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Attachment 4

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Silva Rivera, Joann
Jeff Fisher; David Woltering; Dave Kiff
Michael Rivera
URGENT ACTION REQUESTED - Verizon Telco Facility - 923 S Fitch Mountain Road, Healdsburg
Saturday, November 21, 2020 8:44:53 PM

Mr. Fisher, Mr. Woltering and Mr. Kiff –
We received your notification on 11/21/20 (Saturday). I have left a message on your
office phone number of (707) 431-3346 on 11/21/20. I am also following up with this
e-mail for further documentation.
I am the property owner at 935 S Fitch Mountain Healdsburg, My home is a
documented historical home of Healdsburg. We restored the home in 2000 opposed
to tearing down the home.
My husband and I are very concerned about the proposed Verizon Telco
Facility/Tower to be installed next to our home (935 S Fitch Mountain Road,
Healdsburg).
The letter we received over the weekend (11/20/20) provided no location and or map
showing the location of the proposed tower.
Our concerns are:
Where exactly is this tower/telco facility being located?
What is the distance from our primary residence?
What are the Health impacts to our family. Especially to my husband who has
a compromised immune disability.
How does this City propose to cover any new medical issues that are developed
due to the increase exposure of excessive electronic magnetic fields?
Decrease of property value. How does the City propose to compensate us for
this loss?
What will be the additional legal disclosures we would be now required to
provide to any future prospective buyers.
I have additional concerns of the short time line notification. Many neighbors have
already left for the Thanksgiving week. Leaving them little to no time to respond to
the City with their concerns.

Time line.
Notice received Saturday 11/20/20
11/23 to 11/25 is Thanksgiving Week
Only one work (first week of December)
I look forward to hearing from you on Monday, November 23, 2020. My home phone
number is (707) 431-8393.
Joann
Joann Rivera
Phone: 707-431-8393
Email: jir1@pge.com

We respect your privacy. Please review our privacy policy for more information.
http://www.pge.com/en/about/company/privacy/customer/index.page

12/07/2020
Community Response to request for 80 ft cell Tower near Water Tower/Healdsburg Golf Course.
We have lived at 509 Greens Drive since 1992, and are concerned about this structure.
1. The staff report is incorrect regarding visibility of this tower.

Most trees to the west on the hill, appropriately named “Oak Mound” are a range of native California
Oaks, and native Madrone, and most range between 35‐40 feet based on personal survey (which is
similar to height of California Oaks in University of California Survey:
https://esajournals.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/ecs2.2446).
Interestingly, the area below the hill to the South/Southwest (in the direction of housing) has mostly
deciduous oaks that lose their foliage in the Fall until Spring, making the tower more visible during this
time.
Although there are a number of taller evergreen trees on the East side of the slope, they would not
provide coverage to prevent viewscape deterioration for houses to the South/Southwest. In addition,
many of these trees appear to be in various states of poor or altered health (and 2 are likely not viable).
None appear to be redwoods, but I did not approach them closely.
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The City of Healdsburg has been moving towards a “Fire Free Healdsburg.” As noted in the University
of California report, California has allowed unnatural conifer progression of Oak woodlands which has
increased fire danger risk from Evergreens: “The process also creates a more hazardous fire condition because of the difference on
flammability and structure of the Douglas-fir forest compared with the oak woodland.”(conifers cause hotter fires higher in the tree).
https://ucanr.edu/sites/Igor/Mature_‐
_Historic_Tree_Stands/Collaborators/The_History_of_Management_of_Mature_Oak_Woodland_Stands
_in_the_Bay_Area/

It is likely that these evergreens should and will be removed in the future to allow a healthier oak
woodland, and better fire protection for Healdsburg, and would not continue to provide a screen for a
76 foot tower.
The area to the east of the proposed tower does not seem to have any significant treescape according to
the supplied map.
2. The staff report is incorrect in regards to property value declines near cell towers.

Although staff did not seem to be able to find evidence that a cell tower in the neighbourhood
decreased housing prices, there are 3 very well done peer reviewed articles by university researchers
that show a consistent drop in property value, though this seems to vary by location: 2‐25 % of property
value. The 2 older studies are also supported by a 2018 study, with the same findings (although I have as
yet been unable to access the full report, the abstract is included). It is likely that these evergreens
should and will be removed in the future to allow a healthier oak woodland, and would not continue to
provide a screen for a 76 foot tower.
It is likely that the effect in Healdsburg is closer to the 9‐25 % drop noted in New Zealand, rather than
the 2 % drop noted in Florida, but certainly even a 2 % drop is significant in view of Healdsburg home
prices.
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These studies suggest compensation for those within 1000 meters of the tower depending on distance
for this drop in property value.
http://www.prres.net/papers/Bond_Squires_Using_GIS_to_Measure.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10018‐017‐0190‐9
https://ideas.repec.org/a/kap/jrefec/v56y2018i4d10.1007_s11146‐017‐9600‐9.html
3. Current FCC guidelines allow a future increase in height of 20 feet without community approval, so
a 76 ft tower could be increased to 96 feet without taking this back to the city.
Thus if there were some legal way to ensure that the tower could not be elevated 20 more feet without
coming back to the city, this should be included in the contract. And if there is no way to do this, then
the approval should be for a tower 20 feet shorter.
Per fcc filing:
The rules improperly define “substantially change” in absolute terms that do not vary based on the
location or nature of the tower or base station. For example, vertically, the “support structure” could
increase by 10%, or if greater, up to 20 feet or the distance required to avoid interference among
antennas. Horizontally, an appurtenance can extend the greater of (a) the width of the support
structure; (b) 20 feet from the support structure; or the distance required to shield facilities from the
elements. The provider could place up to four equipment cabinets at the site (with no limits placed on
the size); and one equipment shelter. And as long as excavation does not occur outside the “current
boundaries of the leased or owned property surrounding the structure and any access or utility
easements currently related to the site,” the proposed modification is deemed insubstantial, and must
be approved.
https://ecfsapi.fcc.gov/file/7521070994.pdf
4. This 103 page staff report only became available last Thursday, and there is significant
neighborhood opposition.
5. The requested heights are misleading: Although the report states without citation that “cell towers
must be 50 feet high,” the report does not note that the height of the tower site (according to Google
Earth) in 73 meters high, while the height of Rec Park, and most of the surrounding area is only 36
meters high, so the tower is already starting at a relative height of 37 meters (121 feet, 5 inches).
So We would ask the planning commission to:
1. Delay approving this report and bring it back in 3‐4 weeks so the surrounding neighborhood will have
time to fully digest the staff report and siting.
2. We would ask for a maximum height of this tower to be 40 feet so that it will be screened by the oak
trees, and ask that no mature oaks be removed, as well as that Verizon plant a border of oak trees to the
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East and agree to maintain all of the oaks on their fenced property. Also that the tower height cannot
be increased in the future without a change in zoning even if FCC guidelines suggest that they can (and if
this is not legally possible then the maximum height should be decreased to 20 feet).
3. If the tower is visible to any homeowners, Verizon will be required to subsidize all houses that have a
view of the tower by an appropriate decrease of their property value.
4. Lastly, the lease arrangements with the city don’t seem to be listed – has the city negotiated a
favorable lease rate – according to the staff report this tower should be very well valued as there are not
a lot of alternate sites, and lots of poor coverage, suggesting yearly lease may be as high as $45‐
60K/year (for a single carrier tower), with a built in increase of 3 % per year.

Brad and Pam Drexler
509 Greens Drive
Healdsburg, CA
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Supporting materials are cited, but cited conclusions follow:

The impact of cell phone towers on house
prices: evidence from Brisbane, Australia








Darshana Rajapaksa,
Wasantha Athukorala,
Shunsuke Managi,
Prasad Neelawala,
Boon Lee,
Viet-Ngu Hoang &
Clevo Wilson

Environmental Economics and Policy Studies volume 20, pages211–224(2018)Cite this article
The growing public pressure against the spread of cell phone towers in urban areas has created a need to understand their impact on adjacent
house prices. A few existing studies are, however, controversial in their methodology and inconclusive in their results. Therefore, our study
on the effect of cell phone towers on house prices is designed to avoid these deficiencies. Property transaction data collected from two
suburbs within the Brisbane City Council were analysed adopting the spatial hedonic property valuation model. The estimated models were
statistically significant and were largely in line with theoretical expectations. The results revealed that proximity to cell phone towers
negatively affects house values, decreasing as the distance from the tower increases. A suitable compensation programme for nearby property
owners is, therefore, suggested as being an appropriate policy response.

Using GIS to Measure the Impact of Distance to Cell Phone .

2.4 Proximity Impact Study Bond and Xue study conducted in 2004 involved analysis of the
residential transaction data using the same hedonic framework as the previous study as well as
including the same data but added a further six suburbs to give a total of ten suburbs: five
suburbs with CPBSs located in them and five control suburbs without CPBSs. In addition, the
geographical {x, y} coordinates that relate to each property’s absolute location were included. A
total of 9,514 geo-coded property sales were used (approximately 1000 sales per suburb). In
terms of the effect that proximity to a CPBS has on price the overall results indicate that this is
significant and negative. Generally, the closer to the CPBS a property is the greater the decrease
in price. The effect of proximity to a CPBS reduces price by 15%, on average. This effect
reduces with distance from the CPBS and is negligible after 1000 feet.
Conclusion: This paper presents the results of a study carried out in Florida in 2004. The study
involved the analysis of market transaction data of single-family homes that sold in Orange
County between 1990 and 2000 to investigate the affect on the price of property in close
proximity to a tower. The results showed that while a tower has a statistically significant effect
on prices of property located near a tower, this effect is minimal. The price of properties within
200 meters (656 feet) decreased, on average, by just over 2%.

Wireless Towers and Home Values: An Alternative
Valuation Approach Using a Spatial Econometric
Analysis
Drexler
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This is the first study to use an hedonic spatial autoregressive model to assess the impact of wireless communication towers on the value of residential properties.
Using quantile analyses based on minimum distances between sold properties and visible and non-visible towers, we examine the relationship between property
values and wireless tower proximity and visibility within various specified radii for homes sold after tower construction. For properties located within 0.72 kilometers
of the closest tower, results reveal significant social welfare costs with values declining 2.46% on average, and up to 9.78% for homes within tower visibility range
compared to homes outside tower visibility range; in aggregate, properties within the 0.72-kilometer band lose over $24 million dollars.
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From: Maria Kim [mailto:MKim@completewireless.net]
Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2020 3:23 PM
To: Jeff Fisher
Subject: FW: Comments from the Drexlers - Healdsburg HS


DearJeff,

PleaseseeresponsetotheDrexlersbelow:

1. VisibilityofthisTower
Verizon’sphotosimulationvendorhasprovidedanumberofviewsfrompublicpointsaroundthefacility.Additionally,thetreewill
bea“broadleaf”treeandnotapineandwillblendinbetterwiththesurroundingtrees.

BasedontheprevioustreestudiesthathavebeendonebyHelix,noneofthetreeswereconsideredtobefailingorinpoorcondition
thatwouldrequireremoval.Inaddition,VerizonwillnotremoveanytreesthatprovideshadetoTeeBox#3attherequestofthe
golfcourseowner.

VerizonhasnocommentonanytreeremovalthatHealdsburgmaychoosetoundertakeinthefuture.However,wenotethatthe
areatotheeastdoeshavequiteabitoftreescapecoverage.PleaseseeView#3fromHiddenAcresRd.

Lastly,VerizondidprepareaviewfromS.FitchMountainRoad(View#1)intheattachedphotosimulationsfromtheentranceofthe
golfcourse.

2. PropertyValues
IcannotverifythesourcesthatwereusedtoproducethepercentagesquotedintheLetterfromtheDrexlers.Thelandscapeand
topographymaybevastlydifferentaswell.

About75%homebuyersvaluegoodcellconnectionasveryimportantwhenpurchasingahomeaccordingtoRootMetrics.
Furthermore,90%ofhouseholdsusewirelessserviceandneedaccessto911andreverse911services.Manypeoplenolongerhave
landlinesandexclusivelyusetheirsmartphonesinthehome.Lastly,asmorepeoplework/learnremotelyanddemandusewithin
theirhomes,theneedforwirelesscoveragehasincreaseddramaticallyinresidentialareas.

Here,thefacilityisabletoprovidethatserviceandbelocatedabout400’awayfromthenearestresidence,screenedbyexisting
treesintheparkandgolfcourse.It’stheleastintrusivemeanstofillasignificantgapincoverage.

3. Verizonisseekingapprovalofa76’tallfauxͲbroadleaftreeandcan’tspeaktofutureplansbydifferentwirelesscarriers.

4. VerizonalsoreceivedthestaffreportwhenitwaspublishedonlineonThursdayandhasdiligentlyrespondedtoquestions
fromthepublicthathavecomein.

5. Heightofastructureismeasuredfromthebaseofthetowerandthenaturalelevationwasneededbythestructurein
ordertoprovidecoveragetothesurroundingareaswithouttheneedforadditionalstructures.


Sincerely,
Maria


Maria Kim, Director of Land Use Planning
Complete Wireless Consulting



(916) 247-6087
(916) 313-3730 fax
MKim@completewireless.net
2009 V Street
Sacramento, CA 95818



From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Camille Jones
Jeff Fisher
Fw: Verizon Tower
Monday, December 07, 2020 3:17:28 PM

Jeff,
Thank you for your time this morning on the phone this email is to follow up from our
conversation. I would like to request additional information from the city on these four topics
relating to the Verizon tower project to be located at 923 S. Fitch Mountain Road:
1) Visual presentation of the height of the antenna structure by erecting a pole for us to be
able to see at our  
neighborhood level Greens Drive and Hidden Acres Road.
2) Noise level that will be emitted from the diesel generator in decibels and times of weekly
operation.
3) When proposed location was to have been at the high school why our superintendent of
schools declined.
4) How much revenue is projected to be paid from Verizon to city of Healdsburg for this
plan project on a monthly basis
going forward and would that revenue go to the general fund.
Thank you,
David Jones

From: Maria Kim [mailto:MKim@completewireless.net]
Sent: Tuesday, December 08, 2020 2:15 PM
To: Jeff Fisher
Subject: FW: Comments (Camile Jones) - Healdsburg HS

Dear Jeff,
Regarding responses to the Joneses, please see below:
1. The visual presentation can be best shown by the photo simulations provided to the City. Not
only do the simulations show the actual stealth design of the tree (which wouldn’t be shown by
a story pole), but there is no ground disturbance and no need to take into account wind
conditions and other factors.
Verizon has provided views from Hidden Acres Road at the clearest view of the site and it was
provided as View #3 in the attached simulations.
Verizon has also provided photo simulations from Oak Mount Cemetery (View #4), which is near
Greens Drive, and it cannot be seen as the facility is just behind the existing hillside and trees.
2. The generator would only run during emergencies and for maintenance purposes,
approximately 1x a month for 30 minutes. There is no set schedule for when the maintenance
occurs, but it would occur during business days (Monday through Friday) between business
hours (typically 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.) or whatever timeframe Healdsburg requests.
The decibel level for a 30 KW generator with a Level 2 enclosure would be 68 db from 7 meters
(or 23 feet) away. Here the nearest residence is over 400’ away and Verizon will comply with all
municipal noise standards.
If the City prefers, Verizon is happy to provide a noise study as a Condition of Approval on this
project.
3. The school, Healdsburg HS, did not want to move forward with an agreement with Verizon.
4. The lease here will be discussed publicly before the City Council. Verizon would not be able
comment on how the funds are used.
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.
Sincerely,
Maria

Maria Kim, Director of Land Use Planning
Complete Wireless Consulting
(916) 247-6087
(916) 313-3730 fax
MKim@completewireless.net
2009 V Street
Sacramento, CA 95818

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jed Weissberg
Shawn Sumpter
Verizon tower
Tuesday, December 8, 2020 3:27:23 PM

I strongly support a new Verizon tower on Fitch Mountain. Coverage is currently very poor and cellular connectivity
is increasingly important. I play golf at Tayman weekly and support the proposed location near the third tee.
Jed Weissberg MD
502 Hidden Acres Rd

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

M Clare Harper
Shawn Sumpter
msjcmilk@comcast.net; Lar Landa; George Seeber
Proposed cell tower for Fitch Mountain
Sunday, December 13, 2020 7:58:56 PM

Only this evening I learned about the proposed cell tower for Fitch Mountain which will be the topic of
discussion/action this coming Tuesday night at a city of Healdsburg meeting.
Obviously I will not have time to learn the most important facts of such a serious (and, I think, perhaps dangerous)
move.
I urge the commission to delay precocious action on this extremely serious subject at least until after the first of the
year when Covid and the holidays will, hopefully, not be causing so much distraction.
One of my primary concerns as a homeowner (in a path between Fitch Mountain and downtown Healdburg) is that
of surviving a fire. However there are other considerations—is there not a better (though maybe more expensive)
way for Verizon to accomplish their goals? I am also worried about the HEALTH EFFECTS of the proposed tower
project. Etc, etc. We need more time and, surely, a study done by an independent broadcast technology
professional firm before committing Healdsburg to such an important, expensive (visually, health-related, financial )
undertaking.
Please consider the effect of making the proposed commitment on your family and the families of others.
Thank you for giving this your attention.
Clare Harper, 412 Greens Drive, Healdsburg

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Lar Landa
Shawn Sumpter
msjcmilk@comcast.net
Horizon cell tower
Monday, December 14, 2020 11:55:38 AM

I strongly object to the Horizon cell tower proposed for Healdsburg. It would be very ugly for Healdsburg. It would
be a fire hazard for Healdsburg and the surrounding area. This wholearea is a HIGH FIRE AREA.
Laurence D. Landa

From: Carl Milfeit <cmilfeit@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 14, 2020 9:18 AM
To: Raina Allan <rallan@ci.healdsburg.ca.us>
Subject: Tayman Golf course cell phone tower

Please approve project. I know there are some who think they are dangerous. Some people believe the
earth is flat and Trump won the election. Let's move forward with the future and hopefully better cell
phone reception.
thank you
‐‐
Carl Milfeit
cmilfeit@gmail.com
650‐888‐1309

A Letter to Our Community and to Our City
What initially set off as a race to gather information to bring forth in front of our City Planning
Department, has morphed into a journey; a quest to find the knowledge to protect our City from
the voids in our General Plan, left behind due to constraints in finance and time. We are
conscious that today, with fewer resources available than ever before, it is of the utmost
importance that we as a community fight to preserve our scenic vistas from foreign persuasion.
We have compiled a summarization of city documents, historical records, and community
observations which we believe bring to light the mistake we would be making with the approval
of a permit for the construction of the proposed Verizon LTE Tower on scenic and historic Oak
Mound.
The foundation of our report stands on three main pillars of support. The first; our General
Plan, the second; Towers, - how they are identified and the general perception of them by our
public, and third; Oak Mound - one of our many natural resources and historical sites that
make Healdsburg unique.
We began by analyzing the City Staff Report, where we discovered that the data Verizon
provided was seriously lacking in its background and diagnostics. The information dates
back to 2016, and since that year, many towers have been built or modified throughout our
town. We learned that the APN recorded to identify the project was not entirely accurate,
that the sign posted was in the smallest reasonable size, potentially affecting public
perception, and perhaps most critically, we learned that we are not adhering to our own
Telecommunications Code or honoring the intention of our General Plan. Most notably, we
are in this situation today because the City of Healdsburg does not have a Master Plan for
Cellular and Wireless Communications.
We were able to locate and identify twelve towers in Healdsburg that are not specified in the
data provided by Verizon, because they were all modified or constructed after the date of the
report. To the best of our knowledge, there is not a database of registered towers on record
with the city, as directed by our Telecommunications Code, and we have submitted a “Public
Records Request” to confirm or deny this assumption. The Verizon Tower being proposed
for Oak Mound will be sited within 1/3 mile of an existing tower located at Recreation Park,
and while Healdsburg City code dictates it not be within ¼ mile, these two locations are very
close, especially when combined with a third downtown location at 55 Adeline Way. Based
upon our reading of the City Staff Report, we do not see a “good faith effort” made to
co-locate at the site of any of the registered or unregistered towers, as is also required by our

Telecommunications Code. Of equal concern in our interpretation of the code, is the
requirement that any new location developed, or tower placed, must be done so with the
future capability to allow co-location by another carrier. In our opinion one tower is too
many, and more than one would be a travesty. At a minimum, our code mandates that we
shall be provided, and afforded by Verizon, an independent consultant to review this project,
and we should demand this of them before we make such a momentous decision.
The most important part, and our reason to create this “Verizon Citizen Opposition” report,
is our passion and determination to save Oak Mound. It is a part of our view shed; South
Fitch Mountain Road, where you drive by and look up at our natural mountainous hillsides
including Oak Mound, and as you look down from nearly all of our most scenic mountain
vistas, you see Oak Mound. Oak Mound is a critical piece of our past history; in the “1983
Healdsburg Cultural Resource Survey,” Oak Mound - as a unique and distinct piece of
“Tayman Park” - “is listed, or is eligible for listing under a local preservation or landmark
ordinance; and “The Healdsburg Country Club”, is eligible for listing as a contributor to a
locally designated historic district or preservation area.” In its earliest years “Tayman
Park”(first known as “Matheson Park”) was a playground to Nina Matheson Luce and the
entire town. In the 1880s, “Matheson Park” was the training ground to a world famous trotter
horse who raced on a track that is now a fairway. “Tayman Park” was a special place for the
community, where garden tours of the 1930s were hosted, and a watch tower stood sentry
during the World War II era, and for some who may still recall, home of the third hole,
famously referred to as the “punch bowl.”
When Colonel C.E. Tayman and The Salvation Army collaborated to bring “The Healdsburg
Country Club” located on the “Luce Tract” into the stewardship of the City of Healdsburg,
they did so with the “Only provision set down by the club members and the Salvation Army,
holder of the mortgage, that the course should be operated as a municipal golf course, public
park and playground for the benefit of the people.”
We sincerely hope that what we have laid out encourages you to continue reading and
observing the stories and pictures that we collected, and that you will consider it in its
entirety. For us, this journey of discovery has reinforced our determination to preserve Oak
Mound from the construction of a new and unneeded man-made monolith. A “faux tree”
tower that will surely be a blemish to be seen from many vantages of town for decades to
come.

