INTERDEPARTMENT MEMO
TO:

Adam Brown, Public Works – Development Engineering

FROM:

Albert Enault, Planning Division

SUBJECT:

DRAKE’S PEAK RADIO TOWER – INCOMPLETENESS COMMENTS
Glen Eagle Open Space (LAT: 38.377; LONG: -121.988)
Mitigated Negative Declaration and Conditional Use Permit
(File No. 17-342)

DATE:

January 11, 2018

Hi Adam,
Thank you for submitting your Conditional Use Permit request to construct a new radio tower on
Drake’s Peak located in the Glen Eagle Open Space in the City of Vacaville. The site appears
to meet the City’s goals for siting the new emergency response radio tower. Staff supports the
project and we look forward to its completion. However, we identified some items that are still
needed to confirm and document compliance with the Code. Our comments are below:
PLANNING
1.

ELEVATIONS – The Conditional Use Permit (CUP) submittal checklist requires elevation
drawings. Please prepare and submit plans showing the height, width and material type of
the tower and antennas. The plans should show existing vegetation and landforms around
the pole. For reference, I’ve attached an example from another telecommunication project
(Exhibit A).

2.

LANDSCAPE PLAN – The CUP submittal checklist requires information about existing
trees and whether the project will require the trimming or removal of existing trees. Please
confirm whether the project requires the removal of any existing trees.

3.

SAMPLE BOARD – The CUP submittal checklist requires a sample board with colors and
materials. Please provide color and material samples for the monopole, equipment
enclosure and retaining wall.
Note: The Code requires subdued colors and non-reflective materials that blend with
surrounding vegetation to minimize their aesthetic intrusion on the surrounding
environment.

4.

USE OF HELICOPTER – The Code requires projects using helicopters to provide a list of
dates and times for using the helicopter to access the project site. Please provide this
information.

5.

LOCATION PREFERENCES & ALTERNATE SITES – The Code requires documentation to
show the facility cannot be accommodated on any existing or approved structures located
within a one mile radius. Please update the project description to describe existing
structures located within a one-mile radius and why they cannot accommodate this facility,
which may be based on any of the following reasons:
a.

b.

c.

d.
e.

6.

The planned equipment would exceed the structural capacity of the existing or
approved structure or building, as documented by a qualified and licensed professional
engineer, and the existing or approved structure cannot be reinforced, modified, or
replaced to accommodate the planned or equivalent equipment at a reasonable cost.
The planned equipment would cause materially interfere with other existing or planned
equipment as documented by a qualified and licensed professional engineer and such
interference cannot be minimized at a reasonable cost.
Existing or approved structures or buildings within a one-mile radius of the proposed
location cannot accommodate the planned equipment at a height necessary to function
reasonably as documented by a qualified and licensed professional engineer.
That a co-location agreement on an existing tower or building cannot be obtained at
commercially reasonable terms and conditions, including price.
Other reasons that make it unfeasible to locate the planned Telecommunication
equipment and related equipment upon an existing or approved structure.

RIDGELINE – The Code does not allow new facilities to be located on a prominent point of
a ridgeline unless an exception is granted. Please update the project description to include
the specific request for an exception, which may be based on either of the following
reasons:
a.
b.

Due to the specific location and design of the proposed facility, the facility will not be
visible from surround properties or public view; or
Due to existing development or existing vegetation at the site, the proposed facility will
be substantially screened from view of surrounding properties and public view and will
not result in an adverse visual impact.

7.

SILHOUETTE EFFECT – The Code does not allow new facilities that would silhouette
against the sky above one of the City’s ridgelines, unless the proposed facility blends with
surrounding natural and man-made environments in such a manner so as to have a
negligible impact. Please update the project description to describe how this facility will
either: (a) not silhouette against the sky; or (b) blend with the surrounding environment.

8.

VISIBILITY – The Code does not allow new facilities on undeveloped sites when the facility
would be readily visible from off-site, or within one-mile from another readily visible uncamouflaged or unscreened major facility, unless one of the determinations listed below
can be made by the decision-maker. Please update the project description to describe how
the project meets either of the following determinations:
a.
b.

It blends with the surrounding existing natural and man-made environment in such a
manner so as to be effectively unnoticeable; or
The applicant can demonstrate with technical evidence, acceptable to the decisionmaker, a clear need to locate such facility at this location and that co-locating the
facility at another location is not feasible.
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9.

