City of Palo Alto

(ID # 9429)

City Council Staff Report
Report Type: Action Items

Meeting Date: 2/4/2019

Summary Title: Appeal of Crown Castle Cluster 2 Wireless Communication
Facilties
Title: PUBLIC HEARING / QUASI-JUDICIAL: Consideration of Appeals of the
Planning and Community Environment Director’s Decisions on Seven Crown
Castle Tier 3 Wireless Communication Facilities Small Cell Nodes (Cluster 2,
University South, File 17PLN-00433) to Conditionally Approve Five Nodes and
Deny Two Nodes; Appealed by Crown Castle and United Neighbors. The
Seven Appealed Tier 3 WCF Permits are in the Public Right of Way Uti lizing
Six Replacement Streetlights and One New Pole Adjacent to the Public
Facilities Zone (City Hall Police Station, 275 Forest); Commercial Downtown
CD-C (P) Zone: 345 Forest; Residential Transition (SOFA) RT-35 Zone: 248
Homer, 190 Channing; and the DHS (SOFA) Zone: 385 Homer, 905 Waverley
(formerly 400 Channing), 845 Ramona. Environmental Assessment: Exempt
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15303 and Public Resources Code 21080.
From: City Manager
Lead Department: Planning and Community Environment
Recommendation
Staff recommends that the City Council conduct a hearing of the appealed Tier 3 Wireless
Communication Facilities (WCF) decisions on application #17PLN-00433 (University South), and
uphold the January 4, 2019 decisions made by the Director of Planning and Community
Environment (Director), by approving the Record of Land Use Action (Attachment A) for:
1. Conditional approval of five WCF nodes on these replacement streetlights:
• Node 25, CPAU Streetlight #23 (near 275 Forest Av);
• Node 27, CPAU Streetlight # 82 (near 248 Homer Av);
• Node 29, CPAU Streetlight # 76 (near 385 Homer Av);
• Node 30, CPAU Streetlight # 86 (near 845 Ramona St); and
• Node 31, CPAU Streetlight # 16 (near 190 Channing Av).
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2. Denial of two WCF nodes on:
• one replacement streetlight, Node 26, CPAU Streetlight # 32 (near 345 Forest Av)
• one new pole structure, Node 28m1 (near 905 Waverley St (AKA 400 Channing Av).

Executive Summary
The Council will conduct a public hearing on the appeals of the Director’s decisions (Attachment
B). The Director approved five ‘small cell’ nodes of the Crown Castle “Cluster 2” University
South proposal (aka file 17PLN-00433) and denied two of the proposed University South nodes.
The appellants are the applicants (Crown Castle), and United Neighbors. These two timely
appeals were submitted January 17 and January 18, 2019, respectively. The applicant appealed
all seven Director’s decisions. United Neighbors appealed the Director’s approval of five WCF
nodes.
The applicant’s appeal (Attachment C) asserts:
• The Director’s decision on all nodes (both denials and conditional approvals) results in a
prohibition of services;
• The Director’s denials do not rest on substantial evidence;
• The Director’s denials serve as a barrier to market entry, in violation of clearly
established federal law; and
• The Director’s denials violate Crown Castle’s Statewide Franchise Rights under Public
Utilities Code Section 7901.
•
The United Neighbors’ appeal (Attachment D) asserts that the City staff’s actions denied the
public a fair timeline and hearing on the design specified in the decisions letter, and asks
Council to:
• overturn the approval decisions for the five WCF nodes,
• ask City staff to (attempt) to extend the tolling agreement to temporarily stop the shot
clock, and
• direct the ARB to review the pole-top mounted ancillary equipment in a public hearing.
The appeal deadline was January 18, 2019, and no other appeals were filed. The Director
approved five small cell nodes proposed for existing streetlights. The Director denied one small
cell node proposed on an existing streetlight and another small cell node proposed on a new
pole where one does not currently exist. The approval conditions for the five approved WCF
nodes require the antenna, cabling, and radio equipment to not be visible; to be concealed and
screened within a custom green painted, cylindrical shroud mounted on top of the replacement
streetlight pole. These approval conditions differ from the applicant’s proposed design, which
place radio equipment in a faux mailbox installed adjacent to the streetlight pole. The applicant
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has asserted – and staff does not dispute – that the conditionally approved design will require
approximately twice as many nodes in total to achieve the same level of coverage.

Background
The appeals, Director’s decisions, plans, public correspondence dating from September 2017 to
the day of the ARB hearing, can be found on this City webpage:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=4120&TargetID=319. The City
Manager’s office also maintains a webpage regarding wireless communication facilities, found
here: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=4120&TargetID=319
Director’s Decisions
On January 4, 2019, the Director of Planning and Community Environment (Director)
conditionally approved five replacement streetlight nodes and denied one replacement
streetlight node and one new pole node referenced under file 17PLN-00433 (University South).
The conditions for approval include a requirement for the antenna, cabling, and radio
equipment to not be visible, and to be concealed and screened within a custom green painted,
cylindrical shroud mounted on top of the replacement streetlight pole. These approval
conditions differ significantly from the applicant’s proposed design, which place radio
equipment in a faux mailbox installed adjacent to the streetlight pole. The ARB had reviewed
Crown Castle’s design for the replacement streetlights and new pole on December 6, 2018.
Images of all seven proposed nodes are shown below, with the adjacent faux mailboxes.
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Crown’s faux mailboxes hid the radio units featured in the below left image. Staff showed the
ARB an image of an installed faux mailbox in Palo Alto (below right image), which was damaged.
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Following staff’s recommendation against the use of faux mailboxes (as detailed in the ARB
staff report), Crown Castle showed the ARB alternative designs for the same equipment
mounted on the sides of the streetlights and within pedestals at the base of the streetlights.
These images are shown below.

The Director’s decision did not support use of either large side-mounted equipment or
placement of the equipment in a pedestal at the base of the poles.
The denied nodes, appealed by the applicant, are Nodes 26 and Node 28m1 as follows:
• Node 26 is CPAU Streetlight # 32 adjacent to 345 Forest Av; and
• Node 28m1, a new pole structure next to 905 Waverley St (formerly 400 Channing Av).
The conditionally approved nodes, appealed by the applicant and United Neighbors, are nodes
25, 27, 29, 30 and 31:
• Node 25, CPAU Streetlight #23 (adjacent to 275 Forest Avenue),
• Node 27, CPAU Streetlight # 82 (adjacent to 248 Homer Avenue),
• Node 29, CPAU Streetlight # 76 (adjacent to 385 Homer Avenue),
• Node 30, CPAU Streetlight # 86 (adjacent to 845 Ramona Street),
• Node 31, CPAU Streetlight # 16 (adjacent to 190 Channing Avenue).
Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) Section 18.42.110
Tier 3 WCF Permit applications are processed in accordance with Palo Alto Municipal Code
(PAMC) section 18.42.110, which sets forth application requirements, standard conditions of
approval and required findings. Tier 3 WCF permit applications are subject to the WCF
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development standards, the Architectural Review findings in PAMC Section 18.76.020, and the
Conditional Use Permit findings in PAMC Section18.76.010. Applications are reviewed and
acted upon by the PCE Director, and subject to appeal to the City Council. While placement on
consent calendar with options for Council action is the standard process, the City’s WCF code
allows appeals to be scheduled as public hearing action items instead of consent calendar given
the limited time for City action under the ‘shot-clock’ calendar.
Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996: Material Inhibition, Significant Coverage Gap, and
Least Intrusive Means
The Telecommunications Act of 1996 recognizes the traditional zoning authority of local
governments, while also precluding local governments from prohibiting, or having the effect of
prohibiting the provision of wireless services. The FCC’s September 2018 Small Cell Order
interprets this law expansively to preclude cities from “materially inhibiting” the provision of
wireless services, including inhibitions on “densifying a wireless network, introducing new
services, or otherwise improving service.” Although it is unclear how the courts will apply this
standard, it undoubtedly provides carriers with broader rights than the Ninth Circuit’s
“significant gap” standard described below.
Prior to issuance of the FCC’s order, the Ninth Circuit had interpreted federal law to mean that
a local government may not deny an application that proposes to (1) close a significant gap in
services using (2) the least intrusive means available. In the Ninth Circuit, the least intrusive
means refers to the technically feasible and potentially available alternative design and location
that most closely conforms to the local values a permit denial would otherwise serve. In other
words, while local governments may enforce local values, they have limited authority to deny
an application where alternative means of providing wireless service are technically infeasible
or otherwise unavailable. Alongside the City of Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan and associated
plans and policies, the Palo Alto Municipal Code (“PAMC”) Section 18.42.110, architectural
review findings in Section 18.76.020(d), and the conditional use permit findings in Section
18.76.010(c) express the local values that guide consideration of a WCF application. Local
governments are not to regulate the specific equipment to be used by an applicant, but may
evaluate how the physical characteristics of a proposal comply with local values concerning
issues like aesthetics, noise, and safety.
Prohibition of Unreasonable Discrimination
The Telecommunications Act also precludes a local agency’s wireless facility siting decisions
from unreasonably discriminating among wireless service providers. The Ninth Circuit has held
that discrimination is unreasonable if a city treats one provider differently from another that is
similarly situated with respect to the structure, placement, or impact of the proposed facilities.
In other words, if the City wishes to impose different requirements on similarly situated
applications, it must be able to explain a reasonable basis for why such differential treatment is
necessary.
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Preemption Regarding Radio Frequency (RF) Emissions
The FCC established comprehensive rules for human exposure to RF emissions (the “FCC
Guidelines”). Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, federal regulations preempt state
and local governments from regulating RF emissions generated by wireless communications
facilities; state and local governments cannot regulate wireless facilities based on
environmental effects from RF emissions to the extent that the emissions comply with the FCC
Guidelines. Although localities cannot establish their own standards for RF exposure, local
officials may require wireless applicants to demonstrate compliance with the FCC Guidelines.
The Director’s decision requires such analysis for each approved node of the Crown Castle
Cluster 2 both before and after installation.
The FCC Shot Clock and Tolling Agreements
WCF permit applications have a unique application process involving a “shot clock” timeline,
whereby a decision on each node must take place within a “reasonable” timeframe. Under the
September 2018 FCC Small Cell Order, the presumptively reasonable timeframe for a small cell
application is 60 days for all applicable permits (including any appeals), unless extended by
mutual agreement. For this application, the City and applicant previously reached a mutual
agreement that the City will take final action on the applications by February 8, 2019.
Master License Agreement (MLA)
Each WCF small cell node utilizing City utility poles or streetlights must comply at all times with
the terms and conditions in the Master License Agreement for Use of City-Controlled Space on
Utility Poles and Streetlight Poles and in Conduits (“MLA”) between the City of Palo Alto and
Crown Castle (formerly NextG Networks) executed on August 15, 2011. A security instrument,
such as a Performance Bond or Letter of Credit, shall be provided in accordance with Section
14.0 of the Master License Agreement prior to encroachment or street work permit issuance.
The City Manager’s Report to Council for the MLA can be found at the following weblink:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/28100.
The
MLA
contains
agreement terms, obligations, prohibitions, and expiration parameters.
CTC Report
The City hired an Independent Consultant, CTC to evaluate the seven nodes. CTC:
• reviewed the application (coverage maps showing the target area and vicinity,
Equipment specifications, RF level analysis, photo simulations);
• conducted a site visit to inspect the proposed locations and vicinity, and to verify the
documentation provided in the applications;
• conducted on-site coverage and capacity tests at and near the proposed locations;
• conducted an independent review of the applications for compliance with FCC
guidelines on Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields;
• examined the area around the proposed sites to seek to identify suitable alternative
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•

locations; and
identified potential site design alternatives that may enhance the aesthetics of the
infrastructure in the City’s judgment.

CTC found:
• The proposed equipment is suitable to meet the purposes set forth by the applications
• Total RF emissions at each site would not exceed FCC guidelines at ground level or at the
antennas’ horizontal planes (after review of RF emissions studies by Jerrold T. Bushberg,
Ph.D. and independent analysis)
• Verizon’s network delivers a strong signal, but throughput levels vary greatly (from onsite testing of Verizon’s current network performance at the seven sites)
• Wireless signal levels are of sufficient amplitude to support the high-speed transfer of
data—but user demand had a clear effect on network throughput
• Alternative designs and configurations for each site may enhance the aesthetics of the
infrastructure.
Public Hearing and Director’s Decisions
The ARB and members of the public discussed Crown Castle Cluster 2 at one formal hearing on
December 6, 2018. The ARB staff report noted staff’s concerns with the proposal for faux
mailboxes as the method to conceal the equipment. The reasons are repeated here:
• Lack of maintenance and hazards to passers-by when damaged (above photo);
• Obstructions to pedestrian flow in general and especially on narrow sidewalks;
• Maintaining clear pedestrian and vehicle sight lines at intersection street corners,
including at least a minimum of three foot horizontal clearance distance from corners to
address visibility, safety, and intersection operational considerations;
• Maintaining the minimum horizontal clearance requirements for both ADA and at least
1.5 feet horizontal clearance from curblines for safety (which is important for the
operation of bicycle lanes, red curb zones, on-street parking spaces, etc.);
• Cabinets are oversized relative to the volume of wireless equipment;
• Maintaining clear access to residential front doors/courtyards and commercial front
doors; and
• Overall increase in visual elements in the right of way and aesthetic clutter at ground
level.
The ARB staff report also noted designs incorporating the concealment of equipment in a
shroud underneath a proposed streetlight antenna such as shown in AT&T’s Preliminary
Architectural Review application (17PLN-00398) and Crown’s pole mounted equipment on
decorative streetlights in Palo Alto and in other cities.
The ARB recommended the antennas as proposed on top of proposed replacement streetlight
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poles and one new pole for all of the proposed Cluster 2 nodes, but did not recommend
approval of the faux mailbox radio/equipment enclosures. The ARB instead recommended that
all radio equipment be placed underground or otherwise be concealed entirely in existing
infrastructure. The ARB did not support the applicant’s alternative radio enclosure options
(pedestal and mounted to the face of the streetlight poles). Links to the December 6, 2018 ARB
staff report, video and minutes are provided below:
• Report: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/68005
• Video: https://midpenmedia.org/architectural-review-board-74-1262018/
• Draft Minutes: https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/68417
In addition, excerpted minutes of the ARB’s hearing of Crown Castle Cluster 2 are provided as
Attachment H to this report.
The Director approved five small cell nodes with detailed conditions of approval on January 4,
2019 (Attachment B). The Director did not incorporate the ARB’s recommendation that radio
equipment be placed underground or otherwise be concealed within existing infrastructure, as
staff did not find such conditions would be feasible. Instead, the Director required that the
radios be placed at the top of the streetlight poles within a shroud with approximately the
same diameter as the proposed antenna. In addition, the Director denied two nodes because
the pole-top design would be aesthetically incompatible with the immediate surroundings at
those sites and additionally because one of the sites would require an entirely new pole to be
installed. These decisions were based on the review of all information contained within the
project file, all public comments received prior to the decision, and the review of the proposal
in comparison to applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, as well as zoning and other
municipal code requirements.
Appeal Process
Under PAMC Section 18.42.110(h)(1), the Director's decision on a Tier 3 wireless application
shall be appealable directly to the City Council. An appeal may be set for hearing before the City
Council or may be placed on the Council's consent calendar, pursuant to the process for appeal
of architectural review. Given the short timeframe provided for City review of this application,
staff has scheduled the appeal for a hearing rather than placing it first on the Council’s consent
calendar. At the hearing, the City Council will be asked to receive public testimony and to
uphold, modify or reverse the Director’s decisions on the WCF nodes.

Discussion
Side Mounted Equipment
Nearly three weeks after the December 6, 2018 ARB hearing, prior to the January 4, 2019
decisions, the applicant provided additional images of side-mounted equipment, shown below:
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Staff does not support the side-mounted equipment as a solution for concealment.
Vaulting
The City’s consultant, CTC, provided an image of vaulting in the attached report (Attachment G)
and excerpted below showing that an underground vault for Crown Castle radio sizes would
need to be at least 3 feet (W) x 6 feet (L) x 3 feet (D) and would need to include space for
drainage and cooling.

The CTC report noted construction challenges, given existing infrastructure in the vicinity,
including that the vault:
• must be located within 90 feet of the antenna due to signal loss limitations in the coaxial
cable connecting radios to antenna,
• distance from the pole could not exceed 70 feet (for a 20-foot-tall pole);
• must be placed no closer than 5 feet from a utility pole (per CPAU);
• cannot be installed in the path of lateral storm drains, water or sewer lines, or other
existing utility infrastructure (e.g., electric, telephone, CATV);
• could require the applicant to pay for rerouting of existing (conflicting) utilities at a site;

City of Palo Alto

Page 10

•

construction would need to comply with the City’s requirements related to the removal
or endangerment of protected trees.

Staff concur with CTC’s analysis that vaulting of the radio equipment would be extremely
challenging and likely not feasible.
Pole-top Mounted Equipment
The applicant did not provide the City any images of equipment mounted at the tops of the
streetlights. The City’s consultant, CTC, had provided drawn images of smaller sized radio
equipment mounted at the tops of streetlights (Attachment G) and the City has received
preliminary plans from another applicant, AT&T, that show a streetlight pole-top configuration.
The applicant has asserted, and staff concurs, that use of a pole-top configuration would result
in a greater number of nodes (approximately twice as many locations) for the same amount of
coverage. Thus, if the Council affirms the Director’s decision to require a pole-top design, the
City should be prepared to approve applications for additional nodes.
An example of a streetlight top-mounted WCF node (proposed by AT&T) is shown below:

Visual Simulation Excerpted from AT&T’s Preliminary Application 17PLN-00398
The map below is excerpted from a presentation by Crown Castle to City staff demonstrating
the additional nodes that would be required using a pole-top design.
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Summary of Appeals
Applicant’s Appeal
The applicant’s appeal (Attachment C) asserts, in summary that:
• The Director’s denials do not rest on substantial evidence;
• The Director’s denials serve as a barrier to market entry, in violation of clearly
established federal law; and
• The Director’s denials violate Crown Castle’s Statewide Franchise Rights under Public
Utilities Code Section 7901.
• The Director’s decisions, including conditional approvals, results in a prohibition of
services;
Staff disputes each of these assertions. There is substantial evidence in the record, including
the City’s experience with faux mailbox cabinets, that additional ground-mounted cabinets are
not compatible in the downtown environment. The conditionally approved design eliminates
the need for faux mailboxes and minimizes the visual impact of the facilities. The evidence in
the record also supports the Director’s finding that even the pole-top design at 345 Forest
Avenue would interfere with views of a listed historic resource. While the ARB approved an
antenna-only extension to the streetlight at this location, the record also indicates concern that
a larger pole-top or pole-mounted assembly would not be recommended. In addition, the new
pole proposed for 905 Waverley St/400 Channing Av would present many of the same issues as
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new ground-mounted cabinets. Moreover, the record indicates that the applicant expects the
City to assume responsibility for the new pole and any associated streetlight, which the City’s
Utilities and Public Works departments have disavowed. There are numerous nearby
streetlights structures that could serve as alternative locations. The denials are also consistent
with federal law governing the City’s ability to reasonbly discriminate among applications that
are not similarly situated and state law regarding the City’s authority to regulate aesthetic
impacts in the right of way. Notably, the latter issue is currently being litigated before the
California Supreme Court.
The conditioned pole-top design does not result in a prohibition of services, even if, as the
applicant asserts, this design would result in less coverage with the currently proposed nodes.
The Director’s decision expressly invites the applicant to apply for any additional nodes
necessary to achieve its coverage objectives. There are numerous additional sites available to
the applicant within the City’s jurisdiction to make such an alternative configuration feasible.
As of the publication of this report, the applicant has not provided any evidence that it would
be infeasible to pursue this design with a greater number of nodes. As noted above, Council
approval of the conditioned pole-top design on appeal would also indicate the City’s openness
to a greater number of overall nodes.
United Neighbors’ Appeal
The United Neighbors’ appeal (Attachment D) asserts that the City staff’s actions denied the
public to a fair and timeline hearing on the design specified in the decisions letter, and asks
Council to:
•
•
•

overturn the approval decisions for the five WCF nodes,
ask City staff to (attempt) to extend the tolling agreement to temporarily stop the shot
clock, and
direct the ARB to review the pole-top mounted ancillary equipment in a public hearing.

The City is tasked with making decisions on Tier 3 wireless node projects within a restricted
timeline known as the ‘shot clock’ where a decision is due in short order. For Crown Castle
Cluster 2, the shot clock end date (February 8, 2019) includes Council action on the application.
Any extension of this shot clock for additional ARB review would require the applicant’s
agreement. If the City fails to act within the shot clock timeframe and the applicant does not
agree to an extension, under state law (AB 57), an applicant may assert that the application is
deemed approved. The City would then need to initiate litigation to seek additional time.

Policy Considerations
FCC’s September 2018 Small Cell Order
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The FCC recently adopted an Order that will require a 60 day turnaround on these types of
projects going forward. Although many municipalities have filed challenges to this order, this
litigation could take a year to resolve and the federal courts recently denied an application to
stay the new FCC regulations.
Staff are preparing an update to the City’s wireless code, partially in response to the FCC’s
order. One of the goals of the code update will be to create a “menu” of designs that can take
advantage of a streamlined review process. This would relieve the at-times overwhelming
burden of small cell wireless applications on City resources, while retaining an appeal process
before the City Council. This approach has been adopted by some jurisdictions, such as
Huntington Beach, and will likely be necessary to even approach the 60-day timeframe imposed
by the FCC.
The City Council’s action on this appeal may inform staff’s development of designs to be
included in a streamlined review.

Resource Impact
Tier 3 WCF Permit applications are Cost Recovery applications – the City charges the applicant
for the staff time necessary for reports and presentations to Council.

Timeline
The existing shot clock agreement requires Council review and action before February 8, 2019
and a decision on encroachment permits and streetwork permits (which were concurrently filed
with the Tier 3 WCF permit applications). For Council actions other than approval or denial, a
shot clock extension would be required; as noted, the applicant cannot be compelled to sign a
shot clock extension agreement.

Alternative Action
The Council may also approve the application with modified findings and/or approval
conditions.

Environmental Review
The decisions to deny the two (2) WCF nodes are exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) per Public Resources Code Section 21080.b(5). All nodes were analyzed in
accordance with the authority and criteria contained in the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines, and the environmental regulations of the City. The decisions
to conditionally approve five WCF small cell nodes are Categorically Exempt under CEQA Class
3, Guidelines Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures), in that the
projects propose to install small cell wireless communication equipment in small structures that
can be attached to replacement streetlights.
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Attachments:
Attachment A: Draft Record of Land Use Action (DOCX)
Attachment B: Director's Decisions Letter (dated January 4, 2019)
(PDF)
Attachment C: Applicant's Appeal (Crown Castle) (PDF)
Attachment D: Appeal of Five Nodes (United Neighbors) (PDF)
Attachment E: Applicant Project Description (received November 2, 2018)
(PDF)
Attachment F: Project Plans (received November 19, 2018)
(DOCX)
Attachment G: CTC Report (dated December 6, 2018)
(PDF)
Attachment H: Excerpt Minutes ARB 12-6-18 Crown Cluster 2 Wireless (DOCX)
Attachment I: Public Letters to Council
(PDF)
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ACTION NO. _______:
DRAFT RECORD OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PALO ALTO LAND USE
ACTION CROWN CASTLE CLUSTER 2 WIRELESS COMMUNICATION
FACILITY [FILE 17PLN-00433]
On _____, 2019, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing, and after considering all of the
evidence presented, denied the two (2) appeals (19-AP-01 & 19-AP-02) and upheld the Planning and
Community Environment (PCE) Director’s January 4, 2019 decisions to conditionally approve five nodes
and deny two nodes of the Tier 3 Wireless Communication Facility (WCF) Permit Applications (File
17PLN-00433), making the following findings, determination and declarations:
SECTION 1. Background.
A. On December 4, 2017, Sure Site on behalf of Crown Castle filed Tier 3 WCF Permit Applications under
the application file number 17PLN-00433. The proposed WCF nodes were grouped together into a
cluster for processing to allow coordinated City review and transparency to members of the public
about what is proposed in their neighborhoods. This group of applications was referred to as “Crown
Castle Cluster 2.” Cluster 2 was comprised of seven (7) WCF small cell nodes in the public right of way to
be leased by Verizon in the University South neighborhood. Six (6) WCF nodes were proposed on
existing streetlights and were of a project type anticipated by the Master License Agreement. One (1)
WCF node was proposed on one new pole and was submitted under provision in Section 12.16.050 of
the Palo Alto Municipal Code regarding underground utility districts. The proposed WCF nodes under
consideration were as follows:
• Node 25, CPAU Streetlight #23 (adjacent to 275 Forest Avenue)
• Node 26, CPAU Streetlight # 32 (adjacent to 345 Forest Avenue)
• Node 27, CPAU Streetlight # 82 (adjacent to 248 Homer Avenue)
• Node 28m1, New Pole Structure (adjacent to 905 Waverley Street (AKA 400 Channing Avenue)).
• Node 29, CPAU Streetlight # 76 (adjacent to 385 Homer Avenue)
• Node 30, CPAU Streetlight # 86 (adjacent to 845 Ramona Street (West corner of Channing
Avenue and Bryant Street))
• Node 31, CPAU Streetlight # 16 (adjacent to 190 Channing Avenue).
Node 26 (near 245 Forest Av, a Category 2 historic resource) was proposed instead of the previously
proposed new pole (Node 26m1 near 332 Forest Av reviewed as part of the Preliminary Architectural
Review application). Node 28m1 (near “400 Channing”, now addressed as 905 Waverley) was proposed
instead of Node 28 (near 370 Channing Av, considered in the Preliminary Architectural Review
application).
B. The Director of Planning and Community Environment (Director) conditionally approved five WCF
nodes and denied two WCF nodes following review by the Architectural Review Board on December 6,
2018. The action is contained in the CMR #9429. Notices of the Director’s decisions were mailed to
residents and owners regarding the January 4, 2019 decisions.
The PCE Director conditionally approved Tier 3 Wireless Communication Facilities permits for five (5)
WCF nodes on streetlights in the public right of way as follows:
• Node 25, CPAU Streetlight #23 (adjacent to 275 Forest Avenue)
• Node 27, CPAU Streetlight # 82 (adjacent to 248 Homer Avenue)

•
•
•

Node 29, CPAU Streetlight # 76 (adjacent to 385 Homer Avenue)
Node 30, CPAU Streetlight # 86 (adjacent to 845 Ramona Street (West corner of Channing
Avenue and Bryant Street))
Node 31, CPAU Streetlight # 16 (adjacent to 190 Channing Avenue).

