
NOTICE OF A REGULAR MEETING 
 
Pursuant to Section 54954.2 of the Government Code of the State of California, a Regular 
meeting of the City of Tracy Planning Commission is hereby called for: 
 
Date/Time:  Wednesday, March 25, 2015 
   7:00 P.M. (or as soon thereafter as possible) 
 
Location:  City of Tracy Council Chambers 
   333 Civic Center Plaza 
  
Government Code Section 54954.3 states that every public meeting shall provide an opportunity 
for the public to address the Planning Commission on any item, before or during consideration 
of the item, however no action shall be taken on any item not on the agenda. 
 
REGULAR MEETING AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

ROLL CALL 

MINUTES APPROVAL  

DIRECTOR’S REPORT REGARDING THIS AGENDA 

ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE - In accordance with Procedures for Preparation, Posting and 
Distribution of Agendas and the Conduct of Public Meetings, adopted by Resolution 2015-012 
any item not on the agenda brought up by the public at a meeting, shall be automatically 
referred to staff.  If staff is not able to resolve the matter satisfactorily, the member of the public 
may request a Commission Member to sponsor the item for discussion at a future meeting. 

1. OLD BUSINESS 

2. NEW BUSINESS 

A. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AN APPLICATION FOR A CONDITIONAL 
USE PERMIT TO ALLOW FOR THE INSTALLATION OF 60-FOOT TALL LIGHT 
POLES IN THE TRUCK COURTS AT THE FEDEX FACILITY LOCATED AT 120 
S. HANSEN ROAD – APPLICANT IS PICKERING FIRM, INC. AND OWNER IS 
FEDEX GROUND- APPLICATION NUMBER CUP15-0001 

 
B. PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A RENEWAL/EXTENSION OF THE 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL FOR APPLICATION NUMBER 
CUP13-0007 TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 
TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITY IN THE FORM OF A PINE TREE, KNOWN 
AS A MONOPINE, AND FOUR APPROXIMATELY 230 SQUARE FOOT 
EQUIPMENT SHELTERS, LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 1,000 FEET WEST OF 
CORRAL HOLLOW ROAD, SOUTH OF W. SCHULTE ROAD, ASSESSOR’S 
PARCEL NUMBER 240-010-07.  APPLICANT IS SAC WIRELESS 
REPRESENTING AT&T AND SBA.  PROPERTY OWNER IS THE UNION 
PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY - APPLICATION NUMBER EXT15-0002 

 
3. ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE 
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4. DIRECTOR’S REPORT  

 
A. CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION REGARDING PLANNING COMMISSION 

MINUTES 
 

5. ITEMS FROM THE COMMISSION 
 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
Posted:  March 19, 2015 

The City of Tracy complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act and makes all reasonable 
accommodations for the disabled to participate in public meetings.  Persons requiring 
assistance or auxiliary aids in order to participate should call City Hall (209-831-6000), at least 
24 hours prior to the meeting. 
  
Any materials distributed to the majority of the Planning Commission regarding any item on this 
agenda will be made available for public inspection in the Development Services Department 
located at 333 Civic Center Plaza during normal business hours.  



MINUTES 
TRACY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 28, 2015 
7:00 P.M. 

CITY OF TRACY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
333 CIVIC CENTER PLAZA 

 
CALL TO ORDER – Chair Orcutt called the meeting to order at 7:06 p.m. 
 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – Chair Orcutt led the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
ROLL CALL  - Roll Call found Commissioners, Ransom, Sangha, Tanner, Vice Chair Mitracos 
and Chair Orcutt present.  Also present were staff members Alan Bell, Senior Planner; Scott 
Claar, Associate Planner; Bill Sartor, Assistant City Attorney; consultant Laura Worthington 
Forbes; and Sandra Edwards, Recording Secretary.  
 
MINUTES APPROVAL - It was moved by Commissioner Ransom and seconded by 
Commissioner Sangha to approve the minutes of December 3, 2014. Minutes of January 14, 
2015, were approved as amended. Voice vote found all in favor; passed and so ordered. 
 
DIRECTOR’S REPORT REGARDING THIS AGENDA – None.  
 
ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE – None. 
 
1. OLD BUSINESS – None. 

2. NEW BUSINESS 

A. CONDUCT A PUBLIC HEARING TO RECEIVE COMMENTS ON THE TRACY HILLS 
SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT – Alan 
Bell, Senior Planner, stated that the Tracy Hills Specific Plan was adopted and the 
2,700-acre area annexed to the City in 1998.  The 1998 Plan provides for over 
5,000 residential units and nearly 6 million square feet of commercial and 
industrial development.  The current Tracy Hills project includes an update to that 
Specific Plan. 

 
In 2013, the City hired Kimley Horn Associates to prepare the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for this project and guide the City through the CEQA 
process.  In the fall of 2013, a scoping meeting was conducted to receive input 
from the public on topics to be reviewed in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR).  The DEIR has been completed; and the purpose of tonight’s 
meeting is for the Planning Commission and staff to receive comments on the 
DEIR from the public.  Mr. Bell added that this meeting was not the time to 
respond to comments, as the public comment period is open until February 10, 
2015. 

 
Mr. Bell introduced Laura Worthington-Forbes from Kimley Horn Associates, to 
review the CEQA process and this EIR.  Ms. Forbes is the Regional Vice 
President for Kimley Horn Associates and the project manager on this EIR. 
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Ms. Forbes provided a presentation regarding the CEQA and EIR process.  Ms. Forbes 
provided a background and history of the project’s Specific Plans, General Plan 
Amendments, Development Agreement and Infrastructure Master Plans.  Ms. Forbes 
outlined the various sections of the DSEIR.  Ms. Forbes also outlined the significant and 
unavoidable impacts including aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Mr. Bell added staff anticipated an item on the Planning Commission’s February 25, 
2015, agenda to receive an update and a discussion on the Tracy Hills project.  The 
meeting will provide an opportunity to learn more about the project or seek clarification 
about the project design or other details.  At some time following that meeting, we 
anticipate taking the Tracy Hills project, including the Final EIR, to the Planning 
Commission for consideration and recommendation to the City Council.   
 
Commission Ransom stated she received feedback on this agenda item that it was not 
readily available and asked how the item was noticed.  Mr. Bell stated this meeting was 
not required per CEQA, adding that the item was noticed in the paper, and mailed to the 
170 or so recipients that received the notice of availability. Mr. Bell added the project 
was next to farmers or ranchers who are involved and don’t have input.  Mr. Bell stated 
the property owners were present.   
 
Chair Orcutt added that receiving notice on December 23, 2014, most individuals were 
not in a position to think about the project. Mr. Bell added that because the notice went 
out on December 23, 2014, during the holidays, additional time for the comment period 
was added.   
 
Vice Chair Mitracos asked for clarification regarding changes that could incur including 
density changes stating it seemed too specific.  Mr. Bell stated that is why there was a 
new EIR.  Mr. Bell added the new Specific Plan addresses the project in its entirety; at 
its maximum buildout. 
 
Vice Chair Mitracos asked if the Specific Plan was measured against City standards.  
Mr. Bell stated the Specific Plan will be the zoning for the project which will be in line 
with the General Plan, zoning, etc.  Mr. Bell added that the Specific Plan will come 
before the Commission for adoption and will include a range of densities. 
 
Commissioner Tanner stated there was an item that was addressed at a City Council 
meeting regarding the Altamont Regional Traffic Authority Joint Powers Authority (JPA) 
regarding traffic conditions, asking why San Joaquin County was not included as part of 
the JPA and when does the JPA kick in.   Mr. Bell stated the JPA was a function of the 
settlement of the 1998 lawsuit to discontinue the legal challenge on the EIR.  Mr. Bell 
added the parties to that lawsuit were Alameda County, the City of Livermore, the City of 
Tracy, the developer and the Sierra Club, and has already been formed.   
 
Vice Chair Mitracos asked if there was a fee to the County for county projects.  Mr. Bell 
added that part of the settlement agreement has Tracy Hills paying approximately 
$1,500 per unit to various agencies. 
 
Chair Orcutt opened the public hearing. 
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Bridget Barnes, representing Horizon Planet, stated she had hoped that there would 
have been a presentation from staff outlining the differences between the original Tracy 
Hills Specific Plan and the new one.  Ms. Barnes indicated her offices were still 
reviewing mitigations to provide comments on the document.   
 
As there was no one further wishing to address the Commission, the public hearing was 
closed.   
 
Commission Ransom asked if this was the time for the Commission to ask questions.  
Mr. Bell stated it was a time to allow the public to provide comments. 
 
