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San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

1 Dr..Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
‘San Francisco 94102-4689 :

Re:  Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Rev1ew for AT&T's
'CN 5524 Project Located at 660-670 4th Street :

Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

This letter responds to the arguments raised in the appeal of AT&T's proposed
installation of a new wireless telecommunication facility on the rooftop of 660-670 4™ Street (the
"Proposed Project") in the City of San Francisco (the "City"). As explained below, the
Appellant's concerns are factually inaccurate and do not raise issues that the City can lawfully
consider under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). Accordingly, the appeal

- should be denied.

I Background.

On July 7, 2011, the City's Planning Comm1ss1on found that the Proposed PrOJect is
categorically exempt from environmental review under Class 3 of the CEQA Guidelines' and
voted to approve a conditional use permit. On July 25, 2011, a resident of 660-670 4™ Street
appealed the Planning Department's CEQA determination‘ claiming that the potential harmful
effects of radio frequency ("RF") emissions were not properly considered. Specifically, the
Appellant alleges that there will be exposure to unsafe levels of RF emissions at his private roof

- deck. Appellant is entirely incorrect in his allegation -- not only are the RF emissions well below
~ the Federal Communication Commission's ("FCC") RF emission standards, but the City is
preempted under federal law from considering this issue based on the record evidence.

! The Class 3 Categorical Exemption is for the new construction of small structures. (See Cal. Code Regs. §15303).

\
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11 The Appellant's Roof Deck Is Not Within the FCC Public Exposure Limit.

AT&T has conclusively proven in the record that the RF emissions will be in compliance
with the FCC's RF standard. Attached is a report from Hammett & Edison, an independent .
consulting firm, detailing the RF analysis. The FCC public exposure limit for the Proposed
Project is 58 feet extending straight out from the face of the panel antennas. The antennas in
question will face Townsend Street, not the Appellant's roof deck. Consequently, the 58 foot
public exposure limit extends into the air off of the roof toward Townsend Street. A much
smaller public exposure limit extends to the sides of the panel antennas. The public exclusion
area on the sides of the antennas on the rooftop only extends approximately 13 feet beyond the
- face of the antenna, and will be behind a barricade to exclude the public. The worker exclusion
area is a smaller area within this public exclusion area.

Appellant misunderstands the issue in making his claim that his roof deck will be unsafe.
Appellant argues that his roof deck is 36.5 feet away from the proposed panel antennas and thus
it is within the 58 foot RF exposure limit. However, the 58 foot exposure limit is only in the
direction that the antenna is pointing, and the antennas are not pointing at Appellant's roof deck.
Furthermore, AT&T has taken multiple measurements and the distance is 56 feet from the roof
deck to the proposed panel antennas. - At the roof deck, Hammett & Edison reports that the
emissions will be only 9.6% of the FCC's RF public exposure limit. '

Appellant also claims that AT&T's statement that the roof deck is not within the F CC's
RF public exposure limit is "disingenuous (OK, an outright lie)." Appellant is simply mistaken.
AT&T has never misrepresented the public exposure limit distance or the distance from the
Appellant's roof deck. Moreovet, before AT&T understood the location of the Appellant's roof -
deck, the first design for the Proposed Project located the panel antennas at issue to face the
direction of the Appellant's roof deck. However, after a visit to the site and discussions with the
Appellant, AT&T revised the design to ensure that the roof deck would not be within the public
exposure limit by locating the antennas farther away from the roof deck and by facing them away
from the roof deck. Appellant is aware of this design change. No amounts of the RF emissions
that exceed FCC standards will reach the Appellant's roof deck and the City has no basisto
uphold the appeal on the grounds presented by the Appellant. E

Lastly, under the Wireless Telecommunications Services Facilities Siting Guidelines, the
City requires a Project Implementation Report that reports RF measurements taken after
installation of the Project.  Thus, once design details are finalized and equipment is installed in
the exact final location, the City will ensure that the FCC standards are not exceeded.

III.  The Proposed Project Is Exempt From CEQA Review.

The Proposed Project is categorically exempt from environmental review under CEQA.
Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, the Secretary for Resources has found that several -
classes of projects do not have a significant effect on the environment and, therefore, they are
declared to be categorically exempt from CEQA. (Pub. Res. Code § 21084; 14 Cal. Code of

#10549819_v2
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Regs. §15300). The Class 3 categorical exemption covers the construction and location of new,
small facilities or structures and the installation of small new equipment and facilities in small
structures. (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15303). The CEQA Guidelines provide examples of structures -
which would qualify for the Class 3 categorical exemption. Several of these examples are much
larger than the Proposed Project. These examples include a single-family residence, a duplex,
and a retail store not exceeding 10,000 square feet. (14 Cal. Code Regs., §15303). Additionally,
one of the examples of Class 3 exempt structures covers utility extensions such as the Proposed
Project. (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15303(d)). None of the exceptions to the CEQA exemptions apply
to the Proposed Project, nor has the Appellant alleged that the any exceptions are triggered. (14
Cal. Code Regs. §15300.2). As the Planning Department and Planning Commission found, the
Project is categorically exempt.

IV.  Federal Law Preempté CEQA Review of RF Emissions.

Local governments are prohibited by the Federal Telecommunications Act ("TCA") from
regulating the placement or construction of wireless service facilities on the basis of
environmental effects of RF emissions if such facilities comply with the FCC RF emission
limits. (TCA §332(c)(7)(B)(iv)). The FCC's RF emission limits include the site specific RF
emissions as well as the camulative exposure to RF emissions from other wireless service
facilities in the surrounding area. As explained above, the Proposed Project will not exceed the
- FCC RF emission limits. Therefore, the City is federally preempted from considering RF
emissions in its environmental or other review of the Proposed Project. As discussed below, two
CEQA cases illustrate this Federal preemption.

A. The Proposed Project Is Not Subject to fhe TCA's Savings Clause for Local
Review.

 The City is preempted from regulating wireless facilities on the basis of RF emissions.
The TCA's savings clause preserving local zoning authority "over decisions regarding the
placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities" does not carve
out an exception to the TCA's Federal preemption regarding the regulation of RF emissions.
(TCA.§§332(c)(TX)(A), 332(c)7)(B){V))-

In County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, the
Court of Appeal held that CEQA challenges to the operation of the hydroelectric project were
not preempted by the Federal law at issue in that case, the Federal Power Act. The Federal
Power Act includes a broad savings clause allowing continued application of State laws
governing the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water. (County of Amador, 76
Cal.App.4th at 958). The court found that the State law requiring environmental review for the
hydroelectric project was a law relating to the control, appropriation, use or distribution of water,
falling within the Federal Power Act's savings clause and resulting in no Federal preemption.
(Id., at 960-961).

#10549819_v2
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The Counly of Amador case is dlstmgulshable from the TCA and the Proposed Project.
The TCA's savings clause preserving local zoning authority for the placement, construction, and -
modification of wireless facilities does not encompass regulating RF emissions. Therefore,
unlike in County of Amador where the State law requirements fell within the Federal law's
savings clause for continued State authority, here, applying CEQA review to analyze RF
 emissions is not within the TCA's local zoning authority savings clause. In fact, the proposed
- CEQA review falls within the TCA's express Federal preemption clause preventing State and
local governments from regulating the placement, construction, and modification of facilities on
the basis of the environmental effects of RF emissions. (TCA §332(c)(7)(B)(iv)): Therefore,
CEQA review of RF emissions is preempted by the TCA.

B. Recent Case Law Makes it Clear that RF Emissions Cannot Be Con51dered Under
- CEQA.

- The Proposed Project is directly analogous to Richmond Residents for Responsible
Antenna Placement v. City of Richmond (2009) Cal. Rptr. 3d, 2009 WL 5149855 case. In that
unpublished case, the City of Richmond ("Richmond") issued a building permit for the
construction of a wireless telecommunications facility on the roof of an apartment building and
opponents claimed that the project was not exempt from CEQA review because of potential
harmful effects of RF emissions.

The Court of Appeal explained that an activity is only a "project" triggering CEQA
review if it may cause either a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change to the
environment." (/bid.) The Court found that Richmond was prohibited by the TCA from
- regulating the placement or construction of wireless service facilities on the basis of ‘
environmental effects of RF emissions if such facilities comply with the FCC RF emissions
regulatlons ({bid, citing TCA §332(c)(7)(B)(iv)). This TCA Federal preemption includes

"concerns over even indirect environmental effects of RF emissions, such as diminution in
property values due to fears about health effects of RF emissions." (/bid.) Consequently, the
court concluded that unless RF emissions exceed FCC limits, Richmond was precluded from
considering the RF emissions' environmental effects in its assessment of the wireless service
facility's permit application. Therefore, due to the Federal preemption of RF emissions, the
claims regarding potential adverse physical and economic impacts from RF emissions were
irrelevant and that the installation did not even qualify as a project triggering any CEQA review.
The court declined to reach the other reasons the project was exempt. -

The chhmond case apphes directly to Appellant's arguments. The RF emissions are
below FCC levels and the City cannot consider RF emissions as a reason to find a project is not
exempt from CEQA or use CEQA to assess RF emissions. The Appellant's only challenge to the
Planning Department's review of the Project relates to RF emissions, which is not a proper basis

for review under CEQA, and the appeal must be denied.

#10549819_v2
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VY.  Conclusion.

For all of the preceding reasons, the appeal should be denied. The Appellant's roof deck
is not within the FCC public exposure limits. The Proposed Project is categorically exempt from
CEQA review and the Appellant has not raised any issue that the City can legally consider under
CEQA because the Federal TCA preempts the City's review of RF emissions.

In addition, we have attached numerous e-mails in support of the Proposed PI‘O_] ect for
your review and consideration. :

Thank you for the opportunity to respond te the appeal and clarify the Appellant's
misunderstandings. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

Amanda J. Monchamp

AJM:mlm

cC: Marlena G. Byme, Deputy City Attorney
Andrea Ausberry, Board Clerk's Office
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Major Environmental Analysis, Planning Department
John di Bene, AT&T General Attorney
Jason Sanders, Appellant

#10549819 v2
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Dear Supervisor Klm and San Franciseo Board of Supervisors,

As a business operator along/near the ng Street corridor, 1 support AT&Ts efforts to improve

wireless coverage with a new wireless facility at 660-670 4 Street. Please vote in favor of improved
. wireless service in San Francisco. ' _

Name -7 Email - : ' Business. - - Address
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ATET Mobility + Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN55624)
One Bluxome Street » San Francisco, California

~ Statement of Hammett & Edison, Ine., Consulting Engineers
The" firm of Hammett & Eﬂison, Ine., C‘dnsultin_g Engineers, has been retained on béhalf of
AT&T Mabil‘ity,. 3 pe-r‘sonél wireless fe_[ecommumcati'ons‘ carrier, to evaluate the base station (Site -
~ No. CN5524) proposed to be located at Ornie Bluxome Street in San Francisco, California, for
compliance Wwith appropriate guidelines  limiting human exposure fo radio, frequency (“RF”)
slectromagnetic fields. :
| Background _

The San Francisco Department of Public Health has adopted a 10-point checklist for determining
compliance of WTS facilities with prevailing safety standards. The. acceptable hmlts set by the FCC
for exposures of unhmﬂad duration are: :

. Wireless Semce , Freguency Band _ Octupational Limit Pub]ic Limit
Microwave (Point-to-Point) 5-23,000 MHZ 5.00 rnW/cm2 1.00 mW/cm2
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 500 -1.00
AWS (Advanced Wireless) - 2,100 15.00 T 100
PCS (Personal Communication) 1,950 5.00 1.00 .
Cellular 870 2.90 : 0.58
SMR. (Specialized Mobrle Radie) - 855 2.85 : - 0.57
700 MHz - 700 235 0.47
[most restnctwe frequency range] 30-300 1.00 - 0.20

The site was visited by Mr. Robert H. Taylor, a qualified field technician contracted by Hammett
& Edison, Inc., during fiormal busiitess hours on June 29" 2016, a non-holiday weekday, and reference
has been made to inforfnation provided by AT&T, ineluding zoning drawmgs by Streamline
Engineering and Design, Ine., dated September 14, 2010,

Chéﬁt’:‘kl_i’s‘ét
1. The location of all existing antenngs and facilities at site. E xisting RF levels.

Thare were tbserved no wnrelcss base stations installed at the site. Exlstmg RFE levefs for a person at
ground near the site were less than 1% of the most rcstnctwc public exposure limit,

2. Thelocation of all gpproved (but not. znstalled) antennds and facilities. Expected RF levels from
approved antennds. :

* No other WTS facilities or other commumcatrons facxhtxes are reported to bc approved for this site but:

not yet installed

HAMMETT & EDISON, IN( s o
g ' e © ATS524599.1

CONBULTING ENGINEERS
SAN FRANCISCO : ) . Page] of 4



AT&T Mobility » Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5524)
One Bluxome Street « San Francisco, California

3. The yumber and types of WIS within 100 feet of proposed site and estimates of additive EMR
emissions at proposed site.

There were observed antennas for use by Sprint Nextel mounted on short poles, above the roof of the

adjommg building to the southwest. The additive efféct of the Sprint Nextel operation at ground. level

is reﬂe;cted in the measuremeut of existing conditions reported in [tem I above. o

4. Location (and number) of Applicant s anfennas dnd back-vp facilities per buzldzngr and lacanon
tand pumber) of other WIS.at site. .
AT&T proposes to install ten Andtew diréctional panel antennas — two Model TBXLHB- 6565A RZM
and eight Model DBXINH-6565A- R2M — above the roof of the tall residential building located at One
Bluxome Street. The antennas would be mounted with up to 10° downtilt at an effective height of at
jeast 77% feet above ground, 7% feet above the roof, and would be oriented in two groups of three
(each with one Model TBXLHB and two Model DBXNH) toward 100°T and 33 _0°T,; within new view
screen enclosurés to be constructed next to existing chimneys on the roof, and in .2 group of four
toward 220°T (Model DBXNH) behind a view screen to be instalied on the side of the mechanical

equipment penthouse above the roof.

3. Pawar raling (maxirmun and expected opemmzz power) for all existing and proposed backup
equlpment subject to apphcafwn

The expected operating power of the AT&T transmitters is reflected in the resulting cffcctwe radiated
power given in [tem 6 below; the transmitters may operate at & power below their maximum rating.

6. Total munberof watts pey installption and retal mumber of watts for all installations af sife.

The maximum effective radiated 7 power proposed by AT&T in any direction is 7,490 watts,

representing simultanieous operation at 3,700 watts for PCS, 1,190 watts for cellular, 1,820 watts for
' AWS, and 780 watts for 700 MHz.

'

7. " Plot or roaf plan showing method of attachment of antennas, directionality of antennas, and height
above roof level. Discuss nearby inhabited buildings. .

The drawings show the proposed antennas to be installed as described in Itern 4 above. There Wcrev
observed taller bmldmgs in the area; at least 150 feet away. The adjacent buxldmg is about 6 feet

fower.

8. Estimated ambient RF Jevels for proposed site and identify three-dimensional pe:‘iMe!er-mﬁkere
exposure standards.are exceeded, _ 2 '

For a_person anywhere at ground, the maximum ambient RF exposure level ‘due to the proposed

AT&T opperation by itself is calculated to be 0.0045 mW/em?, which is 0.78% of the applicable public

exposure Himit. Ambient RF levels at the site are therefore estimated to remain less than 1% of the "

limit. The three-dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit is calculated to

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. , '
- AT5524599.1

CONSULTING ENGINEERS
SAN FRANCIRTD . Page 2of4



~ AT&T Mobility - Proposed Base Station (Site No. GCN5524)
One Bluxome Street » San Francisco, California
extend up to 58 feet out from the antenna faces and to much fesser distances abov_e;-' below, and to the
sides of the. antennas; this includes areas on the. roof but does not reach #ny other publicly accessible

' areas.

9. Describe proposed sisnage ot site,

1t is recommended that barricades be erected to preclude access by the general public to areas in front
of the antennas. To prevent occupational .ekposufes in excess of the FCC guidelines, no access ‘within
19 feet directly-in front of the antennas themselves, such as might occur during maintenance work on
the roof, should be aHchd while the base station is in operation, unless other measures can be
demonstrated to ensare thit occupational protection requirements are met. | Marking, with yellow
striping the areas within the barricadés’ and posting explanatory warning signs' at the barricades and
at the antennas, such that the signs would be readily visible from any angle of approach to persons
who might need to. work within that distahcé, would be sufficient to meet FCC-adopted guidelines.

10. Statement of authorship.

The undersigned avthor of this statement is a 'quﬂiﬁed. Professional Engineer, holding California
Registrations Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, which expire on June 30, 2611. This work has been carried
ouf-under his direc‘t.iqn; and all statemén_t’s are frue and correct of his own knowledge except, where
noted, when data has been supplied by others, which data he believes to be correct. '

" Measyrements when the base station is ready to begin dperation may-indicate that lesser distances will suffice.
T Warning signs should comply with DET-65 color, symbol; and content recommendations. Contact information
~ should be provided (e.£., 4 telephone. nuinber) to arrange for-access ta restricted areas. The selection of Tanguage(s)
is'not-an engingering matter; the San Francisco Department of Public Health recommends that alf sighs be written
in English, Spanish, and Chinese. : ‘ ]
HAMMETT & EDISON, INC.

CONSULTING ENGINFERS . ) AT5524599.]
FANFRANCISCT _ , ' Page 3 of 4



AT&T Mobility « Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5524)
One Biuxome Street San Francisco, California

Conciusmn

Based on the mformatwrx and analysis above, it is my professmnal opinion that operauon of the
proposed AT&T base station at One Bluxome Street in San Francisco will comply with the prevailing

. standards for limiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and, therefore, will not for this reason
cause a significant impact on the environment. Erecting barricades is recommended to establish
compliance with public exposure limitations, and marking areas on the roof and posting signs is
tecommended to establish comphanoe with occupatxona] cxposure limitations.

Wﬂham F. Ham‘ﬁaﬁtt PE.
707/996-5200

\ ,Q XY s
NG .'_-;EDE?Q\G’“

November 9, 2610

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC.
CONSULYING ENGINEERS ATS5524599.1
KAN FRANCIS(O . ' : . Page 4 of 4



From: wc9213@hotmail.com

Sent; | o Friday, August 26, 2011 9:28 PiM
To: . Luis Cuadra ) )
" Subject: ' Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
August 26, 2011
1

4

Better cell phone coverage has the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to work from anywhere.
The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would provide better wireless service o
tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restaurants and shopping in our stores. Tourist doltars go directly into .
San Francisco's local economy and provide much needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more
reliable coverage also benefits public safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most.

So'in ihe interest of our economic Well-beiﬁg and public safety, I hope you will approve the cell site at Fourth
and King, o ' : ' '

Sincerely,
Wanda Chu

1524 Funston Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122-3531



From: llau515@yahoo.com

Sent;  Saturday, August 27, 2011 428 AM

To: o ' Luis Cuadra’

Subject: _ ~ SFasa Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure
August 27, 2011

Dearl EE T

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we Saa F ranciscans have come to Iove and rely on our wireless devices.

Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed to real-time interaction that is

flexible and convenient, I expect and depend on reliable service when [ goto work, to baseball games or even fo

dinner, This is why maintaining and building new wireless infrastructure is so 1mportant and-why I support the

: -buﬂdmg of new cell sites in our city. I welcome with open arms anything that can improve my existing wireless
service, .

Sincerely,
Lawrence Lau

1522 Funston Avenue .
San Francisco, CA 94122-3531



- Fronw: | brad2k@gmail.com

Sent: ‘ ‘ Saturday, August 27, 2011 10 58 PM

To: ‘ : Luis Cuadra ‘

Subject: : Support Faster, More Reliable Wireless Connections in San Francisco
August 27, 2011

I urge you to approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site located near Fom th Stleet and King Street.
San Franciscans and visitors to our city rely on smartphones, tablets, and other wireless devices as an 1mpo11ant
- part of our lifestyle and how we do business, The Board should do everything it can to allow the companies that
provide wireless service to the city to do what it needs to do to. improve and expand infrastr uctuxe S0 we can
havc reliable connections, faster data service and fewer d1oppcd calls.

If this cell site can improve wireless coverage in our city, which our Iocal businesses and residents depend on,
then it is a no-brainer for the board to approve and support. .

Sincerely,

Brad Azevedo

" 160A Linda St.

San Francisco, CA 9411 0-1605



—

From: - amnathan@sbcglobal.net

Sent: Friday, August 26, 2011 9:28 AM

To: Luis Cuadra ' _

Subject: Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
August 26, 2011

L

Better cell phorne coverage has the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to work from anywhere.
The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor 'would provide better wireless service to

tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restaurants and shopping in our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into - -

San Francisco's local economy and provide much needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more
reliable coverage also benefits public safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most,

So inthe interest of our economic well-being and public safety, I hope you will approve the cell site at Fourth |
and King. CL ‘ _ :

Sincerely,
MARVIN & ANITA NATHAN

66 Yerba Buena Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94127-1544



From: v bevigil@mac.com

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:48 PM

. Tos © Luis Cuadra v -
Subject: - I expect wireless t» work in SF, so please support new cell site at 4th Street'and King
August 25,2011
i

I am a San Francisco resident and I support the new cell site in the King Street corridor. With Silicon Valley in
our backyard, it is important to have better cell phone coverage to keep the tech sector connected, People rely
on cell phones to get their work done, stay in touch with their families and call for help in case of emergencies,
If the San Francisco Board of Supervisors decides against the construction of this cell site, it will hurt
productivity and quality of life in our City. I hope you will support improving wireless coverage in San
Francisco and approve the cell site. B o

Sincerely,
Brian Vigil

66 Linda Street o
San Francisco, CA 94110-1616



From: . dick@blame.ca

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:48 PM

To: . o Luis Cuadra _

Subject: ~ Support Faster, More Reliable Wireless Connections in San Francisco
~ August 25, 2011

1 urge you to approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site located near Fourth Street and King Street.
San Franciscans and visifors to our city rely on smartphones, tablets, and other wireless devices as an important

~ part of pur lifestyle and how we do business. The Board should do everything it can to allow the companies that -
provide wireless service to the city to do what it needs to do to improve and expand infrastructure so we can

have reliable connections, faster data service and fewer dropped calls.

f this cell site can improve wireless coverage in our city, which our local businesses and residents depend on,
then it is a no-brainer for the board o approve and support. - .

Sincerely,

Dick Hardt .
735 Clementina St :
San Francisco, CA 94103-3812



From: - mwandersl@sbcglobal.net

Sent: o Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:48 PM

To: ‘ Luis Cuadra :
Subject: : ' Support the cell site at ng Street Corndor fora Connected 21st Century San Francxsco
August 25,2011

Tale vt _

- Tam writing to you in regard to wireless coverage in San Francisco, Our city is known for its contributions to
the technology industry and most of us now rely on wireless technologies to work, socialize, and participate in
commerce. We could all benefit from fewer dlopped calls and a wireless network that works fast and efficiently

- when we need it. We should be eager to participate in, and support anythalg that can help i improve 0111 w1reless
coverage.

