Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Phil Coulson
Filseth, Eric (Internal); Fine, Adrian; Cormack, Alison; DuBois, Tom; Kniss, Liz (internal); Kou, Lydia; Tanaka,
Greg; Council, City
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Clerk, City
Regarding recent Cell Tower matters
Wednesday, April 10, 2019 12:23:45 PM

Hello All I am:
-------------- Opposed to the amendments City Staff is proposing with regard to eliminating the requirement
      for Architectural Review Board public hearings
- In favor of the amendments minimum spacing between cell towers, under-grounding of
      ancillary equipment, minimum setbacks from homes. I was there at last Monday’s (4/8/19)
        council meeting where Tina Chow gave specifics on this.
Additionally, it is vitally important for our local government to take into account the recent
California Supreme Court’s ruling last week against T-Mobile where no longer does the
telecom industry, or City Staff, have any basis at all for claiming that what many Palo Alto residents
have been asking Council to do is unlawful.
Thank you for your time, considerations, and actions on these matters.
Regards,
-Phil Coulson
Longtime resident of Palo Alto...
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Winter Dellenbach
Planning Commission
Lait, Jonathan; Shikada, Ed
Inadequate Notice provided on tonights (4-10-19) PTC agenda
Wednesday, April 10, 2019 11:24:36 AM

Chairman Riggs - As Chair of the Planning Commission, you are responsible to see that there is adequate legal
Notice provided to the public as to agenda items for your meetings. Tonight that Notice falls far short of adequate.
You have a Study Session on Parking scheduled. The only information provided is:
Study Session
Public Comment is Permitted. Three (3) minutes per speaker.
Study Session: Parking Innovation; Discussion of Ideas and new Technologies to Allow Changes in Parking Usage,
Allocation and Management (There is no report associated with this item)

Who is going to discuss these ideas and new Technologies, and what qualifies them to do so? Has the City vetted
them?
Are they academics who have done relevant studies?
Are they experts in relevant technologies?
A private or non-profit consultant with relevant expertise, free of conflict of interes?
A developer or employed by a tech corporation, free of conflict of interest?
What are some examples of the subjects/technologies that will be discussed? Parking meters? Car stacking? What?
Providing this information need not take more than 2 sentences, and is routinely done for Study Sessions when
people are asked to impart their knowledge and experience. Then the public can know what the Study Session
actually is about. The purpose of an agenda and Notice. Here it is unknowable.
For all I know, you all may just be talking among yourselves about this subject, sharing some sort of reports or ideas
you have heard. Or in fact there may be people invited that know something more about these matters? If the former,
I would, respectfully, not be interested in attending. If on the other hand, there are others coming to discuss this - it
then depends on who they are, what their credentials are, if I have heard them or these technologies discussed before
(I have attended other workshops on this subject).
Can you tell me what happened here, Chairman Riggs? And Director Lait? As I understand it, you both, along with
Vice Chair Michael Alcheck, together plan the agenda. And what will be done to ensure this will never again
happen?
For a better functioning PTC and City, and better informed residents Winter Dellenbach
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Ofer Bruhis
Filseth, Eric (Internal); Fine, Adrian; Cormack, Alison; DuBois, Tom; Kniss, Liz (internal); Kou, Lydia; Tanaka,
Greg; Council, City
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Clerk, City
Verizon Towers
Wednesday, April 10, 2019 9:21:51 AM

All,
I wanted to let you know that I am opposed to the amendments City Staff is proposing
(e.g., to eliminate the requirement for Architectural Review Board public hearings),
and in favor of the amendments United Neighbors/Tina Chow are proposing (e.g.,
minimum spacing between cell towers, undergrounding of ancillary equipment,
minimum setbacks from homes).
I am sure that you are aware that the California Supreme Court’s ruling last week
against T-Mobile was a game changer. No longer does the telecom industry, or City
Staff, have any basis at all for claiming that what we have been asking Council to do
is unlawful.
I know that some of you voted against these towers. For the ones that voted for, you
wonder what is the motivation, and how would you feel if they placed one of these
structures in front of your house when you have young children living there…
best
ofer bruhis
Bryant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94306

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19
From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
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Ingrid Ou
Filseth, Eric (Internal); Fine, Adrian; Cormack, Alison; DuBois, Tom; Kniss, Liz (internal); Kou, Lydia; Tanaka,
Greg; Council, City
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Clerk, City
amendments to the Wireless Ordinance
Tuesday, April 9, 2019 8:21:38 PM

Dear Sir:
I am a resident of Palo Alto.
We have lived in Palo Alto for almost 10 year. I have written this email/letter to city many
times regarding a wireless cell tower that will be installed closer to my home, near 371
Carolina Ln, Palo Alto, CA 94306.
Once again, I am against this installment.
I have a small children at home and I myself got a PhD in environmental health from U of
Washington. Many studies have clearly indicate the harm of this can bring to small children
who are particularly sensitive to the exposure.
In addition, I am opposed to the amendments City Staff is proposing (e.g., to
eliminate the requirement for Architectural Review Board public hearings), and in
favor of the amendments United Neighbors/Tina Chow are proposing (e.g., minimum
spacing between cell towers, undergrounding of ancillary equipment, minimum
setbacks from homes).  
Thank you for being responsible for residents of Palo Alto!
Sincerely,
Ying (Ingrid) Ou, PhD
Michael Wu, DDS
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeanne Fleming
Filseth, Eric (Internal); Fine, Adrian; Cormack, Alison; DuBois, Tom; Kniss, Liz (internal); Kou, Lydia; Tanaka,
Greg
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Clerk, City
SB 50 and Cell Towers
Tuesday, April 9, 2019 5:49:15 PM

Dear Mayor Filseth, Vice-Mayor Fine, Ms. Cormack, Mr. DuBois, Ms. Kniss, Ms. Kou,
and Mr. Tanaka,
It is my understanding that you unanimously oppose SB 50, the state bill that would
strip California municipalities of local control over development. I am writing to point
out that, philosophically, residents’ opposition to cell towers is rooted in exactly the
same principal that is the foundation of opposition to SB 50, namely: that
municipalities have the right to control their own development.
With that principal in mind, I encourage you not to approve the amendments Staff are
proposing to the Wireless Ordinance—amendments that unnecessarily cede to the
Federal government and the telecommunications industry the right to dictate what
outside corporations can install in our residential neighborhoods.
Instead, please vote in particular 1) against removing the requirement that our
Architectural Review Board hold public hearings to ensure that every proposed cell
tower complies with our aesthetics ordinance as well as other ordinances; and 2) in
favor of amending the Wireless Ordinance so that it goes further in protecting
residents’ interests—protecting them by, for example, disfavoring the siting of cell
towers next to homes.
In conclusion, I would like to point out that, if there was ever any doubt that the City of
Palo Alto has the right to insist that the telecommunications industry abide by our
aesthetics and other ordinances, the California Supreme Court’s April 4th, 2019, ruling
against T-Mobile has removed it.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Jeanne Fleming
Jeanne Fleming, PhD
JFleming@Metricus.net

--
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Cc:
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Annette Rahn
Filseth, Eric (Internal); Fine, Adrian; alisoncormack@cityofpaloalto.org; DuBois, Tom; Kniss, Liz (internal); Kou, Lydia; Tanaka, Greg;
Council, City
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Clerk, City
Cell Towers in Palo Alto
Tuesday, April 9, 2019 10:33:38 AM

Considering cell towers in Palo Alto, I am asking you to do the following at the April 15th meeting:
1. Vote against Staff’s proposed amendments to the Wireless Ordinance;   
2. Vote in particular, against amending the Ordinance such that it

eliminates the requirement for public hearings and review by the
Architectural Review Board and gives Planning Director Lait the sole
authority to decide what a telecom company can install and where they
can install it.  (Recall that we already know what Mr. Lait thinks is
acceptable: Hanging hundreds of pounds of unsightly, noisy, unsafe
equipment on utility poles right next to our homes.); and finally,   
3. Vote instead in favor of amending the Ordinance such that it does more
to protect residents’ interests—protect us by, for example, establishing a
minimum set back for cell towers from homes, establishing a minimum
distance between cell towers and requiring that ancillary cell tower
equipment be located underground.
Thank you for your consideration.
Annette Rahn
Santa Rita
Palo Alto
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carol Heermance
Planning Commission
cell towers and court ruling
Tuesday, April 9, 2019 3:21:21 PM

Dear Planning Commission,
We just sent this letter to the members of the City Council.
Dear City Council,
As you probably know, the California Supreme Court unanimously ruled that “the city has
inherit local police power to determine the appropriate uses of land within its jurisdiction. That
power includes the authority to establish aesthetic conditions for land use.” This unequivocally
gives the city of Palo Alto the right to insist that any cell towers installed in our residential
neighborhoods conform to our aesthetics ordinances and meet with the approval of our
architectural review board. We urge you to consider this ruling and not approve the
amendments proposed by city staff that would allow the city to ignore the architectural review
board’s recommendations and the inputs from the public.
It is our understanding that the council originally voted by a narrow margin to allow the cell
towers because of their concern about the legal ramifications. The Supreme Court’s recent
ruling eliminates this concern.
The architectural review board and the public have clearly expressed their views on the
proposal to place cell towers in the neighborhoods. There is no longer any legal reason to
ignore these inputs.
Thank you for your consideration.
Richard and Carol Heermance
N California Ave
Palo Alto, CA 94301
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

James VanHorne
Adrian.Fine@ciyofpaloalto.org; DuBois, Tom; LizKniss@cityofpaloalto.org; Kou, Lydia; Tanaka, Greg; Filseth, Eric
(Internal)
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission
Wireless Ordinance
Tuesday, April 9, 2019 10:29:49 AM

As a Palo Alto resident for over fifty years, I urge you to vote against the proposed
amendment to the wireless ordinance by Staff. While the planning director has sought refuge
in Federal regulation for allowing carriers to hang whatever equipment they choose on our
telephone poles, many cities including now San Francisco believe that this is unacceptable.
To eliminate public hearings and the advice of the Architectural Review Board is not
appropriate if not shameful.
For these reasons, please to open things up to proper review and input from the public and not
proceed in the un democratic way that has occurred to date. Thank you for considering this
request.
James C. Van Horne.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Maria
Filseth, Eric (Internal); Fine, Adrian; Cormack, Alison; DuBois, Tom; Kniss, Liz (internal); Kou, Lydia; Tanaka,
Greg; Council, City
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Clerk, City
Allow for Public Hearings and Protect Residents" Interests
Monday, April 8, 2019 11:41:19 AM

Dear Council Members,
I am a mother of two young children, living in the Bay Area for the last few
years. Like many others, my family and I moved here from the east coast, on
a work assignment that was supposed to last a couple of years, before we'd
head back "home". Well, fast forward eight years and we are happy to say
that we're staying - Palo Alto is our home. And we are invested in our
neighborhood, our town and our wider community.
I am writing to you because I am hoping you will vote against the proposed
amendments to the Wireless Ordinance, particularly, against amending the
Ordinance such that it eliminates the requirement for public hearings and
review by the Architectural Review Board and gives Planning Director Lait the
sole authority to decide what a telecom company can install and where they
can install it. I am also asking that you vote instead in favor of amending the
Ordinance such that it does more to protect residents’ interests—protect us
by, for example, establishing a minimum set back for cell towers from homes,
establishing a minimum distance between cell towers and requiring that
ancillary cell tower equipment be located underground.
I plan on attending the City Council meeting next week (4/15). Thank
you for considering what I, and many of my neighbors, believe is right for our
community.
Maria Brown
Greenmeadow, Palo Alto resident
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To:
Cc:
Subject:
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Jennifer Schmidt
Filseth, Eric (Internal); Fine, Adrian; Cormack, Alison; DuBois, Tom; Kniss, Liz (internal); Kou, Lydia; Tanaka,
Greg; Council, City
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Clerk, City
Request to vote on against the proposed amendments to the Wireless Ordinance
Sunday, April 7, 2019 10:35:57 PM

Dear City Council Members,
I am writing to respectfully ask you to use your vote on September 15th to keep our
city beautiful and to protect children and property values by:
1. Voting against Staff’s proposed amendments to the Wireless Ordinance;   
2. Voting against amending the Ordinance such that it eliminates the requirement

for public hearings and review by the Architectural Review Board and gives
Planning Director the sole authority to decide what a telecom company can
install and where they can install it.
3. To vote instead in favor of amending the Ordinance such that it does more to
protect residents’ interests—protect us by, for example, establishing a minimum
set back for cell towers from homes, establishing a minimum distance between
cell towers and requiring that ancillary cell tower equipment be located
underground.
Many other cities are pushing back on this very important issue by requiring telco
companies conform to standards set by a city to keep their city beautiful. The latest
example of this is the California Supreme Court's ruling in favor of the City of San
Francisco that the city has local police power to determine the appropriate uses of land
within its jurisdiction. That local power includes the ability to establish aesthetic
conditions for land use. This sets a legal precedence we should leverage to determine
aesthetic standards for the City of Palo Alto and hold the telcos accountable for
meeting them.
Residents of Palo Alto do not want hundreds of pounds of unsightly, noisy, unsafe
equipment on utility poles right next to our homes or our schools. This issue directly
impacts our neighborhoods, and therefore, residents must retain their voice in these
decisions through the local public hearing process. Also, decisions about cell towers
needs proper checks and balances within the city's process; no one person or single
board should be solely responsible for cell tower related decisions. The Architectural
Review Board should remain in the process as the body that determines whether or
not the proposed towers meet the aesthetic standards established by the City of Palo
Alto.
And as you vote, ask yourself, do you want a cell tower installed directly in front of
your house, and further, one that had little to no standards applied to it? Left to the
telcos, they will install the cheapest version possible (i.e. loud and ugly).
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The City of Palo Alto has always had our city's beauty at the forefront. Please continue
to keep our city beautiful by voting against the proposed amendments to the Wireless
Ordinance.
Sincerely,
Jennifer Schmidt
Barron Park Resident
Mother of two boys attending Barron Park Elementary

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19
From:
Subject:
Date:

Ann L
SV Parents for Safe Tech Update April 8, 2019
Sunday, April 7, 2019 10:23:13 PM

Dear SV Parents,
Good news, sad news and action points to share with you:
1. The California Supreme Court ruled in favor of local governance of cell tower placement in
San Francisco vs. T-Mobile on April 4, 2019.
This ruling affirms the authority and policing powers of local governments per the California
Constitution to regulate utilities. For those who are fighting cell towers or are working on
wireless ordinances in your communities in California, please forward this Supreme Court
opinion to your local officials and planning commissions.
See the court's ruling here:
https://www.courts.ca.gov/opinions/documents/S238001.PDF
2.  Two hundred students walked out of school to protest the cell towers on Ripon Elementary
School installed in 2009, where at least 4 children and 2 teachers have been diagnosed with
cancer.
https://www.newsweek.com/can-cell-phone-tower-cause-cancer-children-1362314
Sprint has agreed to remove their cell tower from Ripon Elementary school, which parents
have been protesting since 2017, when the first 2 children and 2 teachers were diagnosed with
cancer.  Now, at least 8 children and teachers have been diagnosed with cancer.  
https://fox40.com/2019/03/23/ripon-cell-tower-to-be-removed-from-school-grounds-mothersof-cancer-survivors-share-feelings-of-relief/?fbclid=IwAR0wQdXq8qAoY2PRksl6mMjZLV1YdgG2vCfg67vVGs5b-kM4Q9X1fwMUJo  
3. The Palo Alto city council will be meeting on April 15, 2019 to decide on an ordinance that
would essentially eliminate public input and make it easier, cheaper and faster for telecom
companies to install commercial cell tower equipment around the city.
How are they doing this? By proposing to eliminate review of cell tower installation by the
Architectural Review Board.
The Architectural Review Board (ARB) is charged with design review of all new construction,
and changes and additions to commercial, industrial and multiple-family projects. This
ordinance proposes to make an exception for the installation of commercial cell tower
equipment. By bypassing ARB and public committee hearings on projects, community
residents will not have adequate opportunity to comment on the installation of this equipment
even when installed as close as 20 feet from their homes, libraries and schools.
Please come to make your voice heard on April 15th at Palo Alto City Hall, from 7:45pm to
9:00pm.

For our children,
Ann
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dan Adams
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Council, City; Clerk, City
Why are Atherton"s pole-top devices silent while Palo Alto"s are ear-sores?
Saturday, April 6, 2019 10:56:44 AM

Dear Architecture Review Board, Planning Commission, City Council, and City Clerk,
As I have expressed in several letters in the past, I'm strongly opposed to the pole-top telecom
devices being installed in our neighborhood (Barron Park). I object to these primarily because
of the round-the-clock fan noise these systems emit. When I'm walking in the neighborhood
during lovely peaceful mornings or evenings, the intrusion of white noise from these
installations is annoying and disappointing. I can't imagine what it would be like for the
people who have one of these installations on the edge of their property so they are no longer
able to experience a machine-free sonic environment from their yards or with windows open.
While cars and airplanes interrupt the peace and quiet for short periods, these installations
eliminate quietude within 30 to 50 feet from the pole.
I commute by bike from Palo Alto to Redwood City and have noticed that the pole-top
systems in Atherton do not make noise. Is this because the city forces the telecom companies
to install quiet systems? Or does the city pay more for these? Whatever Atherton does to
eliminate this noise pollution, why can't we do the same?
If you have not personally heard these systems, please take a walk by one of these installations
during the quiet times of the day. (Come join me for my morning dog walk and I'll give you a
noise-degradation tour!) On your walk, while you absorb the annoying sound, please imagine
what it would be like if the utility decided to install one of these on the corner of your
property. Also, please imagine how you would feel about your city if it would allow the subtle
but creeping degradation of quality of life in order to appease a huge, profitable industry.
Has Palo Alto become a place where we value higher data rates on our cell phones more than
peace-and-quiet by our homes? Or a place where the influence of the Telecom industry is able
to suck away a bit of our soul because we no longer value the vestigial natural character of our
suburban environment? In any case, I'm certainly disappointed our neighborhoods are
punctuated by ugly, noisy machines nibbling away at the sensory joy of living in Palo Alto.
Regards,
Dan Adams
Whitsell Ave
On Mon, Dec 17, 2018 at 8:51 AM Dan Adams <dan_adams@alumni.stanford.edu> wrote:
Dear City Council Members,
I'm writing again to ask you to eliminate pole-top cell network infrastructure by pushing the
telecom companies to bury their installations in underground vaults. Underground
installations should be the only option for locating this type of equipment in residential
neighborhoods. These systems don't belong next to people's houses and above our
neighborhood sidewalks and walking paths.
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My primary grievance with the pole-mounted equipment in residential neighborhoods is the
noise pollution. Within 50 feet of these poles, constant white noise is noticeable during
otherwise quiet times of the day. For people who have houses right next to these poles, they
must hear this noise in their yards all the time. Within 20 feet of these poles, the sound is
loud enough to be heard inside a houses if the windows are open. It seems wrong to bring
this sort of constant noise pollution onto someone's property. On my morning walks, I walk
by several of these pole-mounted systems. When walking toward them and as the noise
starts to be audible, it sounds like a car is approaching from down the street.

I love the quiet times in our neighborhood and am lucky enough to own a home here. If the
city added one of these constant noise sources within earshot of my yard and house, I would
be heartbroken at the loss of the quiet we cherish and would be furious someone allowed
this kind of infrastructure to alter the environment of my house and yard. Airplane and car
noise break the silence periodically but then quiet returns. With these systems, quiet is gone
for good.
These systems are also eyesores, especially the big cans sticking up from the top of the pole,
usually looking wobbly and sloppy since they rarely seems to be lined up well with the pole.
In a community which cares about aesthetics, our great tree canopy and architecture controls
and review, why would we possibly tolerate such lousy looking equipment mounted in our
neighborhoods? Would you accept one of these things mounted on the corner or side of your
lot?
The telecom industry is not hurting for profit these days. Please make them pay to bury all
of their infrastructure. Palo Alto must allow the Utilities to bear his cost. The city must not
make the residents bear the significant everyday environmental burden just so the Utilities
can increase their profitability.
Thanks,
Dan Adams
Whitsell Ave.

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Neilson Buchanan
Planning Commission
Comments specific to pending Old Palo Alto neighborhood RPP
Friday, April 5, 2019 6:27:27 PM

Please consider the following issues when you review any future RPP.
1. The comp plan states that the city's intent is to promote commerce but not at the
expense of residential neighborhoods
2. Staff comments about administrative RPP complexity are largely due to staff
turnover, failure to make continuous improvement, lack of modern parking technology
in the neighborhoods AND within the commercial cores
3. Spillover of non-resident parking into neighborhoods is highly variable. No single
set of RPP parameters can address practical needs to protect neighborhood quality
and support adjacent commerce. It is standard practice for cities to design RPP for
needs of individual neighborhoods.
4. Please verify. Isn't there some excess capacity in the Calif Avenue Caltrain
parking lot. This is a role of staff not residents.

Neilson Buchanan
Bryant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

cnsbuchanan@yahoo.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
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Jeanne Fleming
Planning Commission
Clerk, City
FW: Breaking News: California Supreme Court Rules Against Wireless Industry
Friday, April 5, 2019 1:32:48 PM

From: Jeanne Fleming <jfleming@metricus.net>
Sent: Friday, April 5, 2019 8:45 AM
To: 'Architectural Review Board' <arb@cityofpaloalto.org>
Cc: 'Council, City' <city.council@cityofpaloalto.org>; 'Clerk, City' <city.clerk@cityofpaloalto.org>
Subject: Breaking News: California Supreme Court Rules Against Wireless Industry

Dear Chair Furth, Vice-Chair Baltay, Mr. Hirsch, Mr. Lew and Ms. Thompson,
Yesterday the California Supreme Court ruled that cities have the inherent local
power “to determine the appropriate uses of land within [their] jurisdiction[s]. That
power includes the authority to establish aesthetic conditions for land use.”  
For more information, please see the 4.4.19 Bloomberg News article I have attached
below.
The ruling provides strong support for an Architectural Review Board hearing to
consider the siting and appearance of each and every cell tower proposed for Palo
Alto.
Please let me know if you would like more information about the Court’s ruling.
With appreciation for your ongoing concern for the quality of life in Palo Alto’s
neighborhoods,
Jeanne Fleming
Jeanne Fleming, PhD
JFleming@Metricus.net
650-325-5151
San Francisco Can Reject 5G Equipment It Views as Too Ugly
Joel Rosenblatt and Scott Moritz. Bloomberg News,April 4, 2019
California high court upholds law to preserve city’s ‘beauty’
Decision is loss for T-Mobile, Verizon amid national 5G push

San Francisco can reject 5G wireless equipment that it views as detracting from the city’s
beauty, a setback for wireless carriers which may now have to remap new networks or
disguise antennas as palm fronds or building cornices.
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California’s highest court disagreed Thursday with T-Mobile US Inc. and other companies
which argued San Francisco overreached in asserting its authority to regulate wireless
telephone equipment on aesthetic grounds.

T-Mobile sued San Francisco to try to block a law allowing limits on intrusive equipment on
utility poles and other locations that will diminish the aesthetics. The 2011 ordinance was
passed amid growing demand by the wireless industry to install such equipment. The law cited
San Francisco’s beauty as critical to its tourist industry and a reason people and businesses
want to locate there.
“The city has inherent local police power to determine the appropriate uses of land within its
jurisdiction,” the California Supreme Court ruled. “That power includes the authority to
establish aesthetic conditions for land use.”
The ruling could open a new set of challenges for wireless carriers that are rushing to build 5G
networks and hook customers on advanced services. Verizon Communications Inc. this month
became the first U.S. carrier to offer fifth-generation mobile-phone service in parts of
Minneapolis and Chicago, an initial launch in a 30-city goal.
Given the relatively short, fragile nature of high-frequency 5G signals, carriers have to
configure networks differently. They’re shifting more of the network hardware from tall
towers that are scattered to spread signals over broad areas, to smaller, more clustered sites
like rooftops and street poles.
With the need to add millions more antennas, the wireless industry has been pushing for a
more streamlined state and municipal approval process. Addressing aesthetic concerns could
add a new layer of costs and delays in that effort.
T-Mobile declined to comment on the ruling.
San Francisco City Attorney Dennis Herrera said the city was aiming for “common sense”
regulation that doesn’t prohibit equipment from being installed, but does require it to be as
“unobtrusive as possible.”
“Private companies don’t have free rein when it comes to using a public resource,” he said in a
statement. “San Francisco’s approach strikes the right balance. It allows for innovation and
improved technology while ensuring that unsightly poles and equipment don’t mar public
views of the Painted Ladies or the Golden Gate Bridge.”
The case is T-Mobile West LLC v. City and County of San Francisco, S238001, California
Supreme Court.
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-04-04/san-francisco-can-reject-5g-equipment-itviews-as-too-ugly
--

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19
From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

Neilson Buchanan
Planning Commission
Shikada, Ed; Tanda, Wayne; Clerk, City; Cervantes, Yolanda; Michael Hodos; Allen Akin; Greg Welch; John
Guislin; Mary Gallagher; Mary Dimit; Marion Odell; Malcolm Roy Beasley; Norman H. Beamer; Joe Baldwin; Joe
Hirsch; Chris Robell; Furman, Sheri; Jeff Levinsky; Keller, Arthur; Becky Sanders; Carol Scott; Christian Pease;
Paul Machado; Wolfgang Dueregger
Parking Innovation Discussion
Thursday, April 4, 2019 5:25:50 PM

Would it be possible to allow public comment after the PTC study session on April
10? . Since there is no staff report, I am more confident that citizens can be more
constructive after your Commission discussion.

https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/70195
Neilson Buchanan
Bryant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

cnsbuchanan@yahoo.com
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Subject:
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Jeff Hoel
Architectural Review Board
Hoel, Jeff (external); Council, City; Planning Commission
04-04-19 ARB Meeting -Wednesday, April 3, 2019 4:57:36 PM

ARB Board Members,
At your 04-04-19 meeting,
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/70113
you will be considering, under "Board Member Questions, Comments or Announcements," an item,
"Review of Draft Letter to City Council Regarding Small Cell Telecommunication Facilities."
* When the agenda was first posted (04-01-19) there was no clickable link to anything. But now (04-0319) there's a clickable link to a one-page draft of something, although it doesn't look like a draft of a letter
to Council. Please see my comments below the "######" line (paragraphs in red, beginning with "###".)
(What are the rules about this, I wonder? How does posterity know when certain things on the agenda
were made available to the public? The agenda itself doesn't say it has been "REVISED.")
* Why was the item put under "Board Member Questions, Comments or Announcements," rather than
being a "real" action item? I hope you'll ask staff. For example, if you wanted to supplement the advice
you gave on 03-21-19, could you do that? (Staff might have trouble incorporating that advice into the
staff report for Council's 04-15-19 meeting, since that staff report is supposed to be published by
tomorrow, 04-04-19. Was that a consideration?)
* I have the impression that one of the purposes of writing a letter to Council was to tell them that you
(ARB) think that having to comply with the FCC 18-133 requirement to adopt objective aesthetic
standards for WCFs is not good for the City, and you wish the City didn't have to do it. If that's what you
mean, say it.
Thanks.