Commissioner Ransom stated she felt that this project was being treated different than 
other EIRs.  Commissioner Ransom asked for clarification regarding two Alternatives 
No. 2, Chapter 1-5 and 1-6; indicating the superior alternative was confusing.  
Commissioner Ransom also asked for clarification regarding an Area C that is no longer 
covered by the EIR, a portion of EIR that treats non-Intregal property owners with a 
separate set of guidelines but does not provide the guidelines.   
 
Mr. Bell stated the non-Integral property means that most of the 2,700 acres is in control 
of the property owners or Integral Communities.  The Specific Plan has design 
guidelines, permitted land uses, which are equal across the plan regardless of 
ownership. Mr. Bell added that part of the settlement agreement required the property 
owners to set aside a 100-foot wide conservation easement along I-580 and on one side 
of the aqueduct.  The only property owner at the time was Lakeside Tracy, now Integral 
Communities, and is recorded against their property. 
 
Ms. Forbes clarified Area C refers to the San Joaquin Multi Specific Habitat 
Conservation Plan (SJMSHCP) which is not included in the Plan.  Ms. Forbes stated 
there is an additional burden on the applicant to achieve regulatory permit approval for 
that area that is not covered by the SJMSHCP.   
 
Commissioner Ransom stated she was looking for additional information regarding 
pipelines on the property.  Mr. Bell outlined the five pipelines that traverse through the 
property including Shell Oil, Chevon, Phillips 66, and two PG&E pipelines.  Mr. Bell 
stated Technical Appendices E2, E3, and E4, discuss the pipelines. 
 
Commissioner Ransom discussed the projected water supply for the project through 
2035.  Mr. Bell stated staff would come back with a complete answer and have the 
appropriate experts present on February 25, 2015, to address the item. 
 
Commissioner Ransom stated some of the mitigations were not specific.  Mr. Bell stated 
the mitigation measure would be addressed with the conditions of approval.  Mr. Bell 
added the mitigation measures for Phase 1 were more specific than subsequent phases. 
 
Commissioner Sangha asked if the $1,500 per unit Tracy Hills is required to pay goes to 
the City or County.  Mr. Bell stated that fee applied to units in the City and would go to 
regional transportation in Alameda and San Joaquin Counties. 
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Commissioner Tanner stated figure 4.4-6, the endangered species labeled TP on the 
figure, was not on the legend of the map.  Ms. Forbes indicated she would get back to 
the Commission on the item. 
 
Commissioner Tanner referred to figure 4.14-11, new roads, stating South Tracy Hills 
Road and North Tracy Hills connect however, North Tracy Hills Road does not seem to 
connect with Linne Road.  Mr. Bell indicated the road may be mislabeled.  
 
Chair Orcutt asked when the Final EIR would be completed.  Mr. Bell explained the next 
steps indicating it was difficult to say, with certainty.  Mr. Bell assured the 
Commissioners that notices would be sent to surrounding property owners and others 
during the process. 
 
Chair Ransom asked how realistic the mitigations measures were and how they were 
controlled.  Mr. Bell stated when the Final EIR is certified, a Mitigation Monitoring 
Reporting Program would be presented where each mitigation measure will be listed 
showing who is responsible for the mitigation measure and when it is needed.  Ms. 
Forbes added they are included as a mitigation measure because the Air District 
believes they are achievable and practical.  Ms. Forbes stated the developer is required 
to show how they would be addressed.   
 
Chair Orcutt asked if the City would be expected to extend bus service to the area.  Mr. 
Bell stated yes. 
 
Chair Orcutt closed the public hearing. 
 

3.  ITEMS FROM THE AUDIENCE – None. 
 

4.  DIRECTOR’S REPORT – None. 

5.  ITEMS FROM THE COMMISSION – None. 

6.  ADJOURNMENT – It was moved by Commissioner Ransom and seconded by Vice 
Chair Mitracos to adjourn.  Time:  8:19 p.m. 

 
 

___________________________ 
CHAIR   

 
 

___________________________ 
STAFF LIAISON  

 



March 25, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 2-A 
 

REQUEST 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AN APPLICATION FOR A CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT TO ALLOW FOR THE INSTALLATION OF 60-FOOT TALL LIGHT POLES IN 
THE TRUCK COURTS AT THE FEDEX FACILITY LOCATED AT 120 S. HANSEN ROAD 
– APPLICANT IS PICKERING FIRM, INC. AND OWNER IS FEDEX GROUND- 
APPLICATION NUMBER CUP15-0001 

 
DISCUSSION 

 
Background 
  
In 2013, the City Council adopted the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan (CRSP) within which 
the project is located (Attachment A, Location Map).  The site was designated Business 
Park Industrial (BPI) by the Specific Plan, which is consistent with the General Plan land 
use designation of Industrial.   
 
On May 22, 2014, the Development Services Director approved an application for the 
construction of a distribution center with truck wash, maintenance, fuel and gateway entry 
buildings totaling 651,380 square feet at the site.  The distribution center land use is a 
permitted use under the BPI land use designation, and was therefore approved through 
the appropriate staff-level Development Review process as established in the CRSP.   

 
The recently approved development project, a FedEx package distribution facility, began 
its first phase of construction in February 2015 based on the plans approved by the 
Development Services Director in May of 2014.   
 
Current Proposal 
 
The CRSP contains development standards for each land use district within the plan, 
including building setbacks and height, landscape requirements, parking, etc. One 
standard set within section 3.4 of the CRSP establishes a maximum freestanding light 
pole height of 40 feet within the BPI zone.  However, it is further established that “this 
height may increase up to a maximum total height of 60 feet upon approval of a 
Conditional Use Permit by the Planning Commission, which can take the form of a 
separate application”.  The approved plans show 40-foot tall light poles, and the applicant 
wishes to increase the height of the light poles up to the maximum of 60 feet.   
 
Analysis 
 
As explained in Attachment B, the applicant is requesting the increased light pole height 
due to safety concerns within the truck court areas.  The number of tractor trailers parked 
close together causes difficulty in achieving a safe level of lighting for those employees 
walking among the trucks.  The shorter pole heights do not achieve the lighting levels 
deemed adequate by the operators, due to the shadowing from the trucks themselves, 
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blocking the light from reaching the ground between them.  Taller poles would provide 
more light between the trailers to provide a safer environment for employees. 
 
The Conditional Use Permit process allows the Planning Commission to consider such 
requests on a case by case basis, determining if such an approval is appropriate for the 
particular request on the subject property.  The provision within the CRSP for light poles 
not to exceed 40 feet in height in industrial zones is intended to limit the visual impacts of 
excessive lighting spilling onto streets and adjacent properties, as well as limit the 
aesthetic impact of highly visible light poles during daylight hours.  The subject property is 
approximately 120 acres, with the building sitting roughly in the center of the site, 
surrounded immediately by truck parking, with a significant amount of bermed 
landscaping around the perimeter.  
 
The plans within Attachment C show the proposed 60-foot light poles are confined to the 
center of the site, within only the truck court areas, and at least 300 feet from any street, 
and 230 feet from the internal property line at the eastern side of the project site.  The site 
line study provided shows that the impact of 60-foot versus 40-foot poles will be minimal 
due to the extensive landscape perimeter around the property as well as the grade 
differences of the site, as the building and taller light poles sit lower than the adjacent 
streets.  
 
Environmental Document 
 
The project is consistent with the CRSP EIR that was approved by the City Council on 
September 3, 2013.  An environmental analysis was completed in order to assess any 
potential impacts of this particular project that may not have been addressed within that 
CRSP EIR, and it was determined that the project is consistent that EIR.  In accordance 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15183, no further environmental assessment is required.   

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit 
application to allow for the installation of 60-foot tall light poles at 120 S. Hansen Road, 
Assessor Parcel Number 209-220-10 and 11, Application Number CUP15-0001, subject 
to the conditions and based on the findings contained in the Planning Commission 
Resolution (Attachment D) dated March 25, 2015. 
 

MOTION 
 
Move that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit application to 
allow for the installation of 60-foot tall light poles at 120 S. Hansen Road, Assessor Parcel 
Number 209-220-10 and 11, Application Number CUP15-0001, subject to the conditions 
and based on the findings contained in the Planning Commission Resolution (Attachment 
D) dated March 25, 2015. 