For this reason I hope you will épprove the AT&T céH site m the King Street Corridor,
Thank you. |
éiﬂce’rely,
’Michacl'Andcrson -

679 Pine St #10

679 Pine St #10
San Francisco, CA 94108 3217



From: . - cydonered’67@g'mail.com :

Sent: ' + . Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:48 PM

To:’ ‘ Luis Cuadra '

Subject: Be Proactive in Meeting Demand for Wireless near the Ballpark
August 25, 2011

Luis Cuadra

)

When people think of San Francisco, they think of high-tech companies based next door to us in Silicon Valley.
We expect our ¢ity to be up to date with advanced technologies. However, with so many people on our wireless
networks, there are times our service leaves something to be desired. For this reason, I support the building of a
new wireless antenna in the King Street corridor. Our dense population, large nuniber of tourists and generally
high usage of wireless data makes this new cell site more than a want; it's a necessity. :

Sincerely,
Denise Mayfield’

655 John Muir Dr. #419 ' . _
San Francisco, CA 94132-6239 \ -



Fromu ' atorza@gmail.com

Sent: o Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:58 PM
To: _ Luis Cuadra .
Subjec'g: ' " . Support Faster, More Rehable Wreless Connectrons in San Francisco

August 25, 2011

‘ My name is Anthony To1za Tlive in District 9 @ 16 Tessie St. #203 (be’fween Ist and 2nd and lvhssmn and
MaLket St).

" AT&T's coverage in the city is terrible, Worse actually, but Enghsh is not my first ]anguage sol cannot make
up anythmg colorful to describe it.

Turge you to approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site located near Fourth Street and King Street,
San Franciseans and visitors to our city rely on smartphones, tablets, and other wireless devices as an unportaﬁt
part of our lifestyle and how we do business, The Board should do everything it can fo allow the companies that
provide wireless service to the city to do what it needs to do to improve and expand mﬁasuuctule S0 we can
have reliable connectlons faster data service and fewer dropped calls, :

If this cell site can 1mprove wireless coverage in our city, which our local businesses and 1esxdents depend on,
then it is a no-brainer for the boaid to approve and support. :

Sincerely,

Anthony Torza

16 Jessie St. #203 - l ,
STREET ADDRESSLINE2 : , -
San Francisco, CA 94105-2783 - ' :



From: _ GregMorgan1227@yahoo.com

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 458 PM

To: Luis Cuadra - :

Subject: - Don't let San Francisco fall behind in Wireless
August 25, 2011

I

San Franciscans are heavy users of wireless technology. Improving out city's wireless network will improve our
experience with technology innovations - many of which may have been developed right here in San
Francisco. Therefore, 1 urge you to approve the proposed cell site at Fourth Street and King Street, near the -
ballpark. This is an important area of the city that serves residents and visitors alike. If San Francisco wants to .
be a tech leader, then wireless service in San Francisco needs to be able to support smartphones, iPads, and

apps.
Sindel'ely,
Greg Morgan

901 Buena Vista West #1
San Francisco, CA 94117-4109



" From: - 'ldangelo@cisco.com .

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:08 PM

To: | Luis Cuadra . ~ E
Subject: ‘ Improved Wireless Service Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists
August 25, 2011,

" I am writing to express my suppoxt for the pmposed ATE&T cell site located in the King Street corridor. ThlS
pamcular area of San Francisco dcpcnds on strong communications and this cell site would greatly i improve
service.

The ballpark area is a thriving neighborhood, and thousands of residents and tourists pump money into the
sufr oundmg areas at restaurants and local shops. It's only reasonable that the city allow AT&T to improve its
service in the area with additional infrastructure. We need wireless service can count on so that visitors and

. consumers are more likely to stay and invest in the local economy.

1 appi-ec‘iate your consideration of this matter and hope you will support the cell site, too.
Sincerdy,
Lynda D'Angelo

390 Elizabeth Street
San Francisco, CA 94114-3336



T

From: - + plbocci@yahoo.com

Sent: . Thursday, August 25, 2011 5.08 PM

To:. . Luds Cuvadra .

Subject: - ‘ Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
August 25, 2011

Better cell phone coverage has the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to work from anywhere.
The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would provide better wireless service fo
‘tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restaurants and shopping in our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into
San Francisco's local economy and provide much needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more
reliable coverage also benefits public safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most.

So in the interest of our economic well-being and public safety, I hope you will apprové the cell site at Fourth
and King, ‘ S ' :

Sincerely,

Pamela Bocei

1249 16th Ave #5

- Apt#5 ' :

San Francisco, CA 94122-2046



From: ' . grayhawk2003@yahoo.com

Sent: - Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:08 PM
To: o ' Luis Cuadra :
Subject: - : Be Proactive in Meeting Demand for Wrreless near the Ballpark

August 25,2011

When people think of San Francisco, they think of high-tech companies based next door to us in Silicon Valley,
We expect our city to be up to date with advanced technologies. However, with so many people on our wireless
networks, there are times our service leaves something to be desired, For this reason, I support the building of a
new wireless antenna in the King Street corridor. Qur dense population, large number of touusts and genera]ly
high usage of wireless data makes this new cell site more than a want; it'sa neoess1ty ' ‘

WE ESPECIALLY NEED SERVICE IN THE DUBOCETRIANGLE/N OE VALLEY/CASTRO/LOWER
HAIGHT AREAS,

Tlive in Duboce Tliangle and I can't even receive/make a call or 1ec'eive/send texts with my cell phone costing
me an additional $40 & month for a land line. Very dlstulbmg seemg as how I spend $140/month on cellular
service with my iPhone.

Sincerely,
" Megan Gray

“70A Divisadero St. »
~ San Francisco, CA 94117-3211



From: a {ash1368@comcast.net

-Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:28 PM
To: R - Luis-Cuadra : ,
Subject: Improved Wireless Sevice Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists

" August 25, 2011

I am writing to express my support for the proposed AT&T cell site located in the King Street corridor. This
particular area of San Francisco depends on strong communications and this cell site would greatly improve
service. - : ' ‘ \ -

The ballpark area is a thriving neighborhood, and thousands of residents and tourists pump money into the
surrounding areas at restaurants and local shops. It's only reasonable that the city allow AT&T to improve its
service in the area with additional infrastructure. We need wireless service can count on so that visitors and
consumers are more likely to stay and invest in the local economy:. '

T appreciate your consideration of this matter and hope you will support the cell site, t00,
Sincerely,
Marit Lash :

1368 Sacramento St. Apt. 1
San Francisco, CA 94109-4267



From: ‘ simeyler@gmail.com -

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:48 PM

To: Luis Cuadra '

Subject: - Don't let San Francisco fall behind in Wireless
August 25, 2011

San Franciscans are heavy users of wireless technology. Improving our city's wireless network will improve our
experience with technology innovations -- many of which may have been developed right here in San
Francisco. Therefore, I urge you to approve the proposed cell site at Fourth Street and King Street, near the
ballpark. This is an important ared of the city that scrves residents and visitors alike. If San Francisco wants fo
be a tech leader; then wireless service in San Francisco needs to be able to support smartphones, iPads, and

© apps. ' . _ : :
Sincerely,
Stephanie Méylel'

25 san juan gvenue
san francisco, CA 94112-261



Frony; . dave@zo’neﬁ@.net

Sent: _ Thursday, August 25, 2011 6:.08 PM

To: \ . Luis Cuadra :

Subject: 'SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wureles;“ Technology and Infrastructure
August 25,2011

I

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have come o love and rely on our wireless devices.
Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed to real-time interac_ﬁon that is
flexible and convenient, [ expect and depend on reliable service when I go to work, to baseball games or even to
dinner. This is why maintaining and building new wireless infrastructure is so important and why I support the
building of new cell sites in our city. I welcome with open arms anything that can improve my existing wireless -
service. : o S .

Sincerely,
Davidj Stillion

PO Box 640403 ‘
San Francisco, CA 94164-0403



From: C w.j.pasinosky@comcast.net

Sent: ' Thursday, August 25, 2011 6:48 PM
To: _ Luis Cuadra
Subject: . Embracmg technology means embracmg mfrastructure to support it

- August 25, 2011

Bettel cell phonc covcrage has the ability to boost our economy and prcmdc the means to work from anywherc
The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would provide better wireless service to
tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restaurants and shopping in our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into
San Francisco’s local economy and provide much needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more
reliable coverage also benefits public safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most,

" So in the interest of our economxc well- bcmg and public safety, [ hope you will approve the cell site at Fourth
and King.

Sincerely,

W.J.Pasinosky
2225 23rd st unit 209
San Francisco, CA 94107-3267

E



s ewitn frazo6430@gmail.com

- Sent: Thursday, August.25, 2011 8:08 PM
To: . Luis Cuadra ' ‘
‘Subject: ‘ I Support Wireless Upgrades at 4th Street and King
- August 25, 2011

Dropped calls are annoying. Slow data connections are annoying, And standing in the way of improving
wireless service is not the right approach. :

The Board has an opp‘ortunity‘to help improve the wireless experience of San Francisco residents and visitors
by approving a cell site at 4th Street and King Street, which will strengthen wireless signals to a very popular
area of town. To do otherwise would be short sighted. ' oo

Sincerely,
Frank

130 5th ave
San Francisco, CA 94118-1384



Coutn; . lbunim@pacbeli net

Sent: o Thursday, August 25, 2011 8:48 PM_

To: _ - Luis Cuadra _ :
Subject: Improved Wireless Service Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists
August 25,2011

Tam wmtmg to express my suppmt for the proposed AT&T ceII site located in the King Street COI‘lldOl Tlus
particular area of San Francisco depends on strong communications and this cell site would greatly i improve
service, :

The ballpark areais a thriving ne1ghborhood and thousands of residents and tourists pump money into the
' sunoundmg areas at restaurants and local shops. It's only reasonable that the city allow AT&T to improve its
© service in the area with additional infrastructure. We need wireless service can count on so that visitors and -
consumers are more likely to stay and invest in the local economy.

1 appreciate your consideration of this matter and hope you will suppoit the cell site, too.
Sincerely,
- Lynn B. Bunim

2017 Lyon Street ‘ '
San Francisco, CA 94115- 1609



From: . shsuma@pacbell.net

Sent: , Thursday, August 25, 2011 10:28 PM

To: Luis Cuadra = \ ‘

Subject: Connectivity is productivity( good for residents, business, and tourism
August 23, 2011

Tt's no surprise that the use of wireless devices is prevalent throughout our city. People everywhere are
embracing this new and innovative technology to connect with one another. Good-bye to the handwritten letter,
hello to the text message. San Francisco needs the cell sites to support these new ways to commumnicate.
Consumers have spoken and we need to take action. 1 support approval of new wireless antennas and I hope that |
you will approve these going forward. We are a technology powerhouse and it's time we have the proper

network.
Sincerely,
Susan Sumaylo

1754 47th Avenue )
San Francisco, CA 94122-3916



From ‘ - kleboeuf@me com

Sént: Friday, August 26, 2011 1:08 AM :
To: . Luis Cuadra . ) '
Subject: i SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure

August 26, 2011 .

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have come to love and rely on our wireless dev1ces
Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed to real-time interaction that is
flexible and convenient, I expect and depend on reliable service when I go to work, to baseball games or even to -
dimmer, This is why maintaining and building new wireless infrastructure is so important and why I support the
vbuﬂdmg of new cell srces in our city. I Welcome with open arms anything that can improve my existing wireless
scrvxce

Sinperely, :
Kyle LeBoeuf

95 Coleridge St.
San Ftancisco, CA94110-5155



From: ‘cyclesf@gmail.com

Sent: o Friday, August 26, 2011 5:28 AM

To: Luis Cuadra

Subject: ' . Be Proactive in Meeting Demand for Wireless near the Ballpark
. August 26, 2011

When people think of San Francisco, they think of high-tech pompanies based next door to us in Silicon Valley.
We expect our city to be up to date with advanced technologies. Howevet, with so many people on our wireless
networks, there are times our service leaves something to be desired. For this reason, I support the building of a
new wireless antenna in the King Street corridor. Our dense population, large number of tourists and generally '
- high usage of wireless data makes this new cell site more than a want; it's a necessity.

- Sincerely,
Karla jonson

- 411 holly park circle
san Francisco, CA 94110-5505



From: | -~ jlegon@yahoo.com

Sent: | ~ Friday, August 26, 2011 7:48 AM

To: Luis Cuadra : S

Subject: Connectivity is productivity, good for residents, business, and tourism
August 26,2011

It's no surprise that the use of wireless devices is prevalent throughout our city. People everywhere are
embracing this new and innovative technology to connect with one another. Good-bye to the handwritten letter,
hello to the text message. San Francisco needs the cell sites to support these new ways to communicate,
Consumers have spoken and we need to take action. I support approval of new wireless antennas and I hope that
you will approve these going forward. We are a technology powerhouse and it's time we have the proper |
network. : '

Sincerely,
Jeordan Legon

311 Mangels Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94127-2409



From: ‘ lynnmoun@pachéll.net

Sent: ‘ Friday, August 26, 2011 8:38 AM
To: Luis Cuadra
Subject: 1 Support Wireless Upgrades at 4th Street and King

August 26, 2011

Dropped calls are annoying; Slow data connections are annoying, And standmg in the way ofi nnpmvmg
wneless service is not the right approach.

The Board has an opportunity to help improve the wireless experience of San Francisco residents and visitors
by approving a cell site at 4th Street and King Street, which will str engthen wireless signals 1o a very popular
area of town, To do otherwise would be short sighted.

Sincerely,
Sherry Mountain

1071 Gilman Avene
San Francisco, CA 94124-3710



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

August 26, 2011 -

~ wildando@pacbell.net

Friday, August 26, 2011 11:38 AM
Luis Cuadra , , )
I expect wireless to work in SF, so please support new cell site at 4th Street and King

[ am a San Francisco resident and I support the new cell site in the King Street corridor, With Silicon Valiey in
our backyard, it is important to have better cell phone coverage to keep the tech sector connected. Peoplerely
on cell phones to get their work done, stay in touch with their families and call for help in case of emergencies.
[f the San Francisco Board of Supervisors decides against the construction of this cell site, it will hurt
productivity and quality of life in our City. I hope you will support improving wireless coverage in San -
Francisco and approve the cell site, :

| Sincerely,

Annette Wild
14 Encline Ct,

San Francisco, CA 9412



From: - lcruazol@pacbell.net o ' .

Sent: = ' Friday, August 26, 2011 11:38 AM

To: ‘ : Luis Cuadra _

Subject: ‘ - SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure
August 26, 2011

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have come to love and rely on our wireless devices.
Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed to real-time interaction that is
flexible and convenient, I expect and depend on reliable service when 1 go to work, to baseball games or even to
dinner, This is why maintaining and building new wireless infrastructure is so important and why I support the
building of new cell sites in our city. T welcome with open arms anything that can improve my existing wireless

_service.
Sincerely,
" Leo Ruazol

72 Escondido Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94132-1327



From: o igetletters@sbcglobal.net

Sent: o Thursday, August 25, 2011 9:48 PM

To: -+ Luls Cuadra . :
Subject: Improving cell coverage is good for the local economy
August 25, 2011

[t's no surprise that cell coverage isn't ideal in San Francisco, Consumers today are relying on their smartphones and
iPads at increasing rates. San Francisco needs more wireless antennas to keep up with these demands. To the members
of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, | extend my gratitude in advance for agreelng that we need Improved
coverage, | want what is best for San Francisco and a strong, wireless network that allows us to use cutting-edge devices,
Please listen to our needs and support bringing more coverage and faster data speeds to our city.

Sincerely,
. Charles Burwell

731 Cayuga Avenue
San Franclsco, CA 94112



From: - kpkoji@pacbell.net o

Sent: . . Thursday, August 25, 2011 8:18 PM
To: ‘ Lufs Cuadra T
Subject: Improving cell coverage is good for the local economy

August 25, 2011

H's no surprise that cell coverage isn't ideal in San Francisco. Consumers today are relying on their smartphones and
iPads at increaging rates. San Francisco needs more wireless antennas to keep up with these demands. To the members
of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, [ extend my gratitude [n advance for agreeing that we need improved
coverage. | want what is best for,San Francisco and a strong, wireless network that allows us to use cutting-edge devices.

Please listen to our needs and support bringing more coverage and faster data speeds to our city.
~ Sincerely,
Keith Kofimoto

1816 Ninth Ave,
San Francisco, CA 94122-4704



SAN FRANCISCO : S
PLANNING DEPARTMENT N 'memo

Fe : ’ | 1650 Mission St.
DATE: August 29, 2Q11 . | Sute 400 .
TO: o | Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board : ‘ gzngzr?gg'_s;;}g
FROM: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning | Reception;

o Department : ' 415.558.6378
RE: Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 66-670 4% Street, ‘F‘?"; 5586409
Assessor’s Block 3786, Lot 104-160 o
Planning Department Case No. 2010.1042E . faoing |
- nformation:

. * BOS File. No. 110941 ' | 415.558.6377
HEARING DATE: September 6, 2011 |

Attached is one CD and one hard éopy of the Planning Department’s memdrandum to the
- Board of Supervisors regarding the appeal of the categorical exemption for 660-670 4t Street.
We have also mailed copies of the memorandum to the project sponsor and appellant.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Nannie Turrell at 575-9047 .or
nannie.turrell@sfgov.org. \

%wfw

" Nannie R. Turrell, Senior Environmen’tal P_Ianher

-Memo



SAN FRANCESCO
PLANI\!ING DEPARTMENT

.Categbrical Exemption Appeal
660-670 4th Street

DATE: - _Amguﬂ2920H
TO: - ' Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 558-9048
T Erika S. ]ackson,l Case Planner — Planning Department (415) 558-6363
RE: _ . BOS File No. 110941; Planning Case No. 2010.1042E -
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 660-670 4% Street

HEARING DATE: September 6, 2011

ATTACHMENTS:

A. Antenna Positions and Orientations and Calculated RE Exposure Levels- 7

at Roof Decks ’ ~

. San Francisco Department of Public Health Calculated RF Levels
Planning Commission Motion 18399, dated ]uly 7, 2011
Planning Maps and Site Photographs ’

‘Department of Public Health Referral Report (N ovember 22,2010)
Site Maps-and Plans

.m,U.ﬂ.ng

1550 Mission 8L
Suite 490

San Franciseo,
$A 94103-2479

Recepiion
445558.8378
415.558.5408

" Planning

Inforniafion;

415.558.8377

PROJECT SPONSOR: Amy Milliori on behalf of AT&T

APPELLANT:

Jason Sanders

INTRODUCTION

~ This m’emorandurﬂ and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board
. of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Depaf@eﬁt’s (the “Department”) issuance
of a Categorical Exemption under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA
- Determination”) for a project that would allow the installation of a wireless telecommunications
facility consisting of ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop at
660-670 4% Street (the “Project”).

This response addresses the appeal (“Appeal Letter”) to the Board filed on July 25, 2011 by Jason
Sanders. The Department, pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) and
the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 ef seq.), issued a
Categorical Exemp’aon for the proposed wireless telecommunications fac:.hty at 660-670 4% Street
on ]u_ly 7,2011.

Memo



BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal , - File No.. 11-0941
Hearing Date: September 6, 2011 660-670 4™ Street

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s cafegorical exemption
determination and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s determmatlon and retum
the project to the Department staff for additional environmental review.

~SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE

The site is occupied by a mixed use building that is approximately 70 feet tall and was
constructed in 2000. The building has commercial uses on the ground floor and live/work units
on the upper floors. The building is located on the corner of Bluxome, Townsend, and 4t Streets. -
The building is located in an MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 85-X Height and
Bulk District. The lot is approximately 13,000 'square feet and has street frontage on Bluxome,
Townsend, and 4% Streets. The site mcludes two, mdependently—acce551ble roof decks for use by
res1dents of the bu.ddmg

SURROUNDIN‘G PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The Project Site is located within the South of Market Ne1ghborhood The subject site is zoned

- MUO, which is described in the Planning Code as designed to encourage office uses and housing, -
as well as small-scale light industrial and arts activities. A pattern of mid-rise residential,
industrial and office buildings exists in the neighborhood and on a block adjacent to the Caltrain
Station, which is located at 4% and Townsend Streets. The overall density of dwelling units is
high, and buﬂdmgs are larger scaled. Immediately ad]acent to the project site are mixed use
buildings ranging from four to seven stories, the Caltram Station, and some single-story eating
establishments. ‘

7

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Attachment A, Antenna Positions and Orientations, and Calculated RF Exposure Levels at Roof
Decks, shows the location of the antemnas. The proposal is to- install a wireless-
telecommunications fa(:lhty consisting of ten new panel antennas and six new equipment
. cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed use building that is approximately 70 feet tall. The
proposal is part of a w1re1ess transmission network operated by AT&T. Eight of the antennas
measure 51.5” high by 7.1 deep by 11.9” wide and two of the antennas measure 52.2” high by
6.2” wide by 18.3” deep. The antennas would be mounted in three different locations: '
1) three antennas on the northwest side of the building attached to an ex1st1ng chlmney
structure and setback 10'-4” from the Bluxome Street facade,
2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to an existing
penthdlise struchaire, and )
3) three antennas along the southeast side of the building attached to an existing chimney .
structure and setback 10"-8.5” from the Townsend Street fagade. ' : '
Equipment cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16'-0” from the 4t
Street facade.' The WI'S Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for the

SAf FRERCISCD . - . . 2
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siting of wireless telecommumcaﬁo_os fadlities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts).

'BACKGROUND

" Conditional Use Authorization Apphcatlon Filed

On November 18, 2010, AT&T submitted 4 Conditional Use Authorlzatlon apphcahon to install a
wireless telecommunications facility designated as a “Macro Site” consisting of ten new panel
antennas and six new equipment cabinets-on the rooftop at 660-670 4% Street. Macro WTS sites
are d1st1ngmshed by using sectors, that is, several groups of directional panel antennas oriented
in different directions. Macro WTS sites require Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning
Commission in Residential Use Districts. Per Planning Code Sections 227(11) 303, and 842.93, a
Conditional Use authonzahon is requu:ed for the installation of other uses such as wireless
transmission facilities.

Project Review Process \

The revised drawings were ‘reviewed pursuant to the Planning Code, the Wireless
Telecomimunications Services Facilities Siting Guidelines? ( "Wireless Guidelines “) and CEQA .Prior to
the adoption of the Wireless Guidelines by the Planning Commission, the Board' of Supervisors
provided input as to where wireless facilities should be located within San Francisco in
Resolution No. 635-962. The Wireless Guidelines were up‘dated by the Commission in 2003,
 requiring community outreach, notification, and detailed information about the facilities to be
installed. Before the Department can approve an application to install a wireless facility, the
* project spansor miust submit a five-year facilities plan,. which must be updated biannually;
submit an emissions report; receive approval by the Department of Public Health; complete
- Section 106 (of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966) review; and prov1de details about
the facilities to be installed. Staff found that the proposed project. complied w1th these
regulahons o ,

At thlS time the Department determined the Pro]ect to be categoncally exempt from
environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15303, Class 3, New Constmc:hon or
Converswn of Small Structures. ‘ : ‘

The Department of Public Health (“DPH”) also reviewed the Project and found that it would
comply with the current Fed’eral‘Com'munication Commission (“FCC”) safety standards for
radiofrequency radiation exposure and with the Planning Department’s Wireless Guidelines, as
outlined in a report to the Department dated November 22, 2010. (Attachment C). As specified in

' the Planmng Department’s ereless Guidelines, the Department of Public Health has a three step -

! Wireless Telecommqnications Services (WTS) Facilities Siting Guidefines, August 15, 1996.
2 BOS File No. 189-92-2, Resolution Number 635-96, dated July 12, 1996.

