
October 12, 2016 
  
Gary Helfrich 
Permit and Resource Management Department 
County of Sonoma 
  
Re: UPE16-0067 
  
Dear Mr. Helfrich, 
  
The Valley of the Moon Alliance (VOTMA) does not normally comment on the 
proposed location of telecommunication facilities (TF). We are in this instance 
simply because it seems that the alternatives considered analysis appears 
incomplete.  While the selected site may in fact be the best alternative, it is not 
possible to conclude that from the information provided in the Hammett & Edison 
(H&E) report. 
  
The criteria and process for siting TF is set forth in Sonoma Code 26-88-130. For 
all TF, section 26-88-130(a)(3)(ii) provides that antennas “shall be located, 
designed, and screened to blend with the existing natural or built surrounding so 
as to minimize visual impacts and to achieve compatibility with neighboring 
residences and the character of the community to the extent feasible considering 
the technological requirements of the proposed telecommunication service.”  
Section 130(a)(3)(xiv) outlines the alternatives analysis required for certain TF, 
including those located in RR districts.  Subsection (3)(xiv)(F) and (G) describe 
the alternative factors that must be considered and the requirement to “contrast 
the alternatives using the above factors.”  That provision ends with the directive 
that “the alternative plans need not be analyzed at the same level of detail as the 
proposed project, but the justification for selection of the proposed project must 
be presented.” 
  
Section 130(b)(2) addresses TF in RR districts. Subsection (b)(2)(ii) provides 
further direction, including that views from private residences must be 
considered.  As VOTMA reads the alternatives analysis on pages 2-5 of the H&E 
report, of the other 11 sites identified but not selected, 2 did not meet engineering 
requirements, 3 involved situations where the landlord was not interested, and 
the remaining 6 sites were situations where the landlord did not respond to letters 
or phone calls.  The result was that the Crockett site was selected by default. 
VOTMA does not see that particular selection criteria articulated in the code. 
  
The H&E report does not indicate whether any (or several) of the 6 non-
responder sites would have been an equally or more preferred site using the 
criteria outlined.  Nor does H&E indicate why no effort was made to physically 



visit the site in an attempt to directly contact the occupant and/or landlord to 
explain the proposal from an economic and environmental impact perspective.  
Instead, H&E’s justification is essentially that site 1 is the only feasible one (and 
thus the preferred one) because that is the only one that responded favorably.  
  
VOTMA understands that a neighbor to site 1 has objected to the location of the 
base station and antenna based on the close proximity and visual impacts on 
that neighbor’s property, among other issues.  VOTMA takes no position on the 
validity of those objections.  But VOTMA does wonder whether several of the 
other non-responding locations might have provided an equal level of service to 
the TF provider but without creating a neighborhood dispute. That question goes 
to the essence of the function of the alternatives analysis. 
  
Given the specific criteria in 130(a)(3) and (b)(2), something more than a 
decision based on unanswered phone calls and unresponded letters to the 
landlord seems needed as justification.  VOTMA would hope that this outcome is 
not proposed simply because it is the most simple and convenient one. Given the 
objection of the neighbor, it would seem incumbent on the TF provider to do a bit 
more to provide assurance that there is not a better win-win-win (provider, site 
owner, neighbor) option that could not have been pursued affirmatively and more 
aggressively.  At this point that question remains unanswered.  The County 
should require the TF provider to attempt a physical contact for those sites, to the 
extent that any of them are deemed equal to or preferred to site 1 based on the 
selection criteria. 
  
VOTMA adds two final points. First, in the discussion of the proposed base 
station (Site and Facility Description, p.2) the applicant states “there are reported 
no other wireless telecommunication base stations at or near the site.”  VOTMA 
has no sense of where and how the location of base stations are catalogued and 
coordinated to understand the cumulative coverage in any area and whether co-
location opportunities exist re sites that may somehow not have been “reported.”  
VOTMA approaches the location of TF (artificial trees) from the perspective that 
placement should be limited to the fullest extent technologically possible, 
consistent with reasonable service objectives.  Applicant should represent that to 
the best of its knowledge (i.e., whether reported or not) no other appropriate and 
feasible co-location sites exist in the area or are being proposed. 
  
Second, also on page 2, the statement is made that “no operation on cellular 
frequencies is presently planned for this site.”  The term “presently” is a pregnant 
one.  Given the neighbor’s stated concern over health effects and the FCC 
requirement for applicant to provide assurance as to maximum exposures, it 
would perhaps be helpful if the conditions of approval specified that notice to 
PRMD and the surrounding neighbors occur prior to any expansion of use.  Such 



notice should confirm that any expansion of the use to cellular frequencies or 
other added uses in the future will not exceed a specific exposure range and will 
otherwise be consistent with FCC requirements. 

VOTMA's comment that the question of whether this siting can be demonstrated 
as most appropriate is a key point with this application process. 
  
Thank you for the opportunity. 
  
 Kathy Pons, President  
Valley of the Moon Alliance


