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 AGENDA 
 
DATE:  Tuesday, May 14, 2019 
TIME:   7:00 p.m. 
LOCATION: County Administration Center, 810 Court St., Jackson, CA, 95642 
 
 
A. Pledge of Allegiance   
B. Approval of Agenda  
C. Minutes:  March 12, 2019 and April 9, 2019 
D. Correspondence:  Any correspondence received prior to publication of the Agenda Packet 

has been included with the corresponding Item.       
E. Public Matters not on the Agenda: Discussion items only, no action may be taken.  Any 

person may address the Commission on any subject within the jurisdiction of the 
Commission.  

F. Recent Board Actions:  
 
G. Agenda Items 

 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 
G.1      (Continued from March 12, 2019) Appeal of the Planning Department’s denial of a 

Use Permit for collector’s car collection pursuant to County Code Section 
10.32.030(E), which allows a collector to maintain one or more collector vehicles 
provided that minimum conditions are met. 

 
  Appellant:   Dale Schaefer 
  Supervisorial District:  3 
  Location:  15790 Schaefer Ranch Road, Pioneer, just west of the intersection of 

Schaefer Ranch Road and Pioneer Creek Road (APN 031-030-002) 
 

AMADOR COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
810 Court Street, Jackson, CA  95642 

(209) 223-6380 

PLEASE NOTE:  All Planning Commission meetings are audio recorded. 
•Anyone who wishes to address the Planning Commission must speak from the podium and should print 
 their name on the speaker list located on the podium and identify themselves for the record. 
•Public hearing items will commence no sooner than the times listed on the agenda. 
•All proceedings are conducted in English.  
•In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you are a disabled person and you need a 
 disability related modification or accommodation to participate in this meeting, please contact the 
 Planning Department at (209) 223-6380 or (209) 223-6254 (fax).  Requests must be made at least one 
 full business day before the start of the meeting. 
 
Meeting materials are available for public review at the Planning Department, 810 Court St, Jackson, CA, 
95642 and posted on the County’s website at www.amadorgov.org under the Agendas and Minutes 
section (generally the Thursday prior to the Planning Commission meeting).  The staff report will denote 
staff's recommendations and any proposed conditions for the project if the project is approved. 
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G.2 Request to rezone 100 acres from the “A,” Agricultural District, to the “AG,” 
Exclusive Agriculture District in conjunction with a request for inclusion of the 
same acreage into a California Land Conservation Act contract. 

 
 APPLICANT:  Michael F. Collier 
 SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT:  5 
 LOCATION:  On the north side of Tyler Road approximately two miles west of the 

county border. (APNs 014-150-039 and 014-150-038) 
 
 

G.3  Public Hearing - Use Permit request for a 116-foot faux water tank design 
commercial wireless service facility. The tower will include 12 antenna panels and 
related ancillary equipment. 

 
  Applicant:   Epic Wireless Group, LLC on behalf of AT&T Mobility, LLC 

  Supervisorial District:  5 
  Location:  3902 Highway 16, Plymouth, immediately opposite of the intersection with 

Old Sacramento Road (APN 001-150-015). 
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The Planning Commission of the County of Amador met on Tuesday, March 12, 2019 in the Board of 
Supervisors Chambers at the County Administration Center, 810 Court Street, Jackson, California.  The 
meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Byrne. 
  
THOSE PRESENT WERE: 
Planning Commissioners:  Keith DesVoignes, District 1 
      Dave Wardall, District 2 
      Earl Curtis, District 3 
      Andy Byrne, Vice Chair, District 4 
      Ray Ryan, District 5 
      
Staff:     Greg Gillott, County Counsel 
      Chuck Beatty, Planning Director 
      Ruslan Bratan, Planner 1 
      Krista Ruesel, Planner 1 
      Mary Ann Manges, Recording Secretary 
       
 
THOSE ABSENT WERE:  None 
   
 
NOTE:  The Staff Report packet prepared for the Planning Commission is hereby incorporated into these minutes by reference as 
though set forth in full.  Any Staff Report, recommended findings, mitigation measures, conditions or recommendations which are 
referred to by Commissioners in their action motions on project decisions which are contained in the Staff Reports are part of these 
minutes.  Any written material, petitions, packets, or comments received at the hearing also become a part of these minutes.  The 
recording tapes of this meeting are hereby incorporated into these minutes by reference and are stored in the Amador County 
Planning Department. 

 
A. Pledge of Allegiance. 
B. Approval of Agenda:  
 
 MOTION:  It was moved by Commissioner Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes and 

unanimously carried to approve the agenda as presented. 
  
C. Minutes:  February 12, 2019 
 
 MOTION:  It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and 

carried to approve the minutes of February 12, 2019. Commissioner DesVoignes recused himself 
from Item #2. 

  
D. Correspondence:   
  
  Agenda Item G.2 - Letter by Patrick Keene, attorney for Dale Schaefer 
  
 Agenda Item G.3 - Letters by John Munn, Dallas Vaughn, Gary Reinoehl, Caryl Callsen of the 

Foothill Conservancy, Darrel Cruz of the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, Irvin Jim of 
Hung-A-Lel-Ti Woodfords Washoe Community Council, and Serrell Smokey of the Washoe Tribe 
of Nevada and California 

 
 Additional Agenda Item - Letters by Terri Sweet and Susan Peters of the City of Jackson 
  
E. Public Matters not on the Agenda:   Chair Byrne advised that anyone may address the 

Commission on any matter in the Commission’s jurisdiction, but no action may be taken.  
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 Chair Byrne asked if anyone else wanted to speak. No one wanted to speak. 
F. Recent Board Actions:  Chuck Beatty, Planning Director, stated that there were none to share 

pertaining to previous Commission agenda items. 
  
Public Hearing 

 
Item 1 (Continued from February 12, 2019) Environmental document determination and 

possible project decision for Tentative Parcel Map No. 2854 proposing the division of 
9.96+/- acres into 8 parcels ranging from .06+/- acres to 2.0+/- acres. 

 
 Applicant:  Gerry Ninnis and Sean Edward Lyons, Trustee of the Kenneth H. Deaver and 

Mary Jane Deaver Trust I (Ken Deaver, representative)   
 Supervisorial District:  5 
 Location:  17705 Highway 49, Plymouth, at the SW corner of the intersection with Randolph 

Drive (APN 008-100-019). The site is adjacent to the City of Plymouth corporate 
limits and located within the City’s Sphere of Influence. 

 
Chair Byrne introduced the item. 

 
Chuck Beatty, Planning Director, shared the Staff Report which is hereby incorporated by reference into 
these minutes as though set forth in full.  
 
Chair Byrne opened the public hearing and the following persons addressed the Commission with 
comments on the project:   
 
Ken Deaver (applicant) 
Planning Director Chuck Beatty 
Community Development Director Mike Israel 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Commissioner Wardall, and unanimously 
carried to close the public hearing. 
 
General discussion among Commission members and staff concerning the item followed, resulting in the 
following motions: 
 
MOTION:  It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and unanimously 
carried to approve that the mitigated negative declaration is adequate for the project. 
 
MOTION:  It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and unanimously 
carried to approve Tentative Parcel Map #2854 subject to the Conditions of Approval and Findings 
included in the Staff Report. 
 
NOTE:  Mr. Beatty, Planning Director, advised those present that the Planning Commission had approved 
Tentative Parcel Map 2854. Anyone wishing to appeal that decision may do so by filing a written appeal 
along with the appropriate fee to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors no later than 5:00 p.m. on  
March 22, 2019. 

   
Item 2  (Continued from February 12, 2019) Appeal of the Planning Department’s denial of a Use 

Permit for collector’s car collection pursuant to County Code Section 10.32.030(E), which 
allows a collector to maintain one or more collector vehicles provided that minimum 
conditions are met. 

 
  Appellant:   Dale Schaefer 
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  Supervisorial District:  3 
  Location:  15790 Schaefer Ranch Road, Pioneer, just west of the intersection of Schaefer 

Ranch Road and Pioneer Creek Road (APN 031-030-002) 
 
Chair Byrne introduced the item. 
 
Commissioner DesVoignes addressed County Counsel asking if he should again recuse himself. 
 
Greg Gillott, County Counsel, responded that it would be appropriate if Commissioner DesVoignes finds 
himself in conflict. 
 
Commissioner DesVoignes replied that he felt that he is, and left the Board Chambers. 
 
Mr. Beatty shared the Staff Report which is hereby incorporated by reference into these minutes as 
though set forth in full.  
 
Chair Byrne reopened the public hearing, and the following persons addressed the Commission with 
comments on the project:   
 
Carl Schaefer, representing Dale Schaefer (applicant) 
Planning Director Chuck Beatty 
 
Mr. Schaefer requested an extension due to bad weather. 
 
General discussion among Commission members and staff concerning the item followed, resulting in the 
following motion: 
 
MOTION:  It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Chair Byrne Commissioner Earl, and carried to 
approve an extension and continue the hearing until May 14, 2019. 
 
AYES:  Ryan, Byrne, Wardall, Curtis 
NOES:  None 
RECUSED: DesVoignes 
 
Commissioner DesVoignes returned to the Board Chambers. 
 
Item 3  Review and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors regarding a proposed amend 

Section 19.24.045(D), Conditional Uses in the R1A, Single-family Residential and 
Agricultural Zoning District, by adding Section 19.24.045(D)(13), “Lodging and Special 
Event Facilities” pertaining to parcels 10 acres or larger in the R1A Zoning District and 
in the O-R/Open-Recreation General Plan land use designation. The amendment 
proposes to establish discretionary permitting processes and operational standards for 
such facilities. 

 
  Applicant:   County of Amador 
  Supervisorial Districts: 1, 2, 3, 4, & 5 
  Location:   All applicable portions of the unincorporated area of Amador County as described 
  herein. 
 
 
Chair Byrne introduced the item. 
 
Mr. Beatty shared the Staff Report which is hereby incorporated by reference into these minutes as 
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though set forth in full.  
 
Chair Byrne reopened the public hearing. 
 
Carlyl Callsen, resident of Pioneer and representing Foothill Conservancy, confirmed that the Foothill 
Conservancy letter had been read and considered. Ms. Callsen relayed concerns that opening up 4,300 
acres in remote areas for commercial use in Amador County could have significant effects to the 
environment, cultural resources, noise, lighting, and fire. She added that a full CEQA review should be 
completed before consideration and shared ongoing concerns about fire safety with a one lane road 
being used for ingress and egress by 200 people.  
 
Lynne Van Tilburg, resident on Emily Way, asked if this ordinance will affect her property values with the 
home next door to her also zoned R1A and used as an Airbnb and for weddings.  
 
Vice Chair Ryan shared that the proposed amendment includes only Open Recreation designations. 
 
Greg Gillott, commented that this does not apply since the Emily Way property does not have the same 
General Plan designation that is being discussed. 
 
Ms. Tilburg stated that she is residential and agricultural. 
 
Chair Byrne added that the proposed amendment has been tailored specifically for this project. 
 
Ms. Tilburg commented that she was done speaking. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan added that Ms. Tilburg might be interested in the next item. 
 
Katherine Evatt, resident of Volcano and owner of a summer cabin near the Hideout, requested that the 
focus be on the larger planning issues in order to avoid larger implications. She shared concerns 
regarding the tailoring of the ordinance to be applicable to the OR General Plan designation. She added 
that she believes that if this is allowed in the R1A/OR that the R1A/AG property owners will want to do 
this next. Ms. Evatt asked the Commission to focus on what is most valued about our remote wilderness 
character lands: their scenic beauty, protecting their natural and cultural resources, dark night skies, 
quiet, and peace. She shared that cabin owners in the area do not want noise past dark or increased fire 
risk to property and wildlands. She added that frequent events will make prescribed burns more 
challenging and stated that she believes event centers are inappropriate for remote areas unless tightly 
regulated. She shared concerns that she believes that Mr. Hoover had approached some of her cabin 
neighbors to rent their cabins with overflow of his commercial activity. Ms. Evatt shared that it is 
premature to move forward with an ordinance because landowners had not been notified and an 
environmental review has not been done on the 4,300 acres. She added that the Hideout is an illegal use 
that has been allowed to operate for years. She recommended issues with the Hideout be addressed and 
that the Hoovers apply for a General Plan amendment to their one parcel to the Commercial General Plan 
designation instead of creating a broad ordinance which could lead to a proliferation of event centers. Ms. 
Evatt said with that change there would be a full CEQA review and full mitigation with potential impacts. 
She also recommended a zoning code amendment to allow event centers in Commercial General Plan 
Designation. 
 
Tom Hoover, representing Hoover Enterprises, denied that he approached cabin owners for overflow use. 
He stated that they originally started out as a vacation rental and that it has been claimed that they have 
been illegally operating for many years. He shared his knowledge of the OR designation and of the 
category in R1A for recreation. He added that he has come before the Commission in the past to define 
what recreation means since there is no definition. He shared that they pay hotel and property taxes and 
believes they were in compliance. He continued that his project was built with permits and he has made 
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improvements. Mr. Hoover shared that he has a lot of issues with the conditions in the ordinance and that 
the County is trying to be restrictive and take a one-size fits all approach. Mr. Hoover added that 
neighbors are not close them, believes that a ridge blocks most of the noise, and shared that the property 
has meadows and that much done to make the property fire-safe. He referred to the General Plan which 
encourages his type of use and shared that what he has built is an asset to the County and that he is 
trying to get into compliance. He shared that they treat it as a vacation rental that allows events and 
disagrees with some of the conditions which will stymie small business such as not allowing caterers to 
cook onsite and having to shut down after 10:00 p.m. He added that they want to mix recreation with 
special events. He commented that he assumes that the County is heading towards a special use permit 
tailored to his property.  
 
Chair Byrne replied that this hearing is not about the Hoover property, specifically, but an ordinance is 
being proposed that the property can fit in under and asked for his comments about the proposal. 
 
Mr. Hoover responded that his facility is different than others and asked how we handle that. 
 
Chair Byrne answered good question. 
 
Mr. Hoover shared that one-size fits all does not work in this county and we are trying to create an 
ordinance that does that.  
 
Chair Byrne replied that that is how county ordinances work. 
 
Mr. Hoover responded that is also a reason for a special use permit 
 
Chair Byrne shared that a special use permit cannot currently be used for R1A zoning. 
 
Mr. Hoover stated that there have been proposals in the past to both the Board of Supervisors and the 
Planning Commission to tie R1A and O-R together to allow him to go forward with a special use permit. 
 
Mr. Beatty shared that it could not be done in the past because there was not an option in the code. 
 
Mr. Hoover responded that we are told that it does not happen and then we see evidence that is 
happening.  
 
Chair Byrne commented that in order to do that legally, the code needs to be changed. 
 
Mr. Hoover responded that the zoning already allows for a resort in my location.  
 
Chair Byrne voiced that there is a difference of opinion on this. 
 
Mr. Hoover answered that he is reading the County’s own language and code and does not understand 
why he is being subject to this when planning documents show that this is allowed with a use permit. 
 
Chair Byrne asked to hear from staff. 
 
Mr. Beatty responded that the Open-Recreation General Plan classification is proposed to allow public or 
private type resorts, but under appropriate zoning and conditions which do not exist at this time. He 
added that the Board’s direction was to prepare an ordinance that did that. 
 
Chair Byrne asked if there would be other appropriate zonings versus creating this broad project with 
R1A. 
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Mr. Beatty responded that there is not another zoning district to substitute for R1A that would apply to 
less acreage with an O-R General Plan. 
 
