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BEFORE THE PUBLIC tl"I'ILI'l'IES COMMISSION OF THE S'l'ME OF ~ 

In the Hatter ot the Application of ) 
salinas Cellular Telephone Company ) 
tor a certiticate ot public . ) 
eonvenienee ~d necessity under ) 
Section 1001 of the Public ) 
Utilities Cocle o~ the State o~ ) 
california tor authority to con- ) 
struet and operate a new domestic ) 
public eellular radiotelecommunica- ) 
tion serviee to the public in the ) 
salinas-Seaside-Monterey Cellular ) 
Ge09%'aphic Ser..riee Area in ) 
calitornia and tor authority under ) 
Sections 816 throu~h a30 and aS1 ) 
of the PUblic oti11ties Code to ) 
issue evidence ot indebtedness in ) 
the principal" amoun-:: ot up to ) 
$4,500,000 t~ encumber pUblic ) 
utility property. ) 

-------------------------------) 

BAckground 

Application 88-02-03S 
(Filed February 19, 1988) 

In 1982, the Federal communications Commission (FCC) 
determined that a need tor a eellular service had been established 
throughout the nation and that this ser..riee, with new cellular 
teehnoloqy, would o~ter superior transmission, quality and privacy 
with far qreater eapacity than eonventional mocile radiotelephone 
service in use. Therefore, the FCC established a market structure 
tor eellular systems (Memorandum Opinion and Order on 
reconsideration, 47 Fed. Reg. 1018, 1003-34~ 89 FCC 2d (1982». 

The FCC market structure allocates two bloeks of 
frequencies within eaeh Cellular Geoqraphical Serviee Area (CGSA)i 
WA Blockw frequencies and *S Blockw frequencies. An FCC permit tor 
the A Block frequencies within a CGSA is desiqnated to a non
wireline entity or individual & An FCC permit tor the B Block 
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frequencies within a CGSA is desiqnated to a wireline telephone 
company located within the CGSA: 

AP,plicatioD 
salinas Cel11.llar Telephone Company (applicant), a 

california qeneral pa:tnership, requests a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity (CPC&N) to construct and operate a new 
domestic public cellular radio telephone service to, the public 
within the salinas, Seaside, and Monterey Metropolitan Statistical 
Area (SMSA) or CGSA, which encompasses a substantial portion of 
Monterey County. Applicant, a non-wireline entity, proposes to 
operate its cellular serviee on the A Block frequeneies. 

Concurrent to the requisite CPC&N, applicant requests 
authority to issue lonq term debt not to exceed $4,500,000 and to 
encumber such debt with applicant's public'utility property, 
pursuant to PUblic Utilities (PO) Code Sections 81& throuqh 8~O and 
851. 

Applicant filed an amencllnent to its application, on 
June 1, 1988. The amended application reflects a chanqe in the 
majority interest of the qeneral partnership and a chanqe in the 
use of facilities, financial plans, and manaqement of the system. 
Mccaw Communications of the Pacific, Inc. (Mccaw Pacific) owns 
50.01% and its affiliate, Mccaw Communications of the Northeast, 
Inc, owns 5.19687%. The remaininq 44.79313% is owned by 181 other 
entities/persons, as listed in Exhibit A to, the amended 
application. 

Copies of the application and amended application have 
been served on the cities and counties within the proposed· service 
area and on other entities with which applicant's proposed service 
is likely to compete, as shown in the certificate of service 
attached to the application and amended application. 

Notice of the application and amended application 
appeared in the Commission's- Daily calendar of February 24, 1988 
and June 7, 1988, respectively. Cellular. 'Resellers Association, 
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Inc. (CRA) tiled. a protest to· the application and amended 
application on March 22, 19Se and June 10, 1988, respectively. 

CRA asserts that applieant has not demonstrated that 
applicant is financially qualified t~ construct and operate the 
facility. In addition, CRA asserts that applicant should.: 

a. Not pay commissions to agents, 

b. Set up a separate retail only subsidiary 
or, in the alternative, applicant's 
certificate should be granted with a 
wholesale only limitation, 

c. Provide viable ra~ale opportunities to 
resellers, 

d. otter bulk wholesale rates only to' 
certificated resellers, and 

e. Provide fair interconnection ter.ms to' 
resellers, which are cost justified. 

CRA does not object to applicant obtaining interim 
authority to construct the proposed facility it two· conditions are 
met. ~he first condition is that applicant be precluded from 
operating the system to the public without turther authorization 
from the Commission. The second condition is that the interim 
authority specifically state that applicant has no guarantee that 
such operating authority will be forthcoming. 

~e FCC rules and regulations require a cellular system 
to' be constructed and ready to initiate service within 18 months 
from the date a permit is issued. ~o' comply with this requirement 
the proposed. cellular system must be constructed by September 12, 
1988. Time is of the essence. Therefore, this decision will 
conclude whether a CPC&N can be issued limited to the construction 
of the cellular system. Applicant can ):)e granted a CPC&N to· 
limited construction of its cellular system. By Decision 
88-03-029, the commission granted such authority to Cellular One of 
Bakerstield • 
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Applicant's FCC permit, proposed cellular system, 
environmental repo~, and ~inancial status are addressed in this 
decision. A subsequent decision will address the reasonabl~1ess of 
applicant's proposed rates and CRA's protest pertaining t~ 
applicant's rates and service. 
FS:C Permit 

The requisite FCC permit waS issued to- James H. 
Su:mmers1 on March 12,1987. On Dece=er 16,1987, the FCC permit 
Was assiqned to applicant. This assignment of the FCC permit to 
applicant did not change the date construction must be completed. 
Applicant has 18 months from March 12, 1987 to complete its 
construction, until September 12, 1988. 
Proposed CellUlAr svstea 

At the time applicant filed its application, applicant 
intended to use Bay Area Cellular Telephone company's (BACTC) 
Mobile Telephone Switching Office (MTSO) located in Oakland. 
SUbsequently, applicant made a business decision to construct its 
own ~o at its first of four eell sites, located in Salinas. 

The MXSO and all associated equipment, including an 
emergency generator and an associated fuel tank,. will be located. 
inside an existinq building located at the Salinas cell site. 
Because ot potential delays obtaining the M'l'SO switch trom the 
vendor, applicant has considered the possrbility that the MTSO may 
not be installed and operational by September 12, 1988. Therefore, 
applicant is making arrangements to share Fresno Cellular Telephone 
Company's M7S0 until January 1989. This will allow applicant t~ 
initiate service within the la-month period. required by the FCC. 

1 Summers held a 50.01% interest in applicant at the time this 
application Was filed. As explained in the application, Summers 
and Mccaw Communications of the Pacific, Inc. applied. to the FCC 
tor approval of the transfer of SUlnm.er's interest to McCaw 
Communications of the Pacific, Inc. FCC approval was granted on 
April 13, 19S5 • 
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Applicant's customers will experience wide area coverage 
throuqh an automatic roaminq agreement between applicant and Bay 
Area cellular Telephone company. A detailed description of the 
desiqn and operation ot applicant's proposed cellular system is 
attached to the amended application as EXhibit F. 

Applicant will be tiling an application with the FCC for 
authority to extend applicant's authorized CGSA to include a small 
area located. in the southeast quadrant of! the area wh.ich will be 
served by Cell Site 3, the Palo Escrito Peak cell site. 
EIlYJ.ron;mental Reyiey 

Applicant tiled a Proposed Environmental Assessment (PEA) 
with its application pursuant to ~e '17.1 ot the commission's 
Rules of Practice and Proced.ure, Exhibit M to the applieation. 
Applicant requests that the Commission, actinq as the lead aqency 
under the california Environmental Act (CEQA), issue a findinq that 
it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the 
construction and installation ot the cell sites and utilization of 
BACTC's MTSO may bave a siqniticant etfect on the environment. 

The commission statt bas reviewed the environmental 
aspects of the proposed initial construction project tor the MTSO 

and tour cell sites and has prepared a Negative Declaration. The 
Negative Declaration was issued on April 2~, 1988. A Notice of 
Preparation was distributed to local property owners and public 
agencies on May 4, 1988 and was published tor comment througb 
May 23, 1988. This Negative Declaration concludes that the project 
will not have any substantial adverse eftect on the environment 
based on the followinq findinqs: 

*l. Tbe proposed telephone system will not have 
a siqnificant effect on the geolO9Y, soils,. 
climate, hydrology, vegetation, or wildlife 
of the antenna or switching office sites. 

*2. Tbe proposed telephone system will not have 
a significant effect on municipal or social 
services, utility services,. or community 
structure • 
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*3. The proposed telephone system will not have 
a significant adverse effe~ on ~ir or 
water quality, the existinq circulation 
system, a:mbient noise levels, or public 
health. 

*4. Because individual telephone systems 
operate at a low power level in frequency 
Dands well separated from television and 
ordinary broadcasting frequencies, no 
interference with raQio or television 
reception is anticip~ted. In addition, at 
Cell Site #2 the site owner has offered 
surrounding residents free cable 1' .. V.. for a 
period ot five years to miti~ate the ette~ 
ot interference with televis10n reception 
from existing ~ radio- antennas at the 
site. Although the ofter is not sponsored 
by this proje~, the proje~ will benefit 
from the mitigation. 