Jeff
------------------Jeff Hoel
731 Colorado Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94303
------------------#########################################################################
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/70148
DRAFT STATEMENT FROM THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD ON WCF INSTALLATIONS
APRIL 4, 2019
The Palo Alto Architectural Board (ARB) has recently reviewed several applications for ‘Small Cell’
Wireless Communication Facilities (WCF) under the ARB standards. There has been much debate as to
whether any of the proposed WCF projects could be described as "enhancing the living conditions in
adjacent residential areas,"
### Quoting City code Section 18.76.020(d)(2)(E).
or "of high aesthetic quality, using high quality, integrated materials and appropriate construction
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techniques, and incorporating textures, colors, and other details that are compatible with and enhance the
surrounding area."
### Quoting City code Section 18.76.020(d)(3).
### Generally, City code Section 18.76.020(d) is about "findings" that ARB is required to make in order
to approve a project it is reviewing. At its 03-21-19 meeting, ARB discussed the fact that if the City
adopts objective aesthetic standards for WCFs, as FCC 18-133 more or less requires, then those
objective aesthetic standards will, in effect, be used to approve projects, rather than the ARB's findings.
The City is now proposing to adopt new review standards.
### FCC 18-133 is holding a gun to the City's head.
After reviewing the WCF applications, the ARB has concluded that:
1. Antennas concealed by an integrated shroud and mounted at the top of either an existing streetlight or
utility pole are acceptable design solutions.
### What, then, is not acceptable?
2. Radio and power equipment concealed by a simple, well-designed shroud and mounted at the top of
either an existing street or utility pole are acceptable design solutions.
### What, then, is not acceptable?
3. Radio and power equipment, either exposed or concealed by a shroud, and mounted on the side of an
existing streetlight or utility pole are not adequate design solutions[.]
### What about the radio and power equipment that, along with the antennas, are integrated into the 5G
module proposed by AT&T in the staff report for ARB's 02-18-19 meeting? On packet page 80, PDF
page 9, the 5G module is shown pretty close to the top of the pole.
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69413
But in the staff report for ARB's 03-21-19 (packet page 66, PDF page 29), the 5G module is arguably not
so close to the top of the pole.
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69895
Equipment mounted on horizontal cables and wires are even less attractive.
### So, I take it, this alternative is not acceptable. In this case, "equipment" includes antennas, right?
4. Radio and power equipment should normally be installed below grade or sufficiently above the ground
to be out of the line-of-sight of pedestrians.
### Is there an objective standard for how high above the ground is out of the line-of-sight of
pedestrians"?
### Is there an objective standard for "normally"? What abnormal exceptions are permitted?
5. Radio and power equipment could be located in new, well-designed, appropriately placed, "street
furniture" such as benches and planters. The street furniture should be functional and desirable in the
locations in which it is placed.
###  Are there objective standards for "well-designed," "appropriately placed," "functional" and
"desirable"?
### Might an applicant chose this option if it didn't want to put radios and power equipment either
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underground or sufficiently above the ground? (Or inside the pole?)

As the number of WCF installations increases, small negative visual impacts will be multiplied, resulting in
a significant overall reduction in the aesthetic quality of the streetscape. Telecommunications companies
and network installers have suggested that the City organize a workshop process to identify, or if
necessary create, more acceptable WCF designs. The ARB believes such a process, combined with
careful attention to placement of each WCF, could lead to better results, and that ARB expertise would be
helpful in this process.
### How would objective aesthetic standards give "careful attention to the placement of each WCF"?
### Inviting applicants to help write the objective aesthetic standards they have to meet might be asking
for trouble. But who knows?
### At ARB's 03-21-19 meeting, during the public comment period for Item 3 (objective aesthetic
standards for WCFs), Tina Chow also suggested having a workshop, but I don't think she meant the
same kind of workshop as the applicants suggested.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeff Hoel
Architectural Review Board
Hoel, Jeff (external); Council, City; Planning Commission
PART 1 -- TRANSCRIPT & COMMENTS -- 03-21-19 ARB meeting, Item 3 -- objective aesthetic, noise, etc.
standards for WCFs
Wednesday, April 3, 2019 3:02:37 PM

ARB Board Members,
At the 03-21-19 ARB meeting,
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69898
you considered an item (Item 3) about the City's making objective aesthetic, noise, etc. standards for
wireless communications facilities (WCFs). Here's the staff report (43 pages).
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69895
I have transcribed the video for this item and added my comments. (Please see below the "######" line.
My comments are the paragraphs in red, beginning with "###".)
https://midpenmedia.org/architectural-review-board-74-3212019/

GENERAL COMMENTS
I think it was unreasonable of the FCC to issue an order (FCC 18-133) saying that, after 04-15-19, the
City's only aesthetic, noise, and other standards for WCFs must be objective and published in advance.
(Except for exceptions initiated by applicants.) I hope FCC 18-133 is invalidated, whether by litigation
(which is ongoing), or legislation (H.R. 530), or some other way. Meanwhile, ARB was asked to
participate in creating those objective aesthetic standards.
On 03-21-19, I think ARB tried to do a good job, but kept being distracted by what the aesthetic standards
should be if the ARB were allowed to continue its current practice of determining them subjectively.
It's really hard to create objective aesthetic standards. It's a little like writing a computer program to make
aesthetic decisions. I note that the world's best go-playing computer programs weren't written by the
world's best go players.
Staff's proposal for the objective aesthetic standards was to list a menu of possible designs, with
constraints for each, and to forbid anything not on the menu. In theory, there could be other approaches.
For example, Chair Furth suggested, why not say that the ancillary equipment for a WCF must be
undergrounded if feasible? But she didn't get majority support for that idea.
I hope ARB will be willing to help refine the City's objective aesthetic standards for WCFs in the future.
Thanks.

Jeff
------------------Jeff Hoel
731 Colorado Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94303
------------------PS: References:
* 03-15-19: "There's No 5G Race"
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https://potsandpansbyccg.com/2019/03/15/the-non-existing-race-for-5g/
"There is no 5G race; there is no 5G war; there is no 5G crisis." And: "Please think twice before you buy
into the 5G hype."
* 03-20-19: "Analysts Question Financial Viability of Verizon Home 5G Fixed Service"
https://www.telecompetitor.com/analysts-question-financial-viability-of-verizon-home-5g-fixed-wirelessservice/?mc_cid=c91bcef9d9&mc_eid=99443c82f8
* 03-20-19: "Are You Ready For 6G?"
https://potsandpansbyccg.com/2019/03/20/are-you-ready-for-6g/
* 03-15-19: "It's Officially Time to Start Talking About 6G"
https://www.lightreading.com/mobile/5g/its-officially-time-to-start-talking-about-6g/a/d-id/750205?
mc_cid=7d2040cb96&mc_eid=99443c82f8
I
PPS: I had to send this transcript & comments in three separate messages, due to the limitations of my
email tool.
##############################################################################
Video of 03-21-19 ARB meeting:
https://midpenmedia.org/architectural-review-board-74-3212019/
0:47:19:

Chair Furth: While we're setting up for Item -- the next item -- Item 3, which is the ARB review and
recommendation for draft objective aesthetic, noise, and related standards for wireless communications
facilities in the public rights-of-way, I'm going to open the hearing now, before we take a short break, so
that -- I have a speaker card here, from a speaker who needs to leave by 9:40. Which is Tina Chow. If
you'd like to come and make your remarks. You have three minutes, from when you spell your name and
start.
0:47:49:
Tina Chow: (unamplified) I can wait ...
0:47:50:
Chair Furth: Oh, you can wait?
0:47:51:
Tina Chow: (unamplified) I mean, I have to leave at 9:40.
0:47:52:
Chair Furth: Why don't you do it now, because it's going to be a little jammed.
0:47:55:
Tina Chow: (unamplified) Thank you. OK.
0:48:08:
Tina Chow: All right. Good morning, everyone. Is this -0:48:10:
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Chair Furth: Good morning.
0:48:10:
Tina Chow: Is this on? OK. My name's Tina Chow. I live in Barron Park. And I'm a professor in civil
and environmental engineering at U.C. Berkeley. I already sent you some written comments. So I just
want to summarize those briefly, and expand on one of them. My first point was that our neighborhoods
are so distinct that I don't believe any menu of options will suffice, in these decisions for the wireless
communications facilities. Second, this ARB review process that we're having now allows for critical
public input and discussion, and should NOT be removed from the process. So I ask that you please
make a specific recommendation to City Council to keep the ARB public hearings, and ensure that every
cell tower gets individual review. Third, I asked that you please continue to insist on undergrounding of
equipment. And my fourth point was that we need an updated wireless ordinance that safeguards
residents and their interests.
So, I wanted to take a few moments to expand on this. First, I wanted to just say that I urge you not to
incorporate any of the specific FCC standards into our ordinance, because, according to independent law
firms, current and future litigation may reverse these standards. And Including such FCC standards into
our ordinance's language would bind the city of such standards, regardless of the outcomes of the
litigation. So, instead, what I think we should do is work together to create a better ordinance, just like
dozens of other cities are doing -- in the Bay Area, across California, and across the country. Some
examples are Orinda, San Raphael, San Anselmo, Hillsboro, Danville -- the list goes on and on -- of cities
in the Bay Area that are working to improve the ordinance and include resident interests in them.
So, some examples of things that we can ask for are minimum spacings between towers -- for example,
1,500 or 2,000 feet. We can ask for minimum setbacks from resident homes and schools. We can even
ask for increased fees and revenues for the City. Yes, there are descriptions about this. But we can
charge for actual costs of processing these applications. We can ask for requirements that if there
are less visually intrusive facilities that become available as technology improves, that these be replaced.
We can ask for liability and insurance for each node. We can ask for monitoring requirements of the radio
frequencies from these towers. We can ask for property value assessments, protection from trees, and
compliance with the American Disabilities Act for electrohypersensitivity. So, the ADA -- I just want to
expand on this one a little bit -- as you know, is intended to protect disabled people from discrimination,
and provides general definitions for a disability. The U.S. Access Board and the Department of Labor
recognize electromagnetic sensitivity as a disability. So I'd like to ask that you ask the City to add an
ADA section and an ADA definition that describes a disability as "any physical impairment affecting a
major life activity," including language from Title II, which requires public agencies to make all their
services, programs, and activities ADA accessible. So, that would mean including language that
indicates that ADA claims can be made of some sort of discrimination. For example, that persons -- that
is, that persons with disabilities are prevented from some activity can be shown. And we can include
language in the exceptions chapter, and in the compliance with laws chapter, saying that the Americans
Disabilities Act, which is a federal law -- sorry, the exceptions chapter should INCLUDE the Americans
with Disabilities Act as a federal law that is equal in authority to the Federal Communications ...
0:51:23:
Chair Furth: Thank you, Doctor. Any last sentence?
0:51:26:
Tina Chow: The last sentence is that I ask that you consider making a task force, where residents could
actually work on this. Because doing this in three minutes is really hard. And we have a lot of ideas.
0:51:34:
Chair Furth: Thank you. I want to say -- Thank you for your presentation. But I want to say to you and
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others that the ordinance itself has not formally been provided to us. We did get a copy this morning. So,
the Planning Commission -- Planning & Transportation Commission -- will be reviewing it -- What's the
date, Albert?
0:51:50:
Albert Yang: Next Thursday.
0:51:51:
Chair Furth: Next Thursday ...
0:51:52:
Albert Yang: Next Wednesday. Sorry, next Wednesday.
0:51:53:
Chair Furth: Next Wednesday. Which is going to be the key hearing on that. Followed by Council
action. Thank you. We're going to take a five-minute break before we hear the rest of this. And then
we'll be back. Thank you.
0:52:01:
BREAK
0:59:05:
Chair Furth: Is staff ready? OK. Just before we go on to our next item, ...
[comment about Item 2 elided]
0:59:28:
Chair Furth: OK. Our next item -- I guess I already read it, but I'll do it again -- is the ARB review and
recommendation of draft objective aesthetic, noise, and related standards for wireless communications
facilities in the public right-of-way. And the staff report will be prepared by Rebecca Atkinson. This is
NOT a quasi-judicial matter, I guess. We're commenting on a proposed regulation. So I won't ask
anybody about external communications. I will note that we have all received a large number of emails
on this. Which staff has made available if they were received before -- before five yesterday? -- what's
the cutoff?
1:00:15:
Amy French: Correct. Five pm. Then we printed them out in hard copy. If they were emailed after five,
they were emailed -- forwarded to you. We had some emails at six in the morning. And -- yeah.
1:00:26:
Chair Furth: Right. And they will be passed along -- will they? -- to the Planning & Transportation, which
will be considering this next. And staff will, of course, read them. All right. Staff report, please.
1:00:38:
Amy French: Good morning. Amy French, Chief Planning Official. With Rebecca Atkinson and Albert
Yang, our City Attorney. We also have Jim Fleming in the audience.

### I didn't see him there.
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And Dave Yuan.
### Dave was there, but didn't speak.
From the City. To help with questions.
1:00:52:
Chair Furth: From which department are they?
1:00:54:
Amy French: Ah -- Utilities.
1:00:56:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
1:00:58:
Amy French: So, as noted, at places -- I don't know if we noted this -- at places, and at the back table,
we have the ordinance that is going to go to the Planning & Transportation Commission next
Wednesday. So, members of the public who are interested in reading that can go on the back table. The
packet comes out today and will be uploaded online. For those persons who wish to review the
ordinance.
1:01:22:
Chair Furth: This is the ordinance amending 18.42.110 on wireless telecommunications facilities.
1:01:28:
Amy French: Correct. So, we have an existing ordinance. These are amendments that would clarify,
based on the FCC order.
1:01:36:
Chair Furth: I think "modify" is a more accurate term. Thank you.
1:01:38:
Amy French: Yes. Well, there's that. So, just a brief background, and I'll turn it over to Albert. The
existing wireless communications facilities in the Palo Alto public rights-of-way. We have 73 AT&T oDAS
nodes. And these are on wood utility poles. Those were installed in 2012, before we created the
ordinance we have today. So, yes, there's been some noise issues on those poles. Just to be clear
about that. Then, we have 19 small cell nodes on streetlight poles. And these were installed by Crown
Castle in 2016.
### They are owned and operated by Verizon, right?
And I believe those are the ones that use those faux mailboxes. OK? So, we anticipate more coming.
We have 93 from Verizon, 17 from AT&T Mobility, and 17 from Crown Castle that we anticipate being
installed or submitted for review. There are others in the wings that are not come in yet. We have
streetlights in Palo Alto, a total of 6,642. Of those, the City owns 6,500. And then, the state owns 142.
Those are located on El Camino and highway -- near Highway 101. Then we have wood utility poles.

We have a total of 6,000 again.
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### A 09-28-15 staff report about FTTP
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/49073
says (PDF page 68) that there are 6,000 utility poles, and also (PDF page 69) that there are 5,931 utility
poles (of various heights from 25 to 80 feet). The issue in that report was how many might have to be
made taller to accommodate fiber infrastructure for a citywide municipal FTTP network.
Those are in the public right-of-way. 5,400 are jointly owned by the City and AT&T.
(Oops. I went too fast. That's really sensitive.)
1:03:21:
Albert Yang: Thanks. Albert Yang, Deputy City Attorney. So, the reason that we are coming to you
today with these draft objective standards is because the Federal Communications Commission -- the
FCC -- in September adopted new regulations, which, among several other changes, require any
aesthetic regulation by local governments to be reasonable, non-discriminatory, objective, and published
in advance. And so, they gave us until April 15th of this year to work on and adopt these standards. And
that's what we've prepared and brought for you today. The bottom line is that if we don't have reasonable
and objective standards in place after April 15th, the City won't be able to enforce its current aesthetic
regulations, which are based on the ARB's subjective architectural review findings.
There is ongoing litigation over the validity of that FCC order, that is pending in the 9th Circuit Court of
Appeals right now. The Court, unfortunately, denied a request by municipalities to stay that FCC order
until that litigation is resolved. So, at the moment, we are required to comply with that regulation. In
addition to the litigation, there is pending legislation in Congress, introduced by Representative Anna
Eshoo, that would invalidate the FCC's order as well. We'll be tracking that, in addition to the litigation.
So, there are a few different steps -- just to give a roadmap -- of how we're approaching our
implementation of the FCC's order. The first meeting is today's, with the ARB, where we're reviewing
draft objective standards. The next meeting will be on Wednesday, the 27th, with the Planning &
Transportation Commission, to review updates to the ordinance. The City's wireless code. And, finally,
both the standards and the ordinance will be presented to the City Council on April 15th.
So, we had a question from the Chair about what the ARB's role would be under the revised ordinance.
There -- Under the current language of the ordinance, for Tier 2 and Tier 3 applications, which are what
the majority of applications to the City -- cities -- fall into, the Planning Director is the deciding authority.
And the Director retains -- has the discretion to send any of these applications to the ARB for a public
hearing. And under the revised ordinance, that process, and that authority, remains the Planning
Director.  If there's an issue, or if there's a desire to have a public hearing on an application, can send it to
the ARB. In addition, there is a new process that's created for any applications that are seeking
exceptions from the objective standards that we adopt, for those applications also to be sent to the ARB
for review.
And I'll turn it back over to Amy and Rebecca.
1:07:31:
Rebecca Atkinson: Thank you, all. So, the wireless ordinance is -- you know, is in effect for citywide.
And primarily -- Well, the standards, in their current form, focus on streetlight poles and wood utility
poles. There's -- There are other wireless facilities designs that could be deployed in the public right-ofway. Including, you know, using existing or proposed new street furniture, such as benches, and bus
shelters, and things like that. That's -- you know, even though some have been deployed in Europe. And
maybe somewhere -- elsewhere. We are looking at including innovations in a forthcoming version of the
administrative standards. But for the current -- you know, April 15th -- timeframe, we're looking at
focusing on streetlights and wood utility poles.
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To help promote feedback and discussion, staff put together Attachment D, in your packets. And
Attachment D contains a wide variety of design images, be it elevations or visual simulations, site photos,
and so forth, illustrating the types of different design options that are out there for wood poles and
streetlight poles. There are also some designs that you have seen before, that you have previously
weighed in on as not preferred. So, just wanted to include those, for your reference. So, in general,
these are the types of designs that we'd really appreciate your feedback on. Whether or not they're
appropriate for the right-of-way. Any comments. And the actual standards are included as an
attachment. Actual draft standards are include in attachments to the staff report.
### That is, Attachments A (for streetlight poles) and B (for wood utility poles).
And those are the draft standards that would be moved forward. So if you have any comments on siting - siting criteria and parameters, design options, ** placement parameters, size parameters, screening
through shrouds and vegetation, and so forth, please -- we're looking forward to your feedback.
Next steps. To receive public and ARB feedback today. And, of course, as Albert already mentioned, the
forthcoming Planning & Transportation Commission review next week. And then, following also with City
Council. There's contact information, as well as the email addresses for the ARB and City Council. And
then, just so you know, all of the Attachment D images are here in this presentation. So if you would like
to discuss anything in particular, we can use this as a point of orientation.
Thank you. We're happy to answer any questions you may have.
1:10:45:
Chair Furth: So, I have an orientation question. And thank you for the marked up copy of the ordinance.
Which, I understand, is hot off the press. One of the questions I have is that, under the existing
ordinance, when a project comes to the ARB, we review it under the ARB standards. Is that correct?
1:11:16:
Albert Yang: That's correct.
1:11:17:
Chair Furth: And if, in the future, something was referred to the ARB, what standards would we be
applying?
1:11:23:
Albert Yang: They would have to be reviewed against the objective standards that the City has adopted.
1:11:29:
Chair Furth: And those would be standards adopted by resolution.
1:11:31:
Albert Yang: That's correct.
1:11:32:
Chair Furth: Which is immediately effective. And the proposed resolution -- Tell us more about that.
The objective standards.
1:11:45:
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Albert Yang: (unamplified) Yeah, so, ...
1:11:45:
Chair Furth: It basically creates a "safe harbor"? Is that right?
### FCC 18-133 mentions "safe harbor" (3 times).
https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/FCC-18-133A1.pdf
1:11:48:
Albert Yang: So, the proposed standards are attached to the staff report, and the City Council would
adopt a resolution, basically adopting those standards as, you know, mandatory design requirements for
the various categories of wireless facilities they apply to. And right now, we have prepared standards that
apply to streetlight and wood utility pole deployments.
1:12:20:
Chair Furth: So, if somebody had a proposal to locate something on a wood utility pole or a streetlight,
that -- I guess there would be a -- well, we'll talk about underground later -- but that basically met one of
these preferred or described designs -- certain kind of antenna, certain kind of location -- then that would
be a "safe harbor." That would be the objective standard they would be nailed against. If they wanted to
do something else, they might require a more complicated hearing? Like used street furniture?
1:12:53:
Albert Yang: I -- That's correct. And I guess I would say, even if there was a proposal that, you know,
met all of the various criteria, you know, if there were a reason that staff felt, you know, that would benefit
from a hearing before the ARB, either to provide a forum for the public to comment, or for any of the
ARB's feedback on how these standards are playing out in the real world, you know, the Director would
still have that option.
1:13:28:
Chair Furth: Thanks. So, looking at page 48 of Attachment B, which is the draft administrative standards,
they are not written in mandatory language. You "may" have a shroud. You should "consider" doing
this. That's not correct. "May" be mounted. "May" be placed. "May" be enclosed. Why is it all written
that way?
1:13:58:
Albert Yang: So, we'll take another look at tightening up that language. I believe the intent was to -There are situations where, you know, there might be two different configurations that are permitted. For
example, an antenna may be mounted either at the top of a pole or integrated into the body of the pole.
But we'll take another look through all these, to make sure that it's clear that you have to choose among
one of the various options that's set forth.
1:14:29:
Chair Furth: 'Cause as it's written -- You know what? We should ask the other people questions. I don't
mean to overdo this. We'll get back to the public with comment. But we are looking at a series of
standards which you've asked us to comment on. So, we have a lot of speaker cards. But here ...
1:14:47:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) The applicant goes first.
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1:14:48:
Chair Furth: Well, the City's the applicant.
1:14:50:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) There's no wireless **.
1:14:52:
Chair Furth: They're not the applicants. The City is the moving party here. I mean, the City is asking us
to consider this. All right. Um. The name's perfectly clear. The spelling is a little awkward. Vijay
Reddyvari. To be followed by Sharon James.
1:15:19:
Vijay Reddyvari: Hi. My name is Vijay Reddyvari. I'm a project manager at Crown Castle.
1:15:23:
Chair Furth: I'm sorry. I need to have you spell your name for our transcriber.
1:15:26:
Vijay Reddyvari: Oh. OK. V-i-j-a-y. And then R-e-d-d-y-v-a-r-i. Before I go to the presentation, I just
want to talk a little bit about Crown Castle. So, I'm a project manager at Crown Castle. Crown Castle is
the largest provider of shared communication infrastructure. We have over 25 years of experience
building and operating network infrastructure. We have a unique combination of towers, small cells, and
fiber. We have about 40,000 towers. 60,000 on air or under contract small cells, both outdoor and
indoor. And we have 60,000 route miles of fiber.
### This source provides similar stats.
https://fiber.crowncastle.com/about-us
Coming to those small cells, we have growing demand for data, for residents, businesses, and research.
There's about like 10 trillion megabytes in 2017.
### This 05-23-16 article says, "Americans used nearly 10 trillion megabytes of mobile data last year"
(i.e., 2015).
https://news.slashdot.org/story/16/05/23/2042213/americans-used-nearly-10-trillion-megabytes-of-mobiledata-last-year
In 2017, it was 15.7 trillion megabytes.
https://www.ctia.org/news/the-state-of-wireless-2018
This is for all wireless carriers, not just Crown Castle.
And it increased like seven times in 2019. So, 47 percent of the total U.S. is using wireless. And 70
percent of the home buyers are looking for a strong cell communication when they're buying home. And
an average household has 30 devices connected at all times. And then, there is a growing demand for
smart communities, and connected schools, and cloud, and IoT.
So, with a huge growing demand, what I have before you is the two flavors of designs that we have for
streetlight poles and wood utility poles. (Let me **.)
1:16:54:
Chair Furth: So, this is the material that is at-places?
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1:16:56:
Vijay Reddyvari: Yeah.
1:16:57:
Chair Furth: And are there copies at the public table?
1:16:58:
Vijay Reddyvari: Yeah. We have ...
1:16:59:
Chair Furth: The crowd is indicating yes.
1:17:20:
Vijay Reddyvari: What I have before you is standard designs that we have for streetlight poles. These
are already active or in place or under contract currently with Crown Castle. So, as you can see, we have
different flavors. Like integrated pole design, a top-mounted design, and a trash can design. Going to
the integrated pole design, these are the traffic signal poles. These are in Santa Barbara. All equipment
will be inside the poles when we have existing user infrastructure of the traffic lights, and incorporated all
the equipment inside the poles. This is a fairly new product -- the trash can receptacle. We are currently
using it in Piedmont. And also, I think I saw one in Palo Alto. I'm not sure who is the carrier. So, this is a
brand new product.  The trash can receptacle. The faux mailbox design. You have already seen this in
Palo Alto, with our project in 2016, I guess. Under ** streetlights, we have a small mailbox, with a smaller
form factor. And you can see the dimensions here, actually -- 24.75 x 48.63 inches, with an integrated
pole design. Coming to the next one is the top-mounted design. Where we have a couple of options
here. With a wrapped-around combination of equipment and equipment on top of the pole. You can see
the dimensions there -- 31 inches x 27. Which is a smaller form factor again. All the small cells that we
tried to build have a smaller form factor. The next one is a side-mounted design. Where we cannot
achieve the top-mounted design, we try to alternate it with a side-mounted design. Even with this, we
have seen a fair amount of success, with the smaller form factor being 14 x 16.5 inches wide x 113
inches. Again, it depends on the equipment, and the requirement of the carrier with the coverage -- what
equipment we need. Depending on that we choose this designs. But we do have a lot of options here.
As you notice.   And I have put before you some additional design options with a pedestal design. A
couple of options here for you. One in Piedmont, and the other one in Cupertino. Again, these are
proposals for the Palo Alto, which we did for our project. I'm just putting the samples out there. And then
you can see the dimensions for the pedestal design -- with the dimensions. Coming for the additional
design options, we can use the existing streetlights, or the existing cabinets, which is there in the City.
And you can use the space for putting our equipment there.
1:19:56:
Chair Furth: I'm sorry, Mr. Reddyvari, but you have run out of time. Thank you for the written
presentation. And we will ask you further questions later if we need more information on what you
provided to us.
1:20:07:
Vijay Reddyvari: Thank you.
1:20:10:
Chair Furth: Our next speaker is Sharon James. To be followed by Jeff Hoel.
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Sharon James: Hi. Good morning. I'm Sharon James. I'm the government affairs manager for Crown
Castle. And I just wanted to speak today to let you know that, you know, as Vijay just showed you,
there's a lot of different designs that you can use to incorporate small cell wireless infrastructure. And
they're deployed all over the country, in many different configurations. What I've seen happen, that I want
to share with you, in other jurisdictions -- Currently, in San Francisco, they have a workshop going on,
where they're meeting every couple of weeks with all the carriers, with the CLECs -- like Crown, Ex
Genet, Modus -- to come up with a design, and a revised ordinance that works -- that simplifies the
process down the road, and includes 5G. That's also happening in -- It's also happened in Cupertino,
where they worked with all of the carriers to come up with -- and the CLECs too -- come up with a design
that they could incorporate on their city poles, throughout the city. In the city of Santa Barbara, the same
thing has happened. So, I'm providing this information to you because I would -- I think you should think
about -- and I recommend -- that even though you're revising your ordinance now, to meet the April 15th
date that the FCC has ordered, you probably will end up revising it to some extent. And we're sharing
information with you today because we want you to be aware that there's a lot of options, we're more than
happy to work with you. I would recommend that you set up some workshops with the industry, and do
some real -- you know, make some real effort to come up with a design that works for all of you, that
maybe you can include as part of your ordinance, that is a form factor that you've approved in -- ahead of
time. And then, it expedites the process with the carriers or the applicants. I would also say that in that
FCC order, that the time you have to review has been shortened as well. So, some of the process that
we go through now, that takes a little longer, you may have to cut out in your revised ordinance. You may
have to address. Thank you.
1:22:31:
Chair Furth: I have one question for you. So, your company, is not a telecom provider. Right? You are
a licensed -- you are a permit obtainer? What do you call your company? What kind of business are you
in?
1:22:46:
Sharon James: We're a carrier's carrier. I think.   It's simplifying it little bit, but -- So, we build
infrastructure. We build fiber networks. All across the country. On that fiber network, there are multiple
opportunities to use that fiber. But we're called a CLEC.
1:23:04:
Chair Furth: That's the word I didn't know.
1:23:05:
Sharon James: Yeah. A CLEC. And -1:23:08:
Chair Furth: Which stands for -1:23:08:
Sharon James: It stands for -- California Licensed -- what? -- Competitive Licensed Exchange Carrier.
### Google "'competitive licensed exchange carrier'" 0 hits. But Google "' competitive local exchange
carrier '" about 109,000 hits.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Competitive_local_exchange_carrier
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But we basically build the infrastructure that the carriers can go on. And -- So, when we come to you and
we apply, as Crown Castle -- we're building a fiber network here -- we have a contract with a customer -a carrier -- to put their antennas and radios on that pole.
1:23:38:
Chair Furth: And do your antennas and radios accommodate more than one carrier? Or are they
exclusive to one carrier?
1:23:43:
Sharon James: Well, they're exclusive to one carrier. But it doesn't mean that you can't find
opportunities, in a lot of cases, to collocate a second carrier on that pole. Those sites we built in
downtown -- the 19, with the mailboxes -- 17 with mailboxes -- they have -- we had a second antenna
approved at the time that we processed those. And there's space in that mailbox for additional
equipment. So, those, feasibly, could be collocated sites.
1:24:13:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
1:24:13:
Sharon James: You could have second carrier.
1:24:14:
Chair Furth: And, to my colleagues, because of the very tight timeline we're under, and because of the
complication of what's doing, if you have question to ask of a specific applicant -- or, specific person,
whether commenting now -- please let me know. And feel free to do that. Thank you very much. Jeff
Hoel. To be followed by -- Matt, did you know -1:24:38:
Jeff Hoel: Hi. So, ...
1:24:39:
Chair Furth: Good morning.
1:24:39:
Jeff Hoel: ... I just wanted to say, ...
1:24:42:
Chair Furth: You will definitely need to spell your name for our transcriber.
1:24:44:
Jeff Hoel: Oh. OK. Last name H-o-e-l.
1:24:48:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
1:24:48:
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Jeff Hoel: And I think the FCC has overreached by requiring the City to make objective aesthetic
standards. It's sort of an impossibility. So, I hope it gets overturned by the courts or federal legislation
eventually. And, in the meantime, I think we should do what we have to do, but not a lot more. And part
of your advice to Council should be -- absolutely, we should rescind it if the federal situation allows us to
rescind it. Meanwhile, I think probably the ARB should continue meet, just as if they had the authority to
make the aesthetic standards in real time. Although they wouldn't. And part of what they could do in that
case is recommend when to change the objective standards, when it looks like the objective standards
have become silly. And, by the way, maybe Legal could comment now on, how often does the FCC
currently allow us to change the standards?
There's a specific thing about undergrounding. It seems to me like the residents want undergrounding.
You wanted undergrounding. In the staff report, Huntington Beach had an underground vault that was
approximately 8 x 10 x 7 feet. The staff report didn't show dimensioned drawings, so I just measured it
based on their dimension for the 2-foot setback. And that's twice as large, in cubic feet, as the objective
standard is ready to say is the maximum we would allow. And I think residents don't care if it's twice as
big, as long as it gets the job [done] of hiding the equipment. In fact -- I guess my question is, why is -what is size doing in this document anyhow? Is the size of an underground vault related to aesthetics in
any way? And, by the way, the reason Verizon said they need such a big vault was to comply with OSHA
standards. I'm real suspicious of that, but I don't know if anybody has asked OSHA whether that's true.
OK. Thanks.
1:27:18:
Chair Furth: Thank you, Mr. Hoel. Mr. DiGino. To be followed by Rochelle Swanson.
1:27:27:
Matt DiGino: Hi. I'm Matt DiGino, with Crown Castle. D-i-G-i-n-o. And I just want to follow up a little bit
on what Sharon mentioned earlier. It would be great if the City of Palo Alto could have -- could pursue
designs we could all agree on. And I'm glad it stopped right here, because one thing I wanted to mention
is that a lot of designs we're showing right now are for the existing 4G networks that are being employed.
5G is coming pretty quick. So, as an example of -- you know, if you want to have a 5G city, it would be
great to plan -- well, you can see here is, on the right and the left, is an example of 5G integrated into an
existing 4G pole. On the left are multiple operators. So, you asked about a CLEC earlier. The traditional
operators are known as ILECs -- Incumbent. We're both licensed to distribute wireless infrastructure. But
on the left, if you want -- if the 5G applications start coming, and the operators want, you know, their own
poles, there's a chance for a neutral host to have -- collocate multiple operators on the same pole. And if
you kind of extend the shrouding or the radome, on the picture on the left. Pretty much all I wanted to
share.
1:28:50:
Chair Furth: Thank you. Any questions of Mr. DiGino? Rochelle Swanson. Would be followed by
Jeremy Stroup.
1:29:01:
Rochelle Swanson: Good morning, Chair and commissioners. First, I want to thank you for holding this.
And I really wanted to take a moment to appreciate staff. We were asked to be able to come in and
provide additional information. You see the information today. I'm a government affairs manager in
Northern California for Crown Castle. And I appreciate that we all have an opportunity to be part of the
public comment, because, you know, we're here, and we're working in the community. I wanted to follow
up on the request for a workshop. I won't be able to be here on the 27th. And I would hope that you
would include that as part of your recommendation. The workshop, ideally, would be made up of some
members of the Architectural Review Board, the Planning & Transportation Commission, the Council,
carriers -- both the CLECs and the ILECs. And, ideally, the public. I think the first public commenter who
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went before the break brought some good points about being able to be included in the process. And
what my colleagues had talked about, between the 4G and 5G, and the limitations of design. Currently,
the way the ordinance is written, the envelopes are pretty small. Which means most are going to fall
outside an exception. Which is good, 'cause that means we're still going to be part of the public process.
I think part of the concern is also recognizing, the 60- to 90-day timeline, for the new shot clocks under
the order, as well as -- as you've seen in previous applications -- that the smaller form factor does -- going
to resolve on additional poles. And there's only so much current vertical real estate within the City. And
the potential to have to erect more poles for the carriers can actually do their deployment. I think one
thing that we can envision in the workshop would also be to an in-depth, or iterative, conversation, also,
about maybe some collocation by design. And that is with Crown as being a neutral host. And we're not
the only ones. And so, referring back to the pedestal design in Cupertino. Or, as Vijay mentioned, the
trash can design. We are working forward with that for another city. And I actually drove past three of
them on Hamilton, which is pretty much the exact same design, except for it shares a trash and/or
recyclable receptacle, as long -- as well as the radio equipment. And I completely respect that you guys
are trying to meet the April 15th dead- -- guideline, to be able to have that incorporated. Being to have a
workshop may be outside of that. I think could maybe help everybody feel like they're part of the
conversation. And to have something that moves it forward. 'Cause I think you guys have been clear.
You're not trying to prohibit coverage. You're just trying to make it to where it fits within the character of
Palo Alto. And I've seen it work in other places. And I think it would be great if we could do it here.
1:31:3
Chair Furth: Thank you. Jeremy Stroup. To be followed by Mike -- Marc -- Grabish -- Grabisch. But
Jeremy Stroop to begin with.
1:31:51:
Jeremy Stroup: Good morning, staff, and members of the Board. My name's Jeremy Stroup. I'm with
Vinculums Services. Here today ...
1:31:57:
Chair Furth: Sorry, you're with whom?
1:31:58:
Jeremy Stroup: Vinculums Services. On behalf of Verizon Wireless. We're here this morning just to
show support of staff's direction toward streamlined designs within an administrative approval. We do
believe the current proposed design standards require revision, to accommodate Verizon's minimum
equipment requirements. And we are committed to working with staff, moving forward, to find common
ground. We also encourage ARB members to provide staff with affirmative direction regarding the wide
range of design options provided in the staff report today. Finally, Verizon Wireless would have the ARB
reaffirm support for the Verizon Cluster One design, approved by this ARB on March 18th, 2018, as well
as considering integrated pole designs, like the Cupertino example, and the equipment shown in the San
Francisco example. Thank you for your time.
1:32:51:
Chair Furth: I have a question for you.
1:32:52:
Jeremy Stroup: Sure.
1:32:52:
Chair Furth: So, would you support the concept of the community workshop, to continue to work on this,