] r»ama:tssa ) ' . . 3
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i process for ensuring comphance with FCC exposure standards for radiofrequency rad1at10n from
WTS facilities as summarized below

1. Health Report: This first step occurs pnor to approval and includes a descnption of the
' project and the anticipated cumulative radiofrequency energy levels. :

2. TField Measures:: This step occurs after project completion. Readings are taken to verify
that the radlofrequency levels are consistent with the projected levels. Pro;ect Sponsors
must notify neighbors within 25 feet of the antenna and offer to take measurements from
within the dwellings. : '

3.  Periodic Safety Measurements. Every two years after installation, addltlonal readings

' are required as part of the ongoing momtonng requirements. '

This process of post—installation monitoring is probably unique in the nation. The Department is
not aware of any other jurisdiction that regularly monitors radiofrequencjr levels after
installation. Under the 1996 Federal Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions cannot deny
wireless facilities based on Radio Frequency (RF) radiation emissions so long as the faclhties
comply with the FCC’s regu.lauons concerning such emissions.

After Planning and the Public Health Department determined that the project was compliant
_ with local and federal requirements, the Project was scheduled for a Planiﬁng Commission
hearing on June 2, 2011. This hearing date was continued to July 7,'2011 per the request of the
Project Sponsor to allow more time to discuss the Project with the Homeowner’s Association and
residents of the building who were in opposition to the Project. '

Conditional Use Authorization Hearing

On July 7, 2011, the Commission. granted a Conditional Use Authonzatlon authorizing the
installation of a wireless telecommunications facility, “Macro Site”, consisting of ten new panel
Iantennés and six new equipinent cabinets on the rooftop at 660-670 4t Street.

At the heanng, the Commission considered numerous.issues related to General Plan policies; the
citing of the antenna; cumulative impacts of antenna installations; and aesthetic considerations.
The project is located in a “Preferred Location Site, No. 5 Mixed-Use Building in a High-Density -
District” as defined in the Department’s Wireless- Guidelines. Since the project is in-a “preéferred
location” as opposed to a “disfavored location” or a “limited preference site,” additional findings

: anaiyziiig alternative locations were not required. '

Planning Department Staff received two emails in opposition to the proposed Project and one
phone call with questions regarding the proposed Project. One of the emails was from the
Appellant, Jason Sanders. On July 5, 2011, the Appellant, Jason Sanders, sent an opposition letter
via email to members of the Planning Commission and Planning Department Staff. There was no
public testimony at the Planning Commission hearing. Following the staff presentation, the
- Planning Commission voted to approve the Project as proposed as recorded in Motlon Number
18399 in a 6-0 vote, with 1 Commissioner absent.

SAN SRARCISCO , ' : : ' 4
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'CEQA GUIDELINES

~ Categorical Exemptions
Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code requ1res that the CEQA Guldehnes identify
_a list of classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the
environment and are exempt from further environmental review. -

In response to that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of
projects, which are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, do not have a
significant . impact on the environment, and therefore are categorlcally exempt from the
requirement for the preparation of further envu'onmental rev1ew

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303, or Class 3, pro{rid'es for an exemption from environmental .
review for construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or structures;
installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and the conversion of -
existing small structures from one use to another where only minor modifications are made in the
exterior of the structure. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(d) specifically applies to utility
extensions. Thus, the ‘proposed installations are covered by the range of activities properly
exempted pursuant to Class 3. : '

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2(f) does not allow a categorical exemption to be used for a
project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historic resource.

Exceptions to Exemphons/Exdusmns from Environmental Review

CEQA Guidelines' Section 15300.2 lists exceptions to the use of categorical exemptlons The
exceptions include that an exemption shall not be used 1) where there is a reasonable possibility
that the activity would have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstarnces
(Section 15300.2(c)); 2) where the project would cause a substantial adverse change in-the
significance of a historical resource (Section 15300. 2(f)); and 3) where the project would resultin a
significant cumulative impact (Sectlon 153002(b)). As described below, there are no conditions
associated -with the proposed project that would suggest the p0551b111ty of a significant
environmental effect.

CEQA and Historic Resoutces

The proposed site contains no historic resources and the Department concluded that the
proposed project would not cause a significant impact to-a historic resource. Therefore, this i issue
- would not trigger an exception to the use of a categorical exemption_.

Public Views and Aesthetics ‘

In evaluating whether the proposed wireless telecomrnumcatlons faCIhty would be exempt from
environmental review, the Department determined that it would not result in a significant impact

SAHFRARGISCD. . - . : : ‘ ' 5
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to public views and aesthetics. Visual quality, by its nature, is subjective and different viewers
may have varying opinions as to whether the proposed wireless facility contributes negatlvely to’
the v1sua1 landscape of the City and its neighborhoods. ‘

It should be noted that CEQA’s primary focus regar'ding visual impact is on scenic vistas within

the public realm and the impact of the project on the existing scenic environment. The CEQA -

- Guidelines provide an Initial Study Checklist which indicates that assessments of significant
impacts on visual resources should consider whether the project would: Have a substantial,
adverse effect on a scenic vista; substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited

" to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway; Substarltially
degrede the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrouridings-or create a new
source of substantial light and glare which would adversely affect day and mghthme views of the .
area. The Project would not result in any of these conditions for the reasons described below

The antennas would be mounted -in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the northwest
side of the building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10'-4” from the
'Bluxome Street facade, 2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard
 attached to an existing penthouse structure, and 3) three antennas along the southeast side of the
building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10-8.5” from the Townsend Street
- facade. Equipment cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16-0”
- from the 4% Street facade. Therefore, the proposed wireless facility would not be visible, or only
" minimally visible from select vantage points, when viewed from nearby public rights-of-way.
The orﬂy portion of the facility that would be visible from a nearby public righr—of-way_is the
screen wall attached to’ the existing chimney structures. When visible, the screen wall would
manifest itself as an extension of the existing chimney structure, which is a rooftop appurtenance
that is commonly found on similar buildings in the area. Additionally, the proposed wireless
facﬂity‘ would not generate any obtrusive light or glare. The Department reviewed computer-
generated photo simulations from the project sponsor of the proposed wireless facility, as well as
a site mock-up, which support the Department's condus1on that the proposed project would have
T a neghg1ble effect on public views and aesthetics.

In reviewing 'ae_sthetics under CEQA generally, consideration of the existing context in which a
project is proposed is required and evaluation must be based on the impact on the existing
environment. The proposed project, when visible, would be compatible with the neighborhood
context, as the screen wall would manifest itself as an extension of the existing chimney structure,
which is a rooftop appurtenance- that is commonly found on similar buildings in the area. The
proposed wireless facility is. thus consistent with the existing developed environment and
therefore cannot be deemed an ”umisual circumstance.” For those same reasons; the “unusual
.circumstance” exception to the categorical exemptions is not applicable to aesthetic impacts that

are similar to existing structures. This wireless facility would not be unusual and would not
create adverse aesthetic impacts on the environment.

A FRAKCISTD ' . ' ' o 8
J.f&ﬂmru?- DEPAETAIENT . .



BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal _ " File No. 110941
Hearing Date: September 6, 2011 , . : . ' 660-670 4™ Street

For all the above reasons, the Department concluded that the installation of the proposed pro]ect
would not result in a srgruﬁcant adverse effect on public views or aesthetrcs

Radrofrequency Radiation

The proposed equipment would generate radrofrequency (RF) radiation. The apphcant
submitted a report evaluating the RF emissions that would be generated by the proposed project.
As discussed in more detail below, the report concludes that the’ wireless telecommunications
facility, as proposed, complies with the prevailing FCC-adopted health and safety standards
limiting human exposure to RF energy, and would not cause a significant effect on the
- environment. Pursuant to DPW Order No. 177,163, prior to approval of a Personal Wireless'
Service Facilities Permit, DPH ensures that proposed pro]ect’s RF emissions comply with FCC~
adopted public exposure limits.

Furthermore, on January 3, 1996, the Federal Government adopted the Telecommunications Act
of 1996 (“Act”). The Act establishes limitations on' local jurisdiction regulation of wireless
facilities. Among other things, the Act specifically prohibits local jurisdictions from dlsapprovmg
wireless facilities for public health concerns or denying a permit without “substantial evidence”
© in a written record. Local jurisdictions retain land use authority and can regulate the height,
location, visual i_mpact,_ and/or zoru'ng compliance of anew anténna.

“Federal Guidelines for Local and State Government Authortty over the Sztmg of
Personal Wireless Service Facilities

“Section 332(c)(7) of the Communications Act preserves state and local authority over

zoning and land use decisions for personal wireless service facilities, but sets forth

specific limitations on that authority. Specifically, a state or local government may-not

unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent services, may not

regulate in .4 manner that prohibits or has the effect of prohibiting the provision of
personal wireless services, must act on applications within a reasonable period of time, ‘
and must make any denial of an application in writing supported by substantial evidence
‘in a written record. The statute also preempts local decisions ‘premised directly or

indirectly on the endironmental effects of radio frequency (RF) emissions, assuming that

the provider is in compliance with the Commission’s RF rules.

Allegations that a state or local government has acted inconsistently with Section

332(c)7) are to be resoloed exclusively by the courts (with the exception of cases
involving regulatzon based on the health effects of RF emissions, which can be resolved by
the courts or the Commission). Thus, other than RF emissions cases, the Commzsswn s
role in Section 332(c2_(7 )issues is primarily one of information and facilitation.

. _For the reasons. described above, the operation of the proposed W'Jreless telecommunications

facilities would not pose a health hazard to the general pubhc Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in a significant effect with regard to RF emissions, and this issue would not
trigger an exception to the use of a categorical exemption.

SAH FRANCISCO B ’ . o : v ! » 7
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‘Cumuilative Impacts : ;
CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2(b) provides that a categoncal exemption shall not apply if
significant impacts would result over time from successive projects-of the same type in the same
place. The DPH reviewed and approved the RF emissions report, which concludes that the
proposed wireless telecommunications facility would comply with the prevailing FCC-adopted
health and safety standards limiting human exposure to RF energy, and would not for this reason *
cause a significant effect on the environment. Therefore, the impacts of the Project would not
aggregate under CEQA to a degree where the project, by itself, would have cumulative impacts. '
The project-specific RF exposure discussion, which mcludes the cumulative impacts from RF
- exposure, is contained in the below discussion below. '

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

The. Appeal Leiter dated July 25, 2011 is cited in a summary below and is followed by the
Department’s responses.

Issue 1: Use of roof decks will place bulldmg residents w1th1n the Public Exclusmn Zone.'
“The proposed structure that was approved by the Planning Department places the antennas ]ust
36’-5” from the staircase to my roof deck, well short of the 58 requirement. For the Project
Sponsor to clalm that 36’-5” is not within a 58’ public exposure limit is disingenuous given they
were up on my roof deck with me. Also worth mentioning is that the consulting firm[‘s]. .
report also excluded any mention of the roof deck. Essentially, the proposal heard by fche
Planning Commission effectively wiped out the existence of the roof deck, its close proximity to
the antermas or the fact that the structure is used on a very. regular basis.” v

Response 1: The panel antennas focus the RF emissions in the direction which the antennas
- are facing. The 58 feet public exposure limit only extends directly in front of the antennas. It

- is not a 58 feet zone around all sides of the antenna. This is shown in Attachment A. The RF .
emissions to the sides and rear of the panellanterm’as extend only a few feet. The roof decks are
located 56 feet from the antennas: Therefore, as shown on Attachment A, residents using the roof
decks will not be within the public exclusion area for any antennas. In 1996 the. Federal
Government passed the Telecom Act, requiring the FCC to ado'pt a nationwide human exposure
standard which would ensure that the facilities it licensed did not have'a cumulative impact on
human health or the environment. The FCC developed these standards for exposure to REF
energy. In San Francisco, the Planning Department adopted the local Wireless Telecommunications
Services Facilities Siting Guidelines, which require wireless facilities to evaluate RF exposure both
before and after installation: In sum, the FCC provides the standard, but the local Wireless
Guidelines enforces this standard by requiring an exposure evaluation both before and after .
installation as part of a three—étep process.

The first step of the process is the submittal of a Health Report to DPH which includes a '
description of the Project and the anticipated RF energy levels. A November 9, 2010 report by
Hammett & Edison, Inc, Consulting Engineers evaluated the Project for compliance with

SN FRANGISCR ’ , o g
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appropriafe guidelines limiting human exposure to RF electromagnetic fields. The report stated
that for any person anywhere at ground level, the maximum ambient RF exposure level due to

* the proposed relay operation by itself would be 0.78% of the applicable public exposure limit.
Per the report, the public exposure limit is calculated to extend up to 58 feet out from the antenna
face and to much lesser distances above, below and to the sides of the antermas. In the case of
sector based panel antennas, the pattern of RF emissions is fan-shaped and RF emissions are very
low towards the rear. The power density from the antenna decreases rapidly as one moves away

~ from the anterma :

The report also concluded that cumulative existing RF levels from RF-emitting technologies in
the area were below 1% of the most restrictive FCC public exposure limit. DPH also took field
measurements of cumulative existing RF emissions in the project area, as well as.on the rooftop of
the subject building. DPH’s field measurements of the cumulative RF emissions from existing
RF-emitting technologies also 'revealed that the. project area and the rooftop of the subject
. building are currently subject to less than 1% of the most restrictive FCC public exposure limit.
Please reference ‘Attachment A for RF field measurement locations and levels, calculated by
Hammett & Edison, using the most conservative FCC standard. This map shows that the
Appellant’s roof deck and access stairs are outside of the public exposure limit area. Attachment
Al was prepared by the San Francisco Department of Public Health using the standard for the
three . frequency bands which the proposed antennas will be utilizing; therefore the
measurements shown are slightly lower than those in the Hammett & Edison map

To place these numbers in context consider the following. According to the attached DPH Memo,
the World Health Organization notes that over 25,000 studies have been published during the
past 30 years on the biological effects of RF energy. ‘RF has been studied more than most known
carcinogens. Based on this information,’ the prevailing opinion among governmental agencies
continues to be that the only known impacts of RF are due to tissue heating. " The FCC public
exposure level limits are set at a level that is equal to 1/50% of the amount of RF energy required
to cause thermal effects in humans associated with RF energy.  In this case, the maximum
exposure level from the antennae would be 0.78% of 1/50% the amount of energy needed to cause
heating, the only known biological effect. Further, RF energy decreases with distance following
the inverse square law. Meaning as one doubles the distance from the source, the amount of RF
energy is reduced by %. Distance significantly reduces exposure levels. ‘The attached RF report
demonstrates that with the proposed antennae type, once a person is standing outside the public
exclusion zone exposure levels will never be great enough to reach the FCC public exposure limit
which has been set at 1/50 the level required to produce heating. The proposed antennae siting at
this location is 78 feet above the ground —meaning no amount of RF that could cause heating will -
leave the site and 56 feet from the Appellant’s roof deck—meaning no amount of RF that could
cause heating will reach the roof deck. Because the rooftop area where the anterma would be
mounted contains two roof decks that are accessible to building occupants, AT&T has located the
antennas and directed the RF emissions to ensure that the RF energy levels at the roof decks will
be well below FCC standérdsi Furthermore, the non-publicly accessible zone would not extend
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beyond the rooftop. of the sub]ect building as the sub]ect antenna would be set back a minimum
of seven feet from the edge of the rooftop. ' )

Given these facts, neither potential cumulative nnpacts from additional anternas nor any
unusual circumstance could create a “reasonably  possibility that the ac‘nv1ty will -have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances”.

The second step of the local- exposure evaluation process requires AT&T to provide DPH with a
Project Implementation Report (“PIR”), which includes field measurements verifying that the
_ cumulative radiofrequency levels are consistent with the projected cumulative levels outlined in
~ the Health Report within 10 days of the project’s completion as the second step in the three-step

process. AT&T must notify neighbors located within 25 feet of the aritenna and offer to take the

RF measurements from inside their dwellings during the PIR period.

The third step of the local exposure ‘evaluaﬁon process ’retluires AT&T to conduct field RE

measurements every two years as a part of a Periodic Safety Measuring Report to ensure

continuing compliance with FCC standards. When aor if AT&T decides to pursue one of their
proposed facilities, AT&T would be required to go through the same process described above so
no new cumulative or’ project-specific RF enrusswn effects would result as, a result of a future

pr0]ect

Issue 2: Rooftop workers will be exposed to dangerous RF levels. “window washers will no
longerhave access to the windows facing Townsend Street or Bluxome Street without putting

themselves in harms way per the 19’ and 58 exposure perimeters because they clip into anchor -

points on the roof adjacent to the Jocation of the proposed antennas. Also, HVAC units are
located hterally next to the proposed locatlon of the antennas, thereby restricting safe access.”

Response 2: Rooftop workers will be properly informed of RF zones and can take -

precautionary steps to ensure RF exposure limits are not exceeded. Per the November 9, 2010
report by Hammett & Edison, Inc., the rooftop areas that.exceed public exposure limit levels will
be clearly marked with signs, barricades, and yellow striping. -The signs and other markers
- would be visible from any angle of approach to peréons who might need to work within that

distance. Work can occur within these zones provided that precautions, such as turning off the .

antennas, are taken. Therefore, workers would be able to take necessary precautions prior to
accessing these areas, mcludmg turning off the power to the base station. These areas are shown
on Attachment A. '

* TIssue 3: Incorrect public safety findings in the Commission Motion. “Given the access

' povmt/stairs to the roof deck and the roof deck are ‘within the perimeter deemed to be unsafe,
Finding 8 and Finding 14B are not correct and should provide the necessary basis for the granting
of this appeal " '
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Response 3: As explained above in Response 1, the roof deck and the access to the roof deck
are not within the public exclusion area because the RF emissions are directed toward the
front of the panel antennas resulting in very minimal RF emission to the side of the antennas.
The Commission’s findings related to public safety are correct becauise the expected RF levels
from the Project are significantly below FCC guidelines. As illustrated in the response to issues 1
and 2 above, the proposed Project meets the FCC adopted guidelines and therefore is not
detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working in the area. '

Issue 4: Incorrect Measurements of Chimneys on the Architectural Plans. “It should also be
" noted that the proposal states that the [antennas are] set back from the Townsend Street facade is
10°-8.5”. This, too, is not correct and perhaps another lie to get the proposal throiigh Planning
Department. The chimney menhoned in the proposal to which the antennas will be attached is
set back at §'-1.5”.”

Response 4: The Chimney cited by the Appellant is not one that will have an antenna. The
existing chlmney along the Townsend Street facade.is setback 8-1.5” from the edge of the
building. However, the antennas along the Townsend Street fagade will not be attached to this
chimney. The antennas will be located within a 5 foot by 10 foot screen wall structure that is
located behind the existing chimney. This structure will be setback 9-2” from the inside of the
parapet and 10’-8.5” from edge of the building and the antennas will be setback an additional 1’-
2" from the screen wall.

CONCLUSION

For the reasons stated above the categorical exemption for the proposed project at 660-670 4t
Street complies with the requirements of CEQA. The Department therefore recommends that the
Board uphold the Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review and deny the appeal
of the CEQA Determma‘aon

SHH FRABCISCO ) . -1
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ATTACHMENT A

AT&T Mobility * Proposed Base Statlon (Site No. CN5524)
1 Bluxome Street * San Franclsco Callforma

Antenna Positions and Orlentatlons, and
Calculated RF Exposure Levels at Roof Decks

| Approximate dimensions Vgl
| of public exclusion areas:
100°T — 11 by 24 ft
220°T - 24 by 24 ft
33‘0°T - 10 by 19 ft

f Aenal photoph from Google Maps

B Open dots indicate antenna posmons taken from drawings by Streamlme Engineering and
B Design, Inc., dated September 14, 2010.

| Antenna pattern from manufacturer’s data. Large arrows (58 feet long) mdlcare orientations
of antenna groups, expressed as clockwise rotation in degrees relative to True North. Signal
pattern shape and size correspond to maximum extent of calculated FCC pubhc limit.

Existing exposure levels at roof decks (56 feet from nearest antennas) measured November
2010, expressed as percent of most restrictive FCC public limit. Calculated power densities
for proposed operation expressed as percentage of applicable FCC public limit.

Public exclusion areas shown in yellow shading (see table). Smaller Worker exclus1on areas |-
~included (shown in red shading),

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. , : C AGUX
CONSULTING ENGINEERS . h
SAN FRANCISCO - . August 25,2011
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ATTACHMENT B

.Subject to: (Select only if appllcab/e)

0 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) O First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) , ;ZS;Q ﬁ;smnSi
E ;Zb;nl;o::l;i rl:l;l::j((esl:rc(?g‘)’fr?; (Sec. 413) N E (C“.;;:l:rCare Ref]mrement (Sec. 414) . | | iing{;;?agiﬁ;g I.
Plannlng Commlssmn Motion No. 18399 HasShoiTE
* HEARING DATE: JULY 7, 2011 . 'ﬁ”ﬁsm_ﬂg
' , ‘ , 'Fiéinmpg;
Date: June30,2011 = o | 5 H13.558.6377

Case No.: 2010.1042C
" Project Address: = 660-670 4% Street
Current Zoning:  MUO (Mixed Use Office) District
‘ - . 85-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lof: ~  3786/104-160
Project Sponsor: = Amy Million for AT&T
' © 855 Folsom Street, Suite 106
‘ . San Francisco, CA 94107
Staff Contact: Erika S. Jackson — (415) 558-6363
R erﬂ<a.jackson@sfgov.org :

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 227(h), 303, AND 842.93 TO INSTALL A
WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY CONSISTING OF TEN NEW PANEL
ANTENNAS AND SIX NEW EQUIPMENT CABINETS ON THE ROOFTOP OF AN EXISTING

' MIXED USE BUILDING THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 70 FEET TALL WITHIN AN MUO (MIXED ~
USE OFFICE) ZONING DISTRICT, AND A 85-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

‘On November 18, 2010, AT&T. (hereinafter "Project Sponsor”), made an application (hereinafter

"application"), for Conditional Use Authorization on the property at 660-670 4th Street, Lots 104~ 160 in
Assessor's Block 3786, (hereinafter "'Pro]ect Site") to install a wireless telecommunications facility
consisting ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed -
use building as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network Wlﬂ’llIl an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoru.ng District-and a 85-X Height and Bulk District.

The project is exempt from the California Envirohmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical
 exemption. The Commission has reviewed and concurs with said determination. The categorical
exemption and all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Planning Department (hereinafter

‘ “Department”), as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San Fram:lsco .

, www.sfplanhing,drg
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On July 7, 201 1, the San Francisclo- Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly sd1eduled meeting on the application for a Conditional Use _autl101_‘ization.

The Commission has heard and con31dered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written matenals and oral testlmony presented on behalf of the applicant, department

staff, and other interested par’aes

MOVED, that the Commission.hereby authorizes the Corditional Use in Application No. 2010.1042C,
* subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings:

~ FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and havmg heard all testxmony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: :

The above recitals are accurate and constitute ﬁndings of this Commission.

1. Site Description and Present Use. ~ The site is occupied by a mixed use building that is
‘approximately 70 feet tall and was constructed in 2000. The building has commercial uses on the
ground floor and hve/work units on the upper floors. The building is located on the corner of -
Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets.. The bu11d1ng is located in an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The lot is approxnnately 13,000 square feet
and has street frontage on Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets.

