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Why Revise the Policy?
• Better achieve overall goals of community
• Address safety concerns related to gaps in
coverage (3G & 4G)
• Comments received from wireless industry
– Legal considerations
– Technical feasibility issues

• Recent FCC order (6409)
No changes to WCF ordinance or review process
being proposed

Federal and State Limitations on
Local Wireless Siting Authority
State

Federal
•

Timing and processing of wireless
applications subject to FCC shot clocks

•

State telecom franchise rights to use
the public right-of-way (PROW)

•

Special rules for small cell facilities

•

CPUC establishes state safety
standards for utility infrastructure in
the PROW, including utility poles and
wireless facilities

–
–
–
–

Shorter shot clock
Limit on aesthetic regulations
Limit on fees
Loosened standard of effective prohibition

•

No local regulation of radio frequency
(RF) emissions

•

Town regulates aesthetics and safe
placement within PROW

•

Eligible facilities requests (section
6409 requests) MUST be approved
within shot clock period or they are
deemed granted (approved)

•

Deemed granted remedy (approved)

•

No moratorium allowed on
application consideration

Key WCAC Topics
1. New Integrated Poles
and Base Designs
2. Undergrounding/Vaults
3. Tree Replacement
4. Shrouds
5. Equipment Volume
6. Pole Heights
7. Setbacks from
Intersections and Other
Pathways

8. Setbacks from
Residential Dwellings
9. Power and Metering
10. Concept Designs
11. Exceptions
12. Public Property
13. New FCC 6409 Order

1. New Integrated Poles
and Base Designs
For new poles, the design standards
favor integrated designs (designs
where all the equipment is within the
pole or the base) but the dimensions
included in the standards were not
consistent with available designs or
PG&E restrictions.
Amendments would allow for slightly taller poles
and slightly larger bases common in industry
deployments. Larger bases promote passive
cooling and reduce noise.
Also would allow flexibility to permit different
size designs, by permitting the Town to add
“preferred concept designs” and case-by-case
exceptions that may vary from strict
requirements but still serve the aesthetic goals
of the Town (see discussion of Items 10 & 11
below).

Example of Integrated Pole

2. Undergrounding and Vaults
The Town has favored use of integrated
designs, but as drafted, the design
standards could be read to prohibit use of
integrated designs in underground areas.
There are also concerns about the feasibility
and other impacts of vaulting which tradeoffs can only be evaluated on a case-bycase basis.

No exception to undergrounding is
proposed simply for use of integrated
pole designs.
However, amendments would add a
case-by-case exception based on a
detailed feasibility assessment similar to
that used in cities like Palo Alto and
Sonoma (See Item 11 below).

3. Tree Replacement
Trees are a vital and cherished feature
of the Town. However, vaulting and
other work can cause the removal or
damage to trees and other vegetation.
The standards had placed the
responsibility for replacements on the
applicant.

Amendments would require
payment of a fee by the applicant to
cover costs of replacement and
maintenance for a 5 year period
and allow the Town to perform the
work. This was seen as a preferable
to relying on applicants and
enforcement mechanisms.

4. Shrouds
The Town favors shrouding or
concealing antennas and
equipment attached to utility
poles or placed in cabinets on
the ground.
Amendments retain these protections
while ensuring cabinets on the ground
have no large flat surfaces.
A case-by-case exception to shrouding
within a covering would be allowed for
use of other forms of concealment
(such as a colored film) where an
applicant can demonstrate that shrouds
would not be technically feasible, for
example because they would interfere
with radio signals. (See Item 11 below)

5. Equipment Volume
The FCC rules define a “small wireless
facility” to include up to 28 cubic feet
of equipment. However, the Town’s
design standards limited the volume of
equipment allowed to be added to
pole or put in a cabinet to much
smaller amounts.
Amendments would eliminate the
residential/non-residential distinction for
equipment volumes and allow slightly
larger volumes more common in industry
deployments but still keep the allowed
volume well below FCC limits.
Amendments would also clarify how to
calculate the volume and that these limits
do not apply to integrated poles which are
regulated under other standards (see Item
1 above).

