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING
UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, TO ALTER THIS
DOCUMENT.

Licensor:

10/03/19
0

DESCRIPTION

ZD 100%
ZD 100% PLANNING
COMMENTS

05/22/19
0

CES
CHECKED BY:

ZD 90%

SAD
DRAWN BY:

05/09/19

14442804
PROJECT NO:

0

CVL06455
AT&T SITE NO:

2600 Camino Ramon, 4W850 N
San Ramon, California 94583

PREPARED FOR

AUBURN, CA 95603

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD

AUBURN

Issued For:

600

8'

1

3/16"=1'-0"

0

8'

NEW NORTH ELEVATION

4'

16'

2

8'

NEW SOUTH ELEVATION

3/16"=1'-0"

0

16'

SITE TYPE: MONOPINE/EQUIPMENT SHELTER

BRANCHES SHOWN ARE FOR ILLUSTRATION
PURPOSES ONLY. NOT TO SCALE

BRANCHES SHOWN ARE FOR ILLUSTRATION
PURPOSES ONLY. NOT TO SCALE

4'

(P) ANTENNAS & RRU'S TO BE COVERED
WITH "SOCKS" UNLESS OTHERWISE
SPECIFIED

(P) ANTENNAS & RRU'S TO BE COVERED
WITH "SOCKS" UNLESS OTHERWISE
SPECIFIED

8'

NOTE:

NOTE:

DATE

REV

03/26/19

A-4.1

SHEET NUMBER:

NEW MONOPINE NORTH SOUTH ELEVATION

SHEET TITLE:

ADAPTIVE RE-USE
ENGINEERING
Craig Horner, PE 84674
214-407-3184
3112 LEATHA WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
craigmhorner@yahoo.com

Engineer:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY
PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING
UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, TO ALTER THIS
DOCUMENT.

Licensor:

10/03/19
0

DESCRIPTION

ZD 100%
ZD 100% PLANNING
COMMENTS

05/22/19
0

CES
CHECKED BY:

ZD 90%

SAD
DRAWN BY:

05/09/19

14442804
PROJECT NO:

0

CVL06455
AT&T SITE NO:

2600 Camino Ramon, 4W850 N
San Ramon, California 94583

PREPARED FOR

AUBURN, CA 95603

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD

AUBURN

Issued For:

601

8'

1

3/16"=1'-0"

0

8'

NEW EAST ELEVATION

4'

16'

8'

2

3/16"=1'-0"

0

8'

NEW WEST ELEVATION

4'

16'

BRANCHES SHOWN ARE FOR ILLUSTRATION
PURPOSES ONLY. NOT TO SCALE

BRANCHES SHOWN ARE FOR ILLUSTRATION
PURPOSES ONLY. NOT TO SCALE

SITE TYPE: MONOPINE/EQUIPMENT SHELTER

In case of emergency, or prior to performing
maintenance on this site, call 800-638-2822
and reference cell site number:
FA#

at&t

(P) ANTENNAS & RRU'S TO BE COVERED
WITH "SOCKS" UNLESS OTHERWISE
SPECIFIED

(P) ANTENNAS & RRU'S TO BE COVERED
WITH "SOCKS" UNLESS OTHERWISE
SPECIFIED

property of

NOTE:

NOTE:

DATE

REV

03/26/19

A-4.2

SHEET NUMBER:

NEW MONOPINE
WEST - EAST ELEVATION

SHEET TITLE:

ADAPTIVE RE-USE
ENGINEERING
Craig Horner, PE 84674
214-407-3184
3112 LEATHA WAY
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821
craigmhorner@yahoo.com

Engineer:

IT IS A VIOLATION OF LAW FOR ANY
PERSON, UNLESS THEY ARE ACTING
UNDER THE DIRECTION OF A LICENSED
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER, TO ALTER THIS
DOCUMENT.

Licensor:

10/03/19
0

DESCRIPTION

ZD 100%
ZD 100% PLANNING
COMMENTS

05/22/19
0

CES
CHECKED BY:

ZD 90%

SAD
DRAWN BY:

05/09/19

14442804
PROJECT NO:

0

CVL06455
AT&T SITE NO:

2600 Camino Ramon, 4W850 N
San Ramon, California 94583

PREPARED FOR

AUBURN, CA 95603

545 MILLERTOWN ROAD

AUBURN

Issued For:

ATTACHMENT F

HEARING DATE: February 25, 2021
ITEM NO.: 1
TIME: 10:05 A.M.
TO:

Placer County Planning Commission

FROM:

Development Review Committee

DATE:

December 27, 2019

SUBJECT:

AT&T CELL TOWER
APPEAL OF THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S DENIAL OF A MINOR USE PERMIT
(PLN19-00212)
CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 3 (HOLMES)
**Continued from February 11, 2021 Planning Commission Meeting**

