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	Comment

	Berkeley
	Barbara Gilbert

Assistant to Mayor Shirley Dean

2180 Milvia Street

Berkeley, CA  94704

510-981-7103

bgilbert@ci.berkeley.ca.us 


	The City of Berkeley has dealt extensively with this issue.  There is a Council-appointed Task Force on Telecommunications charged with developing a Master Plan to best serve the public interest.  You may access their minutes on the City web site by searching for Telecommunications  Task Force.  We have passed a Telecommunications Ordinance which you may access by going to the City's web site.  www.ci.berkeley.ca.us then click on Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance, then go to Title 16, Chapter 16.10, Telecommunication Carriers.  Prior to the passage of this ordinance there was a (sort of) "moratorium" on new telecom facilities to avoid a mad scramble by companies to install facilities prior to the Ordinance.  We have hired  outside expert legal counsel as consultant and our City Attorney has become quite knowledgeable.  This is a very complex matter but you do not necessarily have to reinvent the wheel, many cities are dealing with this.

**Update on City of Berkeley--Our Telecmmunications Ordinance was just dealt a severe blow, not sure of our next steps.  See QWEST COMMUNICATIONS CORP. v. THE CITY OF BERKELEY, U.S. District Court for Northern District of California, No. C 01-0663 SI, filed May 23, 2001.



	Calimesa
	Elroy Kiepke EKiepke@ci.calimesa.ca.us]
	The undergrounding of Cable amplifiers may be difficult.  The Cable Company may argue that the effectiveness of the system, or system reliability, will be reduced if they are forced to place these devices underground.  So do not hold out much hope for  these amplifiers.  On the new fibre optic systems the stations are so large, they include a generator, Electrical service section, and a gas service section, that they often voluntarily offer to screen the devise. Good Luck.



	Campbell
	Sharon Fierro <sharonf@cityofcampbell.com>
	We've been very successful in requiring stealthing of telecommunications sites. We use the carrot/stick approach. Stealthed projects are approved administratively and visible installations go with a recommendation of denial to the Commission. Actually our ordinance allows un-stealthed installations, but it needs to be impossible to stealth it and money is not a factor. All of the carriers have been very cooperative. It usually involves adding to the parapet of a roof, architecturally so that it is integral with the building's design. 

Ugly boxes. . . They do have stealthing techniques: a boulder that disguises the hatch for a Pac Bell underground vault. They also have a park bench version, but it looks like a park bench attached to a vault hatch. 



	Concord


	Peter Dragovich


Assistant to the City Manager

City of Concord

1950 Parkside Drive MS/01A

Concord, CA  94519

http://www.ci.concord.ca.us 

(925) 671-3085 phone

(925) 798-0636 fax 

<peter@ci.concord.ca.us>
	Send me your mailing address and I'll mail you information on our mitigation monitoring program.  We have had a cable overbuilder constructing their citywide system since August 1999 and have a full-time mitigation monitor, funded by the cable company, who is implementing our program under my supervision.  We included mitigation measures in the neg dec and tied mitigation measure implementation to our franchise agreement, liquidated damages clause.  We also extend our utility box mitigation program to PacBell, Cell One, AT&T and other working in our PROW through our encroachment permit process/right to manage our ROW and collect fees from these companies to pay our monitor's time.  We have standard plans for landscaping/screening and modify these according to site conditions.  We require that adjacent property owners must approve the location of the boxes or the cable company must find a site where a neighbor does approve (veto power for the resident).  This is a little harder to implement with the 7901's we deal with, but we've found a solution is always available.

	Danville


	Steve Lake

Development Services Director

<dnvldevservdir@ci.danville.ca.us>


	The Town of Danville requires an encroachment permit for each box or group of boxes placed in the public right of way.  Our encroachment permit is routed to planning for their comments.  Our Municipal Code (http://www.ci.danville.ca.us/) gives us the authority to regulate encroachments and to "restore" the right of way (see 12-4.6) as directed by the City Engineer.  We gain cooperation for landscaping and other restoration activity in this manner.



	Del Mar
	Joe Hoefgen

Assistant City Manager

<JHoefgen@delmar.ca.us>


	In Del Mar, after much gnashing of teeth on the part of our cable operator, they agreed to subject newly proposed utility cablinets to our design review standards.  However, the only reason they agreed to do this is because the following sentence was written into the franchise agreement:  "City shall have the power to review and approve the plans for above-ground facilities to avoid negative aesthetic impacts."  Had we not had this language in our franchise,  we would not have been able to conduct this type of review at all.

