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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

APPEAL OF CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION |
AT&T “L:ghtspeed” Network Upgrade N

" DATE: -

RE:

1

Thxs memorandum and the attached documents are a rf5ponse to the letter of appeal to the Board o

April 19, 2011
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervnsors |
- FROM: ' Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-9048_.
Don Lew1s, Case Planner — (415) 575-9095 .
Flle No 110344, Planmng Case No. 2010.094E
Appeal of Categorxcal Exemptxon for ‘AT&T "nghtspeed” Network
o N _Upgrade S _ L T
HEARING DATE: . Apri26,2011 -,
ATTACHMENTS: " A—Letter of AppeaI'(March 14, 2011; Exhibit A of Letter of Appeal is the
- February 22, 2011, Cerh.ﬁcate of Exemptlon from Envuonmental
Rev1ew) ' :
'PROJECT SPONSOR:" Michael Edwards, AT&T California, (415) 644-7043 .
APPELLANT: . MllO Hanke, San Franasco Beautlful and the Plannmg Assocxatlon of the. .
: ~ Richmond
_ INT| RODUCTION

of Supervisors (the "Board”) regardmg the Plannmg Department’s (the “Department”) issuance
of a Categorical Exemptlon Certificate under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA
.Determmatlon”) for the AT&T "nghtspeed” Network Upgrade project (the "pro)ect”)

The Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Gu]de]mes, issued a Categonca] Exemphon
Certificate for the project on February 22, 2011, ﬁndlng that the proposed project would riot have
a slgruﬁcant eﬁect on the: envu-onment 1

1 California >(>Zode of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15303: Class 3 Exemption. -
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‘Appeal of Categorical Exempiion | _ e ' File No. 110344, Planning Case No. 2010.0944E
Hearing Date: April 26, 2011 - : -

'The decision before the Board is. Whether to uphold the Departments decision to issue a
Categorical Exemption and deny the appeal, of to overturni the-Department’s decision to issue a .
Categorical Exemption and return the. project to the Department staff for additional

t:uvuuu.u.u:.u.l.n-}. J.CVLUW

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

AT&T. proposes to upgrade its residential commumcahons network to a hlgh-speed data

- -transmission technology referred to as ”Lxghtspeed ” which would enable. new serv1ces,.
including internet protocol television. To provide these new services, AT&T would expa.nd its”
fiber-optic network throughout the City by placing additional fiber through its existing copper -
conduit currently used for telephone linés. Spec1f1ca11y, AT&T would install up to 726 metal,
either tan or light green, 51.7-inches-wide by 26-inches-deep by 48=1nch<—$_-h1gh communications

' cabinets in the public right-of-way to house the 'Lightspeed" electronics. The precise locations of
the proposed new cabinets have not been identified; however, a]l new cabinets would be located

. within 300 feet of an existing AT&T Servmg Area ]'.nterface (SAI) cabinet, also located within the
public right-of-way throughout the Clty : .

.Each niew mstallatlon would involve the following work pairing a L1ghtspeed cabmet within .
close proximity to an existing AT&T SAI cabinet (the copper cross-connect box which is already
Jocated in the public right-of-way) to make the necessary fiber/copper connections; excavation of
up to 48 inches deep would be required. for the installation of an approximately 4-foot by 6-foot * -
concrete foundation pad that would support each Lightspeed. cabinet; construction of a 3-foot-

- deep and appronmately 10- to 300-foot-long trench run to install conduit from the Lightspeed

' cabinet to the existing SAT; construction of a 4-foot-deep and approximately 50- to 150-foot-long

‘trench run to connect the new Lightspeed cabinet to an ‘existing power source such as a pole or
underground vaulb and an additional 3-foot-deep trench may be required if AT&T needs to

j replace or repair e)ustmg underground telephone condu1t to accommodate new ﬁber placement.

In addmon, some of the ex15tmg SAI cabinets would be enlarged and "re-skmned” with new
wiring and room for additional capacity in their existing locations by up to 18 inches in width, 14
inches in dlameter, and 16 inches in height, and some would be Temoved from utility poles,
enlarged by up to 7 inches in w1dth 8 inches in depth, and 39 inches in height, and placed on the
ground. The majority of these cabinets would be deployed over a three-year period. Also, in a
few locations, SAIs are clustered such that AT&T may be able to further reduce the number of

- cabinets to less than 726 if appropriate space is available to accommodate a double capacity.

cabinet. This double capacity cabinet is 50 inches wide by 56.5 inches deep by 48 inches high. A -
" number of existing:cabinets would also be enlarged by approximately 6 inches, by addmg a bolt.

to the end panel on the existing cabinet.