 
 

Prepared by Victoria Lombardo, Senior Planner 
 
Approved by Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 

A— Location Map 
B— Letter explaining CUP request 
C— Site Plan, Light Layout Plan, and Sight Line Study (oversized) 
D— Planning Commission Resolution  

 









ATTACHMENT D 
 

RESOLUTION _______ 
 

APPROVING A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW FOR THE INSTALLATION OF 60-
FOOT TALL LIGHT POLES WITHIN THE TRUCK COURTS AT THE FEDEX FACILITY 

LOCATED AT 120 S. HANSEN ROAD;  
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBERS 209-220-10 AND 11 

APPLICATION NUMBER CUP15-0001  
 

 WHEREAS, City Council adopted the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan and certified its 
Environmental Impact Report on September 3, 2013, and 
 
 WHEREAS, On February 12, 2015, Pickering Firm, Inc., submitted an application for a 
Conditional Use Permit (Application Number CUP15-0001) for light poles up to 60 feet in height 
within the truck courts at the FedEx facility at 120 S. Hansen Road, and 

 
WHEREAS, The General Plan land use designation for the project site is Industrial, which 

allows for a wide range of industrial uses such as distribution centers, manufacturing and offices, 
and 
 

WHEREAS, The subject property is located within the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan area, 
with a land use designation of Business Park Industrial (BPI) which allows for a variety of 
permitted land uses, but requires the approval of a Conditional Use Permit for light poles 
exceeding 40 feet in height, and 

 
WHEREAS, The location of the project site is appropriate for 60-foot tall light poles as 

proposed in the Conditional Use Permit, due to its location among other industrially zoned sites 
and the buffer created by extensive amounts of landscaping surrounding the light poles, and 

 
WHEREAS, The proposed 60-foot tall light poles will promote employee safety within the 

truck courts, and 
 
WHEREAS, The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to review and 

consider the application on March 25, 2015; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, The Planning Commission hereby approves the 
Conditional Use Permit application (Application No. CUP15-0001) to allow 60-foot tall light poles 
within the truck courts at 120 S. Hansen Road, subject to the conditions contained in Exhibit 1 to 
this Resolution, and based on the findings below.   
 
1. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the proposed 60-foot tall light poles are 

compatible with the land use, design, and operational characteristics of the site and the 
neighboring properties.  It will not, under the circumstances of the particular case or as 
conditioned, be injurious or detrimental to the health, safety, or general welfare of persons or 
property in the vicinity of the proposed use, or to the general welfare of the City because the 
project is consistent with the land use, design, and other elements of the Cordes Ranch 
Specific Plan, the City of Tracy General Plan, and applicable requirements of Chapter 10.08 of 
the Tracy Municipal Code.  The proposed light poles are appropriate for the site because of 
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their location on the interior of the site causing little visual impact to adjacent properties and 
the public rights of way within the Cordes Ranch Specific Plan.   

 
2. The project will not adversely affect or impair the benefits of occupancy, most appropriate 

development, property value stability, or the desirability of property in the vicinity because the 
light poles are internal to the project site, and thus do not have a significant visual impact on 
the surrounding properties, and will not adversely visually impair the benefits of the properties 
in the vicinity, as the design and location of the light poles, in combination with the grade 
differences and landscaping on the site afford minimal visibility. 

 
3. An environmental assessment for the project was completed in May of 2014.  That 

assessment determined that the project is consistent with the City’s CRSP EIR and no 
additional review is required under Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183.  

  
 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
 

 The foregoing Resolution _________ was adopted by the Planning Commission on the 
25th day of March, 2015, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

NOES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

ABSENT: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

ABSTAIN: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

 
         ______________________ 
         Chair 
 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
Staff Liaison 



 
 

Exhibit 1 
 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

60-Foot Tall Light Poles at the FedEx Distribution Facility 
Application Number CUP15-0001 

 
 
A. General Provisions and Definitions 
 

1. These Conditions of Approval shall apply to the real property described 
as 120 S. Hansen Road, Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 209-220-10 and 11, 
Application Number CUP15-0001, 60-foot tall light poles within the truck 
courts (hereinafter “Project”). 

 
 2. The following definitions shall apply to these Conditions of Approval: 
 
  a. “Applicant” means any person, or other legal entity, defined as a  
   “Developer”. 
 

b. “City Engineer” means the City Engineer of the City of Tracy, or 
any other duly licensed engineer designated by the City Manager, 
or the Development Services Director, or the City Engineer to 
perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
c. “City Regulations” means all written laws, rules, and policies 

established by the City, including those set forth in the City of 
Tracy General Plan, the Tracy Municipal Code, Cordes Ranch 
Specific Plan, ordinances, resolutions, policies, procedures, and 
the City’s Design Documents (including the Standard Plans, 
Standard Specifications, Design Standards, and relevant Public 
Facility Master Plans). 

 
d. “Development Services Director” means the Development 

Services Director of the City of Tracy, or any other person 
designated by the City Manager or the Development Services 
Director to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
e. “Conditions of Approval” shall mean the conditions of approval 

applicable to the 60-foot tall light poles in the truck courts, 
Application Number CUP15-0001.  The Conditions of Approval 
shall specifically include all Development Services Department 
conditions set forth herein, including all Planning Division 
conditions set forth herein. 

 
f. “Project” means the real property described as 120 S. Hansen 

Road, Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 209-220-10 and 11, Application 
Number CUP15-0001, 60-foot tall light poles within the truck 
courts. 
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  g. “Developer” means any person, or other legal entity, who applies  
   to the City to divide or cause to be divided real property within the  
   Project boundaries, or who applies to the City to develop or  
   improve any portion of the real property within the Project   
   boundaries.  The term “Developer” shall include all successors in  
   interest. 
 
 3. The Developer shall comply with all laws (federal, state, and local) related 
  to the development of real property within the Project, including, but not  
  limited to:  the Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code sections  
  65000, et seq.), the Subdivision Map Act (Government Code sections  
  66410, et seq.), the California Environmental Quality Act (Public   
  Resources Code sections 21000, et seq., “CEQA”), and the Guidelines  
  for California Environmental Quality Act (California Administrative Code,  
  title 14, sections 1500, et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”). 
 
 4. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of Approval, the   
  Developer shall comply with all City Regulations. 
 
 
Planning Division Conditions of Approval 
 

1. Except as otherwise modified herein, the project shall be developed in 
accordance with the plans received by the Development Services Department on 
March 19, 2015.  Prior to the issuance of any building/electrical permits, any 
deviations from the approved site plan showing the 60-foot tall light pole loactions 
shall be evaluated for substantial compliance with the approved plans, to the 
satisfaction of the Development Services Director.   

 
3. All exterior lighting shall be directed downward, onto the parking and 

maneuvering surfaces and away from the public rights-of-way. 
 

4. All improvements shall be consistent with the Tracy Municipal Code, Cordes 
Ranch Specific Plan, Standard Plans, and other applicable City Regulations. 

 



March 25, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 2-B 
 
REQUEST 
 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER A RENEWAL/EXTENSION OF THE 
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL FOR APPLICATION NUMBER CUP13-
0007 TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW TELECOMMUNICATION 
FACILITY IN THE FORM OF A PINE TREE, KNOWN AS A MONOPINE, AND FOUR 
APPROXIMATELY 230 SQUARE FOOT EQUIPMENT SHELTERS, LOCATED 
APPROXIMATELY 1,000 FEET WEST OF CORRAL HOLLOW ROAD, SOUTH OF W. 
SCHULTE ROAD, ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER 240-010-07.  APPLICANT IS 
SAC WIRELESS REPRESENTING AT&T AND SBA.  PROPERTY OWNER IS THE 
UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY.  APPLICATION NUMBER EXT15-0002 

 
DISCUSSION 
  

Renewal/Extension of Conditional Use Permit Approval 
 
On August 13, 2014, Planning Commission approved Conditional Use Permit Application 
Number CUP13-0007 to allow construction of a new telecommunication facility in the 
form of a pine tree, known as a monopine, and four approximately 230 square foot 
equipment shelters, located approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral Hollow Road, south 
of W. Schulte Road, Assessor’s Parcel Number 240-010-07. 
 
Since the time of the Conditional Use Permit approval, two building permit applications 
have been submitted to the City, one by SBA to construct the monopine (Permit Number 
14-2252) and one by AT&T to attach their antennas to the monopine (Permit Number 
14-2652).  The City provided comment letters with corrections needed on both 
applications.  The applicants are still in the process of making the necessary corrections.  
The building permits have not yet been issued but it is anticipated that this will occur 
within the next month or two.         
 
Pursuant to Tracy Municipal Code Sections 10.08.4350 and 10.08.4360, a Conditional 
Use Permit shall lapse and become void six months following the effective date of the 
approval unless the Planning Commission’s approval granted a greater time limit or a 
building permit is issued prior to the expiration date.  A Conditional Use Permit may be 
renewed/extended for an additional period of six months or for a greater period, provided 
that prior to the expiration date, an application for renewal of the Conditional Use Permit 
is filed with the City. 
 