Mr. Hoover commented that the County is advancing forward as if R1A and O-R have to be tied together. 
 
Chair Byrne stated that Mr. Hoover is asserting that he has a recreational facility as opposed to a 
commercial one and the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors have disagreed with Mr. Hoover 
on this in the past. 
 
Mr. Hoover replied that he believes that this is bringing them into a situation where an application for 
commercial status would need to be made. 
 
Chair Byrne responded that it was found that the operation was found to be more of a commercial nature, 
not a recreational one. He asked for clarification on history. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan responded that Mr. Hoover’s claim in the past was that they were providing recreation in 
an Open-Recreation General Plan designation.   
 
Mr. Beatty added that they asked for interpretation from the Commission about whether the Hideout 
operations were an appropriate use consistent with recreation. He shared that both the Commission and 
the Board found it to not be an appropriate use. 
 
Chair Byrne confirmed that was what happened and that staff is looking for an appropriate avenue that 
the Hoover property will fit into. 
 
Mr. Beatty stated that other zones compatible with residential use in the Open-Recreation General Plan 
Designation are R1A, Exclusive Agriculture, Mineral Resources or Planned Development, but Planned 
Development is really the only other option. 
 
Chair Byrne commented that Planned Development is what Kirkwood is under. 
 
Mr. Beatty agreed and added that Kirkwood also has its own Specific Plan. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan commented that it would take a General Plan amendment for this particular parcel. 
 
Mr. Beatty clarified that it would take a zone change. 
 
Mr. Hoover shared that he has difficulty following all this and commented that he believes there was no 
discussion of commercial at the last meeting and the concern was that if this type of activity is allowed in 
R1A that it would spill over into other R1A zoned parcels in Shenandoah Valley and around the County. 
 
Chair Byrne added that that was part of it and also that commercial activities would spill over into the 
R1As. 
 
Mr. Hoover responded that he did not remember the commercial aspect being brought into it only that the 
activity would spill over into the agricultural areas. 
 
Commissioner Wardall stated that he disagreed with Chair Byrne and shared that The Hideout is Open 
Space recreation and that there is nothing in Shenandoah Valley that is Open Space. 
 
Chair Byrne responded that that is why this is being done.   
 
Commissioner Wardall continued that the Hoover parcel had no zoning on it for many years and stated 
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that after talking to people in the county that the R1A zoning was randomly picked. He shared that it 
worked for a while, but now a problem has arisen and needs to be solved. He added that he has counted 
58 lots that the proposed ordinance applies to, but this amount can be lessened if lots less than 39 acres 
and at elevations of 5000 or 6000 feet are eliminated. He commented that this is open space recreation 
and if you look at the Open Space zoning it includes resorts. He added that it is being said that it is not 
recreational and that it has a commercial feature, but that the Planning Commission has overlooked that it 
is more of a resort. 
 
Chair Byrne concurred, but commented that in R1A resorts are not acceptable. 
 
Commissioner Wardall stated that he prefers to change the ordinance because having Mr. Hoover apply 
to change the zoning is unfair. He added that Mr. Hoover should work with the Foothill Conservancy to 
tailor the ordinance so that the number of parcels is reduced, the ordinance is viable, and the 
environment is protected. 
 
Mr. Hoover asked staff if O-R is used a lot for PG&E. 
 
Commissioner Wardall responded that 12 PG&E parcels are on O-R. 
 
Mr. Hoover replied that the acreage needs to be looked at and that they are both large numbers. He 
stated that he doubts that PG&E would be applying. He shared that in R1A there are a lot of things that 
are allowed, including recreation, but that there is no definition of recreation. He added that the 
Commission’s interpretation of recreation does not suit his project. 
 
Chair Byrne responded that that was the decision that both the Commission and the Board of Supervisors 
made. 
 
Mr. Hoover shared that a definition was made that he has not seen. 
 
Chair Byrne added that it is on a case by case basis and commented that he believes that the 
conversation is going in circles. 
 
Mr. Hoover commented that he believes that this meeting’s discussions reveal the problem. 
 
Chair Byrne responded that he believes that Mr. Hoover disagrees with the Commission’s last decision. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan added that Mr. Hoover totally disagrees with the process and with the language of the 
proposed ordinance and questioned moving forward with it. 
 
Mr. Hoover stated that if moving in the direction of an ordinance, then it needs work. He shared that what 
has been drafted must be brought in from other counties. He shared concerns about the restrictive 
conditions contained in the ordinance that could run him out of business. He added that he believes that 
he is not wanted there by some and commented that he did not ask for some of the conditions such as 
the 10 acres minimum, 200 people maximum, or 10 p.m. quiet time. 
 
Chair Byrne added that we are discussing the ordinance tonight and are able to amend it and make 
suggestions to the Board.  
 
Mr. Hoover commented that there is a lot of work to be done, that the ordinance does not fit Amador, and 
that 10 acres is too small. He shared that he is happy to work with staff. 
 
Commissioner DesVoignes asked Mr. Beatty if the ordinance was drawn by the Planning Department.  
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Mr. Beatty confirmed and shared that a variety of other ordinances were looked. He added that the main 
conditions that are included are conditions that would be asked of anyone applying for a use permit for a 
similar facility.  
 
Vice Chair Ryan added that he noticed some conditions missing and would recommend more. 
 
Bruce Baracco, representing Hoover Enterprises, shared that the original proposal was to implement a 
provision in the R1A zone which would allow for recreation facilities, but that the Planning staff took a 
different approach. He stated that the definition in the code regarding lodging houses limits a lodging 
house to 5 rooms, which limits a recreational facility. He continued that accessory uses are defined in the 
code, but not referred to in the proposed ordinance. Mr. Baracco suggested that a look be taken at 
Planned Development and Open Space zones that were mentioned by Mr. Beatty as being compatible 
with the O-R General Plan Designation and added that the Planned Development zone would allow the 
County more control.  
 
Vice Chair Ryan asked Mr. Baracco if he agrees with a zone change to Planned Development.  
 
Mr. Baracco responded that it could be something the County can look at since staff did not agree with 
what they had tried to put together previously for recreational facilities in R1A. 
 
Greg Gillott, County Counsel, stated that he believes that direction from the Board originally was to keep 
the zoning consistent with what it was and to carve out a use permit path. He added that a viable path 
would be to pursue a zone change from R1A to Planned Development where the applicant can apply for 
a zone change and be evaluated along with CEQA and conditions. He added that under what is being 
proposed, they will have to apply for a use permit and get a project-specific CEQA completed which then 
will be used to condition their project. 
 
Tom Infusino, representing the Foothill Conservancy, recapped the letter submitted and shared hope that 
the Planning Commission promotes continued collaboration by directing staff to notify potentially affected 
property owners, land owners, and concerned agencies. He shared desire to address concerns raised by 
amending the draft ordinance and bringing back a refined ordinance to the Planning Commission for 
review and recommendation. He added that Planned Development is another way to go and reminded 
that there will be similar conditions. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan added that Kirkwood is an example. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Wardall, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and 
unanimously carried to close the public hearing. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan stated that he feels that it is premature to recommend this to the Board of Supervisors. 
He added that more public input is needed and that some of the ideas presented are worthy of 
consideration. He shared that besides whatever needs to be done with the project, this ordinance has 
potential danger and value. If done right we can benefit from it, but it is going to take some time and work 
between concerned individuals, property owners, and staff. The ordinance should take into consideration 
all the properties that are going to be affected, not just this one property. He added that the impact is 
going to be on local property owners and recommended staff take public input, and come back with a final 
draft and discussion and then move forward to the Board of Supervisors 
 
Commissioner DesVoignes concurred and shared that he feels confused about which direction to go. 
 
Chair Byrne agreed and stated that he is inclined to take a more targeted approach by going with a zone 
change for The Hideout versus an ordinance since an ordinance would be effective county-wide and the 
zone change would only address a single project. 
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Commissioner Wardall desired clarification of Open Space as a zone.  
 
Mr. Gillott answered that Open Space is a zoning district that is available, but it is not the appropriate 
zoning district for The Hideout. 
 
Commissioner Wardall commented that right now it is R1A. 
 
Chair Byrne added that the zoning is R1A and the General Plan Designation is Open-Recreation. 
 
Commissioner Wardall asked for confirmation on whether there is not an Open Space zoning in addition 
to the General Plan. 
 
Mr. Beatty elaborated that there is an Open Space zoning district, but the description in the zoning code 
says it applies to lands to be preserved in a natural state for the foreseeable future and that is not an 
appropriate zone. 
 
Commissioner Wardall commented that that will not work. 
 
Chair Byrne added that Planned Development is probably the most appropriate. 
 
Commissioner Wardall shared that the key is to stop this from proliferating to all the other R1A areas. He 
added that a zone change should be looked at or steps should be taken to greatly reduce or limit it to 
parcels above 6000 or 7000 feet, 40 acres or more, and grandfather this one in. He added that the cost 
and length of time of changing the zoning to Planned Development needs to be considered, and shared 
that he thinks of Planned Development as more of a subdivision and not a recreational area which does 
not fit. 
 
Mr. Beatty shared that Planned Development typically has been applied to larger developments with 
multiple units such as Kirkwood and Gayla Manor. 
 
Commissioner Wardall stated that he does not have a solution other than thoughts of ways to limit the 
number of parcels. 
 
Commissioner Curtis shared that 10 acres for an event facility is small and that noise travels. He asked 
how many people have a 10 acre parcel in the OR area with neighbors.  
 
Mr. Beatty elaborated that eliminating all parcels smaller that the Hoover parcel would affect about two 
dozen parcels and 600 or 700 acres. 
 
Chair Byrne shared that at the very least that should be done.   
 
Vice Chair Ryan stated that this ordinance was assembled to address a problem and similar problems 
going forward. He added that considering this still may not address this project and questioned if staff and 
the County still see the need to have this ordinance. He shared that if the applicant is considering a zone 
change to Planned Development that specifically addresses their project and what they need to 
accomplish then why are we opening up this up for others to develop properties that fall into this 
designation. 
 
Mr. Beatty commented that any affected property would have an opportunity to apply for it, with each 
opportunity subject to CEQA review as they go through the use permit process. 
 
Chair Byrne added that it would be no different if each one individually asked. 
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Vice Chair Ryan addressed Mr. Gillott and asked if the Commission is in a position to recommend to the 
Board to hold off or delay this until necessary.  
 
Mr. Gillott replied that recommendation could be made to the Board or that staff could be directed to ask 
the owner if they desire to pursue some kind of alternative. If the owner agrees, then this can be taken off 
the table. If not, then staff can rework the ordinance and bring it back. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan shared that he feels that is the appropriate direction. 
 
Mr. Gillott commented that county code and the zoning ordinance does not require property owner 
specific notice for an ordinance amendment. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan elaborated that property owners should know since it could be advantageous or ruinous 
to some. 
 
Chair Byrne added though not required. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan commented that it would be polite. 
 
Mr. Gillott stated that could apply in the event that staff moves forward and rewords the ordinance. 
 
Vice Chair Byrne added that the Commission would like to be notified a month or two in advance whether 
there is an ordinance in the works or a zone change. 
 
Mr. Beatty shared that in addition to anyone that would be affected by this ordinance, should every 
property owner within 300 feet of these parcels will be notified because state law requires this if for a 
zone change. 
 
Vice Chair Ryan agreed. 
 
Chair Byrne commented that it would be prudent to err on the side of transparency. 
 
MOTION:  It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and unanimously 
carried, that staff have a conversation with Mr. Hoover to see if he is agreeable to a zone change.  If not, 
continue working with property owners that would be affected by the proposed ordinance, including 
adjacent property owners and others who would have an interest in the language of the ordinance, and 
bring a revised draft back the Commission for review and further recommendation to the Board of 
Supervisors. 
 
The Planning Commission then took a ten minute recess. 
 
Item 4 Discussion of Short-Term Rental impacts and benefits and scheduling of a public hearing 

to solicit comments.   
 
Following a presentation from staff and general discussion with the Commission, the following persons 
addressed the Commission concerning the agenda item: 
 
Lynne Van Tilburg, resident of Emily Way 
Maureen Funk, Amador Council of Tourism 
 
General discussion among Commission members and staff concerning the item followed, resulting in the 
Commission directing staff to schedule a special Planning Commission meeting to receive public input on 
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the matter.  The meeting will be held Tuesday, April 23, at 7pm in the Board Chambers. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and carried to 
adjourn the meeting. 
 
Adjournment:  At 9:02 p.m. Vice Chair Byrne adjourned this meeting of the Planning Commission, to 
meet again on April 12, 2019. 
 
 

      
Andy Byrne, Chair 
Amador County Planning Commission 

 
 
 
              
Mary Ann Manges, Recording Secretary                Chuck Beatty, Planning Director 
Amador County Planning Department    Amador County Planning Department 
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The Planning Commission of the County of Amador met on Tuesday, April 9, 2019 in the Board of 
Supervisors Chambers at the County Administration Center, 810 Court Street, Jackson, California.  The 
meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chair Byrne. 
  
THOSE PRESENT WERE: 
Planning Commissioners:  Keith DesVoignes, District 1 
      Dave Wardall, District 2 
      Earl Curtis, District 3 
      Andy Byrne, Vice Chair, District 4 
      Ray Ryan, District 5 
      
Staff:     Greg Gillott, County Counsel 
      Chuck Beatty, Planning Director 
      Ruslan Bratan, Planner 1 
      Krista Ruesel, Planner 1 
      Mary Ann Manges, Recording Secretary 
       
 
THOSE ABSENT WERE:  None 
   
 
NOTE:  The Staff Report packet prepared for the Planning Commission is hereby incorporated into these minutes by reference as 
though set forth in full.  Any Staff Report, recommended findings, mitigation measures, conditions or recommendations which are 
referred to by Commissioners in their action motions on project decisions which are contained in the Staff Reports are part of these 
minutes.  Any written material, petitions, packets, or comments received at the hearing also become a part of these minutes.  The 
recording tapes of this meeting are hereby incorporated into these minutes by reference and are stored in the Amador County 
Planning Department. 

 
A. Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
B. Approval of Agenda:  
 
 MOTION:  It was moved by Commissioner Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes and 

unanimously carried to approve the agenda as presented. 
  
C. Minutes:  March 12, 2019 
 
 Chair Byrne requested a correction on page 3: 
  

 MOTION: It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Chair Byrne, Commissioner 
DesVoignes, and carried to approve an extension and continue the hearing until May 14, 
2019. 

 
 Discussion between the Planning Commission, County Counsel, and the Planning Director 

ensued regarding the recent change to action minutes. It was determined that the Commission 
will request more detailed minutes before an agenda item is discussed whenever they are desired 
to assist the public and Board of Supervisors in understanding the Planning Commission’s 
recommendations on complex agenda items.  

 
 MOTION:  It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and 

unanimously carried to direct staff to prepare detailed minutes for Item #3 of the March 12, 2019 
agenda.  

  
D. Correspondence:  Letter from LAFCO regarding Item 1, below. 
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E. Public Matters not on the Agenda:   Chair Byrne asked if anyone wanted to address the 

Planning Commission on non-agenda items. There were no comments. 
 
F. Recent Board Actions:  Chuck Beatty, Planning Director, stated that the Board of Supervisors 

approved an interim urgency ordinance that prohibits the cultivation of hemp which will result in 
an amended version of the cannabis ordinance being presented to the Planning Commission for 
review and recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. 

