
BUILDING CODES  
COMMITTEE MEETING 

 MONDAY, MAY 4, 2020 | 6 PM 
5th committee meeting 

The Committee will meet remotely at 6 p.m. via Webex.   
Please visit the City’s website at 

https://cityofmauldin.org/your-government/meeting-minutes-agendas/ 
to access the meeting via audio and videoconferencing  

The public may not attend in person.

https://cityofmauldin.org/your-government/meeting-minutes-agendas/
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AGENDA 

1. Call to Order

2. Public Comment

3. Reading and Approval of Minutes
a. Building Codes Committee Meeting: April 6, 2020 {Pages 2-5}

4. Reports or Communications from City Officers
a. Budget Review
b. Department Reports

i. Boards and Commission Application Notice
ii. Permitting & Licensing Software Update

5. Unfinished Business
a. Construction Noise Standards {Page 6}
b. Small Wireless Facilities Discussion {Pages 7-66}

6. New Business
a. None

7. Public Comment

8. Committee Concerns

9. Adjourn
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Minutes 
Building Codes 

April 6, 2020 
6:00 p.m. 

2nd committee meeting 
 

Members present were Chairwoman Diane Kuzniar, Committee members Dale 
Black and Taft Matney.  Business and Development Services Director David 
Dyrhaug and Brandon Madden, City Administrator were also present. 

1. Call to Order- Chairwoman Kuzniar 
 
2. Public Comment- None 
 
3. Reading and Approval of Minutes 

a. Building Codes Committee Meeting: March 2, 2020  
 
Councilman Black made a motion to approve the minutes with 
Councilman Matney seconding.  The vote was unanimous (3-0). 

 
4. Reports or Communications from City Officers 

a. Budget Review 
b. Department Reports 

 
David reported the budget is in great shape.  41% is remaining.  26% is 
the ideal remaining percentage. 

 
5. Unfinished Business 

a. Construction Noise Standards  
Committee members asked for more research on this item at the last 
committee meeting.  David reported most communities allow 
construction noise to start at 7:00 a.m.  There are many different 
variations on what time construction noise must cease.  The City of 
Mauldin’s time is currently 10:00 p.m.  One proposed option is that 
Mauldin adopt the same times that Greenville currently uses, which is 
starting at 7:00 a.m. and having the noise cease at 9:00 p.m.  This will 
have the least impact to the construction community. 
 
Another option is to allow a longer construction time during daylight 
savings time. 
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The third option is to have different times depending on the type of 
equipment being used and its proximity to a residential property.  This 
would be the most difficult option to determine or enforce. 
 
The fourth option is differing hours based on the nature of the activity.   
The last option would probably have the most adverse impact on 
construction and development because home construction goes on 
for a longer period of time. 
 
The Home Builders Association sent an email supporting 7am-7pm or 
8am-8pm in the summer.   Chairwoman Kuzniar said the City could 
adopt 7am-9pm for anytime, rather than having different hours for 
different activities or different activities.  
 
Councilman Black said he was in favor of option 1.  Greenville has a 
lot of construction and the hours must be reasonable. 
 
Councilman Matney said he would like to hold this in committee for 
another month.   
 
City Administrator Madden said there is no rush on this item.  We have 
gotten a few noise complaints, but holding it for another month would 
be fine. 
 
Councilman Black said he doesn’t have a problem with holding it for 
another month. 
 
Councilman Matney made a motion to hold this item in committee for 
another month.  Councilman Black seconded the motion and the 
vote was unanimous (3-0).  
 

6. New Business 
a. Annexation at 1215 E. Butler Road- The City of Mauldin has received a           
     signed petition requesting the annexation of a tract of land pursuant to  
     South Carolina Code of Laws Section 5-3-150.  This petition includes  
     approximately 7.5 acres owned by East Butler, LLC, and is located at  
     1215 E. Butler Road. 

 
The applicant has requested that this tract be zoned S-1, Services, 
upon annexation into the City of Mauldin.  The applicant is planning to 
construct a Caliber Collision auto body repair shop with an upgraded 
façade on a 2.6-acre portion of this tract directly adjacent to an 
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existing Dollar General store and Laurens Electric.  Utilities are available 
to the site and this is in Mauldin’s fire service area.   
 