*5. While the new towers ot Cell Sites l, 3 and 
4 will be visible from some surrounding 
areas, the visual impa~s are mintmized 
:because of the distance between most 
viewers and the antenna sites, the specitic 
locations of the antenna sites in rural 
sett:i.nq$, and their respeeti ve desiqns .. 
For Cell Site 2, antennas will be placed on 
an existing tower which will be extended an 
additional 60 teet.. The tower height 
extension and the placement ot four whip
antennas at the top ot the tower will not 
significantly affect the existing 
aesthetics.. All the antenna sites have 
been selected so as to min~ize their 
respective environmental impacts, while 
still providing ~~e precise radio coverage 
required by the CPOC.* 

1'0 assure that Significant effects do not occur as a 
result of this project, the Commission staff incorporated the 
following conditione into the Negative Declaration which will be 
adopted in this decision: 

*1. The applicant will consult with the 
appropriate local public agencies on 
project details such as the design, color, 
and type of materi~ls used in the antenna 
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towers, the specitic configuration of 
equipment on each facility site, and any 
other relevant community ~uildin~ codes, 
provided such conditions or requ1rements do 
not render the project site infeasible. 
While it is the CPOC's intent that local 
concerns be incorporated into- the desiqn, 
construction, and operation of this system, 
no additional permits from local 
authorities are required as a condition of 
this certificate. 

W2. The al?plicant will consult with the Federal 
Aviat10n Administration, local county 
department of airports, or other 
appropriate aviation agencies concerning 
the need. for tower lightinq, heigb.t, or 
placement prior to construction of each 
cell antenna. 

W3. The applicant will consider adjacent 
property-owner preferences s~mitted in 
response to this document in the use of a 
helicopter or crane for tower extension 
construction at Cell Site 2 • 

W4. The applicant will provide residents 
adjacent to Cell Site 2 with an antiCipated. 
schedule of construction prior to 
initiatinq construction activity. 

"'5. For future expansion antenna sites which 
would allow the system to serve a larger 
area, the applicant shall sUbmit 
environmental information to the CPUC prior 
to construction of such antennas. The CPOC 
will review this material and determine at 
that time whether any supplemental 
environmental documentation is required in 
accordance with the provisions of the 
california Environmental Quality Act.'" 

'Responses to the Negative Oe~laration were received from 
the california Department of Transportation's Division of 
Aeronautics (Division of Aeronautics) and from. four individuals 
livinq near Cell Site 2. The Division of Aeronautics indicated 
that the proposed project could require a Notice of Proposed 
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construction or Alteration by the Federal Aviation Administration. 
Applicant has applied to the Federal Aviation Administration tor 
the requisite permit. 

comments trom the tour individuals addressed the increase 
in tower height and antenna use proposed by applicant ~t Cell 
Site 2. Concerns included electronic interterence, land use 
compatibility, aesthetics, and weather conditions. No· new 
environmental effects were raised that were not considered in the 
Negative Declaration. None ot these ettects have been' determined 
to be significant atter mitigation. Land use compatibility related 
to property values was not specifically discussed in the Negative 
Declaration because it is not an environmental effect. 
Environmental related effects which contribute to· conclusions 
reqarding property value, such as aesthetics and traffic, were 
discussed in the Negative Declaration. 

The Department ot General Services' Office of Proj ect 
Development and Management considered the Negative Declaration 
comments and concludes that the proposed construction with the 
mitigated conditions identitied in the Negative Declaration will 
not have a significant effect on the environment. 

Subsequent to the clos1nq ot the Negative Declaration 
comment period, applicant modified its construction to include an 
M'rSO in Salinas. This M'rSO is to be placed, inside an existing 
~uildinq. The Commission staff has reviewed applicant's additional 
construction and concluded that it will not have a significant 
impact on the environment. Therefore, a new Neqative Declaration 
is not necessary. 

The Neqative Declaration and the related Notice of 
Publication.copied as Appendix ato this decision shoUld adopted. 
A Notice of Determination on applicant's project to eonstruct a 
cellUlar system, which will be sent to· the Secretary of Resources 
from this Commission, is attaehed to this decision as Appendix A • 

- S -



• 

• 

A.88-02-03S ALJf.MJG/tcg 

Initial construction Funding 
Applicant will purchase its cellular mobile telephone 

system from Ericsson, Inc., a distributor of cellular systems. 
Total capital requirements t~ construct and install the proposed 
facilities is projected to cost $2,319,l20. 

The necessary funds to construct and operate the proposed 
system will be proviaea by applicant's partners. Applicant 
estimates that the total capital requirement which the partners 
will need to contribute is $4,844,l53. This amount will cover the 
necessary funas to construct the proposed facilities and to. provide 
operating funds for the first two years of operation. 

Mccaw Pacific states in its Declaration of Partner Re 
Financing that it has sufficient liquid assets and available lines 
of credit to fund its proportionate share of the system, Exhibit J 

to the amended application. To- the extent that a minority 
shareholder does not contribute its share of the necessary capital, 
Mccaw Pacific will provide the noncontributing partner's share • 

CRA asserts that applicant does not provide any support 
to show how applicant's partners will De able to provide 'their 
allocated share of funds for the construction and operation of the 
proposed facilities. 

By letter of June 22, 1988, applicant clarified the 
availability of Mccaw Pacific's financial status. A copy of this 
letter was provided to CRA and placed in the formal file. 
Applicant proviaes a declaration of McCAw Pacific's parent 
corporation, Mccaw Cellular communications, Inc. (Mccaw Cellular) 
which guarantees Mccaw Pacific's tinancial commitments. Financial 
statements attached to. this commitment show that, as of March 31, 

1988, Mccaw Cellular has a 3 t~ 1 current asset ratio, or 
$209,822,000 more current assets than current liabilities, and 
$55,853,000 o.f equity. 

Although CRA asserts that applicant tails to- demonstrate 
its financial qualifications, CRA does not object to applicant 
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constructing the proposed facilities. It applicant is not 
financially qualified it will not be able to· obtain the necessary 
funds t~ construet the proposed facilities. However, applicant's 
majority partner, Mccaw Pacific, has the necessary source of funds 
and eo=mitment to provide applicant's entire capital needs 
identitied in this application and amended application. We tind 
applicant tinancially qualitied to construct the proposed 
facilities. 
S;onelusion 

Applicant should be granted a limited CPC&N to construct 
its proposed cellular system. SUch limited authority will preclude 
applicant from operating its proposed cellular Syst4~ pending 
further authorization from this commission and will not guarantee 
applicant that such operating authority will be forthcoming. 
Findings of Pact 

1. Applicant requests a CPC&N to construct and operate a new 
domestic public cellular radi~ telephone service wi'thin the 
Salinas, seaside, and Monterey CGSA. 

2. Applicant requests authority to- issue lon,;, term. debt. 
3. Applicant withdrew its request te issue long term debt. 
4. Mccaw Pacific owns 50.01% ot applicant. 
s. Mccaw Pacific's attiliate owns 5.19687% of applicant. 
6. Copies of the application and amended application have 

been served on the cities and counties within the proposed service 
area and on other entities with which applicant's proposed service 
is likely to compete. 

7. Notice ot the application and amended application 
appeared on the Commission's Daily calendar ot February 24, 1988 
and June 7, 1988 , respectively. 

8. CRA tiled a protest to the application ~d amended 
application. 
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9. The FCC rules and regulations require a cellular system 
to be constructed and ready to initiate service within 18. months 
from. the date a permit is issued •. 

10. The FCC permit was issued to James H. S\llDmers on 
March 12, 1987. 

~l. Tne FCC permit was transferred from Summers to applicant 
on December 16, 198.7. 

12. The assiqnment of the permit to applicant did not change 
the date construction must be completed under the FCC rules. 

13. construction must be completed by SeptelDber 12, 1988. 
14. The proposed operation is technically feasible. 
15. The commission is the l~d agency under CEQA for 

determination of environmental effects ot the project under 
consideration. 

16. T.he Commission has prepared a properly noticed and 
reviewed Negative Declaration for the proposed tour cell sites. 
The Negative Declaration was issued on May 4, 1988. The 
environmental review period ended on May 23, 1988.. 

17. The Oivision ot Aeronautics and tour individuals 
responded to the Negative Declaration. 

1e. Applicant has applied to the Federal Aviation 
Administration for a permit identified by the Division of 
Aeronautics. 

19. The Departlnent of General Services' Office of Project 
Development and MAnagement considered the Negative Declaration 
comments and concludes that the proposed construction with the 
mitigated conditions identified in the Negative oeclaration will 
not have a significant effect on the environment. 

20. Applicant m.odified its construction to include the 
placement ot a MTSO at the Salinas cell site. 

2l. The ~O will be placed in an existing building • 
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22. The commission statt has reviewed. applicant's additional 
construction and concluded that it will not have a signiticant 
ilnpact on the environment. 