Public Notice

Areas of Concern
1. There are three public notice signs posted for the "major" projects that are
currently/recently under review by the planning department. Unfortunately,
there is a major discrepancy between the three signs, with respect to the size
and placement selection at the site, to ensure optimal noticing and public
awareness.
2. The APN/Parcel number that has been identified for the project site,
according to the County Assessor's office, belongs to 800 Powell Avenue.
This brings up an alternate google search result and could possibly give the
community a different impression of where the "faux tree" will be placed.
3. While it appears that the intention when the notices were sent out to the
public, was to reach more neighbors than was required by code, regrettably,
many of the people living with a direct view from street, backyard or home,
were not noticed.
4. The notices mailed out for the December 8 Planning Commission meeting
were received on Sat November 21, right before a holiday weekend, in the
middle of a pandemic shutdown. The meeting had to be accessed through
Webex, which the City of Healdsburg has discovered to be a meeting tool
that does not encourage participation by the community, and will no longer
be utilized. Many of the people identified by the noticing map, have shared
that they did not recall receiving the letter. While the City of Healdsburg did
not intend this consequence, it was an unfortunate outcome.

1
The following three pictures represent the perceptible
differences in the manner of site location notification
13534 Healdsburg Avenue, Healdsburg Lumber Company

4’x8’ Size Sign
“Major Design Review DR 2020-04”

111 Saw Mill Circle, Mill District

4’x8’ Size Sign
“Design Review Revision”
“One-year extension to Design Review Permit…”

923 S. Fitch Mountain Road, Verizon Wireless

2’x3’ Size Sign
“Major Conditional Use Permit, Major Design Review and
Major Variance applications…”

2
***APN/Parcel: 002-361-003 from the public notice sign belongs to 800
Powell Avenue, where the project is to be located.
923 S. Fitch Mountain is the Address of the Easement.

An Address is not Just an Address

923 S. Fitch Mountain

***Red dot placed by Google is at the very Eastern side of the Golf Course
property.

Versus

800 Powell Avenue

923 S Fitch Mountain is not searchable by an APN on Sonoma County
Assessor’s Website. To “google” that address, you will be looking straight up at a
tree covered hill, where one might believe the Tower would not be visible from our
historically registered scenic roadway.
The red dots from the two different pictures(google searches) imply very
different sites on the property.

3
Verizon SFitchMt_923_300ftNoticeMap

The preceding map represents the residents within 300 ft of the property where the
project is located, which according to the City of Healdsburg meets the
requirements for public notice. The City staff also noted that this map went even
further to notice the residents within 300 ft of the golf course. Many of the
community who will have the largest visual impact from the placement of the
tower are not included in this map. As we made our own observations, we
discovered that this tower can either be easily viewed or possibly viewed from all
of the following streets:
Greens Dr.(½ block only), Fairway Ct., Tee Dr., Tee Ct(½ Court only), North St.,
S. Fitch Mtn Road, Hidden Acres, Piper St., University St., Grant St., Pordon Lane,
Florence Lane(one side only), Josephine Lane, Rose Lane, Sunnyside Dr.(1 home
only), Ridgeview Dr.(6 homes only), Vista Via Dr.(4 homes only), Revel Rd.
***Highlighted indicates the streets/parts of streets that are included in the
coverage
While it is clear that the City of Healdsburg was working to follow the code, the
end result was that many people were not noticed who would be directly impacted.

What Are Our Neighbors Doing?
Cotati, CA
“Affected Owners. All owners of real property as shown on the latest county equalized
assessment roll, within a radius of five hundred feet from the exterior boundaries of the parcel
that is the subject of the hearing;”
Cloverdale, CA
“Property owners within three hundred feet of the parcel to be subdivided as listed on the city’s
most current ownership rolls, shall be noticed at least ten days prior to the hearing.”
Novato, CA
“For applications involving an amendment of the general plan or urban growth boundary,
amendment of the zoning map or text. Master plans and amendments, precise development plans
and major amendments, development agreements, a tentative map, use permit, variance, zoning
code interpretation or major design review mailed notice shall be provided to property owners
within 600 feet of the exterior boundaries of the subject parcel(s);”
Petaluma, CA
“Notice of the approval of a minor use permit by the planning director authorizing the
establishment or modification of, or the renewal of a permit for, a telecommunication facility or
minor antenna needing site plan review, shall be mailed to all adjacent property owners within
three hundred feet. Mailing of said notice shall start a fourteen calendar day appeal period.
(Ord. 2029 NCS (part), 1996.)”
Rohnert Park, CA
“To all owners of real property as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll within three
hundred feet of the real property that is the subject of the hearing.”
Santa Rosa, CA
“When a neighborhood meeting may be required. A neighborhood meeting may be required
for a development proposal that otherwise would not require a meeting, if there is
significant controversy or if interest has been expressed by the neighborhood regarding
the proposal. In these cases, the Director shall determine whether to hold a meeting.”
“Notification required.

a. A neighborhood meeting shall be noticed by mail to real property owners and occupants
located in whole or in part within a radius of 600 feet from the exterior boundaries of the
Assessor’s parcels that are the subject of the development proposal.
f.
Additional notice may be required at the discretion of the Director, including
alternate methods and/or the use of a greater radius for notice for projects of particular
interest, scale or size.”
Sebastopol, CA
“The applicant should provide notice in accordance with SMC 17.460.020, Procedure, except as
modified in this subsection, to all property owners of parcels within 600 feet of the boundaries of
the subject parcel on which the applicant intends to propose the facility or modification. “
“Procedures for a Community Meeting. The applicant shall schedule and hold a community
meeting at least two weeks before the date of the Planning Commission meeting at which the
application will be heard to provide residents information about the application for a wireless
facility and streamline the review process by providing applicants an opportunity to consider
residents’ suggestions prior to a public hearing before the Planning Commission.”
Sonoma, CA
Affected Owners. All owners of real property as shown on the latest Sonoma County equalized
assessment roll, within a radius of 500 feet of the exterior boundaries of the parcel that is the
subject of the hearing;
Windsor
All persons shown on the last equalized assessment roll as owning real property within three
hundred (300′) feet of the property which is the subject of the proposed development agreement

Cotati, CA
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Cotati/#!/Cotati17/Cotati1744.html#17.44
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Cotati/#!/Cotati17/Cotati1788.html#17.88

Cloverdale, CA
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Cloverdale/#!/Cloverdale15/Cloverdale1537.html#15.37.020

Santa Rosa
http://qcode.us/codes/santarosa/?view=desktop
Sonoma, CA
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Sonoma/#!/Sonoma05/Sonoma0532.html#5.32

Petaluma, CA
https://petaluma.municipal.codes/Code/14.44.290

Sebastopol, CA
https://sebastopol.municipal.codes/SMC/17.130.090

Rohnert Park, CA
https://library.municode.com/search?stateId=5&clientId=4128&searchText=wireless&contentTypeId=CODES
file:///Users/newuser/Downloads/947.pdf

Windsor, CA
https://www.townofwindsor.com/DocumentCenter/View/21611/Zoning-Ordinance-Rev-2018-08-20

Novato, CA
https://library.municode.com/ca/novato/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CHXIXZO_ART3SIPLGEDEST_DIV19.38WIC
OFA

Sonoma County
https://library.municode.com/ca/sonoma_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=CH26SOCOZORE_ART88GEEXSPUS
ST_S26-88-130TEFA

Existing Cellular Towers
Modified or Approved
Since 2017
(One Noted Tower Modified in 2015)

A Layperson’s Analysis
The Report as presented by Verizon Wireless, portrays a different
picture than the following 20+ photos. This section seeks to
demonstrate that there is far too much information that has not been
“officially” gathered, for our City Council nor our Planning
Commission to make an informed decision.

Co-Location
We are waiting for the City of Healdsburg to provide public documents to
clarify whether or not there is one site that has co-located any other
carriers/providers, per City of Healdsburg Telecommunications code: “The
intention of the alternatives analysis is to present alternative strategies that
would minimize the number, size, and adverse environmental impacts of
facilities necessary to provide the needed services to the subject area. The
analysis shall address the potential for co-location at an existing or a new site
and the potential to locate facilities as close as possible to the intended service
area. It shall also explain the rationale for selection of the proposed site in view
of the relative merits of any of the feasible alternatives. Approval of the project
is subject to the decision-making body making a finding that the proposed site
results in fewer or less severe environmental impacts than any feasible
alternative site.” We were not able to identify an example of “co-location”
in Healdsburg.

Requirement of Facility and Site Sharing
City of Healdsburg Telecommunications code dictates that the City will
require of the applicant that: “All co-located and multiple-user
telecommunication facilities shall be designed to promote facility and site
sharing. To this end telecommunication towers and necessary appurtenances,
including but not limited to parking areas, access roads, utilities and equipment
buildings, shall be shared by site users whenever possible.” Will the
community be glad to have multiple carriers located at the highest, most
scenic point in town, aside from Fitch Mountain?

City Requirement for Registration
Waiting for a response to our City of Healdsburg Records Request to confirm
that the city does not have it’s own comprehensive analysis of the carriers
that are located within the city as is required per our code section:

“D. Registration required
1. All telecommunication carriers and providers that offer or provide
any telecommunication services for a fee directly to the public, either
within the city of Healdsburg, or outside the corporate limits from
telecommunication facilities within the City, shall register with the
City pursuant to this section on forms to be provided by the planning
and building director. The purpose of this registration under this
section is to:
a. Provide the City with accurate and current information concerning
the telecommunication carriers and providers that offer or provide
telecommunication services within the City, or that own or operate
telecommunication facilities within the City;
b. Assist the City in enforcement of this section;...”

No Proposed Tower Located Within ¼ Mile of Existing Tower
The Verizon Tower being proposed for Oak Mound will be sited within 1/3
mile of an existing tower located at Recreation Park, and while Healdsburg
City code dictates it not be within ¼ mile, these two locations are very close
especially when combined with a third downtown location at 55 Adeline
Way.

https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Healdsburg/#!/Healdsburg20/Healdsburg2020.html#20.20.080

Existing Cellular Towers
Modified or Approved Since 2017
(One Noted Tower Modified in 2015)
City/
County

Tower/
Panels

New/
Year of Build/
Modified Permit

Carrier

13100 Healdsburg Ave
Russian River Covered
RV Storage

City

Water
Tower

New

2017 - Conditional
Use Permit

Verizon

#2. 55 Adeline Way
Mill District

City

Tower

Modified

2017 - Permit issued
by Work Class

Sprint

25 Matheson Street
Hotel Healdsburg

City

Rooftop
Panels

Modified

2020 - Permit issued
by Work Class

AT&T

515 Piper Street
Recreation Park

City

Tower

New

2020 - Permit Info
Located Only for
Support Structure

MetroPCS

14944 McDonough Hts
Fitch Mountain
Ridgeline

County

Tower

Modified

2018 - Building Permit
With Plan Check

AT&T

1100 March Avenue
Ridgeline

City

Tower

Modified

2015 - Conditional
Use Permit. Not
Modified

Verizon

1396 University Ave
Good Shepherd
Lutheran Church

County

Tower

New

2021 - Building Permit
With Plan Check

Verizon

1431A Grove Street

City

Rooftop
Panels

Modified

2018 - Permit issued
by Work Class

Not able to
Identify

150 Alexander Valley
Rd
Transfer Station

County

Tower

New

2017 - Building Permit
With Plan Check

Verizon

317 Alexander Valley
Rd
Farmstead

County

Tower/
Pole

Modified

2021 - Building Permit
With Plan
Check

MetroPCS

6699 Mill Creek Road
Ridgeline

County

Tower

New

2021 - Building Permit
With Plan Check

AT&T

3200 Rio Lindo Avenue
Rio Lindo Academy

County

Tower

New

2021 - Building Permit
With Plan Check

Verizon

Site Location

Tower #1
Verizon April 2017

“Disguised” As a Water Tower
13100 Healdsburg Avenue, Wine Country RV Storage

Not Readily Seen from South Entrance to Town
***In 2016 Applicant requested a 55’ “faux” Water Tower and in 2017
applicant resubmitted for approval of a 35’ “faux” Water Tower.

Tower #1
Verizon April 2017

At Verizon’s Discretion - “Revised from 55’ to 35’ in an effort to “significantly
reduce the visual impacts of the facility which is in a highly visible location near
a scenic road”

Tower #1
Verizon April 2017

As Viewed from Grant Avenue.
In the words of Verizon - “Highly Visible Location Near A Scenic Road”

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2757?fileID=3799

Tower #2
Sprint 2015 (3 Antennas)
Modified 2017(6 Antennas)

Not Disguised, Visible from Residential
55 Adeline Way, South Healdsburg, Downtown

Visible from Old Railway Station

Foss Creek Pathway Plan final

Tower #2

View from Foss Creek Trail

Tower #2

View from Healdsburg Avenue

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/6138/201505_Permits_Finaled?bidId=
https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/7781/201707-Permit-Applications-By-Status?bidId=
https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/236

Tower #3
AT&T Tower 2020
Strategic Placement
25 Matheson Street, Top of Hotel Building,

Not Visible from Healdsburg Avenue
***No further review required by Healdsburg to add antennas to the existing
location.

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/12058/202003-Permit-Issued-by-Class?bidId=

Tower #4
MetroPCS/T-Mobile 2020
Recreation Park

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/12570/202008_Permit-Applications-By-Status?bidId=

Tower #5
AT&T Tower Upgraded 2018
McDonough Heights, Fitch Mountain

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=087-220-037&rp=MapSearch

Tower #5
AT&T Tower Upgraded 2018

Viewed from Riverfront Park, Front Street

Tower #6
Verizon Tower NOT Approved to Upgrade Nov 2015

1100 March Avenue

Deeded to COH with Approval ONLY for Water Tower
Highly Visible Ridgeline - “Proposed” was NOT Upgraded

Tower #6

As Viewed Today From the Top of Sunnyvale Drive
https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Minutes/_11102015-553
https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2632?fileID=2989

Tower #7
Verizon Tower Nov 2019

1396 University Ave, Good Shepherd Lutheran Church

View from Top of Sunnyvale Drive

Tower #7
Verizon Tower Nov 2019

View from Sunnyvale Ave before 1396 University Tower Installed

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=091-040-034&rp=Per
mitSearch&P=permits&PN=BLD19-6935

Tower #8
Carrier Unknown Modified 2018(6 Antennas)

1431A Grove Street

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/7996/201709-Permit-Applications-By-Status?bidId=
https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/8586/201804-Permits-Issued-By-Class?bidId=
https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/ArchiveCenter/ViewFile/Item/325

Tower #9
Verizon April 2017
150 Alexander Valley Road

View from Transfer Station

Tower #9
Verizon April 2017
150 Alexander Valley Road

View from Healdsburg Avenue

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=091-070-039&rp=PermitSearch
&P=permits&PN=BLD17-1478

Tower #10
T-Mobile Tower Installed 2005 Updated 2021

317 Alexander Valley Road

Viewed from Alexander Valley Road

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=091-070-004&rp=PermitSearch

Tower #11

Verizon 70’ Monopole 2021

3200 Rio Lindo Avenue Healdsburg

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=088-020-003&rp=PermitSearch

Tower #12

AT&T 150’ Lattice Tower 2020
6699 Mill Creek Rd

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=111-160-008&rp=MapSearch

Verizon Data Provided to The City of Healdsburg

Map View

List View

There are several impressions/statements made in the above “Map View” and “List View”
that are inaccurate or incorrect.
1. In the “Map View”, Verizon identifies 7 towers in the geographic area that is South of
Lytton, East of Hwy 101 and North of Grant Street. If you look at the map of the towers

below, that are identified in the page titled “Existing Cellular Towers” and then mapped
in Google Earth, you will note that there are at least 11 towers.
2. Verizon also states that there are “15 Towers(2 Registered, 13 Not Registered) within
4.00 miles of 923 S. Fitch Mountain Road. Looking again at the Google earth map
below, we were able to identify 11 Towers all within 2.6 miles and most within 1.1 miles.
3. Verizon tells us that the big green check and an “Ok!” means that there are “No
Applications for Future Towers detected as of 09/02/16. Once again, this information is
either intentionally incorrect or misleading. On Feb. 16, 2016, Verizon had applied for
approval of the “Faux Water Tower” located and eventually built at 13100 Healdsburg
Avenue.
4. Verizon states with an emphatic “Info! The NEAREST Tower is .71 miles away and is
owned by Blank.” Again, this is NOT correct. The nearest Tower is .34 miles away
and is a MetroPCS Tower that leases the space from The City of Healdsburg. While
Verizon may argue that this Tower was not in existence when their data was presented,
we contend that the information provided by Verizon is without question too outdated to
provide the accurate information absolutely required to make an informed decision, and
for the Planning Commission to render an approval of the “Major Use Permit”.

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_12152020-1179?packet=true

Windsor - Two Ways

Tower #1

Famously
Highway 101 S North Windsor

Viewed from Hwy 101 Southbound

Tower #1

Same Tower Viewed from Old Redwood Highway

Tower #2

Discreetly
Arata Northbound On-Ramp

Viewed from Hwy 101 South

Tower #2

Viewed from back of parking lot, Brooks Road

Another Point Of View

The following pictures remind us that perspective varies
depending on your vantage, and the time of the year.
During wintertime, we delight in the new view presented
by so many of our heritage trees losing their leaves. The
lighting can be the most beautiful during this time of the
year, when it is also the most pleasant weather for
walking or taking a drive. It would not be an exaggeration
to say that the City of Healdsburg has as many walkers,
and walkers with dogs, as any other city in California.
We are a geographically small city, but we take immense
pride in our beautiful history that has many stories
involving our neighborhoods, our hills and mountains,
and our rivers and parks.

Healdsburg Elementary School
Playing Fields

Oak Mound Cemetery

Top of Revel Road Wintertime

711 Hidden Acres Road

Viewed from the top of Revel Road where it touches the backs of the homes on
Hidden Acres. There are deciduous trees in the foreground and redwood trees that
are not healthy. Maybe as many as half of them are dead.

South Fitch Mountain Road

Scenic S. Fitch Mountain Road - the Eastern Gateway to town for many
pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists..