Councilman Matney made a motion to send this to Council for 
approval.  Councilman Black seconded the motion and the vote was 
unanimous (3-0). 
 

b. Planning Commission Term Limits- In 2002, the City of Mauldin adopted 
a provision regarding the Planning Commission that states that “no 
person shall be eligible for more than two consecutive terms”. 
The City currently has some great volunteers serving on the Planning  
commission.  This includes two individuals, Jonathan Paulsen and Dean 
Oang, who are each currently serving in their second term which is set 
to expire on June 30, 2020.  The City will be hard-pressed to replace the 
breadth of planning and development knowledge that these two 
volunteers possess. 

 
Other Mauldin boards and commissions do not have term limits nor 
is this provision found in the South Carolina Code of Laws.  
Councilman Black asked David if he knows of other municipalities 
that have term limits.  David answered no.  Councilman Black said 
he has no problem with repealing the provision for term limits.  
 
Council appoints the commission members and would continue to 
do so. 
 
Councilman Matney made a motion to send this item to Council 
with a recommendation of repealing the provision requiring term 
limits.  Councilman Black seconded the motion and the vote was 
unanimous (3-0).   
 

c. Permitting & Licensing Software- Last spring the City received notice 
that its permitting and licensing software at the time, Viewpermit, 
would be discontinued.  At the time, the City elected to stay with 
the same company that it had been contracting with since 2014, 
ViewPoint, and transition to their newest product, Viewpoint Cloud.   
 
The City contracted with ViewPoint to transition to Viewpoint Cloud on 
June 1, 2019.   On December 11, 2019, City staff began actively using 
Viewpoint Cloud for all new permits and licenses.  Because of some 
data migration issues on the part of ViewPoint, we delayed opening up 
the software for public use until those issues were fixed.  These migration 
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issues were fixed by ViewPoint as of March 1, 2020, and the software 
was opened for public use on March 4, 2020. 

When City staff began using Viewpoint Cloud in December 2019, staff 
immediately began encountering a multitude of issues.  We quickly 
discovered with the help of ViewPoint that a number of these issues 
were because the migration of data was not performed correctly by 
ViewPoint.  It took 3 months for ViewPoint to resolve their migration issues 
but even now we are still missing information and data from the old 
system.  Missing information includes previous flags on permits and 
licenses, e-mail addresses for businesses, and payment history for 
business licenses.  Staff is asking committee if it should pursue other 
software options. 

Councilman Matney said he is in favor of looking at other options.  We 
are a resource for businesses and need the software to be able to 
continue being that. 

Councilman Matney made a motion to allow staff to look at other 
software options and report back to committee.  Councilman Black 
seconded the motion and the vote was unanimous (3-0). 

7. Public Comment- None  
 
8. Committee Concerns- None  
 
9. Adjourn- Chairwoman Kuzniar adjourned the meeting. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Cindy Miller 
Municipal Clerk  
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BUILDING CODES COMMITTEE 
AGENDA ITEM 
 
MEETING DATE:   May 4, 2020 
 
AGENDA ITEM:  5a 
 
TO: Building Codes Committee 
 
FROM: Business & Development Services Director, David C. Dyrhaug 
 

SUBJECT: Construction Noise Standards 
 

BACKGROUND 

At the March 2, 2020, Building Codes Committee meeting, the Committee asked staff to explore alternative 
regulations pertaining to construction noise.  At the April 6, 2020, Building Codes Committee meeting, 
staff presented to a few options for the committee’s consideration.  In addition to making no change, these 
included:  
 

1. Adjusting to the City of Greenville’s standard which prohibits construction noise after 9:00 p.m.;  
2. Consider a daylight savings adjustment which generally allows construction to persist longer into 

the day during daylight savings time; 
3. Consider different restriction of hours depending on the type of equipment being used (i.e. 

noncommercial/nonindustrial tools versus commercial/industrial tools); or 
4. Consider different restriction of hours depending on the nature of the activity (i.e. ongoing 

construction versus short-term activities).  
 
At the April 6, 2020, some interest was expressed for adjusting to the City of Greenville’s standard.  There 
was not really any interest indicated for the other alternatives presented. 
 
Staff has recently discussed this with the President of the Greenville Home Builders Association.  He 
indicated that he was not concerned if the City of Mauldin adjusts its restriction on construction noise 
beginning at 9:00 p.m. instead of 10:00 p.m. 