Conditional Use Permit approval becomes effective fifteen days following Planning 
Commission action.  This particular Conditional Use Permit (CUP13-0007) became 
effective on August 28, 2014, and was set to expire on February 28, 2015.  On February 
16, 2015, SAC Wireless, representing AT&T and SBA, submitted a request for a six 
month extension/renewal of the Conditional Use Permit approval.  The following 
information contained in this staff report includes project details and analysis, which was 
copied from the staff report of the previous approval.   
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Site and Project Description 
  

The project site consists of an approximately 3,150 square foot lease area (30’ x 105’) 
located on Union Pacific Railroad property in the southwest corner of W. Schulte Road 
and Corral Hollow Road, approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral Hollow Road, and 
approximately 130 feet south of W. Schulte Road (Attachment A: Location Map).    
 
The proposal is to construct a new telecommunication facility in the form of a pine tree, 
known as a monopine.  The monopine would be 88 feet tall and would have the potential 
for colocation by multiple wireless carriers.  The site would include up to four 
approximately 230 square foot equipment shelters to serve multiple carriers.  The 
perimeter of the site would be enclosed by an 8-foot tall masonry wall.  A 10-foot wide 
landscape strip with drought tolerant trees and shrubs would be located around the 
outside of the perimeter wall.  A 20-foot wide utility and access corridor, including a 12-
foot wide access road would be installed from Corral Hollow Road to the site.  The site 
would be an unmanned facility with one to two vehicles visiting the site approximately 
once or twice per month to perform service and maintenance (Attachment B: Photo 
Simulations of the Proposed Monopine and Attachment C: Site Plan and Elevations).   
 
Analysis 
 
The site is zoned Low Density Residential (LDR) and has a General Plan designation of 
Residential Low.  The proposed monopine is a major facility as defined in Tracy 
Municipal Code, Chapter 10.25, Telecommunications Ordinance.  The 
Telecommunications Ordinance allows for wireless telecommunication facilities within 
any zone in the City.  Major facilities, such as the present application, require the 
approval of a Conditional Use Permit by the Planning Commission.   
 
As part of the application review process for this project and in accordance with Tracy 
Municipal Code Section 10.25.090(b)(3), staff hired a consultant at the applicant’s 
expense to conduct peer review of the technical aspects of the project.  Specifically, the 
consultant was asked to complete the following four tasks: 
 
Task 1: Identify where the search ring is located and its radius; and confirm the need for 
this new facility, based on radio frequency (RF) coverage maps. 
 
Task 2: Ensure that the proposed monopine, telecommunication facility, is as low in 
height as possible. 
 
Task 3: Review the alternative site analysis and its conclusions. 
 
Task 4: Ensure that the project, as proposed, will meet FCC radio frequency exposure 
standards, regarding health risks. 
 
The consultant’s complete report is contained in Attachment D.  Here is a summary of 
the findings: 
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1.  This site is proposed as a coverage and capacity site. This means that AT&T 
is both trying to improve the ability to send and receive wireless phone calls 
in the service area surrounding this proposed site (i.e. coverage), but also 
increase the number of phone calls that can be placed simultaneously in this 
same area (i.e. capacity). The center of the search ring was located on West 
Schulte Rd., west of Corral Hollow Rd., with a search radius of one-quarter 
mile.  The existing site utilization pattern demonstrates that capacity is limited 
for several of the sectors surrounding the proposed facility. There is no doubt 
that this traffic congestion will be substantially improved with the proposed 
facility. The existing and simulated coverage maps demonstrate that the 
current coverage in the identified service area allows for “in car” and 
“outdoor” coverage but that the signal strength is not adequate for reliable 
“indoors” coverage. Providing indoor coverage is a reasonable consideration 
as more and more customers are relying on wireless phones as their only 
phone service. 
 

2.  The height of the proposed facility is driven by both the coverage area needs 
of AT&T as well as the desire to accommodate future co-location. The 
proposed height is reasonable considering these coverage, capacity and co-
location objectives. Any significant lowering of the proposed height will result 
in a degradation of both coverage and capacity and limit future co-location 
opportunities. The 
degree to which this loss of coverage, capacity and co-location capability will 
impact the overall viability of the site relative to its construction and 
maintenance costs, is a business decision that only SBA Towers and AT&T 
can make. 
 

3.  The applicant prepared an Alternative Site Analysis, which examined nine 
alternative sites and provided rationale for selecting the proposed site.  Most 
notably, three of the alternatives are existing PG&E towers.  According to 
PG&E, the proposed antennas and equipment could not be accommodated 
on these particular PG&E towers.  It was unclear to the consultant whether 
the PG&E towers could be suitable for AT&T’s antennas without the potential 
for colocation of other carriers.  Staff followed up with PG&E directly on this 
question.  The PG&E representative explained that the proposed AT&T 
antennas and equipment alone were too large (size and amount) to fit on 
these particular towers due to the small size and shape of the top of these 
towers.  The PG&E representative explained that this was true even though 
other wireless carriers had located on some of the same towers in this vicinity 
because those carriers had installed much smaller equipment.  The other 
alternative sites were dismissed for reasons of being too far outside the 
search ring and/or closer proximity to residential neighbors than the proposed 
site.  The conclusions of the alternative site analysis are considered 
reasonable. 
     

4.  This proposed wireless facility will be in full compliance with FCC RF public 
safety standards. Wireless PCS and Cellular transmitters, by design and 
operation, are low-power devices. Even under maximal exposure conditions 
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in which all the channels from all antennas for all four carriers are operating 
at full power the maximum exposure from this facility will not result in power 
densities in excess of 9.7% of the FCC public safety standard at any 
publically accessible location surrounding the proposed facility. This 
maximum exposure is more than 10 times lower than the FCC public 
exposure standards for these frequencies. Additionally, it is important to 
realize that the FCC maximum allowable exposures are not set at a threshold 
between safety and known hazard but rather at 50 times below a level that 
the majority of the scientific community believes may pose a health risk to 
human populations.  

 
The applicant conducted an informational meeting on August 6, 2014 to explain the 
project to neighbors and answer questions. 
 
Staff is recommending approval of the project, based on the findings of the consultant’s 
report and because the proposed facility would be set back approximately 1,000 feet 
from Corral Hollow Road and be designed to look like a tree.  This would be the first 
monopine in Tracy.  Monopines currently exist in many of the surrounding cities.  The 
applicant’s original proposal was for a standard monopole and to locate it only about 100 
feet from Corral Hollow Road.   Following discussions between staff and the applicant, 
the applicant revised the project and resubmitted the application with the current 
proposal.   
 
Environmental Document 

 
The project is consistent with the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that was prepared 
for the City’s General Plan and certified in February 2011.  In accordance with California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15183, no further environmental 
assessment is required.  An analysis of the project shows that no significant on or off-
site impacts will occur as a result of this particular project that were not previously 
addressed in the General Plan EIR.  No evidence exists of any significant impacts to 
occur off-site as a result of the project because traffic, air quality, aesthetics, land use 
and other potential cumulative impacts have already been considered within the original 
environmental documentation.  No new evidence of potentially significant effects has 
been identified as a result of this project.    
 
Additionally, the project is categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15332, which pertains to certain infill development projects, because 
the project is consistent with the General Plan and Zoning, occurs within City limits on a 
project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses, has no 
value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species, would not result in any 
significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality, and can be 
adequately served by all required utilities and public services.  No further environmental 
assessment is necessary. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve a renewal/extension of the 
Conditional Use Permit approval for Application Number CUP13-0007 to allow the 
construction of a new telecommunication facility in the form of a pine tree, known as a 
monopine, and four approximately 230 square foot equipment shelters, located 
approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral Hollow Road and approximately 130 feet south 
of W. Schulte Road, Assessor’s Parcel Number 240-010-07, Application Number 
EXT15-0002, based on the findings and subject to the conditions contained in the 
Planning Commission Resolution (Attachment E: Planning Commission Resolution) 
dated March 25, 2015. 

  
MOTION 
 

Move that the Planning Commission approve a renewal/extension of the Conditional Use 
Permit approval for Application Number CUP13-0007 to allow the construction of a new 
telecommunication facility in the form of a pine tree, known as a monopine, and four 
approximately 230 square foot equipment shelters, located approximately 1,000 feet 
west of Corral Hollow Road and approximately 130 feet south of W. Schulte Road, 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 240-010-07, Application Number EXT15-0002, based on the 
findings and subject to the conditions contained in the Planning Commission Resolution 
dated March 25, 2015. 
 