History
Does
Matter

Cultural Preservation
An Important Family and
The National Historic Preservation Act

“City of Healdsburg
1983 Cultural Resources Survey”
“MASTER LIST OF INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES”

“1983 MASTER LIST OF INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES
BY STREET ADDRESS”

5 - is listed or is eligible for listing under a local preservation or
landmark ordinance
5D - is listed or is eligible for listing as a contributor to a locally
designated historic district or preservation area

Healdsburg Cultural Resource Survey FINAL REPORT
Historic Preservation | Healdsburg, CA - Official Website

The Characters
The Stories
The History

“The municipal golf course traces its history back to June, 1922, when the
Healdsburg Country Club, a private club, was formed. Colonel C. E. Tayman of
the Salvation Army was the instigator of the club and later became the club’s first
president. Seventy acres of the Luce tract, including the portion with the old Luce
half-mile track where Lou Dillon, one of the most famous trotters the world has
known, was trained, were purchased after 106 members paid an entrance fee of.
$lOO each. _ Volunteer labor laid out nine short holes the first year. The next year
permanent greens were laid out for a more than 2922vard, nine-hole course. Par
was 35. • The city of Healdsburg purchased the course in January, 1935, after the
depression had curtailed the club income and it was $lO,OOO in debt. Since the
city took over the property as a municipal project fairways and greens have been
put in turf, foot bridge built over ditches and the old clubhouse modernized and a
kitchen installed. A caretaker’s house and starting house were built and tennis
courts laid out.”

https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19550623.2.110&srpos=5&e=------195-en--20-HTES-1-byDA-txt-txIN-luce+tract-------1
http://www.survivorlibrary.com/library/the_two-minute_horse_1922.
pdf

A Fascinating Timeline for Healdsburg
1880s - Then known as “Matheson Park”, home of a well known ½ mile
dirt horse racing track where Lou Dillon of “The Two Minute
Trotters” was trained. Now a golf course fairway. “Way back in the
1880s, Healdsburg had a first class half-mile dirt race track, located at
Matheson’s park, now the Luce Tract, part of which is now a fairway of
the Healdsburg Country Club. The outline of the eastern end of the
track, banked, can still be traced. There was a racing association formed,
and in 1888 buildings were constructed for the convenience of horsemen
and spectators.”
1885 - Nina Matheson marries Jirah Luce
1889 - Nina Luce is a Delegate of the Ladies of the G.A.R.(Grand
Army of the Republic) “The oldest Women’s hereditary
organization in the United States.”
1899 - Gift of land to City of Healdsburg - “Nina Luce & Jirah Luce
to City of Healdsburg, Aug 12, 99, 1-8 of acre of laud for right of way
and water purposes near Healdsburg”
Luce Family - Proprietor of the Healdsburg Cemetery
Nina Luce - “Queen of the Healdsburg Water Carnival Festival”
1920 - “Nina Mathesen Luce was a pioneer resident of Healdsburg.
born here August 12, 1855. She was the last of the historical family of
Col. Roderick N. Matheson, who gave his life for his country in one of
the great Civil War battles. He was given military honors by the nation.
His body was taken from the hospital tent of the battlefield to the
governors room of New York, where an imposing military funeral was
held. From there his body was sent under military escort to his home in
Healdsburg.”

1922 - The “Healdsburg Country Club” under the leadership of
Colonel C.E. Tayman of The Salvation Army, purchases the “Luce
Tract.”
1923 - Jirah and Nina Luce Give/donate land to public benefit. “Guy
Rose on behalf of Jirah Luce and Nina Luce Rose presented a map
showing two streets in a new tract being opened up in the Luce property
east of First Street which are to be dedicated to public use. They are
extensions of Second street northward from Matheson and North
street east from First. The trustees adopted a resolution
commending their dedication and which will be presented to the
county supervisors for their ratification.”
1920s thru ?? - “The Punchbowl Hole” - “Then he teed off on the
third, at the brink of a hill looking down on the “Punchbowl,” drove off
and holed the ball on the one shot.” The thrill that comes “once in a
lifetime” excited Ernie Grande of Windsor Sunday when, from the No. 3
tee at Tayman Park he watched his ball soar into the Punchbowl and
sink into the hole. Grande and his partner were so thrilled that they
howled and shouted and then dropped their clubs and rushed down
town to “celebrate” the occasion. When they returned to their game,
the first thing Grande did was to get into the ditch and pick up his first
ball, a “dub” shot. Then he went to the green and picked up the
hole-in-one ball. Then he chalked up “ 3” on his scorecard for the hole.
(Healdsburg Tribune, 1952)
1927 - “Mr. Scoble has also Issued an attractive folder which includes a
road map from San Francisco and other bay cities direct to tbe Fitch
Mountain tract. Pictures of some of the river and mountain scenes as
well as the Healdsburg Country Club add to the folders’ power to
draw city dwellers to a real country paradise.”

1935 - The Town of Healdsburg acquires “Healdsburg Country Club”
property and renames it “Tayman Park” after Colonel C.E. Tayman of
the Salvation Army.
1935 - As reported by “The Healdsburg Tribune” on Jan 24, 1935, of
the new city ordinance declaring the purchase of the property and that
it was to remain a public park, and that it was "passed and adopted on
January 21, 1935." “Only provision set down by the club members and
the Salvation Army, holder of the mortgage, was that the course should
be operated as a municipal golf course, public park and playground for
the benefit of the people.”
1935 - Garden Club Tours - “At least 16 gardens and Tayman Park
were viewed Monday by members of the garden section of the Santa
Rosa Saturday Afternoon Club as guests of the Healdsburg Garden
Club.”
1950s - World War II - “Observation Tower” “A “32-hour, 'round the
clock” observation post was maintained here on June 23 and 24 by
members of the local aircraft observation corps, Civil Defense unit.
According to H. O Williams, aircraft observation supervisor, during the
period of observation approximately 20 planes flew over the aiea,
coming from all directions.”

The “Luce” Tract

1898 Atlas
(Provided from the Archives of the Healdsburg Museum)

Punchbowl Hole - Hole Number 3

The National Historic Preservation Act
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 is implemented through the FCC's environmental
rules. Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of federal undertakings on
historic properties. The FCC considers the construction of communications towers or certain collocation of
communications equipment using FCC-licensed spectrum a federal undertaking. See Wireless Infrastructure
Report and Order. While Antenna Structure Registration (ASR) is required for some communications towers,
Section 106 process may be required even if ASR Registration is not required.

Commission licensees and applicants are delegated the responsibility for initiating the Section 106 review
process for proposed facilities, identifying and evaluating historic properties, and assessing effects. This
process includes consultation with the appropriate State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and Tribal
Nations that have expressed an interest in the proposed project. The Commission maintains two databases, the
Tower Construction Notification System (TCNS) and the E-106 system, to facilitate communications with
these parties.

For the Tribal Nations, either a Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) or a cultural preservation office
have been established at each Tribal Nation and designated the point-of-contact for the Section 106 process.
Filing coordinates in TCNS and uploading documentation to E-106 initiates statutorily mandated review
periods and supports efficient processing.
Historic properties are sites, structures, buildings, and objects that are listed on or eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places. SHPO’s maintain the lists of these historic properties. For Tribal
Nations, historic properties include sites and places of cultural and religious significance. Due to the sensitive
nature of these historic properties, these places are often not publicly identified. Tribal Nations have the option
to provide this information to the FCC through its Federal Preservation Officer who will ensure that the
information is protected throughout the Section 106 process.

FCC Tower and Antenna Siting

California Environmental Quality Act
15064.5. DETERMINING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF IMPACTS TO
ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES
(a) For purposes of this section, the term “historical resources” shall include the following:
(1) A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res.
Code § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4850 et seq.).
(2) A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in section
5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in an historical
resource survey meeting the requirements section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources
Code, shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant. Public agencies must
treat any such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates
that it is not historically or culturally significant.
(3) Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or
cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided the
lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole
record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency to be “historically
significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including
the following: (A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage; (B) Is associated with the
lives of persons important in our past; (C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a
type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important
creative individual, or possesses high artistic values; or (D) Has yielded, or may be likely
to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
(4) The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of
historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or
identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g)
of the Public Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining
that the resource may be an historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code
sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1.

CEQA

http://www.survivorlibrary.com/library/the_two-minute_horse_1922.pdf
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19340426.2.46&srpos=3&e=------193-en--20-HTES-1-byDA-txt-txIN-luce+tract-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19350110.2.21&srpos=214&e=------193-en--20-HTES-201-byDA-txt-txIN-golf+club-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19350110.2.18&srpos=213&e=------193-en--20-HTES-201-byDA-txt-txIN-golf+club-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19350718.2.53&srpos=51&e=-------en--20-HTES-41-byDA-txt-txIN-tayman+stevens-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19241120.2.31&srpos=2&e=-------en--20-HTES-1-byDA-txt-txIN-punchbowl-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19560823.2.10&srpos=94&e=------195-en--20-HTES-81-byDA-txt-txIN-tayman+hole-ARTICL
E------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19350307.2.2&srpos=16&e=-------en--20-HTES-1--txt-txIN-tayman+-ARTICLE------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19350124.2.96.4&srpos=5&e=------193-en--20-HTES-1-byDA-txt-txIN-tayman+park-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19520529.2.92&srpos=3&e=-------en--20-HTES-1-byDA-txt-txIN-tayman+park+map-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19550623.2.110&srpos=5&e=------195-en--20-HTES-1-byDA-txt-txIN-luce+tract------1

https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HT19220608.2.2&srpos=20&e=------192-en--20-HT-1-byDA-txt-txIN-healdsburg
+country+club----1922---1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HT19350108.2.12&srpos=5&e=------193-en--20-HT-1-byDA-txt-txIN-healdsburg
+country+club----1935---1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HT19350108.2.5&srpos=4&e=------193-en--20-HT-1-byDA-txt-txIN-healdsburg+
country+club----1935---1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HE19270428.2.4&srpos=2&e=------192-en--20-HE-1--txt-txIN-healdsburg+country+club------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19521016.2.105&srpos=288&e=------195-en--20-HTES-281-byDA-txt-txIN-tayman------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=SRPD19080719.2.51&srpos=22&e=------190-en--20--21--txt-txIN-nina+luce-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=SRPD19211117.2.64&srpos=1&e=------192-en--20--1--txt-txIN-nina+luce-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=SRPD19201009.2.38&srpos=2&e=------192-en--20--1--txt-txIN-nina+luce-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19500224.2.78&srpos=3&e=------195-en--20-HTES-1-byDA-txt-txIN-tayman+hole-AR
TICLE------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES19510628.2.5&srpos=1&e=-------en--20--1--txt-txIN-tayman+park+observation-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HE19230308.2.7&srpos=35&e=-------en--20-HE-21--txt-txIN-nina+luce-------1
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=HTES18890105.2.47&srpos=1&e=------188-en--20-HTES-1--txt-txIN-nina+luce-------1
https://palgar.org/
https://cdnc.ucr.edu/?a=d&d=SRPD18990823.2.78&srpos=25&e=------189-en--20--21--txt-txIN-nina+luce-------1

Cities Have Rights

Why This Project is Not Exempt
From
The California Environmental
Quality Act(CEQA)

City of Healdsburg
2021-2022 LEGISLATIVE AGENDA

States the following:
“Community Services
Support proposals for the acquisition, development, and
rehabilitation of parks, recreation facilities, open space, and trails,
and that facilitate the establishment of new urban parks.”
“PLANNING & BUILDING
Support proposals to fund the protection, preservation,
restoration, and enhancement of historical areas, civic artworks,
or monuments under City ownership or control and State-owned
sites or artworks within the City, including sites or artworks that
are being managed on behalf of the City.”

https://healdsburgca.iqm2.com/Citizens/FileOpen.aspx?Type=1&ID=2044&Inline=True

Guiding Principles
for
The City of Healdsburg
From the first pages of our carefully thought out and written, General Plan
Document…
“
GUIDING PRINCIPLES
At the heart of the General Plan are “Guiding Principles” that express the key values and
aspirations for Healdsburg’s future and act as guideposts for the goals, policies and
implementation measures contained within the General Plan. 
The Guiding Principles are
intended to promote future land uses and development that are properly planned to
preserve, protect and enhance Healdsburg’s small-town character and unique quality of
life, while providing for economic development and for community services and facilities
that capitalize on Healdsburg’s location and natural resource assets.”
“Guiding Principles
1 Identity A Maintain Healdsburg’s role within the region. Healdsburg, one of the oldest cities in Sonoma
County, has long been the residential and commercial center of a productive agricultural area. The City will
continue to fulfill this role by providing housing, jobs and commercial services to its residents and the
surrounding region as well as supporting diverse local agriculture. B Promote city-centered growth. Long
before the citizens of Healdsburg voted for a 20-year Urban Growth Boundary in 1996, Healdsburg was
defined by physical boundaries. The City will continue to focus inward - beyond 2016 - with infill development
and redevelopment of underutilized sites. New development will be compact and efficient to make the best
use of remaining lands. The City will identify areas that need special attention and develop strategies for
them. The City will continue to work with Sonoma County to ensure that designated community separators
surrounding the City remain in agricultural use and open space. 
C Protect the city’s scenic hillsides and
ridgelines. Densely-wooded Fitch Mountain and the hillsides and ridgelines surrounding Healdsburg are
visible from nearly everywhere in the community, making the natural environment omnipresent. The
ridgelines were important living and tactical areas of local Native American tribes. The visual qualities of
these scenic resources will be preserved. D Respect the City’s past and its roots. The area that now
comprises Healdsburg and its Urban Service Area was originally inhabited by Native Americans. Healdsburg
is one of the oldest cities in Sonoma County with buildings of many different ages and styles mixed in an
unusually fine-grained pattern across all but the newest areas of our community. Healdsburg’s cultural and
historic heritage provides an important aspect of its identity. New development will protect this diverse
heritage by respecting Native American archaeological and cultural resources, historic neighborhoods and
districts, and historically-significant structures and features. The City will promote public awareness of and
support for historic preservation. E Protect neighborhood character. Healdsburg is a community of
established neighborhoods with individual patterns of land use, landscape, circulation and built form that
have evolved over time. New development shall respect neighborhood character, patterns, and forms.”
General Plan Policy Document (PDF)

In the case for protecting our historic properties and our
scenic roadways, the City of Healdsburg has the absolute
right and responsibility to cherish it’s aesthetic character,
and the courts have agreed! A person can, and will
respectfully disagree with the following statement from
Planning Commission Agenda dated 12/15/2020:

AGENDA Healdsburg Planning Commission Special Meeting December 15,
2020 6:00 PM
“A. Item Description: CUP 2016-07; DR 2016-06; V 2017-01 – Verizon Telco
Facility
Project Description: Major Conditional Use Permit, Major Design Review and
Major Variance applications for a new unmanned telecommunications facility
on a city-owned parcel, adjacent to Tayman Park and golf club. The project
consists of a 76 foot tall monopole tower supporting 9 wireless antenna panels
and related equipment. The monopole would be designed to resemble a faux
broadleaf tree, with 8 foot to 14 foot long faux branches and leaf socks
covering the antenna and dish. The pole would be painted brown.
Location: 923 S. Fitch Mountain Road, Healdsburg APN: 002-361-003
Applicant: GTE Mobilenet dba as Verizon Wireless c/o Complete Wireless
Consulting
Environmental Determination: The project is categorically exempt
pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section
15303 Class 3 New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures; and
Section 15300.2 Exceptions. “

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_12152020-1179?packet=true

CEQA - California Environmental Quality Act
CEQA

“Design Healdsburg Citywide Design
Guidelines”
and
“Healdsburg 2030 General Plan Policy
Document”

The following pictures and descriptions are excerpts from
two of the key tools that the City of Healdsburg utilizes
to maintain the goals, design direction, and transparency,
of the City’s Planning and Design Strategy.

“Design Healdsburg, Citywide Design Guidelines”
Adopted and Finaled by the Healdsburg City Council, February 20,2018

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/8565/Design-Guidelines---Final-Document---PDF

South Fitch Mountain Road
A
Scenic
and
Historic Viewshed

“The viewshed along scenic highways, roads and
streets shall be protected and enhanced.”

Perspective From Citizen Cell Phone
“South Fitch Mountain Road - East of Heron Drive”

From the “Healdsburg Plan Policy Document”
NR-C-7 The viewshed along scenic highways, roads and streets shall be protected and enhanced.
The following road segments are declared scenic roads for the purposes of the Healdsburg
General Plan and City land use regulations as depicted on General Plan Figure 9: a. Highway
101 - Entire length within the Planning Area
b. Healdsburg Avenue - North of Grove Street
c. North Fitch Mountain Road - East of Benjamin Way
d. South Fitch Mountain Road - East of Heron Drive
e. Healdsburg Avenue - South of the Russian River bridge

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/634/General-Plan-Policy-Document-PDF?bidId=

Verizon Perspective

“South Fitch Mountain Road - East of Heron Drive”

From: Planning Department Agenda Dated 12/20/2021
Verizon Wireless “Statement on Visual Impact”

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_12152020-1179?packet=true

Oak Mound Identified as a “Major Scenic Ridgeline”

S. Fitch Mountain Identified as a “Scenic Road”

Past Planning Commission/Verizon
Actions

“Disguised” As a Water Tower
13100 Healdsburg Avenue
Verizon
April 2017

“No Thank You” to the Antenna
Verizon
November 2015

The following two illustrations each make a compelling
argument to send the City of Healdsburg and Verizon
back to the drawing table:

1. The Tower installed at Russion River RV Storage at
13100 Healdsburg Avenue was drastically modified
from its original intended height. This revision was
initiated by Verizon, “in an effort to significantly
reduce the visual impacts of the facility which is in a
highly visible location near a scenic road…”
2. The Tower at 1100 March Avenue was not modified,
likely due to a deed restriction that only allowed for
water tower utility at the site. This is a highly visible
ridgeline from a variety of neighborhoods.

13100 Healdsburg Avenue, Wine Country RV Storage

Not Readily Seen from South Entrance to Town
***In 2016 Applicant requested a 55’ “faux” Water Tower and in
2017 applicant resubmitted for approval of a 35’ “faux” Tower.
“in an effort to significantly reduce the visual impacts of the
facility which is in a highly visible location near a scenic road…”

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_04112017-735?packet=true

1100 March Avenue

Easement Deeded to COH with Approval ONLY for Water Tower
Highly Visible Ridgeline. The “Proposed” new “Lattice Tower with Verizon
Antennas” was never built.

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Item/2632?fileID=2989

“A Prominent Hill Overlooking the Tayman Park Golf
Course and Oak Mound Cemetery” -City of Healdsburg
“Tayman Recycled Water Tank. In the 2005 EIR project description, the recycled water
pipeline was to connect to two existing Tayman Park tanks located at the top of a prominent hill
overlooking the Tayman Park Golf Course and Oak Mound Cemetery. The existing tanks are
partially below grade and covered by two wooden “barn” roofs with a combined footprint of
approximately 180 feet x 70 feet and a height of about 15 feet. This site is accessed through the
golf course via South Fitch Mountain Road or through the cemetery via the entrance on Piper
Street. The tanks are surrounded and well-screened by mature live oak, redwood, deodar cedar,
bay and madrone trees. These in-ground tanks were originally constructed in 1898 and were part
of the city’s potable water system until April 2001, when two new steel tanks at the golf course
were completed and put into service. The old water tanks were drained and disconnected from
the water system at the time, but were considered to be functional for recycled water storage. In
the 2005 EIR, these tanks were to be converted to recycled water storage, serving as terminal
storage for water pumped through the recycled water line, keeping the line pressurized to serve
agricultural users and public areas connected to the system. Although the existing tanks are
functional, the wood roof structures covering the two in-ground tanks are dilapidated and
structurally questionable, and would need to be replaced if the tanks are to be used again. In the
course of detailed design, the least costly alternative was initially determined to be a single metal
roof structure over both tanks, supported by a new 9-foot high masonry block wall on a new
perimeter foundation. The footprint of the new foundation and supporting wall, which would be
set back approximately 10 feet from the existing tank perimeter, would leave little or no room at
the hilltop site for construction access. Providing adequate construction access would require
removing approximately 28 mature trees, whereas constructing a new tank on the same site will
only require limited and minor tree removal. In addition, the estimated cost of the roof structure
approached or exceeded the cost of constructing a new above-grade tank on the site. Therefore,
instead of using and upgrading the existing water storage tanks, the proposed modification to the
project will demolish and remove the old tanks, including the wood roof structures, walls and
any above-grade concrete and construct a single new above-ground tank with approximately the
same capacity (0.7 MG), as shown in MND Figures 4 and 5. The area affected by the demolition
of the existing 0.40 and 0.32 MG tanks is approximately 0.5 acres. The below-grade portions of
the tanks will be backfilled with crushed concrete and engineered fill material. Engineered fill
material may originate from trench excavation from the recycled water pipeline construction,
provided the material meets engineered fill specifications. The total volume of fill material will
be approximately 3,500 cubic yards.