 AT&T's proposed Lightspeed cabinets would hold the electronics needed to convert the fiber-
optic signal to a broadband signal that can be transmitted over its exisﬁng_copper distribution
network. The Lightspeed cabinets would not contain transmitters or wireless devices, and would

SAN FRANCISGO
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Appeal of Categorical Exemption . " File No. 110344, Planning Case No. 2010.0944E
‘Hearing Date: April 26,2011 . . ' - " ' o o '

not emit radio frequency radiation. The Lightspeed cabinets would be equipped with a cooling . - '
fan and a back-up battery that would run for up to eight hours during commercial outages. For
 prolonged outages in residential neighborhoods, ‘generators that are part of AT&T's service
vehicles would be used and would run off the power of the vehicle. Diesel generators are also '
used but are not the preferred method in residential neighborhoods. Another method of -
prov1dmg back up power is to replece the cabinet batteries to extend the power during repair of

the power supply. The electronics in thesé cabiriets require that they be placed above ground as a
“technical matter, as the electronic equipment must be free fro;ﬁ moisture and corrosion.

Pursuant to the submitted project proposal, AT&T would locate the prop'ésed Tiew cabinets such
that cabinets are Jocated outside of the boundaries of designated historic and conservation
districts, and are located within the public right-of-way and not on individual buildings. None of
the existing SAI cabinets Jocated within designated historic or conservation districts would be. .
enlarged, “re-skinned,” relocated, or have a bolt added. The only proposed Lightspeed work in
these districts is potential trenching to install conduit’ from the proposed cabinet to the existing

. cabmet and if AT&T needs to replace or repair existing underground telephone condmt. '

The proposed pro;ect is sub]ect to the reqmrements for excavation penmts in ArtlcleZ 4 of the
“Public Works Code and the requlrements of Deparlment of Public Works (DPW) Order No.

175,566 concerning placement of surface-mounted facilities (SMF) in the public right-of-way.2
DPW reviews- each application on an individual basis and evaluates the- potential for the
proposed facilities to impede travel on public streets, inconvenience property owners, Or
otherwise disturb the use of the public right-of-way by the public. DPW will ensure that persons:
affected by the installation: have an opportunity to be heard before an impartial hearing officer '
appomted by the Director of DPW. The hearing. officer will summarize the evidence and "
‘testimony and. will make recommendations to the Director, who will make. the final

' determmahon. In addition, AT&T will provxde notice to all residents within 300 feet of the work

48 hours pnor to the commencmnent of work. |

BACKGROUND

In July 2008, the Planning Department issued a categoncal .exemption for AT&T's 2007

~ “Lightspeed” upgrade proposal (Planning Department Case No..2007.1350E). The categoncali
exemption was appealed, and during the appeal hearing before the Board of Supervisors, AT&T .
withdrew their environmental application? To address feedback from the City and the public, _ -
AT&T submitted a new project (the current proposal) with the following project changes: (1)
reduced the nuiber of new cabinets by 124 (from 850 to 726); (2) integrated the power supply

" meter into the new cabinets, negating the need for an attached power panel; (3) doubled the
needed “pairing” distance from new cabmets to existing cabinets (from 150 feet to 300 feet) and

- (4) Temoved all proposed new cabinets that would have been located within the boundaries of

2 Regulations for Issuing Excavation Permits for the Installation of Surface-Mounted Facilities in the Public Right-Of Way, DPW -
Order No. 175,566. This document is avaitable for review at the Planning Depanmcnt, at 1650 Mission Sue:t, Suite 400, as part of
- Case No. 2010.0944E,

3 AT&T also wrthdrew all of thalr pcndlng perrmt apphcanons (ncarly 350) with DPW.
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Appeal of Categorical Exemption o - File No. 110344, Planning Case No. 2010.0944E

Hearing Date: April 26, 2011

" designated historic or conservahon districts. The revised pro]ect was addressed in the categoncal
) exemphon issued on February 22, 2011 Wthh is the sub]ect of this appeal.

- CEQA GUlDELlNES'

Categorical Exemptlons _ :
~ Section 21084 of the California Pubhc Resources Codet requires that the CEQA Gu1delmes
© identify a list of classes of projects that have been determmed not to have a 51gmﬁcant effect on

the environment and are exempt from further envxronmental review.