2. Surrounding Properhes and Nelghborhood The Pro]ect Site is located within the South of
Market Neighborhood. The subject site is zoned MUO, which is described in the Planning Code
as designed to encourage office uses and housmg, as well as small-scale light industrial and arts
activities. A pattern of mid-rise residential, industrial and office buildings exists in the
neighborhood and on a block adjacent to the Caltrain Station, which is located at 4% and
Townsend Streets. The overall density of dwelling units are high, and buildings are larger scaled.
Immediately adjacent to the project site are mixed use buildings ranging from four to seven
stories, the Caltrain Station, and seme single-story eaﬁng establishments. o

3. Project Description. The proposal is to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting
of ten new parnel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed
use building that is approximately 70 feet tall. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T. ‘Eight of the antennas measure 51.5” high by 7.1” deep by 11.9”
wide and two of the antennas measure 52.2” high by 6.2” wide by 18.3” deep. The antennas
would be mounted in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the northwest side of the
building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10-4” from the Bluxome Street
facade, 2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to an
existing penthouse structure, and 3) three antennas along the southeast side of the building

- attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10’-8.5” from the Townsend Street facade.
Equipment cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 160" from the 4t
Street facade. The WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for the

SHH FEANCISLS ' . ‘ - 2
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siting of wireless telecommumcahons facilities. Under the Guzdelmes, the Project is a a Location

Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Burldmgs in H1gh Density Districts).

Past Hrstory and Actions. The Planning Commission established guidelines for the installation
of wireless telecommunications facilities in 1996 (“Guidelines”). These Guidelines set forth the
land ‘use policies and practices that guide the installation and approval of wireless ‘facilities
throughout San Francisco. A large portion of the Guidelines was dedicated to establishing
location preferences for these installations. The Board of Supemsors, in Resolution No: 635-96,

provided input as to where wireless facilities should be located w1th1n San Francisco. The
Guidelines were updated by the Commission in 2003, requiring - community outreach, -

notification, and detalled mformatlon about the facilities to be installed.? .

Section 8.1 of the Guidelines outlines Location Preferences for wireless facilities. There are five

- primary areas were the installation of wireless facilities should be located:

1. "Publicly-used Structures such facilities as fire statlons utility structures, cornmumty
facilities, and other public structures;

2. Co-Location Site: encourages mstallatlon of facilities on bLIlldJIlgS that already have wireless

- installations; : s '

3. Industrial or Commeraal Structures: bulldmgs such as Warehouses factories,. garages,
service stations; ‘

4. Industrial or Commercial- Structures buildings such as supermarkets refail stores, banks;
and

5. Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts: bmldmgs such as housmg above commercial

or other non—re51denhal space.

Before the Planning Commission can' review an application to install a wireless facility, the
project sponsor must submit a five-year facilities plan, which' must be updated biannually, an
emissions report and approval by the Department of Public Health, Section 106 Declaration of
Intent, a submittal checklist and detai_ls ,about the fadlities to be installed. .

Under Section 704(B)(1V) of the 1996 Federal Telecommumcatlons Act, local ]unSdlCttOI‘lS cannot
deny wireless facilities based on Radio Frequency (RF) radiation emissions so long as such
facilities comply with the FCC’s regulations concerning such emissions.

On July 7, 2011, theé Commission: conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the application for a Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning

- Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting

ten new’panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing seven-
story mixed use building as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network within an
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District,

1 PC Resolution 16539, passed March 13, 2003.

Sat PRANCISLS
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5. Location Preference. The WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildiﬁgs for
the siting of wireless telecommunications facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts).

6. Radio Waves Range. The Project Sponsof has stated that the prdposed wireless network will
transmit calls by radio waves operating in the 1710 - 2180 Megahertz (MFZ) bands, which is
regulated by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and which must comply with the
FCC-adopted health ‘and safety standards for electromagnetic radiation and radio frequency

radiation.

7. Radiofrequency (RF) Emissions: The project sponsor retained Hammett & Edison, Inc., a radio
engineering consulting firm, to prepare a report describing the expected RF emissions from the
propos'ed facility. Pursuant to the Guidelines, the Department of Public Health reviewed the
report and determined that the proposed faci]itf complies with the standards set forth in the

Guidelines.

8. Department of Public Health Review and Approval. There are currently no existing antennas
operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the rooftop of the building at 660-670 4t Street. Existing
RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC public exposure limit. There were observed
similar*antennas operated by Sprint located within 100 feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes -
to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be mounted ata height of 78 feet above the ground.
‘ ~ The estimated ambient RF field from the proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is
" calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq. cm., which is 0.78% of the FCC public exposure limit. The three
dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet, which
includes areas of the rooftop but does not reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be
installed in front of the antennas in order to prevent the public from having access to the public
éxclusion zones on the rooftop. Warning signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access
-points in English, Spanish and Chinese. Workers should not have access to within 19 feet of the
front of the antennas while they are in operation. o

9. Mamtenance Schedule. The proposed facility would operate w1thout on-site staff but with a
two-person maintenance crew visiting the property approxunately once a month and -on an as-
needed basis to service and monitor the facility. . ' '

vl

10. Commumty Oul—reach Per the Guidelines, the pro]ect sponsor held ‘a Community Outreach
Meeting for the proposed project. The meehng was at 7:00 P.M. on August 4, 2010 at the San
Francisco Tennis Club, located at 645 5% Street. Twelve members of the pubhc attended the
meeting asking various questions about the Co_nditiohal Use permit application process,
maintenance of the proposed equipment, the antenna directions, and the health effects of the

 facility. Based on the comments and questions prov1ded AT&T modlﬁed the antenna location
and roof access to address concerrs.

11. Five-year plan: Per the Guidelines, the pro]ect sponsor submitted its latest flve-year plan, as
requued mAprﬂ 2011. '

y Res asca : ‘ . '
PLANNING DEPAATIENT » ‘ : 4
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12. Public Comment. The Department has reCeived 3 comments on the project.'

13 Planning Code COmpliance The Commission fmds that the Pro]ect is c0n51stent with the-
relevant provisions of the Planmng Code in the followmg manner: '

A. Use. Per Planning Code Sectlons 227(h), 303, and 842.93, a , Conditional Use authonzatlon is

requu-ed for the installation of other uses such as wireless transmission facilities.

14 Plarm.mg Code Sectlon 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing apphcahons for Conditional Use approval On balance, the pro]ect does comply with

sald criteria in that:

A ‘The proposed new uses and 'building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desuable, and compa‘able

548 FRA? CISCE

PLARNING nﬁpmr

with, the nelghborhood or the community.

Desirable: San Francisco is a leader of the technological economy; it is important and desirable o
the vitality of the city to have and maintain adequate telecommunications coverage and data
capacity. This includes the installation and upgrading of systems to keep up with changmg'
technology and increases in usage. It is desirable for the Czty to allow wireless facilities to be
mstulled -

The proposed project at 660-670 4t Street will be generally desirable and compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood because the project will not, conflict with the existing uses of the
property and will be of such size and nature to-be compatible with the surrounding nature of the
vicinity. The approval of this authorization has been found, first and foremost, to insure public
safety, and insure that the placement of antennas and related support and protection features are
so located, designed, and treated architecturally to minimize their visibility from public places, to
avoid intrusion into public vistas, avoid disruption of the architectural- design integrity of
building -and insure harmony with neighborhood character. The project has been reviewed and

. determined to not cause the removal or alteration of any szgmﬁcunt architectural features on the:

subject known historic resource.

Necessafy: In the case of wireless installations, there are two.criteria that the Commission reviews:
coverage and capacity.

Coverage: San Francisco does have sufficient overall wireless coverage (note that this is separate
ﬁ'om carrier service). It is necessary for San Francisco to have as much coverage as possible in
terms of wireless facilities. Due to the topography and tall buildings in San Erancisco, unique
coverage issues arise because the hills and building break up coverage. Thus, telecommunication
carriers often install additional installations to make sure cover'(zge is sufficient.

Capdciiy: While a carrier may have adequate ‘cove'rgz‘ge' in a certain area, the capacity may not be
sufficient. With the continuous innovations in wireless data technology and demand placed on
existing  infrastructure, individual telecommunications carriers must upgrade and in some
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instances expand their facilities network to be able to have proper data distribution. It is necessary.
for San Francisco, as a leader in technology, to have adequate capacity. '

The proposed project at 660-670 4% Street is necessary in order to achieve sufficient street and in-
building mobile phone coverage. Recent drive tests in the subject area conducted by the AT&T

- Radio Frequency Engineering Team provide conclusive evidence that the subject property is the

< most viable location, based on factors. including quality of coverage, population density, land use
compatibility, zoning and aesthetics. The proposed coverage area will serve the vicinity bounded
by Morris Street, Berry Street, Ritch Street, and Bryant Street, as indicated in the coverage maps.
This facility wzll fill in the gaps to improve coverage in the South of Market area as well as to
provide necessary facilities for emergency transmission and improved commumcatlon for the
neighborhood, commumty and the regwn

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health safety convenience or general

B4l ?ﬁhﬁ‘xﬁlsﬁ&
Pl AN

welfare of persons residing ot working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working

" the area, in that:

i  Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
~ arrangement of structures; T SR

The proposed project must comply with all applicable Federal and State regulations to safeguérd
the health, safety and fo ensure that persons ‘residing or working in the mczmty will ‘not be
affected, and prevent harm to other persomzl property.

The Dejaurtment of Public Health condut:fed an evaluation of potential health effects from Radio
Frequency radiation, and has concluded that the proposed wireless transmission facilities will have
no adverse health effects if operated in compliance with the FCC-adopted health and safety
standards. The Department has received information that the proposed wireless system must be
operated so as not to interfere with radio or television reception in order to comply with- the

provisions of its license under the FCC.

The Department is developing a database of all such wireless communications facilities operating
or ‘proposed for operation in the City and County of San Francisco. All applicants are now -
required- to submit information on the location and nature of all existing and approved wireless
transmission fuczlztzes operated by the Project Sponsor. The goal of this effort is to foster public
znformatzon as to the location of these facilities.

ii The accessibility and traffic paﬁems for persons and véhicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

No increase in traffic volume is anticipated with the facilities operating unmanned, with a single
mainfenance crew visiting the site once a month or on an as-needed basis. '

DEPARTMENT
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The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

While some noise and dust may result from the erection of the antennas and transceiver
equipment, noise or noxious emissions from continued use are not likely to be significantly greater
than ambient conditions due to the operation of the wireless communication network. ‘

Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, -]i'ghting and signs;

The proposed antennas are proposed to be installed on the existing rooftop and screened behind o

screen wall pamted to match existing rooftop chimneys. The proposal, located at 70 feet above
grade, is small in size and is minimally visible at the pedestrian level. The project will not affect
the existin ¢ landscaping.

C. That the use as proposed w111 comply with the apphcable provisions of the Plamung Code

~ and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

- The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of -the Planmng Code and is

consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District. »

The p_roposed project is not within an NC District. Therefore, this finding is not applicable.

15. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance consistent with the followmg Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan. : '

%

HOUSING ELEMENT

Obj ectives and Policies

OB]ECTIVE 11- IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING
AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN
FRANCISCO’S DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL
NEIGHBORHOODS

POLICY 11.2 - Eﬁsure,housing is provided with ade_quate public improvements, services, and

_amenities.

The Project will improve AT&ET Wzreless coverage in a residential, commercial and recreatzonal area along

primary transportation routes in San Francisco.

Sl FRA&G&SW
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URBAN DESIGN
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 4 - IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO
INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY

POLICY 414 - Remove and obscure distracting and cluttering elements.

The Project adequately “stealths” the proposed antennas and related equipment by locating the antennas
and equipment cabinets by placing the antennas behind screen. walls attached to exzstmg rooftop features o

The antennas are minimally visible from the street.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Ob]ectlves and Pohc1es

OB]ECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE

TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Pohcyl
Encourage development, which provides substantial net benefits' and minimizes undesirable
consequences. Discourage development, which has substantial undesirable consequences that

cannot be mitigated.

Policy 2:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance

standards.’

The project would enhance the total city living and workmg environment by providing communication
. services for residents and workers within the Cziy Additionally, the project would comply with Pederal

State and Local performance standards.

OBJECTIVE 2
" MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL

STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.

Policy 1:
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the

' city.

| P011cy3
Maintain a favorable social and cultural climate in the c1ty in order to enhance its attractiveness

as a firm location.

SAY FRARLISCS ' ' ' : -8
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The site is an integral part of a new wzreless communications network that will enhance the City’s diverse
economic base. ’ ‘ :

OBJECTIVE 4:
IMPROVE THE VIABILITY OF EXISTING. INDUS'IRY IN THE. CITY AND THE
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY.

© Policy 1:
. Maintaijn and enhance a favorable busmess dimate in.the Clty

Policy 2:
Promote and attract those economic achv1t1es W1th potenhal benefit to the City.

The project would benefit the Czty by enhancing the business climate through improved communication

services for residents and workers.

]
!

"OBJECTIVE 8 - ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL CENTER FOR
CONVENTIONS AND VISITOR TRADE.

POLICY 8.3 - Assure that areas of particular visitor attraction are provided with adequate pubhc
services for both residents and visitors. ~

The Project will ensure that. residents and visttors have. adequate publzc service in the form of AT&T
Wzreless mobile telecommunications.

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT
» Objectives and Policies

" OBJECTIVE 3:
'ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY FROM THE EFFECTS OF FIRE OR
© NATURAL DISASTER THROUGH ADEQUATE EMERGENCY OPERATIONS PREPARATION:

Policy 1:
Maintain a local agency for ’rhe provision of emergency services to meet the needs of San
Francisco.

: Pohcy 2:
Develop and maintain v1ab1e, up-to-date m-house emergency operatlons plans, with necessary
equ1pment for operahonal capability of all emergency service agencies and departments ‘

Policy 3:

SAN ERACISCD : : L 9
P ARMING pEF’mW : . ' .
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Maintain and’expand agreements for emergency assistance from other jurisdictions to ensure

adequate aid i in hme of need.

Pohcy 4:

‘Establish and maintain an adequate Emergency Operatrons Center.

~ Policy 5:

Maintain and e.xpand the C1ty s fu'e prevenhon and ﬁre—ﬁghtmg capablhty

Policy 6: .
Establish a system of emergency access routes for both emergency operations and evacuanon

The project would enhance the ability of the City to protect both life and property from the eﬁects of a fire or
natural disaster by promdzng commumcaﬁon services. :

EAST SOMA (SOUTH OF MARKET) AREA PLAN -

Ob]ectrves and Pohc1es

OBJECTIVE 7.1:

- ENSURE PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

16.

Policy 7.1.1: .
Support the siting of new facilities to meet the needs of a growing cornmumty and to provide -

opportunities for residents of all age levels.

‘The site is an integral part of a new wireless communications network that will enhance the City’s

communiiy services and facilities..

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes erght priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency w1th said policies. On balance, the ‘project does comply with said

policies in that

A That ex15tmg nerghborhood—servmg retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownershlp of such businesses be enhanced.

No neigliborhood—serving retail-use would be displaced and the wireless COmmunicaiions network ’LUIZZ

enhance persomzl communication services.

B. That existing housing and ne1ghborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

. No residential uses would be displaced or altered in any way by the granting of this authorization.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

SAN ERARCISCE . : o : . 10
PLANK NBPEPMW - : . o . )
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The project would have no adverse impact on housing in the vicinity.

That commuter- traffic not impede MUNI- transit sefvice or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking. ‘

Due to the nature of the p_rojéct and minimal mainteriance or repair, municipal transit service would -

. not be impeded and neighborhood parking would not be overburdened.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

¢

Th‘e Project would cause no displacement of industrial and service sector activity.

That the City achleve the greatest poss1ble preparedness to protect agamst injury and loss of
life in an earthquake. : :

Compliance with applicable structural safety and seismic safety fequirements would be considered
during the building permit application review process.

That landmarks and historic buildings be'pres'erved..

The proposed Project does not cause the removal or alteration of any signzﬁcant architectural features.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight’ and vistas be protected from

development

-

The Project will have no adverse impact on parks or open space, or their access to sunlight or vistas.

17. The Proj'ect'is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

18. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Determination of Compliance authorization
would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

AN PHERDISED
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A DECISION

The Commission, after carefully balancing the competing pubhc and private interests, and based upon
the Recitals and Findings set forth above, in accordance with the standards spec1f1ed in the Code, hereby
approves thé Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections Sections 227(h), 303, and .
842.93 to install. a wireless telecommunications facility consisting ten new panei antennas and six new
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission '
network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in
High Density Districts) accordmg to the Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines
- and is subject to the conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit A.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved petson may appeal this conditional
use authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
18399. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. '

I héreby cerﬁfy that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Planning Commission on July 7, 2011.

Linda Avery
Comumission Secretary
:AYE‘S: Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Sugaya
NAYS:
ABSENT: Moore
ADOPTED: July 7, 2011
SAN FRNCISCO ' o ‘ ' . 12

PLANNING DEPAHTMENT



Motion No.18399 ' . ' CASE NO. 2010.1042C
Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 : - - 660-670 4th Street

 ExhibitA
Conditions of Approval
AUTHORIZATION o |

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a wireless telecommunications facility consisting of
This approval is for Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93
to install a wireless telecommunications facility. consisting ten new panel anternas and six new
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in .
High Density Districts) according to the Wireless Telecommunications Services (WT: S5) Siting Guidelines.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or -commeﬁcerherllt of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder -
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is.
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Plamung
Commission on July 7, 2011 under Motion No.18399.

PRINTING OF‘ CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18399 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of comstruction plans submitted with the Site or Building "permit

application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional-
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications. :

SEVERABILITY -

The Project shall comply with all dpplicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section

or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys =
no right to construct, or to receive a bu.11d1ng permit. ”Pro]ect Sponsor” shall include any subsequent

responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODlFICATIONS

. Changes to the approved plans may be approved adtrumstratlvely by the Zoning Administrator.
Slgm_ﬁcant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Plarmmg Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.

St FRANGISED ’ : o 13
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Motion No.18399 _ ' - o CASE NO. 2010.1042C
Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 T 660-670 4th Street

| Conditions of approval, Compl_ia_ncé, Monitoring, -and Reporting
PERFORMANCE | |

1. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested By virtue of this action i$ valid for three
years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the Department of Building
Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be issued as this

- Conditional Use authorization is-only an approval of the proposed pro]ect and conveys no
independent right to. construct the project or to commence the approved use. The Planning
Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or

" building permit has not been obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the
Project. Once a site or building permit has been issued, construction must commence within the
timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to.
complenon The Commission may also consider revoking the. approvaIs if a permit for the Project
has been issued but is allowed to expu:e and more than three (3) years have passed since the MOthIl'

was approved.
For information about complzzznce contact Code Enforcement Planning Department at 415- 575-6863, www. sf-

planning.org.

2. Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of 'the-Zoru‘ng Admijnistrator only.
where failure to issue a permit-by the Department of Building Inspection to perform said tenant
improvements is caused by a delay by a local State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the

issuance of such perrrut(s)
For mformatzon about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Department at 415-575- 6863 wwuw. st—

planning.org .

DESIGN — COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

3. Plan Drawmgs WTS. Prior to the issuance of any building or electrical perrruts for the installation of
the facilities, the Project Sponsor shall submit final scaled drawings for review and approval by the
Planning Departmerit ("Plan Drawings"). The Plan Drawings shall describe:

a. Structure and Siting. Identify all facility related support and protechon measures to be mstalled
This includes, but is not limited to, the location(s) and method(s) of placement, support

- protection, screening, paint and/or other treatments of the antennas and other appurtenances. to
insure public safety, insure ’compaﬁbiﬁty with urban design, “architectural and historic
‘ preservation principles, and harmony with neighborhood character.

b. For the Project Site, regardless of the ownership of the existing facilities. Identify the location of
all existing antennas and facilities; and identify the location of all approved (but not mstalled)
antennas and facilities. - : -

c. Emissions. Provide a report, subject to approval of the Zoning Administrator, that operation of . -
the facilifies in addition to ambient RF emission levels will not exceed adopted FCC standards
with regard to human exposure in uncontrolled areas. '

For information about complumce contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558- 6613

WSt vlanmm? org .

SAN FRARCISES - : - 14
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Motion No.18399 - ~ CASE NO. 2010.1042C
Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 _ 660-670 4th Street

4 Screening - WTS To the extent necessary For information about comphance with adopted FCC
regulations regarding human exposure to RF emissions, and upon the recommendatton of the Zoning
'Administrator, the Project Sponsor shall:

a. Modify the placement of the facilities;

' b. -Install fencing, barriers or other appropnate structures or devices to restrict access to the
facilities; '

c.” Install multi- hngual signage, including the RF radiation hazard warning symbol identified in

' ANSI (95.2 1982, to notify persons that the fac111ty could cause exposure to RF emissions;
d. Implement any other practice reasonably necessary to ensure that the facﬂ.lty is operated in
- compliance with adopted FCC RF emission standards.

e. To the extent necessary to minimize visual obtrus1qn and clutter, installations shalil conform to.
the following standards: ' :

f. Antennas and back up equlpment sha]l be pamted fenced, Iandscaped or otherWlse treated
architecturally so as to minimize visual impacts;

g. Rooftop installations shall be setback such that back up facilities are not viewed from the street;

h. Antennae attached to bulldmg facades shall be so placed screened or otherw1se treated to
minimize any negative visual impact; and -

i.  Although co location of various companies' facilities may be desirable; _a maximum number of
antennas-and back up facilities on the Project Site shall be established, on a case by case basis,
such that "antennae farms" or similar visual intrusions for the sité and area is not created.

For information about compllance contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6613, www. Sf— |

: plunnzng org .

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

5." -Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this
Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the
‘enforcement procedures and administrative penalﬁes set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or- -
Section 176.1. Thé Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
 For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Planmng Department at 415 575+ 6863 ww.sf-

planning.org _

6. Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The
Prbject Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established
under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information
about compliance.

. For znformatlon about complzunae contact Code Enforcement Planmng Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

plannzng org

7. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved
by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning- Code and/or the specific
Conditions of Approval forthe Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning

SAN ERANGISCO _n ’ , , ‘ 15
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Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 v : R ~ 660-670 4th Street

8. Implementahon and Monitoring Costs - WTS.
a. The Project Sponsor, on an equitable basis with other WTS provxders, shall pay the cost of
.preparing and adopting appropriate General Plan pohc1es related to the placement of WTS
facilities. Should future legislation be enacted to provide for cost recovery for planning, the
 Project Sponsor-shall be bound by such. leg151at10n
b. The Project Sponsor or its successors shall be responsible for the payment of all reasonable costs
associated with the momtonng of the conditions of approval contained in this authorization,
mcludmg costs incurred by this Department, the Department of Public Health, the Department of
Electricity and Telecommunications, Office of the City Attorney, or any other appropriate City
Department or agency pursuant to Planning Code Section 351(f) (2)- The Planning Department
shall collect such costs on behalf of the City.
~c. The Project Sponsor shall be responsible for the payment of all fees assoaated with the
l installation of the subject facility, which are assessed by the City pursuant to all applicable law.
-~ For znformatwn about compluznce contact Code Enforcement, Plannmg Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org -
9. Implementation and Monitoring - WTS. In the event that the Project implementation. report
" includes a finding that RF emissions for the site exceed ECC Standards in any uncontrolled location,
the Zoning Adm].mstrator may require the Applicant to immediately cease and desist operation of the
facility until such time that the violation is corrected to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator.
For information about complianee, contact Code Enforcement Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning. org : :
10. Project Implementation Report - WTS. The Project Sponsor shall prepare and submit to the Zoning
Administrator a Project Implementation Report. The Project Implementation Report shall:
a. Identify the three dimensional perimeter closest to the facility at which adopted FCC standards
for human exposure to RF emissions in uncontrolled areas are satisfied;
b. Document testing that demonstrates that the facility will niot cause ‘any potential exposure to RF
emissions that exceed adopted FCC emission standard_s for human exposure in uncontrolled
areas. R
c. ' The Project Implementahon Report shall compare test results for each test point with applicable
FCC standards. Testing shall be conducted in compliance with FCC regulations governing the
measurement of RF emissions and shall be conducted during normal business hours on a non
holiday weekday with the subject equipment measured while operating at maximum power.
d. Testing, Monitoring, and Preparation. The Project Implementatlon Report shall be prepared by a
~ certified professional engineer or other technical expert approved by the Department. At the sole
option of the Department, the Department (or its agents) may monitor the performance of testing
required for preparation of the Project Implementation Report. The cost of such monitoring shall
be borne by the Project Sponsor pursuant to the condition related to the payment of -the City’s
reasonable costs. :
SAHl FHABCISLD 16
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Admlrustrator shall refer such complamts to the Comm1ss1on, after which it may hold a pubhc
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Department at 415 575- 6863 www.sf-

planning.org. . S ,
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11

12,

13.

i. Notification and Testing. The Project Implementation Report shall set forth the testmg
- and measurements undertaken pursuant to Conditions 2 and 4.
ii. Approval. The Zoning Adnumstrator shall request that the Ceruﬁcatlon of Final
- Completion for operation of the fac1hty not be issued by the Department of Building
Inspection until such time that the Project Implementation Report is approved by the
Department for compliance with these conditions. '
For mfonnzztzon about compliance, contact the Enmronmentul Health Section, Department of Public Health at

(415) 252-3800, w sfd;gh org.