Tayman Park Recycled Water Tank. The proposed tank will be located on a hilltop which is
identified as a scenic ridgeline in the Healdsburg General Plan (Policy Document Figure 8).
Policy NR-C-5 of the Natural Resources Element of the General Plan states the following:
Major scenic ridgelines designated on General Plan Figure 8 and highly visible
hillsides shall be protected from visually obtrusive development.
The following implementation measure (NR-10) is also included in the General Plan:
Require a visibility analysis for the creation of new lots, new structures or
significant additions and other projects over which the City exercises discretionary
authority located within 200 feet on either side (based on a horizontal projection) of
the center line of major scenic ridgelines as shown on General Plan Figure 8, Major
Scenic Ridgelines. Only developments that are shown to
be unobtrusive based on this analysis may be approved. Structural projections above
the ridgeline shall not be allowed unless it can be demonstrated that existing natural
features will screen the projection.
The hilltop site is visible to the south from a section of South Fitch Mountain Road, a street
designated as a scenic road in the General Plan (Policy Document Figure 9). Due to distance
and the relative low elevation of this hilltop, however, the site is not readily visible from any
other designated scenic highways, roads or streets, including Highway 101. The existing tree
cover surrounding the project site includes many large native oaks and bay trees as well as
planted redwood and deodar cedar trees, the latter particularly on the south side. The existing
trees on this hilltop provide a scenic background to residential neighborhoods, the
cemetery and the golf course. These trees currently hide the above-ground portions of the
existing tanks that will be demolished and removed. The new tank will be smaller but
otherwise identical in design to the new tanks constructed at the ninth tee area of the golf course
in 2001. The new tank will have a diameter of 67 feet, and an overall height of 34 feet 2¼ inches.
Both the sidewalls and dome roof will be painted “forest green” to blend in with the surrounding
trees. The height of the new tank will remain well below the screening provided by the existing
trees that surround the site. The project has been planned to minimize the need to remove
existing, mature trees. Only three small trees are proposed to be removed. None of these trees are
needed to screen the proposed tank, and none of these trees meet heritage tree status (as defined
in the Healdsburg Zoning Ordinance). Planning Commission Staff Report Recycled Water
System Modifications MND (CEQA 10-1) August 24, 2010 Page 6 of 6 As required by
Implementation Measure NR-10 (see above), City staff has conducted a visibility analysis for the
tank replacement project by providing the exhibits shown in MND Figures 6, 7, 8 and 9. MND
Figure 2 indicates the location of viewpoints for views of the tank site as shown in MND Figures
3, 4 and 5. This visibility analysis indicates that the location and height of the proposed tank,
together with the preservation of existing trees, will provide adequate screening and prevent
visually-obtrusive development on a General Plan-designated scenic ridgeline. Therefore, the
project will be consistent with Policy NR

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/3004/MND-PDF?bidId=

Sonoma Fights Back and Wins!

Verizon withdraws Sonoma residential cell-tower plan

Cities Have Rights/A Supreme Court Decision
“California Supreme Court Upholds Local Ordinance Regulating Wireless
Telecommunication Facilities’ Aesthetics
On April 4, 2019, the California Supreme Court issued a unanimous decision upholding the First
District Court of Appeal’s ruling that telecommunications facilities must comply with a
municipal ordinance that enforces aesthetic guidelines. The case, T-Mobile West LLC v. City and
County of San Francisco, was brought by T-Mobile, Crown Castle, and ExteNet Systems against
the City and County of San Francisco, seeking to invalidate San Francisco’s Wireless Ordinance.
This case supports local control over telecommunications providers’ use of the public
right-of-way, but, as noted below, recent developments in federal law may impose other limits
on the application of land use, aesthetics, and other regulations on telecommunications
providers.”
Plaintiffs’ Position
In their lawsuit, plaintiffs argued that the local statute was preempted by, and in violation of,
provisions of the California Public Utilities Code. The San Francisco ordinance at issue requires
any entity seeking to install or modify wireless equipment in the public right-of-way to obtain a
permit, and requires additional aesthetic review for specific areas within the city. For example,
wireless facility installations proposed in historic districts or “excellent view” designated areas
may only be approved if the planning department determines the proposed facility would not
“significantly degrade” the district’s aesthetic attributes or “significantly impair” an area’s
protected views.
Plaintiffs based their claims on Public Utilities Code sections 7901 and 7901.1. Section 7901
provides that telephone companies (which includes wireless carriers) may construct lines, poles
and equipment in the public right-of-way if they do not “incommode” the public use of the
right-of-way or interrupt the navigation of waters. Section 7901.1, on the other hand, permits
local governments to exercise “reasonable control as to the time, place and manner in which
roads, highways, and waterways are accessed” but requires such control be applied equally to
every entity. Plaintiffs argued that the city’s ordinance is preempted by section 7901 because it
does not allow conditioning approval on aesthetic grounds. Specifically, plaintiffs argued that the
term “incommode” should be read narrowly to mean obstructing the public’s path of travel and
thus, aesthetic regulations are outside the scope of local authority. Likewise, the plaintiffs
asserted that the city violated section 7901.1 by only targeting wireless providers with aesthetic
requirements. Both the trial court and the appellate court had previously rejected the plaintiffs’
position.
https://www.meyersnave.com/california-supreme-court-upholds-local-ordinance-regulating-wireless-telecommuni
cation-facilities-aesthetics/https://www.cacities.org/Resources-Documents/Member-Engagement/Professional-De
partments/City-Attorneys/Request-Amicus-Support/Recent-Filings/Briefs-(1)/T-Mobile-v-City-and-County-of-Sa
n-Francisco_Supre

“RENO, Nev. — A federal lawsuit seeking a moratorium on construction of
new cellphone towers at Lake Tahoe claims Verizon Wireless and regional
regulators are failing to adequately consider potential harm to public health and the
environment under antiquated rules that turn a blind eye to modern
technology.”
https://www.pressdemocrat.com/article/news/suit-seeks-moratorium-on-new-cellphone-towers-at-lake-tahoe/?artslide=0

A Conversation on Facebook That Says So Much
Healdsburg 1/22/2021

Christopher M. Mazzia

Donald J. Black

Laney C. Rooks

Daniel E. Post

Lisa Yoshida

Rose M. Zoia

Catherine J. Banti

Robert S. Rutherfurd

Zachary A. Carroll

Kenneth R. Cyphers

Michael Shklovsky

December 10, 2021
[Via email only]
Jerry Eddinger, Chair, and Commissioners
Planning Commission
City of Healdsburg
401 Grove Street
Healdsburg, CA 95448
Re:

Proposed Verizon Wireless Cell Tower
Tayman Park Golf Course
Hearing Date: December 14, 2021

Dear Chair Eddinger and Commissioners:
This firm represents City of Healdsburg residents David and Camille
Jones (referred to herein as the “Residents”) with respect to the proposed
Verizon Wireless Cell Tower at Tayman Park Golf Course (“the Proposed
Project”). We appreciate your consideration of the comments in this letter.
The Proposed Project should not be approved unless and until it has
been found in compliance with all requirements under the City of Healdsburg
Telecommunications Facilities Code (the “Code”), the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the City’s General Plan and Design
Guidelines. We explain the requirements and the Proposed Project’s lack of
compliance in detail below, and request the application be denied for failure
to meet the City’s Code requirements, as subject to CEQA, and as
inconsistent with the General Plan and Design Guidelines.
On May 17, 2021, the City Council considered and approved the lease
between the City and Verizon for the site of the Proposed Project (the “Lease”). The
approval of the Lease was separate and distinct from the approval of the Proposed
Project. The Proposed Project is now before this Planning Commission, which is
charged with the review of the Proposed Project in conformity with the Code,
CEQA, and the General Plan and Design Guidelines.
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A. City of Healdsburg Telecommunications Facilities Code
1. Minimization of Visual Impact
Section 20.20.080 declares that the purposes of the Code are to ensure that
“new telecommunication facilities are installed in a manner to minimize their visual
impact to the community” and to “[p]rotect the environmental resources of the
City.” As such, the Code requires “[a]ll telecommunication facilities shall be
located so as to minimize their visibility.” (§ 20.20.080 K.)
Section 20.20.080 provides that no telecommunication facility may be
installed on an exposed ridgeline, in or at a location readily visible from a public
trail, public park or other outdoor recreation area, or on property in any residential
district …, Open Space District, or Plaza Retail District, or with a Hillside or
Historic District Overlay, unless the Planning Commission makes a finding that it
blends with the surrounding existing natural and manmade environment in such a
manner as to be effectively unnoticeable and that no other location is technically
feasible. (§ 20.20.080 K.6 [emphasis added].)
The Code clearly prohibits the installation of a cell tower on an exposed
ridgeline or at a location that is readily visible from a public park or residential
district unless the Commission makes findings, supported by substantial evidence,
that the tower blends with the surrounding existing natural and manmade
environment in a manner as to be effectively unnoticeable and that no other location
is technically feasible. Thus, in order to approve the Proposed Project, this
Commission must make both of the findings: 1) the tower blends with the
surrounding environment in a manner that renders it effectively unnoticeable and 2)
no other location is technically feasible.
The Proposed Project would be installed on an exposed ridgeline and will be
at a location that is readily visible from a public park (Tayman Golf Course) and the
surrounding residential district. The tower would loom 76 feet high (nearly an eight
(8)-story building) and will be clearly visible to surrounding areas. The trees that
are located nearby the proposed location have died or are dying and do not and will
not provide screening. There is no natural or manmade screen that will allow the
Proposed Project to blend into the surrounding environment. Once installed, the
Proposed Project will be clearly visible and will impact the scenic beauty of
Healdsburg. Thus, the Proposed Project fails to satisfy the requirement that it
blends in with the surrounding environment.
In an email between Senior Planner Kraig Tambornini and Verizon consultant
Michelle Ellis regarding the height of the proposed tower, Mr. Tambornini wrote:
“Re the height, understood that if you move downslope you may need more height.
The concern remains how this will look from the public vantage point off-site as
seen against the sky or background from those points. A taller tree at a lower point
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on the hill could have substantially the same visual impact.” This email illustrates
an acknowledgement of the visual impact of the tower. (Exhibit A)
Critically, no information has been submitted evidencing no other location is
technically feasible for the Proposed Project. Verizon has not provided any analysis
regarding the technical feasibility, or infeasibility, of locating the tower in another
location (including co-location with existing cell towers), nor an explanation why
the height of the tower must be 76 feet high. During the May 17, 2021 City Council
meeting, Verizon insisted, without evidence, that the Proposed Project must be 76
feet tall in order to provide adequate service (and that if a 76 feet tower is not
approved, Verizon would need to install 49 smaller towers around Healdsburg in
order to provide improved coverage). A photo mock-up presented by staff at the
City Council hearing depicted a 70 foot tower. The mock-up is thus inaccurate and
cannot be relied on to assess the tower’s visual impact. There was no independent
validation of Verizon’s verbal claim or any independent assessment as to the issue of
technical feasibility.
It is our understanding that when the City of Sonoma was evaluating a
Verizon cell tower application, Verizon asserted that 17 cell towers were needed to
provide the required coverage. An independent technical review conducted by CTC
Technology & Energy led Verizon to reduce its applications to three (3) towers. We
have learned CTC Technology & Energy has worked with more than 20
municipalities in California in evaluating telecommunications facilities. We urge
this Planning Commission to consider engaging CTC Technology & Energy or
another reputable company to conduct an independent technical review in this case.
Once sufficient evidence to deny the permit under local ordinance has been
established, then the cell service provider has the burden of showing the lack of
available and technologically feasible alternatives. (T-Mobile USA, Inc. v. City of
Anacortes (9th Cir., 2009) 572 F.3d 987, 996) Here, Verizon clearly has an interest
in asserting no other location is technically feasible, and that claim, as well as its
claim that 49 smaller towers would be needed in place of one 76 foot tower warrant
independent assessment. Verizon has not met its burden of showing the lack of
available and technologically feasible alternatives. This Commission should not rely
on an unsupported statement by the interested party without conducting its own due
diligence. Given the technical nature of this evaluation, an independent third party
expert is necessary to conduct a feasibility analysis.
In a prior project before the City, Verizon revised its plans and reduced the
height of a faux water tower structure from 55 feet to 35 feet “in a highly visible
location at an important city entryway.” (Exhibit B) The faux water tower in the
prior project is in an Industrial Zone at a very low level of elevation relative to the
Proposed Project, and is almost impossible to see from any public road except from
Highway101 for a mere two (2) seconds in passing. In contrast, the Proposed
Project is in the center of town, in the middle of a residential neighborhood, and
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visible from a public park and many streets designated as treasures in the Cultural
Resources Survey for the City of Healdsburg.
To reiterate, the Code states that a telecommunication facility that is readily
visible from off-site may not be installed on a site that is not already developed with
telecommunication facilities or other public or quasi-public uses unless it blends
with the surrounding existing natural and manmade environment in such a manner
so as to be effectively unnoticeable; or technical evidence acceptable to the
planning and building director or planning commission, as appropriate, is submitted
showing a clear need for this facility and the infeasibility of co-locating it on one of
these already developed sites. (§ 20.20.080 K.8.) Thus, no new telecommunication
facility that is readily visible from other locations may be permitted unless this
Commission finds that the new facility blends in with the surrounding environment
or that technical evidence is submitted showing a clear need for this facility at this
location and the infeasibility of co-locating it on an already developed sites. To
approve this Proposed Project without a technical assessment showing a clear need
for this facility and inability to co-locate the facility at existing telecommunications
sites is to ignore the mandatory requirements of the Code. City officials charged
with enforcing City laws should not condone a flagrant violation of law.
The Code further requires telecommunications towers be set back at least 100
feet from any outdoor recreation area. (§ 20.20.080 K.3.) In this case, the Propose
Project is not set back 100 feet from Tayman Golf Course. This is not disputed yet
there is no explanation as to why this Proposed Project is exempt from this set back
requirement.
2. The Proposed Project Fails to Meet Application Requirements
The Code provides for minimum requirements for applications for all
telecommunication facilities. The requirements include:
1. Service area and network maps;
2. An alternative site analysis;
3. Facility design alternatives to the proposal;
4. Deposits for peer review. (§ 20.20.080 F.1)
3. Service Area and Network Maps.
The maps of cell tower locations Verizon presented maps at the May 17,
2021 City Council meeting contained numerous deficiencies. The network maps
do not identify the telecommunications providers that own the various cell towers.
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In response to a question regarding the ownership of the towers, Verizon offered
incomplete information, failing to acknowledge the location of all towers. 1
The Proposed Project was touted to City Council on the basis of an urgent
need for safety reasons. The City Council was persuaded to approve the Verizon
Lease in order to enable better cell service to those residents in the Fitch Mountain
area. The Residents empathize with the need for good cell service particularly
during an emergency but it is has not been shown the Proposed Project is the only
means to achieve reliable service in this area. Without an independent technical
analysis, it is speculative to conclude the Proposed Project will meet the desired
need, and approval would be in violation of the Code. This Commission should
require dependent expert analysis to guide its decision that will impact this
community for at least the next 25 years (the lease term).
4. Alternative Site Analysis.
To the best of our knowledge, Verizon did not submit the required alternative
site analysis, including facility design alternatives, or a visual impact analysis. If
any of these analyses were submitted, we request a copy of the same in a timely
manner. 2 The extent of a discussion on alternatives is three sentences in the May 17,
2021, City Council Staff Report in which staff states
Verizon explored several alternatives, verified by staff, including colocation
on an existing tower, and other locations for a new tower. These included a
local church, school properties, and Recreation Park. In each case, the
property owner declined interest in the Verizon proposal, the colocation did
not address the service need, or it was determined to be too close to nearby
residential properties
There was no mention of any serious engagement with AT&T or other
carriers about co-location opportunities at existing facilities. It is our understanding
AT&T currently has rooftop cell towers at Hotel Healdsburg and at 14100 Grove
Street and those are potential co-locations for Verizon. The Code requires
telecommunications carriers to register with the City, which registration must
include a “narrative and map description of registrant’s existing or proposed
telecommunications facilities within the City…” (§§ 20.20.080 D., D.2.c.) Among
Since that meeting, Residents conducted an analysis and discovered that three (3) of the
eight (8) cell towers around the Plaza district are owned by AT&T or T-Mobile/Metro PCS,
and the remaining five (5) are owned by Verizon. One must wonder why AT&T or TMobile/Metro PCS are not seeking to build out additional, tall cell towers to service their
customers despite having fewer towers than Verizon.

1

If any of these analyses are provided at this late date, Residents request the December 16,
2021 Commission hearing be continued so that the Council and the public have the
opportunity to review and comment on the analysis.
2
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the purposes of the registration requirement are to 1) provide the City with accurate
and current information about telecommunications carriers doing business or that
own or operate facilities in the City, and 2) assist the City in enforcing the Code.
(§§ 20.20.080 D.1.a, b,) Because the City has not enforced the registration
requirement, it does not have the necessary information to otherwise enforce the
Code. Residents were able to discern the locations of towers only through informal
discussions with residents of Healdsburg. There may well be other options for colocation, and again, instead of relying on word-of-mouth or information from an
interested party, this Commission should require an independent review to identify
existing infrastructure and any gaps in service coverage, and the feasibility of colocating on existing facilities to minimize the visual impact to the beauty of
Healdsburg.
The comments in the staff report referenced above are conclusory statements
unsubstantiated by informative details. They do not allow the Commission or the
public to be fully informed before a decision is made. The Code requires this
Commission, and the public, be presented with a detailed evaluation of alternatives
supported by evidence in order to make an informed decision impacting the
community.
In fact, during the City Council hearing Healdsburg resident and businessman
Eric Drew sent an email to Councilmember David Hagele explaining that Crown
Castle is the current tenant of Mr. Drew’s cell site at 14944 McDonough Heights,
which “site is ‘the major’ cell site since 1989 in the area and currently used by
AT&T.” (Exhibit C) Mr. Drew wrote that the lease allows for co-location but
neither he nor Crown Castle had been contacted by Verizon or City representatives
to explore this possibility. He concludes with, “Glad accommodate Verizon on this
existing site. lets [sic] discuss.”
The Code specifically requires the applicant to “prepare an analysis, subject
to the approval of the decision-making body, that identifies all reasonable,
technically feasible, alternative locations and/or facilities that would provide the
proposed telecommunication service.” The purpose of the alternatives analysis “is
to present alternative strategies that would minimize the number, size, and adverse
environmental impacts of facilities necessary to provide the needed services to the
subject area.” As such, it must “address the potential for co-location at an existing
… or a new site and the potential to locate facilities as close as possible to the
intended service area.” (§ 20.20.080 M.1. [emphasis added]) If a
telecommunication facility is not proposed to be co-located with an existing facility,
the analysis must “provide a written explanation why the subject facility is not
a candidate for co-location.” It also must “explain the rationale for selection of the
proposed site in view of the relative merits of any of the feasible alternatives.” If the
decision-making body approves the project, it must make a “finding that the
proposed site results in fewer or less severe environmental impacts than any feasible
alternative site.” Also, separate from the independent technical peer review,
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discussed below, the City in this case may require independent verification of the
alternatives analysis at the applicant’s expense. (§ 20.20.080 M.1.)
Given the complexity of evaluating the technical feasibility of co-location and
the fact that is it is a possibility that would avoid negative visual impacts, this
Commission should require a complete and independent alternative site
analysis. This is the only way to validate claims made by the interested applicant,
and the only way to conduct the necessary due diligence.
5. Facility Design Alternatives Must be Submitted.
Verizon is required to submit alternative designs to allow the Commission to
make meaningful evaluation of options. To the best of our knowledge, this
requirement has not been met and thus denies this Commission the ability to carry
out its obligations to consider options that may be less impactful to the visual beauty
of the City of Healdsburg. (§ 20.20.080 F.1)
6. A Technical Peer Review is Required.
The Code provides that the
planning and building director is explicitly authorized to employ on behalf of
the City an independent technical expert to review any technical materials
submitted including, but not limited to, those required under this section and
in those cases where a technical demonstration of unavoidable need or
unavailability of alternatives is required. The applicant shall pay all the costs
of said review, including any administrative costs incurred by the city. Any
proprietary information disclosed to the city or the expert hired shall remain
confidential and shall not be disclosed to any third party.
(§ 20.20.080 F.2.) The hiring of an independent expert is a mandated, not an
optional, requirement. One of the minimum application requirements is a deposit
for peer review. (§ 20.20.080 F.1.) The Code leaves no doubt that the director is the
one authorized to hire the peer review expert, thus the reason for requiring the
deposit for peer review. There is no other logical reason for requiring the deposit for
peer review if the technical review is not also required. A failure by this
Commission to require and engage an independent expert to conduct a peer review
would leave the requirement for a deposit for peer review meaningless. The Code
should not be interpreted in a manner that renders its requirements superfluous.
B. Design Guidelines and General Plan Mandate Telecommunications Facilities
Meet Citywide Design Guidelines
A key purpose of the Code is to ensure that telecommunications facilities are
consistent with the Citywide Design Guidelines. (§ 20.20.080 A.6.) The Design
Guidelines state that a telecommunication facility should be sited in a location that
does not obstruct a scenic view, interrupt the natural topography, or disrupt a public
outdoor space and be screened with vegetation to minimize the appearance within
the natural landscape. (§§ 7.22, 7.24.)
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Similarly, the General Plan Natural Resources Element, which provides
goals, policies and implementation measures directed towards protecting and
improving the City’s scenic resources, requires major scenic ridgelines designated
on General Plan Figure 8 and highly visible hillsides be protected from visually
obtrusive development. (Goal NR-C-5.) Goal NR-C-7.d mandates the view shed
along scenic highways, roads and streets be protected and enhanced. South Fitch
Mountain Road is designated as a scenic road. Implementation measure NR-10
requires a visibility analysis for the “creation of … new structures … and other
projects over which the City exercises discretionary authority located within 200
feet on either side … of the center line of major scenic ridgelines as shown
on General Plan Figure 8, Major Scenic Ridgelines. Only developments that are
shown to be unobtrusive based on this analysis may be approved. Structural
projections above the ridgeline shall not be allowed unless it can be demonstrated
that existing natural features will screen the projection.”
As discussed above, the Proposed Project will impact the scenic view, in
contravention of the Design Guidelines and the General Plan, and it has not been
shown to be unobtrusive based on an analysis.
C. The Proposed Project is Subject to CEQA
The City proposes exempting the Proposed Project from CEQA pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15303, New Construction or Conversion of Small
Structures. The Proposed Project is excepted from this exemption and, thus,
subject to review under CEQA. A categorical exemption shall not be used “where
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances,” for a project that “may result in
damage to scenic resources … within a highway officially designated as a state
scenic highway,” or for a project “which may cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource.” (Guidelines, § 15300.2)
An aesthetic impact exists where a project has the potential to substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. Aesthetic impacts are context-specific so that personal observations
can amount to substantial evidence to support a finding of significance. (Protect
Niles v. City of Fremont (2018) 25 Cal.App.5th 1129)
Here, the evidence shows the Proposed Project has the potential to
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings. The Proposed Project is proposed to be sited on Oak Mound, which
is part of the view shed from South Fitch Mountain Road and from the City’s
scenic mountain Vistas. Oak Mound is also an important part of the City’s history,
as recounted by the Residents in their submission to the City Council in March
2021, “A Letter to Our Community and to Our City.” (Attachment 9.A.I to the
March 17, 2021, staff report, copy attached hereto as Exhibit D.)
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For the purposes of CEQA, historical resources identified as significant in a
historical resource survey meeting the requirements of section §5024.1(g) of the
Public Resources Code shall be presumed to be historically or culturally significant.
Public agencies must treat any such resource as significant unless the
preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally
significant. Also, a historical resource is any site which a lead agency determines to
be historically significant or significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific,
economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of
California provided the lead agency's determination is supported by substantial
evidence. (Public Resources Code § 15064.5)
Oak Mound has been designated as having significant cultural value on the
“Cultural and Historic Preservation” Survey. Oak Mound is referenced on the
Survey by the two (2) APNs identified in the Lease.
D. Request
The Residents request the Proposed Project be denied for failure to meet the
City’s Code requirements and as inconsistent with the General Plan and Design
Guidelines. In addition, the Proposed Project is subject to CEQA.
Thank you for your considered attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Rose M. Zoia