ATTACHMENTS 

None 
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BUILDING CODES COMMITTEE 
AGENDA ITEM 
 
MEETING DATE:   May 4, 2020 
 
AGENDA ITEM:  5b 
 
TO: Building Codes Committee 
 
FROM: Business & Development Services Director, David C. Dyrhaug 
 

SUBJECT: Small Cell Wireless Facilities Ordinance 
 
 

BACKGROUND 

The next wave of communications technology consisting of 5G technology utilizes higher frequencies with 
the capability to accommodate significantly higher data needs than current 4G/LTE technologies.  Because 
high frequency waves have a harder time traveling over distance and through objects, the 5G network will 
be built on small cell site technology with antennas as close as 500 feet apart.   
 
In its effort to help facilitate expansion of 5G technology, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) 
has expressed favor for suing public rights-of-way as opposed to private property for the installation of the 
required equipment.  Commissioners do not believe that enough private properties can be leased fast enough 
to allow this technology to be rolled out.   
 
On September 26, 2018, the FCC adopted a Declaratory Ruling and Third Report and Order, FCC 18133, 
titled “Accelerating Wireless Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure Investment” 
(the Order).  The order outlines the extent to which local agencies may or may not regulate the installation 
of small cell wireless communication facilities within the public rights-of-way and the use of existing public 
infrastructure.  FCC policy prohibits municipalities from banning small cell wireless facilities and requires 
the competitively neutral and nondiscriminatory processing of permit requests within tightly defined time 
periods.  Municipal aesthetic requirements will not be preempted if they are: (1) reasonable; (2) no more 
burdensome than those applied to other types of infrastructure deployments; and (3) objective and published 
in advance. 
 
Municipal officials are tasked with the challenge to balance the importance of the technology to the 
economy and quality of life with the aesthetic impact of the technology on the rights-of-way. 

MASC MODEL ORDINANCE 

In 2018, the South Carolina Municipal Association worked with the telecommunications industry to craft 
a model small wireless facility ordinance.  The model ordinance attempts to balance municipal and 
telecommunications interests.  This model ordinance streamlines the review and permitting process while 
preserving municipal authority to control rights-of-way and the design and aesthetics of small cell wireless 
facility to the extent permissible. 
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Some of the features of the Municipal Association model ordinance include: 
 

1. Collocation permitted.  Permit the collocation of a small cell wireless facility on an existing utility 
pole or support structure. 

2. Collocation on decorative poles.  Collocation is not allowed on a decorative pole less than 20 feet 
tall. 

3. New pole installation permitted.  Permit the installation of a new pole or support structure for a 
small cell wireless facility. 

4. Permit required.  Require the applicant to obtain a permit from the municipality, except for routine 
maintenance and replacement.  A provider can apply for up to 20 facilities in a single application. 

5. Permit fee.  Levy a permit fee of $100 per each facility for the first five facilities and $50 per each 
facility in excess of five up to a maximum of 20 facilities. 

6. Franchise fee.  The municipality can request franchise fees for locating facilities on a City-owned 
pole.  The annual rate prescribed herein is $50 per wooden pole or $200 for all other City-owned 
poles. 

7. Review timeframes.  The municipality is required to notify the applicant within 10 days if any 
application information is missing and to notify the applicant of its decision to approve or deny the 
application within 60 days.  The application is deemed approved if not acted on within this 
timeframe. 

8. Design.  The municipality may require a facility to be designed comparably to any existing utility 
structures, pole and equipment located within 500 feet.  The municipality may require the use of 
reasonable stealth and concealment treatments, low-profile equipment and control boxes, and 
screening.  Specific standards are not prescribed herein. 

9. Size of collocated facilities.  The height of a facility to be collocated on an existing utility pole or 
support structure shall not exceed 10 feet above the pole or support structure. 

10. Size of new pole installation.  The height of a new pole or support structure shall not the height of 
the tallest existing pole or support structure within 500 feet.  If there is no existing pole or support 
structure within 500 feet, the maximum height is 40 feet in a residential area and 50 feet in any 
other area. 

11. Underground districts.  The municipality may establish an “underground district” which prohibits 
any utility provider from installing new above-ground structures. 

12. Historic or design districts.  The municipality may establish a “historic district” or a “design 
district” which has heightened design standards to protect the aesthetics of historic structures and/or 
decorative poles. 

13. Appeals and variances.  Allow appeals and variances from the provisions of this ordinance to be 
heard by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

MAULDIN DRAFT ORDINANCE 

After researching ordinances of other communities inside and outside of South Carolina, staff prepared a 
draft ordinance that differed from the Municipal Association model ordinance.  The ordinance prepared by 
staff includes heightened standards on the design and placement of small cell wireless facilities. 
 