Notification prior to Project Implementation Report - WTS. The Project Sponsor shall undertake to
inform and perform appropriate tests for residents of any dwelling units located w1thm 25 feet of the
transmitting antenna at the time of testing for the Project Implementation Report.

a. At least twenty calendar days prior to conducting the testing required for preparation of the
Project Implementation Report, the Project Sponsor shall mail notice to the Department, as .well
as to the resident of any legal dwelling unit within 25 feet of a transmitting antenna of the date on

- which testing will be conducted. The Applicant will submit a written affidavit attesting to this
mail notice along with the mailing list. : . : ’ ‘

b. When requested in advance by a resident notified of testing pursuant to subsection (a), the
Project Sponsor shall conduct testing of total power density of RF emissions within the residence
of that resident on the date on which the testing is conducted for the Project Implementation
Report.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Planning Department ut 415-575-6863, wwuw.sf-

plamung org S

Installation - WTS. Within 10 days of the installation and operation of the facilities, the Project
Sponsor shall confirm in writing to the Zoning Administrator that the facilities are being maintained
and operated in compliance with applicable Building, Electrical and other Code requireniehts, as well.
as applicable FCC emissions standards. -

For information about complzance contact Code Enforcement, Plannmg Departmenf at 415-575- 6863 sf—

planning.org

Periodic Safety Monitoring - WTS. The Project Sponsor shall submit to the Zoning Administrator 10
days after installation of the facilities, and every two years thereafter, a certification attested to by a
licensed engineer expert in the field of EMR/RF emissions, that the facilities are and have been
operated within the then current applicable FCC standards for RE/EMF emissions. |

For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at -

(415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org.

OPERATION

14.

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit application to construct the project and

: 1mp1ement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal

with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall

provide the Zoning Administrator written notice of the name, business address, and telephone

number of the community liaispn. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator

SAN FRARCISCO ' o _ ' 17
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Motion No.18399 ’ : ' CASE NO. 2010.1042C
Hearing Date: July 7, 2011’ - - 660-670 4th Street

shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator
what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the

Project Sponisor.
For information about complzance contact Code Enforcement Planmng Department at 415 575-6863, wuww. sf—

planning. org

15. Out of Serv1ce - WTS. The Project Sponsor or Property Owner shall remove antennae and
equlpment that has been out of service or otherwise abandoned for a contmuous period of six

months.
For information about complzance contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planmng org -

16. Emissions Conditions — WTS. Itis a contfi'nuihg condition of this authorization that the facilities be
operated in such a manner so as not to contribute to ambient RF/EMF emissions in excess of then
current FCC adopted RF/EMF emlssmn standards; violation of this cond1t10n shall be grounds for

revocation. :
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Sectlon Department of Publzc Health at

(415) 252 3800 www.sfdph.org.

17. Noise and Heat — WTS. The WTS fadility, including power source and cooling facility, shall be
. operated at all times within the limits of the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. The WTS
facility, including power source and any heating/cooling facility, shall not be operated so as to cause
the generation of heat that adversely affects a building occupant.

For information about compliance, contact the Enmronmental Health Section, Department of Publzc Health at

(415) 252-3800, www. sfdph.org.

18. Transfer of Operatic’m — WTS. Any carrier/prox]rider authorized by the Zoning Administrator or by
the Planning' Commission to operate a specific WIS installation may assign the operation of the
facility to another carrier licensed by the FCC for that radio frequency provided that such transfer is
made known to the Zoning Administrator in advance of such operahon, and all conditions of-
approval for the subject installation are carried out by the new carrier/provider.

For information about complzance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning. Department at 415-575- 6863, www.sf-

planning.org

19. Compatibility with City Emergency Services — WTS. The facility shall not be operated or caused to
transmit on or adjacent -to any radio frequencies licensed to the City for emergency
telecommunication services such that the City’s emergency telecommunications system experiences .
interference, unless prior approval for such has been granted in writing by the City.

For information about compliance, contact the Department of Technology, 415-581-4000,
- hitp:llsfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=1421 ' ‘ ' S ' '

ESJ:G:\DOCUMENTS\ Projects\CU \WTS\4th. Street 670\ Draft Motion.doc
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Parcel Map

¢ CEQA Appeal Hearing -
. Board File No. 110941
B 660-670 4th Street

B 3786/104-160

| SUBJECT PROPERTY
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. S_anbbrn» Map*

*The Sanbom Maps in San Francisco have nof been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.
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. [ATTACHMENT D

City and County of San Francisco ' Gavin Newsom, Mayor
DEPARTMENT OF EUBLIC HEALTH Mitchell H. Kaiz, MD, Director of Health
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION o ! Raijiv Bhatia, MD, MPH, Director of EH -

Review of Cellular Antenna Site Proposals

Project Sponéor i AT&T Wireless ' Planner: - Jonas Ionin

RY Engineer Consultant: Hammett and Edison - Phone Number: (707) 996-5200 .

" Project Address/Location: I Bluxome St ‘ C

SiteID: 1321 - SiteNo.:  CN5524

The following information is required to be provided before approval of this project can be made. These -
information requirements are established in the San Francisco Planning Department Wireless
Telecommunications Services Facility Siting Guidelines dated August 1996. .

In order to facilitate quicker approval of this proj ject, it is recommended that the proj ect SPONSOI Teview
this document before subrmttmg the proposal to ensure that all requrrernents are included.

X 1.The locat1on of all existing antennas and fac111t1es Emstmg RF levels. (WTS- FSG Section 11, 2b)
) ' D Existing Antennas No Exnstlng Antennas: 0

2. The location of all approved (but not installed) antennas and facilities. Expected RF Ievels from the
2~ approved antennas. (WTS FSG Section 11, 2b)
O Yes @ No

3. The number and types of WTS within 100 feet of the proposed site and provrde estimates of cumnlative
X. A EMR emissions at the proposed site. (WTS-FSG, Sectlon 10.5.2)

®Yes ONo

4. Location {(and number) of the Applicant’s antennas and back- -up facilities per building and number and
A location of other telecommumcatlon facilities on the property (WTS-FSG, Section 10.4.1a)

L. 5. Power ratmg (maximum and expected operatmg power) for all existing and proposed backup
X 2 equipment subject to the application (WTS-FSG, Section 10.4. le)

Maximurm Power Rating: . 7490 watts. .
6. The total number of watts per installation and the total number of watts for all installations on the
—— building (roof or side) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5.1).
Maximum Effective Radiant: 7490 walts.

7. Preferred method of attachment of proposed antenna (roof, wall mounted monopole) with plot or roof
2. plan. Show directionality of antennas. Indicate height above roof level. Discuss nearby inhabited

burldmgs (particularly in direction of antennas) (WTS-FSG, Section 10. 41d)

8. Report estimated ambient radio frequency fields for the proposed site (1dent1fy the three-dimensional
A penmeter where the FCC standards are exceeded.) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5) State FCC standard utilized
' and power density exposure level (1 e. 1986 NCRP, 200 uw/cm?)*

MaX|mum RF Exposure: ~ 0. 0045 mW/em:  Maximurh RF Exposure Percent: 0.78

9. Slgnage at the facility identifying all WTS equipment and safety precautions for people nearing the
, X equipment as may be required by any applicable FCC-adopted standards. (WTS-FSG, Section 10.9. 2)
Discuss signage for those who speak languages other than English.

W1 Public_ Exclusion_Area Public Exclusion In Feet: 58
v Occupatu_onal_Echusnon_Area o Occupational Exclusion In Feet: 19




" X - 10. Statement on who produced this report and qualifications.

Approved. Based on the information provided the following staff believes that the project proposal will

X A . comply with the current Federal Communication Comumission safety standards for radiofrequency '
radiation exposure. FCC standard 1986-NCRP __Approval of the subsequent Project
Implementation Report is based on project sponsor completmg recommendatmns by project
consultant and DPH.

Comments:

There are currently no existing antennas operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the roof top of
the building at 1 Bluxome Street. Exisiting RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC
public exposure limit. There were observed similar atnennas operated by Sprint located within 100
feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be
mounted at a height of 78 feet above the ground. The estimated ambient RF field from the-
proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq cm.,
which is 0.78 % of the FCC public exposure limit. The three dimensional perimeter of RF Ievels
equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet which includes areas of the roof top but does not
reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be installed in front of the antennas in order |
to prevent the public from having access to the public exclusion zones on the roof top.” Warning
signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access points in English, Spanish and Chinese.
Worker should not have access to within 19 feet of the front of the antennas while they are in
operation.

Not Approved, additional information required.

Not Approved, does not comply with F ederal Communication Comrmssmn safety standa.rds for
— rad10frequency radiation exposure. FCC Standard

1 Hours spent reviewing

Charges to PI‘OjeCt Sponsor (in addition to prewous cha:ges to be recelved at time of receipt by S
Dated: 1 1/22/201 0

Signed:

» Patnck Fosdahl
Environmental Health Management Section
San Francisco Dept. of Public Health
1390 Market St., Suite 210,
San Francisco, CA. 94102
(415) 252-39504
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CirY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO : OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

"DENNIS J. HERRERA MARLENA G. BYRNE
City Attorney - ~ Deputy City Attorney
DIR‘ECT>DIAL: (415) 554-4620
. E-MAIL: monena.byme@sfgov.orgv
MEMORANDUM
(Revised July 27, 2011)
TO: Angela Calvillo _
. Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Marlena G. Byrne
' Deputy City Attorney W/f)
DATE: August 4, 2011 _ ‘
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project

Located at 660-670 4™ Street

You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors

- by Jason Sanders, received by the Clerk's Office on July 25, 2011, of the Planning Department's
determination that a project located at 660-670 4™ Street is exempt from environmental review
under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The proposed work involves
installation of a wireless telecommunications facility consisting of ten new panel antennas and
six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed use building. The Appellant
provided a copy of Planning Commission Motion No. 18399, approving a conditional use

. authorization for the project on July 7, 2011, and a Planning Department staff report for that
approval stating that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review.

Because the Planning Commission has approved a conditional use authorization for the
proposed project the appeal is ripe for review. Additionally, because this appeal of the Planning
Department's exemption determination was filed with the Clerk's Office within the 30-day period .
for appealing the Planning Commission's conditional use authorization, the appeal is also timely.
Therefore, the appeal should be calendared before the Board of Supervisors. We recommend
that you so advise the Appellant. ’

Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.
MGB

cc: Rick Caldeira, Deputy Director, Clerk of the Board
Joy Lamug, Board Clerk's Office
Andrea Ausberry, Board Clerk's Office
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department -
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Tina Tam, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
Linda Avery, Planning Department
Erika Jackson, Planning Department

City HALL - 1 DR. CARLION B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 234 - SAN FRANélsco, CALIFORNIA 94102
RECEPTION: (415] 554-4700 FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4757

n:\landuse\mbyme\bos ceqa appeals\660-670 4thtimeliness.doc



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
' San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
. Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

August 4, 2011

Jason Sanders
1 Bluxome Street, #411
San Francisco, CA 94107

Subject:  Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project
Located at 660-670 4" Street.

" Dear Mr. Sanders:
The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated August 4, 2011, (copy

attached) from the City Attorney’s Office regarding the timely filing of an appeal of Determination of
Exemption from Environmental Review for the property located at 660-670 4th Street.

The City Attornéy has determined that the appeal was filéd in a timely manner.

A hearing date has been scheduled on Tuesday, September 6, 2011 at 2:30 P.M., at the Board of
Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francisco. ' _

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures 7 and 9, please provide to the Clerk’s Office by:
8 days prior to the hearing: any documentation which you rﬁay want available to the Board
" members prior to the hearing;

11 days prior to the hearing:  names of interested parties to be notified of the hearing.

Please provide 18 copies of the documentation for distribution, and, if possible, hames of .
~ interested parties to be notified in label format.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Rick Caldeira at (415) 554-7711 or Andrea
Ausberry at (415) 554-4442.

Very truly yours,
Cluiolo
Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
c : :
Chery! Adams, Deputy City Attorney - Tina Tam, Historic Preservation
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney Nannie Turrell, Major Environmental Analysis
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney Linda Avery, Planning Commission Secretary
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator Cynthia Goldstein, Executive Director, Board of Appeals

Bill Wycko, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis Erika Jackson, Planner
AnMarie Rodgers, Manager, Legislative Affairs ) Amy Million, Project Sponsor



City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

July 26, 2011

To: Cheryl Adams
: Deputy City Attorney

From: Rick CaM
Deputy Director
Subject: Appeal of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review for

Property Located at 660-670 4™ Street, Block No. 3786, Lot No. 104-

An appeal of categorical exemption from environmental review issued for property
located at 660-670 4th Street, Block No. 3786, Lot No. 104-160, was filed with the
Office of the Clerk of the Board on July 25, 2011, by Jason Sanders.

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures of Appeals for Negative Declaration and
Categorical Exemptions No. 5, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached documents,
to the City Attorney's office to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely
manner. The City Attorney's determination should be made within 3 working days of
receipt of this request.

If you have any questions, youmay contact me on (415) 554-7711.

c Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Marlena Byme, Deputy City Attorney
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Major Environmental Analysis, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Manager, Legislative Affairs, Planning Department
Tina Tam, Historic Preservation, Planning Department
Linda Avery, Secretary, Planning Commission
Erika Jackson, Planner, Planning Department



July 25, 2011

=4

192
VS

Angela Calvillo . §
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors : ' ,?—"
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place ' -
City Hall, Room 244 1 |
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689

RE: Environmental appeal of Planning Commission case 2010.1042C

e1:€ Wd ST

Dear Angela and the entire San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

For the first time in our lives, my wife '(who was born in San Francisco) and | feel the
need to appeal a decision made by members of our local government. ‘

The basis of this appeal is quite simple. The project sponsor (Amy Million of KDI
Planning on behalf of AT&T) excluded and misrepresented very pertinent environmental
information regarding their proposal. Finding 8 (on page 4) clearly states that “The three
dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet,
which includes areas of rooftop but does not reach any publicly accessible areas
[emphasis added]... Workers should not have access to within 19 feet of the front of the
antennas while they are in operation.” Additionally, Finding 14B (on page 6) states that
“There are no features of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safety or
convenience of those residing or working in the area.”

As you review the attached file (including site photos), there are several points to be
made. First, the original proposal by AT&T was to literally attach the antennas to the
staircase that leads up to my roof deck located on the SE corner of the building.
Second, when | informed all parties that my family (including my two daughters, ages 3
and 6), children’s friends and our friends use this deck on a near daily basis, there was a
look of horror on people’s faces. They realized that they could never install antennas
next to the deck given the aforementioned 19’ and 58 perimeter requirements. Third,
instead of aborting the plan, they simply revised their plans and ignored the safety
issues knowing the public exposure limit perimeters would be breached.

The proposed structure that was approved by the Planning Department places the
antennas just 36’ 5” from the staircase to my roof deck, well short of the 58’
requirement. For the Project Sponsor to claim that 36’ 5" is not within a 58’ public
exposure limit is disingenuous (OK, an outright lie) given they were up on my roof deck
with me. It should also be noted that the proposal states that the set back from the
Townsend Street facade is 10’ 8.5”. This, too, is not correct and perhaps another lie to

get the proposal through Planning Department. The chimney mentioned in the proposal
to which these antennas will be attached is set back at 8" 1.5". Please note that the set

back is not the reason for my appeal, but these additional misrepresentations should be

considered when evaluating the intention and totality of the case. Given the access

point/stairs to the roof deck and the roof deck are within the perimeter deemed to be

unsafe, Finding 8 and Finding 14B are not correct and should provide the

necessary basis for the granting of this appeal. :
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It should also be noted that the Board will not see an appeal from the resident with
access to the roof deck on the NW corner of the property because he is the counterparty
to the contract with AT&T; he is the developer of the building, maintains roof rights and
controls the HOA. Therefore, he is financially incented by the installation of the
antennas (and, perhaps not coincidently, does not reside in the building).

If you require additional environmental data points, the window washers will no longer
~ have access to the windows facing Townsend Street or Bluxome Street without putting
themselves in harms way per the 19’ and 58’ exposure perimeters because they clip into
anchor points on the roof adjacent to the location of the proposed antennas. Also, HVAC
units are located literally next to the proposed location of the antennas, thereby
restricting safe access.

Also worth mentioning is that the consulting engineering firm, Hammett & Edison, was
retained by AT&T to evaluate human exposure. Even though | gave them access to my
roof deck and measuremernits were taken, their report also excluded any mention of the
roof deck. Essentially, the proposal heard by the Planning Commission effectively
wiped out the existence of the roof deck, its close proximity to the antennas or the
fact that the structure is used on a very regular basis. Unlike Findings 8 and 14B,
this was not a lie, but a case of selective exclusion, which achieved a similar and
intended resulit. :

The irony in all of this is that | have been a long time AT&T mobility customer and find
that the coverage in my immediate neighborhood is actually quite good. Interestingly,
when the project sponsors were pandering to the Planning Commission regarding the
“2010 World Champion Giants” and the poor cell phone coverage during the World
- Series, the area that has the worst coverage vs. requirements is actually AT&T Park and
the immediately surrounding area, and these antennas offer no increase in bandwidth for
that area.

As for alternative locations for the antennas, Caltrain Station is right across Townsend
Street and a fire station in right across Bluxome Street, and both locations are the
number one listed locations under Sectlon 8.1 regarding location preferences for
wireless facilities.

FinaIIy, I would like to point out that | attempted to present my case to the Planning
Commission. Unfortunately, the hearing occurred while | was out of town. However, |
wrote a letter detailing my. case, but the letter was not read into the record. Instead,
copies were made available after the hearing had begun; no member of the Planning
Commission read (or even took a copy of) the letter that was provided to them at that
time. Instead, they relied upon the lies, misrepresentations and selective disclosure of
information from a very financially interested party in order to come to their decision.-

Should you require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
‘ tor Bluxome Street , San Francisco, CA 94107.

Thayik you,

Jason Sanders



Motion No.1839% ' ' CASE NO. 2010.1042C
Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 660-670 4th Street

DECISION

The Commission, after carefully balancing the competing public and private interests, and based upon

the Recitals and Findings set forth above, in accordance with the standards specified in the Code, hereby

approves the Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections Sections '227(h), 303, and

842.93 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting ten new panel antennas and six new -
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)

Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission

network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in

High Density Districts) according to the Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS}) Siting Guidelines

and is subject to the conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit A.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this conditional
use authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
18399. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-'
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-

5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. ‘

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Plarming Commission on July 7, 2011.

Commission Secretary
AYES: Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Sugaya
NAYS:
ABSENT: Moore
- ADOPTED:  July 7, 2011
54N FRANCISES ' o L : : 12
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Planning Commission Motion No. 18399 )
: a
HEARING DATE: JULY 7, 2011 ' 415,558 5’“39
' Planning
. Inforrnation;
Date: June 30, 2011 415.558.6377
Case No.: 2010.1042C

Project Address:  660-670 4% Street

Current Zoning:  MUO (Mixed Use Office) District
85-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3786/104-160

Project Sponsor: .~ Amy Million for AT&T
855 Folsom Street, Suite 106

, ’ San Francisco, CA 94107

Staff Contact: Erika S. Jackson — (415) 558-6363
«erika. ]ackson@sfgov org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 227(h), 303, AND 84293 TO INSTALL A
WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY CONSISTING OF TEN NEW PANEL
ANTENNAS AND SIX NEW EQUIPMENT CABINETS ON THE ROOFTOP OF AN EXISTING
MIXED USE BUILDING THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 70 FEET TALL WITHIN AN MUO (MIXED
USE OFFICE) ZONING DISTRICT, AND A 85-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On November 18, 2010, AT&T (hereinafter "Project Sponsor”), made an application (hereinafter
"application"), for Conditional Use Authorization on the property at 660-670 4th Street, Lots 104160 in
Assessor's Block 3786, (hereinafter "Project Site") to install a wireless telecommunications facility
consisting ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed
use building as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network within an MUO (Mlxed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District.

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical
exemption. The Commission has reviewed and concurs. with said determination. The categorical
exemption and all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Planning Department (heremafter
”Department”) as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.
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On July 7, 2011, the San Francisco Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on the application for a Conditional Use authorization.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, department
staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use in Application No. 2010.1042C,
subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and |
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows: '

The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

1. Site Description and Present Use. The site is occupied by a mixed use building that is
approximately 70 feet tall and was constructed in 2000. The building has commercial uses on the
ground floor and live/work units on the upper floors. The building is located on the corner of
Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets. The building is located in an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The lot is approximately 13,000 square feet
and has street frontage on Bluxome, Townsend, and 4" Streets.

2. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located within the South of
Market Neighborhood. The subject site is zoned MUO, which is described in the Planning Code
as designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-scale light industrial and arts .
activities. A patiern of mid-rise residential, industrial and office buildings exists in the
neighborhood and on a block adjacent to the Caltrain Station, which is located at 4% and
Townsend Streets. The overall density of dwelling units are high, and bﬁﬁ@gs‘are larger scaled.
Immediately adjacent to the project site are mixed use buildings ranging from four to seven
stories, the Caltrain Station, and some single-story eating establishments.

3. Project Description. The proposal is to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting
_ of ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed
use building that is approximately 70 feet tall. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission

- network operated by AT&T. Eight of the antennas measure 51.5” high by 7.1” deep by 11.9”
‘wide and two of the antennas measure 52.2” high by 6.2” wide by 18.3" deep.‘ The antennas
would be mounted in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the northwest side of the
building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10'-4” from the Bluxome Street
facade, 2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to an
existing penthouse structure, and 3) three antennas along the southeast side of the building
attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10-8.5” from the Townsend Street facade.
Equipment cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16"-0” from the 4
Street facade. The WIS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for the
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siting of wireless telecommunications facilities. Undei: the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts).

4. Past History and Actions. The Planning Commission established guidelines for the installation
of wireless telecommunications facilities in 1996 (“Guidelines”). These Guidelines set forth the
land use policies and practices that guide the installation and approval of wireless facilities
throughout San Frandisco. A large portion of the Guidelines was dedicated to establishing
location preferences for these installations. The Board of Supervisors, in Resolution No. 635-96,
provided input as to where wireless facilities should be located within San Francisco. The
Guidelines were updated by the Commission in 2003, requiring community outreach,
notification, and detailed information about the facilities to be installed.!