Encl.
cc:
Scott Duiven
Mayor and City Council Members
Jeff Kay, City Manager
Samantha Zutler, Burke, Williams & Sorensen, LLP, City Attorney

EXHIBIT A

jheard@mallp.com

EXHIBIT B

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This e-mail is sent by a law firm and may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you are not the intended recipient,
please delete the e-mail and any attachments without reading, printing, copying or forwarding it, and please notify us.

On 2/22/2017 9:59 AM, Kraig Tambomini wrote:
Here you go.
From: Kraig Tambornini

Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2017 9:06 AM
To: 'Jim Heard'
Cc: 'Peter Hilliard'
Subject: RE: Re: Verizon-South Healdsburg - CUP 2016-04 - 13100 Healdsburg Ave

Hi Jim. As we discussed I have reviewed this case with the Director and our conclusion remains that this needs to be
reviewed by the Planning Commission, as it consists of a new stealth facility in a highly visible location at an important
city entryway. I have gone inserted the City telecommunications standards in this email and highlighted pertinent
sections, consisting of definitions in Subsection B and review authority in subsection E.
I am awaiting updated RFR, sets of plans including alternative design concept and alternative paint scheme so that I can
schedule the PC meeting. As we discussed, based on the lower height staff is recommending an exemption under CEQA.
Thanks.
20.20.080 Telecommunication facilities<mime-attachment.png>

The purpose and intent of this section is to provide a uniform and comprehensive set of standards for the development of
telecommunication facilities and installation of minor antennas. The regulations contained herein are designed to protect
and promote public health, safety, and community welfare while at the same time not unduly restricting the development
of needed telecommunications facilities and important amateur radio installations. They have been also developed to
further the policies of the Healdsburg General Plan.
A.

It is furthermore intended that these regulations specifically accomplish the following:

1. Provide requirements to ensure that new telecommunication facilities are installed in a manner to minimize their
visual impact to the community.

2. Protect the inhabitants of the city from the possible adverse health effects associated with exposure to high levels of
NIER (non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation).
3.

Protect the environmental resources of the city.

Create telecommunication facilities that will serve as an important and effective part of the city's emergency response
network.

4.

5. Simplify and shorten the process for obtaining necessary permits for telecommunication facilities while at the same
time protecting the legitimate interests of the city's citizens.

B.

Definitions
The following terms as used in this section shall have the following meanings.

Antenna. Any system of wires, poles, rods, reflecting discs, or similar devices used for the transmission or reception of
electromagnetic waves when such system is either external to or attached to the exterior of a structure. Antennas shall
include devices having active elements extending in any direction, and directional beam-type arrays having elements
carried by and disposed from a generally horizontal boom that may be mounted upon and rotated through a vertical mast
or tower interconnecting the boom and antenna support. All of these elements are deemed to be part of the antenna.
Antenna-building mounted. Any antenna, other than an antenna with its supports resting on the ground, directly
attached or affixed to a building, tank, tower, building mounted mast less than 13 feet tall and 6 inches in diameter, or
structure other than a telecommunication tower.

COH_01003

EXHIBIT C

Message
From:

Sent:
To:
CC:

Subject:

David Hagele [dhagele@ci.healdsburg.ca.us]
5/17/20219:29:52 PM
Eric Drew
Jeff Kay [jkay@ci.healdsburg.ca.us]
Re: Verizon

Hi Eric,
Public comment is open ... Feel free to bring it up .. .I'll be happy to ask as well after public comment
Thank you,

David L. Hagele
Councilmember,

City of Healdsburg
401 Grove Street, Healdsburg, CA 95448
(707) 578-7800 • DHagele@ci.healdsburg.ca.us
Note: All e-mail communications through this e-mail account are public documents.

From: Eric Drew
>
Date: Monday, May 17, 2021 at 9:16 PM
To: David Hagele <dhagele@ci.healdsburg.ca.us>
Subject: Verizon
David
Now listening to Council hearings related to Verizon cell site.
I checked with Crown Castle today, the current tenant of my cell site at 14944 McDonough Heights.
The site is 'the major' cell site since 1989 in the area and currently used by AT&T
Neither I nor Crown Castle has been contacted by Verizon as to co location, which is allowed in the original 1988 lease
Neither I, as the owner of the cell site nor the current operators of the site have been contacted by Verizon nor by the
City of Healdsburg representatives as to the potential of co location at the existing facility that has been in place for
more than 30 years.
Glad to accommodate Verizon on this existing site.
lets discuss.

Eric Drew
Healdsburg Sotheby's International Realty
709 Healdsburg Ave
Healdsburg CA 95448
707 433-6555 (work)
707 217-9415 (cell)
BRE # 00464329
Eric.Drew@SothebysRealty.com
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EXHIBIT D

A Letter to Our Community and to Our City
What initially set off as a race to gather information to bring forth in front of our City Planning
Department, has morphed into a journey; a quest to find the knowledge to protect our City from
the voids in our General Plan, left behind due to constraints in finance and time. We are
conscious that today, with fewer resources available than ever before, it is of the utmost
importance that we as a community fight to preserve our scenic vistas from foreign persuasion.
We have compiled a summarization of city documents, historical records, and community
observations which we believe bring to light the mistake we would be making with the approval
of a permit for the construction of the proposed Verizon LTE Tower on scenic and historic Oak
Mound.
The foundation of our report stands on three main pillars of support. The first; our General
Plan, the second; Towers, - how they are identified and the general perception of them by our
public, and third; Oak Mound - one of our many natural resources and historical sites that
make Healdsburg unique.
We began by analyzing the City Staff Report, where we discovered that the data Verizon
provided was seriously lacking in its background and diagnostics. The information dates
back to 2016, and since that year, many towers have been built or modified throughout our
town. We learned that the APN recorded to identify the project was not entirely accurate, that
the sign posted was in the smallest reasonable size, potentially affecting public perception,
and perhaps most critically, we learned that we are not adhering to our own
Telecommunications Code or honoring the intention of our General Plan. Most notably, we
are in this situation today because the City of Healdsburg does not have a Master Plan for
Cellular and Wireless Communications.
We were able to locate and identify twelve towers in Healdsburg that are not specified in the
data provided by Verizon, because they were all modified or constructed after the date of the
report. To the best of our knowledge, there is not a database of registered towers on record
with the city, as directed by our Telecommunications Code, and we have submitted a “Public
Records Request” to confirm or deny this assumption. The Verizon Tower being proposed
for Oak Mound will be sited within 1/3 mile of an existing tower located at Recreation Park,
and while Healdsburg City code dictates it not be within ¼ mile, these two locations are very
close, especially when combined with a third downtown location at 55 Adeline Way. Based
upon our reading of the City Staff Report, we do not see a “good faith effort” made to
co-locate at the site of any of the registered or unregistered towers, as is also required by our

Telecommunications Code. Of equal concern in our interpretation of the code, is the
requirement that any new location developed, or tower placed, must be done so with the
future capability to allow co-location by another carrier. In our opinion one tower is too
many, and more than one would be a travesty. At a minimum, our code mandates that we
shall be provided, and afforded by Verizon, an independent consultant to review this project,
and we should demand this of them before we make such a momentous decision.
The most important part, and our reason to create this “Verizon Citizen Opposition” report, is
our passion and determination to save Oak Mound. It is a part of our view shed; South Fitch
Mountain Road, where you drive by and look up at our natural mountainous hillsides
including Oak Mound, and as you look down from nearly all of our most scenic mountain
vistas, you see Oak Mound. Oak Mound is a critical piece of our past history; in the “1983
Healdsburg Cultural Resource Survey,” Oak Mound - as a unique and distinct piece of
“Tayman Park” - “is listed, or is eligible for listing under a local preservation or landmark
ordinance; and “The Healdsburg Country Club”, is eligible for listing as a contributor to a
locally designated historic district or preservation area.” In its earliest years “Tayman
Park”(first known as “Matheson Park”) was a playground to Nina Matheson Luce and the
entire town. In the 1880s, “Matheson Park” was the training ground to a world famous trotter
horse who raced on a track that is now a fairway. “Tayman Park” was a special place for the
community, where garden tours of the 1930s were hosted, and a watch tower stood sentry
during the World War II era, and for some who may still recall, home of the third hole,
famously referred to as the “punch bowl.”
When Colonel C.E. Tayman and The Salvation Army collaborated to bring “The Healdsburg
Country Club” located on the “Luce Tract” into the stewardship of the City of Healdsburg,
they did so with the “Only provision set down by the club members and the Salvation Army,
holder of the mortgage, that the course should be operated as a municipal golf course, public
park and playground for the benefit of the people.”
We sincerely hope that what we have laid out encourages you to continue reading and
observing the stories and pictures that we collected, and that you will consider it in its
entirety. For us, this journey of discovery has reinforced our determination to preserve Oak
Mound from the construction of a new and unneeded man-made monolith. A “faux tree”
tower that will surely be a blemish to be seen from many vantage points of town for decades
to come.

City of Healdsburg
Received Via Email
12/8/2021

CUP2016-07Community Response to Healdsburg Planning Commission Meeting 12/14/2021 to approve
a 76 foot Verizon cell phone tower: “request for 76 ft cell Tower near Oak Mound Water
Tower/Healdsburg Tayman Park Golf Course”
We are concerned that the city does not appear to have done it’s required due diligence in applying
the requirements of both Healdsburg’s Telecommunications Ordinance and the FCC guidelines in
reviewing this project, in order to protect the City of Healdsburg from an unnecessarily imprudent
“white elephant” eyesore, and almost certain future litigation by affected neighbors. Because of these
deficiencies, the application must be considered incomplete, and we ask that these requirements be
applied prior to any approval of this cell tower.
Also - because the City Council decided that their meeting on the lease was only for this purpose, and
that no planning issues should be addressed, it remains incumbent on the planning commission to
diligently and thoroughly complete the review process, including the hiring of an independent
consultant hired by the city (the Verizon application and process so far clearly show the need for this
independent consultant).
Verizon has not supplied evidence of adequate attempts to co-locate their tower (as required prior to
approval of a new cell tower in the city ordinance, and eg ATT does not have coverage issues in this
area). Verizon has not shown the need for a tower at this height, and in fact has only produced a
“coverage map” with no citations that is not to be believed: in fact Verizon’s representative at the City
Council meeting suggested that this map was developed for an 80 foot tower to be located at Rec Park
– it is not believable that an 80 foot tower located on a hill 120 feet higher would be needed to
achieve the same coverage. Verizon’s testimony that is suspect and unsupported should NOT be relied
on for the City of Healdsburg to make decisions about this project!
These are our concerns: (will then cite in more detail with supporting documentation to follow).
1. This location for a cell tower is not appropriate. The city acknowledges that it is too close to a public
path and recreation area and residences, and would require a variance – without the needed
justification. Although the city denies that it is subject to CEQA, it clearly would be visible from a
scenic path and road, and is placed on a historic property.
2. The tower is unnecessary – current co-location on other towers (which must be maximized prior to
allowing a new tower according to our city plan) or alternative technology such as light pole staff
antennas would be preferable to this ugly, outdated technology.
3. The tower will be very visible and an eyesore. Verizon wants to build an ugly 70-76 foot “fake
Redwood” whereas if a cell tower is to be allowed in this location, the city should allow only a much
shorter “oak” or “water tower.”
4. The tower will be approximately 1,000 feet from an elementary school (K-3), while the WHO, and
Physicians for Safe Technology recommendation is that these should be no closer than 500 meters
(1,640 feet). (see Google map below)

Drexler 12/8/2021

1/10

The WHO has classified cell tower radiation as a possible carcinogen (WHO-IARC 2011)
5. The city has the responsibility (as well as the right to do this) to:
Per the FCC: Approval from the state or local governing authority for the proposed site;
Per Healdsburg’s Ordinance:

1. Minimize visual impact to the community (not sufficiently addressed!)
2. Expert independent Review (not requested or done!).

3. Protection of the visibility from residential property and outdoor recreation area (per
the city’s OWN guidelines the city’s standard is: “so that it is effectively unnoticeable”) – a
very high bar, that has not been met.
5. Because the height of a tower that would be shielded by the existing oak woodlands is
around 40 feet, the maximum height of any approved tower or structure should be less than
40 feet.
6. According to the City’s own regulations: The City Council must Require an analysis of
alternatives which do not include the building of a new cell tower!
A. At a prior Planning Meeting, one Commissioner noted that only Verizon cell coverage was a concern has the possibility of co-location of Verizon antennae on existing ATT cell towers been addressed (not
reported in the report).
B. Why is there no independent review of differences in coverage from an antennae located at 20 feet,
vs 30 feet vs 40 and 50 feet compared to the requested 60 feet (especially considering that the location
is already 120 feet above most of the area it would cover).
Per the analysis of the California League of Cities:
Assuming the governing municipal code provisions for the relevant permit application allow or require a
city to consider aesthetic factors in making its decision on the permit, evidence regarding aesthetic
impacts may be considered and can constitute substantial evidence.8
7. There is substantial evidence of significant decrease in property values in areas adjacent to cell
phone towers.
So we feel that the City Council is attempting to address this issue with inadequate attention to the
information and details and policy REQUIRED by our own planning document. We are also concerned
that the proposed eyesore of a tower would quickly become an a redundant “White elephant” as the
consultant admitted it only addresses 4G, not 5G coverage, with the misleading qualifying statement
that “in order to have 5G, you need 4G.” (which is NOT true).
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We would again ask that the Healdsburg Planning Commission to:
1. Delay approving this project unless these deficiencies have been satisfied:
A. Posting of an orange tower or balloon at that height on the site to alert neighbors of the
actual visibility of the proposed tower.
B. Independent report of alternative sites or antennae not limited to:
1. Co-location with current AT&T antennas
2. Analysis of antennae placements at 20, 30, 40, and 50 feet in addition to the 60 feet
already done.

C. Development of a City Internet and Cellular Master Plan.

2. We would ask for a maximum height of this tower to be 40 feet (if this height can be justified!) so that
it will be screened by the oak trees, and ask that no mature oaks be removed, as well as that Verizon agree
to maintain all of the oaks on their fenced property.
3. The issue of insurance by Verizon to indemnify the city (Indemnity and General Liability naming
Verizon) is not addressed in the City guidelines, and I cannot find this in the previous staff report, but
has been generally recommended and is in most City Wireless guidelines (eg City of Sonoma).

Thank you for your attention!
Brad and Pam Drexler
Healdsburg, CA
Supporting documentation follows:
We thank the Planning Commission for the new photographs showing the tower towering over our
street (Greens Drive), shielded only by one 40 ft oak that is cited approximately 28 feet down the hill,
and no conifers. A photo of ailing and dead conifers on this hill from our street view is included.
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Most trees to the west on the hill, appropriately named “Oak Mound” are a range of native California
Oaks, and most range between 35-40 feet based on personal survey (which is similar to height of
California Oaks in Forest Service Survey).
Interestingly, the area below the hill to the South/Southwest (in the direction of housing) has mostly
deciduous oaks that lose their foliage in the Fall until Spring, making the tower more visible during this
time.
Although there are a number of taller evergreen trees on the East side of the slope, they would not
provide coverage to prevent viewscape deterioration for houses to the South/Southwest. In addition,
many of these trees appear to be in various states of poor or altered health (2 appear dead, and another
2-5 are likely not viable). Redwoods do not appear to be viable plantings in this oak woodlands.
The City of Healdsburg has been moving towards a “Fire Free Healdsburg.” As noted in the Forest
Service, California has allowed unnatural forest progression of Oak woodlands which has increased fire
danger risk from Evergreens (which cause high burn).
It is likely that these evergreens should and will be removed in the future to allow a healthier oak
woodland, and would not continue to provide a screen for a 76 foot tower.
The area to the east of the proposed tower does not seem to have any significant treescape.
Although the tower appears treelike in these images, David Jones has separately supplied 2 photographs
of 2 similar “broadleaf trees” which are actually much more invasive and less convincing (ONE of these is
in Healdsburg, the other is the Cell Tower near Windsor derided by more than one planning
commissioner as “ugly” and also operated by Verizon, and appears to be of recent vintage).
1. Image of this hillside showing 2 dead redwood trees on left next to 2-3 ailing redwoods in stand
(Ailing redwoods can be better seen if image is enlarged). Existing Golf course water tower is on R. The
only tree that appears to be in the way of the proposed Tower from this view at the end of Greens Drive
is the 35 -40 foot oak tree just in front of and to the left of the green water tower (approximately 28 feet
below the grade of the proposed tower). Many of the surrounding oaks are clearly deciduous, in the
process of losing their currently brown leaves.
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Photosimulations from Verizon of views from Golf Course and Greens Drive
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Actual view of recent similar “broadleaf” Verizon tower in Healdsburg at Good Shepherd Church(very
different from their simulations:)
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Physicians for Safe Technology Website:
https://mdsafetech.org/cell-tower-and-city-ordinances/
A FEW KEY ADDITIONS TO CONSIDER FOR ALL ORDINANCES:
1) Provision to revoke emergency ordinance: If FCC Order is overturned a city may be able to overturn the permitted cell towers if they have a clause voiding the agreement or
requiring it modification in the event of a regulatory change (overturning the FCC Order), according to a report by Next Century Cities

2)

Location and configuration preferences as did Mill Valley, Palos Verdes, Suisun City

3)

Right of way rules including a 1500 ft separation between wireless facilities as did Palos Verdes, Petaluma, Mill Valley and Suisun City

4) 500 Meter buffer around schools, hospitals and homes. “Limiting liability with positioning to minimize negative health effects of cellular phone towers.” (2019) Pearce
M. Environmental Research, Nov 2019. https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0013935119306425.