and maximizing collocation?
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1:33:01:
Jeremy Stroup: Ah -- We would support a workshop. We've been working with City staff in that kind of
respect for the last couple of weeks. So, we like that idea.
1:33:10:
Chair Furth: And what's your position on collocation?
1:33:13:
Jeremy Stroup: Collocation is always something that we look for. As opportunities. As long as it fits our
equipment design, and structurally. It's something that we believe we could support.
1:33:24:
Chair Furth: Does Verizon have collocated facilities in Northern California?
1:33:28:
Jeremy Stroup: We have many collocated facilities. Are you talking for small cell, though? That's -- I
think you're specifically meaning small cell?
1:33:34:
Chair Furth: I'm -- what we're getting these days.
1:33:38:
Jeremy Stroup: Um. We don't have any collocated small cells at this time. That I know about. But we
do have macrocell sites that are collocated all the time.
1:33:46:
Chair Furth: And do have any notion of, at full build-out, how many small cell sites you'd want in the
City? Verizon would want in the City?
1:33:53:
Jeremy Stroup: Well, we have a proposal right now of 93 nodes. That we're working with.
1:33:59:
Chair Furth: But that doesn't -- does that cover the entire City?
1:34:02:
Jeremy Stroup: That's correct.
1:34:03:
Chair Furth: 93 in the City.
1:34:05:

Jeremy Stroup: Correct.
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1:34:06:
Chair Furth? 4G? 5G?
1:34:07:
Jeremy Stroup: Currently, right now, we're looking at 4G designs.
1:34:10:
Chair Furth: And if you went to 5G? Do you have any notion of what that number would be?
1:34:13:
Jeremy Stroup: I don't have that information right now.
1:34:15:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
1:34:16:
Jeremy Stroup: Yup. Thank you.
1:34:18:
Chair Furth: Marc -- I think it's Grabisch.
1:34:27:
Marc Grabisch: I'm Marc Grabisch. I work on -- for, directly, AT&T. As you know, we have preliminary
Architecture Review Board on 17 applications that we've proposed.
1:34:38:
Chair Furth: Could you spell your name for our transcriber?
1:34:40:
Marc Grabisch: Sure. G-r-a-b-i-s-c-h.
1:34:44:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
1:34:45:
Marc Grabisch: Um. And we're supportive of the process the City's going through, and appreciate all the
staff time and effort that's gone into proposing the standards. We do have a few concerns, in terms of,
again, like Verizon mentioned, the standards as proposed would be restrictive to the minimum design
standards that we have, based on our equipment right now. I see that we have a 15-inch diameter
restriction, and in our applications, our 5G equipment requires about a 22-inch diameter. And that's just
based on the technical requirements for the radios themselves. I know that noise has been a concern in
the City of Palo Alto, and for our 5G radios, we really made sure we can reduce a noise factor by having
passive cooling instead of active cooling. In order to have passive cooling, you need heat dissipation, so
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that the wider radios are required to allow for passive heat dissipation, as opposed to having active fan
units that produce noise. So, a minimum form factor would, from AT&T's perspective, need to at least
meet our minimum technical requirements. Which is -- really a lot of it is -- the result of the noise
complaints from our oDAS that we built here in Palo Alto. And to the extent that our networks are
increasing in capacity demands by the hundreds of thousands of percent -- As you know, we built an
oDAS here in Palo Alto, and that's still not sufficient ...
1:36:11:

Chair Furth: Excuse me. Could you explain for our transcriber and people generally what an oDAS is?
1:36:15:
Marc Grabisch: It's an outdoor Distributed Antenna System. It was kind of a precursor to small cell
facilities that you see now. It's lower-powered radios, that have smaller form factors, so that we can blend
into residential neighborhoods, on wood utility poles in public rights-of-way. And, obviously, the small cell
technology is an evolution of that, essentially, that provides an even smaller form factor, that would blend
in within right-of-way infrastructure. We do, obviously, have a concern with the volume restrictions, if the
preference is to go to the smaller form factor, as was mentioned. That means that we'd have to produce
a larger number of sites to get the same coverage, versus if we went with a larger, micro -- we call it a
micro-sized radio. That, again, would give us more propagation. And either way, the propagation, in
terms of EME
### electromagnetic emissions
output is significantly reduced, relative to a macro facility. I mean, we're talking in terms of ...
1:37:17:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) ** not using acronyms.
1:37:23:
Marc Grabisch: OK. OK. So, well, the nature of these facilities are that they are much lower powered.
They don't propagate as far as, say, a big tower that you're used to. Right? And we're talking to the
extent of these being within a percent or two of the FCC threshold. So, we're anywhere between one and
three percent of the allowable FCC threshold.
### Just to be clear, Mr. Grabisch is claiming the radiation intensity is one or two or three percent of the
FCC limit, that is, 99 or 98 or 97 percent less than the FCC limit. People who are concerned about health
effects of radiation from WCFs think that there's no scientific basis for the FCC limit, and that it is far too
high.
And, obviously, even though cities aren't able to make decisions based on EME output, the concerns that
are out there on the residential perspective -- I think they're not really understanding the difference
between a full-blown macro tower and the facilities that we're placing in the rights-of-way now. From a
collocation perspective -- I know you had a specific question to that -- AT&T would be supportive of
collocation. It also depends on if that collocated facility is a match for the network need, to where we
have to place facilities. So, other carriers have different network needs. And so, they're designing their
networks based on where they need to fill the need. And that -- collocated facilities might not be a
match. And we'd still have to put a facility where we need it.
1:38:35:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
1:38:36:
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Board Member Hirsch: I have a question. Your selecting minimum number of pole locations? Or can
you maximize the pole locations, and reduce the size of equipment?
1:38:49:
Marc Grabisch: The size of the equipment is the smallest form factor. Particularly, what we're proposing
in Palo Alto, that is the smallest form factor that we have available to us, to fill the capacity needs on our
network.
1:39:04:
Chair Furth: And what's the typical spacing between them? I know there's lots of variables. But what's
the typical spacing between installations?
1:39:11:
Marc Grabisch: You know, again, the variables in Palo Alto -- depending on building ...
1:39:16:
Chair Furth: Let's assume a section of the City with low-rise housing and few trees.
1:39:19:
Marc Grabisch: I would say our propagation goes to about 1,000 feet. 1,500 feet. And, again, that's if
there's very minimal ...
1:39:28:
Chair Furth: I understand. And so, at the optimal, from our point of view -- most distance between
installations -- 1,000 feet?
1:39:34:
Marc Grabisch: About 1,000 feet.
###  This is for 4G (see 1:40:52).
1:39:36:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
1:39:36:
Board Member Hirsch: I have another. And that is, the size of your 5G. You didn't give us a size. You
said its width was wider. But the size is -- The vertical, the horizontal, etc.
1:39:49:
Marc Grabsich: So, the radios themselves are -- they're about 7.5 inches deep. They have another inch
and a quarter, two inches of attachment bracket. And so, when you add that together with a pole width,
you're looking at about 22 inches in width off the pole. The height of the radios, again, is just roughly
about 7.5 inches as well. We do have a shroud that we have used -- that we have proposed -- to conceal
the cabling for fiber and power. You can't see the lights, either, that show the active components of the
radio. So the shroud itself is longer, because it has to have ventilation, to allow for the airflow. But it's
roughly about 8 to 10 inches. And, again, it's larger than the radios, because we need to add for the

ventilation.
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1:40:41:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
1:40:42:
Board Member Hirsch: Do those -- Do the location of those 5G facilities -- are they -- they're not included
in the 4G portion of the ...
1:40:52:
Marc Grabisch: That's correct. So, our current proposal is for the 4G equipment, including the radios and
antenna, to be mounted above the pole. Above the mast arm. And the 5G would be an additional
equipment component that's placed just below the mast arm.
### What about the GO-95 requirement to stay 6 feet from power lines?
And, in terms of the densification, which is the number of facilities within -- The 4G standard that I
mentioned right now, is about 1,000 to 1,500 feet. With 5G, and the standards, and the latency, and the
capacity that -- to meet a 5G standard, you will probably see that densification increase.
1:41:30:
Chair Furth: And so, what do you think the spacing might be, in the same optimal conditions we
described earlier?
1:41:35:
Marc Grabish: I can't say that at the moment. I'm not, you know, clear. Because it's -- Again, this is
brand new technology, and we're actually looking to test the equipment this year. And deploy it this year.
So, a lot of that is still ...
1:41:50:
Chair Furth: So, it could be as low as 200 feet?
1:41:54:
Marc Grabisch: It's really going to depend on the bandwidth and capacity that's available within the
network. So, when we deploy these 4G facilities, that's going to have an impact on, you know, the further
densification required for 5G.
1:42:06:
Chair Furth: So, the 5G equipment would supplemental to the 4G, rather than replacing it?
1:42:10:
Marc Grabisch: That's correct. In order to -- for the 4G -- in order for the 5G signal to propagate
currently, it needs to work with a 4G layer of technology.
1:42:20:
Chair Furth: So, if we require more facilities to be installed -- if you all require more facilities for 5G, you
can be installing more 4G.
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1:42:29:
Marc Grabisch: Not ...
1:42:30:
Chair Furth: No? Something.
1:42:31:
Marc Grabisch: In the future, the expectation is that we can go with 5G-only facilities. It's all based on
the core that we don't have built out yet for 5G. And, currently, it does require a 4G layer to work.
1:42:47:
Chair Furth: Thank you. Thanks.
1:42:48:
Vice Chair Baltay: Can I ask, then, if -- I understood one of the applicants to say they're proposing 93
small cell nodes throughout Palo Alto to get coverage -- I heard him to say of the entire City. I unders- -4G cells. I understand you've proposed 17. Does that mean that you're not having 4G coverage of the
entire City with small cell nodes?
1:43:07:
Marc Grabisch: Currently, we have no small cell nodes deployed in San F- -- sorry, in Palo Alto. We do
have, again, our oDAS facilities, that are providing a 4G signal. And we do have our macro facilities. So,
the small cell technology is really not to add coverage. It's to add capacity. It helps efficient use of our
spectrum, by offloading the macro facilities. These are the larger towers, that could be on rooftops or
standalone monopoles. And the small cells offload the capacity on those networks by giving -- bringing
the signal to where the users are needing it most, so that they can get a better signal, increased
capacity. And it offloads the network for the larger propagation needs in the area.
1:43:55:
Vice Chair Baltay: So, another way to drive at what I'm after is, are you going to need more 4G facilities
than the 17 you've currently proposed?
1:44:02:
Marc Grabisch: We don't have more currently planned. But, again, these demands increase as we look
at the traffic and the -- you know, as phones become more capable, as apps -- new apps get developed.
It's really all dependent on how the users are utilizing -- and putting demands on our networks. So, right
now, this is what we have planned. If we start to see increased demand, we'll have to plan for more
facilities.
1:44:30:
Vice Chair Baltay: If I could ask, how long have you been in this business? Personally?
1:44:33:
Marc Grabisch: Personally, I've been in this business just about 20 years.
1:44:36:
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Vice Chair Baltay: OK. So, what's your guess? Are you going to need more facilities in the next 5
years? In 20 years of experience?
1:44:42:
Marc Grabisch: My guess is, with fi- -- as soon as more 5G devices are out there, the Internet of Things,
smart city devices -- yes, there's going to be a need for more facilities.
1:44:54:
Vice Chair Baltay: Can you quantify in any way -- Right now, you have 17. How many more? Another
17? Or 170?
1:44:59:
Marc Grabisch: I couldn't ...
1:45:00:
Vice Chair Baltay: 20 years of experience. You can't give a bit of a guess?
1:45:03:
Marc Grabisch: When I started, I was wondering if I was going to be putting myself out of business by
putting up the towers that I did, 20 years ago. And so -- I had no anticipation of seeing the need that's out
there now. And, again, we're talking exponential increases. So, ...
1:45:17:
Vice Chair Baltay: OK. So, it's complicated.
1:45:18:
Marc Grabisch: It's complicated.
1:45:19:
Vice Chair Baltay: OK.
1:45:19:
Chair Furth: Did you know, we only have 6,000 streetlights? You do know that.
1:45:22:
Marc Grabisch: Right.
1:45:23:
Board Member Thompson: I have a question also. And this maybe for the -- because I didn't hear you
mention the trash can solution. But if that were the case, would the City agree to maintain that part of it?
That the trash would be serviced by the City? Just curious about how that would work. Operationally.
1:45:46:
Marc Grabisch: From our perspective, yes, that's not a service that we take on. As a carrier. You
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probably don't want us to take that on. One of the concerns ...
1:45:57:

Chair Furth: OK, you do visual blight, not trash collection. Got that. Anything else you'd like to say
before you leave?
1:46:03:
Marc Grabisch: Well, just the point that was made in terms of restriction of new poles. As a utility
provider in California, we do have the right to -- under 7901 -###
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PUC&sectionNum=7901.
to place new poles. And as you mentioned, there's a limited number of vertical -- it's 6,000 streetlights in
the City of Palo Alto. So, there -- it would be -- you know, whether it's through the workshop or other. But
the consideration of new poles -- And integrated poles are certainly things that we can do. Not being
restrictive on where we can place facilities -- like in a gateway -- instead of it being a categorical exclusive
-- you know, categorically excluded, if we can work through a design that fits and blends in, that would be
...
1:46:45:
Chair Furth: So you'd be in favor of participating in a workshop.
1:46:48:
Marc Grabisch: Absolutely. Yes.
1:46:50:
Chair Furth: Um. So, I know you have rights to certain poles. But -- I mean, you or Albert could answer
this -- which poles does AT&T, in its categor- -- in, you know, as a telco?
1:47:03:
Albert Yang: So, I think the comment from Marc, and from one of the earlier commenters, had to do with
placement of new poles. That don't currently exist. And, as drafted, the standards just say, if you want to
place a new pole, you have to go through the City's standard process for applying for that new site. It's -We already have a process where our Public Works Department and our Utilities Department will
consider, you know, those requests. And -- just says, you have to go through that process.
1:47:36:
Chair Furth: Thank you. And is AT&T in a different position than other people who come to us with
telecom facilities, because of its traditional role? In telecom? Telecommunications?
1:47:46:
Albert Yang: Ah. I can't answer that right now.
1:47:49:
Chair Furth: OK. I can't remember either. But I know that the pole agreements are different for some of
those folks. And they're a universal California rights to a franchise. Thank you.