Some of the features of the ordinance prepared by staff include: 
 

1. Collocation permitted.  Permit the collocation of a small cell wireless facility on an existing utility 
pole, existing wooden pole with streetlight, and on existing streetlight poles. 

2. Collocation on decorative poles.  Collocation is not allowed on a decorative pole. 
3. New pole installation permitted.  Permit the installation of a new streetlight pole or monopole 

structure. 
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4. Installation preference.  The preferred installation type is collocation on an existing privately 
owned utility pole. 

5. Permit required.  Require the applicant to obtain a permit from the City, including for maintenance, 
modification and replacement.  A provider can apply for up to 20 facilities in a single application. 

6. Permit fee.  Levy a permit fee of $100 per each facility for the first five facilities and $50 per each 
facility in excess of five up to a maximum of 20 facilities. 

7. Franchise fee.  Levy an annual franchise fee of $250 per each facility on a City-owned pole. 
8. Review timeframes.  The City will take action on each application according to its typical review 

timeframes (currently approximately 1-2 weeks). 
9. Design of antenna.  Antennas should be top-mounted, housed in a cylindrical shroud, and painted 

to match the color of the pole.  Antenna shroud should not exceed 3 cubic feet, a height of 30 
inches, and a maximum diameter 1.25 times the diameter of the top of the pole (the shroud should 
be tapered to meet the top of the pole). 

10. Design of equipment.  Pole-mounted equipment should only be installed when it cannot be installed 
underground or inside the pole.  Equipment should not overhang the roadway or sidewalk, color 
should match the pole, and hardware, wiring and cables should be concealed.  Equipment should 
not exceed 12 cubic feet. 

11. Design of pole-mounted facilities.  Facilities should be flush-mounted to the pole, cylindrical or 
curved in shape, not wider than the diameter of the pole, not protrude more than 18 inches from the 
face of the pole, and grouped closely together when multiple enclosures are included on the same 
pole. 

12. Design of new poles.  New poles should match existing poles in appearance, height, and design.  
New poles should be constructed of metal, cylindrical in shape, with the equipment housed in inside 
the pole.  New poles should not be taller than existing poles in the same right-of-way, or 30 feet if 
no nearby existing poles.  New poles are subject to setbacks from existing poles (250 feet), 
intersections (100 feet), driveways (20 feet), trees (15 feet), sidewalks (2 feet), roadways (4 feet), 
and permanent objects such as hydrants (6 feet). 

13. Additional standards.  Additional standards pertaining to lighting, noise, and signage apply. 

AT&T COMMENTS 

On February 10, 2020, representatives from AT&T provided comments after reviewing the draft ordinance 
prepared by staff.  The following comments reflect the aspects of the draft ordinance they found most 
troubling. 
 

1. The draft ordinance would prohibit the placement of small cells on existing decorative light poles, 
even when it is technologically feasible to do so in a manner that is consistent with the aesthetics 
of the decorative pole.  Prohibiting viable placement opportunities like this will only increase the 
need to place new poles to support small cells. 

2. The draft ordinance requires small cell facilities to be shrouded, the wires and similar equipment 
associated with the facilities to be enclosed within the body of the pole, and associated equipment 
to be in existing cabinets or underground.  There are many areas in the City where other users of 
the rights-of-way are not held to these same standards.  Imposing more stringent criteria on small 
cell facilities than on other equipment in the same right-of-way is a violation of state and federal 
law. 

3. The annual franchise fee of $250 to attach to a City-owned pole is excessive and does not bear a 
reasonable relationship to the costs the City incurs as a result of such attachments. 

4. The application review process contains vague timelines instead of the firm 10-, 30-, 60-, and 90-
day timeframes that are required to comply with federal law. 
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VERIZON COMMENTS 

On February 25, 2020, representatives from Verizon provided comments after reviewing the draft ordinance 
prepared by staff.  They requested our consideration of their comments which include the following. 
 

1. SCDOT prefers local government approval to occur prior to their issuance of a permit.  Therefore, 
the applicant will be unlikely able to provide an SCDOT permit as part of an application package. 

2. Some antenna designs cannot accommodate shrouding. 
3. Some antenna are not cylindrical but are rectangular. 
4. Instead of placing burden of proof on applicant to seek opportunities to collocate before installing 

new poles, allow applicant to certify that good faith efforts were made to collocate. 
5. Spacing and setback requirements are overly restrictive and effectively will prohibit new poles in 

the right-of-way.  Please relax these requirements in favor or general principles of public safety, 
no overcrowding, and compliance with the City’s tree code. 