In ;&ponse to thatAmand'ate,'the State Secreiary of Resou.rces found that certain classes of
projects, which are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 153335 do not have a
significant impact on. the environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from - the

. requuement for the preparahon of further envu'onmental review.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303, or Class 3, pro‘vides‘for an'exemi:)ﬁon from environmerital .

review for constructon and location of limited numbers of new, small faciliies or structures,
_ installation of small new equipment and facilities in small siructures; and the conversion of
existing small structures from one use to another where only minor modifications are made in the
exterior of the structure. The numbers of structures described in Section 15303 are the maximum

~allowable on any legal parcel. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(d) specifically. applies to - ‘

utility extensions. The proposed Lightspeed cabinets are smaller and less noticeable than many of
the examples of structures given in Section 15303 as being categorically exempt, such as single-
famnily homes and multi- -family dwellings, and are smaller than many structures where the
' Planning Department issued this same exemption. Thus, the Lightspeed mstallatlons are covered
by the range of act1v1t1es properly exempted pursuant to Class 3.

CEQA Gmdelines Section 15300.2 lists exceptions to the use of categoncal eﬁem‘pﬁons The -

exceptions include that an exemption shall not be used where the project would result in a
_ 's1gm.ﬁcant cumulative environmental impact (Section 15300.2(b)), where there is a reasonable
i poss1b1hty that the activity would have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances (Section 153002(c)), where the project would damage scenic resources within

* highway officially designated as a state scenic highway (Section 15300.2(d)), where the. project .

would be located on a site listed as a hazardous waste site pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the
* California Government Code (Section 15300.2(e)), where the project WOuld cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource (Section 15300.2(f)). As described in the
February 2011 Categorical Exemiption, there are no conditions associated ‘with the ‘Lightspeed

facilities that would suggest the p0551b111ty of a significant environmental effect under these._ :

exceptions. Therefore, Lmder the above—ated classification, the proposed project is approprlately
exempt from environmental review. :

4 21084: Guidelines shall list classes of projects exempt from this Act.
$ Catifornia Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3. -
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Appeal of Categorical Exemption - File No. 110344, Planning Case No. 2010.0944F
Hearing Date: April 26,2011 : : o me e s

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES
The issues raised in the March 14, 2011 Appeal Letter are cited below in the order in whxch they.
appear in the Appea] Letter and are followed by the Deparb:nent’ s responses. '

) Iss'ue #1: "On behalf\'of more than ﬁfteen hundred members o_f San Franmsco Beauﬁful and the
" Planning A$so'ciatio_n for the Richmond, I respectfully appeal the Planning Department

 Exemption from Environmental Review (2010.0944F) issued February 22, 2011, in light of the

significant . environmental Jmpacts of “the prO]ect that warrant m—depth review in ‘an’| -
Environmental Impact Report™. o o i

Response #1: As analyzed in the Categorical Exemption and in this appeal response, the
Department has determined that this project does not result in sxgmﬁcant environmental effects,
~ and that none of the exceptions to the useof a categorlml exemption are triggered. These -
-exceptions -are listed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2, and were listed on page 4. As
described in the Categoncal Exemption, there are no conditions associated with the proposed
.cabinets that would suggest the possibility of a significant environmiental effect under these
_ ‘exceptions. In addition, the Appellant has riot put forth any substantial evidence to the contrary.
- Therefore, - the project was appropriately. exempt 'from envuonmental review and an
Env:ronmenta.l Impact Report is not warranted.

Issue #2: “Whereas, the Planning Dep:—'u-tment has .giveh'; a categorical exemption from °
environmental review to AT&T for the installation of up to 726 large, above ground
comimunications cabmets (51.7" wide by 26 deep by 48" high) in the public nght of way'

"’Whereas, they are mstallmg them- nelghborhood by nelghborhood so that many affected.‘
~ communities and individual property owners are unaware of AT&T's plans and the adverse.
. unpact it will have on theu' nelghborhoods ;

Response #2: Pursuant to CEQA and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Adrmmstratwe Code, B
notification is not required for the categorical exemption for this project; the project fits withina
class of categorical exemptions that does not require notice. However, consistent with the
customary notification practices-of the‘Planning Department, the Department serit the categorical
exemption to the Board of Supervisors, to our Historic Preservation List, and to other interested -
parties. In addltxon, the categoncal exemphon was posted at the Planmng Department.