23. 'the necessary tunds to construct aDd operate the proposed 
system will be provided by applicant's partners. 

24. Mccaw Pacitic will provide its share 0: the necessary 
funds to construct and operate the proposed :facilities. Mccaw 
Pacific will also provide any noncontributing partner's share ot 
necessary funds. 

25. Mccaw cellular is Mccaw Pacific's parent. 
Z&. Mccaw Cellular guarantees McCaw Pacific's financial 

comJU bent. 

27. Mccaw Cellular has a 3 to ~ current asset ratio and 
$55,853,000 of equity, as ot March 31, 1988. 

28.. Pul:>lic convenience and necessity require the grant ot a 
limited CPC&N to construct applicant's proposed tacilities. 
Conclu§ions of Law 

1. Applicant should be qranted a CPC&N limited to authority 
to construct public utility radio telecommunications facilities 
with a MTSO and four cell sites, as identified in the application. 

2. The Negative Declaration attached as. Appendix B, 
including the mitigation measures identified therein, should be 

approved. 
3. The tollowing order should be effective on the date the 

order is si~ed because public convenience and necessity requires 
prompt construction ot applicant's ~so and tour cell sites. 

11f'l'ERXK ORDER 

IT IS ORDERED that: 
~. A certiticate ot public convenience and necessity is 

granted to Salinas Cellular Telephone Company (applicant) limited 
to the construction at applicant's risk ot'a mobile telephone 
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switching office located at the southeast corner of Harkins Road 
and Abbott Street,. salinas and at tour cell sites within the 
Salinas, Seaside, and Monterey Cellular Graphic Service Area, at 
the following locations: 

a. Southeast corner of Harkins Road and Abbott 
Street, salinas. (Lat. 36· 38' 43* N, Long. 
121· 37' 30* W) 

b. Approximately five miles south of Laquna 
Seea Race Track at the end of saddle Road 
and off of Boots Road, Monterey 
county. (Lat. 36· 33' 12* N, Long. 121" 47' 
05* W) 

c. Palo Escrito Peak, Monterey County. (Lat. 
36" 24' 12* N, Long .. 121" '29' 51* W) 

d. Thompson canyon Road in Pine canyon, 
Monterey County. (Lat. 36" 13' 20* N, Long. 
121" 10' 43* W) . 

2. Applicant shall not operate this system in service to the 
public without turther authorization from this Commission. There 
is absolutely no guarantee that sueh operating authority will be 
forthcoming. 

3. The Negative Declaratio~ as set forth in Appendix S to 
this decision is approved including the mitigation measures set 
forth therein. 

4. In constructing its system, applicant shall undertake the 
environmental mitigation measures identified in the Negative 
Declaration as lawtully required by local authority. 

S. Applicant will consult with the appropriate local public 
agencies on project details such as the design, color, and type of 
materials u~ed in the antenna towers, the specific configuration of 
e~ipment on eaCh facility Site, and any other relevant community 
building codes, provided such conditions or requirements do not 
render the project site infeasible. While it is the Commission's 
intent that local concerns be incorporated into the design, 
construction,. and operation of this system,. no additional permits 
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from local authorities are required as a condition of this 
certificate. 

6. Appli~~t shall consult with the Federal Aviation 
Administration, local county departlnent of airports, or other 
appropriate aviation aqencies concerning the need for tower 
lighting, height, or placement prior to construction of each cell 
antenna. 

7. Applicant shall consider adjacent property-owner 
preferences submitted in response to the Negative Declaration in 
the use of a helicopter or crane for tower extension construction 
at Cell Site 2. 

8. Applicant shall provide residents adj acent to Cell S·i te 2 

with an anticipated schedule ot construction prior to initiatinq 
construction activity. 

9. For future antenna sites which would allow the system to 
serve a larger area, applicant shall submit environmental 
information to the Commission prior to construction of such 
antennas. The Commission will review this material and determine 
at that time .whether any supplemental environmental documentation 
is required in accordance with the provisions. of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

~O. The Executive Director, as required by Public Resources 
Code § 2~108, shall tile with the Office of Planning and Research a 
Notice of Determination as set forth in Appendix A to this 
decision. 

11. The Commission does not, by this order, determine that 
applicant's construction proqram is necessary or reasonable tor 
ratemakinq purposes. These issues are normally tested in general 
rate making proceedings. 

~2. Th~ corporate identification numbe4 assigned to· salinas 
Cellular Telephone Company is U-301S-C which should be included in 
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the caption of all original filings with this Commission, and in 
the titles o~ other pleadinss tiled in existing cases. 

This order is effective today_ 
Dated. JUl22' 1988 , at San Francisco,. California. 
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APPENDIX A 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

TO: Off~ce of Pl~nning ~nd Rese~rch 
1400 - 10th Street, Room 121 
Sacramento,. CA 95814 

FROM: calif. Public Utility Commission 
50S V~n Ness Avenue,. 5th F100r 
San Francisco,. CA 94120 

SUBJECT: Filing of Notice of Determination in Compliance with Section 
21108 or 21lS2 of the Public Resources Code. 

Projee't Title 
Sa1inas eellu'ar Te1ephone System 

State C1earinghouse Number Contact Pe rson Telephone Number 

SCH 88050309 

Project Location 

El ~i ne Russe'l (916·) 324-6195 
or (4lS) 557-8803 

Sites in Ci~ of Sa11nas and unincorporated Monterey County 

Project OescMption: 

Approval of Certificate of PubHe eonvenienee and Neeessity 
to insta" and operate a mob11e telephone system to serve the 
Sa, inas-Seaside-Monterey Standard Metrop01 itan Statistiea' Area .. 

This is to advise that the California PubliC Utilities Commission 
has approved the above described project and has made the fol'ow
ing determinations regarding the above described project: 

1. The project ____ wi'l,. -A-wil' not,. have a significant effect 
on the environment. 

2. ~ Environmenta1 Impact Report was prepared for this pro
ject pursuant to the provisions of CECA. 
-X-A Negative Oec1aration was prepared for this project pur
suant to the provisions of CECA. 
The EIR or Negative Declaration and record of project 
approval may be examined at: 

pyblic Information Cgyotec 
Calif. pyblic Utilities Cgmm1ssion 
505 van Nass Ayeny~ 
SAn ECAoe1sco. CA 941Q2 

3. Mitigation measures -2Lwere,. _were not,. made a condition 
of the approva1 of the project. 

4. A statement of Overriding Considerations ____ was, ___ was not,. 
adopted for this project. 

• Date Received for Filing 

Vietor Weisser 
Exeeutive Director 

(END OF A?PENDIX A) 
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NOTICE 

PUBLICATION OF A NEGATIVE DE~ARATION 
CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

Ql2er1ot10n of Propo=ed Aet100: Salinas Cellula~ Telephone Company, a 
licensee of the Fede~al Communications Commission, has applied to the 
ea., 'lforn 'I a Publ ic Uti'ities Commission (CPUC) for approval of a Cer'tif'feate of 
PubliC Convenience and Necessity (Application 18802035) for the installation 
and operation of a mobile telephone system to serve the Sal inas-Seaside
Monterey Standard Metropol itan Stat'fstical Area CSMSA) in Menterey County. 
The CPUC has prepared an Initial Study and Mitigated Negat1ve Declaration 
describing the proposed project, its environmental impacts, and the conditions 
that wi 1 1 be 1 mposed to ensu re the p roj ec:t will not cause any sign 1f1 eant 
environmental impacts. 

Where Rsx;ument Can 6§ Reyiewes!: The subject Negative Declaration may be 
reviewed at the offices of the CPUC, ll07 - 9th Street, Suite 710, Sacramento, 
CA, or at 50S Van Ness, CPUC Central Files,. San Francisco, CA. Copies can be 
obta 1 ned by ca" 1 n9 the CPUC at C 4l5) 557-2400. 

Rey1ew Per1gd: The subject Negat1ve Declaration 1s ava'f1able for a 20-day 

• 

public review period from May 3, 1988 to May 2:3, 1~88. Comments must be 
receiVed 1n wMt1ng by close of business on May ,23., 1988. Written comments 
should be add~essed to: 

• 

Ms. E1 a1 ne Russe" 
California Publ1e Ut111ties Commission 

ll07 - 9th Street, Suite 710 
Sacramento, CA 9S8l4 
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NEGATIVE DEClARATION 

PURSUANT TO DIVISION 13 
CALIFORNIA PUSLIC RESOURCES OOOE 

Pro1es:,t oescr1pt1on: The Ca11forn1a Pub11c Ut111t1es Conrn1ss10n CCPUC, 
proposes to grant approval for a Certif1cate of Publ1c Convenience and 
Necess1ty to Sal1nas Cellular Telephone for the 1nstallat10n and operation of 
a mob1le telephone system to serve the Salinas-Seas1de-Monterey Standard 
Metropol1tan Stat1st1cal Area CSMSA) 1n Monterey County. 