1:47:59:
Marc Grabisch: Thank you.
[CONTINUED IN PART 2]
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1:48:03:
Chair Furth: All right. Let's start with questions for staff. Alex. Any questions? Peter. Any questions?
1:48:09:
Vice Chair Baltay: Yes. For staff. If I could have three questions about the proposed ordinance. Is there
any form of public notification or comment provided for in this ordinance?
1:48:23:
Amy French: The Planning & Transportation Commission is advertised in the newspaper.
1:48:27:
Vice Chair Baltay: No, I'm sorry, not about ...
1:48:28:
Amy French: Under the ordinance?
1:48:30:
Vice Chair Baltay: Once the ordinance -- If the ordinance is put into effect, ...
1:48:31:
Chair Furth: It's really a question to Albert.
1:48:33:
Vice Chair Baltay: ... is there a procedure by which the public is notified of an application, and has an
opportunity to comment on the application?
1:48:40:
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Albert Yang: Um. So, actually I'm not sure. I think maybe Amy can help with -- Oh. That's right. So,
current- -- There's -- There's notice cards that go out, within a certain radius. And we also require
carriers, before they submit the application, to hold a meeting -- a community meeting -- within a certain
radius of all of these sites.
### Could the City require that the would-be applicant give notice to the whole City about such a
community meeting, rather than just people within a certain radius of the site? So that the whole
community could become aware, even before the application was submitted?
1:49:08:
Vice Chair Baltay: Is that described in the ordinance that you've proposed?
1:49:10:
Albert Yang: Yes, it is.
1:49:12:
Vice Chair Baltay: Thank you.
1:49:12:
Albert Yang: That's a current feature, and it's not changing. So, you won't see it in strike-out or
underline. It's just already there.
1:48:17:
Chair Furth: It's the unmarked -- It's part of the unmarked text in the draft ordinance. I'll see if I can find
it.
1:49:22:
Vice Chair Baltay: That's good. I just wanted to be clear. I just received the draft ordinance this
morning. Secondly, there's an exception process, I assume. Could you describe how that works? If an
applicant proposes something that doesn't meet the requirements of the ordinance, who ** ...
1:49:35:
Albert Yang: So, there's an exception process for situations where the applicant asserts that applying the
standards strictly would violate federal law.
### Is this the only reason to have an exception process? What if the applicant wants to propose
something that's more beautiful than the standards explicitly permit?
Essentially. And in those cases, they're required to provide us -- to inform us that they're seeking an
exception at the beginning of the application process. And supply us with all the evidence on which
they're relying. They -- There's a provision the allows the Planning Director to refer those applications to
the ARB, for a finding that -- um -- I believe it's that the design, you know, deviates from our existing
standards to the minimum extent that's technically required. And -- that's essentially ...
1:50:33:
Vice Chair Baltay: Is the referral to the ARB mandatory or optional, for the Planning Director?
1:50:38:

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19
Albert Yang: I believe it's optional.
1:50:42:
Chair Furth: And it's optional under the existing ordinance.
1:50:44:
Albert Yang: That's correct.
1:50:44:
Vice Chair Baltay: I just wanted to be clear. Thank you.
1:50:46:
Chair Furth: It's sec- -- page 9. paragraph (g).
### The proposed ordinance is in the staff report for the 03-27-19 PTC meeting. PDF page 13.
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69988
1:50:50:
Vice Chair Baltay: And then, If someone wanted to appeal one of these approvals, under this ordinance,
how does the appeal process work?
1:50:57:
Albert Yang: Ah. The appeals go directly to the Council. And they can either be placed on Consent, as
the current ARB appeal process works, or they can go directly to a public hearing. And that's likely going
to depend on the timeframe that we have. In most cases, it will probably go directly to a public hearing.
1:51:21:
Vice Chair Baltay: But anyone can appeal these, under the same process as other decisions made by
the Planning Director?
1:51:27:
Albert Yang: That's correct.
1:51:28:
Vice Chair Baltay: Thank you. That's all my questions.
1:51:32:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) **.
1:51:34:
Board Member Thompson: I don't have any questions.
1:51:37:
Chair Furth: Board Member Hirsch.
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1:51:40:
Board Member Hirsch: (unamplified) Questions to staff? Or ...
1:51:43:
Chair Furth: Yes.
1:51:46:
Board Member Hirsch: (unamplified) I guess we found out that there's a -- (amplified) I guess we found
out that there's a limited number of small cell facilities within an area. And increasing the small cells is a
question I asked. Doesn't allow us to minimize the equipment sizes in any way? Is that your
understanding?
1:52:14:
Albert Yang: I -- that's -- I don't think that's entirely correct. You are asking a question of a
representative of AT&T, who is already using the smallest form factor that's currently available.
1:52:25:
Board Member Hirsch: Yes. OK.
1:52:25:
Albert Yang: And so, you know, AT&T, in particular, would not be able to go to an even smaller form
factor. They are proposing the smaller form factor that requires more sites.
1:52:41:
Board Member Hirsch: OK. Um. Let me come back to -1:52:52:
Chair Furth: So, does staff have an estimate of how many of these small cell facilities we should
anticipate in the next 10 years? Seeing that these are good for 10 years. A range is fine.
1:53:07:
**: (whispered) It's complicated.
1:53:11:
Albert Yang: Ah ...
1:53:11:
Chair Furth: I mean, ...
1:53:12:
Albert Yang: ... I think, ...
1:53:12:
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Chair Furth: ... listening to the -- Listening to the comments, I'm anticipating hundreds. And hundreds.
Is that unrealistic?
1:53:21:

Rebecca Atkinson: Staff has asked our subconsultants and a wide variety -- you know, we've been
researching that particular question. We're interested in knowing that as well. And there isn't conclusive
information. And our subconsultants have not given us a number -- like a density per square mile, and
things like that. But we are continuing to pursue that information.
1:53:45:
Chair Furth: So, the recent applications that we've approved, or recommended denial, what kind of
density are those small facilities? Proposed?
1:53:52:
Albert Yang: I guess I can take a stab at this. You know, we're seeing from Verizon that they're looking
for 93 sites to cover the entire City. For 4G.
1:54:03:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
1:54:03:
Albert Yang: And those are using, for the most part, the larger form factor. So, if we were to require a
smaller form factor, as staff is proposing in these standards, I think we've heard that that generally
requires about twice as many sites. So, actually, you know, perhaps Verizon would need almost 200
sites to cover the entire City.
1:54:20:
Chair Furth: That's for 4G.
1:54:21:
Albert Yang: And that's for 4G. AT&T has proposed 17 sites right now. But, as we saw, earlier in the
presentation, I believe they have 72 existing oDAS sites.
1:54:34:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
1:54:34:
Albert Yang: So, we're also looking at about 100 sites there. Look, going forward, I don't think we can
really project how many sites there are going to be. But that's the information that we have about what's
currently proposed.
1:54:47:
Chair Furth: And do you anticipate more carriers wanting to file applications? I mean, is there an
effective duopoly, or are there competitors?
1:54:58:
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Albert Yang: I don't think we have a way of really answering that question.
1:55:03:

Rebecca Atkinson: I think we anticipate applications from those carriers that already have master license
agreements. And any new carrier that doesn't have a master license agreement -- The carriers have
reached out to the Utilities Department about that.
1:55:18:
Chair Furth: And so, who has master license agreements now?
1:55:23:
Rebecca Atkinson: The name of the entity ...
1:55:26:
Chair Furth: Just tell me how many. How many master license agreements do we have at the moment?
1:55:31:
Rebecca Atkinson: Crown, AT&T, and Verizon.
1:55:35:
Albert Yang: As well as another carrier's carrier that often works with Sprint.
1:55:44:
Chair Furth: So, AT&T and Verizon. Plus two CLECs? Crown and somebody else?
1:55:54:
Albert Yang: That's right. I'm not sure if the other -- the other entity is a CLEC. But ...
### Council should require staff to answer this. I think each master license agreement had to be
approved by Council.
1:55:59:
Chair Furth: Something like that perhaps. OK, so 4[00], maybe 800. Thank you. One of the things that
Dr. Chow said in her presentation was that she thought that IF the City found itself approving facilities
under these rules -- under the hammer of this existing order, that carrier should be required to replace
these facilities with less obtrusive or objectionable facilities if the rules change. These -- The draft
agreement, in section (n), on page 13 of the proposed standards,
### The staff report for the 03-27-19 PTC meeting contains a mark-up of the proposed ordinance.
Section (n) is on PDF page 17.
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69988
says that -- ordinance, rather -- says that, except as provided in a lease or license agreement, these are
good for 10 years. Is it possible to -- in your opinion, to do what she's suggesting? To make the
entitlement shorter?  And is 10 years the shortest period? And what do our license agreements say? In
terms of -- with respect to time?
1:57:10:
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Albert Yang: Um. So, I believe our license agreements -- or, master license agreements for right-of-way
facilities -- have 10-year terms, but they're also renewable for a number of 10-year renewal terms.
1:57:24:
Chair Furth: And that's at the option of the -1:57:26:
Albert Yang: Of the carrier, I believe.
1:57:27:
Chair Furth: Of the carrier. So they could be infinite.
1:57:29:
Albert Yang: I -- There is a -- It's not infinite. I can't remember exactly what the -- you know, what the
end date is. We also have leases and license agreements for macro sites that are on City property. And
those may have other lengths. I'm not sure, off the top of my head. In terms of whether it's feasible for us
to require replacement, you know, this is a condition that some other cities are imposing, and that are -City Council, I believe, recently imposed on a recent application. It's part of the recommended ordinance
to include that as a standard condition. How exactly that will play out, I'm not sure.
1:58:27:
Chair Furth: Well, so that's -- So, an upgrade requirement is part of this ordinance in front of us? But it
says they have a 10-year license? A 10-year permit? I'm confused how those go together. You don't
have to answer that now, but it doesn't -- Were you saying that, yes, the City Council is interested in
requiring upgrades or modifications, should that become within our power to do?
1:58:49:
Albert Yang: That's correct.
1:58:59:
Chair Furth: And you would draft this ordinance not to eliminate it?
1:58:53:
Albert Yang: That's right.
1:58:54:
Chair Furth: Thanks. I'm having trouble reconciling the two. OK. Um. So, before we start discussing
this, what staff has asked us for is comments on proposed designs that would be generally seen as OK.
If a proposal came in that complied with those designs, they would be acceptable. They include
installations on posts. They would not -- And poles and light poles. Right? Electrical poles -- wooden
electrical poles. Utility poles. And light poles. They do NOT include street furniture. And the public, in
their comments, have mostly focused on the ordinance. Which will actually be reviewed by the Planning
Commission and the City Council. So, does anybody have any comments on the proposed design
standards that were in our packet?
1:59:54:
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Board Member Thompson: I have a question, Chair Furth. So, the exhibits that were provided on packet
page 52 onward, ...
2:00:04:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
2:00:05:
Board Member Thomson: ... those were the designs we should be commenting on. Correct?
### I think ARB should have been commenting on Attachments A and B (the proposed objective
aesthetic standards), possibly referring to the designs illustrated in Attachment D as examples of good
designs Attachments A and B permit, or examples of bad designs Attachments A and B don't permit.
2:00:10:
Chair Furth: Staff want to take us through your proposal? Starts on page -- um -- starts on page 46.
Streetlight poles. And then, on [page] 48, it goes on to wood utility poles. And, Rebecca, what are the -What's the relevance of the illustrations in Attachment D?
2:00:40:
Rebecca Atkinson: Thank you very much. So, we're asking for comments on the actual standards. And
what types of design options might or might not be acceptable. In order to help work through the draft
administrative standards, in order to help understand what types of designs would fall into these
categories -- staff put together Attachment D -- with some further comments and notes. So, if you're
talking about the particular standards for streetlight poles, there's three proposed: underground,
integrated pole, and top-mounted. So, we're looking for comments on those particular designs. Design
options. Whether this should all be included, and so forth. Then, are some general standards for all.
And then, for wood utility poles, there's the underground design, top-mounted design, side-mounted
design, minimal sunshield (or minimal side-mount design), and the strand-mount design. So, we're
looking for feedback on which of these might work. So, these actual draft standards that will be going
forward to Council. And so, we're hoping that the illustrations and graphics will help promote your
discussion on the standards.
2:02:02:
Chair Furth: Well, my question is, are those illustrations PART of the guidelines? The design
guidelines? I didn't see that.
2:02:09:
Albert Yang: They are NOT. And what staff will be pursuing is putting together standard drawings that
are more like plans, to illustrate what the designs and the guidelines look like.
2:02:27:
Chair Furth: But those won't be part of the guidelines either.
2:02:29:
Albert Yang: Not in the first iteration.
2:02:32:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
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2:02:32:
Albert Yang: But we'll work with our Public Works and Utilities Departments to put those together.
2:02:36:
Chair Furth: OK. And I had one other question for the Board. We have members of the Utilities
Department here. Any questions of them? OK. Seeing none, ...
2:02:47:
Board Member Thompson: I had a question of staff. The trash can option -- is that in the ordinance
anywhere? Or is that not desired by the City?
2:02:56:
Albert Yang: So, that's something that we're looking for feedback from the ARB on. Is that something we
should be adding in?
2:03:04:
Board Member Thompson: All right. Thank you.
2:03:05:
Chair Furth: At present, you're only providing -- you're only proposing design standards that would allow
installations on utility poles. And streetlights. And perhaps underground. Is that right?
### Ancillary equipment would be allowed in those three places, but also on a wire between poles. The
antenna would be allowed on utility poles, on streetlights, and on a wire between poles. I don't know why
an antenna shouldn't be allowed underground, but it's not enumerated.
2:03:21:
Albert Yang: That's right. We have much broader standards that will apply to proposals to locate on
private property. On rooftops, for example. And as time permits, we'll be working on more detailed and
specific standards for those types of applications as well. But because the vast -- almost all of our
applications are for these right-of-way projects, we focused on those first.
### So, there isn't much guidance for deployments on private property.
2:03:53:
Chair Furth: So, let's just quickly talk about streetlight poles. So it says, radio and other equipment MAY
be placed in an underground vault, where space permits. So, they're never required. Correct?
2:04:06:
Albert Yang: That's -2:04:08:
Chair Furth: Undergrounding is never required.
2:04:09:
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Albert Yang: That's right. It's one of the options ...
2:04:14:

Chair Furth: If they came to you and said we have a new silent thing, that doesn't make noise, and it was
a space where the Utility Department wasn't feeling quite so expansive, it could be done, but it's never
required.
2:04:24:
Albert Yang: That's correct.
2:04:26:
Chair Furth: Thank you. OK. Anybody got comments on the proposed designs?
2:04:30:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) Can I start?
2:04:32:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) Well, let's not tear it all down first.  I just want to know if anybody has
comments on -- (amplified) OK. So, no comments on the proposals? Is that right? I understand we
might want to talk about the whole issue of proposals. But, any comments on the proposed illustrations,
designs, options?
2:04:49:
Board Member Thompson: Yeah.
2:04:49:
Chair Furth: Go ahead, Osma. Board Member Thompson.
2:04:52:
Board Member Thompson: Well, so, I went through the images in Attachment D. And wrote little notes
next to each of them. In general, the designs that were favorable -- I thought were aesthetically superior
to others -- were ones that attempted to integrate within the existing pole designs. So, for example, on
sheet -- packet page 55, on the leftmost image, there's an antenna that looks pretty well integrated with
the light pole. There were other images on here that were ...
2:05:42:
Chair Furth: Excuse me, Osma. You're referring to 12" 4G or the photograph?
2:05:48:
Board Member Thompson: I'm referring to the photograph. The photograph, that does not have -2:05:53:
Chair Furth: The photograph on packet page 55.
2:05:56:
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Board Member Thompson: Yeah. But even on these other ones, there were a few that were less
successful. So, the 12" 4G/5G Multi-Tenant, I felt like, was not successful.
2:06:11:
Chair Furth: You're still on page 55?
2:06:12:

Board Member Thompson: I am. Yeah. That would be the pole that's the second from the right.
Because it has these pieces of equipment that sort of stick out from the pole. But then, again, the pole to
the very right -- the 16" smooth -- seems like a better, more sleek choice. Um. So -- So, in that sense -That was sort of my observation. And, in general, there were some scenarios that seemed more
successful than others. In a busy scenario, like in a -- on packet page 59, where there's signage in front
of the equipment, that's pretty clever. I don't know that Palo Alto has enough signage **. Maybe there
might be a case one day where we become urban enough where that would be acceptable. I actually like
the trash can solution. That's why I kept asking about it. I think it's nice to have something that's multifunctional, that blends in with the City. So, I would be open to that as an option. So long as the City is
willing to service the trash. That's an important caveat. (laughs) It has to be agreed to.
### Obviously, the dual-purpose trash can design can contain less real trash than a real trash can, and
that would affect trash-servicing requirements. Would a dual-purpose trash can design heat the trash?
So, in general, I would say, those were probably the most successful designs that I saw in Attachment D.
The other ones -- There were a few others that came close. But I feel like those were probably the ones
that exhibited the most sleek aesthetic.
### Can the objective aesthetic standards adopt an objective definition for "sleek"?
https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/sleek
You probably don't mean shiny, well-groomed, healthy-looking, unctuous, or having a prosperous air.
2:07:48:
Chair Furth: Thank you. David.
2:07:50:
Board Member Hirsch: Um. I partially agree -- partially agree with what was just said. I think all
suppliers should provide an illustration, along with what their applying for 4G or a 5G on each of the
poles. On the assumption that we're going to get there at some point, and we'd better see it now. And,
as it just indicated, it's likely to be a separate piece of equipment on the pole. So, I would say, it ought to
be a requirement of the ordinance that the 5G is part of the presentation. It seems like there's a lot of
different variations on the 4G arrangement. And the shroud of it. And that there should be a limitation on
the size of that. I've seen some that seem to be only 5 or 6 feet high, and others that are much, much
higher. I guess for 12" 4G/SG -- no, 4G/5G -- shown on -- the one that was mentioned -- the second from
the right -### That would be, on packet page 55, the 12" 4G/5G Multi-Tenant.
has them both. I'm assuming. I don't know where the 5G is. Is it in the top? I think the 5G -- I think, in
all cases, keeping the equipment on the top of the pole is essential.
### But I don't think this got into the proposed standards. What about for equipment that's
undergrounded?
I think the only part that is down low is a disconnect switch. And that's the only piece we should allow at
a lower level.
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2:09:47:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) I disagree.
2:09:50:
Board Member Hirsch: I'm not really in favor of the trash can because I think that we need -- we have
plenty of paraphernalia on the street. This isn't really in a downtown area. Because it wouldn't be used, I
think, in a community area -- the wooden poles. And I would -- I would not want to have any more
material on street, where people need to use the full sidewalk. I also don't like the idea of the bases
being larger than what we normally need to support the pole. Because, again, it's an obstruction on the
sidewalk. I see there should be some variation in how we deal with the 5G. Because, in fact, there are
other applications on the pole. For signage, and for banners, etc. So, there should -- has to be flexibility
in the location of the 5G. Not necessarily the 4G, if it's going to be on the top of the pole.
2:11:08:
I don't understand -- actually just noting in the street pole section, on [packet] page 46, "Except as
provided for top-mounted poles, poles and all attachments will not exceed the height of surrounding poles
by more than 3 feet." Does that 3 feet represent -- That's in number 6 on [packet] page 46. Under
general standards. Does that 3 feet represent something there?
2:11:41:
Albert Yang: So, that's an allowance for an antenna, to be placed at the top of the pole. Except in the
case of a top-mounted design, where everything is at the top.  Then, we need to allow for more space
than 3 feet.
2:11:55:
Board Member Hirsch: I just don't think there's the 3-foot antenna exclusively used in most of these
applications.
2:12:00:
Chair Furth: I believe that's what Albert is saying. He's saying it's -- all the equipment is up there. Not
just the antenna.
2:12:06:
Albert Yang: That's right. So, the application that you most recently saw in a preliminary review had all of
the equipment at the top. And I think that was about 5.5 or 6 feet that was added at the top.
### The 02-21-19 staff report (page 30) shows a cylinder at the top of a concrete pole. The cylinder is
65 inches high and 14 inches diameter.
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69413
At the top of the cylinder is a Galtronics P6480i antenna, which is 24.7 inches high and 10 inches
diameter.
So, we're saying, unless you're doing that type of design, you need to keep your antenna to three feet
from the top.
2:12:21:
Board Member Hirsch: OK.

2:12:22:
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Chair Furth: Thank you.
2:12:23:
Board Member Hirsch: That works. I haven't read through the ordinance. But are we including in the
ordinance these regulations for sizes of equipment? In any way? Or is it limited?
2:12:39:
Albert Yang: I'm sorry. Can you repeat that?
2:12:41:
Board Member Hirsch: The ordinance -- does it indicate other sizes, that we're just discussing here? Or
are they going to be completely separately presented? How is that -- How is that -- I don't understand
the system here.
2:12:55:
Albert Yang: So, these are standards that are going to be adopted by the City Council. By a City Council
resolution. The ordinance is going to say that you have to comply with the standards that are ...
2:13:08:
Board Member Hirsch: "Comply with the standards".
2:13:09:
Albert Yang: Yeah.
2:13:09:
Board Member Hirsch: OK. So, it's just going to reference ...
2:13:10:
Albert Yang: Exactly.
2:13:10:
Board Member Hirsh: ... the standards.
2:13:11:
Albert Yang: In order for -- the standards could be more easily updated.
2:13:13:
Board Member Hirsch: OK. Um. So, we don't -- Will the standards talk about the vaults, for example?
Or the potential vault?
2:13:28:
Albert Yang: Yes, they do.

2:13:30:
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Board Member Hirsch: It does. So, it minimizes -- or provides for the size for the vault, and location of
the vault, and -- Or is this, by ordinance, Department of Public Works?
1:13:41:
Albert Yang: The standards include underground vaulting as one of the options that's permitted. And it
sets forth the size. You know, we had a comment from a member of the public about -- that we should be
allowing larger vault sizes because that will make it, you know, easier to vault. And, you know, if that's
the direction that the ARB recommends, that's what we'll take.
2:04:14:
Chair Furth: If I can interrupt. So, what size are you recommending?
2:14:15:
Rebecca Atkinson: That is listed on packet page 46. And that dimension is the dimension included with
the largest vault in -- That dimension was compiled from the largest vault that was -- that we've seen thus
far in our applications.
2:14:36:
Chair Furth: 260 cubic feet.
### Not including fans and sump pumps.
2:14:41:
Board Member Hirsch: So, I have an additional question here. Suppose we recommended the most
minimum equipment would -- should be used -- all suppliers? If we recommended that? That the most
minimal amount of equipment should be used? Meaning the smallest transmitters and the smallest
antenna? THE smallest. Out on the market today. Is that legally allowed?
2:15:21:
Albert Yang: Um. So, I think we would need to be a little bit more directive than that. But that is along
the lines of what the -- what the staff's proposed dimensions -- allowable dimensions -- at least for
streetlight poles -- allows. Right? So, for streetlight poles, you're allowed -- if you don't put it
underground, you're allowed to integrate everything into the body of the pole itself. Which is what those
designs on packet page 55, I believe, show. Or you can place everything at the top, which is what the
ARB recently reviewed. There is an exception, that addresses one of the comments from one of the
industry members, that allows you to place 5G equipment, which might not fit within that small shroud, in
another location.
2:16:16:
Board Member Hirsch: Where?
2:16:17:
Albert Yang: Right now, it's -- I think we say it's no -- near the top of the pole, essentially.
2:16:23:
Board Member Hirsch: At -- NEAR the top.
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2:16:26:
Albert Yang: As close to the top of the pole as ...
2:16:27:
Board Member Hirsch: Yes. Good. So, aside from other parts of this discussion, we're not likely to
select the actual supplier of any of this equipment.
2:16:47:
Albert Yang: We're not. And that's also beyond the scope of the City's authority.
2:16:52:
Board Member Hirsch: Um hum. In terms of the signage, is there -- is that included in the
recommendation, as to where the signs would be located? I understand they can be close to the
equipment if possible. Could we -- There is additional signage that comes along with the requirements
here.
2:17:14:
Board Member Thompson: (unamplified) Speak closer to the mike.
### For the video, it wasn't a problem. But for amplification within the hall, I seem to recall that it was a
potential problem.
2:17:17:
Board Member Hirsch: OK. So -2:17:21:
Albert Yang: Yes, that's included.
2:17:23:
Board Member Hirsch: That's been also part of the ...
2:17:25:
Albert Yang: That's correct. Yes. The location of signage is part of the standard.
2:17:30:
Board Member Hirsch: OK. And it can also be as close as possible to the equipment? Rather than down
at the bottom of -- base of the pole?
2:17:41:
Rebecca Atkinson: There's a need for signage to identify the site, and have contact information, in case
there's any, you know, difficulty with the site. And that would be, for wood poles, lower to the ground.
And there would safety signage closer to the antenna. In the case of streetlights, the signage would be
closest to the antenna. And then, also, where the power disconnect is involved, in the street.
2:18:11:
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Chair Furth: OK. Alex, any comments on the proposed design standards? Or design proposals?
2:18:22:
Board Member Lew: I think I only have one comment. Which is, the -- In, like, downtown areas, where
we have build-to requir- -- build-to line requirements for buildings, I think that there should be some
consideration of the upper-floor tenants, who are looking directly into the antennas. So, say, like, on the
s- -- I think in the -- one of the recent projects that we've seen, there are people on -- say, like, on the
second floor -- second floor balconies, who are looking directly at the shroud. And I think we've seen -- I
think we've heard some statements that there are -- that the shroud may or may not be possible. Or
they're open. Or they're -- somehow, it's screened, or louvers, or something, on there. So, I think we
haven't really seen any actual ones -- installations of that. So, I'd be curious about that. If there's -- If
there are ways to minimize the impact on the upper floors.
2:19:44:
Vice Chair Baltay: I don't really have any specific design feedback on the proposals in front of us. From
the ordinance.
### Just to be clear, the objective aesthetic, noise, and other standards proposed by staff, and the need
for same, aren't coming from "the ordinance."
2:19:50:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) OK, let's see if we've got that, and then we'll go on to (amplified) the broader
issue of how we feel about this whole thing. Um. And our role in it. I had a question for Utilities. Which
is, where in the City do you believe that there might be space for underground vaults? Let's assume that
the noise issues are addressed, or the City citizens say they'll put up with the noise, as long as they can
have these facilities underground. Are there neighborhoods, or streets, or places where the City Utilities
division, and the rest of the City, would say, yes, you can put in an underground vault? So far, we haven't
seen any. We have, for example, been told that they would not be approved in an area with rolled curbs.
### I think the City said that the vault couldn't be tilted to conform to the rolled curb. What about if it was
a design like that illustrated on packet page 73 (City of Huntington Beach), where the "access hatch" was
designed to conform to the rolled curb but the actual vault wasn't tilted?
2:20:35:
Greg McKernan: Greg McKernan, Electric Utilities.
2:20:38:
Chair Furth: Yeah. Sorry, you still have to spell your name. Even though -- Even though we should
know.
2:20:40:
Greg KcKernan: OK. M-c-K-e-r-n-a-n.
2:20:44:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
2:20:44:
Greg McKernan: First name, Gregory. Do you need me to spell that? No? OK. So the question is,
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where would the Utilities be looking to see the applicant provide -- find locations for underground vaults?
It's really hard to say, 'cause it's a case-by-case basis. A lot of the poles that the applicants are finding
are already in public right-of-way, but on more main streets than kind of smaller streets. So, the larger
streets have more infrastructure underground, for gas, water, storm drain. And that's -- Even some of the
private fibers go down those routes, too. So, it's really a case-by-case basis. It's -- I don't know if we
could really find locations and say, yeah, this is more of a recommendation.
2:21:31:
Chair Furth: So, some of our most concerned citizens live on smaller streets, that do not have -- you
know, they're not big streets. They're probably not major thoroughfares for large distribution facilities.
And yet, even those neighborhoods, we've never heard that an underground location would be feasible.
Why is that?
2:21:50:
Greg McKernan: Well, I think that was from the applicant. They were -- I don't want to talk for the
applicant, but what I recall from meeting with them is that they have a limited range for their conductors,
from the underground vault ...
2:22:05:
Chair Furth: They need to be close to the pole.
2:22:07:
Greg McKernan: Correct. And because that restriction -- I think it allowed either 30 or 40 feet. It's really
impacted tree locations, and other existing underground infrastructures.
2:22:18:
Chair Furth: So, it's possible that there is somewhere in the street where it would be possible to put in an
underground vault?
### The 03-15-18 ARB minutes say that Verizon was withdrawing four nodes from its Cluster One
application, presumably because it didn't want take on the challenge of showing that vaults were
infeasible at those sites.
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/65145
At page 3: Amy French: "The link to the vaulting studies was provided in the staff report. Six nodes are
located in the flood zone and five nodes had other site conditions that made vaulting infeasible. The
applicant is studying the vaulting potential for the four nodes removed from this application following the
December 2017 ARB review."
2:22:25:
Greg McKernan: I would ** -- Yes. It would be possible.
2:22:28:
Chair Furth: I mean, that's kind of a silly question, but -2:22:30:
Greg McKernan: I think it is ...
2:22:31:

Chair Furth: It's not an impossibility.
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2:22:33:
Greg McKernan: I don't think vaulting's an impossibility. I think it just has very tight constraints. So, I
don't want to talk for the applicant, because ...
2:22:39:
Chair Furth: I don't want you to.
2:22:40:
Greg McKernan: Yeah.
2:22:42:
Vice Chair Baltay: Do you have published maps of where your conduits are underground?
2:22:46:
Greg McKernan: We don't publish those maps ...
2:22:48:
Chair Furth: After 911, those all went private.
2:22:49:
Greg McKernan: Yes.
2:22:49:
Vice Chair Baltay: Would they be available to an applicant trying to design a vault? Somehow?
2:22:53:
Greg McKernan: Yes. We would provide those. When -- Part of the application process, in --   I know
when Verizon went through their exercise for the first cluster, before it was approved, we got map
requests, showing -- requesting electric, water, and gas. And wastewater as well.
2:23:11:
Is it true that for one of these facilities, if the power's underground, they need to tie into that power
underground, regardless of whether or not they have a vault?
2:23:24:
Greg McKernan: That's a recommendation. So, if there's no -- There's a couple questions about that.
So, if they're installing a vault, in the ground, with all their radio equipment, for a pole climbing space, it's
easier if they source the power from a underground source. If it's located next to the pole. But if it's not
on the -- But if it's not within that immediate pole, then we'd recommend them coming from the
overhead. If that -- I hope that -2:23:51:
Vice Chair Baltay: What I'm thinking, more the case of a streetlight, for example, where it's fed from

underground power, ...
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2:23:55:
Chair Furth: You're thinking of districts where the City utilities are undergrounded.
2:24:00:
Greg McKernan: OK. So, in the districts where the utilities are already undergrounded, we'd strictly be
talking about streetlights. There wouldn't be any wooden utility poles. So, in those cases, we require the
applicant to find a low-voltage source that's not tied into our streetlights. 'Cause our streetlight circuits, in
some cases, are master-controlled. And so, they might not be available to have power 24/7.
2:24:22:
Vice Chair Baltay: But it's likely that they'll have to excavate, and attach somehow to conduits under the
ground.
2:24:28:
Greg McKernan: They would have to. Because there would be no overhead poles to provide the power.
2:24:32:
Vice Chair Baltay: And, staff, don't we have in this ordinance a requirement that a disconnect switch be
placed in a vault? Or in a connect box in the sidewalk? Or underground? I saw that written someplace.
2:24:43:
Albert Yang: Yes. That's correct for streetlight poles.
2:24:45:
Vice Chair Baltay: OK. So some excavation work is going to be required.
2:24:50:
Greg McKernan: For all streetlight poles, the Utility requires that new foundations be created, to allow the
separation between the applicant, their fiber, and their radio equipment conductors, and the Utility's
streetlight conductors.
2:25:07:
Chair Furth: Thank you. Any other questions? OK. Peter, did you have any other comments on the
design?
2:25:14:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) No. No comments.
2:25:16:
Chair Furth: So, my comments are, I think the point about second-story impacts are important. We had
one person who testified that she went from her house, that was right next to one of these, to her office, a
few blocks away. And in each case, she's within feet of these. I think that strand -- what do you call them
-- horiz- -- where you just sling them from the wire -- strand-mount brackets -- are very unappealing. I
think it's regrettable that we have so many things of that kind with respect to our quite-unlovely cable
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television equipment. I, myself, think that relatively sleek street poles with wider bases could be
effective. I prefer that to in-and-out clutter. I think that the guidelines should push undergrounding of
equipment harder. And the City should consider, in some cases, whether its residents prefer noise to
above-ground equipment. I think that's pretty clearly the case. In some neighborhoods. And I think that
that should always be an option. [If] we're going to have a public outreach process. So, I think that -- I
suspect they'll get quieter in the future.
### What's the technical basis for this suspicion?

But I think that should be an option. I think it's interesting that the people who work on providing these
services to us -- and I'm about to get a flip phone. So, -- Thinking of this rising demand, -- I just read an
interesting Wall Street Journal article about the rise of this hardly-does-anything phone. But people don't
usually take those to work. So that's not going to help with the demand issue. Um. I think that the City
should look at the situations in which street furniture is appropriate. I agree with Osma that refuse cans
could be fine. The City has to deal with a complicated new technology. And we have ENORMOUS
public distress about it. And we'll talk about the overall aesthetic impact in a minute. And if that requires
us to change the way that we collect trash or -- That requires this additional expenditures in order to have
less obtrusive and objective -- objectionable equipment, I think that's a price we should consider very
seriously paying. I'd be in favor of it. I also think it's got to be possible to design useful benches that
could work. Having tried -- as my colleagues know I did -- to mail a letter in my usual mailbox, only to
discover that it's now a fake mailbox, and only had telecom equipment in it, I think it's a very bad idea this
kind of street furniture -- it's not really furniture -- obstruction, complication -- at the expense of other
forms of communication, like the U.S. mail. But I do think our City, in some neighborhoods, has a street
furniture deficit, and we should be figuring out if there's a way that we can use those two situations to our
advantage.
2:28:42:
I think that the ordinance should be clear that it's minimizing the rights to the extent permitted by law, and
the agreements the City has already signed,
### Narrowly, ARB is being asked to provide its advice to Council regarding the draft objective aesthetic,
noise, etc. standards, not the proposed ordinance, per se. But maybe Council will listen to ARB's
comments about the proposed ordinance anyway.
to keep equipment in place when better equipment that's less obtrusive, objectionable, and frightening to
people, is available. I will say that I don't think the problem of the Palo Alto citizens who commented is
that they don't understand radiation, wavelengths, or technology. I think their doctorates in civil and
environmental engineering are an indication that they are serious scholars and scientists with serious
issues.
2:29:20:
So, I think that that's it for our comments on these proposals. Right? And, staff, is that at all helpful? Is
there anything else specific you want to know, Rebecca? And these are interesting. I'm just sorry we got
them this morning. I'm referring to the standard design, wood utility poles, from Crown Castle. Oh, if I
haven't already said so, I think that -- also -- that the City, in moving forward with these on a slightly less
shot-clock basis should distinguish among neighborhoods. There's -- That already happens to a certain
extent, when you have the streetlights versus wooden utility poles. But different -- you know, David is
concerned about cluttered sidewalks and what not is really important in some areas but not in others.
And I think the City's standards should reflect that.
### OK, how should the objective aesthetic standards distinguish among neighborhoods?
[CONTINUED IN PART 3]
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2:30:04:
OK. Peter. I know you had something you wanted to say.
2:30:08:
Vice Chair Baltay: Thank you, Chair Furth. I've given a lot of thought to this recently, and over the past
couple of months. And I just want to put out there, to my colleagues mostly, that I think we should be
making a stronger, unified statement regarding what we think is an appropriate way to move forward with
these designs. I want to start this by just sort of putting some grounding to this. In Palo Alto, architectural
review of these small cell facilities is required by ordinance. I can cite the statement,
### Palo Alto City Code, Section 18.42.110 is about WCFs.
http://library.amlegal.com/ nxt/gateway.dll/California/ paloalto_ca/ paloaltomunicipalcode?f=
templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$ vid=amlegal:paloalto_ca
but it says very clearly, wireless communications facilities must be -- must receive architectural review.
### I'm not sure about this. But maybe it should. (Section 18.42.120 Resource Conservation Energy,
(a) says, "Architectural review is required pursuant to the provisions of Section 18.76.20." But there's
nothing in Section 18.42.110 Wireless Communication Facilities that says exactly this. Section 18.42.110
(a) says, in part, "A wireless communications facility is permitted to be sited in Palo Alto subject to
applicable requirements imposed by this chapter, which may include an architectural review process, a
conditional use permit application process, or both.")
And I don't see anything in the proposed ordinance that changes that fundamental requirement. What I
see is that the proposed ordinance is really a type of architecture review. It sort of makes it a minor
review that goes through staff, and then it tries to codify some standards to make it easier. Which makes
sense, given the FCC requirements we have.
### FCC 18-133 doesn't require the City to mirror the substance of FCC 18-133 in City code.
But I think we fundamentally have to say that the basic REQUIREMENT of architectural review still
remains. And I think it's very important for us to stand firm on that. So the question, really, is, does this
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proposed codification of -- objectification of these things still meet the architectural review standards?
And that's where I want to, then, put forth to my colleagues. What I've done is drafted a one-page
statement. And I'd like to pass it out to you guys. And then see if we can either agree on it, or modify it,
or come to some stipulation this is what we think. So, with that, I'd like to just give this to everybody. And
I have one copy for staff. And I'm going to read it also. (There's two more here.) And this is based on
the reviews we've been making over the past couple of months. So, what -- I'll read this out, for the
record.
### The record thanks you.
2:32:00:
The Palo Alto Architectural Review Board Statement on Small Cell Wireless Communication Facilities.
It is the recommendation of the Palo Alto Architectural Review Board that all small cell wireless
communication facilities be installed either below grade or sufficiently above the ground to be directly out
of -- to be out of the direct line of sight of pedestrians. And I'm putting in parentheses, there, perhaps 20
feet off the ground, or somehow concealed within existing infrastructure. It's a definition we've struggled
with. The Palo Alto Architectural Review Board has recently reviewed several applications for small cell
wireless communication facilities. Each application has been reviewed for compliance with the Palo Alto
ARB findings.
### Palo Alto City Code, Section 18.76.020 Architectural Review, (d) findings. These findings seem to
be generic, not specific to WCFs.
http://library.amlegal.com/ nxt/gateway.dll/California/ paloalto_ca/ paloaltomunicipalcode?f=
templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$ vid=amlegal:paloalto_ca
Of note is finding (2)(E), which requires the proposal to enhance the living conditions on the site and in
adjacent residential areas. And finding (3), which requires the proposal to be of high aesthetic quality,
using high-quality integrated materials and appropriate construction technique, and incorporating
textures, colors, and other details that are compatible with and enhance the surrounding area. I've
highlighted those two terms: "enhance ... living conditions" and "enhance the surrounding area."
2:33:10:
Recently, the ARB has found that antennas concealed in an integrated shroud and mounted at the top of
either an existing streetlight or utility pole are acceptable design solutions, and are in conformance with
the required ARB findings.
Two: Radio and power equipment, concealed by a shroud and mounted at the TOP of either an existing
street
### streetlight?
or utility pole are acceptable design solutions, and are in conformance with the required ARB findings.

Three: Radio and power equipment, either exposed or concealed by a shroud, and mounted on the SIDE
of an existing streetlight or utility pole, are NOT acceptable design solutions, and PREVENT the ARB
from making finding (2)(E) and finding (3).
Four: Radio and power equipment located within new ground-mounted equipment enclosures are NOT
acceptable design solutions, and prevent the ARB from making finding (2)(E) and (3).
Applicants claim that their installations will be carefully integrated and represent only a small, minor visual
intrusion on the streetscape. The Planning staff has noted, however, that there are an increasing number
of similar applications, and that the number of proposed wireless communication applications and
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installations is likely to increase. As the quantity of wireless communication facilities
installations increases, small negative visual impacts will be multiplied, resulting in a significant overall
reduction in the aesthetic quality of the streetscape. The Architectural Review Board EXISTS to help
safeguard the aesthetic quality of the built environment in Palo Alto. And it finds that wireless
communication facility equipment mounted on the sides of streetlights and utility poles REDUCES the
overall aesthetic quality of the streetscape, and is NOT in conformance with the design standards of the
City.
2:35:02:
I don't know if that's exactly what we want to say. But I've tried -- I want to see if we can come together
behind SOMETHING that we put out there, as a statement from the ARB.
2:35:11:
Chair Furth. Thank you. Albert, to be clear, under the revised ordinance, the ARB standards would no
longer apply to these facilities. Is that correct?
2:35:23:
Albert Yang: That's correct. Until -- Unless, you know, the FCC order is invalidated in some way, and
the City Council repeals the objective standards, the ARB standards would no longer apply.
2:35:38:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
2:35:39:
Vice Chair Baltay: Are we then changing the ARB ordinance that says otherwise?
2:35:45:
Albert Yang: Can you point me to the section that you're citing?
2:35:49:
Chair Furth: I think that the AR- -- The reason that we review these is because the wireless facility
ordinance currently says that we do.
2:35:59:
Vice Chair Baltay: It's Section -- what -- 18.76.020 (3)(D).

### That is, 18.76.020 Architectural Review, (b) Applicability, (3) Minor Projects, (D) Any project relating
to the installation of cabinets containing communications service equipment or facilities, pursuant to any
service subject to Chapter 2.11, Chapter 12.04, Chapter 12.08, Chapter 12.09, Chapter 12.10, or Chapter
12.13.
http://library.amlegal.com/ nxt/gateway.dll/California/ paloalto_ca/ paloaltomunicipalcode?f=
templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$ vid=amlegal:paloalto_ca
Regarding the description of which projects review, "Any project relating to the installation of cabinets
containing communications service equipment." Etc.
### Chapter 2.11 is about video service providers. Chapter 12.04 is about definitions. Chapter 12.08 is
about maintenance and construction of streets, sidewalks, driveways, and driveway approaches. Chapter
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12.09 is about equipment or facilities in rights-of-way. Chapter 12.10 is about street cut fees. Chapter
12.13 is about state video franchise fees.
2:36:21:
Albert Yang: I believe that that refers to cable equipment, and not to these wireless communication
facilities.
2:36:34:

Chair Furth: So, it's YOUR intent -- Um. Sorry. So, it's the intent of this revised ordinance that the ARB
not apply its standards. Because they are not objective standards, within the meaning of the FCC order.
### Specifically, within FCC 18-133, right?
2:36:55:
Albert Yang: That's correct. Ah. As the result of the FCC order, we're NOT permitted to apply our
Architectural Review standards.
2:37:05:
Chair Furth: OK. And there are a number of City ordinances outside of the one that sets up the ARB that
-- sorry, I just lost that page. Um.
2:37:18:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) This is the ARB ordinance.
2:37:19:
Chair Furth: Thank you. I've got it in my file too. So, it's 18- -- OK. "Any project relating to the
installation of cabinets ..." -- That's the cable cabinet. Cable equipment. That applies to. I'm looking at
18.76.020(b)(3)(D).
2:37:44:
Albert Yang: We'll take another look at this issue. But I think, Chair Furth, what you expressed was
correct.
2:37:46:
Chair Furth: OK. So, I have one prob- -- go ahead.
2:37:53:
Vice Chair Baltay: Well, I just want to -- again, to my colleagues -- I don't want us to get wrangled up in
what the legal requirements of our reviews are, and things like that. We have a City Attorney and staff,
and they're working very hard on this, under a lot of tight conditions. But I do want to remind the five of us
that WE'RE here to help safeguard the aesthetic quality of our town. And I think we've consistently felt
that when you put this equipment down at eye level, it doesn't -- it just doesn't do that. It looks worse, not
better. And I think we need to STATE that. We need to say it very clearly, so that staff and the public can
hear us say such. It's just not OK.
### The place to say it is in the objective aesthetic, noise, etc. standards.
A small bit here and there adds up to be a lot. And I want us to just say that. Loud and clear. Rather
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than get wrangled up in the details. And the City Council can, in their wisdom, decide how they want to
legislate this. That's not our doing.
2:38:43:

Chair Furth: So, I just have one comment before the rest of us talk. Before we all talk. Which is that I
have felt it's very difficult for us to make the City's ARB findings on these facilities. They're not drawn up
to consider these facilities. And, while some applications are better than others -- and certainly some
people will consider the availability of more bandwidth in their neighborhoods a good thing, enhancing
their residential living experience, it's hard for me to see any of these an aesthetic improvement on
existing conditions. So, I am interested in having a statement, independent of -- So, that having been
said, I am grateful that we are no longer trying to shoehorn ARB standards into a place where they don't
fit. Which is FCC-mandated reviews. So I appreciate that kind of contortion being removed. OK.
Comments.
2:39:41:
Board Member Thompson: I can start.
2:39:42:
Chair Furth: Sure.
2:39:43:
Board Member Thompson: So, I'm going to comment on the piece of paper you just sent out, Peter. And
your statement. I have a few edits that I'd like to propose. And we can discuss it. And I'll kind of go from
bottom to up, actually. So, at the bottom, we have the four stipulations of what the ARB has recently
found. Item number 4 is about ground-mounted equipment. Enclosures. I wouldn't -- I'd like to talk that.
Because I think there are scenarios where that would be acceptable. In the case of trash cans. Or even
like planters. And if there's something that could improve the streetscape, or improve the aesthetic
quality of that street, then I think it's something that maybe we could consider.
2:40:38:
Vice Chair Baltay: I'm all with you. And benches, as Wynne pointed out, are a another good example.
2:40:43:
Board Member Thompson: Yeah. So, if there could be a way that we could make an edit that even
though, in recent -- we have found that, you know, blatantly, un-designed ground-mounted equipment is
not acceptable, designed ground-mounted equipment would be acceptable. So long as it enhances the
surrounding landscape. And then, the other note that I would suggest is -- this is in the first paragraph,
about -- equipment should be installed either below grade or sufficiently above the ground to be out of the
line-of-sight of pedestrians. I think it might be worthwhile to add a note that -- that if it is -- if it is above
ground, that it should be designed in a slim-line, sleek, site-specific way. Because it could be -- I have
seen some of the pictures in Attachment D where things ARE above the line-of-sight, and they're
gigantic. It's a big lollypop on a stick over there. So I think to stress that we are looking for a sleek, small,
slim-line design, if it is, in fact, above ground.
2:41:59:
Vice Chair Baltay: I agree. Absolutely. I didn't want to get into trying to rewrite again the proposal staff
has written.
### But this is exactly what ARB is being asked to do.
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I think they've done a fairly good job, actually, of defining potential shrouds above the -- on top of utility
poles. And all of that struck me as a pretty well-done process. And I think we can just refer to, or support
that. It's the fact that they allow it in the middle area, where you see it that bothered me.
2:42:23:
Board Member Thompson: OK. And you're referring to the top-mounted note on page 46?
2:42:28:
Vice Chair Baltay: Um.
2:42:31:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) So those are your -- (amplified) Do you have any other proposals?
2:42:33:
Board Member Thompson: Those are my two notes, David, on this -2:42:47:
Board Member Hirsch: The issue of other equipment on the street -2:42:51:
Chair Furth: You're going to have to be close to the mike, again.
2:42:54:
Board Member Hirsch: OK. The trash can concept -- of including some of the equipment in ground items
of that sort -- I can understand that in a larger context. I don't see its possibility in Palo Alto. Except
maybe in a few areas. So, I really think it shouldn't be an open possibility, but is a possibility in very
specific areas where there's enough sidewalk and other amenities on the ground, that it would -- and it
wouldn't disturb the immediate surrounding.
### How do you specify that objectively?

I absolutely agree with the minimizing of the facility at the top of the pole. But I also want to comment that
even if you state that -- it really is important to state that it's symmetrical to the pole. We've seen
different, off -- off-the-side kind of concepts, that -- or materials, that really wouldn't enhance the look at
the top of the pole. There are some that are symmetrical to the pole, or around the pole, the way it shows
on the top. And I think that's the only way in which the equipment should be placed. Close to the top. So
that it enhances the look of the top of the pole, not adds another element to the side of the pole.
2:44:26:
I'm very concerned about the way the electric comes up the pole.
### I assume Board Member Hirsch is talking only about wood utility poles. For streetlight poles, the
electric goes up inside the pole.
And I'm wondering if there are other ways to bring the electric to the facilities that are on the top. And
that's not really discussed anywhere here in these standards. I don't have an easy answer, of course.
These metal poles are great for that because everything goes up the middle, and there are
handholes that you can find your way into the pole, and do whatever maintenance is necessary. But
glomming those wires on the side of the wood pole certainly isn't delightful, in the many communities that

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19

have the wood poles. But I don't know what the answer might be. And I think that ought to be studied.
Maybe by Public Works. How that can be done more aesthetically. And I would add that item, somehow,
to what Peter's written here. But, in general, I agree with all of what's stated here.
2:45:30:
Except that the -- installing vaults in the neighborhoods doesn't seem to be a reasonable alternative. It's
an additional problem in the street. You know.
### I don't think it's proposed to install vaults in the street.
Things get stuck in vaults. They get filled up with garbage. And maintenance is a problem. I can see
maintenance in the downtown area. Certainly a better possibility. But not in the neighborhoods with the
wooden poles.
### This seems not to be an aesthetic judgment.
2:46:04:
Chair Furth: OK?
2:46:06:
Board Member Hirsch: OK.
2:46:07:
Chair Furth: Alex.
2:46:11:
Board Member Lew: OK. So, I think I internally don't support the letter, because, really, the bulk of the
letter is about finding (2) and finding (3), which are going away. So, to me, the letter is not relevant to the
issue at hand today. I do support many of the things IN here, but I -- Yeah, it just doesn't -- the letter, to
me, just seems out of place. Um. And, just in some detail. Like -- For example, like, item number three
says, "Radio and power equipment, either concealed or exposed by a shroud, and on the side of an
existing streetlight or utility pole, are not acceptable design solutions ...." But -- Like, say, for example, in
the packet, there's a -- there are photos of the Cesar Chavez cell sites.
### Packet page 58.
http://cityofpaloalto.org/ civicax/filebank/documents/ 69895
(The staff report says "Caesar.")
And, actually, I looked at those, even before this ...
2:47:08:
Chair Furth:  Alex, would you mind giving us a page number?
2:47:09:
Board Member Lew: Sure. Um. So, packet page 58. And it's the image on the left. Um. So I've been
like stuck traffic on Army street before -- Cesar Chavez street. And I've looked at them. And I've said,
oh, that looks like attractive. And that's very nice. And the side equipment is tiny. And so, I don't like
these sort of very broad statements saying that there's really no situation where it's acceptable. I really
don't like those very blanket statements generally.
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### Yes, but in a way, objective aesthetic standards are blanket statements. Right?

So, -- Yeah. So, that's where I am on the letter. I think it's fine to send the letter to the Council. But I
think it's something -- I guess I would say, it would be backwards-looking. Just commenting on previous
proposals. Because the findings really aren't relevant anymore.
2:48:07:
Vice Chair Baltay: If we were to remove the paragraph regarding the findings, Alex, would you be able to
support it then? I'm -- I think it would be great if we could be unanimous on something.
2:48:23:
Board Member Lew: No, I think that's still -- I think, generally, the letter is still too broad. I think, like,
those comments about furniture -- and here, there can be side-mounted things that are very small, that
are very discrete. Yeah. And it seems to me that if you have issues with the design, then it should be put
in the objectives.
### Bingo. But that's not necessarily easy.
I mean, that's going to live on. Any letter that you send to the Council, that will go, and it will -- They'll
think about it. But it won't go into any ordinance or code.
### Yes. I'd be surprised if Council want to wordsmith the objective aesthetic standards.
So, it seems to me like the focus should be on the objective standards. I mean, that's where the energy
should be put, and not on this letter.
### Or, if you get the objective standards right, you don't need a letter?
2:49:07:
Chair Furth: So, I have a thought. I don't know if it helps. I'm generally in favor -- I mean, I find this a
very helpful summary of what we've done, and what we've learned.  And when you think back to our first
hearings. I mean, I wasn't here for the original AT&T hearings. But a LOT of information has emerged
over time. From the applicants, the citizens, and the City staff, who have all worked long and hard on
this. And staff asked us for comments on a specific set of possible design standards, which will be
adopted by resolution. Which means they can be changed frequently. They can be updated relatively
easily. They're not ordinances. And I just heard more from you in your comment to Peter's letter than I
heard in our earlier rounds. For example, you ...
2:49:50:
Board Member Lew: I have other comments, but they're not -- They're more general.
2:49:53:
Chair Furth: OK. But, I mean, it's helpful to know that the Concealed/Fab Dual SUP Sunshield, in your
experience, can work quite well in some settings.
### (Packet page 58.)
Um. I guess there are a couple points that I think it might be useful to make. And one of them is to say -and -- but -- do we have consensus that, on the whole, the addition of these small cell wireless
communication facilities does NOT -- does have an adverse aesthetic impact on neighborhoods? In the
City?
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2:50:27:
Vice Chair Baltay: I think so.
2:50:30:
Board Member Hirsch: I think so, too.
2:50:31:
Chair Furth: Osma?
2:50:33:
Board Member Thompson: If it's done well, then it would be OK.
2:50:36:
Chair Furth: So you think it's possible.
2:50:38:
Board Member Thompson: I think it's possible to do it right. Yeah.
### Next question, obviously: Is it possible to write objective aesthetic standard that compel WCFs to be
done right?
2:50:40:
Chair Furth: Alex?
2:50:43:
Board Member Lew: Ah. I've not thought about it. I would say that some of them have come to the
Board. But not all of them. And I have gone out there and seen sites that haven't come to the Board.
Right? So, there are more out there than I know that I'm aware of.
2:50:57:
Chair Furth: ** sites?
2:50:59:
Board Member Lew: No. They're AT- -- They're old.
2:51:01:
Chair Furth: Old? AT&T?
2:51:01:
Board Member Lew: They're AT&T sites that were -- let me see -- they were approved after the first
batch. Right? And I think it was done by staff.  Is my guess.
2:51:13:
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Chair Furth: OK. So, two of us -- at least two of us -- feel that -- I guess I would say that I feel that the
small cell wireless equipment installed in the City to date, generally, does NOT -- generally has an
adverse effect on the streetscape and neighborhoods. Um. And I would say that there's going to be
greatly increased demand for these. For that.