. While the CEQA process evaluated the: ent1rety of the proposed Lxghtspeed upgrade, the, -
Department of Public Works (DPW) process is a specific review process for each new- cabmet,
‘installation. According to the Surface-Mounted Fadilities (SMF) Order, once the CEQA. process is - - 3
complete, DPW would undergo an extensive review and permitting process that would involve
numerous opportunities for community members to review and comment on each individually .
proposed cabinet locatiori. ‘As part of the project description, AT&T would conduct outreach to

" SAN FRANCISCO . ' ‘ : . . o 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . - :
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community, rreighborhood orger\izations_,_ and civic leaders before applying for any new permits.
" In addition, and as noted below, AT&T has voluntarily agreed ta additional notices: mailing . .
letters to residents and property owners to provide pre-application notification and placing door
_ hangers to provide construction notification. Below is a summary of the specxﬁc review process

’that would take place for each cabinet: : R

-e AT&T would cont’act three property owners per.each new cabinet installation to -
detemune if private property is avarlable for cabmet placemmt and would mveshgate '
: opportunities to co-locate cabinets.
e AT&T would conduct a pre-application site visit w1th DPW.
s  AT&T would post a pre-application notification in consplcuous locations along either -
- side of the proposed cabinet informing the pubhc of its intent to file and application for a
cabinet at that location. AT&T would ensure that notice is posted for 20 days. AT&T
- would send notice.to any nelghborhood association located within 300 feet of the -
' . proposed cabmet The notices would mdude a picture of the proposed cabinet, any
alternative locations under consideration;, and explain that the rec1p1ent can inform DPW
of any objection to the cabinet placement. '
e In additon to-the reqmred posting, AT&T has. voluntanly agreed to send letters to
residents, property owners, and nelghborhood assocxatlons w1thm 300 feet of the :

, proposed location. .
 If objections are recelved wrt’run 20 days of the notice, AT&T would partxcxpate ina DPW

" . hearing.
o After the hearmg, if the Dxrector approves the location, AT&T would provrde notice to
. property owners and ‘associations along 300 feet of either side of the fronting streets in
- either d1rectton_of the location selected by the Director after the hearing. Objections to the .
approved location can be filed within 7 days of the notice. o : '
"o _Once DPW has approved a location and no objection is received or 1t is resolved through
the pre-application process, AT&T would submit a permit.

* . Once issued, the permit.is appealable to the Board of Appeals. _
« o  AT&T has also voluntarily agreed to provide notice to all residents Wlﬂ'lln 300 feet of the

‘work 48 hours prior to the cormencement of work

According to DPW, only one- ’encroachment'perrri.it has. been issued since the Caitegorical o
Exemption was issued on February 22, 2011 and that this penmt followed the process as

! descnbed above.b

The appellant states that the project would have an ddverse effect on neighborhoods but does not"
. include what -physical jimpacts would result from implementation . of cabinet installation. As -
stated in the Categorical Exemption on page 3, the Planning Department-determined that the :
proposed pro]ect would not result in a sxgmﬁcant unpact to public views and aesthetics. ’

§ Email from ]ohn Kwong, San Frandisco Department of Public Works, to Don Lewis, Plan.mng, April 6,
. 2010. This email is available for review in Case No. 2010.0944E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400. ’
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' Appeal of Categorical Exemption - File No. 110344, Planning Case No. 2010.0944E -
Hearing Date: April 26, 2011 ' . ' ' . : :

© Visual quality, by nature, is highly subjective and different viewers mé'y have varying opinions
" as to whether a proposed utility cabinet contributes negatively to the visual landscape of the City
- and its neighborhoods. The Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist, which is based on -
: Appendlx G of the Cahfomla Environmental Quality -Act (CEQA) Guidelines, mdlcata that
- assessments of significant impacts on visual reseurces should consider whether the project would
result in: (1) a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect; (2) a substantial degradation or
" obstruction of any scenic view or vista now observed from public areas; or (3) generation of .
obtrusive light or glare substanual]y impacting other properties. The proposed Lightspeed
lnstallatlons would not result in any of these condmons, as described below.

The project sponsor proposes to deploy up to 726 nghtspeed cabmets in a widely dlspersed T
manner within ‘the public right-of-way. The profile of these cabinets' would be visible to
passersby and observers from nearby bu.lldmgs, but may not be noticed by the casual observer...
The 'visual impacts of the cabinets would be confined to the immediate areas in - whlch the
cabinets are located. Utility-related facilities in the public right-of-way are common throughout

" the City’s. urbanized envu'onment (e.g., traffic control cabinets and other utility cabinets). AT&T’s
cabinet installations would generally be viewed in the context.of the existing urban background;

“and, the incremental visual effect of the proposed cabinets would be’ minimal. In addition, the -
proposed cabinets would not generate any obtrusive light or glare. The Planning Deparhnent ;
reviewed photos of existing cabinets in various locatlons and the photographs support the

- .Deparlments conclusmn that the cabinets would have a neghgxble effect on pubhc views and

" aesthetics.

