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Public Hearing 
November 4, 2010 

Honorable Mayor and  
Members of the City Council 
 
Title:  T-Mobile Riverside Monopine - Appeal 
 
Location/Council District: 2661 Riverside Blvd., Sacramento, CA; APN: 009-0321-
061; Council District 4 
 
Recommendation: Conduct a public hearing and upon conclusion adopt a Resolution 
denying the appeal and denying a Special Permit to construct a new 65 foot pine tree 
monopole with antennas and associated equipment in the General Commercial (C-2) 
zone. 
 
Contact:  Antonio Ablog, Associate Planner, 808-7702; Lindsey Alagozian, Senior 
Planner, 808-2659 

Presenters:   Antonio Ablog 

Department:   Community Development Department 

Division:   Current Planning 

Organization No:  1221 

 
Description/Analysis  
 

Issue:   The applicant is requesting to construct a new 65 foot monopine (pine tree 
cellular antenna) in the General Commercial (C-2) zone. The Planning Commission 
denied the Special Permit on September 9, 2010. On September 20, 2010, the 
Planning Commission’s decision was appealed by the applicant (see attachment 3).  
 
Policy Considerations:  The subject site is designated Traditional Center in the 
2030 General Plan.  The General Plan promotes working with service providers to 
ensure access and availability of a wide range of state of the art telecommunication 
systems and services for households businesses, institutions, and public agencies 
throughout the city (U7.1.1).  Though the monopine meets the intent of the General 
Plan to promote access to telecommunication services, the proposed antennas are 
inconsistent with the City’s Telecommunications Siting Guidelines. Staff believes  
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that the cellular provider can provide comparable telecommunications coverage on a 
collocation site that is more consistent with the Siting Guidelines’ goals promoting 
collocation and discouraging the construction of new monopoles. 
 
Guidelines for Telecommunication Facilities: The City has developed policies 
concerning siting preferences and facility location and design. A primary objective of 
these policies is to reduce or minimize the number and visibility of telecommunication 
facilities. The City’s Telecommunications Policy does not specifically prohibit the 
approval of new monopoles altogether, but lists the approval of new monopoles as 
the least desirable option for locating new telecommunications antennas. 
 
At the May 27, 2010  Planning Commission hearing, the applicant was directed to 
investigate the possibility of collocating on a separate monopole application 
proposed by AT & T located on the Odd Fellows cemetery at 2720 Riverside 
Boulevard. The applicant has stated that its antennas would need to be placed at a 
height of 91 feet on the Odd Fellows site to provide comparable service to the 
intended service area. In response to this, AT & T has revised its application to allow 
T-Mobile to locate its antennas at the Odd Fellows cemetery site. AT & T has agreed 
to keep its 81 foot antenna height at that location and while allowing T-Mobile to 
locate at 91 feet. To accommodate the additional antennas, the design of the Odd 
Fellows cemetery monopole has been raised from 94 feet to 104 feet. Staff believes 
that this collocation option is superior to the approval of two new poles and 
recommends that the proposed project be denied because the carrier could 
collocate on the AT & T monopine at the Odd Fellows Cemetery site. 
 
Environmental Considerations:  
   

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):   Staff is recommending denial of 
the Special Permit request. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does 
not apply to projects that are denied by t he public agency. No action or further 
findings pursuant to CEQA are required. 
 

Commission/Committee Action:  After several hearings and much public testimony, 
the Planning Commission took action on the Special Permit request on September 9, 
2010. The Planning Commission denied the request with a vote of 6 ayes to 4 noes. 
The project applicant submitted an appeal of this decision on September 20, 2010. A 
summary of the Planning Commission proceedings can be found in Attachment 2, the 
project background. 
 

 

Rationale for Recommendation:  Staff recommends denial of the requested 65-foot 
monopine based upon staff’s inability to make all of the necessary findings for 
approval. Specifically, recommending approval of a second new monopole would not 
constitute a sound land use decision and is contrary to the Telecommunications 
Siting Guidelines. Staff believes that the collocation opportunity at 91 feet on the Odd 
Fellows Cemetery site is a superior alternative as it necessitates the construction of 
only one new pole and will be less visually intrusive.  
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Attachment 1 – Vicinity Map 
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Attachment 2 – Background 

 

Background Information:   The subject site is approximately half an acre and zoned 
General Commercial (C-2). To the north and south are commercial properties also in 
the C-2 zone. To the west is a cemetery in the Single Family Residential (R-1) zone, 
and to the east are apartments in the Multi-Family (R-2A) zone. The original project 
application was submitted in November of 2007. The submittal included a request to 
construct a 75-foot slim-line monopole antenna. Staff did not support this original design 
and requested that the applicant consider either redesigning or relocating the proposed 
antenna. The applicant redesigned the pole as a 75 foot monopine (pine tree cellular 
antenna) and submitted a statement related to the infeasibility of locating the proposed 
antennas on nearby structures (see discussion in the Guidelines for 
Telecommunications Facilities).  
 