Prepared by Scott Claar, Associate Planner 
Reviewed by Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director  
Approved by Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
  

A:  Location Map 
 B:  Photo Simulations of the Proposed Monopine 
 C:  Site Plan and Elevations (oversized) 
 D:  Consultant’s Report 
 E:  Planning Commission Resolution 
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JERROLD T. BUSHBERG Ph.D., DABMP, DABSNM 
�HEALTH AND MEDICAL PHYSICS CONSULTING�

7784 Oak Bay Circle Sacramento, CA 95831
(800) 760-8414–jbushberg@hampc.com

Scott Claar                 July 30, 2014
Associate Planner, City of Tracy
Development Services Department
520 Tracy Boulevard
Tracy, CA 95376

I. Introduction 

At your request, I have reviewed the technical specifications for the proposed AT&T wireless 
telecommunications site, (referenced as site# CVU0717), to be located at the Southwest corner of Corral
Hollow Rd. and West Shulte Rd. Tracy, CA 95376, as depicted in attachment 1. You have requested
completion of the following four tasks:

Task 1: Identify where the search ring is located and its radius; and confirm the need for this new facility,    
based on RF coverage maps.

Task 2: Ensure that the proposed monopine, telecommunication facility, is as low in height as possible.
Task 3: Review the alternative site analysis and its conclusions.
Task 4: Ensure that the project as proposed will meet FCC radio frequency exposure standards.

II. Documents Reviewed

1. Alternative Site Analysis Report prepared by SAC Wireless Inc on behalf of SBA Towers (appendix A).
2. RF Compliance Report from Site Safe Inc. dated April 16, 201 (appendix B).
3. Proposed Site Plan and Elevations prepared by SAC Wireless Inc. dated 4/15/14 (appendix C).

III. Facility Description

This proposed AT&T telecommunication site will utilize directional transmit panel antennae configured in
three (3) sectors.  The antennae are planned to be mounted on a mono-pine, with their center at least 80
feet above grade directed at 30 (sector A), 130 (sector B) and 240 (sector C) degrees true north.  The
antennas specified are Andrew, Inc. model# SBNH-1D6565B for all sectors. Technical specifications of
these antennae are provided in attachment two. The sectorized antennas are designed to transmit with an
effective radiated power (ERP) of up to 2,810  watts per sector within a bandwidth between approximately
737 and 900 MHz (Cellular frequencies) and  with an ERP of up to 7,358 watts per sector within a
bandwidth between approximately 1,900 and 2,100 MHz (PCS frequencies). The proposal provides for 
three additional (as yet unspecified) carriers (AC-1, AC-2 and AC-3) to be co-located on the same
structure with their antennae centers at 70 (AC-1), 60 (AC-2), 50 (AC-3) feet AGL respectively.
Additional RF parameters specific to the AT&T and potential future carriers is shown in table one.
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IV. Identification of Search Ring location and Radius

This site is proposed as a coverage and capacity site. This means that AT&T is both trying to improve the
ability to send and receive wireless phone calls in the service area surrounding this proposed site (i.e,
coverage), but also increase the number of phone calls that can be placed simultaneously in this same area
(i.e, capacity).  The center of the search ring was located on West Shulte Rd., West of Corral Hollow Rd.
with a search radius of one-quarter mile (Graphic 1).  

Graphic 1: Search Ring

V. Evaluation of Need for the Proposed Facility Based on RF Coverage Maps

The existing site utilization pattern on depicted on page 16 of the Alternative Site Analysis Report
demonstrates that capacity is limited for several of the sectors surrounding the proposed facility. There is
no doubt that this traffic congestion will be substantially improved with the proposed facility.  The existing
and simulated coverage maps on pages 17 and 18 of the Alternative Site Analysis Report respectively 
demonstrate that the current coverage in the identified service area allows for “in car” and “outdoor”
coverage but that the signal strength is not adequate for reliable “indoors” coverage. Providing indoor
coverage is a reasonable consideration as more and more customers are relying on wireless phones as their
only phone service. The height of the proposed facility is driven by both the coverage area needs of AT&T
as well as the desire to accommodate future co-location.  The proposed height is reasonable considering
these coverage, capacity and co-location objectives.  Any significant lowering of the proposed height will
result in a degradation of both coverage and capacity and limit future co-location opportunities.  The
degree to which this loss of coverage, capacity and co-location capability will impact the overall viability
of the site relative to its construction and maintenance costs, is a business decision that only SBA Towers
and AT&T can make. 

VI. Evaluation of Alternative Site Analysis 

The alternative site analysis was prepared by SAC Wireless Inc on behalf of SBA Towers. Their report
(stamped by the city of Tracy as being received on April 21, 2014) consists of a review of nine alternative
sites and rational for selecting the proposed site. Five of the nine alternative sites (B, D, E, H and I) were
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outside of the search ring thus it is unclear why they would be included in the evaluation. Alternatives
A&C are existing PG&E towers that were unsuitable for co-locating five carriers due to structural
limitations.  It is not know if the they would be suitable for AT&T without the potential for co-located
carriers. Alternatives F&G were deemed unsuitable due to their closer  proximity to residential structures
compared to the proposed site. Dismissal of the alternative sites as inferior to the proposed site based on
structural inadequacies and distance from residential properties is reasonable. This conclusion is based
upon the presumption that building a site for co-location as proposed is an imperative.

VII. FCC RF Safety Compliance Assessment & Recommendations

The report prepared by Site Safe Inc., dated April 16, 2014 was reviewed in detail. Overall the report
consists of mostly boiler plate information that is not site specific.  The limited site specific information is
largely uninformative relative to the potential RF exposure in the area surrounding the proposed site. 
Deficiencies include, (1) lack of  precision in the estimate of maximum potential public exposures, (2) lack
of calculation of rooftop  exposure at the closest residence, (3) selection of unrealistic ERP and frequency
for the three future co-located carriers that would have the effect of making potential exposures lower than
they would likely be.

Independent calculations have been made and are included in this report to address the deficiencies
previously noted. The calculations in this analysis of the maximum potential MPE were made in
accordance with the recommendations contained in the Federal Communications Commission, Office of
Engineering and Technology Bulletin 65 (edition 97-01, page 24, equation 10 ) entitled "Evaluating
Compliance with FCC-Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields.” 
Several assumptions were made in order to provide the most conservative or "worse case" projections of
power densities.  Calculations were made assuming that all channels from all four carriers (AT&T and
three additional carriers) were operating simultaneously at their maximum design effective radiated power. 
Attenuation (weakening) of the signal that would result from surrounding foliage or buildings was ignored. 
Buildings can reduce the signal strength by a factor of 10 (i.e., 10 dB) or more depending upon the
construction material. The ground or other surfaces were considered to be perfect reflectors (which they
are not) and the RF energy was assumed to overlap and interact constructively at all locations (which they
would not) thereby resulting in the calculation of the maximum potential exposure.  In fact, the
accumulations of all these very conservative assumptions will significantly overestimate the actual
exposures that would typically be expected from such a facility.  However, this method is a prudent
approach that errs on the side of safety.

Realistic assumptions of transmission frequencies and ERP were  made for three additional co-located
carriers (Verizon, Sprint/Nextel and T-Mobile).  The RF characteristics of these carriers is shown in table
one along with the information provided for the AT&T proposed facility. The cumulative RF exposure at
ground level and at the rooftop of the closest residence are provided in appendix D.  

The maximum cumulative RF exposure at ground level and at the rooftop of the closest residence from this
proposed facility was calculated to be less than 9.7% and less than 0.01% of the FCC public safety
standard respectively. Exposure details are shown in appendix D.  A sign conforming to with ANSI C95.2
color, symbol and content, and other markings as appropriate, should be placed close to the antennas with
appropriate contact information in order to alert maintenance or other workers approaching the antenna to
the presence of RF transmissions and to take precautions to avoid exposures in excess of FCC limits. 
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Table 1: RF antennae, power and frequency specifications for AT&T and three additional carriers.

RF Safety Standards

The two most widely recognized standards for protection against RF field exposure are those published by
the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) C95.1 and the National Council on Radiation Protection
and measurement (NCRP) report #86.  

The NCRP is a private, congressionally chartered institution with the charge to provide expert analysis of a
variety of issues (especially health and safety recommendations) on radiations of all forms.  The scientific
analyses of the NCRP are held in high esteem in the scientific and regulatory community both nationally
and internationally.  In fact,  the vast majority of the radiological health regulations currently in existence
can trace their origin, in some way, to the recommendations of the NCRP.
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All RF exposure standards are frequency-specific, in recognition of the differential absorption of RF
energy as a function of frequency.  The most restrictive exposure levels in the standards are associated
with those frequencies that are most readily absorbed in humans.  Maximum absorption occurs at
approximately 80 MHZ  in adults.  The NCRP maximum allowable continuous occupational exposure at
this frequency is 1,000  ìW/cm2.  This compares to 5,000  ìW/cm2 at the most restrictive of the PCS
frequencies (~1,800 MHZ) that are absorbed much less efficiently than exposures in the VHF TV band.