  
Public Hearing 

 
Item 1 Discussion and possible action regarding a request to rezone 409.55 acres from the 

“R1A,” Single-family Residential and Agricultural District, “X,” Special Use District, 
and “R3,” High Density Multi-family Residential District to the “AG,” Exclusive 
Agriculture District in conjunction with a request for inclusion of the same acreage 
into a California Land Conservation Act contract. 

 
 APPLICANT: Linda L. Matulich Revocable Living Trust, Linda L. Matulich, trustee  
 SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 2 

 LOCATION:  On the north side of CA Highway 88 between Sunset Drive and Eggiman Lane 
(APNs 011-140-037, 011-140-038, 011-140-039, 011-170-017, 011-270-013, 011-270-015, 
011-270-016, 011-270-017, 011-270-018).   

 
Chair Byrne introduced the item. 

 
Chuck Beatty, Planning Director, shared the Staff Report which is hereby incorporated by reference into 
these minutes as though set forth in full.  
 
Chair Byrne opened the public hearing and asked if the proponent was present and wanted to speak.   
 
Robert Duzdevich, representative for Linda Matulich, stated that Ms. Matulich had a prior engagement 
and shared that the parcels in question are going to be deeded to her grandson for ranching or farming 
purposes. 
 
Chair Byrne asked Mr. Duzdevich to confirm if Ms. Matulich knows that the parcels in the Special 
Planning Area are not going to be included in agricultural preserve. 
 
Mr. Duzdevich replied that Ms. Matulich knows that the 5 acre parcels are not going to be included. 
 
Commissioner DesVoignes desired confirmation that the 13 acres are going to go into the contract. 
 
Mr. Beatty stated that the 13-acre parcel zoned R1A will go into the contract. 
 
Chair Byrne asked if it is the one that is on the highway frontage and is zoned R1A. 
 
Mr. Beatty replied that it is R1A. 
 
Mr. Duzdevich confirmed that the 13 acres has a cross on it and is by the highway with a road going 
through it. 
 
Chair Byrne asked if that one is going to be used as vineyard. 
 
Mr. Duzdevich said no and that Ms. Matulich does not own the parcel with the vineyard and that the 13 
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acres is strictly ranch and grazing land with cattle on it right now. 
 
Chair Byrne elaborated that by right can change dramatically. 
 
Mr. Duzdevich said that is not going to be a vineyard and that it will be used for ranching. 
 
Chair Byrne asked if merging the parcels into one parcel is acceptable. 
 
Mr. Duzdevich said that is okay. 
 
Chair Byrne confirmed that 5 parcels will remain zoned R3, so there will be 6 parcels in total when done. 
 
Mr. Duzdevich agreed. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and unanimously 
carried to close the public hearing. 
 
General discussion among Commission members and staff concerning the item followed, resulting in the 
following motion: 
 
MOTION:  It was moved by Vice Chair Ryan, seconded by Commissioner Wardall, and unanimously 
carried to recommend to the Board of Supervisors to approve rezoning the 4 parcels zoned R1A and X to 
AG, Exclusive Agriculture, and leave the 5 parcels zoned R3 for high density residential as called for in 
the General Plan.  
 
Chair Byrne desired confirmation that the high density parcels are required by the State to provide a 
certain amount of opportunity for housing. 
 
Mr. Beatty confirmed and added that the CA Department of Housing and Community Development 
requires the County to submit an annual report that includes information on acreages zoned for 
residential development for various income levels.  He shared that there needs to be adequate acreage 
available to meet local housing needs. 
 
Chair Byrne wanted to ensure that the importance of maintaining high density parcels is in the record. 
 
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Ryan, seconded by Commissioner DesVoignes, and carried to 
adjourn the meeting. 
 
Adjournment:  At 7:19 p.m. Vice Chair Byrne adjourned this meeting of the Planning Commission, to 
meet again on April 23, 2019. 
 
 

      
Andy Byrne, Chair 
Amador County Planning Commission 

 
 
 
              
Mary Ann Manges, Recording Secretary                Chuck Beatty, Planning Director 
Amador County Planning Department    Amador County Planning Department 
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STAFF REPORT TO:   AMADOR COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

FOR MEETING OF: MAY 14, 2019 

 

Item 1 – (Continued from March 12, 2019) Appeal of the Planning Department’s denial of a 

Use Permit for collector’s car collection pursuant to County Code Section 

10.32.030(E), which allows a collector to maintain one or more collector vehicles 

provided that minimum conditions are met. 

 

Appellant:   Dale Schaefer 

Supervisorial District:  3 

Location:  15790 Schaefer Ranch Road, Pioneer, just west of the intersection of 

Schaefer Ranch Road and Pioneer Creek Road (APN 031-030-002) 

 

A. General Plan Designation:  RR - Rural Residential  

 

B. Present Zoning:  R1, Single Family Residential 

 

C. Acreage Involved:  19.86 acres 

 

D. Background.  On June 22, 2017, a complaint was received by the Amador County 

Planning Department regarding an accumulation of junk and debris on the subject 

property.  Site visits revealed that, in addition to the junk and debris violation, over 50 

inoperable or abandoned vehicles were stored on the property in violation of County’s 

Abandoned Vehicle Abatement ordinance (County Code Chapter 10.32, attached).   

The appellant was given an initial deadline of December 8, 2017 to achieve compliance 

with the violations.   

 

A subsequent site visit in February, 2018 resulted in staff offering a staggered compliance 

schedule for seven separate sections of the subject property with a final deadline for all 

sections to be in compliance by September 28, 2018.  Continued non-compliance resulted 

in the matter being forwarded to the Amador County Abatement Board for a 

recommendation to the Board of Supervisors on October 24, 2018.  Prior to the 

Abatement Board’s hearing, however, the appellant submitted an application for a staff-

issued Use Permit for a Collector’s Car Collection pursuant to County Code Chapter 

10.32.030(E), which established a stay against enforcement action on the abandoned 

vehicle violations until the Use Permit process reaches its conclusion.  Pictures, 

descriptions, and registration records of the vehicles proposed for inclusion in the Use 

Permit are included with the staff report.  (The junk and debris violation was ultimately 

heard by the Board of Supervisors, and the property owner was given a deadline of 

February 18, 2019 to abate those violations.) 

 

County Code Section 10.32.030 allows an exception to abandoned vehicle abatement 

whereby a property owner can apply for a Use Permit for a collection of collector 

vehicles provided, that the collector first obtains a county use permit as set forth in this 

subsection for the property where the vehicles are situated.  A collector may maintain one 
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or more collector vehicles on his or her property as long as the following minimum 

conditions are met: 

 

1.    The parcel is at least five acres in size; 

2.    The storage area does not exceed one-half contiguous acre; 

3.    The storage area is set back at least thirty feet from all of the parcel’s boundary lines; 

4.    Vehicles stored pursuant to this section shall be maintained in a manner so as not to 

constitute a health or safety hazard (e.g., no broken glass, no leaking fuel, oil, or other 

fluids from stored vehicles, no rodents, no refuse, and not stacked on top of one another); 

5.    Vehicles shall be in lines or rows, and upright; 

6.    The vehicle storage area shall be cleared of all vegetation which constitutes a fire 

hazard, refuse, scrap and vehicle parts, including tires, that are not stored within a 

vehicle; 

7.    Use permits for collector car collections may be issued by the planning department 

for collections which comply with all of the criteria set forth in this chapter after 

notification to all owners of property, as shown on the most recent tax roll, within a 

distance of at least three hundred feet in all directions from the subject parcel.  If the 

planning department receives opposition to the permit application within ten calendar 

days after the mailout or if the application in the opinion of the planning department fails 

to meet said criteria, the permit may be denied.  The applicant or any interested person 

may appeal the planning department’s decision to planning commission pursuant to 

Chapter 19.64 of this code within ten calendar days after said decision.  Approved use 

permits shall become valid following the ten-day appeal period if no appeals are filed. 

 

"Collector vehicles" means "parts vehicles," "special interest vehicles," and "vehicles of 

historic value," all as defined below, plus parts necessary for the restoration of said 

collector vehicles. 

 

"Parts vehicle" means a motor vehicle that is owned by a collector to furnish parts for 

restoration or maintenance of a special interest vehicle or a vehicle of historic value in the 

custody of that collector, thus enabling a collector to preserve, restore, and maintain a 

special interest vehicle or a vehicle of historic value. 

 

"Special interest vehicle" means a vehicle of any age that is unaltered from the 

manufacturer’s original specifications and, because of its significance, such as being an 

out-of-production vehicle, or a model of less than two thousand sold in California in any 

model year, is being collected, preserved, restored, or maintained for hobby or historical, 

educational, investment or other purposes. 

 

"Vehicle of historic value" means a vehicle described below: 

1.    A motor vehicle with an engine of sixteen or more cylinders manufactured prior to 

1965; 

2.    A motor vehicle manufactured in the year 1922 or prior thereto; 

3.    A vehicle which was manufactured after 1922, is at least twenty-five years old, and 

is of historical interest; 
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4.    A vehicle which if fully restored would have a higher monetary value than when it 

was originally sold as a new vehicle. 

 

Following staff’s review of the information included in the appellant’s Use Permit 

application, the Use Permit was denied.  Based on the information available regarding the 

condition of the vehicles proposed to be stored in the collection, they appear inconsistent 

with the definitions of “collector vehicles” as defined by County Code, and the applicant 

did not demonstrate compliance with the codified conditions of a “collection of collector 

vehicles,” specifically Section 10.32.030(E)4:  “Vehicles stored pursuant to this section 

shall be maintained in a manner so as not to constitute a health or safety hazard (e.g., no 

broken glass, no leaking fuel, oil, or other fluids from stored vehicles, no rodents, no 

refuse, and not stacked on top of one another.” 

 

Following notification that staff had denied the Use Permit, the appellant filed for an 

appeal to the Planning Commission. 

 

E. Prior Planning Commission Action:  After opening the public hearing and receiving the 

staff report and public comments on February 12, 2019, the Planning Commission 

continued this item to March 12, 2019, in order to provide the appellant an opportunity to 

comply with the requirements of County Code Section 10.32.030.  Due to inclement 

weather prior to the March meeting, the hearing was further continued to May 14, 2019. 

 

Planning Commission Action:  Following the continued public hearing, the Planning 

Commission may: 

 

1. Deny the appeal and uphold staff’s denial of Use Permit; or 

 

2. Grant the appeal and issue the Use Permit with conditions that the Commission deems 

necessary.  If the Planning Commission moves to approve the Use Permit, the decision 

should be supported by findings and evidence presented in the staff report or during the 

public hearing. 

 

 



Chapter 10.32
ABANDONED VEHICLE ABATEMENT

Sections:

10.32.010    Declaration of nuisance.

10.32.020    Definitions.

10.32.030    Exceptions.

10.32.040    Chapter not exclusive regulation.

10.32.050    Enforcement authority--Right of entry.

10.32.060    Contract or franchise--Right of entry for removal of a vehicle.

10.32.070    Administrative costs determination.

10.32.080    Notice of intention to abate and remove vehicle.

10.32.090    Conduct of hearing.

10.32.100    Appeal to authority.

Sections: (Continued)

10.32.110    Order of vehicle removal--Assessment of costs.

10.32.120    Exceptions to hearing requirement.

10.32.130    Disposition of vehicle or parts.

10.32.140    Notice to Department of Motor Vehicles.

10.32.150    Collection of delinquent assessment.

10.32.160    Collection of costs.

10.32.170    Refusal to remove vehicle--Misdemeanor.

10.32.010 Declaration of nuisance.

In addition to and in accordance with the determination made and the authority granted by the state 
under Section 22660 of the Vehicle Code to remove abandoned, wrecked, dismantled or inoperable 
vehicles or parts thereof as public nuisances, the board of supervisors makes the following findings and 
declarations: The accumulation and storage of abandoned, wrecked, dismantled or inoperable vehicles 
or parts thereof on private or public property is found to create a condition tending to reduce the value 
of private property, to promote blight and deterioration, to invite plundering, to create fire hazards, to 
constitute an attractive nuisance creating hazard to the health and safety of children, to create a 
harborage for rodents and insects and to be injurious to the health, safety and general 
welfare. Therefore, the presence of an abandoned, wrecked, dismantled or inoperable vehicle or part 
thereof, on private or public property, except as expressly hereinafter permitted, is declared to 
constitute a public nuisance which may be abated as such in this chapter. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).



10.32.020 Definitions.

As used in this chapter:

A.    "Abandoned vehicle" means a motor vehicle left on a highway, public property or private property 
in such inoperable or neglected condition that it may be reasonably inferred that the owner’s intention 
is to relinquish all further rights or interests in the vehicle. A vehicle is presumed to be "abandoned" 
when it is left on a highway for seventy-two hours or more without being moved, is parked, resting or 
otherwise immobilized on any highway or public right-of-way and lacks an engine, transmission, wheels, 
tires, doors, windshield, or any other part of equipment necessary to operate safely on the 
highway. Vehicles found in such a condition on a highway or public right-of-way are presumed to be a 
hazard to public health, safety and welfare and may be removed immediately upon discovery by a peace 
officer or other designated employee.

B.    "Authority" means the Amador County abandoned vehicle abatement authority.

C.    "Collector" means the owner of one or more "collector vehicles" as defined in subsection D of this 
section who collects, purchases, acquires, trades, or disposes of such vehicle, or parts thereof, for his 
or her own use, in order to preserve, restore, and maintain such vehicle for hobby or historical, 
educational, investment or other purposes.

D.    "Collector vehicles" means "parts vehicles," "special interest vehicles," and "vehicles of historic 
value," all as defined in subsections J, L, and N of this section, and parts necessary for the restoration 
of said collector vehicles.

E.    "Designated employee" means a representative of the Amador County sheriff and/or the code 
enforcement division of the land use agency.

F.    "Dismantled vehicle" means any motor vehicle that is partially or wholly disassembled.

G.    "Highway" means a way or place of whatever nature, publicly maintained and open to the use of 
the public for purposes of vehicular travel. "Highway" includes "street."

H.    "Inoperable vehicle" means any motor vehicle that does not meet the definition of an operable 
vehicle as set forth in subsection I of this section.

I.    "Operable vehicle" means any motor vehicle that meets all of the following requirements:

1.    The vehicle must be able to move forward and backward a minimum distance of ten feet using only 
its own power.

2.    All tires on the vehicle must be inflated.

3.    All basic electrical and fuel systems on the vehicle must be able to function without manual 
assistance in order to sustain power.

J.    "Parts vehicle" means a motor vehicle that is owned by a collector to furnish parts for restoration 
or maintenance of a special interest vehicle or a vehicle of historic value in the custody of that 
collector, thus enabling a collector to preserve, restore, and maintain a special interest vehicle or a 
vehicle of historic value.



K.    "Public property" includes "streets" and "highways."

L.    "Special interest vehicle" means a vehicle of any age that is unaltered from the manufacturer’s 
original specifications and, because of its significance, such as being an out-of-production vehicle, or a 
model of less than two thousand sold in California in any model year, is being collected, preserved, 
restored, or maintained for hobby or historical, educational, investment or other purposes.

M.    "Vehicle" or "motor vehicle" means a device by which any person or property may be propelled, 
moved or drawn upon a highway, except a device moved by human power or used exclusively upon 
stationary rails or tracks.