The PCE Director denied Tier 3 Wireless Communication Facilities permits for one (1) WCF node on a
streetlight and one (1) WCF node new pole structure in the public right of way as follows
• Node 26, CPAU Streetlight # 32 (adjacent to 345 Forest Avenue)
• Node 28m1, New Pole Structure (adjacent to 905 Waverley Street (AKA 400 Channing Avenue)).
C. Within the prescribed timeframe, two (2) appeals of the Director’s decisions were filed for the
following nodes:
• 19‐AP‐01, Crown Castle, All Seven (7) Nodes (two denials and five conditional approvals)
• 19‐AP‐02, United Neighbors, Five (5) Nodes (all five conditional approvals)
D. On ___, 2019, the City Council held a duly noticed public hearing on the appeals, at which evidence
was presented and all persons were afforded an opportunity to be heard in accordance with the Palo
Alto Municipal Code and the Council’s Policies and Procedures.
SECTION 2. Environmental Review.
The decisions to deny the two (2) WCF nodes are exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) per Public Resources Code Section 21080.b(5). The decisions to conditionally approve five (5)
WCF small cell nodes are Categorically Exempt under CEQA Class 3, Guidelines Section 15303; the
project, as conditioned, proposes to install small cell wireless communication equipment in small
structures that can be attached to streetlights. The exceptions to the use of this Categorical Exemption
are not applicable for the following reasons: as conditioned, the antennas, cabling, radio and associated
equipment would be enclosed, camouflaged, concealed, and screened through integrated design with
the streetlights; other small cell and DAS facilities, both existing and proposed, are not in the same
locations as the five (5) WCF nodes, and cumulative impacts will not be significant.
SECTION 3. Approval Findings.
According to PAMC Section 18.42.110(h)(2), the Director or Council on appeal shall grant a Tier 3
Wireless Communication Facility (WCF) permit provided the proposed WCF complies with the
development standards in PAMC Section 18.42.110(i), the conditions of approval in Section 18.42.110(j),
and that all of the architectural review findings in Section 18.76.020(d) and the conditional use permit
findings in PAMC Section 18.76.010(c) can be made. Conversely, PAMC Section 18.42.110(h)(3) provides
that the Director, or Council on appeal, shall deny a Tier 3 WCF Permit if the findings above cannot be
made. These requirements are intended to ensure that wireless communications facilities blend with
their existing surroundings and do not negatively impact the environment, historic properties, or public
safety.

These Director’s decisions for conditional approval for five (5) WCF nodes (Node 25, Node 27, Node 29,
Node 30, and Node 31) are granted based upon adherence to the process required by Palo Alto
Municipal Code (PAMC) Section 18.42.110(c)(3) and Section 18.42.110(h). As modified by the conditions
of approval, the five (5) WCF nodes comply with PAMC 18.42.110(i) Development Standards, comply
with PAMC 18.42.110(j) Conditions of Approval, and the Architectural Review Findings in PAMC Section
18.76.020(d) and the Conditional Use Permit Findings in PAMC Section 18.76.010(c) can be made for the
project.
A. Tier 3 WCF Permit Development Standards PAMC 18.42.110(i)
As conditioned, each of the five (5) conditionally approved WCF nodes complies with the Development
Standards in PAMC Section 18.42.110(i)(1) through (11) because:
1.

Shall utilize the smallest footprint possible. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes employ a design
that addresses aesthetic considerations and uses the smallest possible footprint in the public rightof-way and on the replacement streetlight pole. By contrast, the applicant proposed design
without conditions includes a faux mailbox with a much larger footprint in the public right-of-way,
which is inconsistent with this development standard.

2.

Shall be designed to minimize the overall height, mass, and size of the cabinet and enclosure
structure. The conditionally approved design option meets the development standard PAMC
Section 18.42.110(i)(2) by utilizing the custom green painted decorative scalloped replacement
streetlight pole that is no higher than the existing pole, a custom green painted shroud, cabling
enclosed within the replacement pole, and the antenna and radio equipment mounted at the top
of the pole. Light masts would be incorporated at their current height, orientation, and color
temperature so that existing photometric conditions would not be influenced by the node. The
conditionally approved design option would minimize height to the extent feasible to incorporate
the antenna and radio equipment at the top of the replacement streetlight pole and still allow the
antennas to remain at a height necessary for effective transmission. Height was also minimized by
ensuring that replacement streetlight poles match the height of the existing pole, instead of use of
a taller pole. This conditionally approved design option minimizes the overall footprint for each
node, including trenching. It also minimizes the overall mass and size of all equipment enclosures.
The conditionally approved design was selected for its superior concealment and integration with
the replacement streetlight pole design. By contrast, the applicant proposed design utilized a faux
mailbox to enclose the radio equipment in proximity to the replacement streetlight pole. The faux
mailbox was shown to be oversized relative to the minimum mass and size necessary to enclose
the equipment and, therefore, would not meet the development standard PAMC Section
18.42.110(i)(2).

3.

Shall be screened from public view. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes employ a design option
that encloses and therefore screens each new node through its incorporation into a streetlight
pole location that is already visually anticipated, functioning, and serving in the public right-ofway.

4.

Shall be architecturally compatible with the existing site. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes
employ a custom aluminum green painted decorative scalloped replacement streetlight pole that
is consistent with the existing design guidelines produced by the Public Works Department and is
of a design that is already deployed in the public right-of-way elsewhere in the downtown area.
The conditionally approved design option does not include new ground mounted equipment
necessary for the public to see and navigate at ground level in a district where the City has
undergrounded utilities at great expense.

5.

Shall be placed at a location that would not require the removal of any required landscaping or
would reduce the quantity of landscaping to a level of noncompliance with the Zoning Code. As
conditioned, each new WCF node is incorporated into a streetlight pole location that is already
visually anticipated, functioning, and serving in the public right-of-way. No significant landscaping
or parkway planting will be disturbed or lost and there is no need to disturb landscaping to place
ground-mounted equipment.

6.

An antenna, base station, or tower shall be designed to minimize its visibility from off-site locations
and shall be of a "camouflaged" or "stealth" design, including concealment, screening, and other
techniques to hide or blend the antenna, base station, or tower into the surrounding area. As
conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes employ a custom aluminum green painted decorative
scalloped replacement streetlight pole that is consistent with the existing design guidelines
produced by the Public Works Department and is of a design that is already deployed in the public
right-of-way elsewhere in the downtown area. The conditionally approved design option does not
include new ground mounted equipment necessary for the public to see and navigate at ground
level in a district where the City has undergrounded utilities at great expense.

7.

A building-mounted antenna, base station, or tower shall be architecturally compatible with the
existing building on which the antenna, base station, or tower is attached. The five (5) WCF nodes
are not building mounted or attached to a building and, therefore, this provision does not apply to
the subject applications.

8.

For any Tier 2 or Tier 3 WCF proposed to be attached on an historic structure/site, as designated by
Chapter 16.49, historic review shall also be required. The five (5) WCF nodes are not proposed to
be attached to a historic structure/site and are all in the public right-of-way. Therefore, this
provision does not apply to the subject applications.

9.

Except as otherwise permitted by the Spectrum Act, a building-mounted WCF may extend fifteen
(15) feet beyond the permitted height of the building in the zone district. The five (5) WCF nodes
are not building mounted and, therefore, this provision does not apply to the subject application.

10. Except as otherwise permitted by the Spectrum Act, a tower or other stand-alone Tier 3 WCF
Project shall not exceed sixty-five (65) feet in height. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes will
not extend beyond sixty-five (65) feet in height and, therefore, this provision does not apply to the
subject application. Height is minimized to the extent feasible to incorporate the antenna and
radio equipment at the top of the replacement streetlight pole.

11. A tower or other stand-alone Tier 3 WCF may encroach into the interior/street side and rear
setback. This provision does not apply to the subject application. The five (5) WCF nodes are all
located in the public right-of-way, and, therefore, this provision does not apply to the subject
application.
B. Tier 3 WCF Permit Conditions of Approval PAMC 18.42.110(j)
Each of the five (5) conditionally approved WCF nodes complies with PAMC Section 18.42.110(j)
because the referenced Wireless Communication Facility standard conditions of approval are
incorporated into the specific conditions of approval for these nodes.
C. Architectural Review Findings PAMC Section 18.76.020(d)
All of the architectural review findings in PAMC Section 18.76.020(d) can be made for each of the five
(5) conditionally approved WCF nodes because:
1. The design is consistent with applicable provisions of the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan, Zoning Code,
coordinated area plans (including compatibility requirements), and any relevant design guides. As
conditioned, the proposed project complies with applicable local regulations for WCF’s, specifically
the development standards in PAMC 18.42.110(i). As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes employ a
custom green painted decorative scalloped replacement streetlight pole that is consistent with the
existing design guidelines produced by the Public Works Department and is of a design that is
already deployed in the public right-of-way elsewhere in the downtown area. There are several
policies in the City’s Comprehensive Plan that relate to preserving the character and enjoyment of
residential, commercial, and mixed use neighborhoods and wireless communication facilities are not
precluded from locating in these districts. The City’s Municipal Code provides a process to permit
WCF’s that blend with their existing surroundings and do not negatively impact the environment,
historic properties, or public safety. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes employ a design that
addresses aesthetic considerations and minimizes the footprint in the public right-of-way and on the
replacement streetlight pole. None of the five (5) WCF nodes are located on a historic resource and,
as conditioned, each has been designed to blend in with the surrounding neighborhood to the
greatest extent feasible. The Comprehensive Plan includes Program L9.11.2, which provides that the
City identifies City-owned properties where combinations of wireless facilities can be co-located,
assuming appropriate lease agreements are in place. The five (5) WCF nodes are subject to an
approved Master License Agreement (MLA) between the City of Palo Alto and Crown Castle
(formerly NextG Networks) executed on August 15, 2011. Based on the foregoing and information
contained in the administrative record, each of the five (5) WCF nodes complies with this finding. By
contrast, the applicant proposed design (without conditions) utilizes a faux mailbox in the public
right-of-way that would be inconsistent with some of the City’s Comprehensive Plan goals and
policies. As examples:
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-4/POLICY L-4.7/Policy L-4.8 (maintaining and enhancing the
downtown area that promotes quality design that recognizes the regional and historic
importance of the area, reinforces its pedestrian character, and that is inviting to pedestrians
and bicyclists),
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-6/POLICY L-6.4 (encourage the design of new development to
maintain and support existing historic character),

•
•

•

Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-7/POLICY L-7.1 (encourage upkeep and preservation of historic
buildings, sites, and districts),
Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-9/POLICY L-9.3/POLICY L-9.4/POLICY L-9.5/POLICY L9.10/PROGRAM L9.10.2 (attractive, inviting public spaces and streets that enhance the image
and character of the City, treating residential streets a public ways and neighborhood amenities,
promote walking and “active transportation,” and preserve and enhance publicly accessible,
shared outdoor gathering spaces within walking and biking distance of residential
neighborhoods, design utility structures to meet high-quality design standards and embrace
technological advances, encourage the use of compact and well-designed utility elements such
as telecommunications infrastructure and place these elements in locations that will minimize
their visual intrusion), and
Comprehensive Plan GOAL T-6 (providing a safe environment for motorists, pedestrians, and
bicyclists) policies.

2. The project has a unified and coherent design, that:
A. Creates an internal sense of order and desirable environment for occupants, visitors, and the
general community. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes employ a design option that
encloses and therefore screens each new node through its incorporation into a streetlight pole
location that is already visually anticipated, functioning, and serving in the public right-of-way.
The five (5) WCF nodes employ a custom green painted decorative scalloped replacement
streetlight pole that is consistent with the existing design guidelines produced by the Public
Works Department and is of a design that is already deployed in the public right-of-way
elsewhere in the downtown area. The five (5) WCFs are located on streetlights distributed
throughout portions of the City and are not intended to be occupied or visited structures. As
conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes do not place additional ground-mounted cabinets in the
public right-of-way as the applicant proposed, which would add visual clutter, and create other
adverse public health and safety impacts on the downtown environment.
B. Preserves, respects and integrates existing natural features that contribute positively to the site
and the historic character including historic resources of the area when relevant. As conditioned,
the five (5) WCF nodes employ a design option that utilizes the locations of existing streetlights
and do not disturb existing natural features. The WCF nodes are not proposed to be attached to
a historic structure/site and are all in the public right-of-way.
C. Is consistent with context based design criteria of the applicable zone district. There are context
based design criteria in some of the zoning districts where some of the nodes are located,
however, these standards typically relate to building mass, façade treatment, entries, open
space, site planning, parking and related matters that are not related to the subject small cell
nodes. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes employ a custom green painted aluminum
decorative scalloped replacement streetlight pole that is consistent with the existing design
guidelines produced by the Public Works Department and is of a design that is already deployed
in the public right-of-way elsewhere in the downtown area.

D. Provides harmonious transitions in scale, mass and character to adjacent land uses and land use
designations. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes are designed to blend in with the existing
environment by not having any new ground-mounted equipment and by using a custom
decorative replacement streetlight pole. The five (5) WCF nodes would not impact the scale,
mass or character of adjacent land uses.
E. Enhances living conditions on the site (if it includes residential uses) and in adjacent residential
areas. The proposed project does not include residential uses. Placement of the five (5) WCF
nodes on replacement streetlight poles does not disrupt living conditions in adjacent residential,
commercial, and mixed-use neighborhoods, as the WCF nodes were planned to comply with
Federal Communication Commission (FCC) requirements and are required to submit updated
FCC compliance studies prior to the issuance of streetwork and encroachment permits. Some
residents may benefit from improved wireless coverage.
3. The design is 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. The five (5) WCF nodes necessarily by design and function must
be integrated and employ appropriate construction techniques. The proposed materials and colors
have been reviewed and, as conditioned, determined appropriate for the utility use planned for with
the proposed WCFs. As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes employ a custom green painted
decorative scalloped replacement streetlight pole that is consistent with the existing design
guidelines produced by the Public Works Department and is of a design that is already deployed in
the public right-of-way elsewhere in the downtown area.
4. The design is functional, allowing for ease and safety of pedestrian and bicycle traffic and providing
for elements that support the building's necessary operations (e.g. convenient vehicle access to
property and utilities, appropriate arrangement and amount of open space and integrated signage,
if applicable, etc.). As conditioned, the five (5) WCF nodes have been designed in compliance with
local, state and federal safety standards, construction techniques and clearances required to allow
for the ease and safety of pedestrian and bicycle traffic. The conditionally approved design option
does not include new ground mounted equipment necessary for the public to see and navigate at
ground level. The conditionally approved design option will comply with all horizontal and vertical
clearance requirements, including by not having any new equipment within 1.5 feet of curblines.
The design is functional for its intended use and includes components necessary for its operation
and screening. By contrast, the applicant proposed design includes ground mounted equipment that
conflicts with the ease and safety of pedestrian and bicycle traffic.
5. The landscape design complements and enhances the building design and its surroundings, is
appropriate to the site's functions, and utilizes to the extent practical, regional indigenous drought
resistant plant material capable of providing desirable habitat that can be appropriately maintained.
The five (5) WCF nodes employ a custom green painted decorative scalloped replacement streetlight
pole at existing streetlight pole locations and do not incorporate any landscaping.
6. The project incorporates design principles that achieve sustainability in areas related to energy
efficiency, water conservation, building materials, landscaping, and site planning. The five (5) WCF
nodes draw energy from the City’s utility service, require no water, and are designed with material
appropriate to the proposed utility use.

D. Conditional Use Permit Findings PAMC Section 18.76.010(c)
All of the conditional use permit findings in PAMC Section 18.76.010(c) can be made for each of the five
(5) conditionally approved WCF nodes because:
(1) The project will not be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity, and will
not be detrimental to the public health, safety, general welfare, or convenience. As conditioned, the
project involves the construction of five (5) WCF nodes to provide wireless communications service
in certain coverage areas of the City. The federal government has preempted local jurisdictions from
denying projects based on electromagnetic radiation generated by WCFs. However, local
governments can impose conditions to verify compliance with federal thresholds, which has been
incorporated into this approval. As conditioned, the antenna, cabling, and radio equipment will not
be visible and shall be concealed and screened within a single custom green painted, cylindrical
shroud that is mounted on and integrated into the top of the replacement streetlight poles. The five
(5) WCF nodes would provide a range of communication services to Palo Alto residents and visitors.
The WCF nodes are consistent with this service objective and are placed in a manner that is
designed to blend in with the environment to the extent feasible. The custom aluminum decorative
replacement streetlight poles were evaluated and determined to be capable of supporting the
increased weight from the antenna, cabling, and shroud. As conditioned, the applicant shall submit
updated structural calculations; all sites shall include streetlight pole loading calculations for the
conditionally approved design option. The antenna and equipment at each WCF node shall be
placed at an appropriate height and will not interfere with motorists, pedestrians or cyclists.
Because the conditionally approved design does not place new ground-mounted equipment in the
public right-of-way, it does not have detrimental impacts on multi-modal travel in the downtown
area where the City has undergrounded utilities at great expense. Based on the foregoing and other
information contained in the administrative record, it is found that the five (5) WCF nodes will not
be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity or to public health, safety,
general welfare or convenience.
(2) The project is located and conducted in a manner in accord with the Palo Alto Comprehensive Plan
and the purposes of this title (Zoning). Wireless Communication Facilities are permitted uses in
residential, commercial, and mixed use neighborhoods. The City’s Municipal Code provides a
process to permit WCF’s that blend with their existing surroundings and do not negatively impact
the environment, historic properties, or public safety. None of the five (5) WCF nodes are located on
a historic resource and, as conditioned, each has been designed to blend in with the surrounding
neighborhood to the extent feasible. The proposed facilities are to be located on streetlight poles
that typically have equipment cables and power internal to their structure. The Comprehensive Plan
includes Program L9.11.2, which provides that the City identifies City-owned properties where
combinations of wireless facilities can be co-located, assuming appropriate lease agreements are in
place. The five (5) WCF nodes are subject to an approved Master License Agreement (MLA) between
the City of Palo Alto and Crown Castle (formerly NextG Networks) executed on August 15, 2011..
Based on the foregoing and information contained in the administrative record, each of the five (5)
WCF nodes is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the purposes of zoning.

SECTION 4. CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR NODE 25, NODE 27, NODE 29, NODE 30, AND NODE 31
Planning Division
1.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPROVED PLANS. Each of the five (5) WCF nodes shall be built in
compliance with the approved plans and associated application materials on file with the
Planning Division for 17PLN-00433, except as modified by these conditions of approval. The
aforementioned plans and application materials include:
a.
Project Description, received November 2, 2018, including in regard to coverage
and capacity information and azimuth direction.
b.
Project Plans, titled “PALO ALTO STREET LIGHT NODES,” received November 19,
2018 for the following nodes:
• Node 25, CPAU Streetlight #23 (adjacent to 275 Forest Avenue)
• Node 27, CPAU Streetlight # 82 (adjacent to 248 Homer Avenue)
• Node 29, CPAU Streetlight # 76 (adjacent to 385 Homer Avenue)
• Node 30, CPAU Streetlight # 86 (adjacent to 845 Ramona Street (West
corner of Channing Avenue and Bryant Street))
• Node 31, CPAU Streetlight # 16 (adjacent to 190 Channing Avenue).

2.

NODE ALTERNATES. This approval does not include approval of any WCF node alternates
previously discussed during Preliminary Architectural Review 17PLN-00193 or others discussed
during the review process for 17PLN-00433, specifically Node 26m1 near 332 Forest Avenue and
Node 28 near 370 Channing Avenue.

3.

NODES EXCLUDED. This approval does not include approval of other WCF nodes discussed
during the review process for 17PLN-00433, specifically Node 26 adjacent to 345 Forest Avenue
and Node 28m1 adjacent to 905 Waverley Street (formerly 400 Channing Avenue).

4.

ADDITIONAL EQUIPMENT EXCLUDED. This approval does not contain battery back-up units,
associated heat exchangers, or other equipment to provide functionality beyond what was
reviewed in 17PLN-00433. The conditionally approved design option is considered the WCF
concealment/camouflage for purposes of the Spectrum Act, and additional equipment shall not
be installed at any node without application for the appropriate WCF permit, consistent with
PAMC Section 18.42.110(c).

5.

AMENITY TREES FOR ADDITIONAL SCREENING. Amenity trees are not required as a condition of
approval of the five (5) WCF nodes, although provision of street trees or amenity trees is not
prohibited if they meet horizontal clearance and sight visibility requirements.

6.

LIGHTING. The height and orientation of illumination, photometrics and color temperature
employed by the light masts shall remain the same as in existing conditions.

7.

CUSTOM DECORATIVE DESIGN FOR REPLACEMENT STREETLIGHT POLE. The WCFs shall use the
custom aluminum green painted decorative scalloped replacement streetlight pole that is
consistent with the existing design guidelines produced by the Public Works Department and is
the same design as those already deployed in the public right-of-way as part of the approval for
Crown Castle Downtown Wireless Project (15PLN-00140).

8.

PAINT COLOR FOR REPLACEMENT STREETLIGHT POLE, LIGHTMAST, SHROUD AND OTHER
FEATURES ON THE POLE. Each node shall be painted to match the existing green decorative
streetlight poles located in the downtown area that were deployed as part of the approval for
Crown Castle Downtown Wireless Project (15PLN-00140).

9.

ANTENNA/RADIO/CABLING/SHROUD DESIGN. The antenna, cabling, and radio equipment will
not be visible and shall be concealed and screened within a single custom green painted,
cylindrical shroud that is mounted on and integrated into the top of the replacement streetlight
pole. The shroud shall not have gaps or provide visibility to the sky between the top of the
replacement streetlight pole and the bottom of the shroud. The shroud shall employ a taper to
integrate fully with the tapering of the top of the custom aluminum green painted decorative
replacement streetlight pole. The shroud shall not be wider than 15-inches in diameter. Aside
from the portion that is tapered from the bottom of the equipment to meet the tapering of the
pole, the shroud shall be continuous in its face. Venting louvers, if any, shall be minimized to the
extent feasible. The shroud shall not extend more than 5-feet 6-inches in height beyond the top
of the replacement streetlight pole.

10.

MINOR MODIFICATIONS AT APPROVED NODE LOCATIONS. For approved node locations and in
his or her sole discretion, the Director of Planning and Community Environment may approve
minor modifications to these conditions, consistent with the required findings, in order to
address any resource, technical, or utilities engineering-related site constraints.

11.

SITE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS. Encroachment permit and streetwork permit plan sets shall
include accurate locations of driveways, curb lines, utilities, the existing light mast orientation,
and other existing conditions for each WCF. All existing street signs shall be retained and
reinstalled at their existing heights, or replaced to match existing if damaged. If damaged,
existing painted curbs and other markings, curb ramps, ADA markings, crosswalks, and similar
shall be replaced as part of construction. All street trees and private trees within the primary
construction area and any trenching and boring areas shall be protected in accordance with the
requirements in the City’s Technical Tree Manual.
•
Node 25 – Utilities-Electrical requires an intermediate pull box placed on the corner
of Ramona Street and Forest Avenue. The garage extends to the gutter pan at
proposed vault locations. The node shall not impact the existing City Hall podium
through its operation, construction, trenching, boring, or excavation methods.
Underground garage detail does not indicate all proposed work within underground
structure vicinity. SP-1/2 indicates trench/bore work, new conduit, new vaults and
associated sidewalk work that is not depicted in the underground garage detail.
Provide dimensions and depth of all proposed items above underground garage.
Underground garage detail indicates information that does not correspond with asbuilts provided to applicant. Verify depth indicated and base materials. Base rock is
indicated on as-builts, while plan indicates compacted soil. Provide additional
statement/information depicting how underground structure will not be touched.
Proposed foundation shall not impact underground garage structure. There is a
concern regarding the waterproofing of the structure; provide information how this
will be retained and not disturbed, or what measures are in place (i.e. specialty
consultant). Proposed design should include water proofing so intrusion does not
become an issue. Proposed fiber conduit along Forest Ave is only partially shown.
Show entire path of proposed conduit work.

•
•
•

•

Node 27 – Utilities-Electrical requires use of the existing box and does not approve a
second new pull box.
Node 29 – Proposed bore fiber conduit path is not fully shown. Show entire path for
proposed fiber connection.
Node 30 – Sheets SP1 and SP2 indicate different proposed fiber conduit work.
Proposed bore fiber conduit path is not fully shown. Show entire path for proposed
fiber connection. At the intersection of Bryant Street and Channing Avenue, please
be advised roadway geometry changes are scheduled to begin construction in spring
2018 as part of an awarded construction contract for the city’s Neighborhood Traffic
Safety & Bicycle Boulevard project. Changes at this intersection include new curb
ramps, new utilities, and roadway grading changes. Plans and information on the
project are available here:
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=3736. Any city
improvements damaged as part of the project depicted in this planning application
shall be replaced to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.
Node 31 – Proposed bore fiber conduit path is not fully shown. Show entire path for
proposed fiber connection.

12.

ANTENNA MODEL NUMBERS, TILTS, AND AZIMUTHS. The antenna model numbers, tilts, and
azimuths for the five(5) WCF nodes shall remain consistent between the permit plans, the
reports prepared by Jerrold Bushberg of Health and Medical Physics Consulting, and CTC
Technology & Energy “Review of Small Cell Wireless Applications – Crown Castle Cluster 2
(17PLN-00433),” dated and received November 6, 2018. Any additional azimuths or antennas
are not approved. Prior to the issuance of streetwork and encroachment permits, any changes
in antenna model numbers, tilts, and azimuths shall be accompanied by updated FCC
compliance studies; the City may elect to peer review these reports at the applicant’s sole
expense.