The traditional NCRP philosophy of providing a higher standard of protection for members of the general
population compared to occupationally exposed individuals, prompted a two-tiered safety standard by
which levels of allowable exposure were substantially reduced for "uncontrolled " (e.g., public) and
continuous  exposures.  This measure was taken to account for the fact that workers in an industrial
environment are typically exposed no more than eight hours a day while members of the general
population in proximity to a source of RF radiation may be exposed continuously.  This additional
protection factor also provides a greater margin of safety for children, the infirmed, aged, or others who
might be more sensitive to RF exposure.  After several years of evaluating the national and international
scientific and biomedical literature, the members of the NCRP scientific committee selected 931
publications in the peer-reviewed scientific literature on which to base their recommendations. The current
NCRP recommendations limit continuous public exposure at PCS frequencies to 1,000 ìW/cm2 .  

The 1992 ANSI standard was developed by Scientific Coordinating Committee 28 (SCC 28) under the
auspices of the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE).  This standard, entitled "IEEE
Standards for Safety Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields,
3 kHz to 300 GHz" (IEEE C95.1-1991), was issued in April 1992 and subsequently adopted by ANSI.  A
revision of this standard  (C95.1-2005) was completed in October 2005 by SCC 39 the IEEE International
Committee on Electromagnetic Safety.  Their recommendations are similar to the NCRP recommendation
for the maximum permissible exposure (MPE) to the public PCS frequencies (950 ìW/cm2 for continuous
exposure at 1,900 MHZ) and incorporates the convention of providing for a greater margin of safety for
public as compared with occupational exposure.  Higher whole body exposures are allowed for brief
periods provided that no 30 minute time-weighted average exposure exceeds these aforementioned limits.

On August 9, 1996, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) established a RF exposure standard
that is a hybrid of the current ANSI and NCRP standards.  The maximum permissible exposure values
used to assess environmental exposures are those of the NCRP (i.e., maximum public continuous exposure
at PCS frequencies of 1,000 ìW/cm2 ).  The FCC issued these standards in order to address its
responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to consider whether its actions will
"significantly affect the quality of the human environment.”  In as far as there was no other standard issued
by a federal agency such as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the FCC utilized their
rulemaking procedure to consider which standards should be adopted.  The FCC received thousands of
pages of comments over a three-year review period from a variety of sources including the public,
academia, federal health and safety agencies (e.g., EPA & FDA) and the telecommunications industry. 
The FCC gave special consideration to the recommendations by the federal health agencies because of
their special responsibility for protecting the public health and safety. In fact, the maximum permissible
exposure (MPE) values in the FCC standard are those recommended by EPA and FDA.  The FCC standard
incorporates various elements of the 1992 ANSI and NCRP standards which were chosen because they are
widely accepted and technically supportable. There are a variety of other exposure guidelines and
standards set by other national and international organizations and governments, most of which are similar
to the current ANSI/IEEE or NCRP standard, figure one.
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The FCC standards “Guidelines for Evaluating the Environmental Effects of Radiofrequency Radiation”
(Report and Order FCC 96-326) adopted the ANSI/IEEE definitions for controlled and uncontrolled
environments.  In order to use the higher exposure levels associated with a controlled environment, RF
exposures must be occupationally related (e.g., PCS company RF technicians) and they must be aware of
and have sufficient knowledge to control their exposure.  All other environmental areas are considered
uncontrolled (e.g.,  public) for which the stricter (i.e., lower) environmental exposure limits apply.  All
carriers were required to be in compliance with the new FCC RF exposure standards for new
telecommunications facilities by October 15, 1997.  These standards applied retroactively for existing
telecommunications facilities on September 1, 2000.

The task for the physical, biological, and medical scientists  that evaluate health implications of the RF
data base has been to  identify those RF field conditions that can produce harmful  biological effects.  No
panel of experts can guarantee safe levels of exposure because safety is a null concept, and negatives are
not susceptible to proof.  What a dispassionate scientific assessment can offer is the presumption of safety
when RF-field conditions do not give rise to a demonstrable harmful effect.

Summary & Conclusions

This proposed wireless facility as specified above will be in full compliance with FCC RF public safety
standards. Wireless PCS and Cellular transmitters, by design and operation, are low-power devices.  Even
under maximal exposure conditions in which all the channels from all antennas for all four carriers are
operating at full power the maximum exposure from this facility will not result in power densities in excess
of 9.7% of the FCC public safety standard  at any publically accessible location surrounding the proposed
facility.  This maximum exposure is more than 10 times lower than the FCC public exposure standards for
these frequencies.  A chart of the electromagnetic spectrum and a comparison of RF power densities from
various common sources is presented in figures two and three respectively in order to place exposures
from wireless telecommunications systems in perspective. 

It is important to realize that the FCC maximum allowable exposures are not set at a threshold between
safety and known hazard but rather at 50 times below a level that the majority of the scientific community
believes may pose a health risk to human populations.  Thus the previously mentioned maximum exposure
at any publically accessible location inside or surrounding the building represent a "safety margin" from
this threshold of potentially adverse health effects of more than 500 times.

Given the low levels of radiofrequency fields that would be generated from this facility, and given the
evidence on  biological effects in a large data base, there is no scientific basis to conclude that harmful
effects will attend the utilization of the proposed wireless telecommunications facility.  This conclusion is
supported by a large numbers of scientists that have participated in standard-setting activities in the United
States who are overwhelmingly agreed that RF radiation exposure below the FCC exposure limits has no
demonstrably harmful effects on humans.

These findings are based on my professional evaluation of the scientific issues related to the health and
safety of non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation and my analysis of the technical specification as provided
by the City of Tracy.  The opinions expressed herein are based on my professional judgement and are not
intended to necessarily represent the views of any other organization or institution.  Please contact me if
you require any additional information.
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Sincerely,

Jerrold T. Bushberg Ph.D., DABMP, DABSNM, FAAPM
Diplomate, American Board of Medical Physics (DABMP)
Diplomate, American Board of Science in Nuclear Medicine (DABSNM)
Fellow, American Association of Physicists in Medicine (FAAPM)

Enclosures:   Figures 1-3;  Attachments 1, 2; Appendices A-D and Statement of Experience
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Wireless PCS ~ 1,900 MHz
Cellular ~ 900 MHZ

The Electromagnetic Spectrum

Figure 1
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Attachment 1

Site Specifications



















Attachment 2

Antenna Specifications



SBNHHSBNHH--1D65B1D65B  
Andrew® Tri­band Antenna, 1 x 698–896 MHz and 2 x 1710–
2360 MHz, 65° horizontal beamwidth, internal RET. Both high 
bands share the same electrical tilt. 

*Values calculated using NGMN Alliance N­P­BASTA v9.6  

Electrical Specifications
Frequency Band, MHz 698–806 806–896 1710–1880 1850–1990 1920–2180 2300–2360
Gain by all Beam Tilts, average, dBi 14.5 14.3 17.4 17.9 18.2 18.3
Gain by all Beam Tilts Tolerance, dB ±0.5 ±0.8 ±0.4 ±0.3 ±0.5 ±0.3

Gain by Beam Tilt, average, dBi

0 ° | 14.6 

 7 ° | 14.6 

 14 ° | 14.2 

0 ° | 14.5 

 7 ° | 14.4 

 14 ° | 13.6 

0 ° | 17.4 

 3 ° | 17.5 

 7 ° | 17.4 

0 ° | 17.8 

 3 ° | 17.9 

 7 ° | 17.9 

0 ° | 18.1 

 3 ° | 18.3 

 7 ° | 18.2 

0 ° | 18.2 

 3 ° | 18.4 

 7 ° | 18.4 

Beamwidth, Horizontal, degrees 68 66 69 66 63 58
Beamwidth, Horizontal Tolerance, degrees ±2.2 ±3.4 ±2 ±4.6 ±5.7 ±4.3
Beamwidth, Vertical, degrees 12.1 10.7 5.6 5.2 5.0 4.5
Beamwidth, Vertical Tolerance, degrees ±0.8 ±1 ±0.3 ±0.2 ±0.3 ±0.2
Beam Tilt, degrees 0–14 0–14 0–7 0–7 0–7 0–7
USLS, dB 16 14 16 16 16 15
Front­to­Back Total Power at 180° ± 30°, dB 25 26 27 26 26 26
CPR at Boresight, dB 22 23 21 20 20 22
CPR at Sector, dB 13 11 16 12 11 4
Isolation, dB 25 25 25 25 25 25
Isolation, Intersystem, dB 30 30 30 30 30 30
VSWR | Return Loss, dB 1.5 | 14.0 1.5 | 14.0 1.5 | 14.0 1.5 | 14.0 1.5 | 14.0 1.5 | 14.0
PIM, 3rd Order, 2 x 20 W, dBc ­153 ­153 ­153 ­153 ­153 ­153
Input Power per Port, maximum, watts 350 350 350 350 350 300
Polarization ±45° ±45° ±45° ±45° ±45° ±45°