### If the City deployed a citywide municipal FTTP network, there would be a lot less demand for fixed
5G services from WCFs.
And I would say that the application of -- that -- um -- because these facilities, as they've been proposed,
are difficult -- I mean, don't enhance -- typically do not visually enhance neighborhoods, the ARB
standards are not at present likely to be consistent with the federal requirements that we're facing. Um.
That's not a very well put together sentence. I mean, what I'd like to say is, they don't look good. And so,
reviewing them under ARB standards makes us go into contortions, because we're trying to work within a
federal overlay that requires approval of SOMETHING, and we have not yet seen SOMETHING that
would meet our traditional ARB standards. Um. I'd like to say -- um -- I'm trying to find Peter's document
again. I would like to say that we're fine with Item 1 -- that those are generally the best design solutions
we've found. I'd like to say that you can also design radio and power equipment concealed by a shroud
and mounted at the top of an existing street or utility pole. And that's acceptable, provided that it's a
sleek, well-integrated design. I'd like to say, that there may be situations in which equipment can be
placed in well-designed street furniture that is otherwise desirable at that location. And I'd like to say that
there may be other designs that are unobtrusive, sleek, and well-integrated, that may be acceptable after
further review. And that the board believes that a workshop or other process to continue to explore these
design standards -- after the urgency standards are placed into -- after the first round are placed into
effect -- would be very valuable.
2:54:18:
Vice Chair Baltay: Let me try to, Alex, counter what you just said about the design of these things.
Because I don't actually disagree with you, in practice. I think that good architects -- good designers -could design this equipment to go in many places. Even within the visual realm that we're talking about. I
think that what's missing from you is that that's not the condition we have here. We're under a very tight
approval process. These applications are generally being done by companies that don't have an interest
in design. They're interested -- their engineers are interested in the functionality of it. And I think we're
not being realistic when we say -- I agree. This box you showed that's on page 58. The small podmounted box is fine. But that's not what we're receiving as applications. And we're not likely to receive
that. And I think you're trying too hard for the very good, rather than being willing to say a broader
statement that will fit the needs right now of the City. And the risk is going to be that we're going to have
many of these that are much worse than this. And we'll be allowing them. And we're giving it our stamp
of approval, as the ARB. And that's where I'm concerned.
2:55:28:
Board Member Lew: ** Like, if we -- so, if you don't -- so, if we like this, it should go in the objective
standards. Right? On packet page 58. And then, if there's an example that, say, we've seen recently
that we don't like -- I mean, I would just -- I would recommend putting that in the objective standards and
saying this is not acceptable.
2:55:45:
Vice Chair Baltay: I just think it's too complicated, to try to make standards that are this detailed, under
something that's changing this much, with this much restriction from the government.
2:55:53:
Board Member Lew: Right. But what is the -- But, then, what is your letter do?
2:55:55:
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Vice Chair Baltay: I'm just ...
2:55:56:
Board Member Lew: Nothing. That's the problem.
2:55:58:
Vice Chair Baltay: I'm trying to give City Council the backup to say, look, we just have to make a broader
statement of where these things are acceptable. Until we have a better process. If they want to remove
the public review process -- which is what we are -- which is how we could ask for this kind of thing -- then
the Council has to be aware of what they're doing. That's really the point of this letter. I'm not trying to
stipulate how they have to design it. But rather just to say, as the Architecture Board, I don't want to put
our stamp of approval on something that I think is not going to be as attractive as you're pointing to.
2:56:30:
Board Member Lew: If we don't like a particular thing, it should be in this document. If people see it -- if
the public sees it -- they will complain. And the Planning Director can refer it to the ARB.
### FCC 18-133 says, in effect, that if the City's objective aesthetic, noise, etc. standards don't forbid a
certain design, then an applicant can propose such a design, and there's nothing the City can do to stop
it.
I mean, that's the way it should go. And then there's something on the table, that the companies can see,
neighbors can see it. And the staff have something to work with, and something to leverage. And -Yeah. AndI think that's where I am on this. And I don't disagree with you that some of the recent 5G
ones are kind of -- are a little funny looking. With things bolted on the side. So, I have no disagreement
about that. But -- And I'm fine with putting it in, saying it's not acceptable. I also think it's fine to put it in
a letter, saying -- like, a summary of the issues that we face. I have no issues with doing that. But I'm
thinking that, going forward, we should -- what do I want to say -- I think maybe we should separate it.
Right? There's one thing about going forward, and the second thing is just all our view of the existing
approval -- um -- approval process. The existing approval process for the cellphones -- cell sites.

2:57:56:
Board Member Hirsch: ** up to this.
2:57:59:
Chair Furth: David.
2:57:59:
Board Member Hirsch: I find this is a -- it's a kind of a general statement. We're not really talking specific
equipment. And we shouldn't be. But it is important for us to come -- to present some generalizations
here that will be directed at the Council. So that they hear us. It's important to be heard on this. I know - I'm not sure that anybody's going to listen to this hearing, and find out what we're saying here. But if we
have something in writing, that's general enough -- I think we can't solve all the problems. For example,
when we say no equipment should be lower than -- you have a disconnect switch on the pole, that's part
of the equipment, and I think some will pick it up at some point and say, well, what about the disconnect
switch? But I do believe that there -- the generalization of this -- general comments made here are
important for us to get out -- and out to the Council. And to the public people who will be reviewing this
further on. So, I'm in favor of presenting it this way, as some kind of a document. And I'm concerned that
we shouldn't get hung up on all of the -- all of the detail.
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2:59:26:
Chair Furth: So, Albert, in the Planning Commission, on Wednesday [03-27-19], it's going to be
considering the design -- proposed design standards AND the ordinance? Or just the ordinance?
2:59:36:
Albert Yang: Just the ordinance. And, I guess, if I can make a quick comment, I think what staff actually
needs today from the ARB is specific direction on potential designs. You know. As Board Member Lew
said, these are the designs that we're going to be directing applicants to provide us. So, if there are
things that we've proposed that the Board DOESN'T like, we need to know that. If there are things that
aren't in here that the Board DOES like -- like the sunshield, for example, or trash can, maybe -- you
know, trash can's limited to the downtown district ...
3:00:13:
Chair Furth: But you haven't actually proposed all these things, right? You gave us a whole list of cuts.
A whole bunch of pictures. And are those all staff proposals?
3:00:24:
Albert Yang: No. So, they're -- It should be noted, you know, on each of those slides, which ones are
actually proposed in the standards right now and which ones are not.
3:00:37:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) But it isn't.
3:00:37:
Board Member Thompson: Chair Furth, I think he's referring to Attachment A and B.
3:00:41:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) Right
3:00:42:
Board Member Thompson: That -- those are the ...
3:00:45:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) Those are the texts.
3:00:46:
Board Member Thompson: That's the texts that would be given to the applicant as direction for what
we're looking for.
### Yes.
3:00:53:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) ** strike ** Sorry.
3:01:01:
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Chair Furth: I would strike item e).
3:01:06:
Board Member Thompson: On what page?
3:01:07:
Chair Furth: Strand-mount design, on page 48. And I don't know if anybody would agree with me, but I
think they're hideous.
3:01:18:
Board Member Thompson: Is that what the -- it's like running on the cables?
3:01:21:
Chair Furth: Um hum. It's what you see on the cables -3:01:24:
Board Member Thompson: OK. I -- I would concur with that.
3:01:28:
Board Member Hirsch: I concur, too.
3:01:30:
Chair Furth: They never look good. In my experience. Squirrels like them a lot. Is there a consensus on
that? Page 48?
3:01:48:
Board Member Hirsch: Yes, on that one.
3:01:47:
Board Member Thompson: I would agree as well.
3:01:49:
Chair Furth: There's three votes. Um.
3:01:52:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) **
3:01:55:
Chair Furth: [shows Vice Chair Baltay the page]
3:01:57:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) ** OK.

3:02:00:
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Board Member Thompson: Could we go to what the sunshield looks like? Is there a picture of what the
sunshield looks like? I wasn't sure ...
3:02:06:
Chair Furth: Yes. That's the one Alex highlighted for us. I didn't know what a sunshield was either.
3:02:10:
Rebecca Atkinson: (unamplified) So, here -3:02:23:
Chair Furth: It's page 58, right?
3:02:27:
Amy French: (unamplified) Yes.
3:02:45:
Chair Furth: I'm in favor of that. I don't know -- Are we in favor of any other -- And -- And I would be in
favor of a PREFERENCE for placing things underground. So, Albert, what do you think our -- That's an
objective standard. Place it underground unless you demonstrate it's unfeasible. Why are we not saying
that?
3:03:09:
Albert Yang: Yeah. I think we can. You know, I guess with all these comments, I'd love to have the, you
know, consen- -- not the consensus, necessarily, but an understanding from the Board.
3:03:18:
Chair Furth: I will try to get everybody. But my question to you is, first, is there a staff objection to saying
radio equipment SHALL be placed underground where space permits, unless it's not feasible?
3:03:31:
Albert Yang: Um. No objection.
3:03:34:
Chair Furth: That OK with you guys?
3:03:35:
Board Member Hirsch: (unamplified) Um hum.
3:03:35:
Vice Chair Baltay: That's OK.
3:03:35:
Chair Furth: Is there support for that change?
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3:03:38:
Board Member Lew: (unamplified) What is it?
3:03:40:
Chair Furth: Page 48, wood utility poles, standard design.
### And, presumably, also on page 46, for streetlight poles, standard design.
But now reads, "Radio equipment MAY be placed ... underground ... where space permits." And I would
say "SHALL ... unless ... not feasible." And feasibility is usually considered a reasonably objective
standard. Right?
### That's a good question.
Albert does not object to that language.
3:03:58:
Board Member Hirsch: I object to it. Because I think that the small cell radios are getting smaller and
smaller. (I'm not close [to the mike].)
### This isn't a law of nature. Small cell radios will get smaller and smaller if and only if there
are reasons for providers to prefer that.
3:04:12:
Chair Furth: OK. Well, ...
3:04:12:
Board Member Hirsch: The equipment is getting so much smaller. I can't imagine that you really need to
say that for ...
3:04:19:
Chair Furth: OK.
3:04:19:
Board Member Hirsch: ... a number of locations ...
3:04:21:
Chair Furth OK. Let's do a straw vote on this.
3:04:24:
Board Member Thompson: **
3:04:25:
Chair Furth: Hum? What's -- Go ahead.
3:04:26:
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Vice Chair Baltay: I support that statement. That -- Wynne's, here, statement.
3:04:29:
Board Member Thompson: I do not support that statement.
3:04:32:
Chair Furth. OK. David does not support it. Alex, you're the decider.
3:04:41:
Board Member Lew: I think I'm OK with the language.
3:04:42:
Chair Furth: All right. It doesn't change. Anything about top-mounted design that we want to change?
3:04:55:
Board Member Thompson: I'm OK with the language.
3:04:57:
Chair Furth: Side-mounted design. This is separate from the sunshield design.
3:05:04:
Vice Chair Baltay: I think we should strike that altogether.
3:05:07:
Board Member Thompson: I think we could see a picture of that.
3:05:11:
Chair Furth: [We're] talking about wood utility poles at the moment.
3:05:15:
Board Member Hirsch: Under c)?
3:05:22:
Chair Furth: So, we're talking about ...
3:05:23:
Albert Yang: So, the dimensions in the standards are closest to the farthest right. Kind of that gray -- um
...
### Packet page 62.
3:05:32:
Chair Furth: Except that that's on a light pole. Right?
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3:05:35:
Board Member Hirsch: That's on a light pole.
3:05:35:
Albert Yang: Yes. But those are ...
### The staff proposal doesn't have a side-mounted option for streetlight poles.
3:05:36:
Chair Furth: It doesn't make ...
3:05:36:
Albert Yang: ... dimensionally closest to what we are identifying in the standard.
3:05:40:
Chair Furth: So, the one on the -- what the page are we on -- I'm sorry -3:05:46:
Board Member Thompson: 48.
3:05:46:
Chair Furth: Packet page ...
3:05:47:
Board Member Hirsch: It's in here.
3:05:48:
Rebecca Atkinson: 62.
3:05:48:
Chair Furth: I can't see that.
3:05:50:
Rebecca Atkinson: Packet page 62.
3:05:51:
Chair Furth: Yes. Thank you.
3:05:54:
Rebecca Atkinson: The two image on the right-hand side of the page. The first image is the dimension of
the shroud -- showing the dimensions of the shroud that was previously approved in the Vinculums
Cluster One. The second image is on a streetlight -- yeah. But it's more dimensionally accurate to the
dimensions that are listed in the draft standards.
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3:06:15:
Chair Furth: So, that's a small -- smaller, segmented shroud. Right? Which we rejected last time. OK.
Having seen that --  And so, these standards would NOT allow the larger shroud. Which you show in the
second image from the right, on page 62.
3:06:34:
Albert Yang: That's correct. And they would also require that image on the far right to be a continuous
shroud, as opposed to segmented.
### Except that the draft standards don't have a side-mounted option for streetlight poles.
3:06:41:
Board Member Hirsch: You know, it's very hard to make a judgment on something like this. Which has
been confusing me quite a lot. Because you look at these shrouds, and you're not really looking at the
number of transmitters that are in here, to see what area they are serving. If it were possible to know
exactly how many of these units are going to be in a community, and know how they cover that particular
area -- This isn't enough of an engineering presentation for us to make ANY judgment on it. I mean, in
the first place, it's ugly. (laughs) But, secondly, ...
3:07:19:
Chair Furth: That's a judgment.
### I think FCC 18-133 allows objective judgments, just not subjective judgments.
3:07:20:
Board Member Hirsch: That's MY judgment. I can't imagine that -- that we can really understand the
intention here by looking at this image.
3:07:32:
Chair Furth: So, this -- We -- our choice -- because this is going to go forward by April 15th, our choice is
to make no comment, or to comment on standards in c).
3:07:43:
Vice Chair Baltay: I think we should strike that altogether. That's the kind of thing that -- unless it's done
exceptionally well -- really looks bad.
### OK. Can the objective aesthetic standards forbid all side-mounted designs on wood poles because
we don't know how to write objective standards that would allow only side-mounted designs on wood
poles that are (subjectively) aesthetically acceptable?
It looks only a little bit bad on one pole. But there's 6,000 [wood utility] poles in town. And a good
number of them will eventually have this kind of thing on them. Look at those images. Is that really what
we want to put our name on?
### Could the City just forbid small cells on all wooden utility poles? After all, the City has 6,000
streetlight poles. And the City has a program for undergrounding all electric and communications wires
(and removing the associated wood utility poles) eventually.
3:08:05:

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19
Chair Furth: Osma.
3:08:07:
Board Member Thompson: So, I think -- I think it's true that the images we're looking at are not
satisfactory. I think there are ways that they could be better. Like, if it was, I don't know, covered in
moss. Or some kind of, I don't know, c- -- I don't know. Just something that could make that pole look
nicer. Landscaping. Or something. It's true. Most of the time, side-mounted design looks bad. There is
a way to do it right. I think.
### Is there a way to write objective standards that compel the applicant to do it right?
So, I don't know if I would be in support of striking it altogether. At the moment.
3:08:50:
Chair Furth:  Well, remember that these are standard designs. These are safe harbors. These are, "If
you do this, you're going to get approval." Right? Staff? Staff is nodding. So, if we could -- We don't
have to draft language.
### Someone has to draft language.
But we could tell staff that we believe it is possible to design an attractive side-mounted facility. But you
haven't done it yet. You haven't shown it to us yet. So, in the short run, no safe harbor.
3:09:16:
Board Member Hirsch: Furthermore, it isn't symmetrical. Which is an item I brought up before.
3:09:22:
Chair Furth: So, symmetry matters, to at least one board member. I think, Alex.
3:09:31:
Board Member Lew: I don't understand that comment. What you're saying -- if there are three ...
3:09:37:
Chair Furth: Which symmetry?
### Good question. Axial symmetry (about the axis that passes though the center of the pole)? Point
symmetry (about that axis)?
3:09:39:
Board Member Hirsch: Symmetry means both sides of the pole.
3:09:42:
Chair Furth: OH!
3:09:42:
Board Member Hirsch: In which case, if it ...

3:09:43:
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Chair Furth: Oh. Oh.
3:09:45:
Board Member Hirsch: ... ** symmetrical ...
3:09:46:
Board Member Lew: I don't support that.
3:09:47:
Chair Furth: I don't support that.
3:09:48:
Board Member Hirsch: It would be -- Not in this location, certainly. But if it were mounted closer to the
top, and mounted symmetrically, and minimized, it might look significantly different.
3:10:01:
Chair Furth: Hmm.
3:10:01:
Board Member Hirsch: It would relate, at least, to the antenna. And it wouldn't be an obstruction lower
down, which I think is part ...
### Who's watching out to make sure that designs don't make the utility pole less useful for other
purposes, such as the City's deploying fiber infrastructure for FTTP?
3:10:12:
Board Member Lew: I think they use of one side of the pole to climb up. I think that's why they don't.
Right?
3:10:17:
Board Member Hirsch: Excuse me.
3:10:18:
Chair Furth: They need to leave one side free for climbing.
### "One side" means 90 degrees.
3:10:19:
Board Member Lew: You know, one side's for climbing, and the other side is for the equipment.
### This "other side" could be 270 degrees.
3:10:27:
Chair Furth: I find I'm not distressed by it being only on one side. I do think there's two approaches. You
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either try to make it disappear, or you try to make it something worth looking at. And, at the moment, this
one does neither. I mean, I can imagine ...
3:10:46:
Board Member Hirsch: We're not designers.
3:10:48:

Chair Furth: No! We're talking about goals. But streetlights -- There are good-looking electric poles.
Electrical poles. There are good-looking guardrails. You know. Caltrans has a whole assortment. Some
of them are basic and horrible. And some of them are really quite well designed. And some designs
attract your eye, and some designs- -- Well, they are all designed to be visible. But, anyway -- My
request to staff would be that you tighten up the -- make side-mount designs not -- you don't have a safe
harbor yet. And that you indicate that designs would be considered and reviewed, but they would not be
a safe harbor yet. Because we don't have a good enough design. For us to sign off. Is there any
objection to that approach?
### Earlier, Albert Yang said that an applicant could apply for an exception only if no designs permitted
by the objective aesthetic rules were feasible. But I don't think that's Chair Furth's intent here.
3:11:37:
Vice Chair Baltay: That seems like a good compromise.
3:11:39:
Board Member Thompson: I'm OK with that.
3:11:40:
Board Member Hirsh: I can go along with that. Redesign.
3:11:47:
Board Member Lew: Um. I think I'm -- I think -- I think, isn't that what the staff is trying to do with the
fourth image?
### I don't think staff is trying to make images a part of the objective aesthetic, noise, and other
standards.
You're trying to make it even smaller than anything that we've seen before?
3:12:04:
Chair Furth: And uniform.
3:12:04:
Board Member Lew: This is on page 62 -- Like, on page 62, ...
3:12:08:
Chair Furth: Right. You ...
3:12:10:
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Board Member Lew: I think -- If I understand Albert's description, I think we're saying that that's the
dimension, but you want it to be one continuous shroud. But this is something smaller than anything that
we've seen. Which would be like the things that we've seen before -- The third -- it's like the third image.
### Packet page 62.
3:12:29:
Chair Furth: So, it's -- It's 15 inches wide, still. Is that right? It's 15 inches wide. That wide. [gestures]
3:12:42:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) **
3:12:44:
Chair Furth: Yeah. Right. OK, so, Alex, are you comfortable -- So, you would support staff's
recommendation, as a safe harbor?
3:12:57:
Board Member Lew: I'm not opposed to what you're proposing.
3:12:59:
Chair Furth: OK.
3:12:59:
Board Member Lew: I just think -- OK, I'm think that the ...
3:13:03:
Chair Furth I'm expecting that you'll get this back.
3:13:05:
Board Member Lew: That's fine.
3:13:06:
Chair Furth: So, that's our suggestion there. Um.
3:13:09:
Board Member Hirsch: Are we ask that this safe harbor happens before ...
3:13:14:
Chair Furth: They're going to put it in place ...
3:13:15:
Board Member Hirsch: ... the application?
3:13:15:

Chair Furth: ... by April 14th.
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### This Tentative Agendas document says 04-15-19.
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?t=51551.94&BlobID=70070
Incidentally, it says that there will be both a closed session and an open session about it. What will the
closed session be about?
3:13:16:
Board Member Hirsch: That's right. So, what -- what is the sense of our asking for this?
3:13:19:
Chair Furth: We're talk- -- Staff has asked us to give them our thoughts on changes they might make in
this proposal, before they adopt it.
3:13:26:
Board Member Hirsh: Like, we're not going to review them. We'll have no -- We don't have time to
review them. Is that right?
3:13:30:
Chair Furth: No. But, frequently, staff listens to our thoughts and implements them. Everything we do is
a recommendation. And, yes, we'd like to see further designs. That's a good point, David.
3:13:42:
Board Member Hirsch: Are we -- Are we saying that height is not a problem here?
3:13:47:
Chair Furth: We're not saying anything now. On that score.
3:13:53:
Board Member Hirsch: I think we ought to. And as part of the recommended ...
3:13:57:
Chair Furth: Well, you want it taller, shorter, higher up? What's your thought?
3:13:59:
Board Member Thompson: I think a height limit is noted in Item c). You have the dimensions.
3:14:04:
Board Member Lew: 40 inches.
3:14:06:
Chair Furth: Oh, sorry. Yes. 40 inches. Or 50 inches if it's smaller [in width and depth]. 40 x 15 x 12, or
50 x 13 x 7.
3:14:14:
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Board Member Hirsch: Location on the pole.
3:14:15:

Chair Furth: That's what I thought you meant.
3:14:16:
**: (unamplified) **
3:14:17:
Chair Furth: Yes.
3:14:18:
Amy French: (unamplified) You're talking about height above grade.
3:14:19:
Board Member Hirsch: Yeah. Height above grade.
3:14:21:
Chair Furth: And what would you suggest as a minimum? Or maximum?
3:14:24:
Board Member Hirsch: I think Peter has it in his proposal.
3:14:25:
Chair Furth: 20 feet?
3:14:28:
Board Member Lew: I don't support that. Because we have -- there's -- I forgot the name of it -- Does the
diagram ...
3:14:33:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
3:14:33:
Board Member Lew: ... that the utilities have to be separated -3:14:36:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
3:14:36:
Board Member Lew: ... by a certain amount. And I don't like throwing out a number like that, based on
nothing. Like, there's no basis for the 20 feet.
3:14:43:
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Chair Furth: OK. But at least have staff look into the issue of height.
3:14:46:
Rebecca Atkinson: Packet page 49. There's an item listing height. And there are items 7, 8, 9, and 10
that speak to height.
3:14:59:
Chair Furth: But they don't speak to where on a pole you would attach this side-mounted equipment. Is
that right?
3:15:05:
Board Member Lew: That's that GO95. It's that diagram.
3:15:07:
Chair Furth: Yeah.
3:15:11:
Albert Yang: That's right. So, we understand that there's an interest in the staff taking a look at where on
a pole -- as some sort of -3:15:16:
Chair Furth: Height. Within the scope of that pole drawing-up agreement. General Ordinance [95].
3:15:19:
Albert Yang: ... and taking into account existing utilities when we look at that.
3:15:23:
Chair Furth: Thank you. Minimal sunshield designs. Do we agree that they're pretty good?
3:15:29:
Vice Chair Baltay: Yes.
3:15:31:
Chair Furth: We like those.
3:15:32:
Board Member Thompson: I think they're OK. Yeah.
3:15:35:
Chair Furth: And we don't like strand-mounted design.
3:15:36:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) No.
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3:15:37:
Chair Furth: OK. Um. I don't have any comments myself on general standards, for all WCFs located on
wood utility poles. So -- What -- Gosh, did I completely miss standard streetlights?
3:15:55:
Board Member Thompson: Yeah, I think we should go back to streetlights.
3:15:56:
Chair Furth: We should go back. They're probably more important. [Page] 46.
3:15:57:
Board Member Thompson: There's only three.
3:15:58:
Vice Chair Baltay: Excuse me, Wynne.
3:15:59:
Chair Furth: Yes. What did we miss?
3:16:01:
Vice Chair Baltay: General standard number 6).
3:16:02:
Chair Furth: Page?
3:16:04:
Vice Chair Baltay: The one regarding the 5G antenna stuff. I was uncomfortable with that when I read it
earlier.
3:16:09:
Chair Furth: Which page number?
3:16:11:
Vice Chair Baltay: Page 49.
3:16:15:
Chair Furth: "Equipment that cannot propagate an adequate signal ..."? That one?
3:16:18:
Vice Chair Baltay: Yes, that one. It just seems to me a pretty wide loophole.
3:16:25:
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Chair Furth: Yeah. We don't want that strand-mounted. Do you have to?

### When staff was writing these draft objective aesthetic, etc. standards, did it seek and get advice from
potential applicants? (Such as the peculiar requirements of 5G.)
3:16:33:
Board Member Thompson: Is it talking about strand-mounted?
3:16:34:
Chair Furth: Yeah. It's a loophole.
3:16:37:
Board Member Thompson. Oh. "... may be strand-mounted ...." Got it.
3:16:41:
Albert Yang: So, what we understand for 5G equipment on wood poles, they need to have a two-foot
separation from the pole itself. So, you know, we're likely either looking at some sort of like arm sticking
out from the side of the pole, or -- I guess in our information -- strand-mounting was -- for those 5G radios
and antennas -- could be a potentially superior alternative.
3:17:08:
Vice Chair Baltay: Well, I suggest we should add that it should be mounted near the top of the pole. If it's
going to be sticking out from the pole that much.
3:17:15:
Albert Yang: So, there are additional technical limitations about how high they can be. Because of signal
propagation issues.
### The AT&T design shown on packet page 56 shows a 5G module mounted so that its center is 21
feet above sidewalk level. So I infer that technical constraints do not prevent mounting it that high.
Right? What height would Vice Chair Baltay find acceptable for the objective standards?
3:17:23:
Chair Furth: And my -- Personally, I would prefer a brace -- a straight pole -- rather than a sagging
strand. I think they're particularly unfortunate.
3:17:32:
Vice Chair Baltay: Absolutely.  On the strand. But this, basically, invalidates a lot of what we're talking
about. Because then, as soon as we have 5G antennas, they can be anywhere, sticking two feet off the
pole. And this allows almost any configuration. What's the point of all this then?
3:17:47:
**: (unamplified) So, **.
3:17:49:
Vice Chair Baltay: Yes.