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Ophir General Plan
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: Rural Residential 2.3 - 4.6 Ac. Min.
ZONING: RA-B-100 (Residential Agriculture, Combining Minimum Building Site of 100,000 square feet)
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 040-100-002-000
STAFF PLANNER: Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner
LOCATION: 545 Millertown Road (North side of Wise Road and west of Millertown Road)
APPLICANT / APPELLANT: Jared Kearsley, on behalf of Epic Wireless
PROPOSAL
The applicant requests approval of a Minor Use Permit to construct and operate a new 88-foot cellular
monopine tower within a 1,184 square foot lease area. The cellular tower would have 12 antennas with 4
surge suppressors and 24 remote radio units. The project includes installation of a walk-in equipment
cabinet with a gable-end pitched metal roof to mimic a small agricultural outbuilding. A 30 kilowatt diesel
generator with a 190 gallon fuel tank and a noise shroud would be constructed to provide emergency backup power. All fiber optic cables and electric cables serving the site would be undergrounded to the site from
the point of connection at Millertown Road.
BACKGROUND
Zoning Administrator Hearings
This Minor Use Permit request was originally heard at the September 19, 2019 Zoning Administrator
hearing. Following staff’s presentation, the Zoning Administrator received comments from the applicant
team to supplement staff’s description of the project, after which the hearing was opened for public
comment. Six people spoke in opposition to the project raising numerous objections including, property
values, traffic safety, accuracy of maps and renderings, aesthetics, design of the tower, accuracy of the
staff report, health effects on the community, shadows blocking neighbors solar panels, the need for
alternative sites, land use compatibility, impacts on neighborhood character, and issues with 24/7 access
to towers. At the conclusion of public comment the Zoning Administrator asked the applicant for
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clarifications to several project elements including a summary of FirstNet, a dedicated communications
network for first responders, and the Connect America Fund, a federal program to bring highspeed
broadband to underserved regions, because it was not expounded upon in staff’s presentation. The
Zoning Administrator then closed the public hearing and took action to continue the hearing to an open
date in order to further research if the tower height could be reduced, to research background information
pertaining to FirstNet and the Connect America Fund, and to provide an opportunity for the applicant to
make design changes to the project.
On October 2, 2019, the applicant submitted revised project plans that proposed a reduced tower height
and other design changes to the base of the tower including a redwood fence and a gable-end pitched
metal roof on the equipment cabinet to mimic a small agricultural outbuilding. Staff reviewed the revised
plan set and determined that the modified project design was consistent with design modifications
requested by the Zoning Administrator. Following staff’s review of the modified project a second hearing
date was scheduled for October 17, 2019.
At that October 17, 2019 hearing, the Zoning Administrator received additional public comments on the
modified project, the majority of which focused on the same issues that were raised at the September
19, 2019 hearing. At the conclusion of public comment, the Zoning Administrator closed the public
hearing and deliberated on the details of the project. In making his ruling, the Zoning Administrator
explained that he could not make certain findings required to approve the project. He then specifically
cited findings 3 and 6 as listed in staff’s report as those he could not make, which included that the project
would not be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or
working in the neighborhood or that establishment of this cellular communications tower use would not
have an adverse effect on adjacent or surrounding property owners. Then, the zoning administrator took
action to deny the Minor Use Permit request.
An appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of the Minor Use Permit was filed on October 28, 2019 by
the applicant, Jared Kearsely on behalf of Epic Wireless and AT&T.
January 9, 2020 Planning Commission Hearing
The appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of this Minor Use Permit was heard by the Planning
Commission on January 9, 2020. Following staff’s presentation, several commissioners provided
comments to both staff and the appellant with several clarifying questions. The questions pertained to
the relevancy of the public comments, the staff’s position on recommending denial of the appeal, and the
federal regulations for local jurisdictions when taking action on a communications tower. The
aforementioned question pertained to Section 1455(a) of the Communications Act, enacted as part of
the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012, that establishes a further limitation on state
and local land use authority over certain wireless facilities. After the initial comments were addressed,
Planning Commissioners discussed the need for communication infrastructure during emergency events,
using Paradise California and the Camp Fire as an example. Once the discussion had concluded, the
hearing was opened for public comment. Nine members of the public provided comments about the
merits of the project. One individual spoke in support of the project citing private property rights and the
need for FirstNet services while eight persons raised objections to the project. Comments from individuals
opposed to the project cited the potential for environmental impacts pertaining to tower aesthetics, noise
and air quality impacts from the generator, impacts to water quality, increased fire risk, traffic safety
impacts, and the potential for impacts to cultural resources. Project opponents also raised several
nonenvironmental concerns about the project pertaining to neighborhood compatibility, affects to real
estate values on properties in the area, and whether applicant claims that the project would fill a gap in
cellular coverage were factual. Multiple individuals expressed that they would be willing to attend a public
forum to help Epic Wireless choose an alternative location.
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Following public comment, the Chair closed the public hearing and the Commissioners took up
deliberation of the project. Commissioners discussed several topics including the need for safety
infrastructure during emergency events, reliability and adequacy of existing cellular coverage in the
project area, and coverage deficiencies in nearby areas where they typically see dropped calls. Following
deliberation, the Planning Commission approved a motion to tentatively grant the appeal and directed
staff to prepare findings in support of project approval including information pertaining to project
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act. The Commission further directed staff to
prepare conditions of approval to present to the Commission and specified that conditions address tower
maintenance, construction of a noncombustible wall surrounding the tower ground lease area, and to
require decommissioning of the tower should it fall into disuse. The Commission then took action to
continue the item to an open date.
February 11, 2021 Planning Commission Hearing
At its February 11, 2021 meeting, the Planning Commission took action to continue the public hearing on
the AT&T Cell Tower Appeal to an open date so correct legal notice could be provided.
DISCUSSION OF ISSUES
Historic Architectural Assessment
After the January 2020 hearing, in response to public comments about the historical nature of the
property and its potential connection to the Crystal Springs Swimming Baths, the applicant enlisted
Kathleen Crawford, Architectural Historian with Environmental Assessment Specialists, Inc., to determine
if the property should be considered a historic property in compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR Part 800 (Attachment
H).
The property was originally acquired in the early 1900s by John and Caroline Johnson, Mrs. Rhoades’
great grandparents. At the time, it was a seven-acre parcel mainly on the east side of Millertown Road
which was used as the Crystal Springs Swimming Baths in the early 20th century. Since then, the portion
of the property on the east side of Millertown Road, the Crystal Springs Swimming Baths location, was
sold in the early 1940s. The original parcel has been subdivided and sold multiple times in the last eight
decades.
The circa 1900-1902 single-family residence located at 545 Millertown Road is a one-story,
asymmetrical, irregular shaped, Vernacular style, residential building. The building contains 1,489 square
feet of space at the current time. The building has been modified extensively over the decades. The
subject property includes the main residence, a one-car garage, and multiple outbuildings and chicken
houses. In the report, Kathleen Crawford discusses the seven aspects of integrity (basic criteria to be a
historical structure), the building has retained only one of the seven aspects of integrity – location.
Therefore, the subject candidate building has not retained a sufficient amount of integrity for historic and
architectural significance.
Kathleen Crawford determined that the building is not located in a cohesive neighborhood and is not
otherwise associated with any important historical or cultural events or individuals. The building was
found not to be the work of a master. It is not of a significant design and does not embody characteristics
of a significant type, period, or method of construction. The property also does not have the potential to
yield, or may be likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history. She additionally maintains
that the building is not a historic property under Section 106 of the NHPA, because it is not eligible for
the National Registry under Criterion A, B, C, and/or D.
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Therefore, staff has determined that comments from project opponents, in regard to the historical nature
of the property, are unfounded because Historic Architectural Assessment has determined the property
is not subject to National Environmental Policy Act or Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act.
Modified Conditions of Approval
With the granting of the tentative approval at the January 9, 2020 hearing, commissioners recommended
the following modifications to the recommend conditions of approval. First, instead of the 8-foot redwood
fence that was recommended by staff, commissioners requested a solid non-combustible wall
surrounding the lease area. Second, all monopine branches are to be maintained in acceptable condition.
Third and lastly, commissioners recommended a condition that would require the decommissioning of
the communications tower if it is no longer in use. Staff has revised the conditions of approval to reflect
these changes.
CEQA COMPLIANCE
Staff analyzed this project to determine if it was subject to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080 (Division Application to Discretionary
Projects; Nonapplication; Negative Declaration; Environmental Impact Report Preparation), which states
in part, “Except as otherwise provided in this division, this division shall apply to discretionary projects
proposed to be carried out or approved by public agencies, including, but not limited to….the issuance
of conditional [minor] use permits…unless the project is exempt from this division.” Section 21080(b)(9)
goes on to state, “This division does not apply to any of the following activities: …All classes of projects
designated pursuant to Section 21084.” Public Resources Code Section 21084 (List of Exempt Classes
of Projects; Projects Damaging Scenic Resources) requires, among other things, the Secretary for
Resources to publish a list of classes of projects that would not, under ordinary circumstances, have a
significant effect on the environment and therefore are categorically exempt from CEQA and do not
require preparation of environmental documents. Moreover, Section 21084(a) goes on to state, “The
guidelines prepared and adopted pursuant to Section 21083 shall include a list of classes of projects that
have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and that shall be exempt from
this division. In adopting the guidelines, the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency shall make a
finding that the listed classes of projects referred to in this section do not have a significant effect on the
environment.” Those exempted classes of projects are incorporated into the CEQA Guidelines Article 19,
Categorical Exemptions, Sections 15300 to 15332. When considering a determination that a project may
be categorically exempt from the provisions of CEQA in accordance with any of the exemptions listed in
Sections 15301 to 15332 staff must determine if any exception to the use of an exemption would occur
based on criteria listed in Section 15300.2 (Exceptions).
Staff review of the project determined that this project is categorically exempt from the requirements of
CEQA in accordance with CEQA Section 15303 (Class 3, New construction or conversion of small
structures). Below staff has provided an analysis of the appropriateness of using an exemption in
accordance of CEQA Section 15300.2 (Exceptions).
15300.2. Exceptions
CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 provides exceptions to the use of Categorical Exemptions where the
use of a Categorical Exemption is prohibited under certain circumstances. Based on a review of the
project’s applicability to all of the exceptions under Section 15300.2, the project qualifies for a Categorical
Exemption under Section 15303 of the CEQA Guidelines.
The project is not subject to any of the exceptions under CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 (Exceptions),
as detailed below.
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(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is
to be located – a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may
in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are
considered to apply all instances, except where the project may impact on an environmental
resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely mapped, and officially
adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.
The proposed project is an 88-foot tall monopine communications tower with a 1,184 square foot base
ground lease area. Due to the scale of the cellular monopine communications tower, its physical
appearance, and its siting within the property and the surrounding tree canopy, the project will not have
an impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated, precisely
mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies as the site of the tower
and its surroundings are not located within an area designated to include any environmental resources
of hazardous or critical concern.
(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative
impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.
The California Environmental Quality Act defines cumulative impact as “two or more individual effects
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts.” The AT&T Minor Use Permit is a singular request to construct one communications tower in
order to enhance personal communications services and internet services to a defined geographic area
where service deficiencies exist. Opportunities to locate equipment on existing infrastructure are not
available as no cellular communications towers or other suitable infrastructure on which cellular
communications equipment can feasibly be deployed are located within this geographic area. No
cumulative impact would occur as no other contemporaneous projects are proposed or exist.
(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is
a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due
to unusual circumstances.
There are no unusual circumstances associated with this project. The project would be constructed in
compliance with the 2019 California Building Standards Code and with all applicable provisions the
Placer County Code. The project proposal is typical of cellular monopine communication towers that are
deployed throughout Placer County and the surrounding area and are specifically designed to blend into
wooded and forested settings. Neither the proposed project nor the project site have any unusual
circumstances that would negatively impact the environment.
(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result
in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock
outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic
highway. This does not apply to improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted
negative declaration or certified EIR.
The project site is not in proximity or visible to any designated scenic highway or roadway as none exist
in the area. The project therefore, would not have any adverse environmental effects on scenic highways
or resources.
(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on
a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government
Code.
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The project site is not identified as a Hazardous Waste Site on the California Department of Toxic
Substance Control Envirostor Hazardous Waste and Substances site list.
(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.
The proposed project footprint of disturbance contains disturbed grasslands and woodlands that are
typical of the immediate site surroundings and region. The site is not listed on a local, state, or federal
historic database and historic resources are not known to exist on the site. Therefore, the project would
not result in any change in the significance of an historic resource.
Use of Class 3 Categorical Exemption
Staff analysis of the proposed project determined that it is exempt from CEQA in accordance with a Class
3 Categorical Exemption (New construction or conversion of small structures). The Class 3 exemption
consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures; installation
of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and the conversion of existing small structures
from one use to another where only minor modifications are made in the exterior of the structure.
The proposed communications tower, and modern communications towers typical to this region, are
characterized by the following:
(a) No employees on-site;
(b) Maintenance personnel visit occasionally for maintenance and upgrade purposes, resulting in
minimal traffic impacts;
(c) The cellular monopine structure would be available for collocation to other cellular service
providers, which would limit the number of monopole structures in the area;
(d) The tower includes no lighting other than service lighting located in the ground lease area which
would only be activated in the event of an emergency repair during non-daylight hours.
For the reasons cited above, the project would not result in a significant environmental impact and meets
the criteria of a Class 3 categorical exemption of the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15303).
RECOMMENDATION
The Development Review Committee recommends that the Planning Commission grant the Appeal and
approve the Minor Use Permit, subject to the following findings and proposed conditions of approval
(Attachment C):
FINDINGS
CEQA
The project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to provisions of Section 15303
of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines and Section 18.36.050 of the Placer County
Environmental Review Ordinance (Class 3 – New Construction of small structures).
Minor Use Permit:
1. This Minor Use Permit is consistent with applicable goals and policies of the Placer County General
Plan and the Ophir General Plan and applicable provisions of the Placer County Code, Chapter 17
and any applicable provisions of other chapters of this code. The proposed use is an allowed use in
the Residential Agriculture zone district with the approval of a Minor Use Permit (Placer County
Zoning Ordinance, 17.44.010 and 17.56.060).
2. This cellular communications facility is consistent with applicable policies and requirements of the
Ophir General Plan and the Placer County General Plan.
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3. The cellular communications facility will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of people residing or working in
the neighborhood of the proposed use, nor will it be detrimental or injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County because the facility has
been designed to meet or exceed all County development standards and minimum service levels,
and its location and design will be compatible with established land uses that surround the project.
4. The cellular communications facility will be consistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood and will not be contrary to its orderly development.
5. The cellular communications facility will not generate a volume of traffic beyond the design capacity
of all roads providing access to the project site.
Respectfully submitted,