The proposed project consists Of the installation of four antennas w1thin 
Monterey County. An exist1ng Mobl1e Telephone Sw1tch1ng Office in Oakland 
... 111 pertonn the switching operations between cell ulal" telephones and land 
1 lnes. 

The appl1cant has been l1censed by the FCC to serve the Salinas-Seaside
Monterey SMSA mobl1e telephone market. The appl icant currently seek$ the 
approval of the cal1fornia Public Ut111t1es Commiss10n to construct Sallnas 
Cell ular Telephone eel1 S'ftes 1,. 2,.. 3 and 4. 

Find1ngs: An In1t1al Environmental Study (attached) was prepared to assess 
the project's effects on the env'fronment and the s1gn1ficance of those 
effects. Based upon the 1nit1al study,. the project w111 not have any 
substantial adverse effects on the env1ronment. Th1s conclus10n ls supported 
by the follow1ng f1ndlngs: 

1. The proposed telephone system w'f11 not have a s1gniflcant effect 
on the geology,. so115,. climate,. hydrology,. vegetat10n,. or wl1dHfe 
of the antenna or sw1tch1ngoffice s1tes. 

2. The proposed telephone system will not have a significant effect 
on municipal or social services,. utl1ity services,. or community 
s'tructu re .. 

3. The proposed telephone system w111 not have a signif'fcant adverse 
effect on ail" 01" water quality,. the exist1ng circulatlon system, 
ambient nolse levels,. 01" public health. 

4. Because individual telephone systems operate at a low power level 
1n frequency bands well separated from telev1s10n and ord1nary 
broadcasting frequencies, no interference w1th radio 01" television 
reception is antiCipated.. In addition, at eell Sfte 12 the site 
owner has offered surround1ng residents free cable T .. V. for a 
period of five years to mitigate the effect of lntereference with 
television reception from ex1sting FM radio antennas at the Site. 
Although the offer is not sponsored by this project,. the project 
w~ll benefit from the m1ti9at1on~ 

5. While the new towers of ee'l Sites 1,. 3 and 4 will be visible from 
sone surround1ng areas, the visual impacts are minimized because 
of the distance between most v1ewel"S and the antenna sites,. the 
s~ifie locations of the antenna sites in . rural settings,. and 
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the1 r respective des 19ns. For ee" Site 2~ antennas w11' be 
placed on an existing tower which w11' be extended an additional 
60 feet. The tower height extension and the placement of four 
whip antennas at the top of the tower w11' not significant'y 
affect the existing aesthetics. A'l the antenna sites have been 
selected so as to minimize their respective environmental impacts~ 
wh11e st1" providing the precise r~di0· coverage required by the 
~C .. 

To assure that significant adverse effec:t.s do not occur as a result of this 
projec:t~ the fo"ow1ng cond1t'fons are incorporated into th'fs Negative 
Declaration: 

1. The applicant w111 consult with the appropriate local publ1c 
agencies on project deta11s such as the desi9n~ color~ and type of 
materials used in the antenna towers~ the specific configuration 
of equipment on each facility s1te~ and any other relevant 
community bui'ding codes~ provided such conditions or requirements 
do not render the project site infeasible. While it is the CPUC's 
intent that local concerns be incorporated into the desi9n~ 
construct1on~ and operation of this system~ no additional penm1ts 
from loca' authorities are required as a condition of th15 
certificate. 

2. The Applicant w11' consult with the Federal Aviation 
Administration, 'ocal county department of airports~ or other 
appropriate aviation. agencies concerning the need for tower 
H9hting~ height~ or placement prior to, construction of each cel' 
antenna. 

3. The app'icant w111 consider adjacent property-owner preferences 
submitted 1n response to th1s document 1n the use of a he'icopter 
or crane for tower extension construction at eel' Site 2. 

4. The app11cant w11' provide residents adjacent to ee'l Site 2 with 
an anticipated schedule of construction prior to 1nit1ating 
construction activity. 

5. For future antenna sites which would allow the system to serve a 
larger area~ the Applicant shall submit environmental information 
to the CPUC prior to construction of such antennas. The CPUC wi" 
review this mate r'f al and detenn1ne at that time whether any 
supplemental env1ronmental documentation 15 required in accordance 
with the provisions of the Ca11'fornia Environmental O,uaHty Act • 
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CQpies of this Negative Declaration and In'ftial Study may be obtained, by 
addressing a request to the preparer: 

California Pub1ic Uti 1 it1es Commission 
1107 - 9th Street~ Suite 710 

Sacramento, CA '95814 

Attention: E1a'fne Russel' 
(916) 324-6195 

Mike Burke~ Regulatory and Environmental Coordinator 
California Public Utilities Comm1ss'fon 
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CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL sruOy 
CHEOCLIST 

Project Title: Sa1fnas. eel'uar Telephone 

Monterey County 

Study Date: April, 1988 

l 
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BAO<GROUNO INFORMATION 

. . 

Salinas Cellular Telephone System 

6. Prol&et Oeser1ptio0:lL . 

Salinas Cellular Telephone~ a licensee of the Federal 
Communications Comm1ssion~ has appl1ed to the cal1fornia Public 
Utl1ities Commission (CPUC) for approval of a Certificate of 
Pul>1'te Convenience and Necess1ty for the 1nsta11ation and 
oper-at10n of a mobile telephone system to serve the Sal1nas
SMs1de-Monterey Standar<i Metropolitan Statistical Area CSMSA) in 
Monterey County. 

This cellular system will cons1st of four cell sites or 
transmitting/receiving stations located in the cell ular geographic 
service area (CGSA). One ce" site 1s in the C1ty of Salinas;: the 
other three are in the unincorporated area of Monterey County. 
(See Figure 1) 

The proposed ce11ular system is intended to provide a wide variety 
of local and long distance communications l>etween fixed 
(office/home) and mobile (motor vehicles/portable un1ts) stations 
or betweel\ two mobl1e units. eel 1 ular telephones can be used fo,. 
regula,. business and personal telephone conversat10ns~ as we" as 
for emergency serv1ces such as police. medical~ and fire agencies. 
This system would function as an extension of the present 
telephone network 1n Kern. County. There 15 on.ly one other mobl1e 
telephone service company that is licensed to serve the project 
area .. 

Mobile telephone systems operate by us1ng low power ,.ad1o 
transmftte,./rece1ver-s situated nea,. the center of small (2.5 to 10 
mile d1amete,.) geog,.aph1cal units called cells. Each mol>ile ~hone 
CQlmlunicates using radio signals to or from the cel1 ts antenna. 
The cell antennas are connected to a central sw1tchfng office by 
wfre , 1nes or microwave units. The central switchfng office 
automatically passes a telephone conversation from cell to cell as 
the mobf1e unit moves through the service area. "Roamer 
agreements" permit s1mf1arly continuous service when units move 
between service areas • 
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c. 

On April 9. 1931. the Federa' Communications Commission (FCC) 
adopted rules for the installation and operation of ce'lular 
telephone systems. The \>rov1 s'fons include:. 

l. There wil' be two cel'u'ar systems pel" market area. Each 
defined market a~a is based' upon standard metrop01itan 
statistical areas. 

2. Twenty '(20) MHz is held 'In reserve for al' land mobile 
services. 

3. There are no , im'fts on the number of markets that ean be 
served by a single cellular mobile radio serv'ice CCMRS) 
o!)erator. 

4. 

s. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

Licensees and affiliates of licensees are allowed to· 
manufacture radio equipment~ 

Telephone companies w111 be required to estab' ish a fully 
separate subsidia~ to \>rovide CMRS. 

Wire line companies must provide equa' interconnection to 
al' cellular systems. 

The FCC will preempt the State jurisdictions with regard to 
licensing but will not regulate rates~ 

The FCC has found that po1nt-to-point microwave and other 
regular cellular telephone radio transmissions do not pose a 
human. health hazard if properly designed and constructed.V 

The California Public Util'lties Commission's Rule 17.1 of Practice 
and Procedure entitled. "Special Procedure for Implementation of 
the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970" and the 
ea.l 1forn1 a Env1 ronmental Clual1ty Act (CECA) requi,re an 
environmental review of all developmental p·rojects before the C?1.JC 
can issue a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for a 
project. such as the proposed Sal1nas-Seaside-Monterey mObile 
telephone system. 

Depending upon demand. the Company may consider expanding this 
system to provide ee" ubI" telephone' service to other porti.ons of 
the projeet area in the future. The installation of antennas not 

. covered in this, document would require addit1.onal environmentai 
review by the Commission. 

Pr01ect Settin~:. 