6. A 30-foot height restriction is not compliant with the FCC order that allows up to 50 feet. 
7. New wood poles are prohibited in the draft ordinance but should be allowed to blend in with 

surrounding areas with existing wood poles. 
8. The minimum spacing requirements is overly restrictive and has the effect of discriminating 

against wireless providers as to other utilities in the right-of-way. 
9. The prohibition of backhaul equipment should be removed.  This is governed by the state’s and 

local government’s franchise agreements, particularly those wireless providers that have the right 
to locate backhaul as a public utility under SC law. 

10. Instead of imposing local regulation of RF emissions, replace with a general statement of 
compliance with all applicable FCC regulations. 

CITY OF GREENVILLE ORDINANCE 

Under their Land Management Ordinance, the City of Greenville regulates all wireless communications 
facilities.  Some of the features of the City of Greenville ordinance include: 
 

1. Consistent design.  Facilities within the right-of-way and accompanying poles must be consistent 
with the corridor in which it is placed. 

2. Design catalogue.  The City Engineer maintains a catalogue of site-specific designs that have been 
approved by the city (the same design as those set forth in the catalogue are generally deemed 
appropriate at comparable locations). 

3. Collocation permitted.  Permit the collocation of a small cell wireless facility on an existing utility 
pole or support structure. 

4. Collocation design standards.  Antenna should be placed in a shroud at the top of the pole, shroud 
should be the same circumference as the pole, colored to match the pole, incorporate concealment 
elements.  Where the antenna cannot be placed at the top of the pole, it may be placed on a cross-
arm consistent with placement of cross-arms in the same corridor. 

5. Collocation size standards.  Antenna should not extend more than 6 feet above the pole and should 
not exceed 3 cubic feet. 

6. Accessory equipment.  Equipment may not be attached to the pole or ground-mounted unless no 
other placement is feasible or less intrusive.  When attached to the pole, equipment should be flush-
mounted with all cabling concealed.  Ground-mounted equipment is conditional on concealment. 

7. Pole replacement.  If an existing pole must replaced, the height of the pole cannot increase by more 
than 6 feet.  When light poles are replaced, the new pole must be consistent with the pole being 
replaced. 
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8. Above-ground prohibition.  Facilities shall not be located above-ground in any location where the 
lines of the incumbent local exchange carrier are underground, unless co-located on an existing 
structure or an existing structure is removed and replaced with a new structure. 

9. No net increase of poles.  Placement of facilities in the public rights-of-way shall not result in an 
increase in the number of support structures located in the public rights-of-way as of the date of 
this ordinance with the exception of new utility poles.  New utility poles may only be installed 
where utility poles already exist in the same right-of-way in the immediate vicinity and collocation 
upon said poles is not feasible. 

10. Review timeframes.  The City will notify the applicant within 30 days if any application 
information is missing and to notify the applicant of its decision to approve or deny the application 
within 60 days for collocation installations and 90 days for new pole installations.  The application 
is deemed approved if not acted on within this timeframe. 

SC HOUSE BILL 4262 

In 2019, a bill was introduced in both the House and the Senate that would further preempt local 
governments’ ability to regulate small wireless facilities.  This bill currently resides in the Senate 
Committee on Judiciary.  Some of the components of this bill include: 
 

1. A municipality cannot require a franchise agreement for the installation of small wireless facilities. 
2. New or modified poles installed in the right-of-way may not exceed a height of 10 feet above the 

tallest existing pole within 500 feet, or a height of 50 feet, whichever is GREATER. 
3. New facilities on existing poles may not extend more than 10 feet above the pole. 
4. The municipality may require the collocation or decorative pole replacement to reasonably conform 

to the design aesthetics of the original decorative pole. 
5. Regulation of small wireless facilities must be nondiscriminatory with regard to all users of the 

right-of-way. 
6. A wireless provider must not be required to replace or upgrade an existing pole except for reasons 

of structural necessity. 
7. Small wireless facilities must be classified as permitted uses subject only to administrative review. 
8. The information requested on an application is limited to what is listed in the bill. 
9. A municipality may not require the collocation of small wireless facilities on a specific pole or 

category of poles or require multiple antenna systems on a single pole. 
10. A municipality may not require the use of specific pole types or configurations when installing new 

or replacement poles. 
11. A municipality may not require the underground placement of small wireless facilities. 
12. A municipality may not limit the horizontal separation distance of small wireless facilities 

collocated on existing poles. 
13. Within 10 days of receiving an application, a municipality must determine and notify the applicant 

in writing whether the application is complete. 
14. A municipality shall make its final decision to approve or deny the application within 60 days for 

the collocation of small wireless facilities and within 90 days for the installation, modification, or 
replacement of a pole. 