______________________________
Bennett Smithhart, Associate Planner
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment A: Statement of Appeal
Attachment B: Revised Project Plans (dated October 3, 2019)
Attachment C: Recommended Conditions of Approval
Attachment D: October 17, 2019 Zoning Administrator Staff Report and Attachments
Attachment E: January 9, 2020 Planning Commission Staff Report
Attachment F: February 11, 2021 Planning Commission Staff Report
Attachment G: Tower Simulations
Attachment H: Correspondence
Attachment I: Historic Architectural Assessment

cc:

EJ Ivaldi – Planning Director
Clayton Cook – Deputy County Counsel
Leslie Amsberry – County Surveyor
Rebecca Taber – Deputy Director, Engineering and Surveying Division
Eric Griffin – Assistant Engineer
Jason Kearsley – Appellant
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ATTACHMENT G
Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christie Sonmez <christiesonmez@gmail.com>
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 9:07 AM
Bennett Smithhart
[EXTERNAL] Appeal of Planning Commission Decision
Appeal.docx

Good morning, Bennett. In anticipation of the June 8 hearing of the neighbors' appeal of the Planning Commission's
decision to award the Minor Use Permit to AT&T, I've attached a memo to the members of the Board of Supervisors. I
appreciate your delivering it to them and including it in the packet for public review. Thank you, Bennett, for your
continued responsiveness to our questions and needs. Sincerely, Christie Sonmez

1
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Monday, April 19, 2021 8:34 AM
Bennett Smithhart
[EXTERNAL] Powerpoint Presentation - Millertown Rd Community

Good Morning - I dropped off a USB with our presentation on it. I hope that works for you.
I also shared on Box with Sue's help.
Hopefully this will work out. Let me know what's next...
Thank you for your help.
Sierra George

1
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Friday, April 16, 2021 8:49 AM
Bennett Smithhart
[EXTERNAL] Powerpoint slides

Good Morning We will have the powerpoint presentation to you by 8:00 AM on Monday morning.
Thank You! Have a good weekend.
Sierra

1
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Tuesday, March 9, 2021 3:57 PM
Bennett Smithhart
[EXTERNAL] Re: AT&T MUP Appeal

Thank you for following up.
Sierra
On Tuesday, March 9, 2021, 03:53:03 PM PST, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Hi Sierra,

I have an update for you. There will need to be one person to act at the spokesperson for the Millertown residents.
Everybody else can speak during the public comment time as they have before.

Thanks,

Bennett

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in
Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in;
Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Kara Conklin
Monday, May 3, 2021 9:21 AM
haps4fun@sbcglobal.net
Bennett Smithhart; Christopher Schmidt; EJ Ivaldi; Clayton Cook; Teri Ivaldi; Megan Wood;
jared.kearsley@epicwireless.net
AT&T Appeal | June 8, 2021 Board of Supervisor's Hearing
ATT Appeal.BOS Hearing.pdf

Importance:

High

Hello Sierra,
Attached is a letter in response to the Millertown Road Community letter requesting the Appeal be heard on the June 8,
2021 Board of Supervisor’s hearing.
Thank you,
Kara Conklin
Assistant Planner
Planning Services Division
Community Development Resource Agency
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603
530.745.3053

1
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bennett Smithhart
Monday, May 17, 2021 8:59 AM
mark rideout
RE: [EXTERNAL] AT&T Millertown - Additional Applicant Materials
200113_CVL06455_Auburn_ATT-NSB-Auburn_100ZD.pdf; CVL06455_Auburn_Project Support
Statement_07.08.19.pdf; CVL06455_Zoning Coverage Map_07012019.pdf

Mark,
Here are the documents that were sent to us since the planning commission. I had the applicant resend the coverage
map and project description, just to make sure I had the most up to date ones. Also, they revised the project plans to
reflect CMU wall that the planning commission wanted.
Bennett
From: mark rideout <mrideout63@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 16, 2021 11:56 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] AT&T Millertown ‐ Additional Applicant Materials
Hi Bennett,
We are interested to receive any documents that Applicant submitted following the Planning Commission's Approval.
Specifically any, drawings, calculations, or studies that they may use during the upcoming Board hearing, or that staff
may use to prepare its Board Memo.
Not knowing what volume of material you've received, feel free to call me if you want to discuss. My number is 530‐863‐
6057.
Thank you,
Mark.

1
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mark rideout <mrideout63@gmail.com>
Monday, May 17, 2021 8:57 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Re: [EXTERNAL] ATT Tower - Submittal

Great, thank you!
On Mon, May 17, 2021, 8:55 AM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Mark,

Here are the plans.

Bennett

From: mark rideout <mrideout63@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 16, 2021 11:50 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] ATT Tower ‐ Submittal

Hi Bennett,
Thanks again for your assistance!

Please forward the planset for the Verizon Project PLN16‐00438. If the entire set of drawings is too large, I'm primarily
interested in the cover page site plans, and elevations.
Hope you enjoy our beautiful weather today!
Mark.

On Sat, May 15, 2021 at 6:42 PM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Hi Mark,
1
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I did enjoy the beautiful day. My son was napping and I had some “quite time” on my hands. The application on
PLN16‐00438 shows that Epic Wireless was the applicant team.

Thanks,

Bennett

From: mark rideout <mrideout63@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 15, 2021 1:15 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] ATT Tower ‐ Submittal

Thanks, Bennett!
I am concerned you're not out enjoying our beautiful weather this Saturday!

Do you recall which cell consultant company was associated with the 2017 Verizon project?
Mark

On Sat, May 15, 2021, 12:59 PM Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Mark,

The application was received on 07/12/2019. There was not a predevelopment meeting held. The project is
considered exempt and an initial study checklist was not completed.

2
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Bennett

From: mark rideout <mrideout63@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, May 15, 2021 9:37 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ATT Tower ‐ Submittal

Hi Bennett,
When did the County first receive materials from AT&T on the Millertown Project?
Was there a predevelopment meeting, and if so when; and when did they submit the package in advance of the 2019
ZA hearing?
Thank you,
Mark.

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and
others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or
taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an
innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated
data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bennett Smithhart
Tuesday, May 4, 2021 9:57 AM
Eric Griffin
RE: [EXTERNAL] Millertown Road Cell Tower Appeal

Got it.
From: Eric Griffin <EGriffin@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 9:38 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Millertown Road Cell Tower Appeal

From: Rebecca Taber <RTaber@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, May 4, 2021 8:44 AM
To: Michelle Lewis <MJLewis@placer.ca.gov>; Eric Griffin <EGriffin@placer.ca.gov>; Amber Conboy
<AConboy@placer.ca.gov>; Greg Acquistapace <GAcquist@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Millertown Road Cell Tower Appeal

Hi all,
This neighbor to the proposed AT&T cell tower at 545 Millertown Road would like a field meeting with staff;
however, I think we should meet internally first to get on the same page and plan who will meet with her. I
think you all know this cell tower approval has been appealed and is scheduled to be heard by the Board of
Supervisors on June 8. I’ll get a meeting set up.
Thanks,
Rebecca

Rebecca Taber, P.E.
Deputy Director
Community Development Resource Agency | Engineering and Surveying Division
(530) 745-7538 - Office
(530) 320-2244 - Cell

From: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 8:47 AM
To: Rebecca Taber <RTaber@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: mark rideout <mrideout63@gmail.com>; Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Millertown Road Cell Tower Appeal
Hi Rebecca,
1
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Thanks for your response. I am still troubled by this proposed project. It would be helpful to meet with one of your
engineers involved in making recommendations regarding grading, drainage, access, etc.
I understand your numbers regarding drainage may indicate "negligible", however, it is still an increase to what
already exists. It is a problem already. Additionally, I have not seen a grading plan.
I'm not particularly crazy about the site access issues as well. It is dangerous and this project will make it worse. Period.
It is unfortunate there was no communication with the community during the planning stages of this proposal. No
mention had been made of alternative access points.
Maria B.