3:17:49:
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Chair Furth: Yes.
3:17:50:
Board Member Thompson: But that means it would be very subjective.
3:17:51:
Chair Furth: ** minimize the amount of this. Oh, I thought David's point about -- if you're coming in with a
4G facility, tell us how you're going to modify it for 5G -- is a good idea. I don't know. I think we all agree
that that would be a good idea to implement.
3:18:11:
Chair Furth: Ah. Light poles. Thank you.
3:18:12:
Board Member Thompson: Wait. Hold on. So, the equipment would be sticking out two feet, on a
brace?
3:18:16:
Chair Furth: Um hum. If you look at an existing wooden pole, you'll see lots of them.
3:18:21:
Board Member Thompson: Right. OK.
3:18:23:
Chair Furth: If they've got to be two feet from the pole, they're going to be -- they're either going to be up
there on a brace or they're going to be out there on a wire.
3:18:31:
Board Member Thompson: And we're not OK if it's on the wire?
3:18:32:
Chair Furth: I'm not. I just think ...
3:18:34:
Board Member Hirsch: I'm not.
3:18:34:
Chair Furth:  ... they look terrible.
3:18:36:
Vice Chair Baltay: Well, again, we just have so little information what it will really look like ...
3:18:39:
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Chair Furth: That's ...
3:18:39:
Vice Chair Baltay: ... ** we have to guess on that stuff, and ...
3:18:41:
Chair Furth: OK ...
3:18:42:
Vice Chair Baltay: ... the better answer is ...
3:18:42:
Chair Furth: **
3:18:44:
Vice Chair Baltay: ...  to say no to most of it, until it comes back for review at a detailed level.
3:18:46:
Chair Furth: We can't -- Well, anyway -- So, you have our -- You know sense. We don't like it.
3:18:51:
Amy French: There's a little confusion. We just want to clarify. So, we -- Albert and I -- think that you are
scratching the thing that says strand-mounted out of number 6) ...
3:18:59:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
3:18:59:
Amy French: ... and Rebecca thinks that you're scratching all of 6). Which is it?
3:19:02:
Chair Furth: Just the strand-mounted, at the moment.
3:19:04:
Amy French:  OK. Thank you.
### I would have said ARB was scratching stand-mounted in all its contexts, including number 6).
3:19:06:
Chair Furth: We would rather not have 6). But if -- I think Albert has indicated to us, audibly, that he
needs something that will allow this kind of equipment. Is that correct?
3:19:15:

Albert Yang: Yes.
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3:19:17:
Chair Furth: Yeah. He wanted the two-foot separation.
### It seems odd that Albert Yang, attorney, is filling the role of the technologist. But OK.
3:19:19:
Chair Furth: Um. We can't do everything. I think some of the things we can do are better than nothing.
That may not be the case.
Um. I will say, on noise, that the City should revisit its noise standards, and find out which is actually
worse, the noise or -- There should be some kind of neighborhood into that. Um. Some people, I think,
do find the noise very troubling. Um. And we may not have heard from them enough.
Any comments on the streetlight poles? Which start on page 46.
3:19:53:
Board Member Thompson: Oh. For both streetlight and utility poles, ...
3:19:58:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
3:19:58:
Board Member Thompson: ... how does the Board feel about adding ground-mounted -- to permit
ground-mounted equipment, so long as it goes through review?
### Again, the staff proposal seemed to say an applicant was not permitted to request an exception
unless no standard options worked. Is that what we want?
3:20:11:
Chair Furth: And ...
3:20:11:
Board Member Thompson: ... Like in the form of a planter?
3:20:13:
Chair Furth: ... if it's located in -- otherwise desirable street furniture?
3:10:17:
Board Member Thompson: Yeah. If we ...
3:20:19:
Chair Furth: Yeah. I'm in favor of that. David?
3:20:20:
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Vice Chair Baltay: I just don't see how you define it though.
3:20:22:
Chair Furth:  You tell them, that's review ...
3:20:22:
Vice Chair Baltay: ... hard time doing ...
3:20:23:

Chair Furth: We don't have to define it. But right now, they've eliminated it. So we're never going to see
it. We're going to see all kind of stuff ...
3:20:30:
Vice Chair Baltay: So, ...
3:20:30:
Chair Furth: We're going to see all kinds of stuff attached to poles that, perhaps, in a particular location,
could go in subtle street planters. And that would be better. So, why would be eliminate that at this
point?
3:20:41:
Vice Chair Baltay: Because it's going to be not-so-subtle street planters we're going to see. And what
we've seen -- 90 percent of what we do see -- the images in front of us -- are the not-so-subtle type.
3:20:48:
Chair Furth: OK. So, we would want that to be reviewed.
3:20:51:
Vice Chair Baltay: And it's ...
3:20:51:
Amy French: (unamplified) Not a safe harbor, but ...
3:20:53:
Chair Furth: Yes.
3:20:56:
Board Member Hirsch: OK. Show us what the exceptions might be. Ask where ...
3:21:00:
Chair Furth: Yeah.  Well, actually, I've got another one for staff. It would be great if staff would present -would develop -- examples of suitable street furniture that could be used for these purposes in
appropriate neighborhoods. So, then, there's an incentive to the people sitting out there to do it. Is that
reasonable?

3:21:18:
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Vice Chair Baltay: Yeah. I think that ...
3:21:19:
Chair Furth: Counsel says yes.
3:21:19:
Vice Chair Baltay: ... trashcan we saw earlier would be a really clever idea. It's hard to see arguing with
a trashcan that doubles duty.
### It's only half as good as doing what a trashcan is supposed to do.
3:21:27:
Chair Furth: There are lots of frontages along City parking lots that have spaces that could be used this
way. I mean, the City is littered with -- Sorry. It depends upon large utility switching facilities, which are
anything but lovely. And we would rather not -- we put them up all the time. And we would not do that.
But -- There are those spaces that could be better used.
3:21:47:
Vice Chair Baltay: I would like to add, on streetlight poles, item c) on the first -- page 46 -- that it should
be stylistically consistent with the existing streetlight and pole.
### Why not also thus for item b)?
3:21:58:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) That sounds good.
3:22:00:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) Why would we not say (amplified) And would we say that all equipment
SHALL be enclosed in a shroud, rather than may?
3:22:06:
Albert Yang: Yes. We'll make all of those changes. We already also have a requirement that the poles
be stylistically consistent.
3:22:14:
Chair Furth: I'm sorry. I didn't quite hear you, Albert.
3:22:15:
Albert Yang: We have a requirement that poles be stylistically consistent.
3:22:20:
Chair Furth: Thank you.
3:22:22:
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Chair Furth: (unamplified) That's somewhere else.
3:22:23:

Vice Chair Baltay: Well, what I see you say -- shall match style and dimension of the existing public
works standards.
### He's quoting from packet page 46, item b), which seems to apply only to integrated pole designs.
About the existing pole itself. 'Cause the standard is one thing. But some of the streetlight poles we have
are quite attractive, and I want to make sure that's what we're matching.
3:22:39:
Albert Yang: So, we have adopted standards for three areas of the City: for downtown, Cal Ave, and El
Camino. And as we replace poles, on their regular schedule, we bring them up to the standard. And so,
what we're saying is, if, you know, any of the carriers are going to be replacing those poles, they need to
be matching those standards, in the places where we have them -- those three areas. And if they're
replacing a pole outside of those three areas, they have to match what's currently there.
3:23:06:
Vice Chair Baltay: And could we remove the phrase, "as closely as possible"? This is section b) i) -- or
1).
### It's b) i).
"Poles shall match existing" etc. "as closely as possible." Why do you constantly give them these outs?
3:23:19:
Albert Yang: So, that's a question about whether or not the Board wants to support the integrated pole
design. So, if you're in favor of the integrated pole design, where all the radio, and maybe all the antenna
-- or maybe not the antenna, but all the radios go INSIDE the diameter of the pole.  That's going to
require a pole diameter at -- maybe its whole length, or maybe, depending on what the board directs, just
up to a certain height -- 5 or 6 feet -- that is wider than what we currently have out there. And so, what
we'd be saying is, if you're going to do that design, you know, you can't exactly our existing standards,
because our existing standards are for a narrower pole, the whole length. But you have to, you know,
add the fluting, match the color, and, you know, above the height -- a certain height -- match the exact
diameter as well.
### If Board Member Hirsch is right that radios will keep getting smaller and smaller (see 3:03:58),
maybe some day they'll fit within (some of) the City's existing streetlight poles.
### The streetlight pole at 345 Hamilton Avenue (in front of the AT&T building) has a base that is 20
inches high. At sidewalk level, the base is a 16-inch square with rounded corners. At the top of the base
(20 inches higher than sidewalk level), it's a 12-inch square with rounded corners. There's access
through a panel that's currently loose, so the curious can look inside. Has anyone looked at possibly
putting some ancillary equipment there?
3:24:04:
Chair Furth: So, I'm guessing, based on previous hearings, that before the City opened that door again,
we'd want to see a City-approved design, that got reviewed by us, before it went off to become -- Rather
than a -- you know, here's what we're doing in Sunnyvale.
3:24:24:
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Vice Chair Baltay: Yeah. I mean, this -- these "as closely as possible" things you're talking about,
Albert, is fine. But the level of review it gets is minimal. It's just staff, under pressure from the applicant.
### Palo Alto has taken some steps to say that it supports Rep. Anna Eshoo's H.R. 530 to invalidate
FCC 18-133, the order that is obliging the City to make the objective aesthetic standards.
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/city_information/intergovernmental_affairs.asp
But it hasn't joined any lawsuits seeking to invalidate FCC 18-133.
And ultimately, that's just how you wind up with this hodge-podge of stuff. If the City has these three light
pole standards, then -3:24:43:
Chair Furth: So, does anybody else share my view that there may be acceptable street pole designs -streetlight designs -- that are not identical, because they're designed to accommodate not just electrical
lights in there? Switching? But before the City staff signed off on one, we think that they should come by
us? Apparently not.
3:25:03:
Board Member Thompson: Are we -- Are we talking about something that's like on page 54 of the
packet?
3:25:14:
Rebecca Atkinson: 54 and 55.
3:25:15:
Albert Yang: Yeah, that's right. 54 and 55.
3:25:22:
Chair Furth: My sense is that those are not poles that are as, you know -- Um. OK, what -- I guess I
need to hear from everybody. How many people support -- Who supports this as written? Alex?
3:25:49:
Board Member Lew: Are we just talking about b) 1)?
### It's b) i) on packet page 46.
3:25:51:
Chair Furth: Uh huh. So we're talking about integrated pole design, where the equipment goes in the
pole, ...
3:25:57:
Board Member Lew: Yeah. I understand.
3:25:58:
Chair Furth: Staff has informed us that they're going to need bigger poles to do this. Bigger diameters.
3:26:02:
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Board Member Thompson: But it shall not exceed 18 inches.
3:26:04:
Albert Yang: And we are really just looking for direction. If you -- You know, if the Board doesn't like
these, that's fine.
3:26:11:
Chair Furth: So, I guess it's a two-level question. Do you think that in some circumstances these might
work? And are you comfortable with delegating the definition of what those circumstances are to staff?
3:26:26:
Board Member Lew: I guess I don't have any issues with the wording.
3:26:30:
Chair Furth: You're OK with this as written. Peter, no? Osma.
3:26:38:
Board Member Thompson: I'm OK with it as written. But I'd also like to note that in what we're looking at
here, there are all kind of different. And in the blue-background image, 1, 3, and 6 are preferable to the
others, that otherwise have side-mounted equipment on them.
3:26:59:
Board Member Hirsch: In my opinion, 18 inches is a huge, HUGE dimension. And it's way out of scale
with all of the light fixtures that are downtown. And we should not accept that dimension. Even if that
means that the equipment should be mounted differently on the pole.
3:27:17:
Chair Furth: What's the existing dimension?
3:27:21:
Amy French: (unamplified) Downtown streetlights? Do we have -3:27:23:
Chair Furth: Utilities?
3:27:31:
Rebecca Atkinson: I'm sorry. For the base? Or the width of the pole? Or -3:27:34:
Chair Furth: The existing pole design downtown, for example. What's its -- David was saying that 18
inches is very -- 18 inches diameter is very big. And I'm asking what the existing diameter is.
3:27:44:
Greg McKernan: I'm not quite sure. But I think it's between 6 and 8 inches. Or maybe --
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3:27:47:
Chair Furth: I beg your pardon?
3:27:49:
Greg McKernan: I believe between 6 and 8 in diameter, at the base. But I don't know -3:27:52:
Chair Furth: OK.
3:27:55:
Rebecca Atkinson: And I believe the most recent decorative streetlight pole downtown -- the base -- like,
the widest part -- the very base ...
3:28:02:
Chair Furth: The part where it flares out?
3:28:04:
Rebecca Atkinson: Right. 15 inches. At the widest point. At the base.
3:28:11:
Board Member Thompson: So, this would only be 3 more inches than that.
### This is comparing apples to oranges. What's the diameter of the City's existing streetlight pole
downtown at a height of, say, 5 feet above the base? (Since, for the integrated pole, the radios would go
inside the pole for several feet above the base.)
3:28:15:
Chair Furth: But the base flares.
3:28:19:
Rebecca Atkinson: It would be -- 18 inches would be allowed continuously up from the ...
3:28:26:
Albert Yang: (unamplified) That's not the question ...
3:28:27:
Chair Furth: That's your proposal.
3:28:29:
Albert Yang: We need direction on ...
3:28:32:
Chair Furth: But that's what you ...
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3:28:33
Albert Yang: ... how high it should be ...
3:28:33:
Chair Furth: But that's what you wrote.
3:28:35:
Albert Yang: Yeah.
3:28:36:
**: (unamplified) So, where is it ...
3:28:39:
Chair Furth: Well, one of the things is, we don't have a scale drawing. We don't know what they look like
now. We don't know what the technical requirements are.
3:28:45:
### Right. At some point, should staff return with scaled drawings of ALL of the City's streetlight poles
(not just the three standards adopted for downtown, Cal Ave, and El Camino), for ARB's future
reference? How many different streetlight pole types are there?
**: (unamplified) That's right.
3:28:45:
Chair Furth: I think you've heard that we believe that there are circumstances under which an integrated
pole could work. Alex is happy with the language that you have. Peter is not. David is not.
3:28:59:
Amy French: That image is 7.5 inches -- feet. Sorry. 7.6 feet. Is the pole base in that image to the left.
### On packet page 54.
3:29:07:
Chair Furth: So, it's above my head.
3:29:09:
Amy French: And the one off to the right as well. 7.6 feet.
3:29:12:
Chair Furth: So, these are very tall streetlights.
3:29:15:
Amy French: Yeah.

3:29:17:
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Chair Furth: I mean, are streetlights that high?
3:29:20:
Board Member Lew: No. Well, they vary.
3:29:21:
Amy French: (unamplified) 25 feet? Downtown? Streetlights?
2:29:26:
Vice Chair Baltay: How did the ...
3:29:29:
Board Member Lew: Like, streetlights on University Avenue are very low.
3:29:32:
Chair Furth: Yeah.
3:29:32:
Board Member Lew: Maybe like -- I don't know -- I'm guessing -- like 12. Something like 12 feet.
3:29:36:
Chair Furth: That's what I'm thinking. They're not that far.
3:29:38:
Board Member Lew: But even on University Avenue, if you look on the corners, ...
3:29:41:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
3:29:41:
Board Member Lew: ... there's a different type, that's much taller.
3:29:44:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
3:29:45:
Board Member Lew: So -3:29:47:
Board Member Hirsch: You know, you look at this traditional streetlight pole, and you think that -- Well,
you're going to change one dimension in there -- 3 inches -- That's a huge change.
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### That is, from 15 inches to 18 inches.

I mean, you have to change the base. You have to change the all the fittings. It isn't going to look like
that pole anymore. I think there's a good reason to keep traditions.
3:30:09:
Chair Furth: Ah. So, I'm trying to count votes here. For staff. Alex supports the language as it stands.
Peter does not. David does not. Osma, where are you?
3:30:25:
Board Member Thompson: I'm OK with the language.
3:30:27:
Chair Furth: You're OK with the language as it stands. Ah.
3:30:33:
Vice Chair Baltay: Can I ...
3:30:33:
Chair Furth: Yes.
3:30:33:
Vice Chair Baltay: Can I try one more thought here? Is there a way that we could say the streetlights
need to match the standards, OR have some additional aesthetic review somehow? There must be a
process by which the City has picked the three streetlight pole styles that we have now. And it would be
nice if we could -- if we're going to have a new design, or a different style, that should also be reviewed
the same way.
### It would be good to find out how new streetlight pole designs have been reviewed in the past. How
many different designs are currently used in the City?
Is there any way to put that in there instead? To allow the applicant, if they want to propose something
that's different, it has to get additional review.
3:31:04:
Albert Yang: So, the way to do that is to not allow it in the standards.
### Yes, but then the applicant could chose an alternative other than integrated-pole, and that could look
worse.
And then they could apply for something different. And they would ...
3:31:11:
Vice Chair Baltay: Say it's not allowed here. It's still allowed as an exception. And has to get reviewed
specially.
3:31:16:
Albert Yang: Correct.
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3:31:18:
Chair Furth: So, now that you've heard from all of us, you need to absorb our -- You haven't heard from
me. I think that these may very well be a good idea. But I think the City needs to design the poles. And
there is yet to be some design review of the modified pole standard. Incidentally, doesn't that have to go
to City Council, if you're going to modify a public works standard? And so -- I would be in favor of
punting this down the road a few months while we came up with a design. Before you said, here, put up
whatever pole you want. That's more or les like this. OK. I think that's as much direction as you're going
to get from us on that.
Top-mounted design. Streetlight poles. What picture should we be looking at?
3:32:07:
Board Member Thompson: Is this the one where you wanted to add the word "stylistically" to.
3:32:12:
Vice Chair Baltay: (unamplified) At the bottom, I wrote, "Should be stylistically consistent with" -- I said
existing light pole. But, based on what Albert said, stylistically consistent with the design of a light pole.
3:32:22:
Board Member Thompson: I'm OK with that change.
3:32:23:
Chair Furth: That's fine with me. Somebody else say yes, and we can move on.
3:32:27:
(laughter)
3:32:33:
Board Member Hirsch: (unamplified) I just want to point out (amplified) I want to point out one thing
about this illustration here. Is, it has ...
3:32:37:
Chair Furth: What page are you on?
3:32:38:
Board Member Hirsch: I'm looking at the picture in front of you.
3:32:41:
Chair Furth: OK. That is page 56.
3:32:45:
Board Member Hirsch: Um. That shows a 5G under the 4G. 4G over the light, and 5G below. And I'm
very much in favor of the way that's mount- -- that mounting works. And so, if someone wants to add
more radios, this seems to be kind of a way to do it. And when I said symmetrical before, I really meant
something exactly like this. Completely surrounds the pole, as I see it. Is that true, staff? Is it -- Is the

Planning and Transportation Commission Public Comment 4-10-19

5G piece surrounding the entire pole? Clamp ...
3:33:32:
Chair Furth: (unamplified) Does it have **
3:33:32:
Board Member Hirsch: Clamps onto it.
3:33:33:

Albert Yang: Yes. In two dimensions, it's symmetrical.
### The staff report for ARB's 02-16-19 meeting
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69413
(page 32, packet page 103) shows the 5G module containing antennas and radios. Each horizontal cross
section of this module is symmetric about both the x and y axes. Its shape is intermediate between a
rectangle and an ellipse. It's 21.79 inches wide by 9.76 inches deep. There's a photograph of the
installed module on page 9 of this staff report.
3:33:37:
Board Member Hirsch: It's in two pieces.
3:33:38:
Albert Yang: Yeah.
### Yes. It consists of two apparently identical pieces, each 10.89 inches wide by 9.76 inches deep. By
scaling the drawing, the module seems to fit around poles up to about 4 inches in diameter.
3:33:38:
Board Member Hirsch: OK.
3:33:39:
Board Member Thompson: It's not like a cylinder around. It's kind of like an oblong ...
3:33:43:
Board Member Hirsch: I think it's ...
3:33:44:
Board Member Thomson: ... rectangle.
3:33:44:
Board Member Hirsch: ... in a regular kind of cylinder of some sort.
### Some people think that a cylinder can have a cross section that is not a circle or an ellipse. But
most people agree that a cylinder must have the same cross section, whatever it is, from bottom to top.
And the module under discussion does not meet that requirement.
3:33:47:
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Albert Yang: So, it's not symmetrical, like a cylinder would be, all the way around the pole. It's
symmetrical on two sides of the pole.
3:33:56:
Board Member Hirsch: OK. So, we're only looking at one part of it. The other part of it is attached to the
opposite side. **
3:34:04:
Albert Yang: ** one of the -- like, the rendering is a three-quarters view. And the plans are from the side.
3:34:14:
Board Member Thompson: (unamplified) [points to the document Board Member Hirsch is holding] You
can kind of see the -- It's ...
3:34:16:
Chair Furth: So, is any portion of the pole visible, where this is installed?
3:34:20:
Board Member Hirsch: [continuing the one-on-one conversation with Board Member Thompson] This is
it right here?
3:34:21:
Chair Furth: It completely surrounds the pole.
3:34:23:
**: Correct.
3:34:25:
[multiple speakers]
3:34:26:
Rebecca Atkinson: ** with the shroud included.
3:34:29:
Chair Furth: We're talking about the experience of the person on the street. It's completely surrounded.
Got it. Thank you.
3:34:35:
Board Member Hirsch: I think it is. Right? It's completely surrounding the pole.
3:34:37:
Chair Furth: Yes, it's completely surrounded. And, no, it's not completely round. MOVING ON. Any
comments or changes desired to standard c) for WCFs located on streetlights, on page 46, at the top of
the page? Hearing none, any comments on the general standards that differ from those we did earlier?
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3:35:02:
Amy French: Has there been a discussion about hiding behind the street signs?
3:35:07:
Chair Furth: What hiding behind? Where is that? Where is that hiding? Where is that in the standards?
3:35:12:
Albert Yang: So, it's not in the standards, ...
3:35:14:
Chair Furth: OK.
3:35:14:
Albert Yang: ... but it's something that we'd like to know if we should add.
### Would it ever change a design from being unacceptable according to the objective standards to
being acceptable?
3:35:17:
Chair Furth: Page?
3:35:21:
Rebecca Atkinson: (unamplified) Packet page 59. (amplified) Packet page 59.
3:35:24:
Chair Furth: I do remember it. I just don't know where it is.
3:35:35:
Board Member Thompson: I think I -- I said I was OK with that.
3:35:36:
Chair Furth: This is the one that Board Member Thompson said if we ever got that urban, she thought
that was a good approach. Meaning that we had signs. I don't think there's any support for putting up
signs to do this. Seeing none. Any other comments on this?
3:35:55:
Board Member Thompson: I think that's everything.
3:35:58:
Chair Furth: So, is there -- I'm looking at the back view.
### That is, the photograph on the right of packet page 59.
I don't understand how -- what I see if I look -- see, they haven't quite given us a shot coming up from the
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opposite side a sign. What do you see that way?
3:36:15:

Albert Yang: Most likely, it's a 7 x 7 box behind the sign.
### Possibly two 7" x 7" boxes (of unspecified depth), one behind each sign.
3:36:20:
Chair Furth: That little thing in front of the sign.
3:36:22:
Albert Yang: Yeah.
3:36:23:
Board Member Hirsch: Is it the disconnect switch we're talking about?
3:36:27:
Chair Furth: That's the radio.
3:36:28:
Board Member Hirsch: The radios. (laughs)
3:36:31:
Chair Furth: I think "behind" is a complicated concept, when people are walking or driving both
directions. But it could be useful in some circumstances. Any other comments on that?
3:36:41:
Board Member Hirsch: What number are we on?
3:36:42:
Chair Furth: We're not on any particular number. But they're asking for our comment on that approach.
We're going to all need a lunch, I can tell.
3:36:53:
Board Member Hirsch: I'm opposed to that. I just think that these things should stand alone. So they
don't complicate other Utility issues. And signage issues.
3:37:01:
Chair Furth: OK. That's one for, one against. Alex?
3:37:07:
Board Member Lew: Oh, I can support the signs.
3:37:08:

Chair Furth: Alex supports. Peter?
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3:37:09:
Board Member Baltay: Well, I guess I'm fine with it.
3:37:12:
Chair Furth: I'll say that I think that if staff thinks it's useful, under the appropriate circumstances, fine.
### How are the objective aesthetic standards going to specify what the appropriate circumstances are?
But we don't think they should be installing signs in order to make it acceptable. Anything else?
3:37:25:
**: unamplified) **
3:37:27:
Chair Furth: OK. So, I would like both of these to indicate that street furniture -- that is otherwise -- Cityapproved street furniture designs -- that are located -- that are desirably located from the point of view of
those using the streets and sidewalks -- are an acceptable alternative. And I would argue -- add that the
ARB should review those furniture designs.
### On a case-by-case basis? But that's what the objective aesthetic standards are trying to avoid.
Right.
3:37:58:
Board Member Baltay: I'll support that.
3:37:59:
Chair Furth: Other people may feel ...
3:38:00:
Board Member Thompson: I'll support that.
3:38:02:
Chair Furth: OK. So that's three. Thank you. I know this isn't easy. Um. So, is there a shorter
statement that we can agree upon?
3:38:20:
Board Member Baltay: So, I made a few, quick changes here. Maybe I'll try it once more, with ...
3:38:24:
Chair Furth: OK.
3:38:25:
Board Member Baltay: At the first paragraph, at the end of -- where it says "direct line of sight of
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pedestrians," we add, "All equipment shall be screened by a carefully designed enclosure." That's
responding to Osma's ...
3:38:36:
Board Member Thompson: Where is this? Sorry. Oh. This is the letter?
3:38:41:

Board Member Baltay: Yes. Just adding a sentence that says, "All equipment shall be screened by a
carefully designed enclosure."
3:38:46:
Chair Furth: Fine.
3:38:48:
Board Member Thompson: Yeah.
3:38:49:
Board Member Baltay: Then I would put that same thing down on -- "Recently, the ARB has found ..." -"Number 2. Radio and power concealed by ..." Instead of a shroud, I just wrote "carefully designed
enclosure."
3:38:59:
Chair Furth: OK.
3:38:59:
Board Member Baltay: Responding to that. I think we just strike line number 4 altogether. That's the one
about ground-mounted stuff.
3:39:05:
Chair Furth: Um hum.
3:39:05:
Board Member Baltay: There's no way to define that.
3:39:06:
Chair Furth: OK.
3:39:06:
Board Member Baltay: The rest of it I stand behind.
3:39:09:
Chair Furth: So, I think we had disagreement on side-mounted equipment. Um. And -- because -- How
about just saying, "radio and power equipment mounted on the side of existing streetlight or utility poles
requires particularly careful design, and the proposals we have seen have not yet been adequate"?