5)

Restrictions or permitting in sensitive, aesthetic or historic areas that may “incommode the public”as in San Francisco lawsuit
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6) Americans for Disability Act compliance language as did Palos Verdes, Mill Valley, and Sonoma City. “All facilities shall be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA).”

7) Radiofrequency: RF Compliance Report and RF Data Request Sheet (Attachment A): Require all applicants to submit an RF Compliance Report signed by a registered Professional
Engineer, together with a completed form RF Data Request Sheet (Attachment A) that provides technical information sufficient for power density verification. The RF Compliance
Report should provide power density calculations in microwatts per centimeter squared (uW/cm2) as well as percent of FCC standard; and power density calculations should be
provided in tabular form showing power density at 10’ increments out to a distance of 1000 feet at ground level (6’) and to second-story building level (16’). Attachment A – RF Data
Request Sheet.

Note: Mandate that random RF measurements can be done by independent contractor and paid for by the telecommunications company

8) Require general liability insurance that does not have a pollution exclusion

9) Keep provisions for significant gap in coverage and least intrusive methods

3. These are the requirements of the City’s 20.20.080

Telecommunication

facilities
(verbatim).
https://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Healdsburg/#!/Healdsburg20/Healdsburg2020.html#20.20.080
1. Provide requirements to ensure that new telecommunication facilities are installed in a manner to
minimize their visual impact to the community.
2. Expert Review. The planning and building director is explicitly authorized to employ on behalf of the
City an independent technical expert to review any technical materials submitted including, but not
limited to, those required under this section and in those cases where a technical demonstration of
unavoidable need or unavailability of alternatives is required. The applicant shall pay all the costs of
said review, including any administrative costs incurred by the city. Any proprietary information
disclosed to the city or the expert hired shall remain confidential and shall not be disclosed to any third
party.
6. No telecommunication facility shall be installed on an exposed ridgeline, in or at a location readily
visible from a public trail, public park or other outdoor recreation area, or on property in any residential
district (except R-1-40,000), Open Space District, or Plaza Retail District, or with a Hillside or Historic
District Overlay, unless the planning commission makes a finding upon issuance of the use permit that it
blends with the surrounding existing natural and manmade environment in such a manner as to be
effectively unnoticeable and that no other location is technically feasible.
8. No telecommunication facility that is readily visible from off-site shall be installed on a site that is
not already developed with telecommunication facilities or other public or quasi-public uses unless it
blends with the surrounding existing natural and manmade environment in such a manner so as to be
effectively unnoticeable; or technical evidence acceptable to the planning and building director or
planning commission, as appropriate, is submitted showing a clear need for this facility and the
infeasibility of co-locating it on one of these already developed sites.
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L. Height Determination. A telecommunication tower shall be measured from the natural undisturbed
ground surface below the center of the base of the tower to the top of the tower itself or, if higher, to
the tip of the highest antenna or piece of equipment attached thereto. In the case of building-mounted
towers, the height of the tower includes the height of the portion of the building on which it is mounted.
In the case of “crank-up” or other similar towers whose height can be adjusted, the height of the
tower shall be the maximum height to which it can be raised.
1. An analysis shall be prepared by or on behalf of the applicant, subject to the approval of the
decision-making body, that identifies all reasonable, technically feasible, alternative locations and/or
facilities that would provide the proposed telecommunication service. The intention of the
alternatives analysis is to present alternative strategies that would minimize the number, size, and
adverse environmental impacts of facilities necessary to provide the needed services to the subject
area. The analysis shall address the potential for co-location at an existing or a new site and the
potential to locate facilities as close as possible to the intended service area. It shall also explain the
rationale for selection of the proposed site in view of the relative merits of any of the feasible
alternatives. Approval of the project is subject to the decision-making body making a finding that the
proposed site results in fewer or less severe environmental impacts than any feasible alternative site.
The City may require independent verification of this analysis at the applicant’s expense. Facilities
that are not proposed to be co-located with another telecommunication facility shall provide a
written explanation why the subject facility is not a candidate for co-location
1. Exceptions to the requirements specified above may be granted through issuance of a use permit by
the planning commission. Such a permit may only be approved if the planning commission finds, after
receipt of sufficient evidence, that failure to adhere to the standard under consideration in the
specific instance will not increase the visibility of the facility or decrease public safety.

3B
This is from the League of California Cities Conference - FCC’s Wireless Facility Rules Implementing
Section 6409(a) Wednesday, May 6, 2015 Opening General Session; 1:00 – 3:00 p.m. Harriet A. Steiner,
City Attorney, Davis
http://sananselmo-ca.granicus.com/DocumentViewer.php?file=sananselmoca_8397b41675b5de650a27df9d779ecbd7.pdf
“Assuming the governing municipal code provisions for the relevant permit application allow or require
a city to consider aesthetic factors in making its decision on the permit, evidence regarding aesthetic
impacts may be considered and can constitute substantial evidence.8 The City’s constitutionally
reserved “police power authority” includes the authority to regulate based on aesthetics. (T-Mobile
USA, Inc. v. City of Anacortes (9th Cir. 2009) 572 F.3d 987; Sprint PCS Assets, LLC v. City of Palos Verdes
Estates (9th Cir. 2009) 583 F.3d 716, 722-723.) In T-Mobile USA, Inc. v. City of Anacortes, T-Mobile
applied for a special use permit to erect a 116-foot monopole in order to close a service gap and expand
its coverage in the city. The city denied the permit on the basis of its municipal code, which authorized it
to consider a number of aesthetic factors including the height of the proposed tower, the proximity of
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the tower to residential structures, the nature of uses on adjacent and nearby properties, the
surrounding topography, and the surrounding tree coverage and foliage. (City of Anacortes, 572 F.3d at
994.) The court concluded there was substantial evidence concerning the city’s stated aesthetic
concerns to justify denial of the application under its municipal code. The evidence that the court
pointed to as being “substantial” included: “a number of residents claim[s] that the monopole would
have a detrimental impact on the surrounding residential property, that the pole would not be
completely screened, and that it would interfere with residents’ views of the Cascade Mountains and
other scenic views.” (Id. at 994-995.)”

4. As previously addressed:
The staff report is incorrect in regards to property value declines near cell towers.
Most trees to the west on the hill, appropriately named “Oak Mound” are a range of native California
Oaks, and most range between 35-40 feet based on personal survey (which is similar to height of
California Oaks in Forest Service Survey).
Interestingly, the area below the hill to the South/Southwest (in the direction of housing) has mostly
deciduous oaks that lose their foliage in the Fall until Spring, making the tower more visible during this
time.
Although there are a number of taller evergreen trees on the East side of the slope, they would not
provide coverage to prevent viewscape deterioration for houses to the South/Southwest. In addition,
many of these trees appear to be in various states of poor or altered health (and 2 are likely not viable).
These studies suggest compensation for those within 1000 meters of the tower depending on distance
for this drop in property value.
http://www.prres.net/papers/Bond_Squires_Using_GIS_to_Measure.pdf
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10018-017-0190-9
https://ideas.repec.org/a/kap/jrefec/v56y2018i4d10.1007_s11146-017-9600-9.html
5. There is significant neighborhood opposition to the proposed tower lease.
Brad and Pam Drexler
Healdsburg, CA
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Chapter 20.20
STANDARDS FOR SPECIFIC LAND USES
Sections:
Article I Residential-Related Regulations
20.20.005

Home occupations

20.20.010

Accessory dwelling units and junior accessory dwelling units

20.20.015

Usable open space

20.20.020

Mobile homes and manufactured housing

20.20.025

Temporary subdivision sales offices

20.20.030

Inclusionary housing

20.20.035

Affordable housing incentives

20.20.040

Small lot subdivisions

20.20.045

Homeless shelters

20.20.050

Reasonable accommodation

20.20.055

Large family day care facilities

20.20.060

Residential visitor lodging operations
Article II Commercial-Related Regulations

20.20.065

Automotive service stations

20.20.070

Neighborhood retail stores

20.20.075

Alcoholic beverage establishments

20.20.080

Telecommunication facilities

20.20.085

Adult businesses

20.20.090

Hotel, extended stay hotel, motel

20.20.100

Marijuana cultivation, possession and use
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3.

Events. Subordinate and incidental events may be allowed as accessory uses. This may include participation in

community and regional events, club release parties associated with product sales and promotion, industry events for a
group association that is related to the business activity (e.g., vintners association), and community benefit group events
(for groups as defined in HMC 20.28.310, definitions).
The applicant shall provide information listing the types of accessory events that are proposed or anticipated with the
use. Limitations on special events may established by conditional use permit.
4.

Amplified Music. Outdoor amplified music shall not be allowed unless permitted by the planning commission as a

condition of approval of a use permit. Indoor amplified music shall not be audible outside of the establishment and shall
comply with the City noise ordinance, Chapter 9.32 HMC.
5.

Entertainment and Assembly. Entertainment and/or assembly uses (e.g., live entertainment, catered events, parties,

and similar uses involving large groups or increased noise potential) shall not be allowed without conditional use permit
approval by the planning commission.
6.

Parking shall be provided for the use in accordance with Chapter 20.16 HMC, Article VIII.

7.

Any proposed signage shall comply with the standards of Chapter 20.16 HMC, Article IX. (Ord. 1166 § 5, 2017; Ord.

1057 § 2, 2007; Ord. 1010 § 4 (Exh. A §§ 13, 14), 2003; Ord. 950 § 2 (Exh. A § 18130), 1998.)
20.20.080 Telecommunication facilities
The purpose and intent of this section is to provide a uniform and comprehensive set of standards for the development of
telecommunication facilities and installation of minor antennas. The regulations contained herein are designed to protect and
promote public health, safety, and community welfare while at the same time not unduly restricting the development of
needed telecommunication facilities and important amateur radio installations. They have been also developed to further the
policies of the Healdsburg General Plan.
A.

It is furthermore intended that these regulations specifically accomplish the following:
1.

Provide requirements to ensure that new telecommunication facilities are installed in a manner to minimize their

visual impact to the community.
2.

Protect the inhabitants of the City from the possible adverse health effects associated with exposure to high levels

of NIER (non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation).
3.

Protect the environmental resources of the City.

4.

Create telecommunication facilities that will serve as an important and effective part of the City’s emergency

response network.
5.

Simplify and shorten the process for obtaining necessary permits for telecommunication facilities while at the same

time protecting the legitimate interests of the City’s citizens.
6.

Ensure that telecommunications facilities are consistent with the Citywide Design Guidelines.
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B.

Definitions The following terms as used in this section shall have the following meanings:
Antenna. Any system of wires, poles, rods, reflecting discs, or similar devices used for the transmission or reception of

electromagnetic waves when such system is either external to or attached to the exterior of a structure. Antennas shall
include devices having active elements extending in any direction, and directional beam-type arrays having elements carried
by and disposed from a generally horizontal boom that may be mounted upon and rotated through a vertical mast or tower
interconnecting the boom and antenna support. All of these elements are deemed to be part of the antenna.
Antenna, building-mounted. Any antenna, other than an antenna with its supports resting on the ground, directly attached
or affixed to a building, tank, tower, building-mounted mast less than 13 feet tall and six inches in diameter, or structure other
than a telecommunication tower.
Antenna, ground-mounted. Any antenna with its base placed directly on the ground or a mast less than 13 feet tall and six
inches in diameter.
Antenna, vertical. A vertical-type antenna without horizontal cross-sections greater than one-half inch in diameter.
Inhabited area. Any residence, any other structure regularly occupied by people, or any outdoor area used by people on a
regular basis.
NIER. Non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation (i.e. electromagnetic radiation primarily in the visible, infrared, and radio
frequency portions of the electromagnetic spectrum).
Public service use or facility. A use operated or used by a public body or public utility in connection with any of the following
services: water, waste water management, public education, parks and recreation, library, fire and police protection, solid
waste management or utilities.
Public view. Some portion of a minor antenna or telecommunication facility that will be visible from a public place, or from
four or more adjoining private properties.
Quasi-public use. A use serving the public at large, and operated by a private entity under a franchise or other similar
governmental authorization, designed to promote the interests of the general public or operated by a recognized civic
organization for the benefit of the general public.
Readily visible. An object that stands out as a prominent feature of the landscape when viewed with the naked eye.
Satellite dish. Any device incorporating a reflective surface that is solid, open mesh, or bar configured that is shallow dish,
cone, horn, or cornucopia shaped and is used to transmit and/or receive electromagnetic signals. This definition is meant to
include, but is not limited to, what are commonly referred to as satellite earth stations, TVROs and satellite microwave
antennas.
Silhouette. A representation of the outline of the towers and antenna associated with a telecommunication facility, as seen
from an elevation perspective.
Structure ridgeline. The line along the top of a roof or top of a structure, if it has no roof.
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Telecommunication facility. A facility that transmits and/or receives electromagnetic signals. It includes antennas,
microwave dishes, horns and other types of equipment for the transmission or receipt of such signals, telecommunication
towers or similar structures supporting said equipment, equipment buildings, parking area and other accessory development.
Telecommunication facility – co-located. A telecommunication facility comprised of a single telecommunication tower or
building supporting one or more antennas, dishes, or similar devices owned or used by more than one public or private entity.
Telecommunication facility – commercial. A telecommunication facility that is operated primarily for a business purpose or
purposes.
Telecommunication facility – major. Telecommunication facilities 36 to 100 feet in height or nonexempted facilities that do
not meet the requirements for a minor telecommunication facility.
Telecommunication facility – minor. Telecommunication facilities which are not readily visible to the naked eye from any
public view as determined by the planning and building director or that are no greater than 35 feet in height. If a facility does
not meet these criteria then it is considered a major telecommunication facility.
Telecommunication facility – multiple users. A telecommunication facility comprised of multiple telecommunication towers
or buildings supporting one or more antennas owned or used by more than one public or private entity.
Telecommunication facility – non-commercial. A telecommunication facility that is operated solely for a non-business
purpose.
Telecommunication tower. A mast, pole, monopole, guyed tower, lattice tower, freestanding tower, or other structure
designed and primarily used to support antennas. A ground- or building-mounted mast less than 13 feet tall and six inches in
diameter supporting a single antenna shall not be considered a telecommunication tower.
C.

Exemptions. The following shall be permitted without City approvals, provided that: 1) the primary use of the property is

not a telecommunication facility and that the antenna use is accessory to the primary use of the property; and 2) no more than
one support structure in excess of 40 feet for licensed amateur radio operators, or one satellite dish, is allowed on the parcel:
1.

A single ground- or building-mounted receive-only radio or television antenna not exceeding 35 feet, including any

mast, or such antenna at any height when not located within public view as determined by the planning and building
director.
2.

A receive-only radio or television satellite dish antenna, not exceeding 3.28 feet or less in diameter or exceeding the

height of the ridgeline of the primary structure on said parcel, for the sole use of the tenant occupying a residential parcel
on which said antenna is located.
3.

A receive-only radio or television satellite dish antenna, not exceeding 6.56 feet or less in diameter or not exceeding

the height of the ridgeline of the primary structure on said parcel, in areas with commercial, industrial or public use
zoning.
4.

Mobile services providing public information coverage of new events of a temporary nature.
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5.

All citizens band radio antenna or antenna operated by a federally licensed amateur radio operator as part of the

Amateur Radio Service that existed at the time of the adoption of this Title.
6.

A ground- or building-mounted citizens band radio antenna, including any mast, or a ground-, building- or tower-

mounted antenna operated by a federally licensed amateur radio operator as part of the Amateur Radio Service, subject
to the following requirements:
a.

Antennas on, or attached to, any existing building or other structure may be installed without a permit of any

kind when the height of the antenna and its supporting tower, pole or mast does not exceed a height of 30 feet
above the height of the ridgeline of the primary structure to which it is attached;
b.

Antennas installed on, or attached to, any existing building or other structure will be subject to the application

for and issuance of a conditional use permit and a building permit when the height of the antenna and its supporting
tower, pole or mast exceeds a height of 30 feet above the height of the ridgeline of the primary building or structure
to which it is attached;
c.

Free-standing antennas (not supported on or attached to a building) and their supporting towers, poles or masts

may be installed without a building permit when the overall height of the antennas and their supporting structures
does not exceed a height of 40 feet above the grade level at the site of the installation. Vertical antennas attached to
this structure shall not require a building permit;
d.

Free-standing antennas and their supporting towers, poles or masts may be installed, subject only to the

issuance of a building permit, when the overall height of the antennas and their supporting structures exceeds 40
feet and does not exceed a height of 80 feet;
e.

Free-standing antennas, including vertical antennas, and their supporting towers, poles or masts over 80 feet

will be subject to the application for and issuance of a conditional use permit and a building permit;
f.

The engineering data and drawings supplied in a reproduced form by the tower and/or antenna manufacturer

that address the intended installation method shall be considered sufficient engineering drawings and studies to
meet all applicable building code requirements for issuance of a permit. Any free-standing antenna must comply
with all applicable required yard setbacks.
D.

Registration required.
1.

All telecommunication carriers and providers that offer or provide any telecommunication services for a fee directly

to the public, either within the city of Healdsburg, or outside the corporate limits from telecommunication facilities within
the City, shall register with the City pursuant to this section on forms to be provided by the planning and building director.
The purpose of this registration under this section is to:
a.

Provide the City with accurate and current information concerning the telecommunication carriers and providers

that offer or provide telecommunication services within the City, or that own or operate telecommunication facilities
within the City;
b.

Assist the City in enforcement of this section;
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2.

c.

Assist the City in the collection and enforcement of any license fees or charges that may be due to the City; and

d.

Assist the City in monitoring compliance with local, state and federal laws.

The following information shall be required for all applications:
a.

The identity and legal status of the registrant, including any affiliates;

b.

The name, address and telephone number of the officer, agent or employee responsible for the accuracy of the

registration statement;
c.

A narrative and map description of registrant’s existing or proposed telecommunication facilities within the City

of Healdsburg;
d.

A description of the telecommunication services that the registrant intends to offer or provide, or is current

offering or providing, to persons, firms, businesses or institutions within the City; and,
e.
3.

Such other information as the planning and building director may reasonably require.

Each application for registration as a telecommunication carrier or provider shall be accompanied by a fee as set

forth by resolution by the City Council. Each registrant shall inform the City within 60 days of any change of the
information set forth in this section.
E.

The zoning administrator may refer to the planning commission an application for a minor telecommunication facility if

he/she determines that the public interest would be furthered by having the commission review the application.
F.

Application requirements and review process.
The following are the minimum criteria applicable to all telecommunication facilities. In the event that a project is subject to

discretionary and/or environmental review, mitigation measures, more restrictive criteria than presented in this chapter, or
other conditions of approval may also be necessary. All telecommunication facilities shall comply with:
1.

Minimum Application Requirements. The planning and building director shall establish and maintain a list of

information that must accompany every application for the approval of a telecommunication facility. Said information may
include, but shall not be limited to, completed supplemental project information forms, a specific maximum requested
gross cross-sectional area, or silhouette, of the facility; service area maps, network maps, alternative site analysis, visual
impact demonstrations including mock-ups and/or photo montages, facility design alternatives to the proposal, visual
impact analysis, NIER exposure studies, title reports identifying legal access, security programs, lists of other nearby
telecommunication facilities within one-quarter mile therefrom, and deposits for peer review. The planning director may
release an applicant from providing one or more of the pieces of information on this list upon a finding that in the specific
case involved said information is not necessary to process or make a decision on the application being submitted.
2.

Expert Review. The planning and building director is explicitly authorized to employ on behalf of the City an

independent technical expert to review any technical materials submitted including, but not limited to, those required
under this section and in those cases where a technical demonstration of unavoidable need or unavailability of
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alternatives is required. The applicant shall pay all the costs of said review, including any administrative costs incurred

by the city. Any proprietary information disclosed to the city or the expert hired shall remain confidential and shall not be
disclosed to any third party.
3.

Review authority.
a.

Minor telecommunication facilities may be approved by the planning and building director through a design

review application. The director may refer to the planning commission an application for a minor telecommunication
facility if he/she determines that the public interest would be furthered by having the commission review the
application.
b.