Based on the redesign and analysis of the other sites, staff scheduled the project to be 
heard by the Planning Commission on April 23, 2009. At the time, the applicant agreed 
to reduce the height of the monopine to 65 feet. However, prior to the scheduled 
hearing, the Land Park Community Association (LPCA) expressed opposition to the 
project and requested that the applicant present the project at an LPCA meeting. Due to 
this request, the original hearing was continued so that the applicant could meet with 
the community association. 
 
Guidelines for Telecommunication Facilities: The City has developed policies 
concerning siting preferences and facility location and design. A primary objective of 
these policies is to reduce or minimize the number and visibility of telecommunication 
facilities. The City’s Telecommunications Policy does not specifically prohibit the 
approval of new monopoles altogether, but lists the approval of new monopoles as the 
least desirable option for locating new telecommunications antennas. 
 
The applicant explored, as a possible location, the existing tower at KXTV-Channel 10, 
located at 400 Broadway.  This site however, was too close to an existing T-Mobile site.  
A light standard changeout was proposed at 915 Broadway, but this location was also 
too close to an existing site.  A rooftop site at 2725 Riverside Boulevard was also 
explored by the applicant, but was ruled out as it did not provided enough height to the 
coverage objectives. Although acceptable to T-Mobile’s radio-frequency engineers, the 
following candidates were not interested in a long-term lease for a telecommunications 
site: 1) Target, 2505 Riverside Boulevard, 2) California Bank and Trust, 1331 Broadway, 
3) Sacramento Business Journal, 1400 X Street.   
 
The Guidelines for Telecommunication Facilities emphasize minimizing the number and 
visibility of new telecommunication facilities through location and design. At the time that 
this monopine request was scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission in April 
of 2009, staff believed that the 65’ monopine was appropriate for the subject site. The 
applicant had lowered the height and changed the design from the original application.  
Furthermore, the 65 foot height allowed for a second antenna array for future cellular 
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carriers to collocate.  
 
At the May 27, 2010  Planning Commission hearing, the applicant was directed to 
investigate the possibility of collocating on a separate monopole application proposed 
by AT & T located on the Odd Fellows cemetery at 2720 Riverside Boulevard. The 
applicant has stated that its antennas would need to be placed at a height of 91 feet on 
the Odd Fellows site to provide comparable service to the intended service area. In 
response to this, AT & T has revised its application to allow T-Mobile to locate its 
antennas at the Odd Fellows site. AT & T has agreed to keep its 81 foot antenna height 
at that location and while allowing T-Mobile to locate at 91 feet. To accommodate the 
additional antennas, the design of the Odd Fellows monopole has been raised from 94 
feet to 104 feet. Staff believes that this collocation option is superior to the approval of 
two new poles and recommends that the proposed project be denied because the 
carrier could collocate on the AT & T monopine at the Odd Fellows Cemetery site. 
 
Summary:  This project was first heard by t he Planning Commission on May 27, 2010. 
Staff recommended denial of the request as st aff believed that there was a separate 
application by AT & T (P10-001)  within close proximity that  provided the opportunity to 
collocate two sets of cellular antennas on a single pole.  The Commission discussed the 
following: 
 

 The approval of two new monopoles in light of the City’s Telecommunications Siting 
Guidelines which list new monopoles as t he least favorable siting option for new 
antennas; 
 

 The possibility of collocating other antennas  (namely AT & T) on the subject site; 
and  
 

 The improvement of signal coverage with the requested new monopole. 
 

The Commission voted to continue the public hearing and directed the applicant to work 
with AT & T and City Staff to determine if collocation a single pole was possible. 
 
The proposal was brought back to the Pl anning Commission on August 12, 2010. The 
applicant stated that collocating on the AT & T monopine at the Odd Fellows Cemetery site 
would provide comparable cove rage, but would not fill in the same coverage gaps that 
would be covered with the applicant’s original proposal for the Balshor Florist site. The 
Commission discussed the following: 
 

 During the public hearing the Planning Commission’s discussion focused on; a) the 
aesthetics of the proposed monopine; and  
 

 The Telecommunications Siting Guideli nes which states that new monopole 
construction is the least desirable siting option for new cellular antennas. 

 
After the project was discussed, two motions were made, one to approve the project and 
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one to deny the project. Neither motion passed as each motion resulted in a 4 to 4 vote. 
Since there was no decision on the Special Permit, the Commission voted to close the 
public hearing and continue the item for another vote on the Special Permit. 
  