In reviewing aesthehcs under CEQA generally, con51derat10n of the existing context in wluch a

- project is proposed is required and evaluation must be based on the impact on the existing

environment. That some people may not find the proposed Lightspeed cabinets attractive does -

not mean that they would: create a mgm.fu:mt aesthetic environmental impact; they must be -

~ judged in the context of the existing conditions. For the proposed Lightspeed project; the context

. is urban right-of-way that already support similar utility structures dispersed throughout the

_ City. Lightspeed cabinets are thus consistent with the existing, developed environment. The
aesthetics of Lightspeed cabinets are similar to other structures in pubhc nght-of—way and_ ‘
therefore carinot be deemed.an “unusual circumstance.” For those same reasons, the “unusual .
circumstance” exception to-the categorical ‘exemptions is not applicable to aesthetic impacts that

“are similar to existing or potentlal comparable structures. Lightspeed cabinets would not be -
unusuzl and would not create adverse aestheti¢ unpacts on the envxronment.

» In addition, the Plarxﬁing Depa;t_ment’ 5 In.itial Study.Chec_ldist; indicat&é that assessments of

_ signiﬁcant impacts on land use should consider whether the project would: (1) physically divide
an established community due to the'size; (2) conflict with any’ apphcable land use plan, policy,
.or regulahon adopted for the purpose of avoiding or rmtlgahng an environmental effect; and (3)

- have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. Based on the size of the
cabinets, the widely dispersed locations of these cabinets, and the requirement to comply- with

. SAN FRANGISCO ' T ' 7
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DPW's SMF Order, the pro]ect would not phys1cally divide an estabhshed commumty, would not
~ conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation, and Would not have a substantxal '
 impact upon the ex15t1ng character of the v1cm1ty 3 : ‘

" For all the above reasons, mstallaﬁon of the proposed cabme'cs would not result in a srgmﬁcant

| 5 effect on ne1ghborhoods

Issue #3: ”Whereas, affected communities and individual property owners have not received °
--complete, objective advice for housing the equipment underground or on private. property;” .

“Whereas, the boxes will be mstalled ‘above . ground ‘even when technology exists to
underground them, :

Response #3: 'Pursuant to CEQA, the Department analyzed the project as proposed and
determined that the project would not result in a significant impact on the environment. Since no
"significant impact would result. with project impleméntation, no mitigation measures . were
‘needed, and thus no changes to the project were required. Although it could be desirable to
underground these cabinets and to place them on private property the Planning Department’s
~ _role was to analyze. the project as proposed in “accordance with CEQA. In performing this
analysis, the Department considered the most likely and potentially impactful project, which:
would be to have all the boxes aboveground and on the public right-of-way. The Department
" hasno authonty to reqmre the suggested pro]ect revision. -

‘ For infor'mation, the proposed cabinets would'hold the electronics needed to convert the fiber--
optic signal to a broadband signal that can be transmitted over its existing copper distribution "

" network. The electronics in these cabinets require that they be placed above ground as a techmca]/
‘matter, as the eled:romc equ1pment must be free from moisture and corrosron. N o

Issite #4: ’Whereas the large boxes will impede pedestrian trafﬁc inconvenience property

"+ owners, act as graffiti magnets intvite vandalism, attract trash around and on top of- them and =

detract from our efforts attempts to create a more al:tractlve and pleasant env1ronment,

Response #4: Pede';tnan path of travel is a .primary con51derahon at each site for AT&T. In
selecting sites, AT&T prefers to install cabinets ori the widest sidewalk segment available near the
. existing SAI cabinet, but must also consider the vicinity of doors and windows, -driveways,
. existing utilities, murals, street trees, and other aesthetic considerations. Bus stops, and other
areas where pedestrian congregate, are generally not con51dered acceptable for cabmet siting. As
stated i in the Categorical Exemphon. :

"The proposed cabinets would be located in'a manner that would not obstruct pedestrian
access, would not intrude on pede_stnan "clear zones" at street comers, and would not.

N -
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obstruct the view of any traffic sign, way-finding sign or traffic signal” AT&T's cabinet

‘placement considerations include setback distancés from corners, fire hydrants, transit

shelters, kiosks, certified street artist desxgnated areas, and public art work under the

jurisdiction of the Arts Commission, except for art on kiosks. If necessary, AT&T would
- conduct site visits with neighborhood groups to consider location options. Landscaping
_ _and screening are also avallable options. for consideration in placmg new cabmets

‘The locatidn and appearance of these cabinets would be in line with existing Sidewalk furniture, -

" and when placing cabinets in the public right-of-way, cabinet visibility is miinimized by placing

. them near the curb. Eacli cabinet has a graffiti resistant coating applied to discourage graffiti and
facilitate graffiti removal. Dﬁring the course of normal network maintenance, AT&T technicians
would proactively remove any graffiti found on their-existing and new cabinets. Each new