As noted above. the !)roposed ceil ular telephone system wil'! 
consist of four radio towers.. Cans will be transfel"l"ed through 
an existing centra'1zed mob11 e telephone switching office CMTSO) 
in Oakland. ap\>rovec in CPUC Decision, 86-05-010. As the MTSO was 
already approved and the subject of a separate environmental 
document. it is not a part of th1s. appl ication 01" proj.ect 

3 
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description. Figure 1 displays the regional sett1ng of the 
system. F1gures 2. 5. a and II show Antenna Sites 1 through 4 in 
relation to surrounding terrain features. The fo-llow1ng is a 
description of the four antenna sites that are the subject of this 
Initial Study and the equipment that will be installed at each: 

1. Cell 1 - the Salinas site 

2. 

southeast corner of Harkins Rd.1 
Abbott St. intersection 

This site is urban'fzed and contains a warehouse. which is 
partially leased. a parking lot. a vacant bank bu1ld1ng and 
an undeveloped strip of land. (Figure 2) The antenna would 
be at the southwest corner of the warehouse and would use a 
port'fon of the vacant str1p. No ex1st'fng parking spaces 
would be taken for the project. 

Surrounding land uses consist of m1xed l1ght industr1al and 
commercial uses. An existing 10o-foot self-suppporting 
tower on the northeast side of the warehouse provides a 
microwave link: for a long-distance telephone carrier located 
in the bu11ding. Access to the site would be by existing 
paved roads. 

The proposed communication facil1ty would consist of radio 
transmitt1ng and rece'fv1ng antennas. two microwave d1shes, 
batteries. and a1r cond1tion'fng units. Four omni
directional antennas and two microwave dishes would be 
mounted on a new 20o-foot-high monopole, which would be 
located on the south side of the ex1st1ng warehouse. Rad10· 
equipment would be installed 1n a shelter which would be 
located inside a portion of the existing vacant warehouse 
space. (Figures 3 and 4) Ut11ities ava11 able at the s1te 
would be adequate to serve the needs of the facility. 

The cell would service the northeastern portions of Monterey 
County along Highway 101 from the County line to the north. 
Soledad to the south. the County l1ne to the east. and a 
portion of Highway 68 to the west. 

Cell 2 - Monterey site 
at the end of Saddle Rd. 
off Beets. Road 

This cell site is in a rural residential area. about five 
miles south of the Laguna Seca Race Track. The site 
currently provides communications facilities for telephone, 
AM and FM radio stations and an ambulance radio service. 
These existing faci1it1,es consist of antennas on a 7S-foot 
high tower. an eO-foot high tower, and a 140-foot high tower 
mounted on top of a 250 square foot equipment building. 
(Figure 5) , 
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Surrounding uses are rural and rural residential. Land to 
the north is predominantly vacant and covered with coastal 
chapparal scrub. To the east, south and west are residences 
on approximately 3-acre lots. 

The proposed cell would consist of radio· transm1tt1ng and 
receiving antennas, microwave dishes, batteries" and a1 r 
condition1ng unit and an emergency generator. The Applicant 
proposes construction of a new equipment shelter on the 
north side of the existing equipment building to house 
cellular equipment. To meet cell coverage requirements, 
Ap!)l1cant requires that antenna placement be at 200 feet 
above ground level. Applicant proposes to add 60 feet to 
the existing 140-foot tower for mounting four omni
directional antennas. One 6-foot diamater microwave dish 
would be mounted on top of the equipment structure, 
approximately 10 feet above ground level. (Figures 6 and 7) 
The other two towers and the shelter would remain unChanged 
on-site. Access to the site wouid be via an existing paved 
road. Utilities available at the site would be adequate to 
service the needs of the facility. 

The cel 1 site would service the area from the City of 
Monterey on the northwest,.· port1'ons of Highway 68 to Sal inas 
on the east,.· and Highway 101 to the County l1ne on the 
north.. There woui,d be little to· no coverage to the south of 
the cell site. 

3. eell 3 - Palo Escrito Peak site 
on top of Palo Escrito Peak, 
approximately 7 miles east of 
Cannel Valley Rd., 4.5 miles west of 
Highway lOl and 13 miles northwest of 
Soledad. 

This site on top of Palo Escrito Peak is rural and far 
removed from urban areas. The site is about 11 miles 
northwest of Soledad on a coastal ridge. The !)8ak top area 
contains several communications facilities with existing 
towers and shelters. (Figure 8) 

Surrounding land is undeveloped and used for cattle grazing. 
Two existing communications facilities are located near the 
proposed site .. 

The proposed communication facility would consist of radio 
transmitting and receiving antennas, microwave dishes, 
b4tteries and air conditioning unites. An emergency 
generator would be installed at the site. Four omfni
directional antennas and three microwave dishes would be 
mounted on a new 90-foot tall monopole. Switching equipment 
would be in5taned in a new shelter. CFfgures 9 and 10) 
Access to the s1te would be on an existingunfmproved road 
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through private p,roperty. Ut11ities ava'flable at the site 
would be adequate to service the needs of the facility. 

The cell $1te would service central Montery County, 
including portions of Carmel Valley Road to Carmel on the 
north and northwest~ portions of Highway lOl to, Soledad on, 
the SQut."'Ieast, and Highway l near Carmel on the west. 

4. Cell 4 - King City site 
Thompson Canyon Rd. in Pine Canyon 
off U.S. Highway lOl approx1mately 
three miles northwest of King City 

Like Cell Site 3, this site is on a pr1vately-owned cattle 
ranch in a rural area of the county. The p,roposed tower and 
shelter would be on the former site of KLFA FM' radio· 
station's tower. KLFA's tower has been retnOvedJ its shelter 
wi', be removed prior to the cell installation. The site is 
approximately three miles northwest of King City. (Figure 
ll) 

Surrounding land uses are predominantly cattle ranching. A 
small wind turbine farm is to the northwest. The access 
road to the site passes two farm residences. Cultivated 
agriculture is to the northeast, east and southeast of the 
s1te .. 

The proposed communication facility would consist of 
computer ~itching equipment, antennas, a microwave dish, 
batteries and air conditioning units. An emergency 
generator would be installed at the site. Four omni
directional anntennas and one microwave dish would be 
mounted on a new 20o-foot monopole. Switching equipment 
would be installed in a new shelter located at the base of 
the tower. Access to the site would be on an existing 
unimproved road through private property. Utilities 
available at the site would be adequate to service the needs 
of the facility. (Figures 12 and 13) 

THe cell would service southern Monterey County including 
Highway lOl to Soledad on the north and to, the Coun~, 11ne 
on the south and east. There would be l1tt,e to no coverage 
west of the cel' site • 

6 
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o • lead Agency Contact Person: 

Ms. Elaine Russe" Energy Resources Branch 
california Public Utilities Commission 
1107 - 9th Street~ Suite 710 
Sclcramento~ CA 95814 
(916) 324-6195 

E. Lead Agency: 

california Public Utilities Commission 
50S. Van Ness 
Scln Francisco~ CA 9410Z 

G. Responsible Agencies: 

Except for the cal1fornia Pub·l1c Ut111t1es Comm1ssion,. no other 
State or local agencies have d1scret1ona~ approval over cellular 
telephone systems • 

7 
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CELLSITE LOCATIONS 
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A· VIEW OF SITE LooKINC EAST 

e - VIr;:N OF ADJACENT STRUCTURE LOOKING NORTHEAST 

II 

F1GURE'4 
CelL 1 ~ SAUNAS 

PHOTOGRAPHIC VIEWS 



FIGURES· 
CELL 2- MONTEREY . 

. SOURCE:USGS·7"SS.rieacr~) 
Seasid.Ouedranole. 





A· view OF SITE LOOKING WEST 

B • view OF SITE VICINITY LOOKING EAST 
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FlGURE7 
CELL 2- .. MONTEREY 

PHOTOGRAPHIC VIEWS 



FIGURES:' 
CELL 3 .. PALO ESCRITO PEAK 
SOURCE: USGS - 7$ S.rIea (TCIt)OOraPhic) 

Palo· EactitoPeak Ouadrang~ 
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RGURE9' 
CELL 3 - PALO ESCRITO PEAK 

SITE PLAN ANDELEVATlON 
SOURCE:GarrttlOn. EJrMndotf. 2inov 
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FlGURE10 
CELL 3- PALO ESCRLTO PEAK 

PHOTOGRAPHIC VIEWS 
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FIGURE 11 
CELL 4 - KING CITY 

SOURCE; USGS • 7 SSeriea(Topogr8Qhic) 
Thompeon Canyon Quadrangle 
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ENVIRONMENTAL. IWACTS, 

A. Geology/Geomorphology. Wi'll the 
proposal result in: 

l. Unstable ea~ cond1t1ons or 
changes in geologiC substructures? 

2. Changes in topography or any 
un1que geo1og1C or phys1cal features 
of the s1te? 

-.~ 

The 1'0 un dati ons for towers at eel 1 Sites 3 and 4 w1'1 1 ·requ1 re a mino'r 
amount of grading.. Th1s grad1ng w111 result in. a m1nor,. 1ns1gnif"fcant 
modification of the ex1st1ng topography of the project sites. 

B. 

3-. Exposure of peelpl. or p·roperty 
to major geologic hazards (earth-
quakes,. slides,. subsidence,. 
l1quefact10n, volcanism)? 