Minor telecommunication facilities may be approved by the planning and building director through a conditional

use permit application.
4.

Public Notice. In addition to the public notice required under this section, the following special noticing shall be

provided:
a.

Notice of a public hearing on a conditional use permit application authorizing the establishment or modification

of a telecommunication facility shall be provided to the operators of all telecommunication facilities within one mile of
the subject parcel via mailing of the standard legal notice.
b.

Notice of approval of a site plan permit authorizing the establishment or modification of, or the renewal of a

permit for, a telecommunication facility or minor antenna shall be mailed to all adjacent property owners within 300
feet. Mailing of said notice shall start a 10-working-day appeal period of the planning and building director’s action.
5.

Life of approvals.
a.

A use permit or site plan permit issued pursuant to this section authorizing establishment of a

telecommunication facility must be renewed every 10 years through the approval process specified at HMC
20.28.105. The grounds for non-renewal shall be limited to a showing that one or more of the situations listed below
exist:
i.

The use involved is no longer allowed in the applicable zoning district,

ii.

The facility fails to comply with the relevant requirements of this section as they exist at the time of renewal

and the permittee has failed to supply assurances acceptable to the planning and building director that the
facility will be brought into compliance within 120 days,
iii.

The permittee has failed to comply with the conditions of approval imposed,

iv.

The facility has not been properly maintained,

v.

The facility has not been upgraded to minimize its impact to the greatest extent permitted by the technology

that exists at the time of renewal and is consistent with the provision of universal service at affordable rates.
The grounds for appeal of issuance of a renewal shall be limited to a showing that one or more of the situations
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listed above does in fact exist or that the notice required

b.

If a use permit or other entitlement for use is not renewed, it shall be scheduled before the planning commission

for possible revocation 10 years after it is issued or upon cessation of use for more than a year and a day,
whichever comes first. Unless a new use permit or entitlement of use is issued within 120 days thereafter, all
improvements installed, including their foundations down to three feet below ground surface, shall be removed from
the property and the site restored to its natural preconstruction state within 180 days of nonrenewal or
abandonment. Any access road installed shall also be removed and the ground returned to its natural condition
unless the property owner establishes to the satisfaction of the planning director that these sections of road are
necessary to serve some other allowed use of the property that is currently present or to provide access to adjoining
parcels.
G.

Standard agreement required.
1.

A maintenance/facility removal agreement signed by the applicant shall be submitted to the planning and building

director prior to approval of a conditional use permit or other entitlement authorizing the establishment or modification of
any telecommunication facility that includes a telecommunication tower, one or more new buildings/ equipment
enclosures larger in aggregate than 300 square feet, more than three satellite dishes of any size, or a satellite dish
larger than 10 feet in diameter.
2.

The agreement shall bind the applicant and the applicant’s successors in interest to properly maintain the exterior

appearance and ultimately remove the facility, all in compliance with the provisions of this chapter and any conditions of
approval. It shall further bind them to pay all costs for monitoring compliance with and enforcement of the agreement
and to reimburse the city for all costs incurred to perform any work required of the applicant by this agreement that the
applicant fails to perform.
3.

The agreement shall also specifically authorize the City and/or its agents to enter onto the property and undertake

said work so long as:
a.

The planning and building director has first provided the applicant the following written notices:
i.

An initial compliance request identifying the work needed to comply with the agreement and providing the

applicant at least 45 calendar days to complete it; and
ii.

A follow-up notice of default specifying the applicant’s failure to comply with the work within the time period

specified and indicating the city’s intent to commence the required work within 10 working days;
b.

The applicant has not filed an appeal within 10 working days of the notice required under (a)(ii) above. If an

appeal is filed, the city shall be authorized to enter the property and perform the necessary work if the appeal is
dismissed or final action on it is taken in favor of the planning and building director.
4.

All costs incurred by the City to undertake any work required to be performed by the applicant pursuant to the

agreement referred to in subsection (1) above including, but not limited to, administrative and job supervision costs, shall
be borne solely by the applicant. The applicant shall deposit within 10 working days of written request therefor such
costs as the City reasonably estimates or has actually incurred to complete such work. When estimates are employed,
additional monies shall be deposited as needed within 10 working days of demand to cover actual costs. The agreement
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shall specifically require the applicant to immediately cease
operation of the telecommunication facility involved if the

applicant fails to pay the monies demanded within 10 working days. It shall further require that operation remain
suspended until such costs are paid in full.
H.

General Provisions. The following requirements shall be met for all telecommunication facilities:
1.

Any applicable General Plan policies, specific plan, area plan, PD standards, Local Area Development Guidelines,

and the permit requirements of any agencies that have jurisdiction over the project.
2.

All the requirements established by the other chapters of the Healdsburg Municipal Code and Healdsburg Land Use

Code, as amended, which are not in conflict with the requirements of this chapter.
3.

The Uniform Building Code, National Electrical Code, Uniform Plumbing Code, Uniform Mechanical Code, and Fire

Safe Standards, where applicable.
4.

Any applicable Airport Land Use Commission regulations and Federal Aviation Administration regulations.

5.

Any applicable easements or similar restrictions on the subject property.

6.

All FCC rules, regulations, and standards.

7.

Maintain in place a security program when determined necessary by the Police Chief that will prevent unauthorized

access and vandalism.
8.

Satellite dish and parabolic antennas shall be situated as close to the ground as possible to reduce visual impact

without compromising their function.
9.

Where a telecommunication facility or minor antenna is to be located within a City right-of-way or utility pole, no

approval granted hereunder shall be effective until the applicant and the City have executed a written agreement setting
forth the particular terms and provisions under which the approval is granted to occupy and use public ways of the City.
10.

No approval granted under this section shall confer any exclusive right, privilege, license or franchise to occupy or

use the public ways of the City for delivery of telecommunication services or any other purposes.
11.

No approval granted under this section shall convey any right, title or interest in the public ways, but shall be

deemed approval only to use and occupy the public ways for the limited purposes and term stated in the approval.
Further, no approval shall be construed as any warranty of title.
I.

Structural Requirements. A building permit shall be required for the construction, installation, repair or alteration of any

support structure for communication equipment, except for the following:
1.

Poles, spires, or other support structures with a diameter four inches or less, or a surface area of 16 square feet or

less and not exceeding 10 feet in height;
2.

Open-frame towers of trussed construction not exceeding 10 feet in height;
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3.

Poles, open-frame towers and other appurtenances, excluding buildings, constructed or installed by a public utility in

the exercise of its function as a serving utility.
J.

Basic Tower and Building Design. All telecommunication facilities shall be designed to blend into the surrounding

environment to the greatest extent feasible. To this end all the following measures shall be implemented.
1.

Telecommunication towers shall be constructed out of metal or other non-flammable material, unless specifically

conditioned by the city to be otherwise.
2.

Telecommunication towers taller than 35 feet shall be monopoles or guyed/lattice towers except where satisfactory

evidence is submitted to the planning and building director or planning commission, as appropriate, that a selfsupporting tower is required to provide the height and/or capacity necessary for the proposed telecommunication use to
minimize the need for screening from adjacent properties, or to reduce the potential for bird strikes.
3.

Telecommunication towers shall not exceed 100 feet in height unless the following findings are made by the

planning commission:
a.

It is not technically feasible to have a tower below this height at the requested location;

b.

Alternative locations that would not require a tower height in excess of the standard given above are not

available or feasible;
c.

The facility blends with the surrounding existing natural and manmade environment in such a manner as to be

effectively unnoticeable.
4.

Satellite dishes other than microwave dishes shall be of mesh construction, except where technical evidence

acceptable to the planning and building director or planning commission, as appropriate, is submitted showing that this is
infeasible.
5.

Telecommunication support facilities (i.e., vaults, equipment rooms, utilities, and equipment enclosures) shall be

constructed out of nonreflective materials (visible exterior surfaces only).
6.

Telecommunication support facilities shall be no taller than 15 feet in height and shall be treated to look like a

building or facility typically found in the area;
7.

Telecommunication support facilities in areas of high visibility shall where possible be sited below the ridgeline or

designed (i.e., placed underground, depressed, or located behind earth berms) to minimize their profile or provide other
mitigation measures.
8.

All buildings, poles, towers, antenna supports, antennas, and other components of each telecommunication site

shall be initially painted and thereafter repainted as necessary with a “flat” paint, if it is determined by the decisionmaking body that the native coloring of the facility does not provide adequate blending with the surrounding
environment. The color selected shall be one that in the opinion of the planning and building director or planning
commission, as appropriate, will minimize their visibility to the greatest extent feasible. To this end, improvements which
will be primarily viewed against soils, trees or grasslands and adjacent structures, when present, shall be painted colors
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matching these landscapes and structures, while elements which rise above the horizon shall be painted a blue-gray
that matches the typical sky color at that location.
K.

Location. All telecommunication facilities shall be located so as to minimize their visibility and the number of distinct

facilities present. To this end all of the following measures shall be implemented:
1.

Telecommunication facilities cannot be located in any required yard setback area of the zoning district in which it is

located.
2.

All setbacks shall be measured from the base of the tower or structure closest to the applicable line or structure.

3.

Telecommunication towers shall be set back at least 20 percent of the tower height from all property lines and at

least 100 feet from any public trail, park, riparian corridor buffer setback area, or outdoor recreation area. Guy wire
anchors shall be set back at least 20 feet from any property line.
4.

No telecommunication facility shall be installed within the safety zone of any airport or helipad unless the operator

indicates that it will not adversely affect the operation of the airport.
5.

No telecommunication facility shall be installed at a location where special painting or lighting will be required by

FAA regulations unless technical evidence acceptable to the planning and building director or planning commission, as
appropriate, is submitted showing that this is the only technically feasible location for this facility.
6.

No telecommunication facility shall be installed on an exposed ridgeline, in or at a location readily visible from a

public trail, public park or other outdoor recreation area, or on property in any residential district (except R-1-40,000),
Open Space District, or Plaza Retail District, or with a Hillside or Historic District Overlay, unless the planning
commission makes a finding upon issuance of the use permit that it blends with the surrounding existing natural and
manmade environment in such a manner as to be effectively unnoticeable and that no other location is technically
feasible.
7.

No telecommunication facility that is readily visible from off-site shall be installed closer than one-quarter mile from

another readily visible uncamouflaged or unscreened telecommunication facility unless it is a co-located facility, situated
on a multiple-user site, or blends with the surrounding existing natural and manmade environment in such a manner as
to be effectively unnoticeable.
8.

No telecommunication facility that is readily visible from off-site shall be installed on a site that is not already

developed with telecommunication facilities or other public or quasi-public uses unless it blends with the surrounding
existing natural and manmade environment in such a manner so as to be effectively unnoticeable; or technical evidence
acceptable to the planning and building director or planning commission, as appropriate, is submitted showing a clear
need for this facility and the infeasibility of co-locating it on one of these already developed sites.
L.

Height Determination. A telecommunication tower shall be measured from the natural undisturbed ground surface below

the center of the base of the tower to the top of the tower itself or, if higher, to the tip of the highest antenna or piece of
equipment attached thereto. In the case of building-mounted towers, the height of the tower includes the height of the portion
of the building on which it is mounted. In the case of “crank-up” or other similar towers whose height can be adjusted, the
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height of the tower shall be the maximum height to which it can
be raised.

M.

Co-located and multiple-user facilities.
1.

An analysis shall be prepared by or on behalf of the applicant, subject to the approval of the decision-making body,

that identifies all reasonable, technically feasible, alternative locations and/or facilities that would provide the proposed
telecommunication service. The intention of the alternatives analysis is to present alternative strategies that would
minimize the number, size, and adverse environmental impacts of facilities necessary to provide the needed services to
the subject area. The analysis shall address the potential for co-location at an existing or a new site and the potential to
locate facilities as close as possible to the intended service area. It shall also explain the rationale for selection of the
proposed site in view of the relative merits of any of the feasible alternatives. Approval of the project is subject to the
decision-making body making a finding that the proposed site results in fewer or less severe environmental impacts than
any feasible alternative site. The City may require independent verification of this analysis at the applicant’s expense.
Facilities that are not proposed to be co-located with another telecommunication facility shall provide a written
explanation why the subject facility is not a candidate for co-location.
2.

All co-located and multiple-user telecommunication facilities shall be designed to promote facility and site sharing.

To this end telecommunication towers and necessary appurtenances, including but not limited to parking areas, access
roads, utilities and equipment buildings, shall be shared by site users whenever possible.
3.

The facility shall make available unutilized space for co-location of other telecommunication facilities, including

space for these entities providing similar competing services. A good-faith effort in achieving co-location shall be
required of the host entity. Requests for utilization of facility space and responses to such requests shall be made in a
timely manner and in writing and copies shall be provided to the city’s permit files. Unresolved disputes may be
mediated by the planning commission. Co-location is not required in cases where the addition of the new service or
facilities would cause interference with the host’s signal or if it became necessary for the host to go off-line for a
significant period of time.
4.

Approval for the establishment of facilities improved with an existing microwave band or other public service use or

facility, which creates actual or anticipated interference as a result of the additional facilities, shall include provision for
the relocation of the existing public use facilities. All costs associated with relocation shall be borne by the applicant for
the additional facilities.
N.

Lighting. All telecommunication facilities shall be unlit except for the following:
1.

A manually operated or motion-detector-controlled light above the equipment shed door which shall be kept off

except when personnel are actually present at night; and
2.

The minimum tower lighting required under FAA regulation. Where tower lighting is required, it shall be shielded or

directed to the greatest extent possible in such a manner as to minimize the amount of light that falls onto nearby
residences.
O.

Roads and Parking. All telecommunication facilities shall be served by the minimum roads and parking areas necessary.

To this end all the following measures shall be implemented:
1.

Existing roads shall be used for access whenever possible, and be upgraded the minimum amount necessary to

14 of 109
meet standards specified by the fire chief and City engineer.

2.

Any new roads or parking areas built shall, whenever feasible, be shared with subsequent telecommunication

facilities and/or other permitted uses. In addition, they shall meet the width and structural requirements of the fire chief
and City engineer.
P.

Vegetation Protection and Facility Screening. All telecommunication facilities shall be installed in such a manner so as to

maintain and enhance existing native vegetation and to install suitable landscaping to screen the facility where necessary. To
this end the following measures shall be implemented:
1.

Existing trees and other screening vegetation in the vicinity of the facility and along the access roads and

power/telecommunication line routes involved shall be protected from damage, both during the construction period and
thereafter. To this end, a tree protection plan shall be submitted with building permit or improvement plan submittal. This
plan shall be prepared by a certified arborist and give specific measures to protect trees during project construction;
2.

No actions shall be taken subsequent to project completion with respect to the vegetation present that would

increase the visibility of the facility itself or the access road and power/telecommunication lines serving it.
Q.

Fire Prevention. All telecommunication facilities shall be designed and operated so as to minimize the risk of igniting a

fire or intensifying one that otherwise occurs. To this end all of the following measures shall be implemented:
1.

At least one-hour fire-resistant interior surfaces shall be used in the construction of all buildings.

2.

Monitored automatic fire-extinguishing systems approved by the fire chief shall be installed in all equipment

buildings and enclosures.
3.

Rapid entry (KNOX) systems shall be installed as required by the fire chief;

4.

Type and location of vegetation and other materials within 10 feet of the facility and all new structures, including

telecommunication towers, shall be reviewed for fire safety purposes by the fire chief. Requirements established by the
fire chief shall be followed.
5.

All tree trimmings and trash generated by construction of the facility shall be removed from the property and properly

disposed of prior to building permit finalization or commencement of operation, whichever comes first.
R.

Environmental Resource Protection. All telecommunication facilities shall be sited so as to minimize the effect on

environmental resources. To that end, all facilities are deemed to constitute a project as defined by CEQA and shall be
subject to environmental review.
S.

Noise and Traffic. All telecommunication facilities shall be constructed and operated so as to minimize the amount of

disruption caused to nearby properties. To that end the following measures shall be implemented:
1.

Outdoor noise-producing construction activities shall only take place Monday through Saturday between the hours

of 7:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. and none on Sunday and legal holidays, unless allowed at other times by the planning
commission.
2.

Backup generators shall only be operated during power outages and for testing and maintenance purposes. Noise
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attenuation measures shall be included to reduce noise levels to an exterior noise level that does not exceed the

standard for maximum sound levels at the property boundary as set forth in Chapter 9.32 HMC. Testing and
maintenance shall only take place on weekdays between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m.
T.

Visual Compatibility. Facility structures and equipment shall be located, designed and screened to blend with the existing

natural or built surroundings so as to reduce visual impacts to the extent feasible, considering the technological requirements
of the proposed telecommunication service, and to be compatible with neighboring residences and the character of the
community.
U.

NIER exposure.
1.

A telecommunication facility shall not be sited or operated in such a manner that it poses, either by itself or in

combination with other such facilities, a potential threat to public health. To that end no telecommunication facility or
combination of facilities shall produce at any time power densities in any inhabited area, as defined in subsection (B) of
this section, that exceed the FCC-adopted NIER standard for human exposure, as amended from time to time.
2.

Initial compliance with this requirement shall be demonstrated for any facility within 400 feet of residential uses or

sensitive receptors such as schools, churches, hospitals, etc., and all broadcast radio and television facilities, regardless
of adjacent land uses, through submission, at the time of application for the necessary permit or entitlement, of NIER
calculations specifying NIER levels in the inhabited area where the levels produced are projected to be highest. If these
calculated NIER levels exceed 80 percent of the NIER standard established by this section, the applicant shall hire a
qualified electrical engineer licensed by the State of California to measure NIER levels at said location after the facility is
in operation. A report of these measurements and his/her findings with respect to compliance with the established NIER
standard shall be submitted to the planning and building director. Said facility shall not commence normal operations
until it complies with, or has been modified to comply with, this standard. Proof of compliance shall be a certification
provided by the engineer who prepared the original report. In order to assure the objectivity of the analysis, the City may
require, at the applicant’s expense, independent verification of the results of the analysis. Because of their intermittent
nature, facilities solely for personal use, such as citizens band radio antenna or antenna operated by a federally licensed
amateur radio operator as part of the Amateur Radio Service, or for the incidental use of a co-located commercial
activity, shall be required to comply with applicable FCC rules for NIER emissions, but they shall be routinely exempt
from the submission requirements in this section unless otherwise required by the planning and building director.
3.

Every telecommunication facility within 400 feet of an inhabited area and all broadcast radio and television facilities

shall demonstrate continued compliance with the NIER standard established by this section. Every five years a report
listing each transmitter and antenna present at the facility and the effective radiated power radiated shall be submitted to
the planning and building director. If either the equipment or effective radiated power has changed, calculations
specifying NIER levels in the inhabited areas where the levels are projected to be highest shall be prepared. NIER
calculations shall also be prepared every time the adopted NIER standard changes. If calculated levels in either of these
cases exceed 80 percent of the standard established by this section, the operator of the facility shall hire a qualified
electrical engineer licensed by the State of California to measure the actual NIER levels produced. A report of these
calculations, required measurements, if any, and the author’s/engineer’s findings with respect to compliance with the
current NIER standard shall be submitted to the planning and building director within five years of facility approval and
every five years thereafter. In the case of a change in the standard, the required report shall be submitted within 90 days
of the date said change becomes effective.
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4.

Failure to supply the required reports or to remain in continued compliance with the NIER standard established by

this section shall be grounds for revocation of the use permit or other entitlement use.
V.

Exceptions.
1.

Exceptions to the requirements specified above may be granted through issuance of a use permit by the planning

commission. Such a permit may only be approved if the planning commission finds, after receipt of sufficient evidence,
that failure to adhere to the standard under consideration in the specific instance will not increase the visibility of the
facility or decrease public safety.
2.

An exception to the requirements of subsections (O) and (Q) above may only be granted upon written concurrence

by the fire chief.
3.

Tower setback requirements may be waived under any of the following circumstances:
a.

The facility is proposed to be co-located onto an existing, legally established telecommunication tower; and

b.

Overall, the reduced setback enables further mitigation of adverse visual and other environmental impacts than

would otherwise be possible. (Ord. 1172 § 2, 2018; Ord. 1010 § 4 (Exh. A § 11), 2003; Ord. 950 § 2 (Exh. A § 1885),
1998.)
20.20.085 Adult businesses
The following standards shall govern the location and operation of adult businesses.
A.

Location.
1.

No adult business shall be located within 1,000 feet of the following:
a.

Property classified in a residential, office, PR or CD zoning district;

b.

Residential uses;

c.

Churches, chapels and similar places of worship;

d.

Retirement and convalescent homes and hospitals;

e.

Schools, day care establishments, and public and private parks and playgrounds;

f.