N.    "Vehicle of historic value" means a vehicle described in subsection (N)(1), (2), (3) or (4) of this 
section:

1.    A motor vehicle with an engine of sixteen or more cylinders manufactured prior to 1965;

2.    A motor vehicle manufactured in the year 1922 or prior thereto;

3.    A vehicle which was manufactured after 1922, is at least twenty-five years old, and is of historical 
interest;

4.    A vehicle which if fully restored would have a higher monetary value than when it was originally 
sold as a new vehicle.

O.    "Wrecked vehicle" means any motor vehicle that is damaged to such an extent that it cannot 
lawfully be operated upon the highway. A vehicle which has been wrecked in a traffic collision, then 
removed from the roadway to a storage facility, but not yet claimed by its owner, will not be considered 
an abandoned vehicle. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.030 Exceptions.

This chapter shall not apply to:

A.    Operable vehicles as defined in Section 10.32.020(I);

B.    Inoperable vehicles or parts thereof on any size parcel that are completely enclosed within a 
building in a lawful manner where they are not visible from the street or other public or private 
property;

C.    Inoperable vehicles or parts not completely enclosed in a building, but completely screened from 
unaided view from neighboring properties or public ways by terrain, vegetation, solid wood or 
masonry fence, solid cover, or otherwise with the approval of the AVA;

D.    Vehicles or parts thereof which are stored or parked in a lawful manner on private appropriately 
zoned property in connection with the business of a licensed dismantler, licensed vehicle dealer, 
licensed junk dealer, licensed automotive repair shop, or when such storage or parking is necessary to 
the operation of a lawfully conducted business or commercial enterprise;

E.    A collection of collector vehicles; provided, that the collector first obtains a county use permit as 
set forth in this subsection for the property where the vehicles are situated. A collector may maintain 
one or more collector vehicles on his or her property as long as the following minimum conditions are 



met. Collectors who have existing collections of collector vehicles as of the effective date of the 
ordinance codified in this section shall have until July 1, 2001, to obtain such a use permit without 
payment of an application fee which may be approved with conditions so as to fall within this section:

1.    The parcel is at least five acres in size;

2.    The storage area does not exceed one-half contiguous acre;

3.    The storage area is set back at least thirty feet from all of the parcel’s boundary lines;

4.    Vehicles stored pursuant to this section shall be maintained in a manner so as not to constitute a 
health or safety hazard (e.g., no broken glass, no leaking fuel, oil, or other fluids from stored vehicles, 
no rodents, no refuse, and not stacked on top of one another);

5.    Vehicles shall be in lines or rows, and upright;

6.    The vehicle storage area shall be cleared of all vegetation which constitutes a fire hazard, refuse, 
scrap and vehicle parts, including tires, that are not stored within a vehicle;

7.    Use permits for collector car collections may be issued by the planning department for collections 
which comply with all of the criteria set forth in this chapter after notification to all owners of 
property, as shown on the most recent tax roll, within a distance of at least three hundred feet in all 
directions from the subject parcel. If the planning department receives opposition to the permit 
application within ten calendar days after the mailout or if the application in the opinion of the 
planning department fails to meet said criteria, the permit may be denied. The applicant or any 
interested person may appeal the planning department’s decision to planning commission pursuant 
to Chapter 19.64 of this code within ten calendar days after said decision. Approved use permits shall 
become valid following the ten-day appeal period if no appeals are filed.

F.    Nothing in this section shall authorize the maintenance of a public or private nuisance as defined 
under the provisions of law other than Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 22650) of Division 11 of 
the Vehicle Code and this chapter. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.040 Chapter not exclusive regulation.

The provisions of this chapter are not the exclusive regulation of abandoned, wrecked, dismantled or 
inoperable vehicles.

It is in addition to the other regulatory codes, statutes and ordinances heretofore or hereafter enacted 
by the county, the state or any other legal entity or agency having jurisdiction. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 
2011).

10.32.050 Enforcement authority--Right of entry.

Except as otherwise provided herein, the provisions of this chapter may be administered and enforced 
by the Amador County sheriff and the code enforcement division of the community development 
agency. In enforcing this chapter such employees may enter upon private or public property to examine 
a vehicle or parts thereof, or obtain information as to the identity of a vehicle (and to remove or cause 
the removal of a vehicle or parts thereof) declared to be a nuisance pursuant to this chapter; provided, 
however, that such entry shall be made in a lawful manner. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).



10.32.060 Contract or franchise--Right of entry for removal of a vehicle.

When the board has contracted with or granted a franchise to any person or persons, such person or 
persons shall be authorized to enter upon private property or public property to remove or cause the 
removal of a vehicle or parts thereof declared to be a nuisance pursuant to this chapter; provided, 
however, that such entry shall be made in a lawful manner. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.070 Administrative costs determination.

The authority shall from time to time determine and fix an amount to be assessed as administrative 
costs (excluding the actual cost of removal of any vehicle or part thereof) under this chapter. Such 
amount shall be based on an analysis of the staff time reasonably necessary to process each case 
involving the removal of a vehicle, and shall not exceed the good faith estimate of such administrative 
costs based on such analysis. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.080 Notice of intention to abate and remove vehicle.

Unless both the property owner and the owner of the vehicle have signed releases authorizing removal 
and waiving further interest in the vehicle or part thereof, not less than ten days before the date of 
intended removal of the vehicle pursuant to the provisions of this chapter, a notice of intention to abate 
and remove the abandoned, wrecked, dismantled or inoperable vehicle shall be sent by the designated 
employee by registered or certified mail, to the owner of the land on which the vehicle is located, as 
shown on the last equalized assessment roll, and to the last registered and legal owners of the vehicle, 
unless the vehicle is in such condition that identification numbers are not available to determine 
ownership. It shall not be prerequisite to removal of the vehicle pursuant to this section that the return 
receipt be received showing delivery of the notice. Such notice of intention shall contain a statement 
that the owner of the property and the owner of the vehicle have a right to request a hearing before the 
designated employee, at which hearing the property owner may, in lieu of appearing, submit a sworn 
written statement denying responsibility for the presence of the vehicle on the land, with his reasons for 
such denial. If such a statement is submitted, it shall be construed as a request for hearing on the issue 
of assessment of costs which does not require the presence of the property owner submitting such 
request, although the submission of such a statement shall not preclude the owner from presenting 
testimony at the hearing if he or she should decide to do so. If, based on the inspection by the 
designated employee or his designated representative, there is evidence that a known third party who is 
not the property owner or the vehicle owner left the vehicle on the property without the consent of the 
vehicle owner or the property owner, the notice referenced above in this section shall be sent to said 
third party in the manner specified in this section, at the best known address available to the designated 
employee. The request shall be made to the designated employee within ten days after the mailing of 
the notice of intention to abate and remove the vehicle. If such a request is not received within such 
period, the designated employee shall have authority to remove or cause the removal of the 
vehicle. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.090 Conduct of hearing.

If either the property owner or the vehicle owner requests a hearing within ten days after the mailing of 
the notice of intention to abate and remove the vehicle, the person or persons making such request 



shall be entitled to a hearing before the designated employee, who shall hear all facts and testimony the 
designated employee deems pertinent. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.100 Appeal to authority.

A.    Any interested party may appeal the decision of the designated employee by filing a written notice 
of appeal with the designated employee within five days of his decision. Appellant shall pay an appeal 
fee of seventy-five dollars when filing an appeal with the AVA. No such appeal fee shall be required 
unless the appeal is from such hearing.

B.    Such appeal shall be heard by the authority, which may affirm, amend or reverse the order or take 
such other action as it deems appropriate.

C.    The authority shall give written notice of the time and place of the hearing to the appellant and 
those persons specified as entitled to notice under Section 10.32.080.

D.    In conducting the hearing, authority shall not be limited by the technical rules of evidence. (Ord. 
1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.110 Order of vehicle removal--Assessment of costs.

If no request for a hearing is received by the designated employee within ten days after the notice is 
mailed, or both the property owner and the owner of the vehicle have signed releases authorizing 
removal and waiving further interest in the vehicle, and the designated employee finds, at the 
conclusion of the hearing, that the vehicle or part thereof is abandoned, wrecked, dismantled or 
inoperable within the meaning of this chapter, and in the event of an appeal to the authority, the 
authority upholds such officer’s findings, such officer may order the vehicle removed from the property 
as a public nuisance and disposed of as hereinafter provided, and determine the administrative costs 
and the costs of removal to be charged against the owner of the vehicle, the owner of the property on 
which it is located, and/or the person who placed the vehicle on the property if that fact has been 
determined at the hearing. Such officer may impose such conditions and take such other action as he 
deems appropriate under the circumstances to carry out the purposes of this chapter, including without 
limitation delaying the time for removal of the vehicle or part thereof if, in his opinion, the 
circumstances justify it. If the vehicle is ordered removed, the order shall include a description of the 
vehicle or part thereof and the correct identification number and license number, if available. (Ord. 
1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.120 Exceptions to hearing requirement.

A hearing as provided above in this chapter shall not be required in the following circumstances:

A.    When both the property owner and the owner of the vehicle have signed releases authorizing 
removal and waiving further interest in the vehicle or part thereof; or

B.    When the vehicle is located upon a parcel zoned A, AG or R1-A, or not improved with a residential 
structure, is inoperable due to the absence of a motor, transmission or wheels and is incapable of being 
towed, is valued at less than three hundred dollars by the designated employee or any of his designated 
representatives, the Amador County sheriff or any of his deputies, or any California Highway Patrol 
officer, is determined by the designated employee or any of his designated representatives to be a 



public nuisance presenting an immediate threat to public health or safety, and the property owner has 
signed a release authorizing removal and waiving further interest in the vehicle or part thereof. Prior to 
final disposition pursuant to Section 10.32.130, of such a low valued vehicle for which evidence of 
registration is available, the designated employee shall provide notice to the registered and legal owners 
of intent to dispose of the vehicle or part, and if the vehicle or part is not claimed and removed within 
ten days after the notice is mailed, from the disposal site to which the vehicle was taken, final 
disposition may proceed. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.130 Disposition of vehicle or parts.

Vehicles or parts thereof removed pursuant to this chapter may be disposed of by removal to a scrap 
yard, automobile dismantler’s yard, or any suitable site authorized under applicable county ordinances 
to receive junk and/or dismantled vehicles. After a vehicle or part thereof has been removed, it shall 
not be reconstructed or made operable, unless it is a vehicle which qualifies for either horseless carriage 
license plates or historical vehicle license plates, pursuant to Vehicle Code Section 5004, in which case 
the vehicle may be reconstructed or made operable. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.140 Notice to Department of Motor Vehicles.

Within five days after the date of removal of the vehicle pursuant to this chapter, notice shall be given 
by the designated employee to the Department of Motor Vehicles, identifying the vehicle or part 
thereof any evidence of registration available, including, but not limited to, the registration card, 
certificates of ownership or license plates. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.150 Collection of delinquent assessment.

If the administrative costs and costs of removal are charged against the owner of the land pursuant to 
Section 10.32.110 and are not paid within thirty days of the date of the order or the final disposition of 
an appeal therefrom, such costs shall be assessed against the parcel of land pursuant to Section 25845
of the Government Code, and shall be transmitted to the tax collector for collection subject to collection 
in any manner specified in said section. Such assessment shall have the same priority as other county 
taxes. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.160 Collection of costs.

If the administrative costs and costs of removal are not paid within thirty days after the date of the 
order, or the final disposition of an appeal therefrom, the designated employee shall have the right, in 
addition to any other manner provided by law for the collection of such costs, to recover such 
administrative costs and costs of removal from the property, the registered owner and/or legal owner of 
any vehicle removed from property pursuant to this chapter, and/or from the third party, if any, 
responsible for placing such vehicle on the property for which it was removed in an action in a court of 
competent jurisdiction over the amount of such costs. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 2011).

10.32.170 Refusal to remove vehicle--Misdemeanor.

It is unlawful and a misdemeanor for any person to fail or refuse to remove an abandoned, wrecked, 
dismantled or inoperable vehicle or part thereof or refuse to abate such nuisance when ordered to do so 
in accordance with the abatement provisions of this chapter or state law where state law in 



applicable. This offense is punishable by a fine of not more than five hundred dollars or imprisonment in 
the county jail not to exceed six months, or by both such fine or imprisonment. (Ord. 1706 §1(part), 
2011).















































STAFF REPORT TO:   AMADOR COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION  

FOR MEETING OF: May 14, 2019 

 

ITEM 2 - Request to rezone 100 acres from the “A,” Agricultural District, to the “AG,” 

Exclusive Agriculture District in conjunction with a request for inclusion of the same 

acreage into a California Land Conservation Act contract. 

 

  APPLICANT: Michael F. Collier  

  SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 5 

LOCATION:  On the north side of Tyler Road approximately two miles west of the 

county border. (APNs 014-150-039 and 014-150-038)   

 

A. GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:  A-G, Agricultural-General 

 

B. CURRENT ZONING:  “A,” Agricultural District  

       

C. DESCRIPTION:  The applicant has applied for inclusion of approximately 100 acres into a 

California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) contract. The intended use of the property is 

dry pasture grazing for cattle.  Applications for Williamson Act contracts include a simultaneous 

request to rezone the contracted property to Exclusive Agriculture because the permitted uses in 

the “AG” zone become the land use limitations of the contract. 

 

D. AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:  The Agricultural 

Advisory Committee reviewed the request for inclusion into a Williamson Act contract and 

recommended approval of the request, as submitted, to the Board of Supervisors with the 

condition that all affected parcels be merged to a single legal parcel. 

 

E. PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION:  Should the Planning Commission recommend 

approval of the zone change from “A,” Agricultural District to “AG,” Exclusive Agriculture 

District to the Board of Supervisors, the findings below are recommended for inclusion with the 

motion to approve. 

 

 

F. FINDINGS:   

 1. The zone change is consistent with the Amador County General Plan Land Use designation 

for the property; 

 2. The agricultural preserve will meet the agricultural income and improvement requirements 

of the “AG” zone district for parcels less than 160 acres but not less than 100 acres as 

outlined in County Code § 19.24.036 D(3); and 

 3. The zone change is categorically exempt according to Section 15317, Class 17 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines (Open Space Contracts or Easements) and a Notice of Exemption will be 

adopted and filed with the County Recorder-Clerk. 











































  

STAFF REPORT TO:  AMADOR COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

FOR MEETING OF:  May 14, 2019 

 

Item 3 - Public Hearing - Use Permit request for a 116-foot faux water tank design commercial 

wireless service facility. The tower will include 12 antenna panels and related ancillary 

equipment. 

 

   Applicant: Epic Wireless Group, LLC on behalf of AT&T Mobility, LLC 

   Property Owner: Vicini Family Investments, LP 

   Supervisorial District 5 
Location: 3902 Highway 16, Plymouth, immediately opposite of the intersection with Old 

Sacramento Road (APN 001-150-015). 

 

A. General Plan Designation of Area:  AG, Agricultural-General 

 

B. Current Zoning:  “AG,” Exclusive Agriculture 

 

C. Description:  The Applicant is requesting a Use Permit for the installation of a 116-foot-
tall faux water tank design wireless communication tower for the purposed of improving 
internet and cellular communication service in the area. The project is part of the FCC’s 
Connect America Fund program to expand broadband and voice service to underserved 
areas. County Code requires a Use Permit for communication towers in excess of 50 feet.  
The proposed tower location is approximately 1,150 feet from Highway 16, 1 mile from 
Forest Home Road, and 3 miles from the closest communication tower. 
 