Sol1s. W111 the proposal result in: 

1. Disruptions,. dbplacements,. 
compaction or overc:over1ng of the 
so11? 

At Cell Sites 3- and 4, the project w111 require minor grading for 
foundation. Construction at those sites will result in coverage of 
approximately 360 square feet of soil at each site. The antenna pad and 
transformer at eell Site 1 would cover ap~roximately 12 square feet. 
eell Site 1 would not requ1re a separate equ1.pment structure. The 
equipment structure at Cel' Sfte 2 would cover approximately 400 square 
feet of sol1. eel' Site 2 would not requtre a new tower. 

2. Increased erosion from w1ndor 
water? 

3. Changes in deposit10n or eros10n 
of beach sands,. or changes· 1n sl1tation,. 
deposition or erosion wh1ch may modify 
the ehannel of a river or stream or the 
bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet or 
lake?'-

21 
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C. Air Qual 1ty/Ci 1mate. Will the proposal 
result in: 

1. Substantial air emissions or 
deterioratfon of ambient air quality? 

2. Creation of objectionable odors? 

3. Alteration of air movemen.t" 
mOisture, temperatur~, or any change 
in climate, either 'oca1ly or. 
regiona1ly? 

D. Water. Wi" the proposal result 
in: 

l. Degradation of water quality? 
\ 

2. Degradation or depletion of. ground 
water resources, or interference with 
ground water recharge? 

3. Depletion or contamination of 
public water supply? 

4. Erosion, sl1tation, or flooding? 

s. A change in the amount of sul"'face 
water 1n any water body? 

6. Alterations to- the course 01"110. 
of flood waters? 

E. Vegetation. Wil' the proposal result 
in: 

l. A change in the diversity of 
species, or numbers of any species of 
plants (including trees" shrubs, grass, 
crops, microf1ora and aquatic plants)? 

2. A reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, rare or endangeredspee1es of 
plants? 

Yes May.be No 

X

x.... 

The Non-Game Heritage Section of the Department of Fish and Game was 
consulted regarding known occurences of Federal or State threatened 01"' 
endangered vegetative species at or near the sites~ 3J The Data Sase 
Maps showed no sensitive species on 01"' near the sites. cell Site I 1s 
in an urbanized disturbed area and has no potentia' for sens1tive 
species. The support structure fol"' Cen S1te 2 l1kewise is 1"n. a 
previously disturbed area. 
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eell Site 3 has a low potenth.l for sensitive species. The site is 
currently vacant, but has been disturbed prev'fously for construction of 
an adjacent radio tower. Access to the site would be on an existing 
unimproved road. The site and land along the access road is open d~ 
oak woodland, with a wide variety and abundance of low-grow1ng spring 
wildflowers and grasses. Nemgpb 11 a. was the ,most abundant species on 
the site and was prevalent along the roadway to the site. 

eell Site 4 likewise bas a low potential for sensitive species. The site 
is located at the foot of the coastal range on the east side of that 
range. It is mostly bare, with a few ruderal herbaceous species. The 
site has been disturbed by the KlFA FM radi~ tower and by its removal. 
Land along the road· up to the site i5 covered with annual grasses on 
whi~ cattle forage. 

3. The introduction of new ~pecies of 
I>lants into an area, or in a barrier to' 
the normal replenishment of existing 
species? 

4. A re<1uctfon in acreage of any 
agricultural crop? 

F. Wildl ife. Win the proposal result in: 

1. A cbange in the diversity of species, 
01" numbers of any species of animals 
(birds and animals, incl ud'fng reptiles, 
fisn and shellfish, benthic organisms, 
insects or microfauna)? 

2. A reduction of the numbers of any 
unique, rare or endangered species of 
animals? 

Maybe No-

'-

As indicated above in the discussion under Vegetation, both eell Sftes 1 
and 2 are in disturbed areas and' exhib,it no- potential for effects on 
sensitive wildlife species. 

eell Site 3 is located on land currently used for similar purp058S. The 
Natura.l Diversity Data 9ase has no record of sensitive species anywhere 
on the Palo Escrito 7.5" Quadrangle Map. U. The open oak WOOdland along 
the upper part of the access road and the ridgetop support a large deer 
berd and raptors. In the denser oak woodland in the canyon floor wild 
turkeys were sighted. The applicant's lease with the private land-owner 
probibits bunting or taking of wndl1fe or cutting of wood 01" trees. 
Construction activity would consist of bauling segments of the antenna 
tower and pre-cast structure forms to the site, pouring a concrete 
foundation and erecting the towel" and structure.. Tota' construction 
time would take between 14 and 20 days... Thereafter, tbe sfte would 
receive maintenance v'fsits approximately once a month.. As construetf.on 
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activity would be sho~ in duration and site activity th&reafter would 
be minimal. it was determined that this cel' site wou1.d have no 
significant effect on wildlife in the area. 

eell Site 4 is located in the middle of a cattle ranch on 1 and that was 
previous1y used for an antenna. The site is currently bare of trees or 
cover. The Natural Diversity Data Base showed no sensitive wildlife 
species in the area proposecl for the antenna site. The site may be used 
as, a l1yover by raptors. Construction activity and post-construct1on 
visits would be as for eell Site 3. Based upon the limited disturbance 
and infrequent maintenance visits. it was determined that eell Site 4 
would ~ot have a significant effect on wndl1fe in the area. 

3. Introduction of new species of 
animals into an area? 

4. Deterioration to existing fish or 
wil dl1fe habitat. or interference with 
the movement of resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife? 

G. Land Use. Wi'l the proposal result in: 

l. A substantial alteration of the 
present or planned land use in the 
area? 

Yes Maybe No 

• 

All sites except Ce'l Site 4 currently have radio towers in the 
immediate vicinity of the ~roposed sites. eell Site 4 previously was 
the s1te of an FM radio tower. 

2. A confHct with Local. State or 
Federal land use plans or elements to 
those plans! 

Siting authority for cellular telephone antenna sites is vested with the 
CPtJc..!L The applicant is not required to obtain land use approval from· 
the local juris4ict10n. Nonetheless. the california Environmental 
Quality Act requires consideration of land use compat1b11ty in project 
review .. 

A11 call sites are located in zones where public utilities are allowed 
either by right (City of Sa' inas Zoning Ord1nanc:e' or w-ith a Combined 
Development Permit (Monterey County Zoning Ordinance). An application 
for a Combined Development Permit CCDP) on a.n equipment building was 
f1led at ee11 Sfte 2. No app11cation has been fl1ed for a COP at can 
Sites 3 and 4 .. 

Cell Site 3 CPalo Escr1~o Peak) is fn a very rura.1 area of the county on 
a coastal mountain pe.lk.. Adjacent ana surroundfng land uses eons,is't of 
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catt'e ranching. The property owner most affected by the antenna h.az 
granted a 'ease to Sal inas Cellu1ar Telephone for the use of his 
property for the antenna. No residence is near the site. Construction 
activity would consist of pouring a concrete foundation for the 
equipment structure, building the equ1'pment structure, and erecting the 
tower. Construction traffic would cons'fst of a cement truck, water 
truck, a truck bringing the equ1'pment structure, and a truck bringing 
the tower segments. The construction activ1ty and traff'fc would be 
temporary. Operations activ1ty would consist of a s1'ngle monthly vfs1t 
to the site for equipment maintenance and testing. Construction and 
operation of the antenna would not have a sign1'ficant effect on land use 
at th1s s1te. 

eel' Site 4 (King City) is likewise in a rural area, outside King City. 
Adjacent and surrounding land uses are agricultural: the site is 'o~ted 
on a cattle ranch, and cultivated agr1'cu1ture is within one mile of the 
site. A wind turbine farm is also on the cattle ranch, but not adjacent 
to the proposed antenna site. The access road passes in front of two 
res1dences. The owner of the residences is also the owner of the ~ttle 
ranch and has 'eased the site to' Sa11nas Cell ular Telephone for the 
purpose of constructing and operat1'ng the antenna. No other residences 
are close to the site. Nearby cultivated agricultural operations use 
helicopters or airplanes for crop dusting. The cel' s1te 'fs not in the 
f1ight path of crop dusters, but it is possible that a p,l ane or 
hel1copter could occasionally stray over the site. Painting the antenna 
tower a color that stands out against the background would clearly 
identify the tower to p11ots. On the other hand,. the' tower can be seen 
from Highway 101 and for aesthetic reasons, it may be desirable to paint 
the tower a color that would blend with the background. 

It is recommended that the applicant consult with the local planning 
department regarding a preferred color for the towers. Because of the 
distance between agriculture and the tower, the selection of a tower 
color that would blend with the background would not result in a 
s1gnif1'cant effect on agriculture aviation; l.1kewise,. the selection of 
a tower color that would c'early stand out would not result in a 
significant effect on aesthetics. Construction and operation of eell 
Site 4 would not have a s1gnif1cant effect on land use. 

eell Site 2 (Monterey) is in an ex1st1ng radio, tower communications 
facility on a ridge top in the Mesa H1"s West Subdivision south of 
Highway 68. The site has been in use as a transmitter fac1.11ty since 
1970. Since that time several add1t1.ons have been made to the site .. 
Currently, the site has three transmission towers at 75· feet, 80 feet 
and 140 feet, and a 250 square foot equ1pment building. The project 
would add 60 feet to the 140-foot tower and would add a separate 400 
square foot equipment building at the site. Or1g1nal1y, site 
engineering antiCipated using the 140-foot tower at its existing height. 
However, more detailed des~9n 1ndicated that a 200 foot tower is needed 
for full coverage. 