3:39:37:
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Board Member Baltay: Sure. That sounds ...
3:39:40:
Board Member Thompson: I'm sorry. I missed that. Can you say that again?
3:39:42:
Chair Furth: I never remember after I said it. "Radio and power equipment mounted on the side of an
existing streetlight or utility pole requires particularly careful design, and the proposals we have seen to
date have not yet been acceptable."
### Does that meet the criterion of being objective? I don't think so.
3:39:57:
Board Member Thompson: OK.
3:39:58:
Board Member Hirsch: Um hum.
3:39:59:
Board Member Thompson: Um. If we're not all unanimous on this letter, does it even -- I mean, is this -- I
feel like this letter should really be a majority. Right? It should be unanimous. Like, we should all stand
behind it.
3:40:14:
Board Member Baltay: I would like that very much. It's -- I think Alex is the one that's not so comfortable
with it. And I ...
3:40:23:
Chair Furth: Well, I would strike the sentence about applicants claim their installation -- I don't want to
get in a claim that there will be no -- Um. Planning staff has noted that there is an increasing number of
applications. And that the number proposed WCF applications is likely to increase. As the quantity of
WCF applications increases, small visual impacts will be multiplying, resulting in an -- which could result
in a significant reduction in the aesthetic quality. Which is likely to result in a significant overall reduction
in the aesthetic quality of the streetscape. You could say unless carefully managed. But I don't know if
you want to do that. Um.
3:41:19:
Board Member Thompson: Um.
3:41:19:
Chair Furth: Go ahead.
3:41:19:
Board Member Thompson: I guess I was just going to say, if were NOT all unanimous on this, I wouldn't
feel comfortable submitting this. Just because it does say -- it does represent us as a whole. But what I
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do think we've done is, we've talked about everything that's on here. And it's made public record. And
so, in that sense -- I don't know if that's enough. For staff.
3:41:45:

Chair Furth: So, Alex, do you -- Is there any kind of communication from the -- What's your point of view,
Alex? Are you opposed to us?
3:41:52:
Board Member Lew: I'm not opposed the letter. I think that -- I said it before -- is that what -- it should be
distinguished -- What should be distinguished is what we've reviewed in the past ...
3:42:03:
Chair Furth: Right.
3:42:03:
Board Member Lew: ... and what we are proposing -- what we recommend -- going forward. And, to me,
those are two separate things. And I think a letter -- This sort of puts it all together.
3:42:18:
Chair Furth: So, I would leave in that we've recently reviewed several applications. I'd leave out the stuff
about findings, because they are moot. They have been mooted.
### I think one point of the letter would to tell Council that the FCC doesn't have ARB's permission to
moot the findings.
I'd leave in, "Recently the ARB has found ..." And have these four observations. As edited here. And
then I'd leave in the stuff that Planning staff has noted there's going to be a lot of these. And small
individual impacts can have a large cumulative effect. Cumulative adverse effect.
3:42:45:
Board Member Baltay: Do we have any mechanism, through the Chair, that you, Wynne, could write this
up, and then submit it on our behalf? I don't think we can do this kind of editing right now from here. And
I -- I think I gave a pretty good sense of what will work for us. Is there some mechanism you could
circulate it ...
3:43:05:
Chair Furth: No, I can't circulate it ...
3:43:06:
Amy French: I think if you want to agendize it for your next meeting, you can wordsmith.
3:43:10:
Board Member Baltay: (unamplified) I'm tired of talking about this ...
3:43:11:
**: (unamplified) Put it on the ...

3:43:12:
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Amy French: Um. April 4th.
3:43:15:
Chair Furth: I feel pretty comfortable with my mark-up. But, if not -- Yes, we can either agendize it for
April 4th -- I don't know who our audience is here. At this point. Um.
3:43:38:
Board Member Baltay: This is a complicated issue. I think City Council will appreciate a concise
statement from the ARB. That's who our audience is.
3:43:45:
Chair Furth: OK. Well, let's try to bring something back on the 4th.
3:43:50:
Amy French: (unamplified) Oh -- with the revisions?
3:43:50:
Chair Furth: We'll bring it back on the 4th.
3:43:52:
Board Member Thompson: Yeah.
3:43:53:
Amy French: (unamplified) ** the revisions that we made at ...
3:43:54:
Board Member Baltay: Can you -- Wynne, can you write up ...
3:43:55:
Chair Furth: I will draft something, and we can bring it back on the 4th.
3:43:57:
Board Member Baltay: OK. Great.
3:43:57:
Board Member Thompson: Well, you could maybe email it to us, and ...
3:43:59:
Chair Furth: No, because that's a Brown Act violation.
3:44:01:
Board Member Thompson: Oh.
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3:44:02:
Chair Furth: But at least you get to read it ahead of time.
### The 04-04-19 ARB agenda didn't provide a link to it, so the public didn't get to read it ahead of time.
### Today, I received a copy emailed by staff, because they knew I was interested. Thanks. But, in
general, the public didn't.
And write your comments ahead of time. And send it to staff. OK.
3:44:13:
Board Member Thompson: OK, are we good then? Or do we need to do anything else?
3:44:17:
Chair Furth: I think we've done everything.
3:44:18:
Board Member Thompson: Good. Great.
3:44:19:
Chair Furth: I think we're suffering from low blood sugar here. There's -- Um. Sheldon, who are your -excuse me. So, yes, we're finished with that discussion.
3:44:28:
[END]
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Tina Chow
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Council, City
Clerk, City
Palo Alto Matters article
Wednesday, April 3, 2019 7:44:08 PM

Dear Architectural Review Board, Planning & Transportation Commission, and City Council,
I wrote this guest commentary about cell towers for Palo Alto Matters and would like to share it with you see text below. It explains the perspective of many concerned residents and provides some practical
suggestions for ways to solve this problem or at least mitigate many of the concerns in Palo Alto. Please
read and feel free to ask me questions.
Thank you,
Tina

https://paloaltomatters.org/get-informed/newsletters/march-30-2019-newsletter/#commentary
Palo Alto residents call for more robust and transparent approval process for
small cell antennas

March 30, 2019 – by Tina Chow
Palo Altans are up in arms over the installation of cell antennas on
utility poles in front of homes and schools throughout the city.
Residents have many concerns about these “small cell towers”
including aesthetics, noise, health effects, property value, and fire
risk, among others. Furthering resident concerns, city staff are
taking actions to codify controversial federal rules that streamline the
cell tower approval process, limit public input, and hence reduce
transparency. Other cities are doing more for their residents, and
Palo Altans should demand nothing less. Speak up now before City
Council takes action on April 15, 2019!
New FCC rules have opened the floodgates

A new order from the Federal Communications Commission (FCC)
is enabling a flood of small cell towers by forcing rapid approval of
applications. This FCC 18-133 ruling went into effect on Jan 14,
2019 and shortens the “shot clock” for application review to 60 days.
It also requires that aesthetic standards be objective, nondiscriminatory, and published in advance.
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Palo Alto has already received over 150 applications for such “small
wireless facilities.” With 4 major carriers and no requirement for
consolidated or shared equipment siting, there could be hundreds
more.
Wireless carriers say they are building small cell networks to enable
transition to 5G (5th generation) service, which will operate at much
higher frequencies and faster speeds to support gaming, self-driving
cars, and the Internet of Things. The FCC severely restricts the fees
that cities can charge for these smaller cells. A macro cell tower
often earns a city roughly $30,000/year and the wireless provider
assumes liability. In contrast, rental fees for small cells on utility
poles are limited to about $270/year and the city has liability,
creating additional financial advantages for carriers to create small
cell networks that intrude further into neighborhoods.
Resident concerns

Residents argue that these small cell towers are unsightly and
unnecessary, and that they put the safety and welfare of our
community at risk. Radio-frequency radiation has been shown to
create adverse biological and health effects including cancer. In
2018, the National Toxicology Program of the National Institutes of
Health concluded that long-term exposure to radio-frequency
radiation from 3G and 4G cellular emissions causes brain and heart
cancer in rats (Lin et al. 2018). This definitive and large-scale
government study was replicated by the Ramazzini Institute, which
used even lower radiation exposure levels. Dr. Joel Moskowitz,
director of the Center for Family and Community Health at UC
Berkeley’s School of Public Health, states that “many hundreds of
peer-reviewed studies have found evidence of biologic and health
effects from low level exposures to cell phone radiation. Hence, the
FCC’s exposure guidelines must be re-assessed as they are likely
inadequate to protect human health.”
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Putting so many cell towers in such close proximity to resident
homes (~20 feet) and schools means human exposures and hence
adverse health effects will increase, especially for more vulnerable
children and those with electro-sensitivity.
In addition, power lines and overburdened utility poles are implicated
in the recent extreme wildfire events in California. Small cell towers
would add hundreds of pounds of equipment hanging off already
aging utility and light poles. Another concern is that property values
have been shown to go down by 20 percent in some areas with new
towers.
Proposed ordinance would reduce transparency and fail to mitigate key
resident concerns

City staff in Palo Alto now want to update the wireless ordinance to
streamline the approval process by creating a ‘menu’ of preapproved designs and removing valuable public input from the
process. This ‘menu’ would serve as an objective standard that
would take the place of the City’s architectural review findings.
Currently, the Architectural Review Board (ARB) evaluates the
aesthetics of the proposed cell towers to make the required findings
and make a recommendation to the Director of Planning.
With the plan to use a menu of options, decisions would be made
solely by the Director of Planning. This means that in the future
there would be no public hearing, public record, transparency, or
meaningful public participation at all except through formal appeal of
a decision to City Council – which is costly for residents and
arguably more time consuming than an ARB hearing.
Staff claim that these changes are necessary under the FCC ruling
which requires objective standards to be published by April 15,
2019. Remarkably, April 15 is also the date on which City Council is
scheduled to consider these changes – with staff pressuring them to
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decide in favor or else lose the ability to reject applications until
alternate standards are approved.
However the staff-proposed ‘menu’ is inadequate to address
community objections. Other objective standards, such as
requirements for undergrounding, setbacks from homes, and size of
equipment, would all go further to mitigate many resident concerns.
There is also no reason why we could not maintain the ARB public
hearings to consider resident input and preserve our transparent
process.
Other cities and lawsuits against the FCC

Other cities have interpreted the FCC ruling completely differently
than Palo Alto city staff. In fact, the FCC order is currently being
challenged by lawsuits brought forward by dozens of cities. These
include such diverse cities as Los Angeles, New York, Seattle,
Portland, Denver, San Jose, Hillsborough, Burlingame, Monterey
and more. In addition, our own Congresswoman Anna Eshoo has
introduced a bill to the U.S. House to overturn the FCC order.
Within this complicated legal context, dozens of other cities are
taking action to protect resident interests and prevent small cell
tower installations in such close proximity to homes and schools. For
example:
Petaluma, CA now requiresundergrounding of ancillary
equipment, 1500 ft minimum spacing of the small cells, and
setbacks from residences.
Fairfax, CA passed an urgency ordinance putting a pause on
cell tower installations and requiring setbacks from residences,
schools, etc., and the city is pursuing a high-speed fiber-optic
network.
Mill Valley, CA adopted an urgency ordinance to prohibit cell
towers in residential zones, strengthen permitting requirements,
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set minimum distances and setbacks etc.
Ripon, CA also has a new ordinance that requires setbacks
from schools and residences. Ripon, by the way, is having a cell
tower removed from a school site after a cancer cluster (with at
least 3 teachers and 4 kids affected).
Marin County is updating its ordinance, joined the lawsuit
against the FCC and held a public meeting to discuss 5G in
Marin County.
What can we do?

Residents must speak up now to preserve the health and safety of
our community in Palo Alto. On April 15, City Council will vote on the
Staff-proposed wireless ordinance changes, which would reduce
public input and transparency while doing nothing to address public
concerns.
Contact City Council now (City.Council@cityofpaloalto.org) and
attend the City Council meeting (April 15, evening) to tell them we
need:
1. A more robust set of objective standards that would include
parameters such as setbacks from homes and schools,
requirements for undergrounding, size of equipment, etc.,
informed by an inclusive public process.
2. A short term resident task force to inform standards that better
reflect community concerns and values, with quick turn around
of a resolution to adopt them.
3. Continued ARB review of applications to ensure public scrutiny
and comment on proper application of the standards.
Tina Chow lives in Barron Park and is a Professor of Civil and
Environmental Engineering at UC Berkeley.
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Clerk, City
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Presentation to Fin. Committee Apr 2 and P/S Committee Apr 3
Tuesday, April 2, 2019 4:06:23 PM
190402 Buchanan Presentation Open Communications Fin. and PS Committees April 2 and 3 2019.pdf

I will present the attachment with oral remarks at Open Communications to
Committees above. Thank you.
On behalf on residential leaders in the other RPPs my concerns are twofold:
#1 Many citizens thought that the Waverly/Hamilton garage was on the backburner,
but we now realize that the garage is moving forward competing for funding and staff
resources.
#2 In this context we ask the Finance Committee and Public Services Committee to
place paid parking as a higher priority than capital costs of the garage. Demand for
garage parking can be diminished with paid parking. Construction of a new garage is
an illogical sequence according to paid parking study on file with the Planning
Department. A separate request for public records will be filed tomorrow. The new
search engine on the city website does not easily produce the study conducted
several years ago.
Neilson Buchanan
Bryant Street
Palo Alto, CA 94301

cnsbuchanan@yahoo.com
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Hoel, Jeff (external); Architectural Review Board
Council, City; Planning Commission; Spotwood, Alicia
RE: 04-04-19 ARB Meeting -Thursday, April 4, 2019 8:22:49 AM
image001.png

Hi Jeff,
The item was already listed on the agenda for the ARB to discuss, so there was no need to revise the
agenda and they can discuss it. There is no Brown Act violation since the agenda was posted
correctly and the Brown Act does not address when documentation for items on the agenda have to
be released. As with the Council agendas, when we receive late items that we believe the public and
Council should see before the meeting we will link it to the agenda, just as was done here. Staff
could have waited until today to hand it out as an “at places” item at the meeting, but chose to put it
online in the interest of transparency. I hope this answers your questions.
Thanks and have a great day.
BBeth Minor, City Clerk
City of Palo Alto
250 Hamilton Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301
(650)329-2379

From: Jeff Hoel <jeff_hoel@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 3, 2019 4:57 PM
To: Architectural Review Board <arb@cityofpaloalto.org>
Cc: Hoel, Jeff (external) <jeff_hoel@yahoo.com>; Council, City <city.council@cityofpaloalto.org>;
Planning Commission <Planning.Commission@cityofpaloalto.org>
Subject: 04-04-19 ARB Meeting -ARB Board Members,
At your 04-04-19 meeting,
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/70113
you will be considering, under "Board Member Questions, Comments or Announcements," an item, "Review of
Draft Letter to City Council Regarding Small Cell Telecommunication Facilities."
* When the agenda was first posted (04-01-19) there was no clickable link to anything. But now (04-03-19) there's
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a clickable link to a one-page draft of something, although it doesn't look like a draft of a letter to Council. Please
see my comments below the "######" line (paragraphs in red, beginning with "###".) (What are the rules about
this, I wonder? How does posterity know when certain things on the agenda were made available to the public?
The agenda itself doesn't say it has been "REVISED.")

* Why was the item put under "Board Member Questions, Comments or Announcements," rather than being a "real"
action item? I hope you'll ask staff. For example, if you wanted to supplement the advice you gave on 03-21-19,
could you do that? (Staff might have trouble incorporating that advice into the staff report for Council's 04-15-19
meeting, since that staff report is supposed to be published by tomorrow, 04-04-19. Was that a consideration?)
* I have the impression that one of the purposes of writing a letter to Council was to tell them that you (ARB) think
that having to comply with the FCC 18-133 requirement to adopt objective aesthetic standards for WCFs is not good
for the City, and you wish the City didn't have to do it. If that's what you mean, say it.
Thanks.

Jeff
------------------Jeff Hoel
731 Colorado Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94303
------------------#########################################################################
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/70148
DRAFT STATEMENT FROM THE ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD ON WCF INSTALLATIONS APRIL
4, 2019
The Palo Alto Architectural Board (ARB) has recently reviewed several applications for ‘Small Cell’ Wireless
Communication Facilities (WCF) under the ARB standards. There has been much debate as to whether any of the
proposed WCF projects could be described as "enhancing the living conditions in adjacent residential areas,"
### Quoting City code Section 18.76.020(d)(2)(E).
or "of high aesthetic quality, using high quality, integrated materials and appropriate construction techniques, and
incorporating textures, colors, and other details that are compatible with and enhance the surrounding area."
### Quoting City code Section 18.76.020(d)(3).
### Generally, City code Section 18.76.020(d) is about "findings" that ARB is required to make in order to approve
a project it is reviewing. At its 03-21-19 meeting, ARB discussed the fact that if the City adopts objective aesthetic
standards for WCFs, as FCC 18-133 more or less requires, then those objective aesthetic standards will, in effect, be
used to approve projects, rather than the ARB's findings.
The City is now proposing to adopt new review standards.
### FCC 18-133 is holding a gun to the City's head.
After reviewing the WCF applications, the ARB has concluded that:
1. Antennas concealed by an integrated shroud and mounted at the top of either an existing streetlight or utility pole
are acceptable design solutions.

### What, then, is not acceptable?
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2. Radio and power equipment concealed by a simple, well-designed shroud and mounted at the top of either an
existing street or utility pole are acceptable design solutions.
### What, then, is not acceptable?
3. Radio and power equipment, either exposed or concealed by a shroud, and mounted on the side of an existing
streetlight or utility pole are not adequate design solutions[.]
### What about the radio and power equipment that, along with the antennas, are integrated into the 5G module
proposed by AT&T in the staff report for ARB's 02-18-19 meeting? On packet page 80, PDF page 9, the 5G
module is shown pretty close to the top of the pole.
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69413
But in the staff report for ARB's 03-21-19 (packet page 66, PDF page 29), the 5G module is arguably not so close to
the top of the pole.
http://cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/69895
Equipment mounted on horizontal cables and wires are even less attractive.
### So, I take it, this alternative is not acceptable. In this case, "equipment" includes antennas, right?
4. Radio and power equipment should normally be installed below grade or sufficiently above the ground to be out
of the line-of-sight of pedestrians.
### Is there an objective standard for how high above the ground is out of the line-of-sight of pedestrians"?
### Is there an objective standard for "normally"? What abnormal exceptions are permitted?
5. Radio and power equipment could be located in new, well-designed, appropriately placed, "street furniture" such
as benches and planters. The street furniture should be functional and desirable in the locations in which it is placed.
###  Are there objective standards for "well-designed," "appropriately placed," "functional" and "desirable"?
### Might an applicant chose this option if it didn't want to put radios and power equipment either underground or
sufficiently above the ground? (Or inside the pole?)
As the number of WCF installations increases, small negative visual impacts will be multiplied, resulting in a
significant overall reduction in the aesthetic quality of the streetscape. Telecommunications companies and network
installers have suggested that the City organize a workshop process to identify, or if necessary create, more
acceptable WCF designs. The ARB believes such a process, combined with careful attention to placement of each
WCF, could lead to better results, and that ARB expertise would be helpful in this process.
### How would objective aesthetic standards give "careful attention to the placement of each WCF"?
### Inviting applicants to help write the objective aesthetic standards they have to meet might be asking for
trouble. But who knows?
### At ARB's 03-21-19 meeting, during the public comment period for Item 3 (objective aesthetic standards for
WCFs), Tina Chow also suggested having a workshop, but I don't think she meant the same kind of workshop as the
applicants suggested.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tina Chow
Architectural Review Board
Clerk, City; Planning Commission; Council, City
There are better ways to provide objective standards for small cell towers
Wednesday, April 3, 2019 7:44:06 PM

Dear Architectural Review Board,
Thank you for your continued efforts to preserve the beauty of our city and address resident concerns
related to the review of small cell tower applications.
At the last ARB meeting, the Deputy City Attorney commented that: "As the result of the FCC order, we're
NOT permitted to apply our Architectural Review standards.”
I want to point out that the FCC order does not mean that we cannot have an ARB hearing. It also does not
mean that we have to have a ‘menu' of options. I have talked to the planning departments in multiple other
cities who have addressed this FCC requirement for ‘objective standards’ quite differently. These other
cities have a list of written requirements for design of these small cell towers, including undergrounding of
ancillary equipment, visual screening, size/volume, and noise requirements among other things. They also
have requirements for the placement of these small cell towers, including minimum spacing and setbacks
from residences and schools. The Palo Alto Deputy City Attorney confirmed with me that all of this is
allowed.
The draft letter you are working is a great starting point from which to create written requirements which
would become the objective aesthetic standards. This approach would not limit us to a set of pre-selected
options from a menu, but would provide clear written guidelines and constraints instead. In addition, an
ARB public hearing could then confirm that we are interpreting and applying those standards correctly.
So, why not keep the ARB hearing in addition to having written objective standards as above? If it’s a
tight schedule because of the shot clock, we can certainly manage that with careful planning. Also, without
the ARB, there would be no public hearing, public record, transparency, or meaningful public participation
at all except through formal appeal of a decision to City Council – which is costly for residents and arguably
more time consuming than an ARB hearing. This public process is in place for a reason: to allow for public
discussion and input. Furthermore, wireless providers do realize that they must work in partnership with the
City. For example, at the PTC meeting, the Deputy City Attorney stated that “we’ve been able to get
agreement from carriers so far to extend the shot clock” - this has happened on multiple occasions to extend
deadlines by days, weeks or months.
Please ask City Staff and City Council to reconsider the approach they are taking. Please help create strong
objective standards and maintain our public process, including the ARB review, which actually meet the
needs of our community.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Tina Chow
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Anne Lum
Architectural Review Board; Planning Commission; Council, City
Clerk, City
No cell tower in front of my house!
Saturday, March 30, 2019 5:28:16 PM

I am a resident of Palo Alto at 781 Barron Avenue and I STRONGLY oppose having a cell
towner placed in front of my home.
Do the right thing and stop Verizon and others from invading our city with these dangerous
and ugly things.
Posted by Environmental Health Trust
In October 2018, Dr. Sharon Goldberg gave expert testimony at a Michigan House 5G Small
Cell Tower Legislation hearing where she unequivocally stated:
“Wireless radiation has biological effects, period. This is no longer a subject for debate when
you look at PubMed and the peer-review literature. These effects are seen in all life forms;
plants, animals, insects, microbes. In humans we have clear evidence of cancer now; there is
no question. We have evidence of DNA damage, cardiomyopathy, which is the precursor of
congestive heart failure, neuropsychiatric effects.”
Dr. Sharon Goldberg Testifies at Michigan's 5G Small Cell Tower Legislation Hearing
October 4, 2018

1. They are unnecessary.
Why is Palo Alto rushing to codify in its Wireless Ordinance what so many
cities are suing to keep out of theirs?
City Staff are telling the ARB, the PTC and City Council that Palo Alto risks
being sued by the telecom industry if it doesn’t make these changes. In
fact, the likelihood that a telecom company would sue the City over noncompliance with an FCC order that, first, is the subject of a lawsuit brought
by the largest cities in the United States and that, second, Congress is
seeking to repeal–is zero. So is the likelihood that any Court would agree
to hear such a case.
2. They are not in the best interests of the residents of Palo Alto.
These amendments make it faster, easier and cheaper for telecom
companies to install cell towers right next to our homes.
They eliminate public hearings and review by the Architectural Review
Board, and give Planning Director Lait the sole authority to decide what a
telecom company can install and where they can install it. And we already
know what Mr. Lait thinks is acceptable: Hanging hundreds of pounds of
ugly, noisy, potentially hazardous equipment on utility poles right next to

our homes.
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3. These amendments fly in the face of City Council’s support for repealing the
FCC order.
To quote Mayor Filseth in his letter of February 7, 2019 to Congresswoman
Eshoo: “The deployment of [cell towers] must be done through the usual
public process associated with local government, a process that … needs
no modifications from the FCC. … The FCC’s decision to …restrict our
ability to best determine the needs of our own city represents the FCC’s
failure to listen to local governments across the country.”

Sincerely,

Anne Lum
Barron Avenue
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Chris Robell
Council, City; Shikada, Ed
Planning Commission; Clerk, City; Star-Lack, Sylvia
RPP Resources
Sunday, March 31, 2019 1:38:52 PM
RPP speech notes.docx

Dear City Council Members and City Manager,
Residents in our area of Old Palo Alto near the California Ave tunnel are pleased that the PTC
unanimously voted last week to prioritize our RPP petition request as #1.   I know having spoken
with all Council Members on an individual basis that you too are supportive of parking relief in our
area, and for that residents are grateful.
The concern in our neighborhood, however, is about exactly WHEN permit parking will provided.
At PTC last week, City Staff showed a timeline as follows:
* May: City Council will convene to affirm PTC’s recommendation to work our Old Palo Alto RPP
* May-Aug: Community Outreach / Stakeholder Process & Data Collection
* Sep: New/Expanded RPP District Referred to PTC & Council
* Nov: New District Implemented
….BUT City Staff placed a contingency on the above timeline saying “subject to availability of
resources”.   We understand there is only 1 out of 1500 employees working on RPPs today.
I am writing you to ask that you please direct appropriate resources or obtain additional resources as
needed to address the parking problem in our neighborhood once and for all. Over 90% of
households with a 72% participation rate signed the RPP petition and want this fixed once and for
all. We have been in discussions with the city on this problem for years. It’s also worth noting we
have been and continue to demonstrate flexibility in how to best implement (e.g., open to annex vs.
new RPP, accepting some non-resident permits, accepting city street boundary recommendation,
etc.). We have also offered resources if this is something the city needs help with. Please see
attached for what I shared with the PTC.
As part of the city’s desire for “operational rock solid, high quality, efficient service to residents”
(stated goal on State of the City), please, please let us know exactly if and when this will be taken
care of.   Clear expectations are much appreciated.
Thank you,
Chris Robell
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

William Chrisman
Planning Commission
RPP in Green Acres Palo Alto
Wednesday, March 27, 2019 7:37:49 PM

Dear Planning and Transportation Commission:
I support RPP in Green Acres, Palo Alto.
The proposal for RPP in Green Acres Palo Alto has my full support. Today's
Transportation Commission meeting at 6:00 p.m. conflicted with my job,
so this email is my way of showing support for the proposal for RPP in
Green Acres Palo Alto.
I had hoped to attend your meeting this evening and share public
comments in support of RPP in Green Acres. I live in Green Acres very
close to Henry Gunn. I seen this as a safety issue, fundamentally. The
safety issue flows from overflow parking at Henry Gunn. They park on
residential streets in Green Acres, then walk to campus. This excess
parking clogs residential streets. Also there is excess volume from car
traffic overflow from Henry Gunn. The residential streets of Green Acres
are impacted by so much overflow parking and traffic from Henry Gunn. At
the same time, these streets are used daily by hundreds of student
bicyclists.
In my opinion there is a hectic mix of hundreds of bicyclists and car traffic
on these residential streets, in particular Maybell Avenue, Donald Drive,
Georgia Avenue, and Hubbartt Drive.
For the sake of our student's safety during their commute to and from
Henry Gunn, please do not delay RPP in Green Acres. I encourage you to
put safety ahead of cost concerns in connection with having RPP be
revenue neutral. I have heard that some on the commission are worried
about how much RPP costs the City. Again, from my viewpoint the safety
of Henry Gunn students while they commute to and from school, as well as
four other schools in this close neighborhood, really ought to be the first
priority.
I support Safe-Routes-to-School.
I support Bike-to-School.
RPP in Green Acres has my full support.

Yours Truly,
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William Chrisman, resident of Palo Alto.