The base of the proposed tower will be at elevation 580 feet MSL, placing the top of the 
tower at elevation 696 feet MSL. The base of the closest communication tower is at 
elevation 823 feet MSL, 128 feet higher than the top of the proposed tower. Pursuant to 
County Code Section 19.48.150 (Wireless Service Facilities) such facilities shall not exceed 
existing tree lines along a skyline by more than 15 feet.  County elevation data for the 
ridgeline to the south of the project indicate ground elevations of at least 760 feet (attached).    

 

D. TAC Review and Recommendation: The Amador County Technical Advisory Committee 

(TAC) reviewed this application at their March 20, 2019 meeting and found the application 

complete. A final TAC meeting was held on April 17, 2019 at which time TAC completed 

the CEQA Initial Study and prepared a recommendation to the Planning Commission. 

 

E. TAC Recommendation: The TAC members have no technical objections to the Planning 

Commission approving this Use Permit subject to the Mitigation Measures, Conditions of 

Approval, and Findings included in the staff report. 

 

F. Planning Commission Action: The first action before the Planning Commission is to         

determine if the proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared by staff adequately 

identifies and mitigates the project’s potential impacts. If the Commission adopts the 

Mitigated Negative Declaration, a decision on the project and proposed conditions can then 

be made. 

    

 

 

 



  

G. Recommended Findings 

 

1. The project, as proposed and conditioned, is consistent with the Amador County General 

Plan and the “AG” zoning district at this location; 

 

2. The approval of the Use Permit is sanctioned by County Code Section 19.48.150 

(Wireless Service Facilities) and is consistent with County Code Section 19.56.040 (Use 

Permit Findings) in that the establishment, maintenance or operation of proposed use 

will not be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, and general welfare 

of the persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use or be 

detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the 

general welfare of the County. 

 

3. A review of this proposal was conducted by the Technical Advisory Committee, who, 

through their own research and the CEQA Initial Study, found this project will not have 

a significant effect on the environment due to the mitigation measures and conditions 

incorporated and a Mitigated Negative Declaration will be adopted and filed with the 

County Recorder.   
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USE PERMIT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL AND 
MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM  

FOR 
USE PERMIT #UP-19;2-1 

 
 

PERMITTEE:  Epic Wireless Group, LLC (Representative: Ashley Smith) 
 
ADDRESS: 605 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100 
  Folsom, CA.  95630 
 
PHONE: (916) 936-5430 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Use Permit to install a 116-foot-tall faux water tower wireless 

communication facility with associated equipment. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 3902 Highway 16, Plymouth 

 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER: 001-150-015  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL DATE:  
 
 

 

1. This Use Permit shall not become valid, nor shall any uses commence until such time as the 

Permittee is either found to be in compliance with or has agreed, in writing, to a program of 

compliance acceptable to the County.  At that time the permit shall be signed by the Planning 

Department and the use shall commence.  THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL 

MONITOR THIS REQUIREMENT. 

 

2. The issuance of this Use Permit is expressly conditioned upon the permittee's compliance with 

all the provisions contained herein and if any of the provisions contained herein are violated, 

this Use Permit may be subject to revocation proceedings as set forth in Amador County Code.  

THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS REQUIREMENT. 

 
3. The wireless service facility shall be of “water tower” design constructed with glare-reducing 

materials.  THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 

 
4. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the permittee shall provide an engineer's estimated 

cost for removal of the monopole and ancillary equipment and shall provide a performance bond 
in the amount of 100% of the County's estimated cost of removal for the wireless service facility 
and other equipment, including administrative costs.  THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 

 
5. The wireless service facility shall be removed when it becomes no longer necessary or not in use 

for a six month period.  THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS 
CONDITION. 

 
6. The permittee shall acquire a building permit for all facilities and any other related equipment.  
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Construction and location shall be substantially the same as shown on the approved project 
description.  THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION IN 
CONJUNCTION WITH THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT. 

 
7. Any security lighting for the ground facilities shall be shielded and directed in such a manner so 

as not to direct light onto neighboring properties/buildings/roadways.  THE PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 

  
8. Any proposed generator shall be constructed and insulated such that it will not exceed the Noise 

Element Guidelines of the Amador County General Plan at the project parcel’s boundary.  THE 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 

 
9. The permittee must substantially comply with all applicable requirements regarding use and 

storage of hazardous materials as well as handling and disposal of hazardous wastes as required 
by the Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).  THE ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH 
DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 

 
10. The permittee shall submit proof to the Planning Department that all FCC and FAA regulations 

for wireless service facilities have been researched and complied with according to their 
requirements, including but not limited to, that the facility shall not emit harmful rays, noxious 
odors, heat, excessive noise or pollutants.  The facilities shall not interfere with radio, television 
or phone transmissions, and will not interfere with the operation of household appliances, door 
openers, or other machinery in the area.  If public complaints occur, the burden of proof in 
fulfilling this condition shall be upon the permittee.  THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL 
MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 

 
11. Any future co-location shall comply with County Code Section 19.48.150.  THE PLANNING 

DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 
 
12. All ground disturbing activities conducted between February 1 and September 1 must be 

preceded by a pre-construction survey for active nests, to be conducted by a qualified biologist. 
This survey should be conducted within two weeks prior to any construction activities. Nesting 
bird surveys are not required for ground disturbing activities occurring between September 2 and 
January 3. THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 

 
13. In the event the permittee encounters any historic, archaeological or paleontological resource 

during any construction undertaken to comply with these Use Permit conditions, permittee shall 
stop work immediately within a ten-yard perimeter of the find and retain the services of a 
qualified professional for the purpose of recording, protecting, or curating the discovery as 
appropriate.  The qualified professional shall be required to submit to the Planning Department a 
written opinion concerning the importance of the resource and the need to preserve the resource 
or otherwise reduce impacts of the project.  The permittee shall notify the Amador County 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of the find and provide proof to the Planning Department 
that any/all recommendations and requirements of the qualified professional have been complied 
with.  THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT SHALL MONITOR THIS CONDITION. 

 
 

___________________________________  ________________________________ 

     Chair    Permittee or Authorized Representative 

Amador County Planning Commission 
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MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY 

 

 

Project Title: CVL02310/Drytown 

Lead Agency Name and 

Address: 

Amador County Planning Department 

810 Court Street, Jackson, Ca 95642 

Contact Person/Phone 

Number: 

Chuck Beatty, Planning Director 

209-233-6380    

Project Location: 3902 Highway 16, Plymouth, immediately opposite of the 

intersection with Old Sacramento Road (APN 001-150-015) 

Project Sponsor’s Name and 

Address: 
 Epic Wireless Group, LLC 

General Plan Designation(s): Agricultural General (AG) 

Zoning: Exclusive Agriculture (AG) 

Description of project: 

(Describe the whole action 

involved, including but not 

limited to later phases of the 

project, and any secondary, 

support, or off-sIte features 

necessary for its 

implementation.) 

In accordance with Section 19.48.150 of the Zoning 

Ordinance, this special use permit request would allow the 

construction of a wireless telecommunications facility 

consisting of: a 116-foot faux water tank with twelve AT&T 

antennas mounted at the 110-foot pole height, two future 

six-foot microwave dishes placed at the 100.5 foot height in 

the future, within a 50- by 50-foot lease area enclosed with 

a six-foot chain link fence. A 30 kw (40 HP) AC diesel 

standby generator containing a 190 gallon fuel tank would 

be placed within the lease area. The wireless facility has 

been designed as a water tank as there is no surrounding 

foliage that would mask a monopole design. The facility has 

been designed to accommodate one additional carrier to 

be collocated at an approximate height of 92 feet. 

Surrounding land uses and 

setting:  Briefly describe the 

project’s surroundings: 

The subject property is located four miles east of the 

Sacramento County border. It is surrounded by a mix of 

residential, and agricultural land uses with Williamson Act 

properties to the north and south, R1-A properties to the 

east and west, and the Willow Creek subdivision to the 

southeast.  Adjoining parcel sizes range from 20 to 300 

acres.  The wireless telecommunications facility will be 

located in the same property as the active Plymouth Sand 

and Gravel. 

Other public agencies whose 

approval is required (e.g., 

permits, financing approval, 

or participation agreement.) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as 

indicated by the checklist and corresponding discussion on the following pages. 

 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 

Resources 

 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology / Soils 

 

 Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 

 Hazards & Hazardous 

Materials 

 Hydrology / Water Quality 

 Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 

 Population / Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 

 Transportation / Traffic  Utilities / Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 

 

 
DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

 

On the basis of the initial evaluation: 

 
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 

made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 

be prepared. 

 
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 

significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 

adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) 

has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on 

attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only 

the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier 

EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been 

avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 

revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further 

is required. 

 

_______________________________________    _________________________ 
Signature – Name       Date 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1)   A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately 

supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each 

question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources 

show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project 

falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based 

on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 

receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 
 
2)   All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, 

cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as 

operational impacts. 
 
3)   Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the 

checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant 

with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is 

substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more "Potentially 

Significant Impact" entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 
 
4)   "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the 

incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" 

to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, 

and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation 

measures from "Earlier Analyses," as described in (5) below, may be cross-referenced). 
 
5)   Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, 

an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. Section 

15063(c) (3) (D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

 a)   Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

 b)   Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were 

within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable 

legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based 

on the earlier analysis. 

 c)   Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 

Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 

earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 
 
6)   Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 

sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously 

prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or 

pages where the statement is substantiated. 
 
7)   Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or 

individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
 
8)   This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead 

agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a 

project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 
 
9)   The explanation of each issue should identify: 

 a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

 b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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Chapter 1. AESTHETICS – Would the Project: 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporate

d 

Less Than 

Significan

t Impact 

No 

Impac

t 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 

vista? 
    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 

including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 

scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 

character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings? 

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or 

glare which would adversely affect day or 

nighttime views in the area? 

    

 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 
A. Scenic Vistas: For the purposes of determining significance under CEQA, a scenic vista is 

defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly valued landscape for 

the benefit of the general public.  Scenic vistas are often designated by a public agency.  

A substantial adverse impact to a scenic vista would be one that degrades the view from 

such a designated location.  No governmentally designated scenic vista has been 

identified within the project area.  In addition, no specific scenic view spot has been 

identified in the project area. Therefore, there is less than significant impact. 

 

B. Scenic Highways: The project is not located along a scenic highway. Therefore, there is 

no impact.  

 

C. While there are no officially designated scenic vistas in the project area, certain short-

range views would change for nearby property owners and members of the traveling 

public. However, since these are not designated scenic vistas, and because the changes 

would be mitigated by constructing the wireless tower as a faux water tower to fit the 

surrounding agricultural character of the area, the impacts are considered less than 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 

 

D. Existing sources of light and glare in the project vicinity include vehicle headlights 

traveling along highway 16. The proposed project would not include any lighting. The 

presence of fabricated materials may produce some glare in the project area or for 

drivers along highway 16. Therefore, Mitigation Measure AES-1 would be required to 
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reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

 

Mitigation Measures 

 

AES-1  Glare-reducing Materials. The proposed faux water tower shall be constructed with or be covered 

by glare-reducing materials, such as non-reflective and earth-tone colored paint. The building materials 

shall be approved by the county prior to issuance of a building permit. 

 

AES-2 Faux Water Tank Design. The proposed wireless tower will be constructed as a faux water tower to 

match the surrounding agricultural character of the area. 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A. Farmland Conversion: The project will not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, 

Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Farmland of Local Importance.  

The project site is located in an area designated as other land on the Amador County 

Important Farmland 2016 map, published by the California Department of Conservation, 

Division of Land Resource Protection.  There is no impact to farmland. 

 

B. The parcel is included a Williamson Act contract. The wireless tower is considered as 

allowed in this zone district with a Conditional Use Permit. The overall footprint of the tower 

and related facilities is not significant enough to disrupt the agricultural use of the 

property, therefore there is less than significant impact. 

 

C. The area is not considered forest land, or zoned as forest land or timberland, therefore no 

impacts will occur.  

 

Chapter 2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES  – In 

determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are 

significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 

the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 

Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation 

as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 

and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to forest 

resources, including timberland, are significant environmental 

effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by 

the CA Dept. of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the 

state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range 

Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; 

and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in 

Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  

– Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporate

d 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 

prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the CA Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 

Williamson Act contract? 
    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 

forest land (as defined in PRC §12220(g)), timberland (as 

defined in PRC §4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 

Production (as defined by Government Code § 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 

to non-forest use? 
    

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 

due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 

Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to 

non-forest use? 
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D. The area is not considered forest land, or zoned as forest land or timberland, therefore no 

impacts will occur.  

 

E. The project area is within an area designated as other land. The proposed wireless tower 

will not be converting new farmland as it will be using an area not occupied by 

agricultural uses. Though space will be occupied, the impact will be less than significant.  

 

Source:   Amador County Important Farmland Map, 2016; Amador County General Plan; 

Planning Department; CA Public Resources Code.     
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Chapter 3. AIR QUALITY – Where available, the 

significance criteria established by the applicable air 

quality management or air pollution control district 

may be relied upon to make the following 

determinations.  Would the Project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 

applicable air quality plan? 
    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is non-attainment under an 

applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard (including releasing emissions which 

exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 

pollutant concentrations? 
    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 

substantial number of people? 
    

 

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A. Operation of the proposed project would not result in a population increase and would 

not generate new vehicle trips beyond a monthly maintenance check. Although the 

project includes a diesel generator, it would only be used as a back-up power supply, 

and would therefore produce negligible emissions. The proposed generator power is 

below the threshold for a permit from the Amador Air District. No other emissions would 

be associated with the operation of the proposed project. Construction-related ground 

disturbance would last approximately 8-12 weeks between the hours of 8am and 5pm, 

Monday thru Friday. Therefore, the proposed impacts would be less than significant. 

 

B. Operational emissions generated would be limited to one vehicle trip per month for 

project site maintenance. Therefore, the proposed project would not generate 

substantial operational or long-term emissions. Construction of the proposed project 

would generate temporary emissions associated with construction equipment. As 

discussed above, both operational and construction emissions generated by the 

proposed project would be minimal. Therefore, the proposed project would not violate 

any air quality standards or cumulatively contribute to the net increase of PM10 or ozone 

in the region. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

C. The proposed project would include the installation of a cellular antenna tower on an 

existing industrial site. Operational emissions generated would be limited to one vehicle 

trip per month for project site maintenance. Therefore, the proposed project would not 

generate substantial operational or long-term emissions. Impacts would be less than 

significant. 
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D. Sensitive receptors are uses that have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or 

environmental contaminants. Sensitive receptor locations include schools, parks and 

playgrounds, day care centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential dwelling units. 

The nearest sensitive receptors include a residential subdivision approximately 5,000 feet 

southeast of the project site while construction would take place within the vicinity of 

sensitive receptors, construction emissions would be limited. In addition, the proposed 

construction period would be brief, lasting eight to twelve weeks, with ground-disturbing 

activities lasting only three to five days. Therefore, the small amount of emissions 

generated and the short duration of the construction period would not expose sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Operational emissions would be limited 

to infrequent maintenance vehicle trips and emergency operation of a back-up 

generator, both of which would produce negligible emissions. Impacts to sensitive 

receptors would be less than significant. 

 

E. The proposed project includes the installation of a cellular tower on an existing industrial 

site. The project would not generate any objectionable odors. No impact would result. 