13.

PLANNED FCC COMPLIANCE DOCUMENTATION. Prior to the issuance of streetwork and
encroachment permits, the applicant shall submit updated FCC compliance studies to the extent
that there are any changes to antenna height or other topics that change the analysis presented
in the reports prepared by Jerrold Bushberg of Health and Medical Physics Consulting; the City
may elect to peer review these reports at the applicant’s sole expense.

14.

EXPLANATORY AND OTHER SAFETY SIGNAGE. Signs shall be no larger than necessary. The
recommended explanatory signage described in the Reports by Jerrold Bushberg of Health and
Medical Physics Consulting or any other updated Planned FCC Compliance report shall be
incorporated into the permit plan set. Signage shall comply with any relevant requirements of
California Public Utilities Commission General Order No. 95. All radio frequency signage shall
comply with FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65 or ANSI C95.2 for color,
symbol, and content conventions. All such signage shall at all times provide a working local or
toll-free telephone number to its network operations center, and such telephone number shall
be able to reach a live person who can exert transmitter power-down control over this Site as
required by the FCC.

15.

PERMITTING. This approval letter, including the associated conditions of approval, shall be
printed on the plan sets submitted for encroachment and street work permit review.

16.

PERMITTING BY OTHERS. This approval does not include approval or permitting by other entities
that may have additional permitting authority separate from the City of Palo Alto.

17.

PLANNING FINAL INSPECTION. A Planning Division Final inspection will be required to
determine substantial compliance with the approved plans prior to the scheduling of a permit
final inspection by the Public Works and/or Building Departments. Any revisions during the
construction process must be approved by Planning, including but not limited to; landscaping,
equipment, and hard surface locations. Contact the Planning Department to schedule this
inspection.

18.

NODE MAINTENANCE. All aspects of the WCF small cell nodes shall be well maintained at all
times and replaced, if necessary, to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning.

19.

MODIFICATIONS TO APPROVED PLANS. Any modifications, additions and intensification of use
(i.e. additional antennas, equipment substitutions, adjustments in location or height) shall
require review and approval as specified in the Palo Alto Municipal Code prior to construction.
Please see PAMC Section 18.42.110(c) for more information.

20.

NOISE ORDINANCE AND NOISE POLICIES. The WCF nodes shall comply with all noise standards
specified in Municipal Code Chapter 9.10.050 and the noise-related policies in Chapter 4
(Natural Environment).

21.

REMOVAL OF ABANDONED EQUIPMENT. Any components of the WCF nodes that cease to be in
use for more than ninety (90) days shall be removed by the applicant, Wireless Communications
Service provider, or property owner within ninety (90) days of the cessation of use of that WCF.
A new WCF permit shall not be issued to an owner or operator of a WCF or a wireless
communication service provider until the abandoned WCF or its component is removed.

22.

AS-BUILT PLANS. An as-built set of plans and photographs depicting the entire WCF as modified,
including all Transmission Equipment and all utilities, shall be submitted to the Planning Division
within ninety (90) days after the completion of construction.

23.

RADIO FREQUENCY EMISSION. The applicant shall hire a radio engineer licensed by the State of
California to measure the actual radio frequency emission of the WCF nodes and determine if it
meets Federal Communications Commission standards. A report, certified by the engineer, of all
calculations, required measurements, and the engineer's findings with respect to compliance
with the FCC's radio frequency emission standards shall be submitted to the Planning Division
within one year of commencement of operation. The report shall have a methodology section
outlining instrumentation, measurement direction, heights and distances, and other protocols
outlined in FCC Bulletin OET 65. The report shall include a list and identify any nearby RF
sources, nearby reflecting surfaces or conductive objects that could produce regions of field
intensification, antenna gain and vertical and horizontal radiation patterns, type of modulation
of the site, polarization and emissions orientation(s) of the antenna(s), a log of all equipment
used, and a map and list of all locations measured indicating the maximum power observed and
the percentage of the FCC Uncontrolled/General Population guidelines at the measurement
location. At the applicant’s expense, the City may elect to have a City-staff observer during the
measurements, may elect to receive raw test measurements by location provided in electronic
format to the observer, and may elect to have the report independently peer reviewed prior to
report acceptance. Applicant may be required to submit these reports periodically for the life of
the project, as determined by the Director of Planning and Community Environment.

24.

INDEMNIFICATION. To the extent permitted by law, the applicant shall indemnify and hold
harmless the City, its City Council, its officers, employees and agents (the “indemnified parties”)
from and against any claim, action, or proceeding brought by a third party against the
indemnified parties and the applicant to attack, set aside or void, any permit or approval
authorized hereby for the Project, including (without limitation) reimbursing the City for its
actual attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in defense of the litigation. The City may, in its sole
discretion and at Applicant’s expense, elect to defend any such action with attorneys of its own
choice.

25.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAWS. The applicant shall comply with all applicable provisions
of the Code, any permit issued under this Code, and all other applicable federal, state and local
laws (including without limitation all building code, electrical code and other public safety
requirements). Any failure by the City to enforce compliance with any applicable laws shall not
relieve any applicant of its obligations under this code, any permit issued under this code, or all
other applicable laws and regulations.

26.

PERMIT EXPIRATION. The WCF approval shall be valid for a period of one year from the original
date of approval. In the event street work and encroachment permit(s), if applicable, are not
secured for the WCF nodes within the time limit specified above, the approval shall expire and
be of no further force or effect. A written request for a one-year extension shall be submitted
prior to the expiration date in order to be considered by the Director of Planning and
Community Environment.

27.

REVOCATION. The Director of Planning and Community Environment may revoke any WCF
permit if the permit holder fails to comply with any condition of the permit. The Director's
decision to revoke a permit shall be appealable pursuant to the process applicable to issuance of
the permit, as provided in PAMC Section 18.42.110(h), which is pursuant to the process for
appeal of architectural review set forth in Section 18.77.070(f).

Fire Department
28.

FIRE CODE. This project shall comply with CFC and local Fire Code ordinance/requirements.

29.

ELECTRICAL DISCONNECT. The project shall label the main electrical disconnect.

30.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REGISTRATION FORM. A Hazardous Materials Registration Form is
required to be submitted and approved prior to bringing any hazardous materials on site. Forms
also available at http://www.unidocs.org

31.

SIGNS. The project shall provide warning signs at locations where workers and general public
may be exposed to RF exposure above the federal Maximum Permissible Level.

32.

CONTACT INFORMATION. Each site shall have at least one sign per owner/service provider that
indicates the company’s name, site # and 24 hour emergency number.

Transportation Division
33.

TRAFFIC CONTROL PLANS: Include site-specific traffic control plans which conform to the latest
version of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD) with plans
submitted for a Street Work Permit or Encroachment Permit. Temporary traffic control plans
will be reviewed as part of the Street Work and/or Encroachment Permit. Approval of the
planning entitlement does not constitute approval of any temporary traffic control plans.

34.

VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL CLEARANCES: At least 1.5-feet horizontal clearance shall be
provided between the base of any replacement streetlight and the adjacent face of curb or edge
of traveled way for any public roadway, driveway, or alley. At least 1.5-feet horizontal clearance
shall be provided between any WCF equipment and the adjacent face of curb or edge of
traveled way for any public roadway, driveway, or alley and at least a minimum of three foot
horizontal clearance distance from corners and driveways, unless 16-feet vertical clearance is
provided between equipment and the top of adjacent travel way. In no circumstance shall less
than 10-feet vertical clearance be provided between adjacent sidewalk, path, or walkway grade
from the WCF equipment.

Public Works-Urban Forestry Department
35.

TREE PRUNING. There will be no tree pruning without the specific approval of the Palo /alto
urban forestry department on all regulated trees. Any violation to this policy will be subject to
penalty. Contact the Palo Alto Urban Forestry Department at (650) 496-5953.

36.

TREE DAMAGE. Tree Damage, Injury Mitigation and Inspections apply to Contractor. Reporting,
injury mitigation measures and arborist inspection schedule (1-5) apply pursuant to TTM,
Section 2.20-2.30. Contractor shall be responsible for the repair or replacement of any publicly
owned or protected trees that are damaged during the course of construction, pursuant to Title
8 of the Palo Alto Municipal Code, and city Tree Technical Manual, Section 2.25.

37.

GENERAL. The following general tree preservation measures apply to all trees to be retained: No
storage of material, topsoil, vehicles or equipment shall be permitted within the tree enclosure
area. The ground under and around the tree canopy area shall not be altered. Trees to be
retained shall be irrigated, aerated and maintained as necessary to ensure survival.

Utilities-Water, Gas, Wastewater Department
38.

SERVICE REQUIREMENTS. The applicant shall comply with all the Water, Gas, and Wastewater
Department requirements noted during permit review.

39. PERMIT PLANS. The permit plans shall reflect the following bulleted items when installation requires
underground construction. Incomplete applications will result in plans being rejected for
acceptance, or returned to the applicant during the review process. City performance commitments
will not apply to incomplete submittals.
•

Revise the location of the marked locations where the fiber optic conduits are not
adhering to the City’s standards (Std. DWG. 402) to be installed under the sidewalk.
These locations are redlined on the plans.

•

Please provide complete and accurate cross sections. See the locations requested on the
sheets. These crossings should be drawn to scale according to the provided information.
Crossing elevations — Provide top/bottom-of-pipe elevations for water, gas mains and
electrical duct banks. Provide invert elevations for non-potable water, sewer, and storm
drains at all crossings. Show the proposed vertical alignment. Indicate the anticipated
depth for the new conduits.

•

Complete the plans by adding the missing underground utilities/mains. The drawings
need to show the (e) water, gas, sewer, storm drain, underground electric & JT trench
ducts embankment where the crossings are critical. Revise plans to avoid conflict with
existing vaults, valves, and mains.

•

Indicate on the plans the anticipated depth based on sewer mains elevations or bottom
of the electric ducts bank. It is important to confirm if the narrow street allows the bore
machine to achieve the required depth on as obstacle so close to the bore pit. I.e.
Underground electric near to the curb & gutter.

•

The applicant shall provide protection for utility lines subject to damage. Utility lines
within a pit or trench shall be adequately supported. All exposed water, gas, and sewer
lines shall be inspected by the WGW Utilities Inspector prior to backfilling.

•

Utility vaults, transformers, utility cabinets, concrete bases, or other structures cannot
be placed over existing water, gas or wastewater mains/services. Maintain 1’ horizontal
clear separation from the vault/cabinet/concrete base to existing utilities as found in
the field. If there is a conflict with existing utilities, Cabinets/vaults/bases shall be
relocated from the plan location as needed to meet field conditions.

•

All WGW utility work shall be inspected and approved by the WGW utilities inspector.
Inspection costs shall be paid by the applicant's contractor prior to starting work.
Schedule WGW utilities inspections at 650/566-4504 five working days before start of
constructions.

•

The applicant's contractor shall immediately notify the Utilities Department (650) 4966982 or 650/329-2413 if the existing water, wastewater or gas mains are disturbed or
damaged.

•

No water or gas valves or other facilities owned by Utilities Department shall be
operated for any purpose by the applicant's contractor. All required operation will only
be performed by authorized utilities department personnel. The applicant's contractor
shall notify the Utilities Department not less than forty-eight (48) hours in advance of
the time that such operation is required.

•

The contractor shall not disconnect any part of the existing water, gas, or wastewater
mains except by expressed permission of the WGW utilities inspector and shall submit a
schedule of the estimated shutdown time to obtain said permission.

•

Only City forces can work on the City gas distribution system.

40.

MARKING OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. The contractor shall contact underground service alert
(800) 227-2600 one week in advance of starting construction to provide for marking of
underground utilities.

41.

PLAN SET NOTES. The following notes shall be added to permit plans:
a.

The contractor shall immediately notify the Utilities Department 650/329-2413 or
650/496-6982 if the existing water, wastewater or gas mains are disturbed or
damaged. A qualified contractor may perform repairs on City water and wastewater
mains under the direct supervision of the WGW utilities inspector. For water repairs
all the disinfection requirements of the WGW Utility Standards and these conditions
shall be adhered to. All repairs to the City gas system must be performed by the City
of Palo Alto Utilities.

b.

No water valves or other facilities owned by Utilities Department shall be operated
for any purpose by the applicant's contractor. All required operation will only be
performed by authorized utilities department personnel. Water valves may be
operated by the contractor under the direct supervision of the WGW Utilities
Inspector. The applicant's contractor shall notify the Utilities Department not less
than forty-eight (48) hours in advance of the time that such operation is required.

Utilities-Electrical Department
42.

MASTER LICENSE AGREEMENT. Each WCF small cell node will comply at all times with the terms
and conditions in the Master License Agreement for Use of City-Controlled Space on Utility Poles
and Streetlight Poles and in Conduits (“MLA”) between the City of Palo Alto and Crown Castle
(formerly NextG Networks) executed on August 15, 2011. A security instrument, such as a
Performance Bond or Letter of Credit, shall be provided in accordance with Section 14.0 of the
Master License Agreement prior to encroachment or street work permit issuance.

43.

UNMETERED SERVICES. All locations shall use unmetered services.

44.

STREET LIGHT CONDUITS. All CPAU street light conduits must be a min’ of 2” and secondary
conduits must be a min’ of 4”.

45.

RECEPTACLES. Receptacles on street lights shall be prewired and mounted on the top of the
street light. The receptacles shall be wired into the secondary voltage source and not the street
light circuit.

46.

STRUCTURAL/LOADING CALCULATIONS. The custom aluminum decorative replacement
streetlight poles were evaluated and determined to be capable of supporting the increased
weight from the antenna, cabling, and shroud. All sites shall include streetlight pole loading
calculations for the conditionally approved design option; the applicant shall submit updated
structural calculations.

47.

SERVICE REQUIREMENTS. The applicant shall comply with all the Electric Utility Engineering
Department service requirements noted during permit review.

48.

PRIOR TO WORK. Contractors and developers shall obtain a permit from the Department of
Public Works before digging in the street right-of-way. This includes sidewalks, driveways and
planter strips.

49.

IDENTIFICATION OF UTILITIES. The applicant shall be responsible for the identification and
location of all utilities, both public and private, within the work area. At least 48 hours prior to
starting any excavation, the customer must call Underground Service Alert (USA) at 1-800-2272600 to have existing underground utilities located and marked. The areas to be checked for
underground facility marking shall be delineated with white paint. All USA markings shall be
removed by the customer or contractor when construction is complete.

50.

UTILITY DISCONNECTION. The applicant shall submit a request to disconnect all existing utility
services and/or meters including a signed affidavit of vacancy, on the form provided by
Development Services and/or the Utilities Department. Utilities will be disconnected or removed
within 10 working days after receipt of request. The demolition permit will be issued after all
utility services and/or meters have been disconnected and removed.

Public Works-Engineering Department
51.

CITY STANDARD DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS. The permit plans shall be updated to match
the current 2018 details in the City Standard Drawings and Specifications – Public Works.
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/depts/pwd/forms_and_permits/specs_drawings.asp

52.

ADA ACCESSIBILITY CLEARANCES. Any proposed replacement streetlight shall maintain
adherence to ADA accessibility clearances per Chapter 11A/B of the California Building Code.
The clearance shall be measured from the edge of the equipment to the nearest obstruction
and/or property line. The permit plans shall include a dimension for each location that has
above ground equipment that will be mounted on a sidewalk. The dimension shall be depicted
from the edge of the equipment, as opposed to the center. For each WCF node location, the site
plan and enlarged site plan shall provide these dimensions.

53.

INDEFINITE ENCROACHMENT PERMIT. An indefinite encroachment permit is required for all
equipment that is to be installed in the public right-of-way.

54.

PERMIT REVIEW. Public Works shall determine the number of encroachment permits and
associated street work permits, if any, that can be processed in a batch. The applicant will be
required to apply for all necessary permits including: Street Work and Encroachment Permit
applications. All required applications shall be in the submittal package for Public Works. Any
necessary traffic control plans shall also be submitted in the permit application packet. These
necessary permit applications and requirements are available from Public Works on our
website: http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/gov/depts/pwd/default.asp. All traffic control plans
associated with each proposal location shall be reviewed by Transportation Division under
Planning & Community Environment. Public Works will route all traffic control plans for
Transportation review when associated Street Work and Encroachment permits are submitted.

55.

TRENCH WORK AND FIBER OPTIC CONDUIT. All trench work and placement of fiber optic conduit
shall adhere to City of Palo Alto Public Works specifications. Refer to City of Palo Alto Public
Works Conduit Location Detail Telecommunications Drawing No. 402. This detail provides
specifics for placement of conduit in both residential and commercial areas. Any deviation from
City Standards and Regulations shall be approved by Public Works and all other applicable
Departments.

56.

EASEMENTS. All existing easements shall be indicated on plan submittal to Public Works for
necessary permits. Any proposed items in existing Public Utility Easement areas shall be
approved by CPA Utilities and Public Works Engineering. This can be covered under an
Encroachment Permit. The site plan shall include a note indicating whether easements are
present for each location.

57.

PLAN SET NOTES. The following notes shall be added to the permit plans:
•

Add a note to the plans that says, “The contractor may be required to submit a
logistics plan to the Public Works Department prior to commencing work that
addresses all impacts to the City’s right-of-way, including, but not limited to:
pedestrian control, traffic control, truck routes, material deliveries, contractor’s
parking, concrete pours, crane lifts, work hours, noise control, dust control, storm
water pollution prevention, contractor’s contact, noticing of affected surrounding
properties , and schedule of work. The requirement to submit a logistics plan will be
dependent on the number of applications Public Works Engineering receives within
close proximity to help mitigate and control the impact to the public-right-of-way. If
necessary, Public Works may require a Logistics Plan during construction.”

•

Place the following note adjacent to an affected tree on the Site Plan and Demolition
Plan: “Excavation activities associated with the proposed scope of work shall occur
no closer than 10-feet from the existing street tree, or as approved by the Urban
Forestry Division contact 650-496-5953. Any changes shall be approved by the
same.”

•

Include the sidewalk width for each location on the site plans.

•

Add a note to the plans that says, “The contractor using the city sidewalk, alley or
parking lot to work on an adjacent private building must do so in a manner that is
safe for pedestrians and vehicles. The contractor must cone or tape-off the work
area while still leaving adequate room for pedestrians and vehicles to safely pass. If
the contractor’s work area leaves insufficient sidewalk or alley space for safe
pedestrian and vehicle passage, the contractor must apply to Public Works for an
encroachment permit to close the sidewalk or alley.”

•

Provide the following note on the Site Plan and adjacent to the work within the
Public road right-of-way. “Any construction within the city’s public road right-of-way
shall have an approved Permit for Construction in the Public Street prior to
commencement of this work.”

•

The following note shall be included on the Site Plan: “Contractor shall not stage,
store, or stockpile any material or equipment within the public road right-of-way.”
Construction phasing shall be coordinated to keep materials and equipment onsite.

•

The following note shall be included on the Site Plan: “The contractor shall be
required to submit a logistics plan to the Public Works Department prior to
commencing work that addresses all impacts to the City’s right-of-way, including, but
not limited to: pedestrian control, traffic control, truck routes, material deliveries,
contractor’s parking, concrete pours, crane lifts, work hours, noise control, dust
control, storm water pollution prevention, contractor’s contact, noticing of affected
surrounding properties , and schedule of work. The requirement to submit a
logistics plan will be dependent on the number of applications Public Works
Engineering receives within close proximity to help mitigate and control the impact
to the public-right-of-way. If necessary, Public Works may require a Logistics Plan
during construction.”

•

The following note shall be included on the Site Plan: “The contractor using the city
sidewalk to work on an adjacent private building must do so in a manner that is safe
for pedestrians using the sidewalk. Pedestrian protection must be provided per the
2007 California Building Code Chapter 33 requirements. If the height of construction
is 8 feet or less, the contractor must place construction railings sufficient to direct
pedestrians around construction areas. If the height of construction is more than 8
feet, the contractor must obtain an encroachment permit from Public Works at the
Development Center in order to provide a barrier and covered walkway or to close
the sidewalk.”

58.

UTILITIES. Note that all above ground utilities, such as transformer, backflow preventer, gas
meters, etc., shall be located within the project site but accessible from the street. Any new or
relocated utilities will correspond with approved locations from City Utilities Department.

59.

STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION. The permit plans shall include the City's full-sized
"Pollution Prevention - It's Part of the Plan.” The sheet is available here:
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civicax/filebank/documents/2732

60.

SIDEWALK, CURB & GUTTER. In the event existing sidewalks, curbs, gutters, driveway
approaches, or street areas in the public right-of-way are disturbed as part of this project, the
applicant shall repair or replace those sidewalks, curbs, gutters, driveway approaches, or street
areas as directed by and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. Contact Public Works’ inspector
at 650-496-6929 to arrange a site visit so that the inspector can discuss the extent of
replacement work along the public road. The site plan submitted with the building/streetwork/encroachment permit plan set must show the extent of the replacement work. The plan
must note that any work in the right-of-way must be done per Public Works’ standards by a
licensed contractor who must first obtain a Street Work Permit from Public Works at the
Development Center.

SECTION 5. Denial Findings
According to PAMC Section 18.42.110(h)(2), the Director or Council on appeal shall grant a Tier 3
Wireless Communication Facility (WCF) permit provided the proposed WCF complies with the
development standards in PAMC Section 18.42.110(i), the conditions of approval in Section 18.42.110(j),
and that all of the architectural review findings in Section 18.76.020(d) and the conditional use permit
findings in PAMC Section 18.76.010(c) can be made. Conversely, PAMC Section 18.42.110(h)(3) provides
that the Director, or Council on appeal, shall deny a Tier 3 WCF Permit if the findings above cannot be
made. These requirements are intended to ensure that wireless communications facilities blend with
their existing surroundings and do not negatively impact the environment, historic properties, or public
safety.
Staff raised concerns with the applicant during the review process regarding placement of groundmounted equipment in the right-of-way. Although the City has previously approved faux mailboxes for
WCFs, the City’s practical experience with these deployments over the past several years provides
substantial evidence that additional placement of ground-mounted equipment would be inconsistent
with current City standards and policies and would not be in the best interests of the public. For
example, at least one of the existing faux mailboxes (on Florence Street) was hit, presumably by a
vehicle. Staff observed the damage on June 26, 2018, and reported the damage to the applicant team on
August 1, 2018. The faux mailbox was not repaired as of November 30, 2018. Specific concerns
associated with the faux mailboxes include:
• Lack of maintenance and hazards to passers-by when damaged.
• Obstructions to pedestrian flow in general and especially on narrow sidewalks or busy sidewalks
in the Downtown area.
• Maintaining clear pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle sight lines at intersection street corners,
including at least a minimum of three foot horizontal clearance from corners to ensure visibility
and safety.
• Maintaining the minimum horizontal clearance requirements both under the ADA and from
curblines (which is important for the operation of bicycle lanes, red curb zones, on-street
parking spaces, etc.).
• Cabinets are oversized relative to the volume of wireless equipment.
• Overall increase in aesthetic clutter at ground level and in the right of way.
The City Council denies Node 26, CPAU Streetlight # 32 (adjacent to 345 Forest Avenue). The proposed
design with the faux mailbox would be located immediately adjacent to 345 Forest Avenue whose
courtyard and building are regularly viewed and photographed from the right of way. For context,
according to the City’s former historic planner, “The node and ground cabinet is [proposed] immediately
adjacent to the historic Staller Court [Laning Chateau], 345 Forest Avenue. The building is a Category 2
resource and occupies a prominent corner location. The building and its accompanying plaza/entry
garden with special landscaping are fine examples of urban form. The plaza itself enriches both the
building and streetscape. The node alone would not be detrimental; however, the faux mailbox ground
cabinet creates a false sense of place and clutters the otherwise careful siting of the corner…”. As a
result, the proposed design would be inconsistent with development standards PAMC 18.42.110(i)(1)
and (2) regarding minimization of footprint, height, mass, and scale and PAMC 18.42.110(i)(4) regarding
compatibility with the existing site, conditional use permit finding PAMC Section 18.76.010(c)(1)
regarding Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, and architectural review findings PAMC Section
18.76.020(d)(1) regarding Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, PAMC Section 18.76.020(d)(2)(B)

regarding respecting the historic character of historic resources in the area and harmonious transitions
in character to adjacent land uses, and PAMC Section 18.76.020(d)(3) regarding having a design that
enhances the surrounding. Relevant Comprehensive Plan goals and policies include, as examples:
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-4/POLICY L-4.7/Policy L-4.8 (maintaining and enhancing the
downtown area that promotes quality design that recognizes the regional and historic
importance of the area, reinforces its pedestrian character, and that is inviting to pedestrians
and bicyclists),
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-6/POLICY L-6.4 (encourage the design of new development to
maintain and support existing historic character),
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-7/POLICY L-7.1 (encourage upkeep and preservation of historic
buildings, sites, and districts),
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-9/POLICY L-9.3/POLICY L-9.4/POLICY L-9.5/POLICY L9.10/PROGRAM L9.10.2 (attractive, inviting public spaces and streets that enhance the image
and character of the City, treating residential streets a public ways and neighborhood amenities,
promote walking and “active transportation,” and preserve and enhance publicly accessible,
shared outdoor gathering spaces within walking and biking distance of residential
neighborhoods, design utility structures to meet high-quality design standards and embrace
technological advances, encourage the use of compact and well-designed utility elements such
as telecommunications infrastructure and place these elements in locations that will minimize
their visual intrusion), and
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL T-6 (providing a safe environment for motorists, pedestrians, and
bicyclists) policies.
Moreover, even if the faux mailbox were located across the street, from 345 Forest Avenue, the faux
mailbox design remains oversized and incompatible with the pedestrian/multi-modal design, and
therefore would be inconsistent with development standards PAMC 18.42.110(i)(1) and (2), conditional
use permit finding PAMC Section 18.76.010(c)(1), and architectural review findings PAMC Section
18.76.020(d)(1) and (3).
Finally, the Node 26 location cannot be conditioned to meet the required findings, because the
conditionally approved design option outlined for other nodes would not resolve the above concerns
associated with views to historic Staller Court [Laning Chateau]. As a result, even with conditions, Node
26 would be inconsistent with development standard PAMC 18.42.110(i)(4), conditional use permit
finding PAMC Section 18.76.010(c)(1), and architectural review findings PAMC Section
18.76.020(d)(1),(2), and (3).