The Special Permit request was brought back to the Planning Commission on September 
9, 2009. The Public Hearing was closed, but the Commission had a brief discussion related 
to the requested entitlements. The discussion, again, focused on the Telecommunications 
Siting Guidelines. Specifically, the Commission discussed the policies promoting collocation 
and the policies discouraging the construc tion of new monopoles. The Commission 
ultimately voted to deny the project  with a vote of 6 ayes to 4 noes. 
 
Appeal: On September 20, 2010, the project applicant submitted an appeal to the Planning 
Commission’s decision arguing that the requested Special Permit was wrongfully denied as 
the proposed monopine met all of the appropriate Zoning Code requirements. 
 
Staff continues to believe that supporting the requested monopine would be inconsistent 
with the Telecommunications Siting Guidelines. The Guidelines emphasize minimizing the 
number and visibility of new telecommunication facilities through location and design. Staff 
believes that placing the T-mobile ant ennas on the monopine requested for the Odd 
Fellows cemetery meets these objectives.  
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Attachment 3 – Planning Commission Record of Decision 
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Attachment 4 – Applicant Appeal 
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Attachment 6 – Letters from Applicant and owner  

 
 

LResurreccion
TOC



Applicant Appeal of the T-Mobile Riverside Monopole November 4, 2010  

22 

 



A
pplicant A

ppeal of the T-M
obile R

iverside M
onopole 

N
ovem

ber 4, 2010 
 

23 



A
pplicant A

ppeal of the T-M
obile R

iverside M
onopole 

N
ovem

ber 4, 2010 
 

24 



Applicant Appeal of the T-Mobile Riverside Monopole November 4, 2010  

25 



Applicant Appeal of the T-Mobile Riverside Monopole November 4, 2010  

26 

 



Applicant Appeal of the T-Mobile Riverside Monopole November 4, 2010  

27 

 
 
 
 



Applicant Appeal of the T-Mobile Riverside Monopole November 4, 2010  

28 

Attachment 7 – Letter from the Land Park Community Association 
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Attachment 9 – June 29 Letter to Staff 

 

LResurreccion
TOC



Applicant Appeal of the T-Mobile Riverside Monopole November 4, 2010  

38 

 
 
 
 



Applicant Appeal of the T-Mobile Riverside Monopole November 4, 2010  

39 

                    Attachment 10 - Letters of Support submitted to staff August 11, 2010 
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Attachment 11 – Project Resolution 

RESOLUTION NO. 

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council 
 

 
ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT AND DENYING THE T-MOBILE 

RIVERSIDE MONOPINE PROJECT (P07-153) 
 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
A. On September 9, 2010, the City Planning Commission conducted a public 
hearing on, and denied the T-Mobile Riverside Monopine.  
 
B. On September 20, 2010, the project applicant filed a timely appeal of the 
Planning Commission’s action to the City Council. 
 
C. On November 4, 2010, the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which 
notice was given pursuant Sacramento City Code Section 17.200.010(C)(1)(d), and 
received and considered evidence concerning the AT & T Odd Fellows Cemetery 
Monopine. 
 
BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL 
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1. Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the hearing 
on the AT & T Odd Fellows Cemetery Monopine, the City Council denies the Project 
entitlements based on the findings of fact and subject to the conditions of approval as 
set forth below. 
 
Section 2. The City Council denies the Project entitlements based on the following 
findings of fact: 
 
A. Environmental Determination: The project is denied, and the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) does not apply to projects that are denied by 
the public agency. No action or further findings pursuant to CEQA are required.  

 
B. The Special Permit to construct a new pine tree monopole with antennas and 

associated equipment in the General Commercial zone is hereby denied based 
upon the following findings: 

 
1. Granting the Special Permit is not based upon sound principles of land 

use in that: 
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A. A new monopine will be visually obtrusive against the backdrop of 
only a few mature evergreen trees; 

 
B. The monopine will be located only 10 feet from the nearest 

residentially zoned parcel. 
 

C. The construction of a new monopine represents the least desirable 
siting option in the Telecommunications Siting Guidelines.  

 
2. Granting the Special Permit would be detrimental to the public welfare or 

result in the creation of a public nuisance in that: 
 

A. The installation of the monopine will result in the creation of a visual 
nuisance. While there are a few mature evergreen trees on the 
property to the east of the subject location, they are not enough to 
for a proper backdrop to camouflage a monopine tree antenna 
 

3. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan Policy of 
promoting and supporting communications facilities within the City as well 
as the Guidelines for Telecommunications Facilities (GP Section 7-10). 
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