 Mechanical Specifications
Color | Radome Material  Light gray | Fiberglass, UV resistant 

Connector Interface | Location | Quantity  7­16 DIN Female | Bottom | 6 

Wind Loading, maximum  617.7 N @ 150 km/h 
138.9 lbf @ 150 km/h 

Wind Speed, maximum  241.4 km/h | 150.0 mph 

Antenna Dimensions, L x W x D  1828.0 mm x 301.0 mm x 181.0 mm | 72.0 in x 11.9 in x 7.1 in 

Net Weight  18.4 kg | 40.6 lb 

 

Product SpecificationsProduct Specifications
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Appendix A

Alternative Site Analysis Report prepared by
 SAC Wireless Inc on behalf of SBA Towers.









































Appendix B

RF Compliance Report from Site Safe Inc. 
Dated April 16, 2014.













































Appendix C

Proposed Site Plan and Elevations prepared by
 SAC Wireless Inc. Dated 4/15/14.
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Proposed
Facility Location

Red: Greater than 100% Public MPE

Yellow: Less than 100% Public MPE

Blue: Less than 20% Public MPE

Green: Less than 5% Public MPE

Maximum Ground Level
Exposure
9.7% MPE

Maximum Exposure at
Rooftop of Closest

Residence
Less than 0.01% MPE



STATEMENT OF EXPERIENCE
Jerrold Talmadge Bushberg, Ph.D., DABMP, DABSNM, FAAPM

(800) 760-8414     jbushberg@hampc.com 

Dr. Jerrold Bushberg has performed health and safety analysis for RF & ELF transmissions systems since
1978 and is an expert in both health physics and medical physics.  The scientific discipline of Health
Physics is devoted to radiation protection, which, among other things, involves providing analysis of
radiation exposure  conditions,  biological effects  research, regulations and  standards  as  well  as
recommendations regarding the use and safety of ionizing and non-ionizing radiation.  In addition,  Dr.
Bushberg has extensive experience and lectures on several related topics including medical physics,
radiation protection, (ionizing and non-ionizing), radiation biology, the science of risk assessment and
effective risk communication in the public sector.

Dr. Bushberg's doctoral dissertation at Purdue University was on various aspects of the biological effects
of microwave radiation.  He has maintained a strong professional involvement in this subject and has
served  as  consultant  or  appeared  as  an expert  witness  on  this  subject to  a  wide  variety  of
organizations/institutions including, local governments, school districts, city planning departments, 
telecommunications companies, the California  Public Utilities Commission, the California Council on
Science and Technology, national news organizations, and the U.S. Congress.  In addition, his
consultation services have included detailed computer based modeling of RF exposures as well as on-site
safety inspections. Dr. Bushberg has performed RF & ELF environmental field measurements and
recommend appropriate mitigation measures for numerous transmission facilities in order to assure
compliance with  FCC and other safety regulations and standards.  The consultation services  provided 
by  Dr. Bushberg are based on his professional  judgement  as  an independent scientist, however they
are not intended to necessarily represent the views of any other organization. 

Dr. Bushberg is a member of the main scientific body of International Committee on Electromagnetic
Safety (ICES) which reviews and evaluates the scientific literature on the biological effects of nonionizing
electromagnetic radiation and establishes exposure standards. He also serves on the ICES Risk
Assessment Working Group that is responsible for evaluating and characterizing the risks of nonionizing
electromagnetic radiation. Dr.Bushberg was appointed and is serving as a member of the  main scientific
council of the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (NCRP). He is also the Senior
Scientific Vice-President of the NCRP and chairman of the NCRP Board of Directors. Dr. Bushberg has
served as chair of the NCRP committee on Radiation Protection in Medicine and he continues to serve
as a member of this committee as well as the NCRP scientific advisory committee on Non-ionizing
Radiation Safety. The NCRP is the nation’s preeminent scientific radiation protection organization,
chartered by Congress to evaluate and provide expert consultation on a wide variety of radiological
health issues. The current FCC RF exposure safety standards are based, in large part, on the
recommendations of the NCRP. Dr. Bushberg was elected to the International Engineering in Medicine
and Biology Society Committee on Man and Radiation (COMAR) which has as its primary area of
responsibility the examination and interpreting the biological effects of non-ionizing electromagnetic
energy and presenting its findings in an authoritative and professional manner.  Dr. Bushberg also
served for several years as a member of a six person U.S. expert delegation to the international  scientific
community on Scientific and Technical  Issues for Mobile Communication Systems established by the
FCC  and the FDA Center for Devices and Radiological Health.

Dr. Bushberg is a full member of the Bioelectromagnetics Society, the Health Physics Society and the
Radiation Research  Society.  Dr.  Bushberg  received  both a  Masters  of  Science  and  Ph.D.  from  the
Department  of  Bionucleonics at  Purdue  University.  Dr.  Bushberg  is a fellow of the American
Association of Physicists in Medicine and is certified by several national professional boards with
specific sub-specialty certification in radiation protection and medical physics.  Prior to coming to
California,  Dr. Bushberg was on the faculty of Yale University School of Medicine.



         ATTACHMENT E 
 

RESOLUTION _______ 
 

APPROVING A RENEWAL/EXTENSION OF THE CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPROVAL 
FOR APPLICATION NUMBER CUP13-0007 TO ALLOW THE CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 

TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITY IN THE FORM OF A PINE TREE, KNOWN AS A 
MONOPINE, AND FOUR APPROXIMATELY 230 SQUARE FOOT EQUIPMENT SHELTERS, 
LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 1,000 FEET WEST OF CORRAL HOLLOW ROAD, SOUTH OF 

W. SCHULTE ROAD, ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER 240-010-07.   
APPLICANT IS SAC WIRELESS REPRESENTING AT&T AND SBA.  PROPERTY OWNER IS 

THE UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD COMPANY.   
APPLICATION NUMBER EXT15-0002 

 
 WHEREAS, On August 13, 2014, Planning Commission approved Conditional Use 
Permit Application Number CUP13-0007 to allow construction of a new telecommunication 
facility in the form of a pine tree, known as a monopine, and four approximately 230 square foot 
equipment shelters, located approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral Hollow Road, south of W. 
Schulte Road, Assessor’s Parcel Number 240-010-07, and 
 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Tracy Municipal Code Sections 10.08.4350 and 10.08.4360, a 
Conditional Use Permit shall lapse and become void six months following the effective date of 
the approval unless the Planning Commission’s approval granted a greater time limit or a 
building permit is issued prior to the expiration date, and 

 
WHEREAS, A Conditional Use Permit may be renewed/extended for an additional 

period of six months or for a greater period, provided that prior to the expiration date, an 
application for renewal of the Conditional Use Permit is filed with the City, and 

 
WHEREAS, Conditional Use Permit approval becomes effective fifteen days following 

Planning Commission action, and 
 
WHEREAS, Conditional Use Permit approval for Application Number CUP13-0007 

became effective on August 28, 2014 and was set to expire on February 28, 2015; and 
 
WHEREAS, On February 16, 2015, SAC Wireless, representing AT&T and SBA, 

submitted a request for a six month renewal/extension of the Conditional Use Permit approval, 
and 

 
WHEREAS, The project is consistent with the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that 

was prepared for the City’s General Plan and certified in February 2011.  In accordance with 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15183, no further 
environmental assessment is required.  An analysis of the project shows that no significant on 
or off-site impacts will occur as a result of this particular project that were not previously 
addressed in the General Plan EIR.  No evidence exists of any significant impacts to occur off-
site as a result of the project because traffic, air quality, aesthetics, land use and other potential 
cumulative impacts have already been considered within the original environmental 
documentation.  No new evidence of potentially significant effects has been identified as a 
result of this project.  Additionally, the project is categorically exempt from CEQA pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15332, which pertains to certain infill development projects, because 
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the project is consistent with the General Plan and Zoning, occurs within City limits on a project 
site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses, has no value as habitat 
for endangered, rare or threatened species, would not result in any significant effects relating to 
traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality, and can be adequately served by all required utilities 
and public services.  No further environmental assessment is necessary, and 

 
WHEREAS, The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing to consider the 

renewal of the Conditional Use Permit approval for Application Number CUP13-0007 on March 
25, 2015; 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, The Planning Commission hereby approves a 
renewal/extension of the Conditional Use Permit approval for Application Number CUP13-0007 
to allow the construction of a new telecommunication facility in the form of a pine tree, known 
as a monopine, and four approximately 230 square foot equipment shelters located 
approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral Hollow Road, south of W. Schulte Road, Assessor’s 
Parcel Number 240-010-07, Application Number EXT15-0002, subject to the conditions 
contained in Exhibit 1 to this Resolution, and based on the following findings: 
 
1. There are circumstances or conditions applicable to the land, structure or use, which make 

the granting of a use permit necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial 
property right because wireless communication sites are permitted subject to the granting of 
a Conditional Use Permit as provided in Tracy Municipal Code, Chapter 10.25, 
Telecommunications Ordinance.   