Section 8.1 of the Guidelines outlines Location Preferences for wireless facilities. There are five
primary areas were the installation of wireless facilities should be located:

1. Publidy-used Structures: such facilities as fire stations, utility structures, community

~fadilities, and other public structures;

2. Co-Location Site: encourages installation of facilities on buﬂdmgs that already have wireless
installations;

3. Industrial or Commercial Structures: buildings such as warehouses, factories, garages,
service stations;

4. Industrial or Commercial Structures: buﬂdmgs such as supermarkets, retail stores, banks
and

5. Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts: buildings such as housing above commercial
or other non-residential space.

Before the Planning Commission can review an application to install a wireless facility, the
project sponsor must submit a five-year facilities plan, which must be updated biannually, an
emissions report and approval by the Department of Public Health, Section 106 Dedaration of
Intent, a submittal checklist and details about the facilities to be installed.

Under Section 704(B)(iv) of the 1996 Federal Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions cannot
deny wireless facilities based on Radio Frequency (RF) radiation emissions so long as such
facilities comply with the FCC's regulations concerning such emissions.

- On July 7, 2011, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public heaﬁng at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the application for a Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting
ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing seven-
story mixed use building as part of AT&T's wireless telecommunications network within an
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. : ’

1 PC Resolution 16539, passed March 13, 2003.
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. 5. Location Preference. The WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for
the siting of wireless telecommunications facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts).

6. Radio Waves Range. The Project Sponsor has stated that the proposed wireless network will
transmit calls by radio waves operating in the 1710 - 2180 Megahertz (MHZ) bands, which is
regulated by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and which must comply with the

FCC-adopted health and safety standards for electromagnetic radiation and radio frequency
radiation. : , :

7. Radiofrequency (RF) Emissions: The project sponsor retained Hammett & Edison, Inc,, a radio
engineering consulting firm, fo prepare a report describing the expected RF emissions from the
proposed facility. Pursuant to the Guidelines, the Department of Public Health reviewed the
report and determined that the proposed facility complies with the standards set forth in the
Guidelines. ‘ ‘

8. Department of Public Health Review and Approval. There are currently no existing antennas
operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the rooftop of the building at 660-670 4% Street. Existing
RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC public exposure limit. There were observed
similar antennas operated by Sprint located within 100 feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes
to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be mounted at a height of 78 feet above the ground.
The estimated ambient RF field from the proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is
calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq. cm., which is 0.78% of the FCC public exposure limit.- The three
dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet, which
includes areas of the rooftop but does not reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be
installed in front of the antennas in order to prevent the public from having access to the public
exclusion zones on the rooftop. Warning signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access
points in English, Spanish and Chinese. Workers should not have access to within 19 feet of the
front of the antennas while they are in operation.

9. Maintenance Schedule. The proposed facility would operate without on-site staff but with a
two-person maintenance crew visiting the property approximately once a month and on an as-
needed basis to service and monitor the facility.

10. Community Outreach. Per the Guidelines, the project sponsor held a Community Outreach
Meeting for the proposed project. The meeting was at 7:00 P.M. on August 4, 2010 at the San
Francisco Tennis Club, located at 645 5% Street. Twelve members of the public attended the
meeting asking various questions about the Conditional Use permit application process,
maintenance of the proposed equipment, the antenna directions, and the health effects of the
facility. Based on the comments and questions provided, AT&T modified the antenna location
and roof access to address concerns. '

11. Five-year plan: Per the Guidelines, the project sponsor submitted its latest five-year plan, as
required, in April 2011.
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12. Public Comment. The Department has received 3 comments on the project.

13. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Use. Per Planning Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93, a Conditional Use authorization is
required for the installation of other uses such as wireless transmission facilities.

14. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does comply with
said criteria in that: : , :

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community.

HAH PEARUISTL

l_,

i

Desirable: San Francisco is a leader of the technological economy; it is important and desirable to
the vitality of the city to have and mainiain adequate telecommunications coverage and dota
capacity. This includes the installation and upgrading of systems to keep up with changing

technology and increases in usage. It is desirable for the City to allow wireless facilities to be

installed.

The proposed project at 660-670 4% Street will be generally desirable and compatible with the
surrounding neighborhood because the project will not conflict with the existing uses of the
property and will be of such size and nature to be compatible with the surrounding nature of the
vicinity. The approval of this authorization has been found, first and foremost, to insure public
safety, and insure that the placement of antennas and related support and protection features are
S0 located, designed, and treated arckifectumlly to minimize their visibility from public places, to

_avoid intrusion into public vistas, avoid disruption of the architectural design integrity of

building and insure harmony with neighborhood character. The project has been reviewed and
determined to not cause the removal or alteration of any significant architectural features on the
subject known historic resource. :

Necessary: In the case of wireless installations, there are two criteria that the Commission reviews:
coverage and capacity.

Coverage: San Francisco does have sufficient overall wireless coverage (note that this is separate
from carrier service). It is necessary for San Francisco to have as much coverage as possible in
terms of wireless facilities. Due to the topography and tall buildings in San Francisco, unique
coverage issues arise because the hills and building break up coverage. Thus, telecommunication
carriers often install additional installations to make sure coverage is sufficient.

Capacity: While a carrier rﬁay have adequate coverage in a certain area, the capacity may not be
sufficient. With the continuous innovations in wireless data technology and demand placed on
existing infrastructure, individual telecommunications carriers must upgrade and in some
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instances expand their facilities network to be able to have proper data distribution. It is necessary
for San Francisco, as & leader in technology, to have adequate capacity. '

- The proposed project at 660-670 4* Street is necessary in order to achieve sufficient street and in-
building mobile phone coverage. Recent drive tests in the subject area conducted by the AT&T
Radio Frequency Engineering Team provide conclusive evidence that the subject property is the
most viable location, based on factors including quality of coverage, population density, land use
compatibility, zoning and aesthetics. The proposed coverage area will serve the vicinity bounded
by Morris Street, Berry Street, Ritch Street, and Bryant Street, as indicated in the coverage maps.
This facility will fill in the gaps to improve coverage in the South of Market area s well as to
provide necessary facilities for emergency transmission and improved communication for the
neighborhood, community and the region.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general :

HAH PERRLIECD
) "

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that: ' |

i Nature of proposed site, induding its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures; /

The proposed project must comply with all applicable Federal and State regulations to safeguard
the health, safety and to ensure that persons residing or working in the vicinity will not be
affected, and prevent harm io other personal property.

The Department of Public Health conducted an evaluation of potential health effects from Radio

Frequency radiation, and has concluded that the proposed wireless transmission facilities will have

no adverse health effects if operated in compliance with the FCC-adopted health and safety

standards. The Department has réceived information that the proposed wireless system must be

operated so as not to interfere with radio or television reception in order to comply with the
 provisions of its license under the FCC. ‘

The Department is developing a database of all such wireless communications facilities operating

or proposed for operation in the City and County of San Francisco. All applicants are now

required to submit information on the location and nature of all existing and approved wireless

transmission facilities operated by the Project Sponsor. The goal of this effort is to foster public
 information as to the location of these facilities.

ii The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehides, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

No increase in traffic volume is anticipated with the facilities operating unmanned, with a single
maintenance crew visiting the site once a month or on an as-needed basis.

~
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The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

While some noise and dust may result from the erection of the antennas and transceiver
equipment, noise or noxious emissions from continued use are not likely to be significantly greater
than ambient conditions due to the operation of the wireless communication network.

Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, -
parkmg and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The proposed antennas are proposed to be installed on the ex:stmg rooftop and screened behind a
screen wall painted to match existing rooftop chimneys. The proposal, located at 70 feet above
grade, is small in size and is minimally visible at the pedestrian level. The project will not affect
the existing Iandscaping.

That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Plannmg Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose

of the applicable Nelghborhood Commercial District.

 The proposed project is not within an NC District. Therefore, this finding is not applicable.

15. General Plan Compliance. The Projed is, on balance, consisient with the following Objeclives
and Policies of the General Plan

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 11 - IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING
AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN
FRANCISCO’'S DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL
NEIGHBORHOODS

POLICY 11.2 - Ensure housing is provwled Wlth adequate public improvements, services, and
. amenities.

The Project will improve AT&T Wireless coverage in a residentinl, commercial and recreational area along
primary transportation routes in San Francisco. .

AN FRANCISCD
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URBAN DESIGN

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 4 - IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO
INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

POLICY 4.14 - Remove and obscure distracting and cluttering elements.

The Project adequately “stealths” the proposed aniennas and related equipment by locating the antennas
and equipment cabinets by placing the antennas behind screen walls attached to existing rooftop features.
The antennas are minimally visible from the streef. |

'COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 1:

Encoutage development, which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable
consequences. Discourage development, which has substantial undesirable consequences that
cannot be mitigated. ‘

. Policy 2: :
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance
standards.

The project would enhance the total city living and working environment by providing communication
services for residents and workers within the City. Additionally, the project would comply with Federal,
State and Local performance standards.

OBJECTIVE 2: , |
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.

Policy 1: |

Seek to retain existing commerdial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity to the
dity. ‘ :
Policy 3:

Maintain a favorable social and cultural dimate in the city in order to enhance its attractiveness
as a firm location. ' :
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The site is an integral part of a new wireless communications network that will enhance the City’s diverse
economic base.

OBJECTIVE 4
IMPROVE THE VIABILITY OF EXISTING INDUSTRY IN THE CITY AND THE
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY.

Policy 1:
Maintain and enhance a favorable business dlimate in the City.

Policy 2:
Promote and attract those economic activities with potential benefit to the City.

The project would benefit the City by enhancing the business climate through improved communication
services for residents and workers.

OBJECTIVE 8 - ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL CENTER FOR
CONVENTIONS AND VISITOR TRADE.

POLICY 8.3 - Assure that areas of particular visitor attraction are providéd with adequate public
services for both residents and visitors.

The Project wzll ensure that residents and visitors have adequate public service in the form of ATET
Wireless mobile telecommunications.

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT

Obijectives and Policies ,

OBJECTIVE 3:
ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY FROM THE EFFECTS OF FIRE OR
NATURAL DISASTER THROUGH ADEQUATE EMERGENCY OPERATIONS PREPARATION.

Policy 1: —

Maintain a local agency for the provision of emergency services to meet the needs of San
Francisco.

Policy 2:

Develop and maintain viable, up-to-date in-house emergency operations plans, with necessary ’

equipment, for operational capability of all emergency service agencies and departments.

Policy 3:

SAN FRAEISCE .
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16.

Maintain and expand agreements for emergency assistance from other jurisdictions to ensure
adequate aid in time of need..

Policy 4: '
Establish and maintain an adequate Emergency Operations Center.

Policy 5: ‘ v A
Maintain and expand the city’s fire prevention and fire-fighting capability.

Policy 6:
Establish a system of emergency access routes for both emergency operations and evacuation.

The project would enhance the ability of the City to protect both life and property from the effects of a fire o
natural disaster by providing communication services. -

EAST SOMA (SOUTH OF MARKET) AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 7.1: , .
ENSURE PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Policy 7.1.1: . 7 :
Support the siting of new facilities to meet the needs of a growing community and to provide
opportunities for residents of all age levels.

The site is an integral part of a new wireless communications network that will enhoance the City's
community services and facilities..

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said

policies in that:

A. That existing neighborhood—ser\?ing retail uses be presérved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

No neighborhood-serving retail use would be displaced and the wireless communications network will
enhance personal communication services. '

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. :

No residential uses would be displaced or altered in any way by the granting of this authorization.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

SANRAROSOS : ' » 10
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The project would have no adverse impact on housing in the vicinity.

That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking..

Due to the nature of the project and minimal maintenance or repair, municipal transit service would
not be impeded and neighborhood parking would not be overburdened.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectofs
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for

resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project would cause no displacement of industrial and service sector activity.

" That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of

life in an earthquake.

- Compliance with applicable structural safety and seismic safety requirements would be considered

during the building permit application review process.
That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.
The proposed Project does not cause the removal or alteration of any significant architectural features.

That our parks and open space and their access to‘sunlight and vistas be protected from
development. :

The Project will have no adverse impact on parks or open space, or their access to sunlight or vistas.

17. The Project is consistent with and would proinote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

18. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Determination of Compliance authorization
would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

Y FRERCISGD
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DECISION

The Commission, after carefully balancing the competing public and private interests, and based upon
the Recitals and Findings set forth above, in accordance with the standards specified in the Code, hereby
approves the Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections Sections 227(h), 303, and
84293 to install a wireless felecommunications facility consisting ten new panel antennas and six new
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in
High Density Districts) according to the Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines
and is subject to the conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit A.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this conditional
use authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
18399. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appéaled to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Planning Comnliséion on July 7, 2011.

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary

AYES: Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Sugaya
NAYS:
ABSENT: Moore

ADOPTED: July 7, 2011
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Exhibit A

Conditions of Appreva!'
AUTHORIZATION - |

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a wireless telecommunications facility consisting of
This approval is for Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93
to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting ten new panel antennas and six new
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in
High Density Districts) according to the Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines.

RECORDATION lOIF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
of the City and County of San Francisco for the 'subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on July 7, 2011 under Motion No.18399.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18399 shall be
reproduced on the Index Sheet of consiruction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and rec[lxjremenfs. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or'impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsible party. ‘ .

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

- Changes to the apProvéd plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization.
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Conditions of approval Compllance Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE

1. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three
years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the Department of Building
Inspection to construct the project andfor commence the approved use must be issued as this
Conditional Use authorization is only an approval of the proposed project and conveys no
independent right to construct the project or to commence the approved use. ‘The Planning
Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or
building permit has not been obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the
Project. Once a site or building permit has been issued, construction must commence within the
timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to
completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a permit for the Project
has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3) years have passed since the Motion
was approved. \

For information about complmnce, contact Code Enforcement thnmg Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org:

2. Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator only
where failure to issue a permit by the Department of Building Inspection to perform said tenant
improvements is caused by a delay by a local, State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the
issuance of such permif(s). '

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wunp.sf

planning.org .

DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

3. Plan Drawings - WTS. Prior to the issuance of any building or electrical permits for the installation of
the facilities, the Project Sponsor shall submit final scaled drawings for review and approval by the
Planning Department ("Plan Drawings"). The Plan Drawings shalt describe:

a. Structure and Siting. Identify all facility related support and protection measures to be installed.
This indudes, but is not limited to, the location(s) and method(s) of placement, support,
protection, screening, paint and/or other treatments of the antennas and other appurtenances to
insure public safety, insure compatibility with urban design, architectural and historic
preservation principles, and harmony with neighborhood character.

b. For the Project Site, regardless of the ownership of the existing facilities. Identify the location of
all existing antennas and facilities; and identify the location of all approved (but not installed)
antennas and facilities.

c. Emissions. Provide a report, subject to approval of the Zoning Administrator, that operation of
the facilities in addition to ambient RF emission levels will not exceed adopted FCC standards
with regard to human exposure in uncontrolled areas.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6613,

www.sf-plonning.org .
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4. Screening - WTS. To the extent necessary For information about compliance with adopted FCC
regulations regarding human exposure to RF emissions, and upon the recommendation of the Zoning
Administrator, the Project Sponsor shall: :

a. Modify the placement of the facilities;

b. Install fencing, barriers or other appropnate structures or devices to restrict access to the
facilities;

c. Install multi-lingual signage, including the RF radiation hazard warmng symbol identified in
ANSI (95.2 1982, to notify persons that the facility could cause exposure to RF emissions;

d. Implement any other practice reasonably necessary to ensure that the facility is operated in
compliance with adopted FCC RF emission standards.

e. To the extent necessary to minimize visual obtru51on and dlutter, installations shall conform to
the following standards: ‘

f. Antennas and back up eqmpment shall be painted, fenced, landscaped or otherwise treated
architecturally so as to minimize visual impacts;

g. Rooftop installations shall be setback such that back up facilities are not viewed from the street;

h. Antennae attached to building facades shall be so placed, screened or otherwise treated to
minimize any negative visual impact; and '

i.  Although co location of various companies' facilities may be desirable, a maximum number of
antennas and back up facilities on the Project Site shall be established, on a case by case basis,
such that "antennae farms” or similar visual intrusions for the site and area is not created.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department af 415-558-6613, www.sf-

lanning.ore .

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

5. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in this
Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shail be subject to the
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or
Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org ' i »

6. Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The
Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established
under Planning Code Section 351{e) (1) and work with the Plannmg Department for information
about compliance.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning. org.

7. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
7 complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved
by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific
Conditions of Approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning
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Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. \
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

‘planning.org.

8. Implementation and Monitoring Costs - WIS. . :

a. The Project Sponsor, on an equitable basis with other WTS providers, shall pay the cost of
preparing and adopting appropriate General Plan policies related to the placement of WTS
facilities. Should future legislation be enacted to. provide for cost recovery for planning, the
Project Sponsor shall be bound by such legislation.

b. The Project Sponsor or its successors shall be responsible for the payment of all reasonable costs
associated with the monitoring of the conditions of approval contained in this authorization,
including costs incurred by this Department, the Department of Public Health, the Department of
Electricity and Telecommunications, Office of the City Attorney, or any other appropriate City
Department or agency pursuant to Planning Code Section 351(f) (2). The Planning Department
shall collect such costs on behalf of the City. »

c. The Project Sponsor shall be responsible for the payment of all fees associated with the
installation of the subject facility, which are assessed by the City pursuant to all applicable law.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depariment at 415-5 75-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

9. Implementation and Monitoring - WIS. In the event that the Project implementation report

includes a finding that RF emissions for the site exceed FCC Standards in any uncontrolled location,

 the Zoning Administrator may require the Applicant to immediately cease and desist operation of the
facility until such time that the violation is corrected to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

10. Project Implementation Report - WTS. The Project Sponsor shall prepare and submit to the Zoning

Administrator a Project Implementation Report. The Project Implementation Report shall: '

- a. Identify the three dimensional perimeter dosest to the facility at which adopted FCC standards
for human exposure to RF emissions in uncontrolled areas are satisfied;

b. Document testing that demonstrates that the faclity will not cause any potential exposure to RE
emissions that exceed adopted FCC emission standards for human exposure in uncontrolled
areas. '

‘c. The Project Implementation Report shall compare test results for each test point with applicable
FCC standards. Testing shall be conducted in compliance with FCC regulations governing the
measurement of RF emissions and shall be conducted during normal business hours on a non
holiday weekday with the subject equipment measured while operating at maximum power.

d. Testing, Monitoring, and Preparation. The Project Implementation Report shall be prepared by a
certified professional engineer or other fechnical expert approved by the Department. At the sole
option of the Department, the Department (or its agents) may monitor the performance of testing
required for preparation of the Project Implementation Report. The cost of such monitoring shall
be borne by the Project Sponsor pursuant to the condition related to the payment of the City’s
reasonable costs. '
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11.

12.

13.

i. Notification and Testing. The Project Implementation Report shall set forth the testing
and measurements undertaken pursuant to Conditions 2 and 4. :
ii. Approval. The Zoning Administrator shall request that the Certification of Final -
Completion for operation of the facility not be issued by the Department of Building
Inspection until such time that the Project Implementation Report is approved by the
’ Department for compliance with these conditions.
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at
(415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org. | ’

Notification prior o Project Implementation Report - WTS. The Project Sponsor shall undertake to
inform and perform appropriate tests for residents of any dwelling units located within 25 feet of the
transmitting antenna at the time of testing for the Project Implementation Report.

a. At least twenty calendar days prior to conducting the testing required for preparation of the
Project Implementation Report, the Project Sponsor shall mail notice to the Department, as well
as to the resident of any legal dwelling unit within 25 feet of a transmitting antenna of the date on
which testing will be conducted. The Apphcant will submit a written affidavit attestmg to this
mail notice along with the mailing list.

b. When requested in advance by a resident notified of testing pursuant to subsection (a), the
Project Sponsor shall conduct testing of total power density of RF emissions within the residence

- of that resident on the date on which the testing is conducted for the Project Implementation
Report.

For information about complzance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

Installation - WTS. Within 10 days of the installation and operation of the facilities, the Project
Sponsor shall confirm in writing to the Zoning Administrator that the facilities are being maintained
and operated in Comphance with applicable Building, Electrical and other Code requlrements, as well
as applicable FCC emissions standards.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Ptsmmng Depariment at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

Periodic Safety Monitoring - WTS. The Project Sponsor shall submit to the Zoning Administrator 10

days after installation of the facilities, and every two years thereafter, a certification attested to by a

licensed engineer expert in the field of EMR/RF emissions, that the facilities are and have been

operated within the then current applicable FCC standards for RE/EMF emissions.

For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at
(415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org. ‘

OPERATION

14.

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit-application to construct the project and

- implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal

with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall
provide the Zoning Administrator written notice of the name, business address, and telephone
number of the community laison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator
what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the

- Project Sponsor.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depariment at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
planning.org

Out of Service — WIS. The Project Sponsor or Property Owner shall remove antennae and
equipment that has been out of service or otherwise abandoned for a continuous period of six

-months.

For information about complmnce, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www. st—
planning.org

Emissions Conditions — WTS. It is a continuing condition of this authorization that the facilities be
operated in such a manner so as not o contribute to ambient RF/EMF emissions in excess of then
current FCC adopted RF/EMF emission standards; violation of this condition shall be grounds for

revocation. ‘
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Sectzon, Department of Public Health at

(415) 252 3800 www.sfdph.ore.

Noise and Heat - WTS. The WTS facility, including power source and cooling facility, shall be

operated at all times within the limits of the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. The WTS
facility, including power source and any heating/cooling facility, shall not be operated so as to cause
the generation of heat that adversely affects a building occupant.

For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at

(415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org. _

Transfer of Operation - WTS. Any carrier/provider authorized by the Zoning Administrator or by
the Planning Commission to operate a specific WTS installation may assign the operation of the.
facility to another catrier licensed by the FCC for that radio frequency provided that such transfer is
made known to the Zoning Administrator in advance of such operation, and all conditions of
approval for the subject installation are carried out by the new carrier/provider.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www. sf-

planning.org

Compahblhty with City Emergency Services - WIS. The facility shall not be operated or caused to
transmit on or adjacent to any radio frequenaes licensed to the City for emergency
telecommunication services such that the City’s emergency telecommunications system experiences
interference, unless prior approval for such has been granted in writing by the City. '

For information about compliance, = contact the Department of Technology, 415-581-4000,
hitp://sfeov3.orglindex.aspx?page=1421
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Executive Summary

Conditional Use Authorization
HEARING DATE: JULY 7, 2011

Date: ’ June 30, 2011

Case No.: 2010.1042C

Project Address:  660-670 4% Street

Current Zoning: ~ MUO (Mixed Use Office) District
85-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 3786/104-160 o

Project Sponsor:  Amy Million for AT&T
855 Folsom Street, Suite 106

: San Francisco, CA 94107

Staff Contact: Erika S. Jackson — (415) 558-6363 -
erika.jackson@sfgov.org

Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting of ten new panel antennas and
six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed use building that is approximately 70 feet
tall. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission network operated by AT&T. Eight of the antennas
measure 51.5” high by 7.1” deep by 11.9” wide and two of the antennas measure 52.2” high by 6.2 wide
by 18.3” deep. The antenmas would be mounted in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the
northwest side of the building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 104" from the
Bluxome Street fagade, 2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to
an existing penthouse structure, and 3) three antennas along the southeast side of the building attached
to an existing chimney structure and setback 10-8.5" from the Townsend Street fagade. Equipment
cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16'-0” from the 4™ Street facade. The
WIS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for the siting of wireless

1*7'1{,‘ M GSiEYT 5T
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415.558.6378
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415.658.6409
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telecommunications facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location Preference 5 (Preferred

Location ~ Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts).