~ cabinet would have a sticker on the sidewalk-facing side offering ‘a toll-free number so that
citizens can phone to require cleaning or to report -any other problems ‘'such. as damage or

' vandalism. AT&T would strive to remove any grafﬁtl found on their equipment w1thm 48 houls -

- of being nohﬁed , :

Given the above, it is not anticipated that pro;ect m'lplementahon would substantxally
inconvenience property owners or impede pedesf:nan traffic, and there is no substantial evidence
that the project would cause neighborhoods to decline in such an extant that would result in a
.sxgxuﬁcant impact related to wsual bhght : '

Issue #5 “Whereas, the large boxes w111 have neganve effects on property valua of. adjommg
properties and on assessed valuatlon and property tax revenue to the Cxty, '

Respon"se'#S: Pursuant to CE.QA_, a "sighi_ﬁcant effect on the envj_ronment” means a substantial,
or potentially subétanﬁal, adverse change in the environment. The .environment means the
physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project,
~ including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, objects of historic or aesthetic significance. -
'Unsubstantiated assertions of effects on property ‘valies do not constitute a sxgmﬁcant effect
within the meaning of. CEQA. Fluctuation of property valués are considered socioeconomic
_changes and socioeconomic changes, pursuant to'CEQA, and are not considered to be significant
effects on the environment unless they result in secondary physmal environmental 1mpacts That _
is not the case here

Uti]ity facilities in the public right-of-way are common throughout the City’s urbanized .
, environment,-and the proposed cabinets would generally be viewed in the context of the éxisting -
urban background. AT&T proposes to -deploy up to 726 nghtspeed cabinets in a w1dely
dlspersed manner within publlc right-of-way. Given the above it is not anhmpated that the'

T AT&T's Options for Considéraﬁqa in Placing Lightspeéd Cabinets in San Frandsco. This document is -
available for public review in Case No. 2010.0944E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400.. )
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- proposed cabinets would cause nearby bulldxngs and/or areas to decline in attractiveness and/or
* utility, and therefore would not have substantial ne ganve effects on property values. :

Issue #6: “Whereas, these large above ground boxes are in direct corltradlction to Order No.
175,566 “Regulations for- Issuing Excavation Permits for the Installation of Surféce«Mounted
Facilities in the Public Right-of- Way” issued by Edwin M. Lee on August 17, 2005, requiring that -
surface-mounted facilities “be installed on private propesty or ‘be plated underground to the

- extent either of these ophons is technologically and economically feasible.” - :

: ’W'hereas Order No. 175, 566 requlres the apphcant to make a good faith effort to comply with .
each of the followlng Tequirements: - © - o
_ ® present a plan showmg all surface—mounted facl]mes anucxpated to be mstalled
in the next five years
e present plans showing sizes of cabinets
* survey the area fo be serviced to identify at least three locahons on prlvate
property that may be appropriate .
‘e contact the owner to determine whether the owner will allow such installation _
- ® attemptto enter into agreement with interested property owners '
e attempt to place underground where technologically or econormcally fea51ble (at
a ‘minimum, demonstrate that it conducted .a thorough search for adequate
- underground technology) - o
» notify of any special reqmrements that limit locahon S .
. explore reasonable opportunities to collocate - ‘ o
* notify if other surface mounted facilities can be Iemoved as ‘a result of
B mstallahon of new: facilities;” : ’

' Response #6: The appellant states that the proposed project does not comply w1th the
requirements. of the SMF Order. This assertion’is .incorrect. To date only one encroachment
permit has been issued by DPW, and according to DPW, it complied with the SME Order? . |
Pursuant to the SMF Order, the CEQA process must first be completed before DPW undergoes -
_thelr extensive review and permitting process for individual cabinet locations. There was some
'confusxon over the processing of applications for Lightspeed ‘cabinets because AT&T began
applying for DPW encroachment permits prior to DPW raising the need for CEQA review of the
_ entire upgrade. At that time, AT&T stopped applying for maoachment permits during the
Plannmg Departrnent’s consideration of CEQA. To alleviate concern regarding the timing of
permit processing, AT&T withdrew nearly 350 permits that were partially through the DPW .
review process. Nonetheless, this is not a CEQA issue. Whether a specific permit complies or not
- complies with the SMF Order is not a CEQA impact, as the Categorlcal Exempuon provided a
CEQA overvxew of the entire upgrade ' -

¥ Email from John Kwon_g, San Francisco Department of Public Works, to Don Lewis, Planning, April 6,
-2010. This email is available fpr review in Case No. 2010.0944E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400. B
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" Appeal of Categorical Exemption’ S " File No. 110344, Planning Case No. 2010.0944F
"Hearing Date: April 26, 2011 : . A ' - ot B

© Issue #7: ”Resolvéd that San Francisco Beautiful shall file an appeal to the Categorical
Exemphon, Exemptlon from Environmental Review, Case No. 2010.0944E, AT&T ”nghtspeed"
Network Upgrade and request the Planning Department to being the process of reviewing the -
cumulatwe environmental lmpact of 726 large metal communication boxes in its nelghborhoods,
thereby relmqulshmg the public right of way to the commercial advancement of one private
company. Milo Hanke is authorized to file said appeal on behalf of San Francisco Beautiful.”

