
EXHIBIT B



.'Oak/and City PInmling Commission
Case, File Number CMIO-J31

Attachment A:, Findings for Denial

August 4,2010
Pag~6

.'

This proposal 'does nol meet the required 'findings under Ge:neral Use Permit Criteria COMC Sec.
17'.134.050), Conditi~nal Usc Permit Criteria for Monopoles fOMC Sec. 17.128.080(CU, and~
Review for Monopoles tOMe'Sec, 17, 128,080CBU, as set forth below, Required findings thar cannot ~
made are shown .in,bold type; expIllJllItions as 10 ~hy these fi~dings cannot ,~e made are in nonnal Cype:

SECTION 17:134.050 GENERAI_ USE PERMIT CRITERIA:
A. That the JocatioD, size, design, aDd operating characteristics of tbe proposed developmc~twI.U
be'compatible with aDd wiU not adversely' affe,ct the U:vablllty or appropriate development of .
abutting propert,ies an~ the surrounding neighborhood; wltb'tonsl~eration 'to be given to harmony

'in scale, bulk, coverage, and dendty; ,to the avaUabJUty of civic facilities and utilitlcs; to harmful
cf(ect, if anYt upon desirable neighborhood character; to, the generallon 0'£ traffic aDd the capacity

. of surrounding streets; and to any other relevant Impact of tbe development,

.:;r'... ':.' ..'.' '. ' ' ... :

r This finding' caUDot be madc:·ihe proposed Monopole ~ouid nafbe compati~lewit~' the
. , surrounding open space/region-serving park'area, w()uld contain I;lnsightly attached

equipment, and w~uld be excessivel)' taU .and bulky in compariSon ~o tbe minimal examples.
; of maD-mad~structures found in the area. TIie.desigu of the taU pole with attached
" equipment along a''sc~nic stn;:tch ofSkyl;ine Boul.evard that is :uoencumbered by sj~Jar man-

.", made structur:es (including power poles and light standards) wiU adversely alfed tbe . .
, :' ,[ nelgbh,orbood cbaracter. Manmade object3' in the vicinity are esscotiaUy IimJtcd to .necessary

, No Parking signs, a trail fence; and a reglonal.park slgu,,wbicb are mucb smaQcr than the ",
_"proposed 41' - 51' -tall Monopole. . ,

E. •TbaTifie,pi-oposa.l cODfo~ms in allslgnfficant respects wftb tb'c 9ak1a~d Comprehensive Plan
'and with aaiy other applicable plan. or deyelopme.Dt contr'ol map whIch bas,been adop~edby the
'Clty CounciL: .

" This finding caMol be made: the:Pr~posai does n~'1 conform 10 the Intent of the Urban'~ Space.'of the
General Plan: "To 'identify, enha,!ce and main(ain'~alldfor'parks·and open ,tpace. Its purpose ;/(0

, main(a~n.'al'ij urban park, schoolyard, ·and.garden syslem which provides open spacefor outdoo,:
recreation, j;~ychologica[ and physical well-being, and reliaffrom the urban ·environment. .. or to the

'. followmg Policies of,thc Gcneral Pla~'s'e>PcnSpace, Conservation and Recreation '(OSCARfEI6nlmt:'

POLICY 05-6.1 , INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDlNAnON
Coordinate Oakland's open space planning wilh other agencies', including adjaccnt'citics and
cl?unties, the Portof~3nd...md the East Bay Regional Park District'

"POLICYOS-iO,z, MIJ'lIMmNG ADVERSEVISUAL,iMPACTS,' , " .. ,
Encourage sire·plan.nins for new development which ritinimizes adverse visual,il!1pacts and tak~

advantages.of opp~>rt\~itiesfor new vistas and sccni~ ~ance~erit.··

pOLicy OS-lOkRETENTION OF ciTY-DWNED OPEN SPACElN SCENIC CORRIDORs"
Retain, City-owned' parcels adj~ecnt to ~kyline Boulevard, Shepherd Canyon Road, and other
scenic roadways to preserve panoramic views, vegetation, and narunil character.. . ' .

The locati~n is along a nanial woOded corridl;)r serving as a gat'eway to City and regional pinks and
facilities.' The area offers rclieffor citizen' and'area resident~ from the b,uill environment. The relatively

,unspoiled cbaf3cter of.tl!e ar.ea should be' ma\ntamed for t?J~ ~Ontinuc:d eojoyment by r~iden~ ~nd t<,l'
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main~n ~e ~ono~~ viabili~ offaCilities""to "attract regional visitors. Furthermore, ~e:E~t ~y
Regional Park District conf4cied"CEDA about their co~cems ofsucb lUl"~posingstructun;,in 3 sc~c
open spacc.srea,'" "'

Case F)le lVumber CM10-131
Oakla"d CUr Planning Com';'i:is;on'

SECTION 17.128.080·(0- CONDITIONAl. USE PERlI-n·T CRITERIA FOR
MONOPOLES. . .
"I: Tbe pro"jcct must meet"tbe special design review triterllllistcd in subscCtiOD B" of this "
section." " . '"

.These" findirigs ca:nnot be mide aii dcscri~' in the following section of this Attachment.