The City Council denies Node 28m1, New Pole Structure (adjacent to 905 Waverley Street (formerly 400
Channing Avenue)). The proposed design with the faux mailbox represents a proposal for an entirely
new streetlight pole in an existing underground utility district. There are a number of factors that
suggest an alternative location at an existing streetlight or another structure is more appropriate,
including: the applicant proposes that the City pay for power for the illumination component, which the
City is unwilling to do, nor did the applicant submit photometrics and other information necessary to
publicly evaluate the merits of additional lighting at that location. Additionally, the applicant did not
clarify the proposed ownership of the pole with or without a light mast and Utilities-Electrical and Public
Works-Engineering are not in support of City-ownership of a new pole structure for the purposes of
attaching to and leasing for a new facility. The proposed design option would be inconsistent with
development standard PAMC 18.42.110(i)(4) regarding the requirement to be compatible with the
existing site, which is within an underground utility district currently without a streetlight pole structure
or existing wireless communication facility, conditional use permit finding PAMC Section 18.76.010(c)(1)
regarding Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, and architectural review findings PAMC Section
18.76.020(d)(1) regarding Comprehensive Plan goals and policies, PAMC Section 18.76.020(d)(2)(B)
regarding creating an internal sense of order and a desirable environment for the general community
and harmonious transitions in character to adjacent land uses, and PAMC Section 18.76.020(d)(3)
regarding the finding of the design, including photometrics, and a basic structural presence that are
compatible with and that enhances the surroundings, which is currently a planting strip area currently
without a streetlight pole structure. Relevant Comprehensive Plan goals and policies include, as
examples:
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-4/POLICY L-4.7/Policy L-4.8 (maintaining and enhancing the
downtown area that promotes quality design that recognizes the regional and historic
importance of the area, reinforces its pedestrian character, and that is inviting to pedestrians
and bicyclists),
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL L-9/POLICY L-9.3/POLICY L-9.4/POLICY L-9.5/POLICY L9.10/PROGRAM L9.10.2 (attractive, inviting public spaces and streets that enhance the image
and character of the City, treating residential streets a public ways and neighborhood amenities,
promote walking and “active transportation,” and design utility structures to meet high-quality
design standards and embrace technological advances, encourage the use of compact and welldesigned utility elements such as telecommunications infrastructure and place these elements
in locations that will minimize their visual intrusion), and
• Comprehensive Plan GOAL T-6 (providing a safe environment for motorists, pedestrians, and
bicyclists) policies.
Moreover, the Node 28m1 node location cannot be conditioned to meet the required findings because
the conditionally approved design option outlined for other nodes at Node 28m1 would not resolve the
concerns associated with the placement of new structures (pole structure) for private use in an
underground utility district when streetlight poles anticipated by the Master License Agreement are in
the area. As a result, even with conditions, Node 28m1 would be inconsistent with development
standard PAMC 18.42.110(i)(4), conditional use permit finding PAMC Section 18.76.010(c)(1), and
architectural review findings PAMC Section 18.76.020(d)(1),(2), and (3).
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ARB Submittal for Major Project
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 17PLN‐00433
RE: Crown Castle – Cluster 2 of 3 for 16 Small Cell Node Expansion Project in Downtown
Palo Alto.
Cluster 2: Six (6) small cell nodes on new highly decorative replacement street lights at
existing streetlight locations and one (1) proposed small cell node on a highly decorative
streetlight at a location with accessory radio equipment within the University South
Neighborhood.

Introduction
Crown Castle (formerly NextG Networks) is seeking approval of a Crown Castle node
expansion project in the core area of Palo Alto. This project will utilize the similar designs as
approved in the previous project in 2015 (15PLN‐00140). As with the 2015 small cell
project, the 2017 expansion project proposes sixteen (16) nodes overall to provide capacity
coverage to the macro cell at 525 University Avenue. This application seeks approval for
seven nodes within the University South Neighborhood. Crown Castle has a Master License
Agreement with the City of Palo Alto that allows for use of city‐controlled space on utility
poles and streetlight poles and in conduits owned by CPAU. This Crown Castle project
small cell project is designed to be installed in the public right of way on existing utility
poles, including wood poles and streetlights. The small cell wireless sites provide capacity
coverage to the larger cell site or cell tower in the area. Verizon Wireless is the carrier
identified to be the tenant in these expansion nodes.
As stated above, this application requests approval for Cluster 2 consisting of seven (7)
nodes of the 16 nodes in proposed expansion project. To summarize the overall expansion
16 node project, Verizon Wireless and Crown Castle Radio Frequency (RF) engineers have
identified locations throughout the city that require service. Sixteen (16) installations are
currently planned to be co‐located on wood utility poles and metal streetlights. Six (6) of
these small cells are proposed to be co‐located on existing city street light poles (poles to
be replaced with new highly decorative octaflute aluminum poles), one (1) on a new
streetlight, and the remaining six (9) small cells are proposed to be installed on existing
wood utility poles. These small cells will provide the City of Palo Alto much needed
improvements in network capacity and coverage. Small cells are currently proposed in
three (3) configurations that are dependent on the design opportunities and constraints of

specific pole locations within the City of Palo Alto. The seven (7) nodes in this application
are distributed within the University South Neighborhood. Please see Vicinity Map.

Coverage Needs
The unprecedented current and future demand for wireless service requires the
densification of existing cellular networks. More people are using a wireless connection for
personal and professional needs, both in home and in transit. As a result, wireless
communication facilities are diminishing in height and being located closer to the user to
meet both daily needs as well as provide essential coverage for emergency personnel. The
coverage map below demonstrates the current need. Intermittent dots indicates poor
coverage and solid green indicates good coverage for capacity. Diagram 1 shows the area
identified for the 16 nodes is predominately intermittent dots. On the following page,
Diagram 2 shows the improvement in capacity is achieved where the green line is solid.

Diagram 1 ‐ Current level of coverage for 1900 MHz:

Diagram 2 ‐ Proposed Improvement in coverage for 1900 MHz:

Diagram 3 ‐ Current level of coverage for 2100 MHz:

Diagram 4 ‐ Proposed Improvement in coverage for 2100 MHz:

Site Locations
The process for site selection by Crown Castle aim to meet the need for service coverage,
while at the same time locating poles that will have the least impact. With high demand of
wireless services, the small facilities need to be located within a relatively narrow area as
compared to a ‘macro’ or traditional larger wireless facility. The sites were initially chosen
based upon the greatest needs in coverage in the area identified. Each site was walked by a
team that included RF (radio frequency) engineers, a construction manager, A&E
(architectural and engineering) professionals and government relations consultants in
order to make on the spot decisions of the best pole in the neighborhood that could
accommodate the wireless equipment within the City’s criteria and with sensitivity to the
neighborhood. Pole location proximity to a residence and sidewalk, orientation of the
placement of the equipment on the pole and general visibility were taken into account as
to which pole in any given area was finally chosen. There are typically only one or two poles
that are viable candidates due to the small size design of the sites and limited range of the
signal. Pole selection in determined in the field ensuring the RF need for the facility and
constructability are met while meeting zoning and other requirements by the City,
including sensitivity to the community needs. The team also walked the sites with staff
from Compliance to confirm which locations were feasible. Two new alternative
streetlights installations were proposed to accommodate requests from staff, the ARB and
community members for Nodes 26 and 28. Currently the only new proposed streetlight is
Node 28 as Node 26 has moved back to the original location on an existing streetlight as
requested by the neighbors to utilize existing infrastructure, rather than add a new light in
this particular neighborhood.
The alternative location for Node 26 near 332 Forest Avenue has been removed due to
feedback from CPAU staff that it will not be supported, as well as feedback from the nearby
residents. Crown has returned to the original Node 26 was proposed at the corner of
Gilbert and Forest Avenue as it was the only existing streetlight in the immediate area that
worked with the RF network design. This streetlight is located in front of the historic Staller
Court at 345 Forest Avenue. The RF engineer did a review of the streetlights in the area
and confirmed no other existing streetlight would provide a feasible alternative. At the
Design Review Committee meeting, the Historic Preservation Planner confirmed there is
concern that this location would have an aesthetic impact, thereby requiring the Node be
located to another pole. Despite multiple efforts to find an alternative, no other existing
pole is feasible. Comments from the neighborhood also reflect a desire to utilize the
existing pole at the corner of Gilbert and Forest, as opposed to a new streetlight or pole.
The original Node 28 was proposed in front of 370 Channing as the only existing streetlight
in that area that could accommodate the RF need. At the Preliminary ARB hearing, the
commissioners discussed a possibility of locating a site near the corner as the residents at
370 Channing raised concerns on the impacts in front of their home. The existing poles on
the corner are traffic signals, which are not allowed to be used for collocation. The Crown
team did an RF analysis and determined a site at the corner would be feasible and a new
streetlight was submitted for review of feasibility. The new location was reviewed and
allowed to be submitted with this location.

Site information on each node

Closest address for
identity purposes

Node

25

26

27
28m1
29

30

275 Forest Ave
(corner of Ramona
St & Forest Ave)
Row across from
675 Gilbert St aka
345 Forest Ave
248 Homer (across
from 819 Ramona
St)
near 400 Channing
Ave
751 Waverley St
(near 760
Waverley)
411 Bryant St
(corner of Channing
Ave and Bryant St)

190 Channing Ave
31 (across from 913
Emerson St)

Assessor's
address based
on location in
plans

Adjacent APN

Pole #

Adjacent
Zone

Overlay Zone

250 Hamilton
Ave

12027011

23 PF

MISP

345 Forest Ave

12016033

32 RM‐40

SOFA I CAP

248 Homer
Ave

12028012

82 RT‐35

SOFA II CAP/ HE
Corr SOFA II

400 Channing
Ave

12017043

385 Homer
Ave

12016066

76 DHS

SOFA I CAP

845 Ramona
St

12028109

86 AMF

SOFA I CAP

190 Channing
Ave

12028051

16 RT‐35

SOFA II CAP/ HIS
5

new R‐2

SOFA I CAP

Elevation of example of the installation. Please see site plans for specific elevation of each Node and
accompanying radio equipment cabinet.

Minimizing Visual Impacts
To minimize visual impacts the 24” antenna is located on the pole on the top. All
equipment will be painted to match the proscribed color of the pole. At the Preliminary
ARB meeting, the option of using art wrapped boxes and the mail utility box were
discussed, along with other potential options. For ground equipment, the faux mailbox
styled radio equipment cabinet painted green continues to be proposed as it continues the
consistency of the existing faux mailboxes and appears to have the least visual impact and
least disturbance to the existing sidewalk and street. No concerns have been raised by
community members as to the color and design of the mailboxes.
Node 25 Photo simulation is on the following page. Photo simulations for each node can be
found within the site plans in the planning packet.

Scope of Work
The scope of work includes replacing six (6) existing streetlights and adding one (1) new streetlight
(Node 28). The final design of the new streetlight is pending final direction from staff. The equipment
will be added to these poles, includes adding a 24” antenna on the top with additional radio
equipment to be located in a 24.75” x 48.63” mailbox styled mailbox cabinet. Conduit for fiber will be
installed inside the pole. Where trenching is required for the conduit, the trench will use a bore pit at
each end of the conduit run and bore from one point to the other or a trench will be dug. See SP‐2 for
specific depths for each installation of the seven proposed sites. In order to trench, segments of the
sidewalk will be removed in squares and will replaced after trenching is complete. Any disturbance to
the asphalt in the street to accommodate the work will also be completely repaired and restored.
Project information can be found at http://www.crowncastle.com/projects/palo‐alto_ca.aspx

Respectfully submitted,
Rochelle Swanson
Government Relations Consultant for
Crown Castle
r.swanson@sure‐site.com
916‐801‐3178

ATTACHMENT F
PROJECT PLANS
File No. 17PLN-00433

Hardcopies of project plans are provided to Council Members. These plans are available to the
public online and by visiting the Planning and Community Environmental Department on the
5th floor of City Hall at 250 Hamilton Avenue.

Directions to review Project plans online:

Project Webpage
https://www.cityofpaloalto.org/news/displaynews.asp?NewsID=4120&TargetID=319

Permit Tracking System
1. Go to Citizen Portal:
https://aca.accela.com/PALOALTO/Cap/CapHome.aspx?module=Planning&TabN
ame=Planning&TabList=Home%7C0%7CBuilding%7C1%7CPlanning%7C2%7CFire
%7C3%7CPublicWorks%7C4%7CCurrentTabIndex%7C2
2. Go to the Planning tab within Palo Alto Citizen Portal and type in the application
number 17PLN-00433.
3. Both current and superseded files are listed under Record Info and Attachments
4. The current and latest project plans are named:
“17PLN-00433 Cluster 2 Resubmittal Plans 11-19-18 PART 1of2”
“17PLN-00433 Cluster 2 Resubmittal Plans 11-19-18 PART 1of2”
Note:
The address for this application 17PLN-00433 is listed in the City’s permit tracking system under
250 Hamilton Avenue because the utility poles and streetlights that are proposed to host the
small cell deployment nodes are identified by unique pole numbers and do not have specific
property addresses.

Review of Small Cell Wireless Applications –
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1 Executive Summary
The City received applications from Crown Castle (the applicant) on behalf of Verizon Wireless
(Verizon) to mount wireless access facilities on the sites of six existing light poles (which the
applicant will replace with new poles) and on one new light pole to be installed by the applicant
at a location where no light pole currently exists. The small cell wireless facility siting applications,
known formally as “17PLN-00433 Cluster 2 (University South) Tier 3 Wireless Communication
Facility (WCF) Permit,” represent cellular sites that have been designed to serve customers in
targeted areas of the City.
Columbia Telecommunications Corporation (CTC) is an independent telecommunications
consulting firm that has been retained by the City to perform a technical review of the
applications. CTC has performed a technical review and analysis of the applications with respect
to Crown Castle’s communications engineering materials, its justification for the sites, and the
overall functionality of this site in relation to other existing and proposed Verizon transmission
facilities.
This report describes the information that we received and documents our analysis and
conclusions related to the applications. Our analysis does not include a review or evaluation of
the appropriateness of the proposed facilities or sites. Rather, our analysis is confined to the
technical aspects of the applications and includes:
1. A review of the technical equipment that is being proposed by the applications and the
suitability of such equipment to meet the purposes set forth by the applications
2. A review of the RF emissions studies submitted by the applicant to confirm that the
proposal would not exceed the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) RF emissions
guidelines
3. An evaluation of the coverage and network maps submitted by the applicant to determine
whether such existing and potential coverage can be confirmed
4. An evaluation of technically feasible alternative equipment design configurations that
would meet the purposes set forth by the applications
Accordingly, our recommendation is based on an evaluation of the technical characteristics of
the proposal being made and does not intend to address the traffic, public safety, or various
other potential impacts of the proposal upon the surrounding area, the public, or the City as a
whole. While this report describes alternative locations and designs that may affect the visual
impact and aesthetics of the proposal, it does not provide a recommendation on these matters.

1
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1.1 Overview of Analysis
This report documents CTC’s findings relative to Crown Castle’s proposed sites. In November
2018, CTC’s engineers performed the following tasks:
•

Reviewed all application materials submitted by Crown Castle, including:
o Coverage maps (showing the target area and vicinity)
o Equipment specifications
o RF level analysis
o Photo simulations

•

Conducted a site visit to inspect the proposed locations and vicinity, and to verify the
documentation provided in the applications

•

Conducted on-site coverage and capacity tests at and near the proposed locations

•

Conducted an independent review of the applications for compliance with FCC guidelines
on Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields

•

Examined the area around the proposed sites to seek to identify suitable alternative
locations

•

Identified potential site design changes that may enhance the aesthetics of the
infrastructure in the City’s judgment

1.2 Findings
We recommend these applications from a technical standpoint. In summary:
•

Our review of the technical equipment being proposed finds that the equipment is
suitable to meet the purposes set forth by the applications.

•

Our review of the RF emissions studies submitted by the applicant (prepared by Jerrold T.
Bushberg, Ph.D.) and the independent analysis of our team (under the supervision of Lee
Afflerbach, P.E.) confirm that at each site, the total calculated RF emissions would not
exceed the FCC’s guidelines at ground level or at the antenna’s horizontal planes.

•

Our on-site testing of Verizon’s current network performance at the seven sites found
that Verizon’s network delivers a strong signal, but throughput levels vary greatly. In all
cases, our measurements recorded wireless signal levels of sufficient amplitude to
support the high-speed transfer of data—but user demand had a clear effect on network
throughput.

•

Alternative designs and configurations for each of the proposed sites may enhance the
aesthetics of the infrastructure in the City’s judgment.
2
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2 Brief Background on Cellular Antenna Issues
The following brief discussion presents a framework for understanding our analysis of Verizon’s
application and our findings.

2.1 Wireless Coverage and Target Signal Levels
Wireless coverage for modern 4G technology broadband services is determined by a carrier’s
radio frequency (RF) signal amplitude and signal quality within a desired service area. Signals
need to be at a minimum amplitude to override noise and, in many cases, interference from other
wireless facilities. Signal levels also need to be maintained at a power level such that user devices
are not constantly connecting and reconnecting (either because of a loss of signal or because an
existing connection is overpowered by another wireless access point).
Handing off a user from one access site to another is part of the mechanics of dealing with users
who are in motion—particularly in an urbanized area with multiple signal paths and tower sites.
Further, modern 4G technologies as employed by Verizon and other carriers operate with
sophisticated encoding technology that permit higher transmission speeds in areas where signal
levels are higher than those required for minimum data rate transfers.
While the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has no technical standards for the services
provided by commercial wireless carriers, the industry and equipment manufacturers have
generally established target signal levels for various service environments. Typically referenced
service environments include outdoor coverage, in-vehicle coverage, and in-building coverage.
For 4G technology, target levels are specified in terms of the ratio of decibels (dB) to milliwatts
(mW) of signal power, with a reference level of 0 dBm being equal to 1 milliwatt of signal power.
Modern cellular equipment is extremely sensitive and can operate at signal levels as low as -120
dBm RSRP. 1

2.2 FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Fields
The FCC’s guidelines for evaluating human exposure to RF signals were first established in 1985.
The current guidelines were adopted in August 1996 in FCC OET Bulletin 65. 2 The guidelines are
expressed in terms of Maximum Permissible Exposure (MPE) to electric and magnetic field
strength and power density. The guidelines cover the frequency range of 300 kHz to 100 GHz.
The guidelines cover two separate tiers of exposure:
1. Occupational/controlled exposure limits apply to situations in which persons are exposed
as a consequence of their employment and in which those persons who are exposed have
Reference Signals Received Power, measured In dBm, indicates the power of an LTE cellular signal.
“Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields,” OET
Bulletin 65, edition 97-01. https://www.fcc.gov/general/oet-bulletins-line#65

1
2

3
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been made fully aware of the potential for exposure and can exercise control over their
exposure.
2. General population/uncontrolled exposure limits apply to situations in which the general
public may be exposed or in which persons who are exposed as a consequence of their
employment may not be made fully aware of the potential for exposure or cannot
exercise control over their exposure.
Figure 1 is a plot of MPE as a function of RF.
Figure 1: FCC Limits for Maximum Permissible Exposure (mW/cm2)

Figure 2 illustrates the areas where the greatest RF exposure is present—specifically, at or near
the base of the antenna mounting structure and horizontally at an elevated location near the
antenna.

4
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Figure 2: Most Critical Area for Consideration of RF Exposure

Area where an occupied structure might be
adjacent to the antenna

Area where a pedestrian might be near the
pole’s base
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3 Overview of Current and Planned Verizon Service in the City
Verizon currently provides commercial wireless service throughout the City with antennas
mounted on buildings and towers. These traditional wireless facilities, which are designed to
serve users in a 1- to 2-mile radius, are often referred to as “macro” sites.
Verizon delivers service in three wireless bands (Table 1). However, while Verizon’s existing sites
cover the City, most areas of the City receive only 700 MHz service. Coverage in the higherfrequency PCS and AWS bands—which account for 75 percent of Verizon’s total bandwidth—are
limited to areas within one-half mile or less from the macro sites.
Table 1: Verizon Capacity by Wireless Band

Band
700 MHz
PCS
AWS

FCC Spectrum Service

Frequency

UHF low band
Personal Communications Service
Advanced Wireless Service

700 MHz
1,900 MHz
2,100 MHz

LTE
% of Total
Bandwidth Bandwidth
10 MHz
25
10 MHz
25
20 MHz
50

3.1 Crown Castle’s Stated Intent for New Sites
Crown Castle’s proposed “small cell” antenna sitings are intended to enhance the performance
of Verizon’s Long-Term Evolution (LTE) service. LTE is the standard behind today’s top-of-the-line
4G (fourth-generation wireless) smartphones and tablets. (We note, too, that future 5G
deployment is expected to build upon ongoing upgrades of existing 4G infrastructure.)
The proposed small cells, placed at targeted locations, would provide additional capacity and
increased signal strength to serve users in areas that do not currently have access to Verizon PCS
and AWS signal coverage. The small cells would also reduce the net load on the macro sites.

3.2 On-Site Field Tests
Our signal intensity measurements confirm that Verizon’s existing network delivers a signal level
that is adequate to support a high level of service (i.e., the network provides adequate coverage).
This finding matches our experience in other communities in California where Verizon LTE sites
that are not subjected to the demands of a large concurrent user base (i.e., user demand does
not overwhelm the network’s capacity) consistently deliver reliable download speeds in the
range of 30 Mbps to 40 Mbps and upload speeds ranging from 10 Mbps to 25 Mbps (i.e.,
performance typically achievable with the current generation of 4G LTE transmission equipment).
That said, data transmission rates varied widely at the seven sites at the time of our sampling.
For example, our measurements at Site 25 fell only slightly out of the low end of the 4G LTE
ranges on average (Table 2), while Site 31 exhibited extremely low average download and upload
speeds (Table 3).

6
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Table 2: Data Transmission Test Measurements at Proposed Site 25

Table 3: Data Transmission Test Measurements at Proposed Site 31

In addition to the on-site speed tests, we conducted drive test measurements of signal levels on
primary roads in and near the proposed small cell deployment areas. Figure 3 is a map illustrating
the signal levels recorded. During the day in which testing was conducted, we experienced no
disconnects and no interruption in the connection to the 4G LTE network service.
Figure 3: Drive Test Results for Cluster 2
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4 Summary of the Small Cell Applications
The Cluster 2 applications comprise seven individual sites:
•

Site 25, adjacent to 275 Forest Ave.

•

Site 26, adjacent to 345 Forest Ave.

•

Site 27, adjacent to 248 Homer Ave.

•

Site 28m1, adjacent to 905 Waverley St. (formerly 400 Channing Ave.)

•

Site 29, adjacent to 385 Homer Ave.

•

Site 30, adjacent to 845 Ramona St. (west corner of Channing Ave. and Bryant St.

•

Site 31, adjacent to 190 Channing Ave.

We describe each site below.

4.1 Summary of Small Cell Application for Site 25
The applicant proposes to install a wireless access facility on the site of an existing street light
pole located in the public right-of-way adjacent to 275 Forest Avenue. The existing 23′ 7″ light
pole will be replaced with a new, more substantial pole and foundation. The overall height of the
new light pole and antenna will be 26′ 2″ above ground level, per the applicant’s site plans. Figure
4 is a photograph of the existing light pole.

8
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Figure 4: Site 25 Existing Photo (Source: Crown Castle)

The site will be connected to the client network through a dedicated fiber optic communications
link. The link will monitor and control the site and will transport the communications traffic (i.e.,
voice and data) to and from the network users.
Two Verizon RRU-32 remote radio units will be enclosed in a cabinet designed to mimic the shape
of a mailbox (24.75″ x 24.75″ x 48.63″) mounted at ground level adjacent to the street light.
Figure 5 (below) is a photo simulation of the site as it will look with the antenna and the cabinet.
The canister antenna will be mounted on the top of the pole. Coaxial cabling, antenna coupling
devices, fiber network interface housing, and a power disconnect switch will be fully enclosed in
the mailbox, within the light pole, or in underground conduits/enclosures.
9

Review of Small Cell Wireless Application – Crown Castle Cluster 2 (17PLN-00433) | December 2018
Figure 5: Site 25 Photo Simulation (Source: Crown Castle)

Crown Castle’s application included specifications for the equipment that will be installed at the
proposed site (Table 4). This equipment is consistent with small cell hardware used throughout
the wireless industry.
10
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Table 4: Communications Equipment Specifications (Source: Crown Castle)
Item

AWS (2100 MHz)

Ericson
Power (Watts)

PCS (1900 MHz)
Antenna
CUUT070X06FXYZ0
70
190
9.4
16.0
25’2”
24″ H X 14.6″ Diameter
37.443835/-122.159714
Remote Radio Units (RRU)
RRUS-32
160

ERP (Watts)
Dimensions (inches)

386.4
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

443.7
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

Amphenol
Horizontal Beamwidth (°)
Bearing Azimuth (°)
Gain (dB)
Vertical Beamwidth (°)
RAD Above Ground (feet)
Dimensions (inches)
Coordinates

Shared Antenna
70
190
9.6
15.3
25’2”
Shared Antenna
Shared Antenna
RRUS-32
160

Crown Castle submitted an independent engineering study of the level of RF emission exposure
(both at ground level and antenna height level) for the small cell equipment to be located at Site
25. The study was prepared by the consulting firm of Jerrold T. Bushberg, a firm that specializes
in RF emission analysis consistent with the guidelines established by the FCC. The consultant
calculated that the maximum ground-level RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon
operation will be 0.075 mW/cm², which is 7.5 percent of the applicable public exposure limit. The
consultant calculated that at antenna height level, the nearest building is 12 feet away and will
have an exposure level less than 1 percent of the MPE.
As part of our assignment, we performed an independent analysis of the calculated RF exposure
levels at Site 25. Figure 6 provides graphs of the RF energy emitted by the proposed antenna in
the horizontal and vertical planes. Note that in the horizontal plane, the radiation pattern is
directional facing 190°. In the vertical plane, the maximum radiation is focused outward,
perpendicular to the pole. In the downward direction (toward the ground at the pole) the
radiation is at least 16 dB (1/50th) of the radiation in the horizontal plane.
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Figure 6: Site 25 Antenna Radiation Pattern 3

Horizontal Radiation Pattern

Vertical Radiation Pattern

Based on the specifications of the proposed antenna and transmission equipment, we concur
with the applicant’s findings that the maximum general-population RF exposure calculated for
the site at both the base and at the antenna’s horizontal plane is within the FCC’s MPE.