2
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Wednesday, April 28, 2021 8:09 AM
Bennett Smithhart
Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Appeal hearing May 25th.

Okay - If you could just confirm when decision is made.
Thank You1
On Monday, April 26, 2021, 03:42:36 PM PDT, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Sierra,

Its my impression that he will agree to this date. We would have probably set up a meeting to discuss if the date did not
work for some reason.

Bennett

From: Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2021 3:15 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Appeal hearing May 25th.

So just curious - what happens if he doesn't accept it? When would we meet?
Thanks!
Sierra

On Monday, April 26, 2021, 02:22:02 PM PDT, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Thank you. I will pass it along to the Planning Director.

Have a great Monday,
1
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Bennett

From: Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, April 26, 2021 1:42 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Appeal hearing May 25th.

Please see the attached letter requesting the date of the BOS meeting be June 8th.
Please confirm that the date will be then.
Thank You!

On Thursday, April 22, 2021, 01:51:50 PM PDT, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Sierra,

Could you send/email a letter to formally requesting the June 8th BOS date with the letter made out to E.J. Ivaldi, Planning
Director?

Thanks,

Bennett

From: Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 3:25 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Appeal hearing May 25th.

Okay - let me know.
Thanks!
2
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Sierra

On Wednesday, April 21, 2021, 07:54:19 AM PDT, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

I understand your preference is May 11, but the BOS have requested it be moved. We will proceed with June 8th.

So for next steps - our zoning ordinance requires that all appeals are heard within 90 days, so we will send out a memo that we a
mutually agreeing to hear the appeal on June 8th, which is past the 90-days.

Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart

From: Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 7:20 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Appeal hearing May 25th.

Good Morning
We would like to stay with the May 11th BOS meeting - that would be our first choice.
If not then - our second choice would be the June 8th meeting, and then the May 25th.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sierra
On Tuesday, April 20, 2021, 04:55:02 PM PDT, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Hi Sierra,

3
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Here is a screenshot of the next BOS hearings. Do any of these work for you?

Bennett

From: Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 3:40 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Appeal hearing May 25th.

Is there any way we can keep it the 11th? Some of our people can't make it the 25th.
Thanks!
Sierra

On Tuesday, April 20, 2021, 03:07:18 PM PDT, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Good Afternoon Sierra,

We got word today that due to a scheduling conflict, the Appeal hearing is being pushed to the May 25th BOS hearing.
Once I get more information, I will let you know.

Bennett

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and others authorized to
receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this
information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast Ltd, an innovator in Software as a
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Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your human generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and
compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Bennett Smithhart
Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:07 AM
Christopher Schmidt
RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Correspondences For AT&T Cell Tower Appeal~...
PLN19-00212 AT&T Monopine MUP.pdf

From: Bennett Smithhart
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 4:37 PM
To: Christopher Schmidt <CRSchmid@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: Correspondences For AT&T Cell Tower Appeal~...
14.
The proposed driveway, which will connect to a County maintained road (Wise Road), shall be constructed to a
Plate 116 Minor, LDM standard unless otherwise approved by the DPW. The design speed of the roadway is 35 mph or
as otherwise specified by the DPW. An Encroachment Permit shall be obtained from DPW prior to construction of the
driveway or Building Permit issuance. The maximum width of the residential driveway shall be 32’
So this is the condition. They put in “unless otherwise approved by the DPW” to give some flexibility. Wise Road is a
typo. It needs Millertown. Eric pointed it out to me after the hearing.
From: Christopher Schmidt <CRSchmid@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 4:32 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Correspondences For AT&T Cell Tower Appeal~...

Did the conditions mention Wise Road?
Yes, those are the three main areas‐ then they went into further detail later in the letter but they tied to the
main three.
From: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 4:25 PM
To: Christopher Schmidt <CRSchmid@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Re: Correspondences For AT&T Cell Tower Appeal~...
Appeal points?
1. The AT&T Project Violates Plate 116 Minor, Required By Condition 14 of the Minor Use Permit
2. The AT&T Project is Not Categorically Exempt from CEQA and there are significant environmental impacts
3. Applicant Has Not Proven There is A Coverage Gap In The Area

1
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From: Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 12:25 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Correspondences For AT&T Cell Tower Appeal~...
Please find attached the supplemental appeal letter, along with signature pages for the letter.
I am also heading over to give you a hard copy.
Thank you for your assistance.
Sierra George
On Monday, April 5, 2021, 11:15:55 AM PDT, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Sierra,
You can send the supplemental appeal information directly to me. If you have any questions about the appeal, I am you
point of contact. Feel free to give me a call if needed.
Thanks,

Bennett Smithhart

Placer County Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive, Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3039

Online Planning and Building permit submittals: https://permits.placer.ca.gov/CitizenAccess/Default.aspx

From: Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 8:53 AM
To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Correspondences For AT&T Cell Tower Appeal~...
Good Morning Sue - Thank you for getting back to me so quickly this morning.
We need to turn in our appeal letter today. I wanted to make sure I'm getting it to the right people.
Can you please include emails for all the people that should receive this letter?
I am also going to bring the hard copy to the office today.
And I have been told this goes to you. Is that correct?
Thank you for your help.
Sierra George
On Monday, April 5, 2021, 08:35:19 AM PDT, Sue Colbert <scolbert@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Good Morning,
I’m sorry, I am not aware of the date the item is going to the Board. I have cc’d Michele Nichols and Megan Wood, who
can best respond to that question. As far as comments directed to the Planning Commission – all letters, written
materials, studies or reports, in excess of one page should be delivered at least 24 hours or one business day prior to the
beginning of the meeting. Out of courtesy, the more time provided to read comments, the better.
Best regards,
2
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Sue Colbert
Sue Colbert
Senior Board / Commission Clerk
Community Development Resource Agency
Planning Services Division
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603
(530) 745-3113 | (530) 745-3080 fax | scolbert@placer.ca.gov

From: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 1:41 PM
To: Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>; 'Sierra George' <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Cc: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Correspondences For AT&T Cell Tower Appeal~...

Good afternoon Sue & Sierra.
By way of this e-mail I’m connecting you both for questions and answers regarding the AT&T Cell
Tower Appeal.
Sue,
A couple questions Sierra has are:
Last day to submit comments
When is this going to the PC BOS? (I said I show 5/11/2021, but not confirmed)
You both have a wonderful “Good Friday” and blessed Easter Sunday.
Respectfully,
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889‐4081 | (530) 308‐4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the recipient and others authorized to
receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this
information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful.
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bennett Smithhart
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 9:21 AM
Sierra George
RE: [EXTERNAL] Re: PowerPoint for AT&T appeal.

Good Morning Sierra,
The PowerPoint needs to be reviewed by several departments, if it doesn’t arrive this week it would not likely make the
cut to get on the hearing.
Thanks,
Bennett
From: Sierra George <haps4fun@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2021 8:47 AM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: PowerPoint for AT&T appeal.
Good Morning
We were wondering if we could have a little more time to get our Powerpoint presentation together? Another week
perhaps?
So getting it to you by next Friday, April 23?
Thanks!
Sierra
On Monday, April 12, 2021, 01:02:56 PM PDT, Bennett Smithhart <bsmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Hi Sierra,

It sounds like we can do a PowerPoint, but it is not typical. We can add your slides to our PowerPoint and when my PPT
is complete, you all can pick up from there. Please use the attached PPT as an example. Please submit your PPT this
week and it will be reviewed for legibility alongside staffs PPT.