: Responsé #7: As discusséd in the \Categoriéal Exempti_on, CEQA State Guidelines Section
15300.2(b) provides that a categorical exemption shall not apply if significant impacts would
result over time from successive projects of the same type in the same place. The proposed project .
mvolves the installation of 726 aboveground cabinets throughout the City. By their minimal
nature and widely dlspersed locations that do not create significant environmental impacts on
pedestrian traffic or cultural and visual resources, the impacts:of the cabinets would ‘not
aggregate under CEQA to a degree where the project, by itself, would have cumulative impacts. -

- There is at least one corﬁpeﬁng vendor providing a similar service to the prdp_osed Pproject, but
that vendor's network has already been established, with the majority of their equipment located

- outside of the pubhc tight-of-way. Because all of these existing and proposed project locations

have and would proceed separately at different locations, there would be no foreseeable
. cumulative impacts diie to the proposed project. For the reasons set forth above, this project .
. combined with other ongoing utility and 1nfrastructure work on the pubhc nght—of-way wou.ld

ot contn’bute to cumulative unpacts

CONCLUSION _

‘The Categorical Exemption that was issued on February 22, 2011 complies with the requirements
‘of CEQA and the project is appropriately exempt from environmental review pursuant to the

. cited exemptxons The Categorical Exemption analyzed issues associated with the physical

: envn’on.mental impacts of the proposed project and determined that the proposed project would

_ ot result in sxgmﬁcant envirorunental impacts. The Appeal Letter does not provide evidence to

- substantiate a finding that the project would result in significant environmental impacts. As such,
the conclusions of the Categorical Exempbon remain current and valid, the Planmng Department

appropriately has determmed that the project does not have a mgmﬂcant effect on' the
- environment, and an EIR is not required. The Department therefore recommends that-the Board

. uphold the Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review and deny the appeal of the '

-

o CEQADetenmnatlorL
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. March 14 2011

' Ms Angela Calvillo _
Clerk of the Board of Supemsors
- City Hall, Room 244 .
.1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place:
San Francisce, CA 94102-4689-

- Dear.Madame Cler-k, :

On behalf of more than fifteen hundred members of San Francisco Beautiful and -
the Planning Association for the Richmond, ¥ respectfully appeal the Planning

_ Department Exemptlon from Environmental Review (2010 .0944E) issued |

. -February 22, 2011, in light of the significant environmental impacts of the
project that warrant in-depth review in an Environmental Impact Report.

- Attached are the copies of the exemption signed by the P_lannirig Dé.partrrient, a
- neighborhood organization fee waiver request form and a check for $500. :

L 'Please let me know if you require any additional mformahon I can be reached at
Mrs, F"*’;;‘”gﬁma!‘" 415- 781-6300 or mllohanke@aol com. :

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE Smcerely,
Robert C. Friese .

" Bywon Rodriquez . o C @
Clinton J, Loftman : < S
kon ), Lofr R = o
. . o = . .n>
BOARD OF DIRECTORS X g
. = X
. Ed Anderson =T -,._?'-r'n
* Christopher Charles . Immedlate Past Pre51dent L= B0
Peter Fortune > "'— >"“I"|'I
" Juan Monsamto : - K . z%—,
Esther Mallouh o G ) . T - 'm<
Ficherd Munzinger  CC: Susan Brandt-Hawley, Brandt—Hawley Law Group X OFm
; . 3 - - a= . - IR W
ScottPreson  cc: Raymond Holland, Planning Association for the Richmond = 8<%
Sharon Sete . - . e ]
Leigh Wasson : ' _ - ' . o o
Lisa Waiada . . o ’ ) o T R 3 )
PAST PRESIDENT

_ Milo F. Hanke -

i

www.éfbeﬁuﬁful.org .

100 Bush Strest, Suife 1580 » San Francisco, CAG4104 = T 415, 421-2608 » F 415 . 4214037 = E sh@sfoeauiful.org
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" Mrs. Friedel Klussmann .