 

 

Source:  Amador Air District, Amador Planning Department. 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB Rarefind 5, Government Version, 

September 2017) was reviewed to determine if any special status animal species or 

habitats occur on the project site or in the project area. Due to the small size of the lease 

area (50x50) and that the project area, including access, has already been disturbed, 

special status plant species were not considered to be potentially present within the 

proposed project area. The CNDDB identified potential habitats within the 9 quadrangle 

area surrounding the project site that had threatened or endangered species. Five 

species were found to be either endangered or threatened. The California Tiger 

Salamnder (Ambystoma Californiense), Giant Gartersnake (Thamnophis gigas), 

Sacramento Orcutt Grass (Orcuttia viscida), Ione Buckwheat (Eriogonum apricum var. 

apricum), and Irish Hill buckwheat (Eriogonum apricum var. prostratum). As the wireless 

Chapter 4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the 

project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 

or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 

species in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by the CA Dept. of Fish and Game or 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any 

riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations or by the CA Dept. of Fish and Game or 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 

protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 

marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 

removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 

means? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 

with established native resident or migratory wildlife 

corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 

sites? 

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 

protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 

Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 

regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 
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tower will be located on an existing industrial site, there is a less than significant impact 

to the above listed species. 

 

B Riparian Habitat and other Sensitive Natural Communities:  The natural community is a 

combination of herbaceous, shrub/scrub, medium intensity developed, and developed 

open space categorization.  There are six ponds found onsite which are in many ways 

analogous to riparian or wetland habitat.  Development plans preserve these ponds; 

therefore there is a less than significant impact. 

 

C Federally Protected Wetlands: There is no noted species from the National Wetland 

Inventory located in the project site, therefore there is no impact.  

 

D Movement of Fish and Wildlife:  There is no major impact on the migratory thoroughfare 

of any fish and wildlife. Migratory birds potentially found in the project area include the 

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), California Thrasher (Toxostoma redivium), 

Common Yellowthroat (Geothlypis trichas sinuosa), Golden Eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), 

Lawrence’s Goldfinch (Carduelis lawrencei), Lewis’s Woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis), 

Nuttall’s Woodpecker (Picoides nuttallii), Oak Titmouse (Baeolophus inornatus), Rufous 

Hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus), Song Sparrow (Melospiza melodia), Spotted Towhee 

(Pipilo maculatus clementae), Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), Wrentit (Chamaea 

fasciata), and Yellow-billed Magpie (PIca nuttalli).  The California Red-legged Frog (Rana 

draytonii), Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense), and Delta Smelt (Hypomesus 

transpacificus) also have a potential suitable habitat area within the 9-quadrangle area 

surrounding the project, but the site is small enough as to not greatly affect movement 

of these species.  

 

The construction of new communication tower creates a potentially significant impact 

on migratory birds, especially some 350 species of night-migrating birds. Communications 

towers are estimated to kill 4-5 million birds per year, which violates the spirit and the intent 

of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703-712) and related Code of Federal 

Regulations designed to implement the MBTA. Some of the species affected are also 

protected under the Endangered Species Act and Bald and Golden Eagle Act. Interim 

guidelines were developed by Fish and Wildlife Service personnel from research 

conducted in several eastern, midwestern, and southern states, and have been refined 

through Regional review. They are based on the best information available at this time, 

and are the most prudent and effective measures for avoiding bird strikes at towers. 

Some of the guidelines are:  

 New facilities should be collocated on existing towers or other existing structures.  

 Towers should be less than 200 feet above ground level  

 Towers should be freestanding (i.e., no guy wires)  

 Towers and attendant facilities should be sited, designed and constructed so as to 

avoid or minimize habitat loss within and adjacent to the tower “footprint”.  

 New towers should be designed structurally and electrically to accommodate the 

applicant/licensee’s antennas and antennas for at least two additional users 

(minimum of three users for each tower structure).  

 Security lighting for on-ground facilities and equipment should be down-shielded to 

keep light within the boundaries of the site.  
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 Towers no longer in use or determined to be obsolete should be removed within 12 

months of cessation of use. The project is consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service interim guidelines because the proposed 116-foot tower is less than 200 feet 

in height and no guy wires are necessary. The footprint of the proposed lease area 

would not encroach onto any environmentally sensitive habitat. Although the 

proposed project will be in a relatively small area of the project site, there is the 

potential for impact to the nesting of migratory birds in the project area. Mitigation 

measure BIO-1 requires a nesting bird preconstruction survey prior to project 

construction.  

 

Therefore, there is a less significant impact with mitigation incorporated. 

 

E Due to the absence of biological resources on the project site, the proposed project 

would not conflict with local policies adopted for the protection biological resources. No 

impact would occur. 

 

F Amador County does not have an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 

Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plans.  No impact would result. 

 

Mitigation Measures  

 

Bio-1 Ground Disturbance Timing for Nesting Birds. To avoid impacts to nesting bird species or 

birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, all ground disturbing activities conducted 

between February 1 and September 1 must be preceded by a pre-construction survey for 

active nests, to be conducted by a qualified biologist. This survey should be conducted within 

two weeks prior to any construction activities. The purpose of this survey is to determine the 

presence or absence of nests in an area to be potentially disturbed. If nests are found, a buffer 

depending upon the species and as determined by a qualified biologist, shall be demarcated 

with bright orange construction fencing. No ground disturbing or other construction activities 

shall occur within this buffer until the County-approved biologist has confirmed that 

breeding/nesting is completed and the young have fledged the nest. Nesting bird surveys are 

not required for ground disturbing activities occurring between September 2 and January 31.  

 

 

Source: California Department of Fish and Wildlife BIOS, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service IPAC, 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Planning, Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 
(A.)(B.)(C.)(D.) Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic period archaeological sites; historical 

features, such as rock walls, water ditches and flumes, and cemeteries; and architectural features. 

Cultural resources consist of any human-made site, object (i.e., artifact), or feature that defines and 

illuminates our past. According to Amador County EIR exhibit 4.5-2 Cultural Resource Sensitivity, the 

project site is not located in an area considered to have high archeological sensitivity. Prehistoric 

resources sites are found in foothill areas, areas with high bluffs, rock outcroppings, areas overlooking deer 

migratory corridors, or above bodies of water. The project site area is in the existing Plymouth Sand and 

Gravel surface mining area. Grading and other soil disturbance activities on the project site have the 

potential to uncover historic or prehistoric cultural resources. To prevent impacts to historic or prehistoric 

cultural resources that may be uncovered during development activities on the project site, a mitigation 

measure is recommended to halt activity and the county Planning Department and a professional 

archaeologist be consulted to evaluate the find(s). Mitigation Measures require halting construction upon 

the discovery of as-yet undiscovered significant prehistoric sites and documenting and/or avoiding these 

resources. Because these mitigation measures would avoid substantial adverse changes in the 

significance of unknown cultural resources, the impact would be reduced to less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

 

Mitigation Measures 

 

CULTR-1              During ground-disturbing activity, if paleontological, historic or pre-historic resources 

such as chipped or ground stone, fossil-bearing rock, large quantities of shell, 

historic debris, building foundations, or human bone are inadvertently discovered, 

the operator/permittee shall immediately cease all such activities within 100 feet 

of the find and notify the Amador County Technical Advisory Committee. A 

qualified archaeologist shall be contracted by the operator/permittee to assess 

the significance of the find and prepare an evaluation, avoidance or mitigation 

plan, as appropriate, which shall be implemented before resuming ground 

disturbing activities. 

 

CULTR-2       Immediately cease any disturbance of the area where such suspected remains 

are discovered and any nearby areas reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent 

remains until the Amador County Coroner is Amador County General Plan FEIR 

Chapter 5. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the 

project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of a historical resource as defined in 

§15064.5? 

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 

to §15064.5? 

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontological resource or site or unique geological 

feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 

interred outside of formal cemeteries? 
    



Project Name: CVL02310/Drytown INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION 

 

Page 14 of 33 
 

AECOM County of Amador 4.5-15 Cultural Resources contacted, per Section 

7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code,. The coroner shall, within two 

working days: 

  

1. Determine if an investigation of cause of death is required; 

 

2. Determine if the remains are most likely that of Native American origin, and 

if so suspected:, the coroner shall notify the NAHC within 24 hours of making 

his or her determination. 

 

3. The descendants of the deceased Native Americans shall make a 

recommendation to the operator/ permittee for the means of handling the 

remains and any associated grave goods as provided in Public Resources 

Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. 

 

4. The NAHC shall immediately notify those persons it believes to be most likely 

descended from the deceased Native American. 

 

5. The descendants may, with the permission of the landowner or their 

representative, inspect the site of the discovered Native American remains 

and may recommend possible treatment or disposition within 24 hours of 

their notification. 

 

6. Whenever the NAHC is unable to identify a descendent, or the descendent 

identified fails to make a recommendation, or the landowner or his or her 

authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the descendent 

and the mediation provided for in subdivision (k) of PRC Section 5097.94 

fails to provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner or 

his or her authorized representative shall reinter the human remains and 

items associated with Native American burials with appropriate dignity on 

the property in a location not subject to further subsurface disturbance. 

 

 

   

Source:  Planning Department; Amador County General Plan Environmental Impact Report 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 
 
A1. The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no active faults 

are located on or adjacent to the property, as identified by the U.S. Geologic Survey mapping 

system. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

 

A2-4 The State Geologist has determined there are no sufficiently active or well-defined faults or areas 

subject to strong ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, or other ground failure in Amador 

County as to constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault creep.  

Therefore, the impact is less than significant. 

 

B. The construction activities would result in a land disturbance of less than one acre and therefore 

are not expected to require a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Permit (SWPPP) from State Water 

Resources Control Board prior to construction.Grading Permits are reviewed and approved by the 

County in accordance with Ordinance 1619 (County Code 15.40), and conditions/requirements 

are applied to minimize potential erosion. 

Chapter 6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 

substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 

injury or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 

delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 

Geologist for the area or based on other 

substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to 

Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 

42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 
    

c) Be located on a geological unit or soil that is 

unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 

of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 

landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 

or collapse? 

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 

Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 

creating substantial risks to life or property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 

the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 

disposal systems where sewers are not available for 

the disposal of waste water? 
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C. The issuance of a grading permit, along with implementation of Erosion Control requirements 

during construction and the stabilized landscaped impervious areas, will minimize potential 

erosion resulting to a less than significant impact.  

 

D. According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS, 2017), the project site is located 

on Red Bluff-Mokenlumne complex with 0-5 percent slopes. This soil type is well drained and has 

moderate permeability.. Therefore, the proposed project would not be located on expansive soil, 

and impacts would be less than significant. 

 

E. The proposed project would install a cellular tower on a developed industrial site. Therefore, the 

project would not require the use of the City’s sewer system, nor the use of septic tanks. No impact 

would result. 

 

 

Sources:   Soil Survey-Amador County; Planning Department; Environmental Health Department; 

National Cooperative Soil Survey; Amador County General Plan EIR, California Geologic Survey: Alquist-

Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones Maps. 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 
A-B The project involves the installation of a cellular antenna tower on an existing site and would not 

generate substantial operational emissions. The project would generate a negligible amount of 

greenhouse gas emissions during construction and as a result of infrequent maintenance vehicle 

trips and back-up generator operations. A 30 kw (40 HP) AC diesel standby generator containing 

a 190 gallon fuel tank would be placed within the lease area. Although the project includes a 

diesel generator, it would only be used as a back-up power supply, and would therefore produce 

negligible emissions. The proposed generator power is below the threshold for a permit from the 

Amador Air District. No other emissions would be associated with the operation of the proposed 

project. Therefore, the project would not generate significant greenhouse gas emissions, conflict 

with an applicable plan, policy, or result in significant global climate change impacts. Impacts 

would be less than significant. 

 

Sources:   Amador County General Plan, Amador County Municipal Codes, Assembly Bill 32 Scoping Plan.  

Chapter 7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the 

project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 

directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 

impact on the environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 

emissions of greenhouse gases? 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 
A-B Construction activities associated with the development of the proposed project would involve 

the use of potentially hazardous materials, including vehicle fuels, oils, and transmission fluids. 

However, all potentially hazardous materials would be contained, stored, and used in 

accordance with manufacturers’ instructions and handled in compliance with applicable 

standards and regulations. In the event of an accidental release, construction personal who are 

experienced in containing accidental releases of hazardous materials will likely be present to 

contain and treat affected areas in the event a spill occurs. If a larger spill were to occur, 

construction personal would generally be on hand to contact the appropriate agencies. 

Hazardous materials used during construction would ultimately disposed of by a licensed 

hazardous waste transporter at an authorized and licensed disposal facility or recycling facility. 

Chapter 8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through the routine transport, use, or 

disposal of hazardous materials? 

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 

and accident conditions involving the release of 

hazardous materials into the environment? 

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 

or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste 

within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 

school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 

hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 

Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would it 

create a significant hazard to the public or the 

environment? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 

plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use 

airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 

people residing or working in the project area? 

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 

with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? 

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 

of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 

including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 

areas or where residences are intermixed with 

wildlands? 
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The proposed project includes a standby diesel generator with a 190-gallon belly tank.  Though 

this quantity exceeds the hazardous materials threshold requiring oversight by the local CUPA, risk 

to public health and the environment are low based on the type of material, volume and location 

of the facility.  The proposed project would install a cellular tower, which would emit 

radiofrequency (RF) energy, a type of electromagnetic energy. RF radiation can be harmful if 

radiation levels are high enough to heat biological tissue and raise body temperatures. Effects 

from high levels of RF radiation could cause health problems, such as cataracts or temporary 

sterility in men (Federal Communications Commission [FCC], 1999). The evaluation concludes that 

the proposed project would comply with FCC standards for limiting public exposure to RF 

frequencies (Hammett & Edison, 2011). Impacts due to RF exposure would be less than significant. 

 

C No schools are located within ¼ mile of the site. Therefore, schools would not be exposed to 

hazardous materials, substances, or waste due to the project, and there would be no impact. 

 

D The project site does not appear on any hazardous material site lists compiled pursuant to 

Government Code Section 65962.5. In March 2019, Amador County staff searched the following 

databases for known hazardous materials contamination at the project site:  

 Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS) database 

 Compensation, and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) database for superfund sites; 

Department of Toxic Substances Control’s Envirostor database for cleanup sites and hazardous 

waste permitted facilities 

 Geotracker search for leaking underground fuel tanks  

 

The project site does not appear on any of the above lists, nor are there any hazardous material 

contamination sites anywhere near around the site. As such there would be no impacts. 

 

E No public use airports have been identified to be located within the vicinity of the project site. The 

proposed project is located outside the compatibility zones for the area airports, and therefore, would 

have no impact to people working on the project site. 

 

F No known private airstrips have been identified within two miles of the project site. As a result, no 

impact to safety hazards associated with airport operations are anticipated to affect people working 

or residing within the project site.  

 

G The proposed project is an unmanned facility, so no evacuation and/or emergency response plans 

are necessary. The proposed project does not include any actions that physically interfere with any 

emergency response or emergency evacuation plans. Development of the proposed project would 

add a small amount of trips onto the area roadways; however, area roadways and intersections 

would continue to operate at an acceptable level of service so there would be less than significant 

impact. 