Thanks,

Bennett

Disclaimer
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Beverly Roberts
Thursday, May 6, 2021 3:32 PM
Bennett Smithhart; Sue Colbert
EJ Ivaldi; George Rosasco; Kara Conklin
RE: Are You Responding to this Citizen?...: [EXTERNAL] AT&T tower at corner of Wise Rd and
Millertown Rd

Thank you so much Bennett. As mentioned please include me, so she doesn’t think I’m ignoring her.
I’m just getting ready to send an e-mail to Rosalie Gau, and I’ll cc both you and Sue.
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
From: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 6, 2021 3:28 PM
To: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>; George Rosasco <GRosasco@placer.ca.gov>; Kara Conklin
<KConklin@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Are You Responding to this Citizen?...: [EXTERNAL] AT&T tower at corner of Wise Rd and Millertown Rd
Beverly,
I will reach out to these folks and make sure they are in the loop with everything.
Bennett
From: Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, May 6, 2021 3:22 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Sue Colbert <SColbert@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>; George Rosasco <GRosasco@placer.ca.gov>; Kara Conklin
<KConklin@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Are You Responding to this Citizen?...: [EXTERNAL] AT&T tower at corner of Wise Rd and Millertown Rd

Good afternoon Bennett/Sue.
Will one of you be responding back to Mrs. Polansky and if so, can you please include me in that
reply?
In addition I received a phone call from Rosalie Gau, 605 Quartz Mine Road, Ophir Ca 95658 (530888-9189). She called inquiring about the signs on the roads near her house: “oppose the Miller
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Town Cell Tower”. She said as well as at least 5-6 other neighbors are very much in favor of this cell
tower, and that as a 35 year Ophir resident, she is tired of bad cell service. Can you please add her to
the interested list for this project coming to the BOS meeting on June 8. She said she will be
attending.
If you prefer me to direct them to both of you, please advise.
Thanks.
Beverly A. Roberts
District 3 Director for Supervisor Jim Holmes
Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, Ca 95603
(530) 889-4081 | (530) 308-4125 | broberts@placer.ca.gov
From: Debra Polansky <debrapolansky8@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 3, 2021 9:06 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] AT&T tower at corner of Wise Rd and Millertown Rd
Dear Ms Smith and Mr Holmes and his secretary Beverly,
I live on the corner of Bald Hill and Wise Rd and the proposed AT&T tower is just down from my home. I pass by
everyday. It is planned to be on the cross road of Millertown Rd and Wise Rd.
It will be completely visible on this corner. I’m concerned because this tower will be a monumental eyesore in the
Ophir community. It is supposed to by 88 to 100ft tall and be surrounded by a large cement block wall. It will
completely dominate this property as you can see below. Included is a picture of the kind of tower with cement block
wall being planned.
The corner of Millertown Rd and Wise Rd does not even seem to be a good place as it is not on a hill but down close to
the Auburn Ravine. This kind of tower needs to be placed in an industrial area (maybe Ophir Rd by the freeway) if
needed, not is an area of homes.
Please don’t allow this project to continue.
Thank you,
Debra Polansky
1415 Bald Hill Rd
Auburn, Ca 95603
530‐613‐2579
Property at 545 Millertown Rd
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Type of 88 to 100ft tower proposed with cement block wall.
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Eric Griffin
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 1:46 PM
Jared Kearsley; Bennett Smithhart
MILESI, BRYANT A; Pete Manas
RE: AT&T Cell Tower (PLN19-00212)

Thank you Jared
This helps a lot for the hearing coming up in regards to not needing a grading permit.
Eric Griffin, EIT
Assistant Engineer
Engineering and Surveying
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 120, Auburn, CA 95603

Office:(530) 745‐3015 | Cell: (530) 401‐3237

From: Jared Kearsley <Jared.Kearsley@epicwireless.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2021 1:31 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: MILESI, BRYANT A <bm3620@att.com>; Eric Griffin <EGriffin@placer.ca.gov>; Pete Manas
<Pete.Manas@epicwireless.net>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: AT&T Cell Tower (PLN19‐00212)
Hi Bennett,
See attached engineering for the foundation. Reference page MP‐6 for the foundation dimensions. It appears that it
will be 20’x20’ by 3’ deep. According to the CD’s, there is no cut or fill for the road as it is already relatively graded with
a minor slope up to the site location. The only improvements that will take place on the road will essentially be
preparing the surface for the installation of the road base.
Let me know if there are any other questions.
Thank you,
Jared Kearsley
Site Acquisition Manager
Epic Wireless Group, LLC
605 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630

(209) 968‐4315 jared.kearsley@epicwireless.net
1

635

From: Jared Kearsley
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2021 1:55 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: MILESI, BRYANT A <bm3620@att.com>; Eric Griffin <EGriffin@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: AT&T Cell Tower (PLN19‐00212)
A living unit is a dwelling.
Sent from Jared Kearsley with Epic Wireless
On May 13, 2021, at 9:11 AM, Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov> wrote:
Thanks. I am reading through the project description, what is a Living Unit?
From: Jared Kearsley <Jared.Kearsley@epicwireless.net>
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 1:35 PM
To: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; MILESI, BRYANT A <bm3620@att.com>
Cc: Eric Griffin <EGriffin@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: AT&T Cell Tower (PLN19‐00212)
Hi Bennett,
Thanks for the email, we were in receipt of the notice for the delay a couple of weeks ago.
I will work on providing you a response to your questions below.
Thank you,
Jared Kearsley
Site Acquisition Manager
Epic Wireless Group, LLC
605 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630

(209) 968‐4315 jared.kearsley@epicwireless.net

<image001.jpg>
From: Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 11:46 AM
To: Jared Kearsley <Jared.Kearsley@epicwireless.net>; MILESI, BRYANT A <bm3620@att.com>
Cc: Eric Griffin <EGriffin@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: AT&T Cell Tower (PLN19‐00212)
Good Morning Jared,
I hope all is well. May 25th did not work for the appellant, so the appeal hearing was scheduled for June
8th. This date should be the final date.
2
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Also, we need a few pieces of information from you all. Could we get the dimensions of the footings for
the communications tower foundation and the estimated cubic yards of fill needed for the
construction/improvements of the driveway?
Thanks,
Bennett
Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use by the
recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that any
disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohibited
and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived by Mimecast
Ltd, an innovator in Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more useful place for your
human generated data. Specializing in; Security, archiving and compliance. To find out more Click Here.
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Bennett Smithhart
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rebecca Taber
Friday, April 23, 2021 5:03 PM
Maria baranowski; Eric Griffin
Rebeca Solomon; Michelle Lewis; Phil Frantz; Beverly Roberts; Bennett Smithhart; Greg Acquistapace;
Amber Conboy
RE: ATT cell tower Millertown Road

Hi Maria,
Thank you for your letter and for sharing your concerns.
The driveway to the Rhoades barn is not currently improved and as Eric pointed out, a condition of approval
on the AT&T Cell Tower project requires a DPW encroachment permit to bring this existing driveway up to
current standards including grading and drainage provisions and a new paved apron. Once completed, the
paved driveway will be an improvement compared to existing conditions and will help alleviate some of the
concerns you identified. It is worth noting that there was an alternative driveway location considered during
project review; however, the location of the existing septic system and leach field was in conflict with the
driveway access alternative.
Regarding drainage issues, the Cell Tower project is adding a relatively small amount of new impervious
surface in relation to the size of the parcel, so increased runoff from the project is considered negligible. DPW
can address the collapsed culvert you identified as part of their routine maintenance operations on Millertown
Road.
If you wish to meet to discuss further, please let me know.
Thank you,
Rebecca
Rebecca Taber, P.E.

Deputy Director
Community Development Resource Agency | Engineering and Surveying Division
(530) 745-7538 - Office
(530) 320-2244 - Cell

From: Maria baranowski <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 9:16 AM
To: Eric Griffin <EGriffin@placer.ca.gov>
Cc: Rebecca Taber <RTaber@placer.ca.gov>; Rebeca Solomon <RSolomon@placer.ca.gov>; Michelle Lewis
<MJLewis@placer.ca.gov>; Phil Frantz <PFrantz@placer.ca.gov>; Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>; Bennett
Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>; Greg Acquistapace <GAcquist@placer.ca.gov>; Amber Conboy
<AConboy@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: ATT cell tower Millertown Road
1
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Please see attachment. Thanks.

From: Eric Griffin <EGriffin@placer.ca.gov>
Date: Tuesday, April 20, 2021 at 2:50 PM
To: "mbaranowski17@gmail.com" <mbaranowski17@gmail.com>
Cc: Rebecca Taber <RTaber@placer.ca.gov>, Rebeca Solomon <RSolomon@placer.ca.gov>, Michelle Lewis
<MJLewis@placer.ca.gov>, Phil Frantz <PFrantz@placer.ca.gov>, Beverly Roberts <BRoberts@placer.ca.gov>,
Bennett Smithhart <BSmithha@placer.ca.gov>, Greg Acquistapace <GAcquist@placer.ca.gov>, Amber Conboy
<AConboy@placer.ca.gov>
Subject: ATT cell tower Millertown Road
Maria
I was notified by Rebeca Solomon that you had some concerns about drainage at the Millertown Road
ATT cell tower that was approved by the Planning Commission.
I have read through your email and wanted to mention that part of the Conditions of Approval were that the applicant
would be required to get an Encroachment Permit in order to construct the driveway, encroachment, and any trenching.
I wanted to let you know that DPW does do a review and analyzes the drainage within the County setbacks and any
effect that it will have prior to approval of the Encroachment Permit. In addition, I wanted to let you know that drainage
was analyzed for the onsite construction for the cell tower with the approval of the initial permit PLN19‐00212.
In regards to the line of site concern and buildup of ATT vehicles, I wanted to inform you that the Engineering &
Surveying Division along with the Department of Public Works did conduct a field review of the conditions of this site.
DPW used a radar gun for speeds of cars during peak hour traffic as well as analyzed the location of the driveway and
line of site. It was determined that since the driveway is the original site access to the property and that vehicles were
slowing down going each way (in to a turn and into a stop sign) that the conditions were acceptable with the
encroachment improvements listed.
In addition, it was discussed in the hearing and listed in the staff report that ATT is only estimating 1‐2 trips per month to
this site for any maintenance requirements which will be a minimal traffic increase to this site.
If you have any additional questions please let me know.
Thank you,
Eric Griffin, EIT
Assistant Engineer
Engineering and Surveying
Placer County Community Development Resource Agency
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 120, Auburn, CA 95603