15. A municipality may charge an application fee provided the fee is reasonable, nondiscriminatory, 
and recovers no more than the municipality’s direct costs for processing an application. 

16. For collocations on existing poles, the fee cannot exceed $100 for each of the first 5 facilities and 
$50 for each additional facility in the same application. 

17. For new pole installations, the fee cannot exceed $1,000 each. 
18. For collocation on modified or replacement poles, the fee cannot exceed $250 each. 
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19. A municipality may charge a rate for the occupancy and use of the right-of-way.  This rate cannot 
exceed $100 per year for each facility collocated on any existing or replacement pole, or $200 for 
each facility collocated on a new pole. 

20. A municipality may charge a rate for collocation of a facility on a municipal pole not to exceed $50 
per municipal pole per year. 

REQUEST 

At this time, staff is seeking input on the direction the Committee may like to consider for this issue.  This 
could include: 
 

1. Make adjustments to the draft ordinance based on the input provided by AT&T and Verizon; 
2. Model the ordinance after the Municipal Association’s model ordinance; 
3. Model the ordinance after the City of Greenville’s ordinance; 
4. Model the ordinance after SC House Bill 4262; 
5. Make minor revisions to the draft ordinance prepared by staff;  
6. Hold off on an ordinance at this time and allow the installation of small wireless facilities by 

agreement of City Council on a case-by-case basis; or 
7. Some combination of alternatives listed above. 

TIMELINE 

On January 7, 2020, the Building Codes Committee forwarded this matter to City Council for consideration.  
The Building Codes Committee also requested the City Attorney’s legal opinion on this ordinance by the 
City Council meeting. 
 
On January 21, 2020, the City Council sent this matter back to Committee to allow sufficient time to review 
the Attorney’s revisions to the proposed ordinance.  
 
On February 10, 2020, the Building Codes Committee reviewed the Attorney’s revisions.  Representatives 
from AT&T attended this meeting and commented about the draft ordinance requesting significant 
revisions. 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Redline Version of Draft Ordinance with Comments provided by AT&T 
2. Redline Version of Draft Ordinance with Comments provided by Verizon 

RESOURCES 

The MASC model ordinance may be viewed at: 
https://www.masc.sc/SiteCollectionDocuments/Model%20Ordinances/SWF_Ordinance.docx 
 
The City of Greenville’s regulations may be viewed at (GO TO SECTION 19-4.3.2 (G)): 
https://library.municode.com/sc/greenville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=COOR_CH19LA
MA_ART19-4USRE_S19-4.3UECST 
 
SC House Bill 4262 may be viewed at: 
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/sess123_2019-2020/bills/4262.htm 

https://www.masc.sc/SiteCollectionDocuments/Model%20Ordinances/SWF_Ordinance.docx
https://library.municode.com/sc/greenville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=COOR_CH19LAMA_ART19-4USRE_S19-4.3UECST
https://library.municode.com/sc/greenville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=COOR_CH19LAMA_ART19-4USRE_S19-4.3UECST
https://www.scstatehouse.gov/sess123_2019-2020/bills/4262.htm
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Wood light pole replacement 
with concealed  antenna and 
radios

58



Wood pole replacement  in pole 
line with concealed antenna and 
radios



Site is located on Smith Hines 
Road in Greenville

Wood pole 
concealed antenna
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Brookfield Parkway 
Mauldin 

Black stealth pole- antenna and radios top
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Clemson University 

Silver stealth light pole 
replacement



City of 
Clemson 

Planned for City of Greenville and 
Myrtle Beach 

Black stealth pole-
antenna at top 
equipment housed at 
bottom

Silver stealth light pole
63



Planned for Columbia and Myrtle Beach 

Black 
stealth 
traffic 
pole

Silver 
stealth twin 
light pole
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What will it look like? 4G Metal

Black Metal Verizon/Utility Collocation Black Metal Verizon New Pole PhotoSIM Black Metal Verizon New Pole
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What will it look like? 4G Wood

Verizon Wood Pole Verizon/Utility Wood Pole 
Collocation PhotoSIM

Pole Designs
• Multiple Color Options Available for

Metal Poles
• Multiple Wraps/Paint for equipment

and antenna
• Designed to match surrounding poles

and utilities
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