Recreational facilities, game arcades, bowling alleys, skateboard rinks, skating rinks, or similar areas where

minors regularly congregate;
g.

City Hall, City offices, libraries or other governmental facilities.

2.

No adult business shall be located within 300 feet of another adult business.

3.

For purposes of this section, all distances shall be measured in a straight line, without regard for intervening
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structures, from the nearest property line for which the17
adult
business is proposed to be located to the nearest property

Verizon Land Lease City Council May 17, 2021
“Pole Locations”
Prepared by Planning & Building Department”
Slide 6/42 - edits in red by Camille Jones
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1

MetroPCS

2

MetroPCS

3

Verizon

4

Verizon

5

Verizon

6

AT&T

7

Verizon

8

Verizon

9

Radio

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

MetroPCS/TMobile - 600 University Street aka 515 Piper Street

https://healdsburg.gov/DocumentCenter/View/6140/201504_Permits_Issued-detail?bidId=

MetroPCS/TMobile - 55 Adeline Way

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/7781/201707-Permit-Applications-By-Status?bidId=

Verizon -13100 Healdsburg Avenue

https://www.ci.healdsburg.ca.us/AgendaCenter/ViewFile/Agenda/_04112017-735?packet=true

Verizon - 270 Chiquita Road

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=089-071-047&rp=PermitSearch&P=permits&PN=ZPE11-0357

Verizon - 1396 University Avenue

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=091-040-034&rp=PermitSearch&P=permits&PN=UPE18-0016

AT&T - 14944 McDonough Heights Road

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=087-220-037&rp=PermitSearch&P=permits&PN=BLD18-2904

Verizon - 3200 Rio Lindo Avenue

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=088-020-003&rp=PermitSearch&P=permits&PN=BLD19-3253

Verizon - 150 Alexander Valley Road

https://sonomacounty.ca.gov/PRMD/Services/Zoning-and-Parcel-Report/?APN=091-070-039&rp=PermitSearch&P=permits&PN=BLD21-3468
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Verizon Land Lease
City Council, May 17, 2021
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Recommendation
Adopt a Resolution approving the Land Lease Agreement
between the City of Healdsburg and GTE Mobilnet of California,
dba Verizon Wireless, at 923 South Fitch Mountain Road; and a
Grant of Easement and Memorandum of Grant of Easement,
between the City of Healdsburg, Verizon Wireless, and Tayman
Park Golf Group, Inc., at 931 South Fitch Mountain Road, relating
to the construction and operation of a Wireless
Telecommunication Facility.
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City Council Decision on Land Lease
 In authorizing or declining the Land Lease the City Council is
acting in its proprietary capacity as landowner.
 This decision is the subject of the staff recommendation.

 If the lease is approved, a separate action by the Planning
Commission is required for land use permits which is the City
acting in its regulatory capacity.
 The land use permits will be considered at a future Public
Hearing.
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Community Outreach
• Planning Commission Meetings: December 8 & 15, 2020
• Mailing to Property Owners within 300 feet.
• Posted signs.
• Published in newspaper.
• City Council Meeting: May 17, 2021
• Mailing Courtesy Flyer to Property Owners within 300 feet
and all of Greens Neighborhood.
• City Manager Newsletter.
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Background: Purpose of Wireless Facility
 Verizon identified service coverage gap in Healdsburg.
 Verizon approached City in 2014 with several potential sites.

 Alternative locations were evaluated and rejected due to
proximity to homes, zoning, or technical constraints.
 Tayman Park location properly zoned, not immediately within a
residential neighborhood and affords good coverage.

 After wildfire event City and Verizon finalized negotiations
during Covid-19 pandemic.
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Wireless Pole
Locations
Prepared by Planning &
Building Department
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Location Description
 Immediately adjacent to Tayman Park Golf Course.
 The Lease area is on the eastern portion of Oak Mound on
separate City parcel from Golf Course.
 Property mostly undeveloped with trees of various sizes.
 Property long used for utility purposes.
 Oak Mound is identified as part of a Scenic Ridge Line.
 Specific Site is primarily dirt, gravel and grasses.
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Location Map

923 South Fitch Mountain Road
(aka 800 Powell Avenue)
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Wireless Facility Description

 Wireless Antenna Pole: 76 feet tall - designed as faux broadleaf
tree. Top edge of antennas placed no higher than 64 feet on
pole.
 Ground mounted equipment in 30 by 40-foot lease area.
 Includes storage batteries and emergency generator.

 Equipment pad is secured by fencing with green privacy slats.
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Pole Elevation
Detail
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Site Plan
Detail
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Wireless Facility Description - Colocation
 As required by Healdsburg Code, design must accommodate
future colocation for third-party.
 Antenna pole designed to allow colocation below Verizon
antennas.
 Lease does not allow height of pole to be extended to allow
additional antennas.

 Design allows for future 10 by 40-foot additional lease area for
colocation ground-mounted equipment.
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Land Lease Highlights
 Term: Five-year initial term plus four five-year extensions for a
total of 25 years.
 Access: Non-exclusive right to access the Site seven days a
week from 7:00 am to 7:00 pm; 24-hour emergency access.
 Rent: First year at $25,884 annually. Rent increases on the
anniversary date by 3% per year.

 Colocation: Verizon may sublease to another provider.
Additional land area requires separate lease with City.
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Land Lease Highlights
 Indemnification: Verizon indemnifies the City for any claim or
loss resulting from negligence by Verizon or contractors.
 Insurance: Lease is consistent with City coverage policies and is
required prior to construction and during entire term.
 Use of Site: Verizon may use Site solely for the purpose as
described and approved by the land use permits.

 Removal of Foundation: Verizon must remove foundation to a
depth of five feet; entire foundation if City has imminent need.
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Grant of Easement & Memorandum
 Grant of Easement: Provides access and utility easement
across adjoining Tayman Park Golf Course to connect with
utilities at South Fitch Mountain Road.
 Tayman Park Benefits: City and Golf Course receives
compensation in the form of reimbursements for parking lot
improvements not to exceed $60,000.
 Memorandum: Provides that the term of the Easement
coincides with the Lease.
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General Plan Policy
 General Plan Designation: Public/Quasi-Public such as City
and school facilities, parks and utilities.
 Emergency Preparedness: Adequate and reliable cellular
telephone service has become an integral part of community
preparedness. Proposal fills an important gap.
 Preservation of Natural Settings, Ridge Lines and Highways:
Pole and equipment designed to minimize visual impacts and is
distant from scenic road.
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Required Land Use Permits
 Conditional Use Permit: Telecommuncation Poles (“Towers”)
up to a maximum 100 feet-high require a CUP in Public (“P”)
District.
 Design Review: The Project is subject to the Citywide Design
Guidelines to development is in scale and character of the
surrounding area and compatible with nearby features.
 Variance: Telecommunications Poles are required to have a
100-foot setback from public trails and outdoor recreation
areas.
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Categorical Exemption
 Class 3 Small Structure Exemption: CEQA allows an
exemption from environmental review for certain specific
small developments.
 Must satisfy the following qualifications:
 Must not impact a critical natural habitat.
 Must not further the accumulation of similar projects.
 Must not have a major impact due to unusual conditions.
 Must not damage resources within a scenic highway.
 Must not have substantial impact on historic resource.
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Summary
 Project is necessary to satisfy a serious service gap in
Healdsburg for schools, residences and businesses.
 Addresses a critical need for communication during a wildfire
or other emergency.
 There are limited alternative sites due to zoning, topography
and technical constraints.

 A reasonable solution to conform to the existing natural and
human-impacted surroundings.
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Recommendation
Adopt a Resolution approving the Land Lease Agreement
between the City of Healdsburg and GTE Mobilnet of
California, dba Verizon Wireless at 923 South Fitch Mountain
Road; and a Grant of Easement and Memorandum of Grant
of Easement, between the City of Healdsburg, Verizon
Wireless, and Tayman Park Golf Group, Inc., at 931 South
Fitch Mountain Road, relating to the construction and
operation of a Wireless Telecommunication Facility.
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Questions
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VERIZON WIRELESS
TAYMAN PARK FACILITY
“Healdsburg HS”

CUP 2016-07 / DR 2016-06 / V 2017-01
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Existing
Coverage
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•

The red means that there is
only outdoor coverage
available in those areas.

•

The yellow means that there
is outdoor coverage and
coverage in vehicles.

•

The green represents good
in-building coverage, which
is what most people
demand.

•

The beige areas depict no
coverage.

Proposed
Coverage
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•

The red means that there is
only outdoor coverage
available in those areas.

•

The yellow means that there
is outdoor coverage and
coverage in vehicles.

•

The green represents good
in-building coverage.

City Zoning
Map
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Aerial Map of
Alternative
Sites
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Photo
Simulations
View 1
Entrance of the Golf
Course on South Fitch
Mountain Road
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Photo
Simulations
View 1
Entrance of the Golf
Course on South Fitch
Mountain Road
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Photo
Simulations
View 2
Looking Northwest from
the golf course parking lot
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Photo
Simulations
View 2
Looking Northwest from
the golf course parking lot
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Photo
Simulations
View 3
Looking West from Hidden
Acres Road
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Photo
Simulations
View 3
Looking West from Hidden
Acres Road
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Photo
Simulations
View 4
Looking East from the Oak
Mound Cemetery
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Photo
Simulations
View 4
Looking East from the Oak
Mound Cemetery
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Photo
Simulations
Requested View from 501
Greens Drive
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Photo
Simulations
Requested View from 501
Greens Drive
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Faux-Broadleaf Tree
76’ Tall

70’ Tall
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64’ Tall

Faux-Broadleaf Tree
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Existing
Coverage
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•

The red means that there is
only outdoor coverage
available in those areas.

•

The yellow means that there
is outdoor coverage and
coverage in vehicles.

•

The green represents good
in-building coverage, which
is what most people
demand.

•

The beige areas depict no
coverage.

Proposed
Coverage
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•

The red means that there is
only outdoor coverage
available in those areas.

•

The yellow means that there
is outdoor coverage and
coverage in vehicles.

•

The green represents good
in-building coverage, which
is what most people
demand.

•

The beige areas depict no
coverage.

Recommendation
Adopt a Resolution approving the Land Lease Agreement
between the City of Healdsburg and GTE Mobilnet of
California, dba Verizon Wireless at 923 South Fitch Mountain
Road; and a Grant of Easement and Memorandum of Grant
of Easement, between the City of Healdsburg, Verizon
Wireless, and Tayman Park Golf Group, Inc., at 931 South
Fitch Mountain Road, relating to the construction and
operation of a Wireless Telecommunication Facility.
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Questions
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TECH & MEDIA

Verizon admits 'throttling' data to Calif. firefighters amid blaze
Verizon admitted that it should have lifted speed restrictions for firefighters, but said the issue was not due to the rollback of net
neutrality rules.

Firefighters monitor a backfire while battling the Ranch Fire, part of the Mendocino Complex Fire, on Aug. 7, 2018, near Ladoga,
California. Noah Berger / AP

Aug. 22, 2018, 3:09 PM PDT / Updated Aug. 22, 2018, 4:00 PM PDT

By Phil Helsel
Verizon is admitting that it made a mistake in slowing the wireless data speeds of California firefighters as they battled
what has been called the largest fire in state history this month.
The company said the slowdown, which happened because the department's plan allowed for the use of a limited
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amount of high-speed wireless data, had nothing to do with
the rollback of net neutrality rules and was a customer

service mistake.
The "throttling" was first reported by technology website Ars Technica.
The data slowdown came to light in a brief filed this week as part of a federal lawsuit brought by New York State's
attorney general and others that seeks to block the end of the 2015 Obama-era rules that governed how internet service
providers handled data that traveled over their networks.
The brief claimed that firefighters of the Santa Clara County Central Fire Protection District had their data “throttled”
by Verizon despite telling the company they were in the midst of an emergency. Throttling is a term used for when
companies slow internet service speeds.
"This throttling has had a significant impact on our ability to provide emergency services," the county's fire chief,
Anthony Bowden, wrote. "Verizon imposed these limitations despite being informed that throttling was actively
impeding County Fire's ability to provide crisis-response and essential emergency services."

AUG. 8: Fire crews across the nation called to battle Mendocino Complex fire

We apologize, this video has expired.

Bowden wrote that his department deployed an incident support unit (OES 5262) to help battle a blaze that broke out
north of San Francisco on July 27, and that the unit was primarily tasked to coordinate firefighting resources.
"In the midst of our response to the Mendocino Complex Fire, County Fire discovered the data connection for OES 5262
was being throttled by Verizon, and data rates had been reduced to 1/200, or less, than the previous speeds," Bowden
wrote in the declaration. "These reduced speeds severely73interfered
with the OES 5262's ability to function effectively."
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Bowden wrote that when contacted about the problem, Verizon representatives "confirmed the throttling" but said that
they would have to switch to a new, more expensive data plan. It eventually switched plans, but in the meantime fire
personnel were forced to use other agencies’ providers on their personal devices, Bowden wrote.

A firefighter knocks down hotspots to slow the spread of the River Fire (Mendocino Complex) in Lakeport, California, on July 31,
2018. Fred Greaves / Reuters file

The issue provides a real-world example of what has largely been a hypothetical concern of net neutrality supporters —
that allowing companies to manipulate their networks can have adverse consequences, some of which can be
unexpected.

Recommended
TECH NEWS

Oh, the humanity: Chess computers changed the game, but not the players

SECURITY
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NFT of Silk Road founder's art sells for more than $6 million

Verizon, in a statement to NBC Bay Area, said that it does lift data caps in emergencies and that "this was a customer
support mistake." But it also said that "this situation has nothing to do with net neutrality or the current proceeding in
court."
"Regardless of the plan emergency responders choose, we have a practice to remove data speed restrictions when
contacted in emergency situations. We have done that many times, including for emergency personnel responding to
these tragic fires," Verizon said.
"In this situation, we should have lifted the speed restriction when our customer reached out to us," the company said.

Related
TECH

Net neutrality repeal takes effect, but the fight is far from over

The lawsuit, filed by New York Attorney General Barbara D. Underwood, and which has the support of 22 other state
attorneys general, argues that the Federal Communications Commission’s 3-2 vote in December to scrap the previous
net neutrality rules is arbitrary and capricious and puts consumers at risk.
One death has been blamed on the Mendocino Complex Fire. A firefighter from Utah, Draper Battalion Chief Matthew
Burchett, died on Aug. 13 when he was struck by a tree while working on an active portion of the fire, the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, or Cal Fire, and Draper officials have said.

AUG. 15: Utah firefighter killed battling California fire
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Bowden's declaration does not blame limited data for any deaths or injuries or any destroyed or damaged homes.
Santa Clara County Counsel James R. Williams disputed Verizon’s characterization that the data limitations during the
Mendocino Complex Fire had nothing to do with the net neutrality issue.
"Verizon’s throttling has everything to do with net neutrality — it shows that the ISPs will act in their economic interests,
even at the expense of public safety," Williams said in a statement Wednesday. "That is exactly what the Trump
Administration’s repeal of Net Neutrality allows and encourages."
Santa Clara County Fire Capt. Bill Murphy, a department public information officer, said that the issue is larger than just
firefighters — members of the public depend on the internet during emergencies as well, and first responders depend
on it to get information to those affected.
"Our concern is if that same type of throttling happens to the public in a large disaster or emergency," he said.
The Mendocino Complex fires have burned more than 406,000 acres in all and have destroyed 157 homes and 120
other structures, according to Cal Fire, and as of Wednesday they were 74 percent contained. The cause of the wildfire
is under investigation.
The second-largest wildfire in California by acreage in modern state history is last year’s Thomas Fire, which burned a
little more than 280,000 acres in Ventura and Santa Barbara counties, according to Cal Fire. That fire was blamed in
two deaths and destroyed more than 1,000 buildings, the agency said. Mudslides that struck in January in the Montecito
area following heavy rains in areas burned by the fire killed 21 people.
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Verizon Throttled Firefighters' Data As Mendocino Wildfire
Raged, Fire Chief Says
August 22, 2018 · 4:13 PM ET
COLIN DWYER

Firefighters keep watch on an area of the Mendocino Complex Fire in Upper Lake, Calif.
Josh Edelson/AFP/Getty Images

Just days after the massive Mendocino Complex Fire ignited in Northern California,
fire officials were getting desperate in their emails to Verizon Wireless. As Santa Clara
County firefighters mobilized, they discovered that Internet access had slowed to a
crawl on the vehicle they were using to coordinate their response.
"Please work with us," Daniel Farrelly, a systems analyst for the Santa Clara Fire
Department, entreated the company in an email dated July 30. "All we need is a plan
that does not offer throttling or caps of any kind."

80 of 109

A few hours later, a Verizon accounts manager suggested they get an upgrade.
The fledgling blaze swelled into the largest wildfire in state history — and now, nearly
a month later, the email exchange has resurfaced in an entirely different venue: the
U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit.
Santa Clara County Fire Chief Anthony Bowden included the emails in his declaration
supporting a petition challenging the Federal Communications Commission's decision
to repeal Obama-era regulations known as net neutrality — which barred service
providers from blocking or slowing Internet access or from speeding it up for a higher
charge.
Article continues after sponsor message

FCC chief Ajit Pai has called net neutrality "heavy-handed" and says its rollback is a
return to the "light-touch regulatory vision" of the Internet's infancy in the 1990s.
POLITICS
Net Neutrality Has Been Rolled Back — But It's Not Dead Yet

THE TWO-WAY
FCC's Pai: 'Heavy-Handed' Net Neutrality Rules Are Stifling The Internet

But Bowden, along with more than two dozen states and local government entities,
laid out his case for why the repeal actually represents a threat to public safety. In his
addendum to a brief filed Monday, noted first by Ars Technica, Bowden said Verizon
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reduced its data rates to just one two-hundredths of what was usual — and did so at a
critical time for the emergency response.
"Dated or stale information regarding the availability or need for resources can slow
response times and render them far less effective. Resources could be deployed to the
wrong fire, the wrong part of a fire, or fail to be deployed at all," Bowden said. "Even
small delays in response translate into devastating effects, including loss of property,
and, in some cases, loss of life."
The slow data speeds that befell Santa Clara firefighters late last month were
eventually rectified — but only after paying a price, Bowden added.
"While Verizon ultimately did lift the throttling, it was only after County Fire
subscribed to a new, more expensive plan," he said in his declaration.
In the weeks that followed the email exchange, the Mendocino Complex Fire has
consumed more than 406,000 acres — or an area roughly the size of Houston. As of
Wednesday, the fire was just 74 percent contained.
NATIONAL
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Verizon acknowledged having made a "mistake," but a company spokesperson told
NPR that "the situation has nothing to do with net neutrality or the current proceeding
in court."
The issue, Verizon explained, was that the department had chosen a plan that, while
offering unlimited data, slowed speeds considerably once the customer had exceeded a
certain amount before the end of the billing cycle.
"Regardless of the plan emergency responders choose, we have a practice to remove
data speed restrictions when contacted in emergency situations. We have done that
many times, including for emergency personnel responding to these tragic fires," the
spokesperson said in a statement emailed to NPR.
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"In this situation, we should have lifted the speed restriction when our customer
reached out to us. This was a customer support mistake."
Santa Clara County officials were not buying that explanation.
"Verizon's throttling has everything to do with net neutrality — it shows that the ISPs
will act in their economic interests, even at the expense of public safety," Santa Clara
County counsel James Williams told Ars Technica on Thursday. "That is exactly what
the Trump Administration's repeal of net neutrality allows and encourages."
Williams' comment echoes the skepticism voiced by the government petitioners.
"The Commission acted arbitrarily and capriciously in crediting
industry promises to refrain from harmful practices, notwithstanding
substantial record evidence showing that [broadband Internet service] providers have
abused and will abuse their gatekeeper roles in ways that harm consumers and
threaten public safety," they said in Monday's brief.
And to Bowden, the real-life stakes of that decision are plain.
"In light of our experience," he wrote, "County Fire believes it is likely that Verizon will
continue to use the exigent nature of public safety emergencies and catastrophic
events to coerce public agencies into higher cost plans ultimately paying significantly
more for mission critical service — even if that means risking harm to public safety
during negotiations."
mendocino complex

california wildfires

net neutrality

verizon
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From: Jed Weissberg <jedshelley@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 3:45 PM
To: Jeff Fisher <jfisher@Healdsburg.gov>
Subject: Verizon cell tower
We can’t make the meeting, but please convey our strong support for a new cell tower to enhance
mobile communication around Fitch mountain. We live on Hidden Acres Rd across from the golf course
and wish it to be installed ASAP