Office:(530) 745‐3015 | Cell: (530) 401‐3237
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PROJECT SUPPORT STATEMENT
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CAF II Project Background and objectives:
AT&T is participating in a Federal Government funded project called Connect America Fund II (CAF II) –
which is to provide underserved areas throughout the United States in general and throughout Placer
County in particular with hi-speed broadband internet. The build-up of hi-speed broadband internet
throughout rural/underserved areas will not only drive economic growth in rural America, but will expand
the online marketplace nationwide, creating jobs, educational and businesses opportunities across the
country. The CAF II Project is required to provide broadband internet services capable of 10 Mbps
download and 1 Mbps upload speeds.
AT&T has the necessary technology that allows them to build out their territory in Placer County with the
much demanded hi-speed broadband internet to help improve the county’s rural infrastructure. AT&T’s
basis for transmitting and receiving hi-speed broadband internet to residences is executed by providing
one site with either a microwave fiber hop or a direct fiber line to the site and transferring the high speeds
of fiber to each Living Unit (LU) via wireless signals. Each LU being provided with the service will have a
small square antenna located in a vantage point on the property where it has a direct line of site to the
tower. The square antenna will send and receive wireless broadband internet providing the LU with a
minimum of 10/1 Mbps download and upload speeds, respectively.
AT&T’s secondary objective is to provide and enhance AT&T’s Wireless Telecommunications services
(cellular services) to underserved areas. Cellular services go hand in hand with building the internet
infrastructure throughout these underserved areas. People today rely on their mobile devices not only
for educational and business purposes, but also for emergency services. Increasing AT&T’s cellular
coverage and capacity throughout the County’s rural areas while providing wireless broadband internet
will greatly assist with enhancing the county’s economic growth and the area’s infrastructure.
Given the need for direct line of site to residences, a taller than typical tower will be necessary in order to
provide wireless broadband internet services to as many homes in the targeted areas as possible. During
the tower design phase, the Radio Frequency (RF) engineers study many variables including surrounding
tree heights, tree densities, population densities, and terrain, in order to properly design a sufficient tower
height with the goal of achieving the FCC’s track census block mandates of reaching specific LU coverage
objectives per area. Living Unit (LU) coverage objectives are provided by the RF engineer using density
maps and are based on the area’s approximate population. AT&T’s goal is not only to reach the coverage
objective, but to outperform the coverage objective to ensure that the maximum amount of homes are
being provided this service while taking into consideration a small margin of error during the simulation
process.
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Search Ring’s Description and Objectives:

AT&T Mobility is proposing to build and maintain an unmanned wireless telecommunication facility
consisting of a 37’ x 32’, 1,184 square foot enclosed compound (lease area). The compound will include
a 120-foot Monopine Tower, one equipment shelter, and one 30KW standby Diesel Generator with a 190
gallon belly tank. This facility will be located at 545 Millertown Rd, Auburn, CA 95603, within Placer
County’s jurisdiction on a 6.34-acre “RA-B-100” zoned property.
AT&T’s objective for the Auburn site is to provide wireless hi-speed broadband internet to nearby
residences and to fill a significant mobility coverage gap in the service area. In addition to internet and
mobility services, the tower will provide FirstNet services for First Responders. The site’s elevation is
approximately 928 feet while the surrounding community’s elevation averages around 850 feet, giving
the homes within the surrounding community great potential for line of site to the tower. After running
a coverage simulation at the site location, AT&T is anticipating meeting and beating their FCC coverage
objective for this search ring.
The site location is the least intrusive option in the area even though the search ring is surrounded by
properties occupied by dwellings. The dense foliage will naturally stealth the fenced compound from the
public right-of-way and nearby dwellings. The Monopine Tower was chosen to blend in with the natural
and wooded environment. The Tower location will be tucked back in a grove of trees to naturally stealth
the facility as best as possible.
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Potential Co-locations:

There are no potential Co-location opportunities in the near vicinity of the provided Search Ring. The
targeted area is a relatively low populated area, therefore, typical cellular services are less prone to be
present. The nearest existing AT&T tower is located approximately 1.5 miles northeast. That AT&T Tower
does not support LU coverage for the targeted area, and, the existing tower has a significant gap in
coverage at which the proposed tower will be filling. A proposed Verizon Tower is located approximately
1 mile to the west. The Verizon location also does not provide adequate LU coverage nor fills the
significant gap in coverage given the large distance to the targeted area and an approximate 240-foot
elevation drop.

654

Alternative Site Analysis:

Above is a map showing the Search Ring (center is the red pin), Proposed Site (green pin) and the
alternative sites (yellow pins) that were considered for placement of the telecommunications facility.
Each Alternative Site is further discussed below:
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Auburn Alternative Candidate B:
10575 Star Thistle Ln., Auburn, CA 95603
Latitude/Longitude: 38.900751, -121.105861
Proposal – New Tower

Considerations:
Candidate B is located approximately 0.30 miles north of the center of AT&T’s search ring. The proposed
tower would be located on a 10.2 acre, F zoned property owned by Anthony Brown and Sabina Pellissier.
The property is located on the west side of Star Thistle Lane and the site was proposed on the northeast
side of the property. Candidate B was chosen as AT&T’s second preferred candidate as the RF Engineer’s
simulation yielded fewer LU’s than the subject site located at 545 Millertown Road. The site location is
also more obtrusive to the area and would be in Mr. Vandewalker’s viewshed from his dwelling. During
the previous planning permit process, Mr. and Mrs. Brown opposed the Vanderwalker tower and as a
result, Vanderwalker cancelled the permit. For this reason, the Brown residence was disqualified as a
viable property.
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Auburn Alternative Candidate A:
10570 Star Thistle Ln., Auburn, CA 95603
Latitude/Longitude: 38.901487, -121.107446
Proposal – New Tower
Candidate A is located approximately 0.30 miles north of the center of AT&T’s search ring. The proposed
tower would be located on a 6 acre, F zoned property owned by Curtis Vanderwalker. The property is
located on the west side of Star Thistle Lane and the site was proposed on the northwest side of the
property. Candidate A was chosen as AT&T’s preferred candidate as the RF Engineer’s simulation yielded
more LU’s than the subject site located at 545 Millertown Road. However, Mr. Vanderwalker removed
himself as a viable property due to strong opposition from neighbors. For this reason, Mr. Vanderwalker’s
property was disqualified as a viable property.
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Auburn Alternative Candidate D:
10550 Star Thistle Lane, Auburn, CA 95603
Latitude/Longitude: 38.901474, -121.103614
Proposal – New Tower

Considerations:
Candidate D is located approximately 0.35 miles north of the center of AT&T’s search ring. The proposed
tower would be located on a 6.1 acre, F zoned property owned by Mr. and Mrs. Viken. The property is
located on the east side of Star Thistle Lane and the site was proposed in the center of the property.
Candidate D was considered by AT&T, however, the property owner decided not to entertain leasing
space to AT&T for the wireless facility, therefore, the property was disqualified. Mr. Viken explained that
they had developmental plans for the site location and therefore did not want to proceed with AT&T. Mr.
Viken originally stated that they were not opposed to the facility if placed on one of the neighboring
parcels, however, after moving forward with Vanderwalker’s property, the Viken’s voiced their strong
opposition resulting in Vanderwalker cancelling the permit.
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Actual View of the Proposed Location:
Auburn Alternative Candidate C:
545 Millertown Rd., Auburn, CA 95603
Latitude/Longitude: 38.891831, -121.107308
Proposal – New Tower

Considerations:
Candidate C is located approximately 0.35 miles southerly of the center of AT&T’s search ring. The
proposed tower would be located on a 6.3-acre, RA zoned property owned by Mr. and Mrs. Rhoades. The
property is located on the north side of Millertown Road and the site was proposed in the center of the
property. Candidate C was chosen as AT&T’s third preferred candidate as the RF Engineer’s simulation
yielded fewer LU’s than the original primary site located at 10570 Star Thistle Lane provided the 165-foot
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drop in elevation. However, Vanderwalker and the Brown’s have decided not to entertain leasing space
to AT&T for a wireless facility.
The site will not interfere with the existing use of the property. Access will be directly off of the Public
ROW, Millertown Road. The site is elevated just above the surrounding area and has great potential for
line of site to the community near the subject parcel. The property is covered with foliage creating natural
stealthing for the fenced compound from the public right of way. The Tower location is set back in a
grove of trees, however, said trees are not expected to be removed during the construction of the Tower.
A Monopine design has been chosen to blend in with the natural backdrop of the area. The tower will not
be blocking any viewsheds of the surrounding dwellings. Thick foliage separates the subject property from
the nearest property line and resident to the west, making the entire facility not visible from the nearest
property.
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Operation Statement:
This project is an AT&T Mobility unmanned Telecommunication Wireless Facility. It will consist of the
following:

The facility will operate 24 hours a day 7 days a week. Maintenance workers will visit the site
approximately once a month. A 15-foot-wide access route will be created directly from Millertown Road.
There will be minimal noise from the standby generator, turning on once a week for 15 minutes for
maintenance purposes limited to Monday through Friday between 8:00am and 5:00pm and during
emergency power outages. The Facility is approximately 250 feet southwest from the nearest dwelling.
The location is surrounded by thick foliage which will naturally stealth the Facility and Tower.
The tower will be built to provide co-location opportunities for future carriers or public safety entities.
Fire Suppression System:
A 15-foot-wide access route will be created directly from Millertown Road. A Fire Turnaround will be
proposed within the access route proceeding the driveway. A Fire Department Knox Box will be located
at the Facility’s access gate and the Property’s access gate. Additionally, a 2A:20BC Rated Fire Extinguisher
in a weather resistant cabinet will be mounted on the exterior wall of the proposed shelter.
Surrounding forest canopy height and nearby terrain elevations:
The area is comprised of mix oak woodlands averaging 40-60 feet in height. The elevation of the Site is
approximately 928’ AMSL. The nearest hill top to the northeast is elevated at approximately 1,275’ AMSL,
a difference of approximately 347’. In addition to the higher grounds to the northwest, higher grounds
are present to the west which tops near 1,250’ AMSL, which is a difference of 322’. The proposed Antenna
heights for the Tower are 100’ and 110’ which yields a 120’ tall tower (10’ tree topper). Taking the average
tree heights and the higher grounds into consideration, a 100’ and 110’ Array Center is required.
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Moreover, even a height reduction of 10 feet would result in a 33% degradation in LU coverage which
could amount to dozens and dozens of dwellings being “underserved”.
Conclusion:
Candidate C, 545 Millertown Road, meets and exceeds the FCC’s mandated objectives for the targeted
area of Auburn providing wireless services to the nearby community. The Monopine Tower design has
been chosen to blend into the existing surrounding environment and sets beyond the required county
setback of 30-foot side setbacks. The site is also environmentally friendly given no trees or mature foliage
will be removed. The site has been designed per fire code and is designed for future colocation
opportunities. Overall this site location is the least impactful and least visually intrusive location within
the Search Ring that fills AT&T’s gap in coverage.
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CAF II Project Background and objectives:
AT&T is participating in a Federal Government funded project called Connect America Fund II (CAF II) –
which is to provide underserved areas throughout the United States in general and throughout Placer
County in particular with hi-speed broadband internet. The build-up of hi-speed broadband internet
throughout rural/underserved areas will not only drive economic growth in rural America, but will expand
the online marketplace nationwide, creating jobs, educational and businesses opportunities across the
country. The CAF II Project is required to provide broadband internet services capable of 10 Mbps
download and 1 Mbps upload speeds.
AT&T has the necessary technology that allows them to build out their territory in Placer County with the
much demanded hi-speed broadband internet to help improve the county’s rural infrastructure. AT&T’s
basis for transmitting and receiving hi-speed broadband internet to residences is executed by providing
one site with either a microwave fiber hop or a direct fiber line to the site and transferring the high speeds
of fiber to each Living Unit (LU) via wireless signals. Each LU being provided with the service will have a
small square antenna located in a vantage point on the property where it has a direct line of site to the
tower. The square antenna will send and receive wireless broadband internet providing the LU with a
minimum of 10/1 Mbps download and upload speeds, respectively.
AT&T’s secondary objective is to provide and enhance AT&T’s Wireless Telecommunications services
(cellular services) to underserved areas. Cellular services go hand in hand with building the internet
infrastructure throughout these underserved areas. People today rely on their mobile devices not only
for educational and business purposes, but also for emergency services. Increasing AT&T’s cellular
coverage and capacity throughout the County’s rural areas while providing wireless broadband internet
will greatly assist with enhancing the county’s economic growth and the area’s infrastructure.
Given the need for direct line of site to residences, a taller than typical tower will be necessary in order to
provide wireless broadband internet services to as many homes in the targeted areas as possible. During
the tower design phase, the Radio Frequency (RF) engineers study many variables including surrounding
tree heights, tree densities, population densities, and terrain, in order to properly design a sufficient tower
height with the goal of achieving the FCC’s track census block mandates of reaching specific LU coverage
objectives per area. Living Unit (LU) coverage objectives are provided by the RF engineer using density
maps and are based on the area’s approximate population. AT&T’s goal is not only to reach the coverage
objective, but to outperform the coverage objective to ensure that the maximum amount of homes are
being provided this service while taking into consideration a small margin of error during the simulation
process.
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Search Ring’s Description and Objectives:

AT&T Mobility is proposing to build and maintain an unmanned wireless telecommunication facility
consisting of a 37’ x 32’, 1,184 square foot enclosed compound (lease area). The compound will include
a 120-foot Monopine Tower, one equipment shelter, and one 30KW standby Diesel Generator with a 190
gallon belly tank. This facility will be located at 545 Millertown Rd, Auburn, CA 95603, within Placer
County’s jurisdiction on a 6.34-acre “RA-B-100” zoned property.
AT&T’s objective for the Auburn site is to provide wireless hi-speed broadband internet to nearby
residences and to fill a significant mobility coverage gap in the service area. In addition to internet and
mobility services, the tower will provide FirstNet services for First Responders. The site’s elevation is
approximately 928 feet while the surrounding community’s elevation averages around 850 feet, giving
the homes within the surrounding community great potential for line of site to the tower. After running
a coverage simulation at the site location, AT&T is anticipating meeting and beating their FCC coverage
objective for this search ring.
The site location is the least intrusive option in the area even though the search ring is surrounded by
properties occupied by dwellings. The dense foliage will naturally stealth the fenced compound from the
public right-of-way and nearby dwellings. The Monopine Tower was chosen to blend in with the natural
and wooded environment. The Tower location will be tucked back in a grove of trees to naturally stealth
the facility as best as possible.
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Potential Co-locations:

There are no potential Co-location opportunities in the near vicinity of the provided Search Ring. The
targeted area is a relatively low populated area, therefore, typical cellular services are less prone to be
present. The nearest existing AT&T tower is located approximately 1.5 miles northeast. That AT&T Tower
does not support LU coverage for the targeted area, and, the existing tower has a significant gap in
coverage at which the proposed tower will be filling. A proposed Verizon Tower is located approximately
1 mile to the west. The Verizon location also does not provide adequate LU coverage nor fills the
significant gap in coverage given the large distance to the targeted area and an approximate 240-foot
elevation drop.
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Alternative Site Analysis:

Above is a map showing the Search Ring (center is the red pin), Proposed Site (green pin) and the
alternative sites (yellow pins) that were considered for placement of the telecommunications facility.
Each Alternative Site is further discussed below:
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Auburn Alternative Candidate B:
10575 Star Thistle Ln., Auburn, CA 95603
Latitude/Longitude: 38.900751, -121.105861
Proposal – New Tower

Considerations:
Candidate B is located approximately 0.30 miles north of the center of AT&T’s search ring. The proposed
tower would be located on a 10.2 acre, F zoned property owned by Anthony Brown and Sabina Pellissier.
The property is located on the west side of Star Thistle Lane and the site was proposed on the northeast
side of the property. Candidate B was chosen as AT&T’s second preferred candidate as the RF Engineer’s
simulation yielded fewer LU’s than the subject site located at 545 Millertown Road. The site location is
also more obtrusive to the area and would be in Mr. Vandewalker’s viewshed from his dwelling. During
the previous planning permit process, Mr. and Mrs. Brown opposed the Vanderwalker tower and as a
result, Vanderwalker cancelled the permit. For this reason, the Brown residence was disqualified as a
viable property.
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Auburn Alternative Candidate A:
10570 Star Thistle Ln., Auburn, CA 95603
Latitude/Longitude: 38.901487, -121.107446
Proposal – New Tower
Candidate A is located approximately 0.30 miles north of the center of AT&T’s search ring. The proposed
tower would be located on a 6 acre, F zoned property owned by Curtis Vanderwalker. The property is
located on the west side of Star Thistle Lane and the site was proposed on the northwest side of the
property. Candidate A was chosen as AT&T’s preferred candidate as the RF Engineer’s simulation yielded
more LU’s than the subject site located at 545 Millertown Road. However, Mr. Vanderwalker removed
himself as a viable property due to strong opposition from neighbors. For this reason, Mr. Vanderwalker’s
property was disqualified as a viable property.
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Auburn Alternative Candidate D:
10550 Star Thistle Lane, Auburn, CA 95603
Latitude/Longitude: 38.901474, -121.103614
Proposal – New Tower