4.2 Summary of Small Cell Application for Site 26
The applicant proposes to install a wireless access facility on the site of an existing street light
pole located in the public right-of-way adjacent to 345 Forest Avenue and across the street from
675 Gilman Street. The existing 18′ 9″ light pole will be replaced with a new, more substantial
pole and foundation. The overall height of the new light pole and antenna will be 21′ 4″ above
ground level, per the applicant’s site plans. Figure 7 is a photograph of the existing light pole.

3

2,100 MHz (AWS band) amplitude in dB relative to maximum value in the respective plane.
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Figure 7: Site 26 Existing Photo (Source: Crown Castle)

The site will be connected to the client network through a dedicated fiber optic communications
link. The link will monitor and control the site and will transport the communications traffic (i.e.,
voice and data) to and from the network users.
Two Verizon RRU-32 remote radio units will be enclosed in a cabinet designed to mimic the shape
of a mailbox (24.75″ x 24.75″ x 48.63″) mounted at ground level adjacent to the street light.
Figure 8 (below) is a photo simulation of the site as it will look with the antenna and the cabinet.
The canister antenna will be mounted on the top of the pole. Coaxial cabling, antenna coupling
13
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devices, fiber network interface housing, and a power disconnect switch will be fully enclosed in
the mailbox, within the light pole, or in underground conduits/enclosures.
Figure 8: Site 26 Photo Simulation (Source: Crown Castle)
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Crown Castle’s application included specifications for the equipment that will be installed at the
proposed site (Table 5). This equipment is consistent with small cell hardware used throughout
the wireless industry.
Table 5: Communications Equipment Specifications (Source: Crown Castle)
Item
Amphenol
Horizontal Beamwidth (°)
Bearing Azimuth (°)
Gain (dB)
Vertical Beamwidth (°)
RAD Above Ground (feet)
Dimensions (inches)
Coordinates
Ericson
Power (Watts)
ERP (Watts)
Dimensions (inches)

PCS (1900 MHz)
Antenna
CUUT360X06FXYZ0
360
Omni
9.4
16.0
20’4”
24″ H X 14.6″ Diameter
37.444953/-122.158639
Remote Radio Units (RRU)
RRUS-32
160
386.4
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

AWS (2100 MHz)
Shared Antenna
360
Omni
9.6
15.3
20’4”
Shared Antenna
Shared Antenna
RRUS-32
160
443.7
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

Crown Castle submitted an independent engineering study of the level of RF emission exposure
(both at ground level and antenna height level) for the small cell equipment to be located at Site
26. The study was prepared by the consulting firm of Jerrold T. Bushberg, a firm that specializes
in RF emission analysis consistent with the guidelines established by the FCC. The consultant
calculated that the maximum ground-level RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon
operation will be 0.045 mW/cm², which is 4.5 percent of the applicable public exposure limit. The
consultant calculated that at antenna height level, the nearest building is 40 feet away and will
have an exposure level less than 1 percent of the MPE.
As part of our assignment, we performed an independent analysis of the calculated RF exposure
levels at Site 26. Figure 9 provides graphs of the RF energy emitted by the proposed antenna in
the horizontal and vertical planes. Note that in the horizontal plane, the radiation pattern is
essentially omni-directional with minor nodes due to the various fabrication components. In the
vertical plane, the maximum radiation is focused outward, perpendicular to the pole. In the
downward direction (toward the ground at the pole) the radiation is at least 16 dB (1/50th) of the
radiation in the horizontal plane.
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Figure 9: Site 26 Antenna Radiation Pattern 4

Horizontal Radiation Pattern

Vertical Radiation Pattern

Based on the specifications of the proposed antenna and transmission equipment, we concur
with the applicant’s findings that the maximum general-population RF exposure calculated for
the site at both the base and at the antenna’s horizontal plane is within the FCC’s MPE.

4.3 Summary of Small Cell Application for Site 27
The applicant proposes to install a wireless access facility on the site of an existing street light
pole located in the public right-of-way adjacent to 248 Homer Avenue and across from 819
Ramona Street. The existing 18′ 10″ light pole will be replaced with a new, more substantial pole
and foundation. The overall height of the new light pole and antenna will be 21′ 5″ above ground
level, per the applicant’s site plans. Figure 10 is a photograph of the existing light pole.

4

2,100 MHz (AWS band) amplitude in dB relative to maximum value in the respective plane.
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Figure 10: Site 27 Existing Photo (Source: Crown Castle)

The site will be connected to the client network through a dedicated fiber optic communications
link. The link will monitor and control the site and will transport the communications traffic (i.e.,
voice and data) to and from the network users.
Two Verizon RRU-32 remote radio units will be enclosed in a cabinet designed to mimic the shape
of a mailbox (24.75″ x 24.75″ x 48.63″) mounted at ground level adjacent to the street light.
Figure 11 (below) is a photo simulation of the site as it will look with the antenna and the cabinet.
The canister antenna will be mounted on the top of the pole. Coaxial cabling, antenna coupling
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devices, fiber network interface housing, and a power disconnect switch will be fully enclosed in
the mailbox, within the light pole, or in underground conduits/enclosures.
Figure 11: Site 27 Photo Simulation (Source: Crown Castle)

Crown Castle’s application included specifications for the equipment that will be installed at the
proposed site (Table 6). This equipment is consistent with small cell hardware used throughout
the wireless industry.
18
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Table 6: Communications Equipment Specifications (Source: Crown Castle)
Item

AWS (2100 MHz)

Ericson
Power (Watts)

PCS (1900 MHz)
Antenna
CUUT070X06FXYZ0
70
70
9.4
16.0
20’ 5”
24″ H X 14.6″ Diameter
37.442865/-122.158448
Remote Radio Units (RRU)
RRUS-32
160

ERP (Watts)
Dimensions (inches)

386.4
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

443.7
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

Amphenol
Horizontal Beamwidth (°)
Bearing Azimuth (°)
Gain (dB)
Vertical Beamwidth (°)
RAD Above Ground (feet)
Dimensions (inches)
Coordinates

Shared Antenna
70
70
9.6
15.3
20’ 5”
Shared Antenna
Shared Antenna
RRUS-32
160

Crown Castle submitted an independent engineering study of the level of RF emission exposure
(both at ground level and antenna height level) for the small cell equipment to be located at Site
27. The study was prepared by the consulting firm of Jerrold T. Bushberg, a firm that specializes
in RF emission analysis consistent with the guidelines established by the FCC. The consultant
calculated that the maximum ground-level RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon
operation will be 0.115 mW/cm², which is 11.5 percent of the applicable public exposure limit.
The consultant calculated that at antenna height level, the nearest building is 8 feet away and
will have an exposure level less than 1 percent of the MPE.
As part of our assignment, we performed an independent analysis of the calculated RF exposure
levels at Site 27. Figure 12 provides graphs of the RF energy emitted by the proposed antenna in
the horizontal and vertical planes. Note that in the horizontal plane, the radiation pattern is
directional, facing 70°. In the vertical plane, the maximum radiation is focused outward,
perpendicular to the pole. In the downward direction (toward the ground at the pole) the
radiation is at least 16 dB (1/50th) of the radiation in the horizontal plane.
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Figure 12: Site 27 Antenna Radiation Pattern 5

Horizontal Radiation Pattern

Vertical Radiation Pattern

Based on the specifications of the proposed antenna and transmission equipment, we concur
with the applicant’s findings that the maximum general-population RF exposure calculated for
the site at both the base and at the antenna’s horizontal plane is within the FCC’s MPE.

4.4 Summary of Small Cell Application for Site 28m1
The applicant proposes to install a wireless access facility on a new street light pole to be
constructed by the applicant (subject to approval by the City) in the public right-of-way adjacent
to 905 Waverley St. (formerly 400 Channing Ave.). The overall height of the new light pole and
antenna will be 21′ 4″ above ground level, per the applicant’s site plans. Figure 13 is a photograph
of the site.

5

2,100 MHz (AWS band) amplitude in dB relative to maximum value in the respective plane.
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Figure 13: Site 28m1 Existing Photo (Source: Crown Castle)

The site will be connected to the client network through a dedicated fiber optic communications
link. The link will monitor and control the site and will transport the communications traffic (i.e.,
voice and data) to and from the network users.
Two Verizon RRU-32 remote radio units will be enclosed in a cabinet designed to mimic the shape
of a mailbox (24.75″ x 24.75″ x 48.63″) mounted at ground level adjacent to the street light.
Figure 14 (below) is a photo simulation of the site as it will look with the antenna and the cabinet.
The canister antenna will be mounted on the top of the pole. Coaxial cabling, antenna coupling
devices, fiber network interface housing, and a power disconnect switch will be fully enclosed in
the mailbox, within the light pole, or in underground conduits/enclosures.
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Figure 14: Site 28m1 Photo Simulation (Source: Crown Castle)

Crown Castle’s application included specifications for the equipment that will be installed at the
proposed site (Table 7). This equipment is consistent with small cell hardware used throughout
the wireless industry.
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Table 7: Communications Equipment Specifications (Source: Crown Castle)
Item

Ericson
Power (Watts)

PCS (1900 MHz)
Antenna
CUUT180X06FXYZ0
180
35 (bi-directional)
9.4
16.0
20’4”
24″ H X 14.6″ Diameter
37.444157/-122.155167
Remote Radio Units (RRU)
RRUS-32
160

ERP (Watts)
Dimensions (inches)

386.4
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

Amphenol
Horizontal Beamwidth (°)
Bearing Azimuth (°)
Gain (dB)
Vertical Beamwidth (°)
RAD Above Ground (feet)
Dimensions (inches)
Coordinates

AWS (2100 MHz)
Shared Antenna
180
35 (bi-directional)
9.6
15.3
20’4”
Shared Antenna
Shared Antenna
RRUS-32
160
443.7
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

Crown Castle submitted an independent engineering study of the level of RF emission exposure
(both at ground level and antenna height level) for the small cell equipment to be located at Site
28m1. The study was prepared by the consulting firm of Jerrold T. Bushberg, a firm that
specializes in RF emission analysis consistent with the guidelines established by the FCC. The
consultant calculated that the maximum ground-level RF exposure level due to the proposed
Verizon operation will be 0.035 mW/cm², which is 3.5 percent of the applicable public exposure
limit. The consultant calculated that at antenna height level, the nearest building is 28 feet away
and will have an exposure level less than 1 percent of the MPE. Subsequent to the Bushberg
analysis, a nearby property owner commenced approved construction; the approximate distance
between Node 28m1 and the new building will be 18 feet.6
As part of our assignment, we performed an independent analysis of the calculated RF exposure
levels at Site 28m1. Figure 15 provides graphs of the RF energy emitted by the proposed antenna
in the horizontal and vertical planes. Note that in the horizontal plane, the radiation pattern is
bi-directional with major lobes pointing at 35° and 216°. In the vertical plane, the maximum
radiation is focused outward, perpendicular to the pole. In the downward direction (toward the
ground at the pole) the radiation is at least 16 dB (1/50th) of the radiation in the horizontal plane.

6

Information provided by the City.
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Figure 15: Site 28m1 Antenna Radiation Pattern 7

Horizontal Radiation Pattern

Vertical Radiation Pattern

Based on the specifications of the proposed antenna and transmission equipment, we concur
with the applicant’s findings that the maximum general-population RF exposure calculated for
the site at both the base and at the antenna’s horizontal plane is within the FCC’s MPE.

4.5 Summary of Small Cell Application for Site 29
The applicant proposes to install a wireless access facility on the site of an existing street light
pole located in the public right-of-way adjacent to 385 Homer Avenue and across from 751
Waverley Street. The existing 18′ 10″ light pole will be replaced with a new, more substantial pole
and foundation. The overall height of the new light pole and antenna will be 21′ 5″ above ground
level, per the applicant’s site plans. Figure 16 is a photograph of the existing light pole.

7

2,100 MHz (AWS band) amplitude in dB relative to maximum value in the respective plane.
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Figure 16: Site 29 Existing Photo (Source: Crown Castle)

The site will be connected to the client network through a dedicated fiber optic communications
link. The link will monitor and control the site and will transport the communications traffic (i.e.,
voice and data) to and from the network users.
Two Verizon RRU-32 remote radio units will be enclosed in a cabinet designed to mimic the shape
of a mailbox (24.75″ x 24.75″ x 48.63″) mounted at ground level adjacent to the street light.
Figure 17 (below) is a photo simulation of the site as it will look with the antenna and the cabinet.
The canister antenna will be mounted on the top of the pole. Coaxial cabling, antenna coupling
devices, fiber network interface housing, and a power disconnect switch will be fully enclosed in
the mailbox, within the light pole, or in underground conduits/enclosures.
25
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Figure 17: Site 29 Photo Simulation (Source: Crown Castle)
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Crown Castle’s application included specifications for the equipment that will be installed at the
proposed site (Table 8). This equipment is consistent with small cell hardware used throughout
the wireless industry.
Table 8: Communications Equipment Specifications (Source: Crown Castle)
Item
Amphenol
Horizontal Beamwidth (°)
Bearing Azimuth (°)
Gain (dB)
Vertical Beamwidth (°)
RAD Above Ground (feet)
Dimensions (inches)
Coordinates
Ericson
Power (Watts)
ERP (Watts)
Dimensions (inches)

PCS (1900 MHz)
Antenna
CUUT360X06FXYZ0
360
Omni
9.4
16.0
20’ 5”
24″ H X 14.6″ Diameter
37.444773/-122.156820
Remote Radio Units (RRU)
RRUS-32
160
386.4
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

AWS (2100 MHz)
Shared Antenna
360
Omni
9.6
15.3
20’ 5”
Shared Antenna
Shared Antenna
RRUS-32
160
443.7
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

Crown Castle submitted an independent engineering study of the level of RF emission exposure
(both at ground level and antenna height level) for the small cell equipment to be located at Site
29. The study was prepared by the consulting firm of Jerrold T. Bushberg, a firm that specializes
in RF emission analysis consistent with the guidelines established by the FCC. The consultant
calculated that the maximum ground-level RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon
operation will be 0.045 mW/cm², which is 4.5 percent of the applicable public exposure limit. The
consultant calculated that at antenna height level, the nearest building is 17 feet away and will
have an exposure level less than 20 percent of the MPE.
As part of our assignment, we performed an independent analysis of the calculated RF exposure
levels at Site 29. Figure 18 provides graphs of the RF energy emitted by the proposed antenna in
the horizontal and vertical planes. Note that in the horizontal plane, the radiation pattern is
essentially omni-directional with minor nodes due to the various fabrication components. In the
vertical plane, the maximum radiation is focused outward, perpendicular to the pole. In the
downward direction (toward the ground at the pole) the radiation is at least 16 dB (1/50th) of the
radiation in the horizontal plane.
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Figure 18: Site 29 Antenna Radiation Pattern 8

Horizontal Radiation Pattern

Vertical Radiation Pattern

Based on the specifications of the proposed antenna and transmission equipment, we concur
with the applicant’s findings that the maximum general-population RF exposure calculated for
the site at both the base and at the antenna’s horizontal plane is within the FCC’s MPE.

4.6 Summary of Small Cell Application for Site 30
The applicant proposes to install a wireless access facility on the site of an existing street light
pole located public right-of-way at the west corner of Channing Avenue and Bryant Street near
the multi-family residential building at 845 Ramona Street. The existing 18′ 9″ light pole will be
replaced with a new, more substantial pole and foundation. The overall height of the new light
pole and antenna will be 21′ 4″ above ground level, per the applicant’s site plans. Figure 19 is a
photograph of the existing light pole.

8

2,100 MHz (AWS band) amplitude in dB relative to maximum value in the respective plane.
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Figure 19: Site 30 Existing Photo (Source: Crown Castle)

The site will be connected to the client network through a dedicated fiber optic communications
link. The link will monitor and control the site and will transport the communications traffic (i.e.,
voice and data) to and from the network users.
Two Verizon RRU-32 remote radio units will be enclosed in a cabinet designed to mimic the shape
of a mailbox (24.75″ x 24.75″ x 48.63″) mounted at ground level adjacent to the street light.
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Figure 20 (below) is a photo simulation of the site as it will look with the antenna and the cabinet.
The canister antenna will be mounted on the top of the pole. Coaxial cabling, antenna coupling
devices, fiber network interface housing, and a power disconnect switch will be fully enclosed in
the mailbox, within the light pole, or in underground conduits/enclosures.
Figure 20: Site 30 Photo Simulation (Source: Crown Castle)
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Crown Castle’s application included specifications for the equipment that will be installed at the
proposed site (Table 9). This equipment is consistent with small cell hardware used throughout
the wireless industry.
Table 9: Communications Equipment Specifications (Source: Crown Castle)
Item
Amphenol
Horizontal Beamwidth (°)
Bearing Azimuth (°)
Gain (dB)
Vertical Beamwidth (°)
RAD Above Ground (feet)
Dimensions (inches)
Coordinates
Ericson
Power (Watts)
ERP (Watts)
Dimensions (inches)

PCS (1900 MHz)
Antenna
CUUT070X06FXYZ0
70
350
9.4
16.0
20’ 4”
24″ H X 14.6″ Diameter
37.442778/-122.156771
Remote Radio Units (RRU)
RRUS-32
160
386.4
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

AWS (2100 MHz)
Shared Antenna
70
350
9.6
15.3
20’ 4”
Shared Antenna
Shared Antenna
RRUS-32
160
443.7
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

Crown Castle submitted an independent engineering study of the level of RF emission exposure
(both at ground level and antenna height level) for the small cell equipment to be located at Site
30. The study was prepared by the consulting firm of Jerrold T. Bushberg, a firm that specializes
in RF emission analysis consistent with the guidelines established by the FCC. The consultant
calculated that the maximum ground-level RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon
operation will be 0.115 mW/cm², which is 11.5 percent of the applicable public exposure limit.
The consultant calculated that at antenna height level, the nearest building is 27 feet away and
will have an exposure level less than 1 percent of the MPE.
As part of our assignment, we performed an independent analysis of the calculated RF exposure
levels at Site 30. Figure 21 provides graphs of the RF energy emitted by the proposed antenna in
the horizontal and vertical planes. Note that in the horizontal plane, the radiation pattern is
directional, focused at 350°. In the vertical plane, the maximum radiation is focused outward,
perpendicular to the pole. In the downward direction (toward the ground at the pole) the
radiation is at least 16 dB (1/50th) of the radiation in the horizontal plane.
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Figure 21: Site 30 Antenna Radiation Pattern 9

Horizontal Radiation Pattern

Vertical Radiation Pattern

Based on the specifications of the proposed antenna and transmission equipment, we concur
with the applicant’s findings that the maximum general-population RF exposure calculated for
the site at both the base and at the antenna’s horizontal plane is within the FCC’s MPE.

4.7 Summary of Small Cell Application for Site 31
The applicant proposes to install a wireless access facility on the site of an existing street light
pole located public right-of-way adjacent to 190 Channing Avenue and across from 913 Emerson
Street. The existing 25′ 3″ light pole will be replaced with a new, more substantial pole and
foundation. The overall height of the new light pole and antenna will be 27′ 10″ above ground
level, per the applicant’s site plans. Figure 22 is a photograph of the existing light pole.

9

2,100 MHz (AWS band) amplitude in dB relative to maximum value in the respective plane.

32

Review of Small Cell Wireless Application – Crown Castle Cluster 2 (17PLN-00433) | December 2018
Figure 22: Site 31 Existing Photo (Source: Crown Castle)

The site will be connected to the client network through a dedicated fiber optic communications
link. The link will monitor and control the site and will transport the communications traffic (i.e.,
voice and data) to and from the network users.
Two Verizon RRU-32 remote radio units will be enclosed in a cabinet designed to mimic the shape
of a mailbox (24.75″ x 24.75″ x 48.63″) mounted at ground level adjacent to the street light.
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Figure 23 (below) is a photo simulation of the site as it will look with the antenna and the cabinet.
The canister antenna will be mounted on the top of the pole. Coaxial cabling, antenna coupling
devices, fiber network interface housing, and a power disconnect switch will be fully enclosed in
the mailbox, within the light pole, or in underground conduits/enclosures.
Figure 23: Site 31 Photo Simulation (Source: Crown Castle)
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Crown Castle’s application included specifications for the equipment that will be installed at the
proposed site (Table 10). This equipment is consistent with small cell hardware used throughout
the wireless industry.
Table 10: Communications Equipment Specifications (Source: Crown Castle)
Item
Amphenol
Horizontal Beamwidth (°)
Bearing Azimuth (°)
Gain (dB)
Vertical Beamwidth (°)
RAD Above Ground (feet)
Dimensions (inches)
Coordinates
Ericson
Power (Watts)
ERP (Watts)
Dimensions (inches)

PCS (1900 MHz)
Antenna
CUUT360X06FXYZ0
360
Omni
9.4
16.0
26’ 10”
24″ H X 14.6″ Diameter
37.441488/-122.157801
Remote Radio Units (RRU)
RRUS-32
160
386.4
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

AWS (2100 MHz)
Shared Antenna
360
Omni
9.6
15.3
26’ 10”
Shared Antenna
Shared Antenna
RRUS-32
160
443.7
27.2″ H x 12.1″ W x 7.0″ D

Crown Castle submitted an independent engineering study of the level of RF emission exposure
(both at ground level and antenna height level) for the small cell equipment to be located at Site
31. The study was prepared by the consulting firm of Jerrold T. Bushberg, a firm that specializes
in RF emission analysis consistent with the guidelines established by the FCC. The consultant
calculated that the maximum ground-level RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon
operation will be 0.026 mW/cm², which is 2.6 percent of the applicable public exposure limit. The
consultant calculated that at antenna height level, the nearest building is 49 feet away and will
have an exposure level less than 1 percent of the MPE.
As part of our assignment, we performed an independent analysis of the calculated RF exposure
levels at Site 31. Figure 24 provides graphs of the RF energy emitted by the proposed antenna in
the horizontal and vertical planes. Note that in the horizontal plane, the radiation pattern is
essentially omni-directional with minor nodes due to the various fabrication components. In the
vertical plane, the maximum radiation is focused outward, perpendicular to the pole. In the
downward direction (toward the ground at the pole) the radiation is at least 16 dB (1/50th) of the
radiation in the horizontal plane.
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Figure 24: Site 31 Antenna Radiation Pattern 10

Horizontal Radiation Pattern

Vertical Radiation Pattern

Based on the specifications of the proposed antenna and transmission equipment, we concur
with the applicant’s findings that the maximum general-population RF exposure calculated for
the site at both the base and at the antenna’s horizontal plane is within the FCC’s MPE.

10

2,100 MHz (AWS band) amplitude in dB relative to maximum value in the respective plane.
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5 Options for Minimizing Visual Obtrusiveness
As part of our assignment, we have been asked to provide input on options whereby the
applicant's design might be modified to deploy the equipment in a less visually intrusive manner.
The seven sites comprising Cluster 2 are six existing light poles that will be replaced with new
poles and one new street light pole. The applicant proposes to place antennas on top of the poles
and to mount all radio equipment in faux mailboxes near the light poles. Alternatives to the faux
mailboxes include landscaping utility cabinets to blend with the environment (using shrubs or
stone or brick barrier walls), placing equipment within a pedestal at the base of a pole, placing
equipment in underground vaults, or considering a microcell architecture with the electronic
equipment integrated into the antenna or mounted on the light pole.