6. Pole Heights
The FCC rules define a “small
wireless facility” to be up to 50
feet. However, the Town’s
design standards limited the
height of poles further.
Amendments would allow a slightly
larger height for new integrated poles
(35 ft vs. 32 ft) which matches the
height of most joint utility poles in
Town.
While the Town favors “pole top”
antenna designs, for antennas mounted
on utility poles a maximum height of 45
feet would be allowed only for safety
separation from power lines.

7. Setbacks from Intersections
and Other Pathways
The Town’s design standards
imposed setbacks to limit
visibility of sites from
residential structures.
Amendments would maintain a 15 foot
separation from the edge of alleyways,
driveways and pedestrian pathways to
residential structures but remove this
limitation from road intersections.
Placements at road intersections tend
not be as visible from residential
structures and have the added benefit
of potentially limiting the number of
sites by allowing both streets to be
served by the same facility.

8. Setbacks from Residential Dwellings
The Town’s design
standards imposed
setbacks from residential
dwellings using an
average setback formula
to limit visibility of sites
from primary residential
dwellings.

Amendments would
provide more detail on
how to calculate and
apply the average set
back standard using
properties within a 500
ft. radius & maximum
setback of 100 ft.

8. Setbacks from Residential Dwellings
(cont’d)
Amendments would add a second
standard to prohibit placements
within the portion of the parcel’s
lot line that lines up with the
primary residential dwelling
(including attached garage).

9. Power and Metering
The Town’s design standards
banned standard meters.
However, in some instances
PG&E requires a standard
meter.
Amendments maintain the clear
preference for other options -- flat
rate service (requiring no meter) and
smart meters (which are smaller and
often can be placed on the pole).
Amendments would allow standard
meters if the other options are not
available and would require them to
be placed in the integrated base or
cabinet and strengthen the
requirement for landscaping.

10. Concept Designs
The Town’s design standards
allowed for “pre-approved
designs” but it was unclear how
the provision would work in
practice.

Amendments would clarify that
“preferred concept designs” could
be approved by the Town Council,
and added to the design standards
but applicants would still be
required to go through the regular
application process for approval of
their use at specific locations.
Amendments would also allow for
periodic review of the list of
approved preferred concept designs
by Council.

11. Exceptions
The Town’s wireless ordinance allows
for exceptions to the standards to be
granted only where the applicant can
demonstrate refusal to grant an
exception would result in a violation of
state or federal law such as an effective
prohibition of personal wireless service
(HMC 15.32.080(E)).
There were also various technical or
other exceptions interspersed
throughout the standards.

Amendments would eliminate the
exceptions interspersed throughout the
standards and establish a single case-by
case exception process allowing
flexibility to approve applications with
minor variations from the standards in
circumstances where the applicant
demonstrates strict compliance:
– would not be feasible
– might result in more significant impacts
than minor noncompliance, or
– the minor variation would not result in
negative aesthetic impact (e.g., a
height variation might be allowed
where the placement is in a location
that would not be viewable from
residences).

All exceptions denied or approved by City
Council

12. Public Property
The Town’s standards only address
placements on private property and
public rights-of-way. For public
property outside the public rights-ofway, in addition to a wireless permit,
the Town grants a license, acting in its
proprietary capacity, for use of such
property such as water tank sites.
Amendments would identify the
technical and safety requirements for
the location and design of wireless
facilities on public property outside of
the pubic right-of-way.
Amendments would clarify that
aesthetic design requirements will be
implemented on a case-by-case basis
as part of the Town review during
license agreement negotiations.

13. Stealth Facilities/New FCC Order
On June 9, 2020 the FCC adopted a
Declaratory Ruling related to Section
6409 modification requests (requests
to modify existing wireless facilities
that must be approved at a local level).
The Ruling impacts local authority to
limit changes to facilities that are
merely concealed rather than “stealth”
(i.e. designed to look like something
other than a wireless facility).
Amendments in various sections of
the standards would clarify and
strengthen the requirements for
“stealth” installations that would
better protect the Town from
undesirable eligible facilities requests

Recommendation
That Council consider and adopt the proposed
amendments to the Design Standards.