SECURITY – The Code requires a security program or tamper and vandalism-resistant
facility such that the public cannot readily access or climb upon such structures or
equipment. Please update the project description to include security information.
MISCELLANEOUS

10. SLOPE AREA – The Code does not allow grading on slopes that exceed 25 percent, unless
an exception is granted by the Director of Community Development and the City Engineer.
Please update the project description to include the specific request for an exception to
grade on slopes that exceed 25 percent.
11. ENCLOSURE FOOTPRINT – The project footprint appears to create space that could
create additional visibility of the enclosure. Can the structure be built into the hillside to
reduce the pad footprint?
COMMUNITY SERVICES
12. POLE DETAILS – The information packet does not provide details about the proposed pole.
What is the height of the pole? What kind of finish and color will it have? I suggest that at
least the lower portion of the pole should be a dark, non-reflective color that blends visually
with the surroundings.
13. LADDER COVER – The Anti-Climb covers for the monopole are noted as being made of
“formed aluminum”. I suspect this means they will be fairly reflective and will not blend well
with the environment. I suggest that they be coated with truck bed liner or some other
durable surfacing that is non-reflective, dark grey/brown in color, and also is not attractive to
being graffitied upon.
14. ANTENNAS – The two stick antennas are noted as 10 ft. tall, but the specification sheets
says they are 173.4 inches tall (close to 14.5 ft.). There is no information provided that
indicates at what height they will be mounted (on top of the pole?). So it is not at all clear
what the total height of the proposed tower, plus the stick antennas, will be.
15. SECONDARY POLE – What height and material will be used for the proposed pole that
would serve as a drop for the power? The existing wood pole appears to be approximately
32 ft. in height (not 37 ft.) but I don’t have a sure way to verify this.
16. BEACONS – The existing navigation beacons appear to be shot out and non-functional
(see attached photo). They will need to be replaced/or repaired. Also, the project
description says they will be placed atop the new radio tower. Will this be high enough from
a navigation perspective, or must they be installed near the top of the two stick antennas?
17. ACCESS – The 35% plans show the location of the project site but they do not explain how
the site will be accessed, both for construction purposes and also for on-going regular
maintenance. There is a note on sheet SP-1 stating that the existing walking path is to
remain. Will this trail be developed in some manner to provide all-weather access for
construction and maintenance vehicles?
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18. TRENCHING – The 35% plans show buried electrical and communication cables extending
between a new power pole, the proposed building, and the proposed radio tower. This area
is extremely rocky (ref attached photo) and I wonder how feasible it will be to trench in the
proposed area. If trenching isn’t feasible, is there an alternate plan?
19. RETAINING WALL – The 35% plans show a retaining wall on sheet SP-1, but the exterior
elevations do not. The floor plan indicates there will be a 12” space between the retaining
wall and the building wall. I anticipate this space will collect leaves and other debris and
would become difficult to keep clean. A separate retaining wall would also make it much
easier for vandals to obtain access to the roof of the building and the solar collectors.
These problems could be resolved if the building wall(s) were to be designed to also serve
as a retaining wall (where required).
20. ENCLOSURE WALL – The building elevations show smooth-face CMU atop a few courses
of split-face CMU. The smooth-face CMU would not blend as well with the surrounding
environment, and the change between the two types of blocks creates a hard “stripe” that
draws attention to the building itself. I suggest using a split-face block for the entire
building, and specify that the color of the blocks be matched to the surrounding volcanic
rock (dark grey/brown).
21. ROOFING COLOR – The building elevations also specify a sheet metal fascia, roof and
gutter. The color of these elements is not specified, but it should be chosen to blend with
the surrounding environment. I recommend that the gutter be eliminated; it will just fill with
leaves and create maintenance problems. The north and south fascia boards should be set
vertically to improve the aesthetics of the roof.
22. BUILDING HEIGHT – The height-to-width ratio of the building is pretty high. Can the roof
(or the roof slope) be lowered slightly to reduce the building’s visual impact?
23. COLORS – Finishes for all metal products (door, vent, HVAC units) should be carefully
selected to blend with the surrounding environment and building walls, and also be as
vandal resistant as possible (note existing graffiti on the many of the surrounding boulders).
Consider the method(s) that staff would employ to remove painted graffiti when considering
a particular type of finish.
24. HVAC UNITS – Can specifications be provided regarding the noise that will be produced by
the two HVAC units?

As I previously mentioned, planning is looking forward to the completion of this project. I would
be more than happy to meet with you to discuss these comments. As part of your resubmittal
package, please include a written response to the individual items in this letter. If you have any
questions or if you would like to meet regarding this letter please do not hesitate to contact me
by phone at (707) 449-5364 or by email at albert.enault@cityofvacaville.com.
Sincerely,

ALBERT ENAULT,
Associate Planner

4

R

A-5

8445 Sierra College Blvd, Suite E Granite Bay, CA 95746
Contact: Larry Houghtby Phone: 916-275-4180
E-Mail: larry@streamlineeng.com Fax: 916-660-1941
THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS, AS INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE, ARE AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF STREAMLINE
ENGINEERING AND DESIGN INC. WHETHER THE PROJECTS FOR WHICH THEY ARE MADE ARE EXECUTED OR NOT. THESE
DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALL NOT BE USED BY ANY PERSON OR ENTITY ON OTHER PROJECTS WITH OUT PRIOR
WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE ENGINEER. Copyright C 2009, STREAMLINE ENGINEERING AND DESIGN INC. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.

EXHIBIT A
3777 VACA VALLEY PKWY
VACAVILLE, CA 95688
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