Our1ng the time the 140-foot tower height was considered adequate, the 
property owner filed for a Combined Development Permit (App,11cat1on 
IP.C. 6278) for the equipment bu'fld1ng. Before the application was 
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heard at the ?1ann1ng Comm1ss1on, the property owner requestea that the 
appl~eat1on for the new build1ng be comb1ned w1th an appeal of a 
previous Pl anning Comm1$sion denial of an appl1cati'on for a 10-foot 
addition to a tower prev10usly approved for 70 feet (not the subject of 
this project). The other tower had arrived in four 20-foot sections and 
had been constructed at 80 feet in full he1ght,. and the Combined 
Development Permit application on the tower was intended to make the 
additional 10 feet 1 egal. 

A Negative Deel a I"ati en was prepared for the COP Appl1cation /p.e. 6278 
and the appeal and Planning Department staff recommended approval. The 
findings drafted by the Planning Department staff indicated that the 
proposed addition was consistent w1th the Greater Monterey Peninsula 
Area Plan, as the facility qualified as a non-conform1ng use. The 
findings also stated the addition was consistent with the visual 
policies of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan,. as the project was 
"not located within a 'visually sensitive' or 'highly sensitive' view 
area as determined by review of the Greater Monterey Peninsula Area Plan 
Visual Sensitivity Map and field review by the Planning Department staff 
on October 27, 1986".SL The Planning Department staff also recommended 
conditions of approval, including ma1ntenance of landscaped area,. 
submission of a lighting plan to the Director of Planning,. and granting 
of an avigation easement to the Monterey Peninsula Airport District. 
The avigation easement has been granted to the Airport District. 

The Planning Commission's deeision on November 25, 1987 denied the 
appeal and COP Application P.C. 16278 and based its find1ngs on 
testimony of adjoining property owners that the tower extension had the 
potential to increase current television and radio interference to 
surrounding residential areas and would intensify the existing 
cOlMlercial use loca.ted in a reSidential nefghborhood. No- finding was 
made related t~ the equ1pment building. An appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors was denied on February 9, 1988, based upon. the find1ngs of 
the Planning CommiSSion. 

Although these findings were made for the ten foot tower extension and 
not for the then-proposed equipment facility, it 15 assumed that the 
same concerns may arise over the proposed 50-foot extension to the 
existing 140-foot tower. 

There would be no effect on television and FM receptfon from the 
proposed cellular- antennas.. ee'lu1a.r telephone makes use of narrow whip 
antennas and microwave p01nt-to-p01nt dish systems with almost pencil
like narrow beams emanat1ng from dish antennas. These beams are 
broadcast at very low power leveh below 100 watts and are not p01nted 
at bulldings but toward other cellular sites or the mobne telephone 
switching office. The whip antennas are used for send1ng and receiving 
s1gnals from mob1le phones. ce11u1ar telephone antenna fac11ities 
operate at frequenc1es above esO'MHz, which are above the highest 
frequency TV channe' 1n the area (794 MHz). The combination of 'ower 
power, di reC'ted beam and extreme frequency separati.on resu1ts in no 105S 
of FM and TV reception by nearby residents •. The operation of a cel'u1ar 
antenna at this site would have no sign1f"fcant effect on rad10wave 
recept'fon. 
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In addition to the above and to mftigate what was an existing problom of 
FM and TV signal interference for adjacent neighbors, the property-owner 
offered those ne1ghbors free cable TV instal'ation and a free five-year 
cable subSCription to those neighbors. All but one accepted the offer 
and dropped their objections to the 10-foot tower extension. 

Regarding the objection to an increase in "commercial act1v1.ty", the 
source of the complaint apparently stems from, the amount of activity at 
the s'fte and vehicular travel to and from the communication faci11ty. 
For the cellular antenna* construction activity at the site would 
involve preparing a cement slab foundation for the equipment building, 
placing the prefabricated building on the slab, extending the height of 
the tower, and installing three whip, antennas and a microwave dish. The 
construction would take between 14 and 20 days. Equipment involved in 
the construction could include a cement truck, water truck, a truck 
del ivering the prefabricated building and a crane or a hel icopter.. The 
helicopter would be noiSier than the crane* but would be in use at the 
site for a shorter time per1od* as it comes to· 11ft the tower exten$ion, 
holds the extension in place for attachment to the existing tower" and 
then leaves .. The crane would be at the site longer, but· would not be as 
noisy. 

After construction, the only activity at the site would be a monthly' 
maintenance cheek, involving one pick-up trUCk. 

Mit1gation: It is recommended th,at the app1fcant consider property
owner preferences for use of a crane vs. a hel1copter that are submitted 
1 n response to th 1 s document, and that the apr> 1 1 cant provide adJ acent 
property-owners with an estimated construction schedule p,rior to 
initiation of construction .. 

Because the cellular antenna would have no effect on radio or TV 
reception and because the construction activ1ty would be temporary and 
the operation activity at the site infrequent, the construction and 
operation of a cellular antenna at eell Site 2 would not have a 
signif1cant effect on land use. 

In designing the cellular system~ the applfcant considered several 
alternatives to the site.. A ridge site of this elevation in this area 
is neceS$4ry to adequately covel" Highway 58 from Salinas to Monterey 
and to cover the C1ties of Monterey* Pacific Grove and Seaside. Use of 
this ridgel ine at another point would establ ish a new radio tower and 
new convnunicat1on facility in the same area .. ,The County does not want 
any addft10nal communication sites on that r1dgel1n~. Due to the 
varying terrain in that reg1on* the applicant would need to develop at 
least three s1tes at lower elevations to cover what this one site would 
cover. Use of this site results in the least impact on land use of the 
avdlable alternatives .. 
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H. Visual Qual ity. W'f1l the- pl"Oposa.l 
result in: 

1. Obstruction of any seen i c vista 
or view now observed from public 
areas? 

2. Creation of an aesthetically 
offensive s1te open to pul>11c v1ew1 

Yes Maybe No 

Aesthet1c cons1derat10ns for the towef"'S and equipment modules were 
evaluated for the cell sites. 

At Cell S1te 1~ the only full-range v1ew of the monopole would be from 
the west s1de of Harkins Road~ currently an undeveloped strip·. However, 
future plans of the site owner ca" for construct1on of a warehouse 
which would block the base v1ew of the monopole. Views of the upper 
portion of the monopole would be visible from adjacent roadways.. The 
site is in an area of other 1ndustMal land uses~ including one other 
commun1cat10n tower. Views of the monopole would not affect res1dent1al 
areas or other uses sens1tive to visual impact. 

At Cell Site 2~ residents to the west~ no~ and south of a v1ew of the 
existing communication fac1Hty. The applicant proposes extending the 
height by 60 feet of the tallest existing tower without w1den1ng its 
g1rth. The four omni-d1rec:t1onal whip antennas at the top would be 
separated by rods of approximately the same width. The width of the 
antennas at that he1ght 1s such that they would blend into the sky. A 
single 6-foot d1:sh antenna would be on the top of the 10-foot high 
equipment stl"\lcture. Due to the curvature of the h11,., existing 
landscap1ng~ and the placement of three adjacent residences~ the dish 
would be visible only f~ those three residences. 

As indicated above in the sect10n on Land Use, the communication 
faci11ty 1$ not fn a sens1tive v1ewshed, as defined. by the Monterey 
County General Plan. 

eell Site 3 is not visible from residences or highways. 

Cell Site 4 woulc1 be visible from portions of Highway 101 north of K1ng 
City. As it is not on the skyline, it coulc1 easfly blend with the 
bac:kgrounc1. If it is desirable to clearly show the location of the 
antenna for agricultural aviation in the area~ as c1iscussed in the 
section on Lanc1 Use, it coulc1 be p.a1nted 01" 1 it. Pa1nting or l1ght1.ng 
the monopole woulc1 increase the v1s1b11ity of the monopole from Highway 
101 only slightly .. 

The selected sites w()ul c1 not have a s1gn1f1c:ant impact on v1sual 
qual1ty. 
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3. New light or glare substant1ally 
impacting other propert1es? 

Yes Ma:tbe No 

x.. 
The 140-foot tower at eell Site 2 1s currently 1 'ft for afr traffic 
purposes. The S4IIIe tower at 200 feet would Hkewise need to be Ht for 
the S4IIIe reasen. 

Due to· the rural nature of the area. possib·le lighting of the 200 foot 
tower at eell Site 4 would not 'fmpact other properties. 

I. Human Population. W.i11 the p·roposal 
result in: 

J. 

K. 