-3, The propos~d proJ~ oiort ~ot dJsfl.lpi"thC overall community "cba:r"acter.
, , " '"

This finding- cannot be made: the area consists predominantly ofthe·narural environment featuring
Redwood groves. Manmade objects in the vicinity are essentially "limited to necessary No Parking signs,
a tr3i1.fence, and a regjonal park sign. The addition of a tall pole supporting equip~~t along a scenic
stretch ofSkyline',Boulevard that is unencumbered by simi.lar man-made structure:> (ine!udmg po.....;er.
poles and light statidards) will disrupi tbc"ovcrall'col'l1rilunity character. " ' . ,

. SECTION 17.m.080iB) -DESIGN REVIEW CRITERIA FOR MONOPOLES.
I. Collocation is to be' enconraged ,,!,ben 1t wPJ decrease visual impal:t'.an(l collocation is to be
discouraged: when "ii"wUlln"crcase"negalive vis,uallmplld.

The.pTojc:ct does not involve collocation; thc'proposal is to instali I)CW facilities in a~ "ar~ "compJel('ly
lacking ~uch structures.

2: MOOO~~lts should not b~,sited to ~.;e~te\'I'~~lCl,utter" o"r ,nc.gativ~ly"affcd specific "views,

The MonopOle would negatively"impact a wooded corridor essentially ser:ving as a gateway to a City
facility and regionaJ park. The only manmade structures a1.ong this stretCh ofSkyline Boulevard are No
Parking" signs, 8 park entrance sign, and a ,trail fencc, which are much smaller than the propOsed 41 'S',

'tall Monopole. InstaQation ~fsuch tall stnictures wher,e none exist would adVersely impact the aesthetic
quality of the area.. Furthennl?Te, it IS not "clear from,NextG whether additjo~l Monopoles in this area'

"would l?:e nc~ess:iry to completely 'semce Verizon's needs. See Attac~t C fOT a depiction ofhow
NcxtG's'system works. It is our.underslllnding,that n minimum.o( 6-8 MonoPoles iire needed to serYice
the·faci"lity h"ousing the"base station" e"q~pmcDt, which would further dramatically affect specific views
and create greater visual clutter. " "

J. "Monopoles shall be scree~edfrom thepnblle,"view wherever ~sslble.

, The Mon!'pole would not be sereene4; it woule be len~feet from th~ road in:an area,when: no ottler
structures ~jthilar in h~jght exist and w~uld haVe;bulky equipment attached to such Monopole

"4. The equlpme~tshelier or. Cablnet"mu,t be concealed from public view or made COJll~Qtlblc"with
"the arclilteCtu~e of tbe"surrounding 5t~ueturesor" pieced undergt"9un:d. The 'sb.elter or cabinet must
be regularly maintained. " " "

. ".." \

The equi~mc;nt cabin!' would"be pole mounted and:therefoTe would.not'be screened. The pole would
~ercforc ~ bulky}n comparison'with.1i facilitY tlaving ground-mounted "eq~.ipment.

"."" "
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. S.· Site lo~tJon iUid develop·meot sball preservc t.~e pre~ristingcharacter ortbe surrounding·
buUdings and hlDd uSes "and the·zone dlstrlct as much as possible. Wjr~eSS: communicatiOn·towen:
shall be lntegra~.dthrough location and design to blend In with the cxbtiDg characteristics o·t. tbe
site to· the eJ:.tent practical. EXisth~g on-site vegctadon sttJ.lI·bc preserved or improved,aod

. distu~aDce of the erlsting topography shall be miuhnized, DOIess such disturbance would result in
·leSs.~lsuallmpact·or tbe site to tbe surrounding are~. "

The Monopole wOlild·he, iliCO~p·~tible w.ith the area c·onsisting· of open space with parks and no lall
"manmade structures because it.would not be concealed. The proposed structure would not preserve open

_. space ·im-d would -not be" 'cb"mpatible with .the.~minitrilil built environment and prevailing natural.·
environmeflt in· the area. The design is relatively ~u1ky as. it would contain equipment and· the area does .
not contain. miy other. large poles· such 3S light standards, .telephone or power pol~s, or·
tcleconun~icationsfs¥ilitics such as mon~poles .
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