 

H The project site is located in a non-urbanized area and is within a moderate fire hazard zone, 

according to CAL FIRE’s Fire Hazard Severity Zone map for Amador County (2007). There is less than 

significant impact related to risk of wildland fires.   
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A The proposed project would install a cellular antenna tower on an existing agricultural 

surface mining site. Construction of the proposed project would include a 2,500 square 

foot graded pad which would increase the impermeable surfaces on-site, resulting in a 

slight increase in urban storm water runoff. The graded pad would be a minor increase 

in ground coverage and would not produce contamination or sediment conveyance 

Chapter 9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 

discharge requirements? 
    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 

interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 

volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 

level (e.g., the production rate or pre-existing nearby 

wells would drop to a level which would not support 

existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 

have been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 

of the site or area, including through the alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 

would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 

off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern 

of the site or area, including through the alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, or substantially 

increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 

manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 

exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 

additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 

flood hazard delineation map?  

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 

structures which would impede or redirect flood 

flows? 

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 

of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including 

flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
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that would violate water quality standards. Therefore, impacts to water quality or waste 

discharge would be less than significant. 

 

B The proposed project would not require the use of, or otherwise interfere with, 

groundwater supplies. No impact would result. 

 

C An equipment shelter is proposed within the 2,500 square foot fenced lease area. The 

proposed area to be developed, including the tower location and the ground 

equipment area is within grassland and oak trees. The 20-foot wide access easement will 

not create any significant impact to drainage patterns or create significant amount of 

runoff. The proposed project would require a minimal amount of ground disturbance. The 

minor amount of site disturbance would not alter absorption rates or drainage patterns. 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

D No streams or rivers traverse the property. No impact would result. 

 

E The proposed project would require a minimal amount of ground disturbance, totaling 

2,500 square feet. The minor amount of site disturbance would not alter absorption rates 

or drainage patterns. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant 

 

F No impacts identified as a result of this project. 

 

G The proposed project does not involve the construction of housing. No impact would 

result with respect to placing housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. 

 

H The project site falls within Zone X, which is determined to be outside designated 

floodplains, as mapped by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (2010). 

Therefore, no impact to flood flows would occur.  

 

I The project will not expose significant risk of loss, injury, or death to people or structures, 

nor is it located near a levee or a dam. No impact would result  

 

J The project site has an approximate elevation of 590 feet above sea level and the height 

of the tower indicate that it will not be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 

mudflow. No impact would result. 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A The project site is bordered by Highway 16, low density residential units to the west, residential 

units to the east, and properties in the Williamson Act to the south. Currently, the subject 

parcel is developed with a sand and gravel supplier. The proposed project would include the 

installation of a cellular antenna tower and would not divide an established community. No 

impact would result.  

 

B The project parcel is designated by the General Plan as Agricultural General and is zoned 

AG (Exclusive Agriculture). Section 19.48.150 of the Zoning Ordinance requires new 

telecommunication facilities to have a minimum building setback from all property lines and 

public road rights-of-way equal to the height of the facility. The proposed 116-foot tower is 

located 1,010 feet from the north property line, 1,586 feet from the south property line, 3,616 

feet from the east property line and 2,988 feet from the west property line. The proposed 

tower meets the required setback so no impact would result with the zoning ordinance.  

 

C The project site is not included in any adopted habitat conservation plans or natural 

community conservation plans. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any such plans 

and no impact would result.  

 

 

Sources:   Amador County General Plan, Amador County Municipal Codes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 10. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the 

project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 

over the project (including, but not limited to the 

general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 

or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 

avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat 

conservation plan or natural community 

conservation plan? 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A & B The California Geological Survey (CGS) has not classified the project site as being 

located in a Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ). The proposed project would not use or extract 

any mineral or energy resources and would not restrict access to known mineral resource 

areas. The proposed project site is currently being used for surface mining of sand and 

gravel. Existing mine operation is intermittent and is not planned to expand past present 

boundaries. The site of the tower would be located on an unused corner adjacent to a 

dirt road used by the mine, as such, the tower will not interfere with operations nor will it 

interfere with the reclamation plan to leave the two pits as ponds. An amendment to the 

reclamation plan will not be required. No impact would result.   

Chapter 11. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the 

project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 

mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the state? 

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-

important mineral resource recovery site delineated 

on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 

use? 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A Uses associated with this project would not create a significant increase in ambient noise 

levels within or in proximity to the project site. The potential use of onsite emergency 

standby generators would provide power until normal power is restored. The use of 

standby generators will be short term in duration and will create less than significant 

impacts. 

 

B The proposed project would not include the development of land uses that would 

generate substantial ground-borne vibration or noise or use construction activities that 

would have such effects. No structures are proposed that would require heavy footings 

where the use of heavy pile drivers would be required. No impact would result. 

 

C Operation of the proposed project may generate a small amount of noise associated 

with the low frequency “hum” of the cell tower. The allowable exterior noise limits for 

utilities is 75 decibels per the Amador County General Plan Land Use Compatibility for 

Community Noise Environments table N-3. Noise levels generated during normal 

operation would not exceed applicable noise standards established in the General Plan. 

Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

D Construction activity on the site has the potential to generate high noise levels on and 

adjacent to the project site intermittently during project development activities. During 

Chapter 12. NOISE – Would the project: 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise 

levels in excess of standards established in the local 

general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 

standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 

excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 

noise levels? 

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 

ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 

levels existing without the project? 

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use 

plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 

within two miles of a public airport or public use 

airport, would the project expose people residing or 

working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 

airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 

working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
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construction, the highest noise levels would result from operation of heavy equipment, 

which can be expected to generate noise levels of between 85 to 90 decibels (dBA) at 

a distance of 50 feet from the source. Noise levels will be reduced, however, by a factor 

of six dBA with each doubling of distance from the noise source and by intervening 

topography. Construction noise activities related to the construction is temporary in 

nature and is not seen, will not be significant, given the distance, approximately 3643.2 

feet to the nearest offsite residence. 

 

E&F The project is located more than two miles from the nearest airport or private airstrip. No 

impact would result. 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A The project would not add new homes or businesses or extend existing roads or other 

infrastructure in a manner that promotes additional growth. The project would not 

directly or indirectly induce population growth and no impact would result. 

 

B & C The proposed project site is currently developed with an industrial sand gravel and gravel 

supplier and would not result in the displacement of housing or people, or cause 

replacement housing to be constructed elsewhere. No impact would result. 

  

Chapter 13. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the 

project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an 

area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 

homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 

through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 

necessitating the construction of replacement 

housing elsewhere? 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A The project site is currently served by the Amador Fire Protection District. The nearest fire 

station is located at 16850 Demartini Road, Plymouth. The site is approximately 2 miles 

(driving distance) from the fire station. Proposed improvements would not result in 

significant additional demand for fire protection services. As such, the proposed project 

would not result in the provision of or need for new or physically altered fire protection 

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. No 

impact related to fire protection services would occur.  

 

B The project site is currently served by the Amador County Sheriff’s Department. The 

nearest police station is located at 700 Court Street in Jackson. The project site is located 

approximately 14 miles (driving distance) from the sheriff’s station. Proposed 

improvements would not result in additional demand for sheriff protection services. As 

such, 3902 Highway 16 Wireless Cell Tower would not result in the provision of or need for 

new or physically altered sheriff protection facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental impacts. No impact related to police protection services 

would occur.  

 

C-E The proposed cell tower installation project would not increase the number of residents 

in the County, as the project does not include residential units. Because the demand for 

schools, parks, and other public facilities is driven by population, the proposed project 

would not increase demand for those services. As such, the proposed project would result 

in no impacts on these public services.   

Chapter 14. PUBLIC SERVICES – Would the project: 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 

physical impacts associated with the provision of 

new or physically altered governmental facilities, 

need for new or physically altered governmental 

facilities, the construction of which could cause 

significant environmental impacts, in order to 

maintain acceptable service ratios, response times 

or other performance objectives for any of the 

public services: 

    

a) Fire protection?     

b) Police protection?     

c) Schools?     

d) Parks?     

e) Other public facilities?     
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A&B The proposed cell tower installation project would not generate population that would 

increase demand for parks or recreational facilities. Thus, the proposed project would not 

affect use of existing facilities, nor would it require the construction or expansion of 

existing recreational facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would have no impact on 

recreational facilities.   

Chapter 15. RECREATION – Would the project: 
Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical 

deterioration of the facility would occur or be 

accelerated? 

    

d) Does the project include recreational facilities or 

require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities which might have an adverse physical 

effect on the environment? 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A&B The proposed project would not cause a substantial increase in traffic, reduce the 

existing level of service, or create any additional congestion at any intersections. The 

proposed facility would require periodic maintenance, involving one vehicle trip per 

month. As such, level of service standards would not be exceeded and the project would 

not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. Impacts would be less than 

significant.  

 

C The proposed project would not be located within any Westover Airport safety zones 

(Westover Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan Draft 2017). Therefore, the project 

Chapter 16. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC – Would the 

project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 

policy establishing measure of effectiveness for the 

performance of the circulation system, taking into 

account all modes of transportation including mass 

transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 

components of the circulation system, including but 

not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 

freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 

transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 

management program, including, but not limited to 

level of service standards and travel demand 

measures, or other standards established by the 

county congestion management agency for 

designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 

including either an increase in traffic levels or a 

change in location that results in substantial safety 

risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 

equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 

performance or safety of such facilities? 
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would not result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 

levels or a change in location that would result in a safety risk. No impact would result. 

 

 

D The proposed project does not include any design features that would create a hazard, 

such as sharp turns in the access road. The proposed project would be consistent with 

surrounding industrial uses. Therefore, no impact would result.  

 

E The proposed project would not interfere with emergency access routes. No impact 

would result.  

 

F The proposed project includes the installation of a cellular antenna tower on an existing 

site. The project would not affect alternative transportation. Therefore, the proposed 

project is consistent with the policies, plans, and programs supporting alternative 

transportation, and there would be no impact.   
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A-E The proposed project would not require any water or wastewater service. Therefore, the 

project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional 

Water Quality Control Board or result in the expansion of water or wastewater treatment 

facilities. Therefore, no impact related to these utilities and service systems would occur.  

 

F&G The installation of a cellular tower would generate a minimal amount of construction waste. 

Currently there are no active landfills in the county, however, the Aces Waste Services has a 

transfer station in Ione which has sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional solid 

waste. In addition, the proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local 

regulations regarding solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Chapter 17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would 

the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 

the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 

Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new 

water or wastewater treatment facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 

which would cause significant environmental 

effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new 

stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could 

cause significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to 

serve the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 

needed? 

    

e) Result in determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider which serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 

project’s projected demand in addition to the 

provider’s existing commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 

capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 

waste disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statues 

and regulations related to solid waste? 
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation: 

 

A Impacts to Aesthetics, Biological Resources and Cultural Resources would be significant 

unless mitigated.  Therefore, Mitigation Measures AES-1, AES-2, BIO-1, CULTR-1 and CULTR-2 

are required of the project. 

  

The implementation of the Mitigation Measures identified above would result in less than 

significant impacts to Aesthetics, Biological Resources and Cultural Resources.  Therefore, 

the project will not degrade the quality of the environment and no habitat, wildlife 

populations, and plant and animal communities would be greatly impacted.  All 

environmental topics are either considered to have "No Impact," "Less Than Significant 

Impact," or "Less than Significant Impacts with Mitigation Incorporated." 

 

Implementing AES-1 and AES-2 during construction of the proposed project would reduce 

reflected glare from oncoming traffic and the faux water tank design will match the rural 

character of the area. Operation of the proposed project would not result in impacts to fish 

or wildlife species, or associated habitats. However, construction of the proposed project 

could impact nesting birds if construction occurs during the nesting season. Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1 would reduce these impacts to less than significant. Due to the limited ground 

disturbance, the proposed project would not be expected to impact any cultural or historic 

resources with Mitigation Measures CULTR-1 and CULTR-2 incorporated. With implementation 

of the aforementioned Mitigation Measures, impacts would be less than significant with 

mitigation incorporated. 

 

Chapter 18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE  

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to 

degrade the quality of the environment, 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 

species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 

below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 

plant or animal community, reduce the number or 

restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 

animal or eliminate important examples of the 

major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are 

individually limited, but cumulatively are 

considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 

means that the incremental effects of a project 

are considerable when viewed in connection with 

the effects of past projects, the effects of other 

current projects, and the effects of probable 

future projects)? 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects 

which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
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B No past, current, or probable future projects were identified in the project vicinity that, when 

added to project-related impacts, would result in cumulatively considerable impacts. No 

cumulatively considerable impacts would occur with development of the proposed project. 

As discussed in the analyses provided in this Initial Study, project impacts were found to be 

less than significant. The incremental effects of the proposed project are not cumulatively 

significant when viewed in context of the past, current, and I or probable future projects. No 

cumulative impacts would be occur. The intent of the project is to improve cellular coverage 

for existing and future wireless customers. The proposed project is consistent with the Amador 

County General Plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 

C There have been no impacts discovered through the review of this application demonstrating 

that there would be substantial adverse effects on human beings either directly or indirectly. 

However, the proposed project has the potential to cause both temporary and future 

impacts to the area by project-related impacts relating to Aesthetics, Biological Resources 

and Cultural Resources. With implementation of mitigation measures included in this Initial 

Study, these impacts would be effectively mitigated to a less than significant level. 

 

 

SOURCE:  Chapters 1 through 17 of this Initial Study. 

 

 

REFERENCES Amador County General Plan; Amador County General Plan EIR; Amador Air 

District; Amador County Municipal Codes; Fish & Wildlife’s IPAC and BIOS databases; Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act; California Air Resources Board; California Department of Conservation; California 

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; California Geologic Survey: Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Fault Zones; State Department of Mines & Geology; Amador County GIS; Amador County Zoning 

Map; Amador County Municipal Codes; Amador County Soil Survey; Amador Fire Protection 

District; Caltrans District 10 Office of Rural Planning; Commenting Department and Agencies.  All 

sources cited herein are available in the public domain, and are hereby incorporated by 

reference. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOTE:  Authority cited: Sections 21083, 21083.05, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 

65088.4, Gov. Code; Sections 21080, 21083.05, 21095, Pub. Resources Code; Eureka Citizens for 

Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 Cal. Appl. 4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador 

Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal. App. 4th at 1109; San Franciscans Upholding 

the Downtown Plan v. city and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal. App. 4th 656. 
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Executive Summary 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site Compliance Conclusion  
 
The AT&T site CVL02310 located at 3902 State Highway 16 Plymouth, CA 95669 will comply with FCC Guidelines. 
 
 
 
 
 

Occupational Safety & Compliance Engineering (OSC Engineering) has been contracted by Caldwell Compliance, 
Inc. to conduct an RF (radio frequency) computer simulated analysis.  The Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC) has set limits on RF energy exposed to humans on a wireless cell site in order to ensure safety.  The FCC has also 
mandated that all RF wireless sites must be in compliance with the FCC limits and a compliance check should be 
performed routinely to ensure site compliance.  
 
OSC Engineering uses the FCC OET-65 as well as AT&T Standards to make recommendations based on results and 
information gathered from drawings and Radio Frequency Data Sheets.  
 
For this report, OSC Engineering utilized Roofview® software for the theoretical analysis of the AT&T Cellular Facility.  
 