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The site is occupied by a mixed use building that is approximately 70 feet tall and was constructed in

2000. The building has commercial uses on the ground floor and live/work units on the upper floors.

The building is located on the corner of Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets. The building is located in

an MUO (Mixed Use Office} Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The lot is
- approximately 13,000 square feet and has sireet frontage on Bluxome, Townsend, and 4 Streets.
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Executive Summary 660-670 4" Street
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Hearing Date: July 7, 2011

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The Project Site is located within the South of Market Neighborhood. The subject site is zoned MUO,
which is described in the Planning Code as designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as '
small-scale light industrial and arts activities. A pattern of mid-rise residential, industrial and office
buildings exists in the neighborhood and on a block adjacent to the Calirain Station, which is located at
4% and Townsend Streets. The overall density of dwelling units are high, and buildings are larger scaled.
Immediately adjacent to the project site are mixed use buildings ranging from four to seven stories, the
Caltrain Station, and some single-story eating establishments.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA"} as a Class 3 categorical
exemption. The categorical exemption and all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the
Planning Department, as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.

“ HEARING NOTIFICATION
! ' TYPE ' REQUIRED REQUIRED ACTUAL ACTUAL
, PERIOD NOTICE DATE -NOTICE DATE - PERIOD
-| Classified News Ad 20 days ]uné 17,2011 May 13, 2011 41 days
Posted Notice 20 days June 17, 2011 June 17,2011 20 days
Mailed Notice 20 days June 17, 2011 May 10, 2011 44 days
PUBLIC COMMENT

As of June 29, 2011, the Departmeﬁt has received two emails in opposition to the proposed project and
one phone call with questions regarding the proposal.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission inay grant the Conditional Use authorization
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93 to allow the installation of wireless facilities.

2
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Department believes this prbject is necessary and/or desirable under Section 303 of the Planning
Code for the following reasons:

The project complies with the applicable requirements of the Planning Code.

The project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan.

The Project is consistent with the 1996 WTS Fadilities Siting Guidelines, Planning Commission
Resolution No. 14182. ’

The project site is a Location Preference 5, a preferred location, according to the Wireless
Telecommunications Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines.

The project will improve coverage for an area where there is currently poor cell phone coverage.

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions
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Subject to: {Select only if applicable} .

[0 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) [0 First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
[0 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) O Child Care Requlrement {Sec. 41 4)
0O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412} I Other
, ‘ ‘ Heception:
- = - = 415.558.6378
Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX ™
HEARING DATE: JULY 7, 2011 415.558.6408

natiGo:

Date: June 30, 2011 41' 5.558 6377
Case No.: 2010.1042C
Project Address:  660-670 4% Street
Current Zoning: ~ MUOQ {Mixed Use Office) District
: 85-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3786/104-160
Project Sponsor: - Amy Million for AT&T
855 Folsom Street, Suite 106
San Francisco, CA 94107
Staff Contact: ~ Erika S. Jackson — (415) 558-6363
erika.jackson@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A CONDIT[ONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 227(h), 303, AND 842.93 TO INSTALL A
WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY CONSISTING OF TEN NEW PANEL
ANTENNAS AND SIX NEW EQUIPMENT CABINETS ON THE ROOFTOP OF AN EXISTING
'MIXED USE BUILDING THAT IS APPROXIMATELY 70 FEET TALL WITHIN AN MUO (MIXED
USE OFFICE) ZONING DISTRICT, AND A 85-X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On November 18, 2010, AT&T (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") made an application (hereinafter

"application”), for Conditional Use Authorization on the property at 660-670 4th Street, Lots 104-160 in
Assessor’s Block 3786, (hereinafter "Project Site") to install a wireless telecommunications facility
consisting ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed
use building as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network within an MUO (Mixed Use Ofﬁce) :
Zoning District and a 85-X Helght and Bulk District.

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical
exemption. The Commission has reviewed and concurs with said determination. The categorical
exemption and all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Planning Department (hereinafter
“Department”), as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.
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On July 7, 2011, the San Francisco Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on the application for a Conditional Use authorization.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
turther considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, department
- staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use in Application No. 2010.1042C,
subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

S

- The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission.

1. Site Description and Present Use. The site is occupied by a mixed use building that is

approximately 70 feet tall and was constructed in 2000. The building has commercial uses on the

' ground floor and live/work units on the upper floors. The building is located on the corner of

Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets. The bliilding is located in an MUO (Mixed Use Office)

Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The lot is approxnnately 13,000 square feet
and has street frontage on Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets.

2. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located within the South of

 Market Neighborhood. The subject site is zoned MUO, which is described in the Planning Code
as designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-scale light industrial and arts
activities. A pattern of mid-rise residential, industrial and office buildings exists in the
neighborhood and on a block adjacent to the Caltrain Station, which is located at 4% and
Townsend Streets. The overall density of dwelling units are high, and buildings are larger scaled.
Immediately adjacent to the project site are mixed use buildings ranging from four to seven
stories, the Caltrain Station, and. some single-story eating establishments.

3. Project Description. The proposal is to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting
of ten new panel anténnas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed
use building that is approximately 70 feet tall. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission -
network operated by AT&T. Eight of the antennas measure 51.5” high by 7.1” deep by 11.9”
wide and two of the antennas measure 52.2” high by 6.2” wide by 18.3” deep. The antennas
would be mounted in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the northwest side of the
building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10'-4” from the Bluxome Street
fagade, 2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to an
existing penthouse structure, and 3) three antennas along the southeast side of the building
attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10°-8.5” from the Townsend Street facade.
Equipment cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16'-0” from the 4
Street facade. The WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for the
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sﬂlng of wireless telecommunications facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buﬂdmgs in High Den51ty Districts).

4. Past History and Actions. The Planning Commission established guidelines for the installation
of wireless telecommunications fadilities in 1996 (“Guidelines”). These Guidelines set forth the
land use policies and practices that guide the installation and approval of wireless facilities
throughout San Frandisco. A large portion of the Guidelines was dedicated to establishing
location preferences for these installations. The Board of Supervisors, in Resolution No. 635-96,
provided input as to where wireless facilities should be located within San Francisco. The
Guidelines were updated by the Commission in 2003, requiring community outreach,
notification, and detailed information about the facilities to be installed.!

Section 8.1 of the Guidelines outlines Location Preferences for wireless facilities. There are five
primary areas were the installation of wireless facilities should be located:

1. Publicly-used Structures: such facilities as fire stations, utility structures, community
facilities, and other public structures;
2. Co-Location Site: encourages installation of facilities on buildings that aIready have wireless

installations;

3. Industrial or Commerdcial Structures: buildings such as warehouses, factories, garages,
service stations;

4. Industrial or Commercial Structures: buildings such as supermarkets, retail stores, banks;
and

5. Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts: buﬂdmgs such as housmg above commercial
- or other non-residential space.

Before the Planning Commission can review an application to install a wireless facility, the
project sponsor must submit a five-year facilities plan, which must be updated biannually, an
emissions report and approval by the Department of Public Health, Section 106 Dedlaration of
Intent, a submittal checklist and details about the facilities to be installed.

Under Section 704(B)(iv) of the 1996 Federal Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions cannot
deny wireless facilities based on Radio Frequency (RF) radiation emissions so long as such
facilities comply with the FCC's regulations concerning such emissions.

On July 7, 2011, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on the application for a Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting
ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing seven-
story mixed use building as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network within an
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District.

1 PC Resolution 16539, passed March 13, 2003.
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10.

11.

Location Preference. The WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for |
the siting of wireless telecommunications facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts).

Radio Waves Range. The Project Sponsor has stated that the proposed wireless network will
transmit calls by radio waves operating in the 1710 - 2180 Megahertz (MHZ) bands, which is
regulated by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and which must comply with the
FCC-adopted health and safety standards for elech’omagnehc radiation and radic frequency
radiation. :

Radiofrequency (RF) Emissions: The project sponsor retained Hammett & Edison, Inc., a radio
engineering consulting firm, to prepare a report describing the expected RF emissions from the
proposed facility. Pursuant to the Guidelines, the Department of Public Health reviewed the
report and determined that the proposed facility complies with the standards set forth in the
Guidelines.

Department of Public Health Review and Approval. There are currently no existing antennas
operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the rooftop of the building at 660-670 4* Street. Existing
RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC public exposure limit. There were observed
similar antennas operated by Sprint located within 100 feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes
to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be mounted at a height of 78 feet above the ground.
The estimated ambient RF field from the proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is
calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq. cm., which is 0.78% of the FCC public exposure limit. The three
dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet, which
includes areas of the rooftop but does not reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be
installed in front of the antennas in order to prevent the public from having access to the public
exclusion zones on the rooftop. Warning signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access
points in English, Spanish and Chinese. Workers should not have access to within 19 feet of the
front of the antennas while they are in operation. k

Maintenance Schedule. The proposed facility would operate without on-site staff but with a
two-person maintenance crew visiting the property approximately once a month and on an as-
needed basis to service and monitor the facility. ‘

Community Qutreach. Per the Guidelines, the project sponsor held a Community Outreach
Meeting for the proposed project. The meeting was at 7:00 P.M. on August 4, 2010 at the San
Francisco Tennis Club, located at 645 5* Street. Twelve members of the public attended the
meeting asking various questlons about the Conditional Use permit application process,
maintenance of the proposed equipment, the antenna directions, and the health effects of the
facility. Based on the comments and ‘quesﬁons provided, AT&T modified the antenna location
and roof access to address concerns. '

Five-year plan Per the Guidelines, the pro;ect sponsor submitted its latest five-year plan, as
required, in Apnl 2011
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12. Public Comment. The Department has received X comments on the project.

1. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the

relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Use. Per Planning Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93, a Conditional Use authorization is
required for the installation of other uses such as wireless transmission facilities.

14. Planning Code Section 303 éstablishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider when

‘reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does comply with . .

said criteria in that:

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compahble
with, the neighborhood or the community.

i

Ak FHANGIRUD
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Desirable: San Francisco is a leader of the technological economy; if is important and desirable to
the vitality of the city to have and mainiain adequate telecommunications coverage and data
capacity. This includes the installation and upgrading of systems to keep up with changing
technology and increases in usage. It is desirable for the City to allow wireless faczlztzes to be
installed.

The proposed project at 660-670 4% Street will be generally desirable and compatible with the -
surrounding neighborhood because the project will not conflict with the existing uses of the

property and will be of such size and nature to be compatible with the surrounding nature of the

vicinity. The approval of this authorization has been found, first and foremost, to insure public

safety, and insure that the placement of antennas and related support and protection features are .
so located, designed, and treated architecturally to minimize their visibility from public places, to

avoid intrusion into public vistas, avoid disruption of the architectural design integrity of
building and insure harmony with neighborhood character. The project has been reviewed and

determined to not cause the removal or alteration of any significant architectural features on the

subject known historic resource. '

- Necessary: In the case of wireless installations, there are two criteria that the Commzsszon reviews:

covemge and capacity.

Coverage: San Francisco does have sufficient overall wireless coverage (note that this is separate
from cartier service). 1t is necessary for San Francisco to have as much coverage as possible in
terms of wireless facilities. Due to the topography and tall buildings in San Francisco, unique
coverage issues arise because the hills and building break up coverage. Thus, telecommunication
carriers often install additional installations to make sure coverage is sufficient.

Capacity: While a carrier may have adequate coverage in a certain area, the capacity may not be
sufficient. With the continuous innovations in wireless data technology and demand placed on
existing -infrastructure, individual telecommunications carriers must upgrade and in some
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instances expand their facilities network fo be able to have proper data distribution. It is necessary
for San Francisco, as a leader in technology, to have adequate capacity.

The proposed project at 660-670 4+ Street is necessary, in order to achieve sufficient street and in-
building mobile phone coverage. Recent drive tests in the subject area conducted by the AT&T
Radio F. requency Engineering Team provide conclusive evidence that the subject property is the
most viable location, based on factors including quality of coverage, population density, land use
compatibility, zoning and aesthetics. The proposed coverage area will serve the vicinity bounded

’ by Morris Street, Berry Street, Ritch Street, and Bryant Street, as indicated in the coverage maps.
This facility will fill in the gaps to improve coverage in the South of Market area as well as to
provide necessary facilities for emergency transmission and improved communication for the
neighborhood, community and the region.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that:

Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures; :

The proposed project must comply with all applicable Federal and State regulations to safeguard
the health, safety and to ensure that persons residing or working in the vicinity will not be
affected, and prevent harm to other personal property.

The Department of Public Health conducted an evaluation of potential health effects from Radio
Frequenéy radiation, and has concluded that the proposed wireless transmission facilities will have
no adverse health effecis if operated in compliance with the FCC-adopted health and safety
standards. The Department has received information that the proposed wireless system must be
operated so as not to interfere with radio or felevision reception in order to comply with the
provisions of its license under the FCC.

The Department is developing a database of all such wireless communications facilities operating
or proposed for operation in the City and County of San Francisco. All applicants are now
required to submit information on the location and nature of all existing and approved wireless
transmission facilities operated by the Project Sponsor. The goal of this effort is to foster public
information as to the location of these facilities.

The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

No increase in traffic volume is anticipated with the facilities operating unmanned, with a single
maintenance crew visifing the site once a month or ont an as-needed basis.
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iii The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

While some noise and dust may result from the erection of the antennas and transceiver
equipment, noise or noxious emissions from continued use are not likely to be significantly greater
than ambient conditions due to the operation of the wireless commurication network.

iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screehjng,‘open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; ’

The proposed antennas are proposed to be installed on the existing rooftop and screened behind a

- screen wall painted to match existing rooftop chimneys. The propesal, located at 70 feet above
grade, is small in size and is minimally visible at the pedestrian level. The project will not affect
the existing landscaping.

C. 'That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable prov151ons of the Planning Code
and w1]l not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies with all relevant requiremenfs ond standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below.

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District.

The proposed project is not within an NC District. Therefore, this finding is nof applicable.

15. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 11 - IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING
AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN
FRANCISCO'S DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL
NEIGHBORHOODS.

POLICY 11.2 - Ensure housing is provided with adequate public improvements, services, and
amenities.

The Project will improve ATST Wireless coverage in g residential, commercial and recreational area along
primary transportation routes in San Francisco.

MRS
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- URBAN DESIGN

Objectives and Policies

OB]ECTIVE 4 - ITIMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO
INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

* POLICY 4.14 - Remove and obscure distracting and duttering elements.

The Project adequately “stealths” the proposed antennas and related equipment by locating the antennas
and equipment cabinets by placing the antennas behind screen walls attached to exzstmg rooftop features.
The antennas are mzmmally visible from the street.

\

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 1:

Encourage development, which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable
consequences. Discourage development, which has substantial undesirable consequences that
cannot be mitigated. f '

Policy 2:
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance

standards.

The project would enhance the total city living and working environment by providing communication

- services for residents and workers within the City. Additionally, the project would comply wzth Federal,

State and Local performance standards.

OBJECTIVE 2: J
MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL
STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY. : -

Policy 1: ’
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial adlwty and to atiract new such activity to the

city.

Policy 3: : »
Maintain a favorable social and cultural dlmate in the city in order to enhance its attractlveness
as a firm location.

PLANN!HG DEPARTMENT
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The site is an integral part of a new wireless commumcatzons network that will enhance the City’s diverse
economic base.

OBJECTIVE 4:
IMPROVE THE VIABILITY OF EXISTING INDUSTRY IN THE CITY AND THE
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY.

Policy 1:
Maintain and enhance a favorable business climate in the City.

Policy 2:
Promote and attract those economic activities with potential benefit to the City.

The project would benefit the City by enhancing the business climate through improved communication
services for residents and workers.

OBJECTIVE 8 - ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL CENTER FOR
CONVENTIONS AND VISITOR TRADE.

- POLICY 8.3 - Assure that areas of parhcular visitor attrachon are provided with adequate pubhc
services for both residents and visitors.

The Project will ensure that residents and visitors have széequate public service in the form of AT&T
Wireless mobile telecommunications.

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT |

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 3: ,
ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY FROM THE EFFECTS OF FIRE OR
NATURAL DISASTER THROUGH ADEQUATE EMERGENCY OPERATIONS PREPARATION.

Policy 1:
Maintain a local agency for the provision of emergency services to meet the needs of San
Francisco. '

Policy 2: ,
Develop and maintain viable, up-to-date in-house emergency operations plans, with necessary

equipment, for operational capability of all emergency service agencies and departments.

Policy 3:

RN FRAMVILG .
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Maintain and expand agreements for emergency assistance from other jurisdictions to ensure
adequate aid in time of need.

Policy 4:
Establish and maintain an adequate Emergency Operations Center.

Policy 5:
Maintain and expand the city’s fire prevention and ﬁre—flghtmg capability.

Policy 6:
Establish a system of emergency access routes for both emergency operations and evacuation.

The project would enhance the ability of the City to protect both life and property from the effects of a fire or
natural disaster by providing communication services.

EAST SOMA (SOUTH‘ OF MARKET) AREA PLAN
Objectives and Policies |

OBJECTIVE 7.1:
ENSURE PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Policy 7.1.1:
Support the siting of new facilifies to meet the needs of a growing G)Imnumty and to prov1de
opportunities for residents of all age levels.

The site is an integral part of a new wireless communications network that will enhance the City’s

' community services and facilities..

Planmng Code Sectlon 101. I(b) establishes eight priority-planning pollaes and requires review
of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the pro]ect does comply with said
policies in that: .

A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

No neighborhood-serving retail use would be displaced and the wireless communications network will
enhance personal communication services.

B. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

No residential uses would be displaced or altered in any way by the granting of this authorization.

C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

10
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17.

18.

The project would have no adverse impact on housing in the vicinity. '

. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or

neighborhood parking,.

Due to the nature of the project and minimal maintenance or repair, municipal transit service would
not be impeded and neighborhood parking would not be overburdened.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

The Project would cause no displacement of industrial and service sector activity.

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake. . ’ :

Compliance with applicable structural safety and seismic safety réquirenwnts would be considered
during the building permit application review process.

- That landmarks and historic buildings be preserx}ed.

The proposed Project does not cause the removal or alteration of any significant architectural featurés.

. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from

development.

The Project will have no adverse impact on parks or open space, or their access to sunlight or vistas.

The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development. '

The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Determination of Compliance authorization
would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SR FRANN .
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DECISION

The Commission, after carefully balancing the competing public and private interests, and based upon
the Recitals and Findings set forth above, in accordance with the standards specified in the Code, hereby
approves the Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections Sections 227(h), 303, and
842.93 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting ten new panel antennas and six new
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in
High Density Districts) according to the Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines
and is subject to the conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit A.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this conditional
use authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
18335. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Planning Commission on July 7, 2011.

Linda Avery
Comunission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED: July 7, 2011

12
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Exhibit A

| Conditions of Approval
AUTHORIZATION |

- This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a wireless telecommunications facility consisting of
This approval is for Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93
to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting ten new panel antennas and six new
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in
High Density Districts) according to the Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

" Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder
- of the City and County of San Frandisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Co_mmission on July 7, 2011 undéer Motion No. X0000X.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS'

The conditions of approval under the ‘Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX shall

be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit

application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent

responsible party

- CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
. new Conditional Use authorization. :

13
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Conditions of approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE | | |

1.

Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three .
years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the Department of Building

Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be issued as this
Conditional Use authorization is only an approval of the proposed project and conveys no
independent right to construct the project or to commence the approved use. The Planning
Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or
building permit has not been obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the

~ Project. Once a site or building permit has been issued, construction must commence within the

timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligently to -
completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a permit for the Project
has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3) years have passed since the Motion
was approved. ' ' | '

For mfenﬂatzon about compliance, contact Code Enforcement thmng Department af £15-575-6863, _viio.si-

’7;/W”L2

Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator only
where failure to issue a permit by the Department of Building Inspection to perform said-tenant
anrovements is caused by a delay by a local, State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the
issuance of such penmt(s)

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Deparimenf at 415-575-6863, w5t

IR
[aamasne

DESIGN — COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

3.

G TRANTI

Plan Drawings - WTS. Prior to the issuance of any building or electrical permits for the installation of
the facilities, the Project Sponsor shall submit final scaled drawings for review and approval by the
Planning Department ("Plan Drawings"). The Plan Drawings shall describe:

a. Structure and Siting. Identify all facility related support and protection measures to be installed.
This incdudes, but is not limited to, the location(s) and method(s) of placement, support,
protection, screening, paint and/or other treatments of the antennas and other appurtenances to
insure public safety, insure compatibility with urban design, architectural and historic
preservation principles, and harmony with neighborhood character.

b. For the Project Site, regardless of the ownership of the existing facilities. Identify the locatlon of
all existing antennas and facilities; and identify the locahon of all approved (but not installed)
antennas and facilities.

c. Emissions. Provide a report, subject to approval of the Zoning Administrator, that operation of
the facilities in addition to ambient RF emission levels will not exceed adopted FCC standards
with regard to human exposure in uncontrolled areas.

For mformaﬂon about compimnce contact the Case Planner, Plannzng Department at 415-558-6613,

NI Al RS .
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Screening - WIS. To the extent necessary For information about compliance with adopted FCC

- regulations regarding human exposure to RF emissions, and upon the recommendation of the Zonmg

Administrator, the Project Sponsor shall:

a. Modify the placement of the facilities;

b. Install fencing, barriers or other appropriate structures or devices to restrict access to the
facilities;

¢ Install multi-lingual s1gnage, including the RF radiation hazard warning symbol identified in
ANSI (C95.2 1982, to notify persons that the facility could cause exposure fo RF emissions;

d. Implement any other practice reasonably necessary to ensure that the facility is operated in

compliance with adopted FCC RF emission standards.

e. To the extent necessary to minimize visual obtrusion and clutter, installations shall conform to

" the following standards:

f. Antennas and back up equipment shall be pamted, fenced landscaped or otherwise treated
architecturally so as to minimize visual impacts;

g- Rooftop installations shall be setback such that back up facilities are not viewed from the street;

h.  Antennae aitached to building facades shall be so placed, screened or otherwise treated to
minimize any negative visual impact; and

i. Although co location of various companies" facilities may be desirable, a maximum number of
antennas and back up facilities on the Project Site shall be established, on a case by case basis,
such that "antennae farms” or similar visual intrusions for the site and area is not created.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6613, siviivs!-

plamine.ore .
[SATLIRNREEE =R

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT
5.

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval confained in this
Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the -
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or
Section 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. -

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wiviv.si-

”/ I fi (71‘_\

Monitoring. The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The
Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established
under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information
about compliance.

 For mfamza&on about compliance, confact Code Enforcement, memng Department at 415-575-6863, .51~

:[{)Z}urls

Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved
by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the specific
Conditions of Approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning

15
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10.

Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a pub]ic
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575- 6863, st

planning oie,

Implementahon and Monitoring Costs - WTS. :

a. The Project Sponsor, on an equitable basis with other WTS providers, shall pay the cost of
preparing and adopting appropriate General Plan policies related to the placement of WIS
facilities. Should future legislation be enacted to provide for cost recovery for planning, the
Project Sponsor shall be bound by such legislation.

b. The Project Sponsor or its successors shall be responsible for the payment of all reasonable costs
associated with the monitoring of the conditions of approval contained in this authorization,
including costs incurred by this Department, the Department of Public Health, the Department of
Electricity and Telecommunications, Office of the City Attorney, or any other appropriate City
Department or agency pursuant to Planning Code Section 351(f) (2). The Plarining Department
shall collect such costs on behalf of the City.