5.1 Place Equipment in Underground Vaults
Under certain situations, underground vaulting of equipment is possible. Generally, the industry
refrains from this type of deployment due to the difficulties in construction created by the
general overcrowding of the right-of-way in urban environments, the need for cooling fans, and
the need for plumbing and pumps to control rainwater runoff. Additionally, equipment placed
underground typically is more difficult to service because doing so often requires more staff and
additional maintenance tools.
In the sections below, we describe the modifications that might be required to the applicant’s
proposed equipment if it were to be installed in an underground vault—as well as additional
considerations for the applicant and the City.
5.1.1 Crown Castle’s Proposed Equipment
Crown Castle proposes to place two Ericsson remote radio units (RRU) at each of the sites in this
cluster. The Ericsson radios were originally designed for deployment in a convection-cooled
environment, either on top of or at the base of traditional wireless macro towers; the enclosure
for the radio housing includes aluminum cooling fins (Figure 25).
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Figure 25: Remote Radio Units

In each of the applications, Crown Castle proposes to mount the three radio in a convectioncooled cabinet on the pole. The three units together would generate 320 Watts of radio
frequency energy and would continuously generate 1,500 Watts of heat energy that must be
dissipated.
5.1.2 Considerations for Installing Underground Vaults
Typically, underground communications vaults are designed for placement in the public right-ofway and are sufficiently sturdy to withstand a vehicle driving over it. The vaults are constructed
with a polymer concrete top and corrugated fiberglass sidewalls.
An underground vault suitable for installing the radio equipment proposed by Crown Castle
would need to be at least 3 feet (W) x 6 feet (L) x 3 feet (D) to provide adequate space for the
equipment and adequate air flow to support cooling. 11 The vault area will also need to include

See, for example: MacLean Highline, http://www.highlineproducts.com/pdfs/PHG367236X0004%20REVB%2011-2-17.PDF
11
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space for drainage and space required for additional radio equipment to support planned future
5G services. Figure 26 is an example of a vault that is suitable for the applicant’s proposed RRUs.
Figure 26: Underground Vault for Radio Equipment

Due to its large size, the installation of a vault will present construction challenges—especially
given the location of existing infrastructure above and below ground in the vicinity of the
proposed sites. Crown Castle would need to comply with the following requirements:
1. The vault would need to be located within approximately 90 feet of the antenna due to

signal loss limitations in the length of the coaxial cable connecting the radios to the
antenna. For a 20-foot-high pole, the vault’s horizontal distance from the pole could not
exceed roughly 70 feet.
2. City of Palo Alto Utilities (CPAU) requires that vaults be placed no closer than 5 feet from
a utility pole.
3. The vault cannot be installed in the path of lateral storm drains, water or sewer lines, or
other existing utility infrastructure (e.g., electric, telephone, CATV). Existing (conflicting)
utilities at a site could potentially be rerouted to accommodate a vault at the applicant’s
expense.
4. The vault construction would need to comply with the City’s requirements related to the
removal or endangerment of protected trees.
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Figure 27 illustrates some of the pertinent issues and challenges for installing underground vaults
in the Palo Alto right-of-way.
Figure 27: Issues Related to Placing Underground Vault for Radio Equipment

5.2 Consider a Microcell Architecture
A viable alternative to the current design (which employs traditional high-power remote radios)
would be to substitute the proposed radios with a lower-power radio. The smaller radios would
reduce visual impact at individual sites by reducing the volume of equipment—and would
potentially offer other benefits:
•

Reduced the RF Emission from the site

•

Higher data throughput capability (increased segmentation)

•

Greater compatibility with future 5G architecture deployment strategies

The Ericsson type RRU-32 radios proposed for both the AWS and PCS bands were originally
designed for use in traditional macro cell sites; they weigh 55 pounds each and have a volume of
1.46 cubic feet. (See Figure 28.)
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Figure 28: RRU-32 Radio Configuration
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Ericsson manufactures significantly smaller radio units (model 2203) that are marketed to
address the metro-area microsite market (see Figure 29).
Figure 29: Ericsson 2203 Microcell

The model 2203 microcell radio units emit far less power per radio (10 W) than do the RRU-32
units (160 W), however, so there would be tradeoffs if the applicant were to use the smaller
radios. Achieving the same coverage as the currently proposed design with microcell radios
would likely require deploying wireless facilities at up to twice as many locations.
In addition, while the applicant would be able to use the same type of antenna as specified in the
current design, shifting to a microsite deployment would involve a total redesign for this cluster.
All existing sites would have to be redesigned and new site locations would have to be added to
the exiting seven sites in order to provide a coverage footprint similar to that of the current
proposal.
The figures below illustrate two approaches to microcell deployment. These are feasible because
the model 2203 radios weigh 10 pounds and their compact size permit mounting directly on the
upgraded street light poles. (In contract, the RRU-32s weigh more than 50 pounds and are not
suitable for pole mounting.)
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Under option A, the radio equipment would be mounted in multi-radio assembly (up to six radios)
shrouded to appear as an extension of the 24-inch Amphenol antenna.
Figure 30: Light Pole Microsite Architecture – Option A
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Option B would have the same antenna mounted on the top of the light pole with the radio
housing (up to five radios) mounted mid-pole on a stand-off bracket. The radios would connect
to the antenna enclosed in a riser conduit.
Figure 31: Light Pole Microsite Architecture – Option B

44

Review of Small Cell Wireless Application – Crown Castle Cluster 2 (17PLN-00433) | December 2018

Sources
•

“17PLN-00433 Cluster 2 Resubmittal Project Description 11-02-18” – Crown Castle.

•

“17PLN-00433 Cluster 2 Resubmittal Plans 10-30-18” – Crown Castle.

•

“17PLN-00433 Cluster 2 Resubmittal Plans 11-19-18” – Crown Castle.

•

RF emission reports prepared on behalf of Crown Castle for each proposed site –
Jerrold T. Bushberg, Ph.D., DABMP, DABSNM, FAAPM, FHPS. Health and Medical Physics
Consulting, Sacramento, CA.

•

“Evaluating Compliance with FCC Guidelines for Human Exposure to Radiofrequency
Electromagnetic Fields” – OET Bulletin 65, edition 97-01, Federal Communications
Commission, Office of Engineering & Technology, Washington, D.C.
https://www.fcc.gov/general/oet-bulletins-line#65

•

Antenna Specifications – Amphenol Industries, Danbury, CT.
http://www.amphenolrf.com

•

Coaxial Cable & Antenna Mounting – CommScope, Hickory, NC.
https://www.commscope.com/

•

Wireless Radio Equipment – Ericsson, Global Headquarters, Stockholm.
https://www.ericsson.com/ourportfolio/radio-system/radio

•

Underground Vault – MacLean Highline, Sweetwater, TN.
http://www.highlineproducts.com/pdfs/PHG367236X0004%20REV-B%2011-2-17.PDF

•

City communications regarding new construction adjacent to Node 28m1 and site
addresses.
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ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
EXCERPT MINUTES: December 6, 2018
City Hall/City Council Chambers
250 Hamilton Avenue
8:30 AM
Present:

Chair Wynne Furth, Vice Chair Peter Baltay, Board Members Alexander Lew, Osma
Thompson and Robert Gooyer.

Absent:

None.

5.

PUBLIC HEARING / QUASI-JUDICIAL. Crown Castle/Verizon Cluster 2, University
South Multiple Addresses [17PLN-00433 File Uses 250 Hamilton Avenue Address]:
Request by Sure Site (on behalf of Crown Castle to Lease to Verizon) for Seven Small
Cell Node Tier 3 Wireless Communication Facility Permits in the Public Right of Way,
Including Six Streetlight Nodes and One New Streetlight Node. Environmental
Assessment: An Initial Study is Being Prepared Pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Zoning of Node Locations is Public Facilities,
Adjacent to These Zones: Public Facilities (275 Forest); Commercial Downtown CD-C
(P): 345 Forest; Residential Transition (SOFA) RT-35: 248 Homer, 190 Channing; DHS
(SOFA) - 385 Homer, 905 Waverley (formerly 400 Channing), 845 Ramona. For
further background information, please refer to the City’s website under the project
file number 17PLN-00433). For More Information Contact the Project Planner
Rebecca Atkinson at Rebecca.atkinson@CityofPaloAlto.org.

Amy French, Chief Planning Officer: I'm Amy French, Chief Planning Officer, here to present the project
called Crown Castle/Verizon Cluster 2. It's some small-cell nodes for wireless communication facilities in
the University South neighborhood. The address is noted on the ad that we've published in the
newspaper, The Post, as well as what we sent out to the neighborhood with notice cards. They are
wireless communication facilities in the right-of-way, in different zones, including the Commercial
Downtown zone; the DHS, which is a SOFA zone; the RT-35, also a SOFA zone; and... I think that was it
as far as the zones. This is the first hearing on Cluster 2 proposed by Crown Castle on behalf of Verizon.
Rebecca Atkinson -- to my left -- is the project planner. I am here to deliver the report. Albert Yang, to
my left as well, our City Attorney staff, here to represent. We have the applicants here. They do have, I
just wanted to mention, a Dr. Bushberg, I think is his name. He is to teach a class at UC Davis at 2:00
p.m. today, so there was a request for earlier presentation by this gentleman. I will make my
presentation, and then, possibly, they can reverse the order of their presentation to have him speak first.
Okay. I'll begin. This is Cluster 2 in University South. There are six streetlight poles that are involved
here, existing streetlight poles to be replaced by new streetlight poles, and there is one streetlight pole
proposed that does not exist currently. The poles would receive canister antennas on the top, and their
proposal is to install ground-mounted fake mailboxes containing radio units. They are large radio units.
That is their proposal. They have, today, some alternate images, alternatives to where to put those
radios, and they will show in their presentation that we saw last night at 7:00 p.m. I wanted to also note
that at places, we have two reports, one for each of these clusters. Cluster 2 is what you are looking at
now. We have the CTC technology and energy report at places. This is a consultant that the City hired to
help us understand what the design alternatives are and the RF radio frequency emission technical
matters. We have that. Also at places we have some comments from members of the public that the ARB
should have received at places. On the screen, showing images of each of these nodes; you can count
them. Did I say six? There are seven nodes proposed; six of them, again, existing locations for
streetlights, with proposal to replace the streetlights, and one new streetlight in a place that does not
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exist. There's only one streetlight here that is not on a corner, and that's the one that's proposed where
none exists. The other six are located near intersections. Staff recommends denial of three of those
nodes, and the reasons are on the screen. I would note that the applicant would request feedback on
alternatives that they are proposing today, in the presentation we saw last night, and our email. They will
go through those for each of those nodes that staff recommends denial on. They are also showing
alternatives for all the nodes as far as faux mailbox pedestal or side-mounted equipment. Staff is
recommending approval on four of those nodes on the screen, and with alternatives that can be explored
today, and conditioned. Again, the applicant is going to present some alternate images. Here are some
images showing the mailbox problem. This is not a mailbox; it's an enclosure, and it's subject to
vandalism, and there are issues with repair of these, and not happening in a timely manner. Here in the
middle is the image of the size of the radio, the remote radio unit that is proposed. This is... Several of
these radios going into an enclosure makes for a large enclosure. On the right is an image of other types
of utility boxes in Palo Alto in the right-of-way, so that's showing an alternative not proposed by the
applicant. We have some images here that are from this technology report, CTC report, regarding
underground, being the size of vault would have to be for undergrounding, and some other
considerations. We have construction challenges. You have this on the screen now that talk about, you
know, how far you can put one of these enclosures from the antenna. There is a 90-foot requirement,
there's a 70-foot requirement here. If anyone has questions, we can go back to this if the vaulting
question comes up. Here is an image of a vault, showing the size that our consultant determined would
be required. This is not proposed by the applicant. Vaulting. On the right, there is an image of the AT&T
proposals using these microcells that are much smaller than the radios proposed with this application.
Here are, again from our CTC report, consultant report, some examples of mounting on top of the pole,
the conjunction of the antenna, and the radio or radios. And then, on the right, the images of a sidemounted sets of radios.
Chair Furth: Amy?
Ms. French: Again, these are the smaller, microcell radios.
Chair Furth: Sure. I know you got a lot of information from them at the last minute, and from our
consultant. I just wanted to clarify. When do you need to leave by? Ten minutes ago?
Dr. Gerald Bushberg: Yeah.
Ms. French: Do you want a break?
Chair Furth: Well, if you would like to, with the permission of the Board, if you would like to take some of
your applicant's time to make whatever brief presentation you can before you leave. I'd hate to have
your trip be in vain.
Ms. French: Okay.
Chair Furth: We'll go back to staff report...
Ms. French: Sure.
Chair Furth: ...after that, and we'll just...
Ms. French: Do you have a presentation to upload?
Dr. Bushberg: No, I can speak from my notes here.
Chair Furth: Okay, and this will count against the applicant's time.
Dr. Bushberg: Thank you for your consideration.
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Chair Furth: If you could spell your name for the record.
Dr. Bushberg: It's Gerald Bushberg [spells name].
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Dr. Gerald Bushberg: I am a consultant retained by Crown Castle to do the analysis that's before you,
and was reviewed by outside counsel, or outside experts. There's only just a few points that I'd like to
make. My general background is I'm a clinical professor of radiology and radiation oncology at UC Davis.
I’m also the chairman of the board and senior scientist at the National Council on Radiation Protection
and Measurements in Washington. We study both ionized and radiational x-rays, as well as
radiofrequency energy. The comments that I have today apply to both Clusters 2 and 3. I just want to
make a few points. First of all, I know a lot of people think that this wireless technology is something new
that we don't know much about, but actually, when you really think about it, it's really the coming
together of three pretty old technologies. It's a combination of radio, computer and a telephone. We
have over 100 years' experience with RF broadcast and have been studying biological effects of RF
energy for over 60 years now. As shown in the reports, the maximum exposures at ground level are less
than one percent of what is allowed by the FCC for continuous public exposure. And the thing that is
important to understand about that is that the exposure standards are not set right at the threshold of
potential harm and safety. In fact, they are set 50 times below a level that is thought to be potentially
harmful. That really represents a safety factor of over 5,000 times, and that is the maximum exposures
that are anticipated. Finally -- and this is sort of a counterintuitive point, but -- for those people who are
concerned about RF exposure, the vast majority of RF exposure today comes from uses over your cell
phone. Because it's not so much that it's high-powered, but because it's close to your body. Both your
exposure and the exposure to people next to you are the highest RF exposures that people typically
experience. The other thing that people don't know about their phones usually is that the phones have,
all phones have something called adaptive power control, which means that when they are really close to
a cell site and have good coverage, like, all the bars, they're only operating at about one percent or onetenth of a percent of their maximum. When they are far away and you only have one bar, the phone
reaches out to its maximum. The difference between your exposure when you have good coverage and
you have bad coverage can be 1,000 to 1. For those people who are really concerned about RF exposure
and live in a community that has wireless service, the very best thing you could do to reduce the ambient
levels of RF exposure would be to have really good coverage in the area that's being served, because
then, the phones would be operating at extremely low power. And they do this not because of a safety
issue. They do it to preserve battery life, and also to keep signals within the site that the cell sites want
to see. For those that have a concern, it seems counterintuitive, but having really good coverage in an
area is one way -- probably the most effective way -- to reduce the greatest public exposure. I will
conclude my comments with that, and would be happy to answer any questions that you might have.
Chair Furth: Does anybody have questions of the speaker? When thinking about radiation exposures of
any kind, is it cumulative exposures we're concerned with? Or peak? Or both?
Dr. Bushberg: Well, with x-rays, the answer is yes. With radio waves, the answer is no. Let me give you
an example. With x-rays...
Chair Furth: I'll take your answer. That's fine.
Dr. Bushberg: Oh. Okay. It's no. The RF exposure is non-ionizing radiation, like visible light. For example,
visible light does not accumulate in the body, so there's not an intensity that builds up and damages the
optic nerve. The same thing is true with RF energy. You're exposed, the energy is dissipated.
Chair Furth: So when my dermatologist is telling me to limit my sun exposure, cumulatively, she's wrong?
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Dr. Bushberg: No. They're talking then about ultraviolet radiation, which is right at the threshold of
ionizing and non-ionizing. The RF radio waves are about a million times less energetic. In fact, they're
less energetic than light waves.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Dr. Bushberg: Okay.
Chair Furth: Any other questions?
Dr. Bushberg: Thank you for indulging me. Appreciate it.
Chair Furth: Yes. Hope you make it to class.
Dr. Bushberg: I will. Thank you.
Chair Furth: Safely. (inaudible) for the disruption, but you did advise us of this necessity, so we will get
back to the staff report.
Ms. French: Yes. And that was very nice. I'll move along here. The images that I had just finished
describing on the screen are examples or concepts for placement of the radios between the top of the
pole and the antenna that's proposed above the pole. That's on the left side. On the right side is a sidemounted set of radios. These radios here in this concept are really the micro or pico-size radios, which
are much smaller than the radios that the applicant is proposing. Here are just some images of other
poles that are nearby some of the proposed nodes. Again, the applicant's presentation will describe in
detail how they came up on the node locations that they are proposing, but I'll just briefly blow through
these images we took in the field, showing what else is out there. These are all relatively short poles,
providing light, street lighting. I'm just going to... These are available if the ARB wishes to go back and
look at some of these alternate possibilities. Again, the applicant would have some comments on these,
I'm sure. Just showing, especially for the ones that the staff is recommending denial on. This is a
situation where we have a historic building, Category 2 on our local historic inventory, and the options
are several: To relocate to a different site entirely for a node; the image on the right shows a nearby
streetlight. The applicant will show you today their proposal to put the mailbox in a different location but
retain the location next to what's known as Staller Court today. This is the other recommended-for-denial
location. The City does not want to have a new streetlight placed where there is none today. There is
some analysis that would go with that. Those are the nearby poles on the right. The CTC report, not to
bore you with details, but it is, we had quite a scope for them to look at. They had site visits, they did
review of the capacity and on-site coverage -- All of these things related to the technical aspects of the
project. And, they did propose these images of alternate design. Their findings related to the scientific,
the RF's, are on the screen, and signal strength, etc. They believe that the proposal will provide the
service that they are looking at providing to their customers. Again, here are just a couple images.
Showing on the left, these are the radios that cause the large mailbox size to be proposed, two of these.
They are longer, 27 inches tall, or long, and 12.5 inches wide, and a depth of seven inches. As opposed
to the pico or microcell units on the right, which are 7.8 inches wide and 3.9 inches deep. More of a
square shape. Again, here's our recommended motion. Conditional approval of four nodes, denial of three
nodes, and comments on the potential alternative design locations that the applicant is showing. We
have the generic standards that are in the staff report on these packet pages -- 200, and findings, 202.
We have not crafted findings for approval of this project, nor conditions of approval at this time. We
have... The next steps on the screen would be director's decision within 14 days of the ARB
recommendation, and then, appealable to the City Council. That's the standard. Here on the screen, I'm
going to remove this so the applicant can upload their presentation. And we have staff here for answers
to questions, if we want, before their presentation. Or, hear next from the applicant.
Chair Furth: I think we'll go ahead with hearing from the applicant first, and again, we have a transcriber,
so if you would spell your name, give us your address. If you have a corporate affiliation and that needs
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spelling, do that, too. Applicant is entitled to 10 minutes at the beginning of the public hearing, and 10
minutes after you hear from the public, which you will. You have six minutes and 37 seconds left.
[crosstalk]
Chair Furth: Okay.
Ms. Swanson: If I may, Chairman Furth, is it possible to take Dr. Bushberg's time off of my Cluster 3 10
minutes, considering that is a shorter presentation?
Chair Furth: We'll split it.
Ms. Swanson: Thank you. I appreciate that. If I may, I ...
[crosstalk]
Ms. Swanson: ...timer on here. What shall I put my time for?
Chair Furth: Eight.
Ms. Swanson: Eight minutes. Thank you so much.
Chair Furth: Coordinate with her. She gets eight.
Ms. Swanson: Hopefully you can see that; it's a little dark. First, I want to thank you again for having us
here. This is our second appearance. We had a preliminary back in September of 2017. Hard to believe
it's been that long, but it has. I want to start by introducing the change...
Chair Furth: You need to remind us what your name is.
Rochelle Swanson: I'm sorry. Rochelle Swanson. I work for SureSite Consulting. I'm doing government
relations on behalf of Crown Castle International, who is the applicant in this matter. I know Verizon has
been brought up a few times. However, they are a tenant. This is a Crown Castle project, Crown Castle
being the nation's largest owner of fiber infrastructure and working through wireless deployment. I want
to first, like I said, introduce the team. I'm sorry, you want my address. I live in Davis, California, another
lovely college community. Do you need my street address, or is that adequate?
Chair Furth: (inaudible, off microphone)
Ms. Swanson: All right, 2780 Brentwood Place, Davis, California. Behind me I have Dick Stoddard, who is
our construction manager; Morgan Hunt, who is our manager of RF engineering; Todd Threw, who is the
CEO of Costal Communications, lead designer of their A&E, and helps us with compliance on all design
issues, local, state and federal; Michael Shawnafell [phonetic], our legal counsel, as well as Sharon
James, the director of government relations, and Reejay Redivarie [phonetic], who is the project
manager. I share the titles and the depth because I believe that if you have questions that have to do
with those subject matters, rather than to referring to an analysis of generalists like myself and staff, that
they are really the go-to people to ask. Just a little bit of background. Crown Castle is a competitive local
exchange carrier, also...Oh, this is not working. Hold on. It's not clicking through. [Technical difficulties
with digital presentation.] All right. Going back to, explaining that Crown Castle is acelic [phonetic,] and
what that means is that they qualify as public utility and have special status to the public right-of-way
and poles and equipment, but also being regulated as a utility as opposed to a carrier. This project here
is an expansion of a previous project of 19 sites, from 2015. This build-out here is an expansion, as
mentioned before, and it really is about bolstering infrastructure. While everybody is very much excited
and talking about smart cities and 5G, this is also for 4G infrastructure, which is important to have the
ubiquitous coverage within communities and between communities. The real core of this is the need for
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coverage and capacity. Years back, it was really about coverages and holes in coverage, but now it's
really about capacity because of the ubiquitous use of wireless devices. Not just phones, of course, but
there's also tablets, laptops, and at some point, cars and other issues. As you can see here -- and I won't
belabor going through -- the numbers, and they continue to grow, is the amount of people who are using
data, it's rapid increase. What's interesting is that, going back to the need for infrastructure, we're 36th
in the world for actually having the deployment, though we're probably some of the highest in demand
there. Right here it says that 48 percent have wireless service only. Actually, that number has already
climbed to nearly 53 percent just in the time since putting this together. I will note as I go through here,
I'm going to try to address some of the other questions from CTC. We received that this morning,
because I know that was just also received by staff last night, so, where possible, try to connect it, which
is also why... And I apologize for the late submittal for our own report. We have been waiting on photo
sims to address the staff report that came out on Friday night, so, to try to give you the most information
that we have. The specific request that we have here is to take a look at all the nodes. As staff put out,
as far as the different ways that we can house the equipment, as put into potential conditions of approval
for those four nodes, and also, being able to use them as solutions for the remaining three. Specifically
looking at Node 26 and the different options on the mailbox, which was discussed. The preference for the
location for Node 28m1, if you'll recall, we came here with Node 28 in front of 370 Channing back in
September 2017, and it was recommended then that while it is stated that it would be preferable to avoid
corners, but to go ahead and go and look at the corner, especially what was explained there by our
engineer, Ernesto, theorized that we have an ability to actually have greater coverage when we locate on
corners rather than mid-block. Because there's a line of sight for two different streets, and that allows for
more efficient use of each site, potentially less sites, depending on the location. Node 25 of the request,
while it's for denial, to allow us to move forward with a conditional approval, to continue to work with
staff to address their concerns, considering the fact that that's the only viable node that we have there.
And then, of course, any additional feedback from all of you, as well as, you know, looking forward to the
landscaping proposed by the urban forester. No opposition to working there with staff and doing what is
applicable and feasible in each one of those locations. Just quickly here for the history because I want to
be able to recap those two minutes that were lost, is that we first walked the start sites in 2016, in
November, and then, of course, was here in September 2017. I raise this, the whole history here, to kind
of denote the way that Crown Castle does business when it comes to locating locations. It is not a
desktop exercise, so, a node that gets proposed isn't throwing something on the wall. Whenever there is
a sidewalk, there is a full team of people -- usually folks want to stop us on the street and know what
we're doing -- anywhere from five, seven, sometimes 12 people. Everybody from every discipline, half of
which are here, take into account, what does the code say, what is General Order 95, which is the
regulations from the Utility Commission, as well as orientation of equipment, climbing space, proximity to
balconies, to homes, to second stories; what's the proximity to the street; what's the least-intrusive
piece? And that all goes into an account physically in the field before we even approach staff with doing
the pre-application meeting. Which, of course, I did have a couple of pre-application meetings. We've
had a number of community meetings, any time that we've made a change based on feedback. When we
were here before and it was considered that we should look at an alternative to Node 26 because of the
concerns with Staller Court, we held a public meeting. When we moved 28 to 400 Channing to replace an
existing sign, we had another community meeting. We've actually erred on the side of caution, and when
we come, we bring all the information in case there were members of public who wanted to discuss any
of the other nodes, and have had only a handful of people who have shown up. And I'll discuss more on
Cluster 3 some of the specific changes that we made. The main concerns that have come up have been
RF noise and siting. I take that that I'm getting very close to the end. As was mentioned, the different
options that we have are a side mount in relation to what staff had recommended. There is a pedestal
mount. I want to point out the pedestal chosen here is from Cupertino, where all the carriers came
together to agree on a design that would work for their equipment. While a pole-mounted/top-mounted
was mentioned, that is not a solution for all carriers. That takes a very small footprint and a very specific
kind of antenna. And then, beyond that -- and I'll read this for your specific questions about the nodes
for denial -- is that our RF engineer will be able to go through... And I put these in the slide, not for my
coverage, but for his ability to look and show the due diligence that was done, and why we have been,
they are unable to have a feasible alternative on both Node 25, 26, and that 28 really is either the pole at
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400, or at 370 Channing. With that, just, again, request that we can move forward with the conditions of
approval, and we're here to answer any and every question that you have. Thank you.
Chair Furth: Thank you. We have speaker cards. Somewhere. The first speaker is Nicolas Flegel, to be
followed by Don Jackson.
Nick Flegel, Partner, Jorgensen, Siegel, McClure & Flegel: Good afternoon. Nick Flegel [spells name]. I'm
a partner at the firm Jorgensen, Siegel, McClure & Flegel in Menlo Park. Our office address is 1100 Alma
Street, Suite 210.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Mr. Flegel: I'm here speaking on behalf of my clients, Mike Midolo and Neil O'Sullivan. They are the
owners of 362 Channing, which the original proposal was for a node to be put at 370 Channing. They
came here during that original proposal and opposed it back in September 2017. They came here
because they said, hey, it's an undergrounding district; number two, that there's absolutely no tree
coverage for where that pole was, and there's no possibility for tree coverage because there are utility
boxes right underneath where that pole is. And number three, the pole is, and where this node will go,
are directly visible from their upstairs window. I brought some pictures, and this is the first picture.
Chair Furth: We have those, thank you.
Mr. Flegel: This board suggested to the applicant, "You should look at alternatives." And they did look at
alternatives, and we really appreciate that. And keep in mind, 362 Channing is mid-block, okay? They
proposed this new pole, it's 28m1, and we really appreciate that proposal. We support that proposal. We
think it meets a lot of the sitting criteria in terms of it being, having coverage there. There is a pole there.
It would be replacing a pole. It's replacing a pole. I saw staff's report. I think that there are some issues
that are not insurmountable, that applicant and staff can work together and make this pole at 400
Channing work. That's our request. Number two, alternatives we have, maybe this Board could give
direction to look at other proposals, and another proposal might be, we think is a really good one,
moving it basically one block west... I'm sorry, one lot west, to where there's the Mini Sharp [sic] Park.
That's a location where there is not a light. There's a crosswalk there, there's tree coverage there. We
think that that would be a benefit for the City, for safety reasons.
Chair Furth: I beg your pardon - A mini shark park?
Mr. Flegel: Mini...
Male?: [off microphone, inaudible]
Chair Furth: Oh, Scott Park.
Mr. Flegel: Sorry, sorry. I apologize. And then... That's picture number two in my presentation. And then,
number three, the last couple pages are four other alternative sites that we think that it would be nice if
the Board could ask the applicant to look at. Our fourth request would be, the Board can just deny this
node, Node 28. I don't think we really have any evidence that it's 100 percent needed for this coverage
plan to work. We certainly just don't want it in front of our client's property. And if there is going to be a
proposal for that, we don't want it... Our clients don't want it there. That's it. Thank you.
Chair Furth: I have one question for you. Could you...? Your clients don't want it there because...?
Mr. Flegel: Well, the main reason, there's zero coverage, tree coverage.
Chair Furth: Visibility. You're talking about the appearance.
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Mr. Flegel: The pole is right there. You can see it right from outside their upstairs room. There's just no
way to make it look nice, in our mind.
Chair Furth: Thank you. That testimony pertained to site, which is now 28M1, right? No? Formerly...?
Which...?
Board Member Lew: It was the original 28. And then, they approved an alternate, which is 28m1.
Chair Furth: Staff, which of the ones you presented to us today are we talking about?
Ms. French: Twenty-eight-m-1 is the 400 Channing, also known as 905 Waverley. That's the alternate
node for the node at 370 that was originally proposed.
Rebecca Atkinson, Project Planner: And was removed from the plan set.
Board Member Thompson: Sorry, what page is that?
[inaudible response]
Chair Furth: Let's just talk about today. Actually, we can talk about recent history. The applicants came in
2017, or 2014? I forget. A while ago.
Ms. French: Twenty-seventeen.
Chair Furth: Twenty-seventeen. And they asked that a proposed pole be moved from in front of their
house. The applicant submitted an application, which is now our number 28m1? Which removed it from
in front of the objectors' house. However, the City has objections to that proposed relocation, and the...
Mr. Flegel, on behalf of his clients, is saying, "Don't put it back in front of our house." Is that correct? Is
that a summary of what just happened?
Ms. French: Yes.
[crosstalk]
Ms. French: ...accurate.
Chair Furth: Thank you. I would just say that it's very helpful when people are talking to do as you did
and address both the address, the street address, and the node number, because otherwise, we get quite
easily confused. Thank you. We have another speaker, as soon as I find the cards I just buried. And that
would be Don Jackson, to be followed by Michael Midolo. Yes?
Don Jackson: Hello. I'm Don Jackson [spells name].
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Mr. Jackson: I reside at 845 Waverley Street.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Mr. Jackson: Yesterday, I sent an email to the Board, describing my interest in this project, which, to
summarize, is to explore the feasibility of leveraging any associated street trenching, boring conduit, that
are required to link these various cell nodes by a fiberoptic link, in order for me to use the same
trenching to establish a fiberoptic link connecting between my house and either Packs [phonetic], which
is at 529 Bryant, or an existing city fiber vault at the corner of Waverley and Channing, which is
approximately 125 feet from my property. Obviously, if this were to happen, I would have to bear the