1.. Growth inducement or concentration. 
of populat1on'Z 

2. Relocat10n of people ('fnvolving 
either hous'fng or employment)? 

Housing. Wnl the proposal affect 
existing housing~ or create a 
demand for additional housingt 

Transpol"tation/C'freulat10n. Wnl the p'roposal 
result 'in: 

1. An 'fncrease 'fn traffic which 1s 
substantial 1n relat'fon to the exist
'fng traffic load and capacity of the 
st .... t system? 

As indicated in the Section on Land Use. there will be truck traff1c at 
all s1tes during the 14 to 20 days neede<! for construction. Heavy load 
vehicles wi11 incl ude a cement truck. a truck delivering the equ'fpment 
structure and a truck del ivering the monopole or tower segments. During 
operation. traffic wi'l consist of one p'fckup truck v1s1ting each site 
once a month to perform ma'fntenance activities. This increase in 
traffic w111 not affect the traffic load and capac'fty of the public 
street sY5tems access'fng any Of the sites. 

Truck loads on private roads to the site could tear up the unpaved 
roacways if construction takes place during the wet seascn.The 
applicant intends to construct the s'ftes, only during the dry season when 
roads are fully dry and packed. 

2. Effects on existing parking 
facilities. or demand for new 
parking? 

>. A substantial increase 1n transit 
demand which cannot be accommodated 
by current transit capac1,ty? 
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4. 'An 1ncrease 1n traffi~ hazard 
to metor veh.1cles .. b1c:ycl fsts Or"' 
pe<1estr1ansZ 

5. Alterations to· present patterns of 
c'f~ulation or movement of people and! 
.or gooc1s'l 

6.. Alterat10ns to waterborne, ran Or"' 
air traffic? 

L. NOise. Will the proposal result in: 

1. An increase 1n ambient noise levels? 

2. An effect on n0158 sensitive 
receptors near or on project site? 

",_ .. '-, , ' 

Yes 

x... 

The project will generate short-tenn noise increases during construction 
of the various project eomponents. Noise generators would inelude a 
cement mix1ng truck .. a crane or poss1.bly a hel1copter. The helicopter 
would be noisier than the crane .. but would be 1n use for a shorter"' time. 
This equipment would be used only dur'fng the dayt1me for short periods 
with'fn the 14 to 20 day constr"'Uct'ton time. (Please refer"' also to the 
section on Land Use) 

An equipment structures would have two household-sized air cond'1tioners 
that 'would be t1me<l to go on separately. The a1r conditioners would not 
be heard beyond a d'fstanee of 50 feet. 

Residents adjacent to eel' Sfte 2 would be sens'ftfve receptors. None of 
the other s1tes have sensft1ve receptors. 

M1tigation: 

It is recommended that the applieant cons'fder property-owner preferences 
for use of a crane vs. a helicopter that are submitted in response to 
this document .. and that the appHeant prov1de adjacent property-owners 
w1th an estimated constr"'Uction schedule pr10r to 1n1tf.at1on of 
constructi on. 

In~reased noise levels durfng eonstruct10n would be temporary and eou1d 
be m1t'lgated by selection of equ1pment and not1fieat'fon of constr"'Uct10n 
schedule.. Noise from the a1r cond1t10ners during operat10n would not be 
at sign.if1eant leve'ts. The project would not have a s1gn1f1cant effect 
on sens1t1ve receptors • 
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Yes Maybe No 

• M. H1story/Archaeology. Wi" the p-roposal 
result 1n: 

1. Alterat10n or destruct10n of' a 
prehistoric or historic archaeological x.. s1te? 

2. Adverse physfca1 or aesthet1c 
effects to a prehistoric or historic 
building, structure or object? x.. 
3. A physical change whfch would 
affect unique ethnic cultural values? x.. 
4. Restriction of existing religious 
or saCre4 uses within the potential 
impact area? x.. 

N. Public Serv1ces. Wlll the proposal 
result in: 

1. 'Increased demand for f1 re or 
police protection? x.. 

• 2 • Increased demand for school s, 
recreation or other pub11c faciltt1es? - x.. . 
3. Increased maintenance of public 
faeil'ft'fes, 'fnclud1ng roads'l x.. 

o. Utilit'fes. Win the proposal result 
in: 

1. Expansion or alteration of water, 
sewer, power, storm water drafnage 
or communication facl1 1ties? x.. 
2. A breach of published national 
State or local standards relatfng 
to sol1d waste or Htter control? x.. 

P. Energy/Natural Resources. Will the 
proposal result in: 

1 .. Use of substant1.a' amounts of 
fue' or energy? x.. 
2. Substantial increase in demand 
on exist1ng sources of energy? "-

• 3. Substantial deplet'fon of any 
nonrenewable natur-al resource? x.. 
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Hazards. Will the proposal result in: 

1. Creation of a potential health 
ha:ard or exposure of poople to 
potential health hazards! 

Yes Maybe No 

The Federal Commun1cat'fons Commission has determined that the microwave 
ancl other racli0 transmissions associatecl with cellular telephone systems 
do not pose a significant risK. to, humans. The proposecl cel 1 uhr 
telephone system will be operatecl at a very low wattage Cone-eighth 
watt) using appropr1ately clesigned and installecl microwave equipment .. 

The CPUC acknowledges that technicians working on microwave 
installations must use due caution on equipment that is operating at 
certain power levels.. The CP1JC also acknowledges that improperly, aimed 
microwave signals could pose a heal'th threat in certain circumstances .. 
However, the Commission believes that the Applicant's equipment will be 
properly designed, instal led, ancl operated so that 'the pubHc is not at 
risk from this system. 

The towers that will be necessary for this system wil' be clesigned and 
constructed so that they are not subject to fail ure from antic'lpatec! 
natural forces such as high winds ancl ra1n. 

2. Interference with emergency 
response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans! 

The proposed cellular telephone system w'ln improve the emergency 
communications system in the Sal1nas-Seasi.de-Monterey metropolitan area 
by providing 1ncl1v1duals with mobfle telephones the ability to, contact 
police.. fire, and omergency me<1fca.l servl'ces ft"()lll their vehicles or 
mobile units. . 
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III. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

A. Does the project have the potent1a1 
to degrade the quality of the env1ronment~ 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife spec1es~ cause a fish or w11d
life population to drop below se1f-sustain
existing leve's~ threaten to eliminate a plant 
or animal community, roduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
p1ant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of a major period of California 
history or prehistory? 

B. Does the project have the potentia' to 
achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of 
long-term environmental goals? 

C. Does the project have impacts which 
are 1ndividua'ly 1imited, but cumulatively 
considerable? 

D. Does the project have environmental 
effects which wil, cause substantial adverse 
effects· on human beings, either d1rectlyor 
1 nd 1 rec:t1 '1? 
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IV • REFERENCES 

1. Proponent's Envi ronmenta' Assessment, submitted by Sa 11 nas Ce" u lar 
Te'ephone Com!)any in support of Application 1880203S, prepared by 
Env1r-onmenta.' Sci ence Assoc1.ates. Inc. and SU!)!)' ementa 1 'tnformation 
pr-ov1ded by the applicant.. This document was used for the project 
description. 

2. Federa' Communications CoIMl1ss1on. FCC 87-63,., Gen. Docket No. 79-144, 
Februa.ry 12. 1987 and May 5" 1987. 

3. Persona' Communication with E1a1ne Hamby, CA, Department of- Fish and 
Game. Non-Game Heritage Section. Apr1' 19, 1988. 

4. The Commission's pos1tion is based upon authority granted to the CPUC in 
the ca'1forn1a Constitution, Art1c'e XII, Section 8; the ~ub'ic 
Utilities Code, Sections 1001 and 762~ and the decision of pa,. Ie" & 
Tel. Co y. Ci"tt Of Lo:; AngeJe:s <l954 , 44 C .. 2d 272. This authority was 
endorsed by the Commission in dicta in 0.86-09-11 In rei GIE 
Mob11 nAt C 1 ssued Se!)tember 4, 1986'. 

S. "Report to Monterey County P'ann1ng Commissfon, Public Hearfng to, 
Consider a Use Permit for- Ed Hogan (PC-6126) Refer-red from the Board of 
Supervi sors", November 2S, 1987,. Agenda. Number 31 .. 
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Sacramento. CA 95814 

Mitch Lyon 
CellulaI"' One 
Bay Ar-ea CellulaI"' Telephone Co. 
50S Fourteenth Street 
Oakland" CA 94612 

Dale Ellis 
Zoning Administrator 
Monterey County Planning Department 

E1 ai.ne Hamby 
CA. Cep.ar-tment of Ff sh and Game 
Non-Game Heritage Section 
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VI. DETERMINATION eTo be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a signif'fcant effect on 
the env'f~onment. A NEGATIVE OECLARATION w'f" be prepared • 

..L I f1nd that a'though the proposed project could have a significant 
effect on the environment, there w'f" not be a s1gn'fficant effect 
in this case because the mitigat'f.on measures described in this 
Initial Study have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE 
OECLARATION wi" be prepared. 

I find the proposed project MAY have sign1ficant effects on the 
environment and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required • 

Mike Bu!"ke 
Regulatory & Environmental Coord'fnator 

(END OF APPENDIX B) 
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