A site-specific compliance plan is recommended for each transmitting site. This report serves as a single piece of the 
overall compliance plan.  
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Site Overview and Description  
 
• The antennas are mounted inside a faux water tank 
• The site consists of three (3) sectors with a total of twelve (12) antennas  
• The site is within a fenced in area, access to the site is via a gate 
• The site is not co-located 
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Compliance Results of the Proposed Site (theoretical simulation) 
 
A result over 100% does not make a site out of compliance with FCC guidelines. For results over 100% of the FCC Limit, 
further remediation is required to consider the site compliant per FCC Guidelines. See the last page of this report entitled 
RECOMMENDATIONS for compliance actions required for FCC and AT&T Compliance. Only areas within the demarcated 
areas (barriers) are over the FCC Limit. The remediation actions bring the site into compliance. Results are given in terms 
of the FCC General Population. Please see the page entitled FCC MPE Limits (from OET-65) for further information. For the 
purpose of theoretical simulation, OSC Engineering models antennas as if they are operating at full power (100% 
capacity). This assumption yields more conservative (higher) results. On-site measurements may yield different results, as 
antennas do not always operate at full capacity.  
 
   

Max RF Exposure Level simulated (AT&T antennas @ ground): 
2.80 % FCC General Population MPE Limit 
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Antenna Inventory 
All technical data and specifications shown below are collected from drawings and/or documents provided by the client, as well as from online 
databases and/or a visit to this facility. Unknown wireless transmitting antennas are simulated using conservative values when information is not available.   

 

 
  

Antenna 
Operator /

Technology
Frequency 

(MHz)

A1 AT&T%LTE 2300

A1 AT&T%LTE 2300

A2 AT&T%LTE%B17 700

A2 AT&T%LTE 850

A2 AT&T%LTE 1900

A3 AT&T%LTE%B14 700

A3 AT&T%LTE 2100

A4 AT&T%LTE 1900

B1 AT&T%LTE 2300

B2 AT&T%LTE%B17 700

B2 AT&T%LTE 850

B2 AT&T%LTE 1900

B3 AT&T%LTE%B14 700

B3 AT&T%LTE 2100

Input Power
(watts) Antenna Type Antenna Make Antenna Model

100.00 Panel CCI BSA:M65R:BUU:H6

100.00 Panel CCI BSA:M65R:BUU:H6

120.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

120.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

160.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

160.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

160.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

160.00 Panel Kathrein 800:10866%K

100.00 Panel Kathrein 800:10865%K

120.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

120.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

160.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

160.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

160.00 Panel Kathrein% 800:10966%K

Azimuth
 (°T)

58

102

70

70

70

70

70

70

300

310

310

310

310

310

 Ground 
(Z) (ft)

107

107

106

106

106

106

106

106

106.9

106

106

106

106

106
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Antenna 
Operator /

Technology
Frequency 

(MHz)
Input Power

(watts) Antenna Type Antenna Make Antenna Model
Azimuth

 (°T)
 Ground 
(Z) (ft)

B4 AT&T'LTE 1900

G1 AT&T'LTE 2300

G2 AT&T'LTE'B17 700

G2 AT&T'LTE 850

G2 AT&T'LTE 1900

G3 AT&T'LTE'B14 700

G3 AT&T'LTE 2100

G4 AT&T'LTE 1900

160.00 Panel Kathrein 800?10866'K

100.00 Panel Kathrein 800?10865'K

120.00 Panel Kathrein' 800?10966'K

120.00 Panel Kathrein' 800?10966'K

160.00 Panel Kathrein' 800?10966'K

160.00 Panel Kathrein' 800?10966'K

160.00 Panel Kathrein' 800?10966'K

160.00 Panel Kathrein 800?10866'K

310

190

190

190

190

190

190

190

106

106.9

106

106

106

106

106

106
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FCC Regulations and Guidelines from OET 65 
 
When considering the contributions to field strength or power density from other RF sources, care should be taken to 
ensure that such variables as reflection and re-radiation are considered. In cases involving very complex sites predictions 
of RF fields may not be possible, and a measurement survey may be necessary The process for determining compliance 
for other situations can be similarly accomplished using the techniques described in this section and in Supplement A to 
this bulletin that deals with radio and television broadcast operations. However, as mentioned above, at very complex 
sites measurements may be necessary. 
In the simple example shown in the below diagram, it is desired to determine the power density at a given location X 
meters from the base of a tower on which are mounted two antennas. One antenna is a CMRS antenna with several 
channels, and the other is an FM broadcast antenna. The system parameters that must be known are the total ERP for 
each antenna and the operating frequencies (to determine which MPE limits apply). The heights above ground level for 
each antenna, H1 and H2, must be known in order to calculate the distances, R1and R2, from the antennas to the point 
of interest. 1  

                                                             
1 OET Bulletin 65, Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields, Page 37- 38 
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Computer Simulation Analysis 
 
The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) governs the telecommunications services, facilities, and devices used by 
the public, industrial and state organizations in the United States. 
 
“RoofView® is a software analysis tool for evaluating radiofrequency (RF) field levels at roof-top telecommunications sites 
produced by vertical collinear antennas of the type commonly used in the cellular, paging, PCS, ESMR and conventional 
two-way radio communications services.”2 
 
“RF near-field levels are computed from selected antennas by applying a cylindrical model that takes into account the 
antenna’s aperture height, mounting height above the roof, azimuthal beam width for directional antennas and the 
location of the antennas on the roof Resulting, spatially averaged power densities are expressed as a percentage of a 
user selectable exposure limit depending on frequency. The entire roof is composed of one-square-foot pixels and RF 
fields are computed for each of these pixels for each selected antenna.”3 
 
Computer simulations produced for clients are simulated with “Uptime = 100%”. This means that all transmitters associated 
with an antenna are considered to be “on”. 4 
 
RoofView® uses a near-field method of computing the field based on assuming that the total input power delivered to 
the antenna, at its input terminal, is distributed over an imaginary cylindrical surface surrounding the antenna. The height 
of the cylinder is equal to the aperture height of the antenna while the radius is simply the distance from the antenna at 
which the field power density is to be computed. Within the aperture of the antenna, this approximation is quite accurate 
but as the antenna is elevated above the region of interest, the model output must be corrected for mounting height. 5 
   

                                                             
2 Roofview User Guide 4.15, Page 7, Richard A Tell Associates 
3 Roofview User Guide 4.15, Page 7, Richard A Tell Associates 
4 Roofview User Guide 4.15, Page 10, Richard A Tell Associates 
5 Roofview User Guide 4.15, Page 45, Richard A Tell Associates 
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Certification 
 
The undersigned is a Professional Engineer, holding a California Registration No. 19677 
 
 
 

Reviewed and approved by: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

John B. Bachoua, PE  
 

Date: November 02, 2018 
 
 
 
 
The engineering and design of all related structures as well as the impact of the antennas on the 
structural integrity of the design are specifically excluded from this report’s scope of work. This report’s 
scope of work is limited to an evaluation of the Electromagnetic Energy (EME) RF emissions field 
generated by the antennas listed in this report. When client and others have supplied data, it is 
assumed to be correct. 
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FCC MPE Limits (from OET-65) 
 
 

Occupational/controlled6 exposure limits apply to situations in which persons are exposed as a consequence of their 
employment and in which those persons who are exposed have been made fully aware of the potential for exposure 
and can exercise control over their exposure. Occupational/controlled exposure limits also apply where exposure is of 
a transient nature as a result of incidental passage through a location where exposure levels may be above general 
population/uncontrolled limits (see below), as long as the exposed person has been made fully aware of the potential 
for exposure and can exercise control over his or her exposure by leaving the area or by some other appropriate 
means. As discussed later, the occupational/controlled exposure limits also apply to amateur radio operators and 
members of their immediate household. 
 
General population/uncontrolled7 exposure limits apply to situations in which the general public may be exposed or in 
which persons who are exposed as a consequence of their employment may not be made fully aware of the 
potential for exposure or cannot exercise control over their exposure. Therefore, members of the general public would 
always be considered under this category when exposure is not employment-related, for example, in the case of a 
telecommunications tower that exposes persons in a nearby residential area. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                             
6 OET-65 “Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields pg. 9. 
7 OET-65 “Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields pg. 9. 
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Limits for Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE)8 
 
“The FCC Exposure limits are based on data showing that the human body absorbs RF energy at some frequencies more 
efficiently than at others. The most restrictive limits occur in the frequency range of 30-300MHz where whole-body 
absorption of RF energy by human beings is most efficient. At other frequencies whole-body absorption is less efficient, 
and, consequently, the MPE limits are less restrictive.”9 

  

                                                             
8 OET-65 “FCC Guidelines Table 1 pg. 72. 
9 OET-65 “FCC Guidelines for Evaluating Exposure to RF Emissions”, pg. 8  
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Limits for Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) continued 10 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“MPE Limits are defined in terms of power density (units of milliwatts per centimeter squared: mW/cm2), electric field 
strength (units of volts per meter: V/m) and magnetic field strength (units of amperes per meter: A/m). In the far-field of a 
transmitting antenna, where the electric field vector (E), the magnetic field vector (H), and the direction of propagation 
can be considered to be all mutually orthogonal (“[plane-wave” conditions], these quantities are related by the 
following equation: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
                                                             
10 OET-65 “FCC Guidelines Table 1 pg. 72. 
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Limitations 
 
OSC Engineering completed this report based on information and data provided by the client and on-site data 
collection. The data provided by the client is assumed to be accurate. This report is completed by OSC Engineering to 
determine whether the wireless communications facility complies with the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
Radio Frequency (RF) Safety Guidelines.  The Office of Engineering and Technology (OET-65) Evaluating Compliance with 
FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Radiation has been prepared to provide 
assistance in determining whether proposed or existing transmitting facilities, operations or devices comply with limits for 
human exposure to radiofrequency (RF) fields adopted by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)11. As the site is 
being upgraded and changed this report will become obsolete. Use of this document will not hold OSC Engineering Inc. 
nor it’s employees liable legally or otherwise. This report shall not be used as a determination as to what is safe or unsafe 
on a given site. All workers or other people accessing any transmitting site should have proper EME awareness training.  
This includes, but is not limited to, obeying posted signage, keeping a minimum distance from antennas, watching EME 
awareness videos and formal classroom training.   
 
  

                                                             
11 OET-65 “FCC Guidelines for Evaluating Exposure to RF Emissions”, pg. 1 
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AT&T Antenna Shut-Down Protocol 
 

AT&T provides Lockout/Tagout (LOTO) procedures in Section 9.412 (9.4.1- 9.4.9) in the ND-00059. These procedures are to be followed 
in the event of anyone who needs access at or in the vicinity of transmitting AT&T antennas. Contact AT&T when accessing the 
rooftop near the transmitting antennas. Below is information regarding when to contact an AT&T representative.  
 
 
9.4.7 Maintenance work being performed near transmitting antennas 

Whenever anyone is working within close proximity to the transmitting antenna(s), the antenna sector, multiple sectors, or entire cell 
site may need to be shut down to ensure compliance with the applicable FCC MPE limit. This work may include but is not limited to 
structural repairs, painting or non-RF equipment services by AT&T personnel/contractors or the owner of a tower, water tank, rooftop, 
or other low-centerline sites. The particular method of energy control will depend on the scope of work (e.g., duration, impact to the 
antenna or transmission cabling, etc.) and potential for RF levels to exceed the FCC MPE limits for General Population/Uncontrolled 
environments 

9.4.8 AT&T Employees and Contractors 

AT&T employees and contractors performing work on AT&T cell sites must be trained in RF awareness and must exercise control over 
their exposure to ensure compliance with the FCC MPE limit for Occupational/Controlled Environments (“Occupational MPE Limit”). 

The rule of staying at least 3 feet from antennas is no longer always adequate to prevent exposure above the Occupational MPE 
Limit. That general rule was applied early in the development of cellular when omni-directional antennas were primarily used and 
later when wide-beamwidth antennas were used. That application was then appropriate for the Occupational exposure category. 
However, the current prevalence of antennas with 60- and 70- degree horizontal half-power beamwidths at urban and suburban 
GSM and UMTS/HSDPA sites raises some question about the continued reliability of the 3-foot rule. Antennas with low bottom-tip 
heights and total input powers around 70-80 W can produce exposure levels exceeding the Occupational MPE Limits at 4 feet, and 
these levels can be augmented by emissions of co-located operators.  Therefore, AT&T employees and contractors should apply the 
above general work procedures and use an RF personal monitor to assess exposure levels within the work vicinity. 

9.4.9 Other Incidental Workers 
All other incidental workers who are not trained in RF safety are considered general public and subject to the FCC MPE limits for 
General Population/Uncontrolled Environments. In such instance, the M-RFSC (primary contact) or R-RFSC (secondary contact) must 
refer to the Mobility RF site survey plan to assess the potential RF exposure levels associated with the antenna system. If capable of 
exceeding the FCC General Population/Uncontrolled MPE limit, then local sector/site shutdown is necessary. The FE/FT must also 
follow the local shutdown procedure and use their RF personal monitor as a screening tool for verification, as necessary. 
 

  

                                                             
12 ND-00059_Rev_5.1 “Lockout/Tagout (LOTO) Procedures” Page 45.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

  
         If work is being performed in the vicinity of the transmitting antennas, site shut-down procedures must be  
         followed. See page entitled AT&T Antenna Shut-down protocol for further information. 

 

 

 
•AT&T Access Point(s): 
Caution Sign 2B (Tower) 
@ base of water tank 
(to be posted) 
 
 
•AT&T Sector A 
No signage or barrier 
action required 
 
 
•AT&T Sector B 
No signage or barrier 
action required 
 
 
•AT&T Sector G 
No signage or barrier 
action required 
 

 









 
To: Amador County Planning Commission 
From: Amanda Nelson, Executive Director, Foothill Conservancy 
Date: January 7, 2019 
 
RE: EPIC WIRELESS PROPOSED CELL TOWER 
 
Our Land Use Committee has reviewed the proposed project and members have a number 

of concerns. Having good cellular service, Internet speed and emergency communications 

are issues that are very important to County residents--but so is protecting the scenic 

beauty of our county. During public meetings of the General Plan Advisory Committee, 

protecting scenic beauty was among the things local people said they valued most. It's one 

of our largest areas of community common ground.  

 

The county’s existing cell tower ordinance indicates that the biggest aesthetic issues with 

cell towers are scale and color. The proposed tower is equivalent in height to a ten-story 

building, and it is not in any way aesthetically pleasing. Furthermore, it would be clearly 

visible to travelers looking southeast from Highway 16, which has been identified as one of 

the most important viewsheds in Amador County. This is an important gateway into our 

county for travelers coming from Sacramento to the foothills. 

 

The proposal states that the project would bring substantial service improvements to the 

Drytown community--yet it is not located within or near Drytown. The proposal also 

indicates that line of sight is necessary to provide the improved communication services—yet 
Drytown is separated from the proposed tower site by a ridge of hills. It is not clear whether 
any homes or businesses in Drytown would benefit from the project. If the goal is to improve 
communications in Drytown, perhaps a shorter tower closer to that community and farther 
from Highway 16 would be preferable. 
 

The proposed site is located in a sparsely populated area of ranches and rural residences in 

the Willow Creek/Carbondale Road vicinity. The proposal does not mention how many 

households and businesses would benefit from improved services. One figure shows that the 

proposed tower location is right on the edge of a large area deemed by FCC as already 

having adequate communication services. Why not consider alternative locations that could 

serve more currently underserved county residents--rather than overlap areas already 

adequately served--and preferably not be so visually intrusive?  

 

Amador County has agreed to adopt a scenic viewshed ordinance in the near future. The 

ordinance is likely to be drafted this year, for adoption no later than April, 2020, as required 

by law. If the proponent is unwilling to consider alternative locations that would better meet 

existing County guidelines and community needs, perhaps it would be best to postpone 

consideration of a new tower at this particular location until after the scenic viewshed 

ordinance has been adopted. 

 

Thank you for your careful consideration of this problematic proposal. 
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