¢ The Project Sponsor shall be responsible for the payment of all fees associated with the

installation of the subject facility, which are assessed by the City pursuant to all apphcable law.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enﬁrcement Planning Department at 415-575-6863, “cwii.st

pla Hm/w Al

Implementation and Monitoring - WTS. In the event that the Project implementation report
includes a finding that RF emissions for the site exceed FCC Standards in any uncontrolled location,
the Zoning Administrator may require the Applicant to immediately cease and desist operation of the
facility until such time that the violation is corrected to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Department at 415-575-6863, st

”117}1171('7 NUAN

Project implementation Report - WTS. The Project Sponsor shall prepare and submit to the Zonﬁtg
Administrator a Project Implementation Report. The Project Implementation Report shall:

~ a. Identify the three dimensional perimeter closest fo the facility at which adopted FCC standards

for human exposure to RF emissions in uncontrolled areas are satisfied;

b. Document testing that demonstrates that the facility will not cause any potential exposure to RF
emissions that exceed ,adopted FCC emission standards for human exposure in uncontrolled
areas.

c. - The Project Implementahon Report shall compare test results for each test point with applicable
FCC standards. Testing shall be conducted in compliance with FCC regulations governing the
measurement of RF emissions and shall be conducted during normal business hours on a non
holiday weekday with the subject equipment measured while operating at maximum power.

d. Testing, Monitoring, and Preparation. The Project Implementation Report shall be prepared by a
certified professional engineer or other technical expert approved by the Department. At the sole
option of the Department, the Department (or its agents) may monitor the performance of testing
required for preparation of the Project Implementation Report. The cost of such monitoring shall

* be borne by the Project Sponsor pursuant to the condition related to the payment of the City’s
reasonable costs. »

LAl TRANS
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11.

i. Notification and Testing. The Project Implementation Report shall set forth the testing
and measurements undertaken pursuant to Conditions 2 and 4.
ii. Approval. The Zoning Administrator shall request that the Certification of Final
Completion for operation of the facility not be issued by the Départment of Building
Inspection until such time that the Project Implementation Report is approved by the
Department for compliance with these conditions.
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Publzc Health at
(415) 252-3800, . sidshorg. :

Notification prior to Project Implementation Report - WI'S. The Projed Sponsor shall undertake to
inform and perform appropriate tests for residents of any dwelling units located within 25 feet of the

: transrm’dmg antenna at the time of testing for the Project Implementation Report.

13.

a. At least twenty calendar days prior to conducting the testing required for preparation of the
Project Implementation Report, the Project Sponsor shall mail notice to the Department, as well
as to the resident of any legal dwelling unit within 25 feet of a transmitting antenna of the date on
which testing will be conducted. The Applicant will submit a written affidavit attesting to this
mail notice along with the mailing list. ‘

b. When requested in advance by a resident notified of testmg pursuant to' subsection (a), the

- Project Sponsor shall conduct testing of total power density of RF emissions within the residence
of that resident on the date on which the testing is conducted for the Project Implementation
Report.

- For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement P!unmng Department at 415-575-6863, wirin:

o

inng.

nre

. Installation - WTS. Within 10 days of the installation and operation of the fadilities, the Project

Sponsor shall confirm in writing to the Zoning Administrator that the facilities are being maintained
and operated in compliance with applicable Building, Electrical and other Code requirements, as well
as applicable FCC emissions standards.

For information about compliance, contact Code En}%rcemenf Planning Deparﬁnent at £15-575- 6863 AU r
plauaning.org

Periodic Safety Monitoring - WTS. The Project Sponsor shall submit o the Zoning Administrator 10
days after installation of the facilities, and every two years thereafter, a certification attested to by a

licensed engineer expert in the field of EMR/RF emissions, that the facilities are and have been
operated within the then current applicable FCC standards for RF/EMF emissions.

For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at
(415) 252-3800, wivw.sidplioig. -

OPERATION

14.

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit application to construct the project and
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a comununity liaison officer to deal
with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall
provide the Zoning Administrator written notice of the name, business address, and telephone
number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator

SRN TRANTINLY .
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Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 | ‘ ~ 660-670 4th Street

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator

what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the
Project Sponsor.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Ptmmg Department af 415-575-6863, wini.st-

vlanining.org

Out of Service — WTS. The ‘Project Sponsor or Property Owner shall remove antennae and
equipment that has been out of service or otherwise abandoned for a continuous period of six
months.

 For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Pfannmg Department at 415-575- 6863, wiwi.si-

1l biau ;1,_1}5_%

Emissions Conditions - WIS. Itis a continuing condition of this authorization that the facilities be
operated in such a manner so as not to contribute to ambient RF/EMF emissions in excess of then
current FCC adopted RF/EMF emission standards; violation of this condition shall be grounds_for
revocation. :

For information about complzance contact the Environmental Health Sectzon, Department of Public Health at
(415) 252-3800, wivw.sfidph.e

Noise and Heat - WIS. The WTS fadlity,‘indudmg power source and cooling facility, shall be
operated at all times within the limits of the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. The WTS
facility, induding power source and any heating/cooling facility, shall not be operated so as to cause
the generation of heat that adversely affects a building occupant.

For information about cmnplmnce contact the Environmental Health Section, Depariment of Public Health at
(415) 252-3800, wicw.shiph.org

Transfer of Operation - WIS. Any carrier/provider authorized by the Zoning Administrator or by

. the Planning Commission fo operate a specific WIS installation may assign the operation of the

facility to another carrier licensed by the FCC for that radio frequency provided that such transfer is
made known to the Zoning Administrator in advance of such operation, and all- conditions of
approval for the subject installation are carried out by the new carrier/provider.

Por mformahon about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wiviv.si-

Compatibility with City Emergency Services — WTS. The facility shall not be operated or caused to
transmit on or adjacent to any radio frequencies licensed to the City for emergency
telecommunication services such that the City’s emergency telecommunications system experiences
interference, unless prior approval for such has been granted in writing by the City.

For information about compliance, contact . the Department of Technology, 415-581-4000,

Gifplisteond org/dex aspal page=142]

ESJ:G:\ DOCUMENTS\ Projects\ CU\ WTS\ 4th Street 670\ Drait Motion.doc
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Sanborn Map*

*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.
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Aerial Photograph — Site View
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Aerial Photograph — Looking South
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Aerial Photograph — Looking North
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Aerial Photograph — Looking East
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AT&T bility » Proposed Base Station (. : No. CN5524)
One Bluxome Street « San Francisco, California

Statement of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers

The firm of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, has been refained on behalf of
AT&T Mobility, a personal wireless telecommunications carrier, to evaluate the base station (Site
No. CN5524) proposed to be located at One Bluxome Street in San Francisco, California, for
compliance with appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to radio frequency (“RF”)

electromagnetic fields.

Background

The San Francisco Department of Public Health has adopted a 10-point checklist for determining
- compliance of WTS facilities with prevailing safety standards. The acceptable limits set by the FCC
. for exposures of unlimited duration are:

Wireless Service ~_Frequency Band Occupational Limit Public Limit
Microwave (Point-to-Point) 5-23,000 MHz 5.00 mW/em?  1.00 mW/cm?2
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 ‘ 5.00 1.00
AWS (Advanced Wireless) - 2,100 _ 5.00 1.00
PCS (Personal Communication) 1,950 5.00 1.00
Cellular 870 2.90 0.58
SMR (Specialized Mobile Radio) 855 . 285 057
700 MHz 700 2.35 0.47
[most restrictive frequency range] 30-300 1.00 0.20

The site was visited by Mr. Robert H. Taylor, a qualified field technician contracted by Hammett
& Edison, Inc., during normal business hours on June 29, 2010, a non-holiday weekday, and reference
has been made to information provided by AT&T, including zoning drawings by Streamline
Engineering and Design, Inc., dated September 14, 2010.

Checklist

1. The location of all existing antennas and facilities af site. Fxisting RF levels.

There were observed no wireless base stations installed at the site. Existing RF levels for a person at
ground near the site were less than 1% of the most restrictive public exposure limit.

2. The location of all approved (but not msfalied) antennas and facilities. Expected RF levels ﬁom
approved antennas. :

No other WTS facilities or other communications facilities are reported to be approved for this site but
not yet installed. '

HAMMETT & fDISO\’ INC
: SELSTIANEINTE AT5524599.1

s Page 1 of 4



AT&T bility - Proposed Base Station {{ > No. CN5524)
One Bluxome Street « San Francisco, California

3. The number _and types of WTS within 100 feet of proposed site and estimates of additive EMR
emissions at proposed site. .

There were observed antennas for use by Sprint Nextel mounted on short poles, above the roof of the
adjoining building to the southwest. The additive effect of the Sprint Nextel operation at ground level
1s reflected in'the measurement of existing conditions reported in Ttem 1 above.

4. Location (and number) of Applicant’s antennas and back-up facilities per building and location
(and number) of other WTS at site.

AT&T proposés to install ten Andrew directional panel antennas — two Model TBXLHB-6565A-R2M
and eight Model DBXNH-6565A-R2M — above the roof of the tall residential building located at One
Bluxome Street. The antennas would be mounted with up to 10° downtilt at an effective height of at

least 77% feet above ground, 7Y% feet above the roof, and would be oriented in two groups of three
(each with one Model TBXLHB and two Model DBXNH) toward 100°T and 330°T, within new view
screen enclosures to be constructed next to existing chimneys on the roof, and in a group of four
toward 220°T (Model DBXNH) behind a view screen to be installed on the side of the mechanical
bequipment penthouse above the roof.

5. Power rating (maximum and_expected operating power) for all existing and proposed backup
equipment subject to application.

The expected operating power of the AT&T transmitters is reflected in the resulting effective radiated
power given in Item 6 below; the transmitters may operate at a power below their maximum rating,

6. Total number of watts per installation and total number of watts for all installations at site.

The maximum effective radiated power proposed by AT&T in any direction is 7,490 watts,
representing simultaneous operation at 3,700 watts for PCS, 1,190 watts for cellular, 1,820 watts for
AWS, and 780 watts for 700 MHz.

7. - Plot or roof plan showing method of atiachment of antennas. directionality of antennas, and height
above roof level. Discuss nearby inhabited buildings.

The drawings show the proposed antennas to be installed as described in Item 4 above. There were
observed taller buildings in the area, at least 150 feet away. The adjacent building is about 6 feet
lower. '

8. Estimated ambient RF levels for proposed site and identify three-dimensional perimeter where .
exposure standards are exceeded.

For a person anywhere at gro’tmd, the maximum ambient RF exposure level due to the proposed
AT&T operation by itself is calculated to be 0.0045 mW/em?2, which is 0.78% of the applicable public
exposure limit. Ambient RF levels at the site are therefore estimated to remain less than 1% of the
limit. The three-dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit is calculated to
* HAMMETT & EDISON, INC.

CURSLT I I RS . AT5524599.1
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AT&T bility - Proposed Base Station {{ : No. CN5524)
One Bluxome Street » San Francisco, California

extend up to 58 feet out from the antenna faces and to much lesser distances above, below, and to the
sides of the antennas; this includes areas on the roof but does not reach any other publicly accessible

arcas.

9. Describe proposed signage at site.

It is recommended that barricades be erected to preclude access by the general puBIic to areas in front
of the antennas. To prevent occupational exposures in excess of the FCC guidelines, no access within
19 feet directly in front of the antennas themselves, such as might occur during maintenance work on
" the roof, should be allowed while the base station is in oberation, unless other measures can be
demonstrated to ensure that occupational protection requirements are met. Marking with yellow
striping the areas within the barricades® and posting explanatory warning signs at the barricades and
at the antennas, such that the signs would be readily visible from any angle of approach to persons
who might need to work within that distance, would be sufficient to meet FCC-adopted guidelines.

10. Statement of authorship.

The undersigned author of this statement is a qualified Professional Engineer, holding California
Registrations Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, which expire on June 30, 2011. This work has been carried
out under his’direction, and all statements are true and correct of his own knowledge except, where
noted, when data has been supplied by others, which data he believes to be correct.

Measurements when the base station is ready to begin operation may indicate that lesser distances will suffice.

Warning signs should comply with OET-65 color, symbol, and content recommendations. Contact information
should be provided (e.g., a telephone number) to arrange for access to restricted areas. The selection of language(s)

is not an engineering matter; the San Francisco Department of Public Health recommends that all signs be written

in English, Spanish, and Chinese. \

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. ' &

0 EENE RSN AT5524599.1
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AT&T bility « Proposed Base Station ({ : No. CN5524)
One Biuxome Street » San Francisco, California

Conclusion

Based on the information and analysis above, it is my professional opinion that operation of the
proposed AT&T base station at One Bluxome Street in San Francisco will comply with the prevailing
standards for limiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and, therefore, will not for this reason
cause a significant impact on the environment. Erecting barricades is recommended to establish
compliance with public exposure limitations, and marking areas on the roof and posting signs is
recommended to establish compliance with occupational exposﬁre limitations.

/ *
N . / S S Y
(oo f - Frpens
Wiiliam F. Hammett, P.E.
707/996-5200 ‘

November 9, 2010

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. .
CONSLT IS E I R , AT5524599.1
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City and County of San Francisco Gavin Newsom, Mayor .
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Miichell H. Kalz, MD, Direclor of Health

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION Rajiv Bhatia, MD, MPH, Director of EH

V Review bf Cellular Antenna Site Proposals

Project Sponsor : AT&T Wireless Planner: Jonas Ionin

RF Engineer Consultant: Hammett and Edison Phone Number: (707) 996-5200
7Project Address/Location: I Bluxome St \
SiteID: 1321 SiteNo.: CN5524

The following information is required to be provided before approval of this project can be made. These
information requirements are established in the San Francisco Planning Department Wireless
Telecommunications Services Facility Siting Guidelines dated Angust 1996.

In order to facilitate quicker approvat of this project, it is recommended that the project sponsor review
this document before submitting the proposal to ensure that all requirements are included.

X 1. The location of all existing antennas and facilities. Existing RF levels. (WTS-FSG, Section 11, 2b)
4 [ Existing Antennas No Existing Antennas: 0
2. The location of all approved (but not installed) antennas and facilities. Expected RF levels from the
2 approved antennas. (WTS-FSG Section 11, 2b) :
OvYes @ nNo

3. The number and types of WTS within 100 feet of the proposed site and provide estimates of cumulative
X_ EMR emissions at the proposed site. (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5.2)

® Yes ONQ '

4. Location (and number) of the Applicant’s antennas and back-up facilities per building and number and
L location of other telecommunication facilities on the property (WTS-FSG, Section 10.4.1a)

5. Power rating (maximum and expected operating power) for all existing and proposed backup
X_ equipment subject to the application (WTS-FSG, Section 10.4.1c)
Maximum Power Rating: 7490  walls.
X 6. The total number of watts per installation and the total number of watts for all installations on the
~—— building (roof or side) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5.1).
Maximum Effective Radiant: 7490 waits.
7. Preferred method of attachment of proposed antenna (roof, wall mounted, monopole) with plot or roof

X plan. Show directionality of antennas. Indicate height above roof level. Discuss nearby inhabited
buildings (particularly in direction of antennas) (WI'S-FSG, Section 10.41d) ,

8. Report estimated ambient radio frequency fields for the proposed site (identify the three-dimensional
A perimeter where the FCC standards are exceeded.) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5) State FCC standard utilized
and power density exposure level (Le. 1986 NCRP, 200 uw/cm’) '

Maximum RF Exposure: 0.0645 mWiem-  Maximum RF Exposure Percent:  0.78

9. Signage at the facility identifying all WTS equipment and safety precautions for péople nearing the
_X_ equipment as may be required by any applicable FCC-adopted standards. (WTS-FSG, Section 10.9.2).
Discuss signage for those who speak languages other than English. '
v Public_Exclusion_Area Public Exclusion In Feet: 58

W] Occupational Exclusion_Area Occupational Exclusion In Feet: = 19




X 10. Statement on who produced this report and qualifications.

Approved. Based on the information provided the following staff believes that the project proposal will

X comply with the current Federal Communication Commission safety standards for radiofrequency’
radiation exposure. FCC standard 1986-NCRP Approval of the subsequent Project
Implementation Report is based on project sponsor completing recommendations by project
consultant and DPH.

Comments:

There are currently no existing antennas operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the roof top of
the building at 1 Bluxome Street. Exisiting RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC
public exposure limit. There were observed similar atnennas operated by Sprint located within 100
feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be
mounted at a height of 78 feet above the ground. The estimated ambient RF field from the
proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq cm.,
which is 0.78 % of the FCC public exposure limit. The three dimensional perimeter of RF levels
equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet which includes areas of the roof top but does not
reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be installed in front of the antennas in order
to prevent the public from having access to the public exclusion zones on the roof top. Warmning -
signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access points in English, Spanish and Chinese.
Worker should not have access to mthm 19 feet of the front of the antennas while they are in
operation.

Not Approved, additional information required.

Not Approved, does not comply with Federal Co:hmunication Commission safety standards for
—— radiofrequency radiation exposure. FCC Standard

1 Hours spent reviewing

Charges to Project Sponsor (ili addition to previous charges, to be received at time of receipt by Sj

- Dated: 11/22/2010

Signed:

Patrick Fosdahl ,
Environmental Health Management Section
San Francisco Dept. of Public Health
1390 Market St., Suite 210,
San Francisco, CA. 94102
(415) 252-3904



Jax Robertson To erika.jackson@sfgov.org
<jax.robertson@gmail.com> :

05/31/2011 10:59 AM

‘ec
bec
Subject Case No. 2016.1042C

History: g This message has been repliedto.

Erika Jackson,

Case No. 2010.1042C (scheduled for this Thursday, June 2nd) is regarding AT&T putting cell
towers on building Bluxome Place, at address 1 Bluxome Street. I am the president of the
Bluxome Place HOA. The city sent out notices for the public hearing, yet AT&T has told us they
*WILL NOT* be part of the public hearing. 1 wanted to know from you if that is correct.

The cell towers are a frustration to the HOA and homeowners. We weren't part of the
negotiations, planning, or contract. As a result, at this point in time, we'd rather the towers not be
put on tops of our homes and businesses. All discussions and planning was done by the bu11der ‘
who has maintained ownership of the airspace above our building.

Please Iet me know if this case number (2010.1042C) will be discussed at the hearing. Ifso, I
will be there.
Regards,

Jax Robertson
President, Bluxome Place HOA



Jason Sanders To erika.jackson@sfgov.drg

<jasonwsanders@gmail.com> ce

06/02/2011 07:58 AM bee
o Subject Case No 2010.1042C

History: >This message has been replied to.

Erika- . v

I heard through the grapevine that the public hearing for this case is no longer taking place today.
As 1 am the one party most affected by the proposal (I have a roof deck where my family,
including a 3 and 5 year old, relaxes just feet away from the proposed antennas), I planned on
attending the hearing and opposing the project. N _

Please advise as to whether or not the case will be heard today. Also, if it has been changed,

please indicate time and location of next hearing.

Thank you, -

Jason

Jason Sanders
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File 110941 - 4th Street CEQA Appeal
B ; Carmen Chu, David Campos, David Chiu, ‘
Board of Supervisors to: Fric L Mar, John Avalos, Ross Mirkarimi, 08/29/201111:36 AM
Sean Elsbernd, Malia Cohen, Scott Wiener,

The Clerk's Office has received three emails regarding file 110941,

Board of Supervisors

1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-5184

(415) 554-5163 fax ,

Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org,

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking
http://www.stbos.org/index aspx?page=104-
----- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 08/29/2011 11:38 AM -----

From: krys_burgos@Hbtrnajl.com ' :
To: ‘Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org' <Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 08/26/2011 05:18 PM

Subject: I Support Wireless Upgrades at 4th Street and King

August 26, 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall .

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102/4689_

Dear Angela Calvillo,

~ Dropped calls are annoying. Slow data connections are annoying. And standing in the way of
improving wireless service is not the right approach. o

The Board has an opportunity to help improve the wireless experience of San Francisco
residents and visitors by approving a cell site at 4th Street and King Street, which will
strengthen wireless signals to a very popular area of town. To do otherwise would be short
sighted. . ‘

Sincerely,

Crescenciano C. Burgos

San Francico, CA 94110-6405

From: wc9213@hotmail.com _
Tor "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org® Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: 08/26/2011 09:27 PM



Subject: Embracing technology means embracing infrastructute to support it

August 26,2011 :
Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Angela Calvillo,

Better cell phone coverage has the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to work
from anywhere. The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would
provide better wireless service to tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restaurants and
shopping in our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into San Francisco's local economy and
provide much needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more reliable coverage also
benefits public safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most,

So in the interest of our economic well-being and public safety, I hope you will approve the cell
~ site at Fourth and King;

Sincerely,
Wanda Chu

San Francisco, CA 04122-3531

From: HauSlS@yahoo com o

To: "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org’ <Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org>

Date: 08/27/2011 04:28 AM

Subject: SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure

August 27, 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 °
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 '

~ Dear Angela Calvﬂlo;

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have come to love and rely on our
wireless devices.

Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed to realzt]me
interaction that is flexible :

and convenient. I expect and depend on reliable service when I go to work, to baseball games or
even to dinner. ' :



This is why maintaining and buﬂdmg new wireless mfrastructure is so important and why I
-support the building of
new cell sites in our city. L Welcome with open arms anythmg that can improve my existing

wireless service.
Sincerely,

Lawrence Lau

San Francisco, CA 941223531



Support Faster, More Reliable Wireless Connections in San Francisco
Carmen Chu, David Campos, David Chiu, ,

Board of Supervisors to: Eric I Mar, John Avalos, Ross Mirkarimi, ° 08/29/2011 11:38 AM
Sean Elsbernd, Malia Cohen, Scott Wiener,

From: brad2k@gmail.com

To: . *Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org’ Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: 08/27/201110:58 PM }

Subject: Support Faster, More Reliable Wireless Connections in San Francisco -

August 27,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall -

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Angela Calvillo,

I urge you to approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site located near Fourth Street and
King Street. San Franciscans and visitors to our city rely on smartphones, tablets, and other

- wireless devices as an important part of our lifestyle and how we do business. The Board should
do everything it can to allow the companies that provide wireless service to the city to do what it
needs to do to improve and expand infrastructure so we can have reliable connections, faster-
data service and fewer dropped calls.

If this cell site can improve wireless coverage in our city, which our local businesses and
residents depend on, then it is a no-brainer for the board to approve and support.

Sincerely,
| Brad Azevédo

San Francisco, CA 94110-1605



City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

| NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and

- County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time-all interested parties may
~ attend and be heard: \

Date: Tuesday, September 6, 2011
Time: 2:30 p.m.

Location: Hearing Room 416 located at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
’ Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: File No. 110941. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting
to the decision of the Planning Department dated July 25,
2011, Case No. 2010.1042C, that a project located at 660-670 4"
Street is exempt from environmental review under Categorical
Exemption, Class 3 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301).
The proposed project involves installation of a wireless ‘
telecommunications facility consisting of ten new panel
antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an’
existing mixed use building, Lot Nos. 104-160, in Assessor’s
Block No. 3786. (District 6) (Appellant: Jason Sanders)

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, notice is hereby given, if you
challenge, in court, the matter described above, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, orin’
written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors at, or prior to, the public
hearing. ~

In accordance with -Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,
persons who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written
comments to the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be -
made a part of the official public records in these matters, and shall be brought to the
attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed to



Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is available in the

Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda lnformatlon will be available for public
review on September 1, 2011.

Angela _Calvillb |
Clerk of the Board

DATED/MAILED:  August-26, 2011