Considerations:
Candidate D is located approximately 0.35 miles north of the center of AT&T’s search ring. The proposed
tower would be located on a 6.1 acre, F zoned property owned by Mr. and Mrs. Viken. The property is
located on the east side of Star Thistle Lane and the site was proposed in the center of the property.
Candidate D was considered by AT&T, however, the property owner decided not to entertain leasing
space to AT&T for the wireless facility, therefore, the property was disqualified. Mr. Viken explained that
they had developmental plans for the site location and therefore did not want to proceed with AT&T. Mr.
Viken originally stated that they were not opposed to the facility if placed on one of the neighboring
parcels, however, after moving forward with Vanderwalker’s property, the Viken’s voiced their strong
opposition resulting in Vanderwalker cancelling the permit.
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Actual View of the Proposed Location:
Auburn Alternative Candidate C:
545 Millertown Rd., Auburn, CA 95603
Latitude/Longitude: 38.891831, -121.107308
Proposal – New Tower

Considerations:
Candidate C is located approximately 0.35 miles southerly of the center of AT&T’s search ring. The
proposed tower would be located on a 6.3-acre, RA zoned property owned by Mr. and Mrs. Rhoades. The
property is located on the north side of Millertown Road and the site was proposed in the center of the
property. Candidate C was chosen as AT&T’s third preferred candidate as the RF Engineer’s simulation
yielded fewer LU’s than the original primary site located at 10570 Star Thistle Lane provided the 165-foot
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drop in elevation. However, Vanderwalker and the Brown’s have decided not to entertain leasing space
to AT&T for a wireless facility.
The site will not interfere with the existing use of the property. Access will be directly off of the Public
ROW, Millertown Road. The site is elevated just above the surrounding area and has great potential for
line of site to the community near the subject parcel. The property is covered with foliage creating natural
stealthing for the fenced compound from the public right of way. The Tower location is set back in a
1 Ophir Fire Station
grove of trees, however, said trees are not expected to be removed during the construction of the Tower.
9305
Wise
Road
A Monopine design has been chosen
to blend
in with
the natural backdrop of the area. The tower will not
be blocking any viewsheds of the surrounding dwellings. Thick foliage separates the subject property from
the nearest property line and resident to the west, making the Proposed
entire facility not visible from the nearest
property.
Current

Project
Site
2 PG&E
Powerhouse
3 Sewer Ponds

4 Quarry Site

Ophir Road

Interstate
80
5 PCWA Mitigation
Learning Center
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Operation Statement:
This project is an AT&T Mobility unmanned Telecommunication Wireless Facility. It will consist of the
following:

The facility will operate 24 hours a day 7 days a week. Maintenance workers will visit the site
approximately once a month. A 15-foot-wide access route will be created directly from Millertown Road.
There will be minimal noise from the standby generator, turning on once a week for 15 minutes for
maintenance purposes limited to Monday through Friday between 8:00am and 5:00pm and during
emergency power outages. The Facility is approximately 250 feet southwest from the nearest dwelling.
The location is surrounded by thick foliage which will naturally stealth the Facility and Tower.
The tower will be built to provide co-location opportunities for future carriers or public safety entities.
Fire Suppression System:
A 15-foot-wide access route will be created directly from Millertown Road. A Fire Turnaround will be
proposed within the access route proceeding the driveway. A Fire Department Knox Box will be located
at the Facility’s access gate and the Property’s access gate. Additionally, a 2A:20BC Rated Fire Extinguisher
in a weather resistant cabinet will be mounted on the exterior wall of the proposed shelter.
Surrounding forest canopy height and nearby terrain elevations:
The area is comprised of mix oak woodlands averaging 40-60 feet in height. The elevation of the Site is
approximately 928’ AMSL. The nearest hill top to the northeast is elevated at approximately 1,275’ AMSL,
a difference of approximately 347’. In addition to the higher grounds to the northwest, higher grounds
are present to the west which tops near 1,250’ AMSL, which is a difference of 322’. The proposed Antenna
heights for the Tower are 100’ and 110’ which yields a 120’ tall tower (10’ tree topper). Taking the average
tree heights and the higher grounds into consideration, a 100’ and 110’ Array Center is required.

676

Moreover, even a height reduction of 10 feet would result in a 33% degradation in LU coverage which
could amount to dozens and dozens of dwellings being “underserved”.
Conclusion:
Candidate C, 545 Millertown Road, meets and exceeds the FCC’s mandated objectives for the targeted
area of Auburn providing wireless services to the nearby community. The Monopine Tower design has
been chosen to blend into the existing surrounding environment and sets beyond the required county
setback of 30-foot side setbacks. The site is also environmentally friendly given no trees or mature foliage
will be removed. The site has been designed per fire code and is designed for future colocation
opportunities. Overall this site location is the least impactful and least visually intrusive location within
the Search Ring that fills AT&T’s gap in coverage.
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Response to suggested alternative sites for CVL06455/Auburn:
Summary: After the public suggested five alternative sites for the pending permit for the AT&T WTF
located at 545 Millertown Road, Epic and AT&T’s RF Engineer researched each property as we do for all
properties in the preliminary/feasibility stages. As always, there are many different variables that
Epic/AT&T takes into consideration while locating and choosing viable properties. Some of these variables
include, but not limited to, the following: Land Use and Zoning restrictions, Real Estate Rights, elevation
of property, elevation of nearby properties, tree heights, environmental impacts, aesthetical impacts, and
whether or not the location meets the coverage goals.
While all five sites are outside of AT&T’s Search Ring area which was strategically placed to cover a large
amount of LU’s and to fill a significant gap in coverage, AT&T honored the community’s request to
research the five locations. Below are the findings based on Epic’s and AT&T’s research which shows each
property having disqualifying attributes:
1. Ophir Fire Station – 9305 Wise Road; 38.903923, -121.130825: This location is approximately 1.5
miles northwest from AT&T’s proposed site and about 1.25 miles northwest of AT&T’s Search Ring
Area. This site is too far east in order to provide coverage to the Living Units (LU’s) for the CAF II
internet program within the targeted area. Additionally, further research found that another
carrier attempted the Ophir Fire Station approximately a year ago, however, real-estate rights
could not be secured for said carrier.
2. PG&E Powerhouse; 38.889612, -121.098994 – The location where a tower could be located is on
an existing PG&E transmission tower where the Elevation is too low at 900’ and sits in small valley
where the surrounding hills would block the signal. There are no viable locations to build a new
tower on the property as there are above ground power lines and associated easements that
would prevent a tower to be constructed. Epic also looked into the string of PG&E transmission
towers that run up the hill in a northeast direction, however, those locations would have
interfered with the neighboring AT&T site to the northeast, hence the Search Ring Location
further west of the transmission towers.
3. Sewer Ponds; 38.889240, -121.103593 (estimated) – Elevation ranges from approximately 830’
to 900’ where open space would allow for a new tower which is too low in order to provide
coverage to the Living Units (LU’s) for the CAF II internet program within the targeted area.
There is one elevated hill, however, access to or placement of the WTF up the hill isn’t possible
provided the steep grade would not meet fire code for access routes.

4. Quarry Site; 38.879309, -121.118884 – AT&T already has another site on the Quarry’s property,
therefore another site would not be viable on the adjacent property less than half a mile. The
existing AT&T site does not provide coverage to the targeted area, in fact, the new tower will be
off-loading this tower and filling its coverage gap.
5. PCWA Mitigation Learning Center; 38.885799, -121.107757 – Site is too close to the Quarry AT&T
Tower and would interfere with coverage, being only a mile from the existing tower. Additionally,
the site would not fulfill the LU coverage goals for the targeted area.
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May 27, 2021

Supervisor Robert Weygandt, Chair
Placer County
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
rweygand@placer.ca.gov
CC:

Bennett Smithhart
Placer County Planner
BSmithha@placer.ca.gov

RE: AT&T MOBILITY - NATIONWIDE PUBLIC SAFETY BROADBAND
NETWORK NEW CELL SITE APPLICATION – Auburn / Ophir Area
Supervisor Weygandt,
Under the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012, Congress established
the First Responder Network Authority (FirstNet Authority) and directed it to ensure the
building, deployment, and ongoing operation of the Nationwide Public Safety Broadband
Network (“FirstNet”), the first nationwide high-speed broadband network dedicated to public
safety.1 The FirstNet Authority’s mission is to provide and maintain a single, interoperable
platform that consistently satisfies the demanding communications needs of the public safety
community in California and across the country. New radio access network (“RAN”) sites are
essential to the success of the program and delivering the mission critical coverage public
safety needs to communicate and save lives.
This network has been a top priority for first responders and public safety agencies in
California and throughout the country, and has been designed based on their specific,
expressed needs, with coverage and capacity being paramount. Simply put, coverage enables a
first responder to send and receive data, and capacity ensures speed and quality of those
communications. New RAN infrastructure connected to FirstNet will improve communication
for first responders where that infrastructure has been currently lacking. The FirstNet
Authority and our private-sector partner, AT&T, have worked with the California public
safety community to identify coverage needs throughout the state to improve emergency
communications in everyday use as well as for large-scale emergencies, such as the recent
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