City of Palo Alto

Page 8

cost of any additional work that would benefit only me. If this project goes forward, the City will be
allowing the applicant to install communications equipment on City street lights, install and maintain
associated cell site electronics at ground level on City property, and inside enclosures that look similar to
postal relay boxes, and to link the cell sites by fiberoptic cables that will be installed underneath city
streets. The space area underneath our city streets is a limited and finite resource and should be used as
efficiently and cooperatively as possible. Additionally, trenching a city street is highly disruptive, leaving
patches of replaced asphalt, and, as I recently discovered, it is incredibly expensive. And we should seek
to minimize any such projects. My request is that if this project moves forward, that the applicant be
encouraged to make a good faith effort to explore the possibility of leveraging any associated street
trenching.
Chair Furth: Could I ask a question?
Mr. Jackson: Sure thing.
Chair Furth: Familiar issue over the last 20 years, how to get this higher-speed connectivity. You're
asking that they...? What are you envisioning, just briefly? Who would own...? Additional fiber? Or would
other people have access to it.
Mr. Jackson: As you know, there are numerous ideas and discussions about...
Chair Furth: Twenty years, at least I remember.
Mr. Jackson: ...city... No, I'm talking about city, I'm talking about me getting fiber from Point A to Point
B.
Chair Furth: Right, and you're proposing to own that line?
Mr. Jackson: Yeah, I would use that line.
Chair Furth: Thank you. Mr. Midolo.
Mr. Midolo: Good afternoon, members of the Architectural Review Board. It's nice to see you again. I saw
you last in September of 2017. At that time, I came before you to stress concerns that I and Neil
O'Sullivan have for our home at 362 Channing. We have lived in Palo Alto for 25 years. We own our
home. I'm here this afternoon in support of -- and I'm going to be very specific -- 28m1, which is the
alternative site. This is not the one in front of our home. This is the one at 400, located at 400 Channing.
The proposed location is a result of over a year of discussions with the City and Crown Castle, and I urge
you to support it. There is currently just a street pole there. It is not a light pole, it's just a regular old
street pole, right there. It's to indicate parking and such. At the same time, I also urge you to deny the
placement of any node at this time, or in the future, on the light pole outside of our home. I believe you
have in your exhibits very clear documentation of how visible that pole is from inside our home. And
there will never be the ability to shade or shield in any way that pole because of the other utilities
immediately surrounding it. It is also one of the exceptions that... I know Amy mentioned earlier that
they are all on corners. This is the one exception. This is the one that's in the block, right in the middle of
the block. We have been through a labor of love, remodeling our home. We retained the architect in
2013. It's taken three years to remodel it. You guys have seen the photos, you know that it's quite a big
commitment. And we appreciate that Crown Castle is trying not to exacerbate the unattractive light pole
outside of our house. Over a year ago, in September 2017, we came to the preliminary ARB board to
oppose location on the pole outside our house. The architect showed you pictures of the home. The close
proximity to the pole, to our windows, and the lack of tree screening. We identified how the pole at 370
does not meet the City's location and criteria for small nodes because the pole is in an undergrounding
district. There is no tree screening. The node would be highly visible, again, through the windows. At the
meeting, you encouraged, as a body, you encouraged Crown Castle to pursue alternative locations for
the node. We anticipated that your indications would be followed. However, several months ago, we
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received notice from Crown Castle that, again, they were proposing to put Node 28 on the pole outside
our house. So, we went to that community meeting and expressed our disappointment, and then, worked
with them on alternatives again, pointing them towards the location at either 400, or multiple other sites.
We provided at least six sites for them to consider. Our attorneys have followed up numerous times with
the City staff and Crown Castle and still don't understand why any of these sites that were suggested
aren't reasonable. We appreciate that Crown Castle is working with us in supporting an alternative
location. If there is more information the staff needs to be comfortable with a new light pole at 400
Channing, we encourage you to direct the applicant to provide that information, and direct staff to work
with them to make it work. One alternative that I think would be perfect would be to remove the pole at
370 Channing, the one that is right in front of my house. Remove it, move it just down the street to 346,
at 346 Channing, at Scott Street. What I am suggesting here is the pole in front of our house at 370 be
moved to 346. Why? Because after the Summerhill development, there was the new Heritage Park.
There's a walkway, so, what people do, including myself and my 69-year-old dementia-affected aunt, do
is we constantly cross that, at least three times a day, and there is no light there. None at all. That's the
natural connector between Scott Park and Heritage Park, and everybody uses that, including pedestrians,
elderly and young. No light there whatsoever. Yet, in front of our house, where we don't need a pole,
there is a pole. Either 400 would be a great location for that node, or else, quite simply, if that pole,
there could be a pole at 346 Channing, or if not, there is also one inside the park, or if not... "Inside the
park," I'm referring to inside Scott Mini Park. Or if not, the other alternative is denial of it. You've got four
different options, five different options there, for 28. Sorry?
Chair Furth: Thank you. Thank you for coming to speak to us. Sorry we kept you waiting so long, and
your time has elapsed.
Mr. Midolo: Thank you.
Chair Furth: Any questions for Mr. Midolo? Other than M-I-D-O-L-O? Is that the spelling of your name?
Mr. Midolo: M-I-D-O-L-O. Yeah. Again, it's...
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Mr. Midolo: ...since there's no light mid-block, it would be great to have a light mid-block.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Mr. Midolo: Thank you.
Chair Furth: Okay, and then, we had a final speaker card from David Baumgarten [spells Baumgarten].
And he could not stay, so, he says: "Consistent with staff recommendation, no cell unit at 400
Channing/905 Waverley." We have a full range of public comments on that one. Anybody else wish to
speak as a member of the public on this matter?
Board Member Thompson: Wait, his note was not in favor of...?
Chair Furth: He supports the staff recommendation.
Board Member Thompson: To deny it? Okay.
Chair Furth: To not approve that one. Applicant, you are entitled to another 10 minutes to respond to
public comment.
Ms. Swanson: At this time, I'd like to have Morgan Hunt address specifically those nodes, especially
Nodes 28 and 28m1, as well as 26 and 25 respectively. And then, if time remains, I'll talk about the
design between the pedestal and the side mount.
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Chair Furth: Thank you.
Morgan Hunt: Hello. My name is Morgan Hunt, and I am the RF manager for Crown Castle. You want my
address?
Chair Furth: No, I don't.
Mr. Hunt: Okay. All right. Great. And, you should...
Chair Furth: Oh, I'm sorry, I do need your address. I though you said, did I know your address.
Mr. Hunt: No, do you need it. Okay, is that your presentation up there? My address is 695 River Oaks
Parkway in San Jose.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Mr. Hunt: All right.
Ms. Swanson: You might ask them which node that is because it's hard to read. It's just the first one.
Mr. Hunt: Yeah, I don't know what that is. That looks like 25, right?
[Adjusting presentation]
Mr. Hunt: Okay, so, in this presentation, there are three locations presented with the alternatives
analysis. This one is 25, right? This is adjacent to 200 Forest Avenue. The objective is to provide
continuous coverage on Forest Avenue and Ramona Street. Look closer, the node location is to, the
intersection is bare coverage. Once you start moving further away from the intersection, the coverage
objective will start degrading. That's what causes some of these alternates to not be acceptable. This
shows the 200 Forest Avenue, that meets the coverage objective. We looked at 688 Ramona Street,
which we could not use it due to the close location to the balcony. And then, at 275 Forest, it's too far
from the Forest Avenue/Ramona intersection, with no line of sight, so, it is not covering our objective.
And then, we looked at two more locations that were further down the block, 720 Ramona and 223. Both
those locations don't meet the coverage objective. That's 25. I'm on a time limit, right? Okay, so, I'm
going to go to 28, try to...
Chair Furth: (inaudible)
Mr. Hunt: Okay, thanks. Yes. What's up there now is 28. This is proposed 28m1 at 400 Channing, and the
objective is to provide continuous coverage on Channing Avenue in both directions, and partial coverage
on Waverley. The objective is to be closer to the Waverley intersection. We looked at a number of
alternatives. The original location, which is acceptable for the coverage, 370 Channing. And as presented
by the speakers, by the public speakers, what evolved is we chose the 400 as an alternate to the
acceptable alternative, and being submitted, and is to replace an existing parking sign pole. And we also
looked at, on the intersection, which has traffic signal poles, which are not allowed. We cannot go on city
traffic light poles. And then, 425 Channing is farther from the intersection and has less line of sight. That
impacts both Channing and Waverley Street. We looked at 346 Channing Avenue. That is closer, I believe
that park that was mentioned, and there is no pole there, and it is a little bit further from the
intersection, and closer to an existing site, SF Palo Alto 030. So, for a couple of reasons, this location is
not acceptable. There's no existing infrastructure to replace, you know, an existing pole, and it is not
quite meeting the coverage objective on Waverley. Nine-twenty-eight Waverley Street was also looked at.
It is even... Let's see where that location is. Sorry, get my bearing. Oh, yes. That is down south, in a
southern direction on Waverley from the intersection that is... We are losing the coverage on Channing,
which is the objective. That is the same as the case for 842 Waverley. We can look at 26 real quickly,
before I run out of time. Somehow... Okay. Is that 28...? I think that's 26. This is across from 675
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Gilman, and it's objective to provide coverage on Forest Avenue and Gilman Street. Again, we want to be
closest to the intersection to provided the best coverage. And clear line of sight provides the best
coverage. There are existing nodes on Hamilton Avenue and Bryant Street that need to be considered in
the placement of this node. We look at alternatives, and one of them is 332 Forest Avenue, is a viable
location, but there.... in alternate to 26, but there is no existing pole there. It would be a new pole
placement. Three-oh-three Forest, as you see, moves down. Stop?
Chair Furth: Why don't you finish your sentence.
Mr. Hunt: Okay, so, 303 Forest moves down to the middle of the block and is preventing, preventing the
coverage objective not to be met.
Chair Furth: Thank you. Staff? Any responses?
Albert Yang, Deputy City Attorney: Sure. Deputy City Attorney Albert Yang. I think the information about
the applicant's coverage objectives is informative for the planning director, and he ultimately preps the
City Council. But, from the ARB, we are primarily looking for your judgment on the aesthetics of the
various options that are presented.
Chair Furth: Thank you. Anybody have questions of staff? Or anybody else?
Board Member Thompson: Yeah. In terms of the aesthetic options presented to us, it sounds like there's
only one option for the actual, what's happening on top of the light pole. And then, seeing a photoshop
of the mailboxes with the side attachment is just in that diagram, we don't have any other documentation
of what that looks like? And any other option? Okay.
Chair Furth: Go ahead.
Ms. Atkinson: Question of staff. On the staff report, there is a web link that points to some visual
simulations that Crown produced for other cities, with their decorative pole and side mount. I believe the
applicant has some preliminary visual simulations from other cities that have a side mount and a pedestal
for associative support equipment. The faux mailbox was a design solution in the past that was large
enough to accommodate two carriers' equipment, and right now, the second carrier is not in the existing
faux mailbox. My third comment was that the faux mailbox solution potentially identified in the past is
oversized relative to the equipment proposed on these individual nodes.
Board Member Thompson: I'm sorry, so, is there an image of the other types of mounting in our packet?
Because I think I just saw the mailbox, but maybe I missed it. In our drawings.
Ms. Atkinson: Sure. Yes, you can find that on page 13 of the staff report, and it's packet page 179. Those
are existing side-mounted deployments in downtown Palo Alto, and the web link leads to other visual
simulations, and the web link is on packet page 177. And then, the applicant presentation, there are a
few visual simulations of side-mounted. Staff hasn't had the time to fully analyze, but nonetheless, they
are there. The same with pedestal. I think with the side-mounted pole placement and pedestal,
transportation and public works and planning would need to very carefully look at horizontal and vertical
clearance implementation relative to curb lines, corners and sidewalks. The horizontal and vertical
clearance are also important considerations.
Ms. French: Board Member Thompson, would you like to have one of those images displayed on the
screen for discussion? From the applicant's presentation?
Board Member Thompson: I would prefer that. Probably ask permission of the Board to show that.