 
2. The proposed location of the wireless communication site is in accordance with the 

objectives of Chapter 10.08 of the Tracy Municipal Code, and the purposes of the zone in 
which the site is located because the location of the site and the proposed design as a 
monopine is consistent with the Telecommunication Ordinance, the General Plan 
designation of Residential Low, and the Low Density Residential Zone District in which it is 
located.   

 
3. The proposed location of the use and the conditions under which it would be operated or 

maintained will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare or materially 
injurious to, or inharmonious with, properties or improvements in the vicinity because the 
wireless communication site, as designed and conditioned, will be harmonious with the 
properties and improvements in the vicinity and therefore will not have negative effects on 
property in the vicinity because the design as a monopine is compatible with the surrounding 
area and because the facility will be set back approximately 1,000 from Corral Hollow Road.  
Furthermore, the proposed wireless communication site will meet the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act, the Uniform Building Code, applicable provisions of the 
Tracy Municipal Code, and standards established by the Federal Communication 
Commission (FCC). 

 
4. The proposed use will comply with each of the applicable provisions of Chapter 10.08 of the 

Tracy Municipal Code because the project is consistent with the procedural and design 
requirements of the City’s Telecommunication Ordinance, Tracy Municipal Code Chapter 
10.25. 

     * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
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 The foregoing Resolution _________ was adopted by the Planning Commission on the 
25th day of March 2015, by the following vote: 
 
AYES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS: 
NOES:  COMMISSION MEMBERS: 
ABSENT: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 
ABSTAIN: COMMISSION MEMBERS: 
 
         ______________________ 
         CHAIR 
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________ 
STAFF LIAISON 



  Exhibit “1” 

Conditions of Approval for renewal/extension of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP13-
0007) to allow the construction of a new telecommunication facility in the form of 

a pine tree, known as a monopine, and four approximately 230 square foot 
equipment shelters located approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral Hollow Road, 

south of W. Schulte Road, Assessor’s Parcel Number 240-010-07 
Application Number EXT15-0002 

 
These Conditions of Approval shall apply to the renewal/extension of the Conditional Use 
Permit approval (CUP13-0007) for construction of a new telecommunication facility in the 
form of a pine tree, known as a monopine, and four approximately 230 square foot 
equipment shelters located approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral Hollow Road, south of 
W. Schulte Road, Assessor’s Parcel Number 240-010-07, Application Number EXT15-0002 
(hereinafter “Project”) proposed by SAC Wireless representing AT&T and SBA (hereinafter 
“Applicant”). 

 
A. The following definitions shall apply to these Conditions of Approval: 
 

1.  “Applicant” means any person, or other legal entity, defined as a “Developer”. 
 

2. “City Engineer” means the City Engineer of the City of Tracy, or any other duly 
licensed engineer designated by the City Manager, the Development Services 
Director, or the City Engineer to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
3. “City Regulations” mean all written laws, rules, and policies established by the City, 

including those set forth in the City of Tracy General Plan, the Tracy Municipal Code, 
ordinances, resolutions, policies, procedures, and the City’s Design Documents 
(including the Standard Plans, Standard Specifications, Design Standards, and 
relevant Public Facility Master Plans). 

 
4. “Conditions of Approval” shall mean the conditions of approval applicable to the 

renewal of the Conditional Use Permit approval for Application Number CUP13-
0007. 

 
5. “Developer” means any person, or other legal entity, who applies to the City to divide 

or cause to be divided real property within the Project boundaries, or who applies to 
the City to develop or improve any portion of the real property within the Project 
boundaries.  The term “Developer” shall include all successors in interest. 

 
6. “Development Services Director” means the Development Services Director of the 

City of Tracy, or any other person designated by the City Manager or the 
Development Services Director to perform the duties set forth herein. 

 
7. “Project” means renewal/extension of the Conditional Use Permit approval for 

Application Number CUP13-0007 to allow construction of a new telecommunication 
facility in the form of a pine tree, known as a monopine, and four approximately 230 
square foot equipment shelters located approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral 
Hollow Road, south of W. Schulte Road, Assessor’s Parcel Number 240-010-07, 
Application Number EXT15-0002. 

 
8. “Property” means the real property located approximately 1,000 feet west of Corral 

Hollow Road, south of W. Schulte Road, Assessor’s Parcel Number 240-010-07, 
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which is the subject of Conditional Use Permit approval for construction of a new 
telecommunication facility in the form of a pine tree, known as a monopine, and four 
approximately 230 square foot equipment shelters, Application Numbers CUP13-
0007 and EXT15-0002. 

 
B. Planning Division Conditions of Approval 
 

1. The Developer shall comply with all laws (federal, state, and local) related to the 
development of real property within the Project, including, but not limited to:  the 
Planning and Zoning Law (Government Code sections 65000, et seq.), the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code sections 21000, et seq., 
“CEQA”), the Guidelines for California Environmental Quality Act (California 
Administrative Code, title 14, sections 1500, et seq., “CEQA Guidelines”), Uniform 
Building Code, and Uniform Fire Code. 

 
2. Unless specifically modified by these Conditions of Approval, the Developer shall 

comply with all City Regulations. 
 

3. Any violation of State or Federal Law or local ordinances shall be grounds for 
revocation of the conditional use permit. 

 
4.  Pursuant to Government Code section 65009, including section 65009(e)(1), the City 

HEREBY NOTIFIES the applicant that any action challenging these conditions must 
be commenced, in writing, within 90 days of the approval of this conditional use 
permit. 

 
5.  The project shall be developed in substantial compliance with the site plans and 

elevations received by the Development Services Department on May 23, 2014 and 
the photo simulations received April 21, 2014, except as modified herein. 

 
6.  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Developer shall submit a landscape and 

irrigation plan that shows the 10-foot wide landscape strip around the outside of the 
perimeter fence to include the planting of drought tolerant shrubs and at least 10 
drought tolerant trees, to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director.  

 
7.  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Developer shall submit construction plans 

that show a minimum 12-foot wide all-weather access road capable of sustaining fire 
apparatus (needs to be able to sustain 25,000 pounds per axle – vertical loading) 
with two turn-outs (500-foot intervals) of minimum 20-foot width and 40-foot length 
with a 30-foot transition lane in front of and behind each turn-out location, and also 
provide an area for emergency vehicle turnaround, to the satisfaction of the 
Development Services Director. 

 
8. Prior to issuance of final building inspection, the Developer shall install Knox-Boxes 

or Knox-Padlocks at all entry gates, to the satisfaction of the Development Services 
Director. 
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9. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Developer shall submit construction plans 
that show the perimeter fence to be an eight-foot high masonry wall around the 
perimeter of the site, to the satisfaction of the Development Services Director. 
 

10. This renewal/extension of the Conditional Use Permit approval for Application 
Number CUP13-0007 shall be for an additional six months, extending the time limit 
to September 28, 2015. 

   
 



March 25, 2015 
 

AGENDA ITEM 4-A 
 
 
REQUEST 
 

CITY COUNCIL DIRECTION REGARDING PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES  
 
DISCUSSION 
  

At the January 20, 2015, City Council meeting, Council amended the City Council policy 
related to the procedures for preparation, posting and distribution of agenda and the conduct 
of public meetings and moved from summary to action minutes (Attachment A).   
 
In accordance with Planning Commission Bylaws “All meetings shall be conducted in 
accordance with the current Council meeting procedures”.  As such, effective with the minutes 
for March 25, 2015, the Planning Commission minutes will move from summary to action 
minutes.  
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends the Planning Commission accept the update.      
 

 
Prepared by: Sandra Edwards, Executive Assistant 
 
Reviewed by:  Bill Dean, Assistant Development Services Director 
 
Approved by: Andrew Malik, Development Services Director 
 
 
ATTACHMENT 
 
Attachment A – City Council Staff Report – January 20, 2015 
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