In the end, we had a major impact on where the cabinets were sited, and required some landscaping to hide the cabinets...and found that there was a lot of flexibility, i.e. 50 feet in either direction, in terms of placement of the cabinets.  I think your best bet would be to establish some type of a process where the utility company agrees to meet with residents and seek their input for siting cabinets before they are just installed.  While a variety of depts. were involved here, the Planning Dept. took the lead.



	El Cajon


	"Jim Griffin" 

<jgriffin@ci.el-cajon.ca.us>
	Virtually all of ours in El Cajon are in the public right of way and they have a francise agreement with the City which allows them to use the public right of way.  They do need permits to dig up our streets which usually happens just after we have resurfaced them.  Other than problems with graffiti on the boxes, we have not had any similar problems with telephone, cable or electric transformer boxes.  



	Gardena
	Kathy Ikari <KIkari@ci.gardena.ca.us>
	I think your concern is well taken.  In this city the companies have been dealing with the public works people and we don't find out until there is a problem.  Unfortunately, they deal only on a reactive basis...complaints from residents.  I think you really need to get involved early in the process to ensure that the types of boxes are as compatible as possible and the placement is appropriate.  The companies have all sorts of "technical" issues that they claim prevent them from being responsive, but I think planners know how to get the best.  Maybe you consider them an encroachment and take it through the Planning commission.



	Lafayette
	Mike Henn

<MHenn@ci.lafayette.ca.us>


	I am not sure you are going to be any more successful than our

City in this regard. We have been told that there is a State PUC

pre-emption, kind of a master easement , that says cities cannot regulate

such things in the r-o-w. Gov't. Code 53091, et. seq.has more restrictions.

Good Luck.



	Millbrae
	"Ralph Petty" <rpetty@ci.millbrae.ca.us>


	We have adopted a cell site ordinance which requires full stealth installations. No reason why you can't require full stealth for cable installers and other telecommunications applications. Permits for cell sites are reviewed administratively by me (community development director) and I just keep sending them back to the drawing board until they make the installation disappear. They grumble, but they comply. As a result, you pretty much can't find a cell site in my town.



	Moraga
	Chip Griffin AICP

Senior Planner

Town of Moraga

<griffin@moraga.ca.us>
	We were able to deal with AT&T installation of backup generators via the design review process.  Our zoning code includes a section regarding public utilities in the right-of-way.  If any installation exceeds 24" from grade it is subject to DRB approval.  At that point we condition reasonably, yet subjectively for retaining wall materials, landscaping, paint etc.



	Mountain View
	Brad Eckhardt, Senior Planner 

<Brad.Eckhardt@ci.mtnview.ca.us>
	The City of Mountain View had similar reservations regarding these cable TV boxes.  We reviewed each box individually in an attempt to find the least visible location in the area.  Severeal different styles and colors of boxes were considered.  All boxes to be located within underground utility districts were required to be placed underground.  Approximately 200 boxes were ultimately approved in this City.  



	Rio Vista


	"Tom Bland" <bland@ci.rio-vista.ca.us>
	If it's in a park, I would think you would have full control unless an easement already exists. On private property, the answer might be to establish a set of guidelines for developers and make them deal with the utility companies as the landowner.

	Riverside
	"Craig Aaron" <CAARON@ci.riverside.ca.us>
	Our experience is that as long as you don't require them to be put underground, the companies are willing to do about anything.  They have a lot of money to spend, and the business is quite lucrative.



	Rohnert Park
	Nancy Kaufman

Planning & Community Development Director

City of Rohnert Park

<nkaufman@rpcity.org>
	Here is Rohnert Park's newest communications ordinance where we try to

address them.  Its not prefect, but it seems to be working to get them to

screen them.

	Stockton


	Richard Larrouy, Senior Planner

City of Stockton, Community Development Dep't, Planning Div'n

(209)937-8627 - phone

(209)937-8893 - fax

richard.larrouy@ci.stockton.ca.us 


	The Planning Division in the City of Stockton's Community Development Department is also struggling with the same issue.  While we haven't finalized our "solution" yet, we are leaning toward establishing standards for maximum heights and volumes, screening, site distance... for boxes in front and street-side setback areas in residential zones.  If a proposed box does not comply with the standards, a use permit and possibly a variance would be required.  Boxes that comply with the standards would be subject to a non-noticed, discretionary land development permit.  Boxes in residential zones that are proposed to be located outside of the noted setback areas and are not visible from the right-of-way (behind a fence) would be subject to less restrictive standards and would be a by-right use.  The placement of boxes in other zones would be a by-right use, subject to compliance with specific standards.  Please let me know if you would like additional details on our current proposal, Katherine.  I would also like to receive the summary of your research