City of Palo Alto

Page 12

Chair Furth: Yeah, let's take a look at them. Meanwhile, I have another question of counsel while you're
finding that. Our recommendation, the recommendation to us is to deny a number of these nodes. Are
you comfortable with that recommendation?
Mr. Yang: Yes, and as noted, staff would like the ARB's comments on potential alternatives to the nodes
that are recommended for denial.
Chair Furth: Thank you. I have a minor question for staff. In looking at these not-mailboxes, are they
reviewed to make sure that they don't eliminate a parking space? Because you can't open your curbside
door anymore?
Ms. Atkinson: That's one of the items that makes it important to have the 1.5 minimum clearance from
curb lengths. You know, for any equipment.
Chair Furth: You believe that there is enough space to open car doors and get out with these
installations.
Ms. Atkinson: Only if they are placed at a minimum of 1.5 from a curb line.
Chair Furth: But that's what you are proposing, no?
Ms. Atkinson: No. Right now, the...We're not proposing anything...?
Chair Furth: They are, right?
Ms. Atkinson: Right, so, what I’m saying is, the applicant design, in order to meet clearance
requirements, would have to be a minimum of 1.5.
Ms. French: We are not recommending the faux mailboxes.
Chair Furth: Counsel? You had a comment?
Mr. Yang. I think, just to clarify, what staff is saying is that there may be some issues with what you've
described.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Ms. Swanson: All right, thank you. If I may address that just briefly, is that, especially on the sites that
are on the...
Chair Furth: Yeah, let's try to get the hearing. We're at the deliberation section, and...
[crosstalk]
Ms. Swanson: Oh, I'm sorry.
Chair Furth: ...raise your hand and I'll...
Ms. Swanson: I'm sorry, when you looked at me, I thought you were ready for me to talk about the...
Chair Furth: I'm staring into space. Sorry. We were looking for an image, right? Correct.
Board Member Thompson: I think we just need to see the image.
Chair Furth: From my point of view, it's invisible.
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Ms. Atkinson: It does tend to blend with the pole and with the color....
[crosstalk]
Chair Furth: (inaudible).
Board Member Thompson: I don't know that that image is satisfactory enough to describe exactly what's
happening right there.
Ms. Swanson: Let me see if I can get you a better...
Chair Furth: Six feet up?
Ms. Swanson: Yeah, let me go to 31, It might be a little bit clearer there for the side mount. Let me
know... That's a little bit easier to see.
Chair Furth: Why don't you just give us the rough dimensions of that. Is it cylindrical?
Ms. Swanson: No. This shows, this would be square, and it would be 28 by 24 by 20.5. It's basically 8.7
cubic feet, and it would be on the side. Typically, we try to orient...
Chair Furth: [inaudible and off-microphone]
Ms. Swanson: I'm sorry. That would be 28 inches high and 24 inches wide, with a depth of 20.5 inches.
Chair Furth: [inaudible and off-microphone]
Ms. Swanson: You're very welcome. I'm sorry.
Chair Furth: Trying to visualize. Having a little trouble.
Ms. Swanson: Yeah, feel free... And I apologize, with the copies, we have a black and white, I would
have made more color copies for you guys. Normally these come up a little bit brighter on here. And that
would be mounted on the side and oriented in the safest manner. When these sims were made, we kind
of were trying, at the last minute, directly address the staff report. Because we've been talking off and on
the last year and a half or so what are some options.
Chair Furth: I'm going to cut you off just because...
Ms. Swanson: That's okay.
Chair Furth: ...it's such a complicated conversation. And I'll let you...
Ms. Swanson: And I also have, like, the construction guys, who may...
[crosstalk]
Board Member Thompson: I just want to mention, I was handed this exhibit that I'll pass out, but the
first page has the side-mounted, and the second page has the pedestal. It's a lot easier to look at.
Mr. Yang: This is just a printout of what the applicant is trying to show on the screen.
Chair Furth: And take us through what staff is recommending in terms of installation. I know we have a
recommendation that, when you've recommended approval, it should be in an underground vault if
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technically and logistically feasible. To date, everybody has assured us that it never is, so, what are we
thinking at this moment? What is staff recommending?
Mr. Yang: Staff is seeking the ARB's recommendation among the alternative designs. That is not the
mailbox.
Chair Furth: [inaudible and off-microphone]. That would be the large object attached to the pole, or
undergrounding? Are those the options?
Mr. Yang: The box that is attached on the side of the pole, or the pedestal design that's on the next
page. And then, staff's consultant on the last couple pages of the CTC report presents an alternative
technology which may or may not (inaudible) doesn't work, but we would appreciate the ARB's feedback.
Chair Furth: That's the CTC report.
Mr. Yang: That's correct.
Chair Furth: Okay, so, colleagues, these are very frustrating and complicated hearings because we are
very constrained as to what we can do. There is a wealth of material, but sometimes not that much
information. And we're also looking at multiple sites. And we have shot clocks, and we have federal
legislation which is designed to minimize our discretion, and yet, we need to do what we can. I would
suggest that we take perhaps the simpler ones first, and I'm going to... I'm going to suggest that we do
it site by site because it's hard to generalize. You're disagreeing with me completely. But... Okay. We
have a staff recommendation, which we can accept, or we can reject. They are different on each side. I
would like to start, as a pilot project, with the one that is -- I keep losing my index there -- the one that
is in front of what used to be Laning Chateau and is now something-or-other court. Staller Court. Which
apparently is the older name. And that is illustrated in the CTC report on pages 14 and 15. And the staff
recommendation on that one, Amy, is...?
Ms. French: Denial.
Chair Furth: Because?
Ms. French: It obstructs views of the historic resource.
Chair Furth: I would like to say, from my point of view, I agree with staff on this one. This is a historic
structure, it's catty-corner from a historic structure. We have spent a fortune in public money on
restoration of this site, and it's frequently and heavily viewed. And to plop this little structure in front of it
seems to me to conflict with everything we have done in terms of trying to keep that corner simple and
open, because this is a building that orients towards the corner. I have two questions. One is, do my
colleagues agree with me, and secondly, does our counsel think that's a valid basis for recommending
that this be located somewhere else?
Vice Chair Baltay: Yes, I'd like to talk, Wynne, to this, but to me, the issue is really not just site-by-site,
yes or no, but rather the separation of the antennas from the rest of the ground-mounted equipment. I
think in almost every case, the antennas are by far the less-noticeable, obtrusive, objectionable item on
this. What I would like to focus our conversation on is the ground-mounted equipment, and whether we
should be allowing that. In this particular case, I would say that the antenna is okay, but the groundmounted equipment is absolutely not okay.
Chair Furth: Let's here from everybody on the narrow issue of, do the antennas generally not offend the
sensibilities? Do we think that they are part of a reasonable urban infrastructure that is no more
objectionable than the light poles themselves?
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Board Member Gooyer: Let me ask a question, then. You'd be happier with a big box hanging on the pole
than...
Chair Furth: No, I'm not saying that.
[crosstalk]
Board Member Gooyer: Okay...
[crosstalk]
Chair Furth: The question is, right now, I'm just asking you about antenna, at the suggestion of Vice
Chair Baltay. I'm trying to keep my blood sugar up here, too.
Board Member Gooyer: I was talking to Peter when I asked that, but it... This antenna, as you said, isn't
that bad, but what I usually have a problem with is this massive box hanging on the side of the pole.
Chair Furth: Okay, we'll put that as our next item.
Board Member Gooyer: I would rather it even have a full mailbox than a big box hanging on the pole,
because the reality of it is the average person is going to notice the box hanging on the side of the pole
much more readily than a faux mailbox.
Chair Furth: Okay, I'm going to try to keep us confined to the issue of the antenna for a moment. Alex.
Talking about these sites.
Board Member Lew: I'm okay with the antenna.
Chair Furth: Osma.
Board Member Thompson: I think in general, I'm okay with the antenna. Just isolated as its own
element.
Chair Furth: Okay.
Board Member Thompson: Distinct from equipment.
Chair Furth: Peter? You started out with saying you're generally okay with the antenna.
Vice Chair Baltay: Yes. I think in every case today the antennas are acceptable. I can make the necessary
architectural review findings to allow the antennas to be placed on top of the light poles, as they are
presented in the proposal in front of us.
Chair Furth: So, they can have an antenna. The question is, can they communicate with anything or
anybody? Yeah. Do you have any thing to say specifically on that point?
Ms. Swanson: I do, I do, and thank you for giving me the opportunity. In this particular one, especially
when we looked at the alternatives, even the neighbors didn't want to necessarily be moved closer. If
you look at this particular slide that's on your monitor...
[crosstalk]
Chair Furth: ...you're talking about Site 26?
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Ms. Swanson: Site 26, right there, is that we can have the antennas alone on the node on the corner,
and we propose to move the faux mailbox across the street, adjacent to two existing newsstands. It just
requires a little bit longer of a trench, but that would protect the integrity of the viewpoints of installing,
and still allow us to have our equipment that, in that particular environment, just blends with the existing
street frontage.
Chair Furth: Your response to this criticism is to suggest locating it across Gilman?
Ms. Swanson: Correct.
Chair Furth: Across Gilman. Thank you.
Ms. Swanson: Correct. Thank you.
Chair Furth: That's helpful. Okay. I think we have one piece of... You have one piece of feedback from
the ARB. We're okay with antenna design. I think the next piece is that we are not okay with the
associated equipment. I'm going to ask people to briefly state their position, if they have one. As I
understand it, Robert, your belief is that whatever its intrinsic merit, something on the ground looking like
a mailbox or some other box is preferable to a...
[crosstalk]
Board Member Gooyer: I'm better with that than something hanging from the pole, yeah.
Chair Furth: Thank you. Alex.
Board Member Lew: Yeah, so, I think I would prefer, in the situation of, for the faux mailbox across the
street, the side-mounted equipment, I think does work on telephone poles. The telephone poles are
larger. When they are streetlights, then there's more of a difference between the equipment and any
shroud in the light pole. I think that's my preference. My recollection is we went, in the past, went with
the faux mailbox because on downtown corners, there were people on the second floors, and there were
no trees screening them. And then...yeah. And there may be issues with the mailboxes and delivery
trucks, say, like on Florence Street, but I think that would be less true on corners.
Chair Furth: Which often have red curbs.
Board Member Lew: Yeah.
Chair Furth: Except next to our new housing project. Osma?
Board Member Thompson: Can I quickly ask staff what the reason is, why we're being asked to consider
anything but the mailbox as an option?
Chair Furth: Why is staff opposed to the mailbox option?
Ms. Atkinson: The size of the mailbox being oversized, for one, relative to our development standards
and findings. Secondarily, the maintenance issue. When they are hit, we even reported the faux mailbox
damage, and it has yet to be repaired. Third, Transportation and Planning have been looking at the
bicycle and pedestrian transportation plan, and on narrow sidewalks especially in the downtown, this is
one more aspect of street furniture in the public realm that doesn't serve the public. And... In the way of
pedestrian flow. And then, also, clearance regarding, excuse me, horizontal and vertical clearance, and
ADA clearance.
Chair Furth: To amplify on Osma's question, are you supporting smaller sidewalk-mounted facilities?
Instead of faux mailboxes?
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Ms. Atkinson: That's something that hasn't been presented by the applicant. We've requested design
options and alternatives. I would be happy to forward that to Transportation and Public Works for review.
Chair Furth: As it stands now, they proposed mailboxes, you proposed not mailboxes. We're not looking
at a series of alternatives. It's, our mailbox is acceptable. All right?
Ms. French: Yeah, we do not like the mailboxes. If there had been a proposal, say, for a bench that
would serve the pedestrians in an amenity sort of way, we could have evaluated that, but we didn't
receive any such alternative. The other alternatives that have been presented today are the side mounted
on the pole. We also would say mounting it on top of the pole, which, you know, the problem is the size
of the radios. If you have smaller radios, it's a smaller footprint. And we have these large radios, so it's
tough.
Chair Furth: I have a question for the applicant, just briefly. It used to be that what we got was all these
applications for antennas on buildings. Is it now the case that they must be installed on these smaller
poles in our neighborhoods? Or is that that's what you have the right to do, and that's what you're
pursuing?
Ms. Swanson: It's a mix. They're called macro sites that are on buildings, and that services a larger area.
And Mike may want to weigh in on this a little. And then, within the right-of-way, they can be smaller
installations that are lower powered, that helps with capacity, and capacity's issue is you may have four
bars, but you try to download something or make a call, and it fails. That's why we're able to do it, and it
has a smaller footprint. One other option that wasn't mentioned is that there are pedestals also that go
on the bottom of these if the side mount is not something that...
Chair Furth: I'm sorry, that go on the bottom of what?
Ms. Swanson: Of the light pole. So, along with a side mount, we also have the pedestal option that we
can do. And Amy is correct that for the top mount that's suggested in CTC, those work with the much
smaller antennas and smaller radios. That doesn't necessarily accommodate everybody. The pedestal that
we're proposing here, all four carriers came together over a number of months, working with the city of
Cupertino, and agreed that this particular design is the one design they could all agree on. So, in that
situation, it could be a ubiquitous design that there is no choice; you have to make it work in that one.
That's why we scrambled to get this one in, once we saw that a pedestal or a side mount was an
opportunity for us to be able to have a condition of approval.
Chair Furth: Great, and could you show us a picture of the pedestal to remind us what it looks like?
Ms. Swanson: Yes. I believe there is one right there. On the pedestal. A couple different viewpoints so
you could see it from more than one site.
Chair Furth: Do we have a picture where it's big enough to see?
Ms. Swanson: Yeah, that's, I'm trying to get you one there, where you're able to see that. Is that one
showing up on your screens better?
Chair Furth: No.
Ms. Swanson: Okay. If I may approach, I can show you the one in my particular printout. That might be
a little easier. Unfortunately, these are... Yes. And it's one of the reasons why it was late, is that I had
pushed back to be able to get larger sims for you to be able to see. But I do have it here in color if you
would like to see it up close.
Chair Furth: Does it go around all four sides? I'm looking at...
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Ms. Swanson: It does.
Chair Furth: ... view 1, page 16, as it goes around all four sides of the post.
Ms. Swanson: Correct. It actually sits...
Chair Furth: It's like a large base.
Ms. Swanson: Right. The light standard, the octo-flute [phonetic] matching, what staff has requested, it
would just mount there. We would keep the luminaire at the existing height.
Chair Furth: Thank you.
Ms. Swanson: And then have that... You're welcome.
Chair Furth: Appreciate that. Well, we'll keep slogging our way through it, but one of the problems we
have here is that we don't have good illustrations of options, we don't have the materials that would let
us make the findings we need to make. We need better graphics. This is frustrating. I will say that I
believe that Alex is correct when he says that the side, pole-mounted, in the air facilities are out of scale
with these rather delicate street lights. They are not... It's a very different situation there. They are not
full of wire connections, they don't have transformers on them. These are simple... Somebody gave a lot
of thought to the design of these things, and they were designed to be simple. I do not think that...
Personally, I don't think a problem is created by putting an antenna on top of it, but clearly, there are
members of the public who feel strongly and differently and have come here to tell us that. Anybody
have a thought that they want to express?
Vice Chair Baltay: I wanted to see if I could get staff to pull up a photograph taken yesterday of Node 29.
That's the one across from St. Thomas Aquinas Church. Amy? You have this in your server. Could you put
that on the screen for everybody? What I'd like to point out is this. I think that Alex is absolutely correct,
that the pole-mounted boxes on the side of the light poles is clearly way out of scale. My opinion, full
mailboxes are often, almost all the time, inappropriate, out of scale, in the way of the sidewalk, causing
traffic hazards, perhaps. I don't think they are a real solution most of the time. Obviously, when you
move it across the street and put it next to a bunch of other items, it kind of fits. But, in general, it
doesn't. And I have to say that we just haven't been shown alternatives that really work, that fit into the
infrastructure that we have without being clumsy and heavy-handed. I think the same goes for the stuff
mounted on the telephone poles. We'll come to that. But certainly, the light poles cannot withstand it
being mounted on. The base that you show, as best I can tell on the three-quarter-of-a-inch square
photo, is really clumsy looking. And what I'm pulling up then, if they can find the photo I took yesterday
of the one across from the church. You guys conveniently cropped out, there's a very large underground
vault for electric utilities right next to it. To me, that's an answer that works. You put the thing under the
ground, in a vault. The photo shows you very clearly how, it's there, you don't notice it, you don't think
about it. And what I'd like to really press my colleagues on is this: If we establish a firm standard of what
this equipment has to be, or how it has to be put away, then we've done everybody a favor because
we're not constantly going back and forth and arguing about these things.
Board Member Gooyer: I think...
Vice Chair Baltay: Come out and say the equipment has to be completely concealed within something
existing, like the delicate base of the light pole. Or, put underground in a vault. Or, put next to a bunch
of existing equipment. But all of the solutions you're showing us are not that. That's where we're
struggling so hard, because we get such a sense of pushback, it can't be done, it's not technically
possible, they're not going to give us anything but a tiny, postage stamp photo at 11 o'clock this
morning. We're not getting a sense of cooperation to find answers. And what we really want is to find a
standard that these things need to be concealed.
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Board Member Gooyer: I think the reality of it is, it's strictly a matter of money. Putting a box in is a heck
of a lot more expensive than putting a faux mailbox or hanging something from a pole. It's as simple as
that.
Vice Chair Baltay: I take the photo I took yesterday of the, across the street from St. Thomas Aquinas
Church, and I take your proposal here, and I look at the architectural findings we're required to apply,
and I’m sorry, but what you're doing is required to enhance the living condition on the site. And if you
ask me which one of these enhances the living condition, it is decided not the faux mailbox. I cannot
make that finding based on the faux mailbox. On the second one, comparing it to the other vault that is
right there, right now, I can easily make that finding. Thank you.
Chair Furth: Board Member Thompson.
Board Member Thompson: I just wanted to mention that I also have, was brought this laptop, which has
an image of the pedestal option. I would have to agree with a lot of what Board Member Baltay said. If
there's an existing vault, there's no reason why we shouldn't be using it. And if there's existing
infrastructure that allows for equipment like this, there's also no reason that we shouldn't be using it. In
general, the pole-mounted, the pedestal options, are both extremely under-baked and not aesthetically
acceptable in any way, shape or form. They are just detrimental, in fact, to the public experience on the
street. There might be ways to make the pedestal option better. There might be ways to increase the
functionality of the aesthetics of that. There could be ways to make that great. As it has been presented,
it is unacceptable, in my opinion. The mailbox, as well, has a bunch of problems associated with it that
are extremely understandable, and I can see why we're being encouraged to look at other options. So, I
would support staff's analysis on why the mailbox option also does not work. There's also all this extra
signage on these poles that will add to the visual clutter, in general, and some of these renders show
them, which is good. But I think also an approach for how to reduce the visual clutter. I know these signs
are probably mandatory, but there could be ways to shape them. Maybe they're not just, like, flags on a
pole. Maybe they're thinner and a bit better integrated with the pole. I think there's a lot of design work,
honestly, that needs to get done, I think, before -- I'll just speak for myself -- before I can even think
about approving this.
Ms. Swanson: May I ask a question?
Chair Furth: Just a minute, please. Okay, that's not a very favorable recommendation from us so far.
Alex, did you have something you wanted to add? I have a question for staff and for counsel. I think
there's a majority up here that believes we cannot make the normal architectural review findings with
respect to these properties, these proposals. I will say that the pictures are, they're really illustrative of
what the problem is. This is an area where we've undergrounded utilities, at great expense, to get this
open, clear sidewalk and this open clear vista. So, what you see is trees, an open sidewalk that is easy
for people with strollers, people proceeding slowly with canes, to maneuver. I think that across the street
from -- I still think there's Laning Chateau -- is an example of a place where that's better, but generally,
our streets and our corners are getting more and more crowded, and every piece of equipment makes it
worse. Every piece of above-ground equipment makes it worse and less functional. We spend all our time
here, trying to encourage more people to use the sidewalks, and then we plop all these objects in. And
they are not, they're not what they should be. So, I have to agree with my colleague that they should be
underground. Albert, counsel, what can you tell us about our ability...? This is what we believe. Is this
what we can find?
Mr. Yang: If that's the ARB's recommendation, that's what staff and the Planning Director will take into
account. I guess I would ask for the ARB's thoughts on the micro cell configuration that's in the last two
pages of the CTC report.
Chair Furth: We are now picking up the CTC report, which is this document, for Cluster #2, and we're
looking at the last two pages. Looking at 44 and 45? Is that right? What am I looking at?
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Ms. French: Yes.
Chair Furth: I'm looking at this, right?
Ms. French: Yes. Page 44-45. Using the small...
Chair Furth: This is referenced by... Amy, I'm sorry, I'm just reduced to first names at this point. In her
presentation, this is somewhat smaller equipment. It is 21 inches by 22 inches. Is that right?
Ms. French: The small pico cells are seven inches square, and then, about four inches deep.
Chair Furth: Which page are you on?
Ms. French: Sorry, that's each radio, and that's not on this page. This shows, you know, a...
[crosstalk]
Ms. French: Shroud, thank you. That's what I was looking for.
Board Member Gooyer: the problem with this, tough, is it shows 35 inches, and the drawing relates it to
be about 12.
Board Member Thompson: It's totally not to scale.
Board Member Gooyer: I mean, this thing is so out of scale, it's not even close.
Board Member Thompson: I don't think we can evaluate those.
Board Member Gooyer: I mean, this is not... I mean, luckily, you have the numbers there. If it wasn't, I
would assume both of those were about a foot high. Based on the proportion of the light next to it.
Rather than, you know, five feet.
Chair Furth: It's two feet, I think.
Board Member Thompson: Oh, the numbers say it is, but the actual drawing scale is...
Chair Furth: Right, is wrong.
Board Member Thompson: ...really deceptive.
Chair Furth: I think to give you good commentary, we would need an accurate drawing, and perhaps a
photo simulation. I think that we can at least...
Board Member Gooyer: There you go. That's a better...
Ms. French: If I may, on the screen now...
Board Member Gooyer: ...reality.
Ms. French: ... is an example of the Erickson 2203 micro or pico sell. That has been used in AT&T's
proposal, which they stacked them vertical. Stacking vertical of smaller radios, it's easier to conceal.
Board Member Thompson: Does this not have a mailbox option? This is everything in one?
Ms. French: This is everything in one, correct.
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Mr. Yang: To clarify, this is not something that the applicant has...
Chair Furth: Proposed.
Mr. Yang: ...proposed at all, and it would require more sites overall. But we are interested in the ARB's
thoughts.
Chair Furth: What's the ratio of more to present? Twice as many? Three times as many?
Mr. Yang: I believe our consultant has said about twice as many.
Chair Furth: Twice as many.
Board Member Thompson: And does it also come with this underground diagram to the right? Or the left?
Mr. Yang: No, that's a separate...
Board Member Thompson: It's separate?
Mr. Yang: ...diagram.
Board Member Thompson: Okay.
Chair Furth: If we're trying to get consensus, we have no enthusiasm for large structures on the curb. We
have... I guess none of us would object to underground facilities if they were feasible. Is that right?
Vice Chair Baltay: Can I try making a motion here?
Chair Furth: Okay. And before we do that... Well, the other issue, let's address that issue later, but the
other issue we haven't addressed is the location of the antenna in the vicinity of Scott Park. Let's do that
later. Okay. Go ahead and make a motion.
MOTION
Vice Chair Baltay: What I'm thinking is that we can make a motion to approve this with a condition
regarding the location of the equipment. Let me take a stab at this and see what you folks think. I
recommend that we recommend approval of all of these nodes, conditional to all equipment and
associated wiring, except the antenna, being located either underground, or concealed within, or
camouflaged directly adjacent to existing infrastructure.
Chair Furth: I’m sorry, what?
Vice Chair Baltay: Let me try that...
Chair Furth: Camouflaged adjacent to existing infrastructure?
Board Member Gooyer: That is such a gray...
Vice Chair Baltay: Okay, well, help me out. I'm trying to think of a way...
Chair Furth: You could drive a truck through that one.
Vice Chair Baltay: ... [crosstalk] say it has to be underground, but it has to have some way of concealing
the equipment within something that's already there, or right next to something that's already there. Like
the [crosstalk].
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Board Member Gooyer: Well, that's actually an easier way to put it, is just to say conceal it in something
that's already there, rather than adjacent to...
Vice Chair Baltay: Fair enough.
Chair Furth: I don't think that's going to help the applicant.
Board Member Thompson: The one problem I think there is in that is that it's, it's vague enough that I
think if we were to approve it with that condition, it would just be too... We would just not know what we
would get.
Vice Chair Baltay: How can we...? I'm trying...
Chair Furth: Well, let's break it down into what is acceptable. Can we have a motion that it's the sense of
the ARB that the antenna design itself is acceptable on the light pole?
Vice Chair Baltay: Sure.
Chair Furth: I so move. Is there a second?
Vice Chair Baltay: I second that.
Chair Furth: All those in favor?
Vice Chair Baltay: Aye.
Chair Furth: Aye.
Board Member Lew: Aye.
Board Member Gooyer: Aye.
Board Member Thompson: Nay.
Chair Furth: Nay. Okay, 4 to 1 on...
MOTION PASSES 4 TO 1, WITH BOARD MEMBER THOMPSON VOTING IN OPPOSITION TO
THE MOTION.
Board Member Gooyer: But what does that get us?
Chair Furth: It gets a piece of clarity in a sea of confusion. Actually, in a fairly complex bunch of
decisions.
Board Member Thompson: Can I explain why I said, "nay?"
Chair Furth: Mm?
Board Member Thompson: Can I explain why I dissented?
Board Member Gooyer: Sure, sure.
Chair Furth: Yeah.
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Board Member Thompson: The only reason I did, because I do generally agree that it is on its own
acceptable, but in case we wanted to push for something like an integrated system, that would change
the design.
Chair Furth: Right. We're simply saying that the aesthetics of your antenna looks good to us.
Ms. Swanson: Understood. Thank you.
Chair Furth: And it's not out of...
[crosstalk]
Chair Furth: ...destroying the aesthetics of the....
[crosstalk]
Board Member Gooyer: The other alternative is to say either underground, or if not underground, it has
to come back to us.
Vice Chair Baltay: That's a good way to do it, yeah.
Board Member Gooyer: That way, it will be up to them. Is it more convenient for them to...?
[crosstalk]
Chair Furth: Okay, and that underground equipment installation is fine with us. That's another unanimous
point of view up here.
Board Member Thompson: Well, I also have a caveat on that.
Chair Furth: Okay, it's 4 to 1. Go.
Board Member Thompson: If there is existing underground infrastructure and vaults, then I'm okay with
it. But if we're...
Vice Chair Baltay: It has to be a new vault.
Chair Furth: You can't stick it in an existing vault.
Board Member Thompson: Well, I guess what I mean is, if there is already existing vaults in the area,
we...
Chair Furth: That doesn't make any sense.
Board Member Thompson: That they would put it adjacent to...
Chair Furth: Doesn’t make any sense.
Board Member Gooyer: [inaudible and off-microphone]
Chair Furth: [inaudible and off-microphone]
Board Member Thompson: So, I don't know if I support digging up the ground and putting a bunch of
holes in it.
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Chair Furth: All right, so, there are four of us in support of undergrounding the equipment when feasible.
I want to talk... I'm just trying to get off anything we can get consensus on, or at least three votes for.
One of the things we were asked about specifically was the location of these particular proposals, and
staff recommended denial of three of them. Do we disagree with staff?
Board Member Lew: I'm having a harder time with the, the 28m1.
Chair Furth: This is [crosstalk] up and down Channing, right? Channing [crosstalk].
Board Member Lew: In my mind, the 28m1 is good because there is a whole row of existing palm trees
that provide screening from the new house that's being built. And the staff mentioned that there's an
underground district, underground utility district, and there's issues of ownership and maintenance of the
pole. But I don't really know any of the details of that, so that's not... I'm only judging it by the aesthetic.
I don't...
Chair Furth: Yeah, this is a proposal for a new not-currently-existing pole, right? And is this...? This is not
in front of Scott Park, right?
Ms. French: Correct. It's in front of a new home that the ARB approved.
Chair Furth: That nobody occupies yet, so they can't come and object?
Vice Chair Baltay: I think, Alex, the issue is that what they are proposing on that particular one is to put a
new street pole, street light where it suits their needs. And I think there's a process in town for
determining when and where we need new street lights, and the City basically has to pay for that. They
pay for the power. There's, I'm sure, a process to decide how it should be. And I would think, if perhaps
the applicant wanted to work with the City to pay for the street light, that would be reasonable. Because
it is a good location. But, to open up the Pandora's Box of allowing an applicant to just put the pole
where they want it is very slippery.
Chair Furth: Counsel, so, they have a license, or whatever, an agreement with the City about installing
equipment on existing poles. Do they have any right to have new ones?
Mr. Yang: Their right to create new structures would be based under federal law and, you know,
California law. But, so, it's not necessary for them to have a license agreement with the City because they
wouldn't be using any of our existing facilities.
Chair Furth: They have no particular right to install a new pole except under the general, by agreement
with us; it's simply their general rights under federal and state law to put their equipment in the city.
Mr. Yang: Correct.
Chair Furth: And under what circumstances would they be entitled to put in a new pole like this? I mean,
is it the same set of findings we have right now?
Mr. Yang: Yes.
Chair Furth: What about the issue of providing power to this thing?
Mr. Yang: The applicant would be responsible for paying for the power. There...
Chair Furth: I'm dealing with a negative recommendation from staff, so I'm trying to understand.
Mr. Yang: I think one of the primary objections of staff... I guess, actually, maybe you guys can speak to
the problem with the new pole.
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Ms. Atkinson: I'd like to say that we, we do have electrical staff here if you have any questions in regard
to the master license agreement and paying for power, and so forth. However, in terms of objections to a
new location, it would be a typical Tier 3 wireless communication facility permit for a new pole in the
right-of-way, just like it would be a new... Any new facility would be a new Tier 3 permit, like I say, on a
private building, or anything like that. It's the same process as outlined in our municipal code. Objections
include all the things that we mentioned before -- pedestrian flow, clearance issues, in general. As you
mentioned also, the benefits of an underground utility district.
Chair Furth: Even underground utility districts have over ground light poles, right? This process that you
describe for locating poles in the city right-of-way, we don't ordinarily review, right? It's got nothing to do
with us. It's only because these are telecommunication facilities that we're dealing with this. Large
communication facilities.
Mr. Yang: That's correct. It's because it's a third-party application to build a new structure.
Chair Furth: But if the City decides to put in new light poles somewhere, that never comes to us.
Mr. Yang: That's correct.
Chair Furth: None of our business.
Mr. Yang: Right. And in this instance, the City is not interested in having a new light pole in this location.
And perhaps our utilities staff could speak to why.
Chair Furth: I'm just trying to figure out what our role is here. If we think aesthetically its preferable to
any of the other alternatives submitted to us, we can just tell you that and let it go?
Mr. Yang: That's correct.
Chair Furth: Okay. Do we think it's preferable to the other alternatives?
Board Member Lew: I think it's preferable because of the palm trees. I think there are three or four, and
they are very dense, and they are large. And then, on the opposite side of the street, my recollection is
that that's the side of somebody's house. It’s not like somebody's front porch.
Chair Furth: It is the side. You're right.
Board Member Lew: And I think that, to me, those are very important differences compared to the
original 28 location, which is in front of somebody's front porch, or close to it.
Chair Furth: Thank you, Alex. All we ever do around here is recommend anyway. We don't have any
decision-making powers, so, it is the view of the ARB that this proposal is preferable to any of the others
that we've seen, for the reasons discussed. I would add that we spend a lot of looking at this corner
because we just worked on a problem of shoe-horning or placing four new residences in that corner, in
an old, interesting neighborhood. Speaking purely from the aesthetic and functional aspects of the use of
the sidewalk and the looks of the neighborhood, we favor that proposal. We have no comment on other
City issues that might make it undesirable. That fair? Okay.
Board Member Lew: There's an existing planting strip. It's not sidewalk there. Right?
Chair Furth: Uh-huh.
Board Member Lew: There's not...
Chair Furth: We could not obstruct [crosstalk]...
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Board Member Lew: We're not... My recollection is we're not obstructing anything there.
Chair Furth: We think it would be feasible from the point of view of the things that we look at. What
about the recommendation for "no" on Site 25, which is adjacent to 275 Forest Avenue? Staff, why are
you saying no?
Board Member Thompson: Board Member Furth?
Chair Furth: Yes?
Board Member Thompson: I actually...
Chair Furth: Sorry, I interrupted.
Board Member Thompson: It's okay. I actually have to... I have to go. It's...
Chair Furth: We all do.
Board Member Thompson: If it seems like we won't be making a motion in the next five minutes or so,
then I might have to...
Chair Furth: [inaudible and off-microphone], and then we're going to have to adjourn. Staff, quickly,
anything on Site 25? As to why you said no? Remind us.
Ms. French: There are logistical aspects in conflict with the city parking garage.
Chair Furth: Okay, well, that's not an area in which we have expertise. If it's not feasible from an
engineering technical point of view, we don't second-guess you on that. Site 26? You recommended no?
Ms. French: That's the Laning Chateau, Stalling Court.
Chair Furth: Okay. How do we feel about sticking the antenna on top of the...? It's only the ground
equipment that we objected to on that one. Is that correct?
[crosstalk]
Chair Furth: I think we're [crosstalk].
Board Member Lew: I think the issue, I guess for me, is what is the historic standard? And then, if there's
some historic standard about the corner view, I would think that's the HRB's input and not ours.
Chair Furth: Yeah, talk to the HRB. Like that. The staff is recommending approval of locations subject to
not having this above-ground equipment on 29, 30 and 31. I guess we could say that we find the other
locations acceptable provided the equipment is underground. Somebody want to move that?
MOTION
Vice Chair Baltay: Sure. I'll move that we find the antennas and the locations for these nodes acceptable
or recommend approval with the condition that all equipment and associated wiring be located
underground. Or completely concealed within existing equipment. I think you need to have something
(inaudible).
Chair Furth: All right.
Board Member Gooyer: I'll second that.
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Chair Furth: Is there a second?
Board Member Thompson: Can I amend?
Board Member Lew: Let me clarify. You're saying all nodes? All of the nodes in this...? Is it seven?
Vice Chair Baltay: Yes. I think what's been presented to us is a logical package of reasonable places. I
don't think the historic stuff is really stuff that we can bite our teeth into. And whether or not the City can
work out to get a new light pole with these guys, again, it's not really an architectural board issue.
Chair Furth: We have no idea.
Vice Chair Baltay: I would recommend strongly that the City cooperate with the applicant to the benefit
of the citizens. You've made it abundantly clear that, a number of people who live around here all agree
that this is the right place. Let's get Public Works to put a light pole there. Tell them to find a way to do
it. I'm sure there's enough motivation to make that happen. But I think we need to keep our eye on the
ball, that we want the equipment out of sight or underground.
Chair Furth: Okay. And for the benefit of counsel, we're not making the extensive findings we might
ordinarily make. Yes, Osma?
AMENDMENT TO MOTION
Board Member Thompson: I was wanting to amend the motion. That whatever the applicant's solution is
for the equipment come back to us in a subcommittee.
Vice Chair Baltay: If it's underground, or if it, just in general?
Chair Furth: I'm not going to support...
Board Member Thompson: If it's not underground.
Chair Furth: Okay. Any above-ground alternatives come back to us?
Board Member Thompson: Anything that's visible on the [crosstalk].
Chair Furth: Okay. I think they have it, too.
Vice Chair Baltay: I'll accept that.
Chair Furth: Okay. Did the seconder accept it? Who seconded?
Board Member Gooyer: Yeah. I did.
Chair Furth: All right. All those in favor say aye?
Vice Chair Baltay: Aye.
Chair Furth: Aye.
Board Member Gooyer: Aye.
Chair Furth: Opposed?
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Board Member Lew: I’m going to abstain. I've not considered undergrounding for any of these locations.
It was not brought up in the packet and I never even thought about it.
AMENDED MOTION PASSED 4-0-1, with Board Member Lew abstaining from the vote.
Chair Furth: Okay. Staff, this is a highly-litigated and regulated area. We would ordinarily make extensive
findings. We would ordinarily have much better information. We would not be looking at last-minute, onthe-wing proposals. I think we're only doing this because we have a sense that the City is in a hurry. But
we would be happy to look at this matter again with better information, if that is useful to the City.
Ms. French: Thank you.
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Carnahan, David
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jeanne Fleming <jfleming@metricus.net>
Sunday, January 20, 2019 6:07 PM
Architectural Review Board
Council, City; Planning Commission
1/17/19 Cell Tower Hearing

Dear Chair Furth, Vice-Chair Baltay, Mr. Hirsch, Mr. Lew and Ms. Thompson,
Thank you for your concern for the quality of life in Palo Alto and for your thoughtful analysis of the
telecommunications companies’ applications to locate cell towers in close proximity to residents’
homes.
All of us at United Neighbors are most appreciative of your decision on Thursday to stop Crown
Castle/Verizon in its rush to install heavy, unsightly equipment on utility poles in the Downtown North
neighborhood.
Sincerely,
Jeanne Fleming
Jeanne Fleming, PhD
JFleming@Metricus.net
650-325-5151
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