Iilo F. Hanke

. Resolution ,
Executive Commiittee
San Francisco Beautiful
'March 2,2011

By unanimous vote of the Executive Committee of San Francisco Beautiful,
San Francisco Beautiful reaffirmed its policy of opposing the categoricat
exemption from environmental review that was issued by the Planning
Department on February 22, 2011, and authorizes Milo Hanke to ﬂle an

- appeal thereto on behalf of San Francisco Beautlful

Whereas the Planmng Department has given a categoncal exempnon from
environmental review to AT&T for the installation of up to 726 large, above -
ground communications cabinets (51 7" wide by 26" deep by 48” hlgh) in the

N pubhc nght of way; -

' Whereas, they are mstalhng them nelghborhood by nelghborhood so that

many affected communities and individual property owners are unaware of

P . AT&T’s plans and the adverse xmpact it wdl haveon the1r nelghborhoods,
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 'Whereas affected communities and mdmdual property owners have not
. Plbert G, Friese received complete, objective advice for housmg the equlpment underground
. n
- cﬁu m : or on private property' .
 Linda Muir - - :
'BOARD OF DIRECTORS Whereas the boxes will be mstalled above ground even when technology
Ed Anderson e}asu; to underground them; : . .
*: Christopher Chaties . .. .
" * Peter Fortune
Juan Monsanto Whereas the large boxes will unpede pedestnan trafﬁc, inconvenience
Esther L
Richard Mynziriger _property owners, act as graffiti magnets, invite vandalism, attract trash
e around and on top of them and detract from our efforts attempts to create a
Leigh Wasson more attracnve and pleasant env1ronment ~
Lisa Waleda . - .
PAST PRESIDENT Whereas, th‘e la"rg'e boxes will have negative effects on property values of
' adjoining properties ; and on assessed valuatlon and property tax revenues to

' the Clty,

' Wh'ereas, these large above ground boxes are in direct contradiction to Order

No. 175,566 “Regulations for Issuing Excavation Permits for the Installation

www. stheaufiful. org -

- 100 Bush Sfrest, Suhe 1580 San Fronusco CA94104 - T 415. 421 2608 «F415.421- 4037 E stb@stbeautiful. org
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the ?&uyzz& .@eaa& and%oaﬁz&f /g‘;ﬂm/ Francisco-

of Surface-Mounted Facﬂmes in the Publu: nght-of-Way’ Lssued by Edwm M.
Lee on August 17, 2005, requiring that surface-mounted facilities “be
. installed on private property or be placed underground to the extent either -
~of these optrons is technologrcal]y and economlcally fea51ble

Whereas, Order No 175 566 requires the applicant to make a good fauth
effortto comply with each of the following requirements: -
= presenta plan showing all surface-mounted facilities antlapated to be
-~ installed in the next five years
= present plans showing sizes of cabmets -
- surveythe area to be serviced to identify at least three locatlons on
" private property that may be appropriate
-+ contact the owner to determine whether the owner will allow such
, installation - :

* *  afttempt to enter into agreement with interested property owners
attempt to place underground where technologically or economlcally
feasible (at-a minimum, demonstrate that it conduced a thorough

' search for adequate underground technology)
* notify of any special requirements that limit location
= explorereasonable opportunities to collocate
* notify if other surface mounted facilities can be removed asa result of i
.. - installation of new facilities; : '

Resolved, that San Francisco Beautiful shall file an appeal to the Certificate of -
- Determination, Exemption from Environmental Review, Case No. ‘

2010.0944E, AT&T “Lightspeed” Network Upgrade-and request the Planning

Department to begin the process of reviewing the cumulative environmental

. impact of 726 large metal communication boxes in its neighborhoods, -
thereby relinquishing the public right of way to the commercial advancement
of one pnvate company. Milo Hanke is authonzed to ﬁle sald appeal on beha}f
~of San Francxsco Beautiful. .

~www.sibeautiful.org

]06 Bush Streat, Suls 1580 - Son Francisco, CA 94104 < T 415.421-2608 » F 415. 421-4037 - E st@éﬂaeauﬁM.org .
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SAN. FRANCISCO :
.PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. 1650 Mission St.

Cerhﬁcate of Determmatlon o - e 0
EXEM PTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW oA 84103 a7
Case No.: 3010.004E = | - A1a a88.6378

Project Title: -~ AT&T “Lightspeed” Network Upgrade o : .

Block/Lot: . ~ '. Multiple Locations : . i?!-i.SSlI.ms

Project Spomsor:  Michael Edwards, AT&T Califomia, (415) 6447043 : T

Stlgﬁr Cun_tact - Don Lewis, (415) 575-9095 on. leww@fggv org ' _ _ ;hhl:;l!llgm
o 4155585377

-PROJECT | DESCRIP'HON ' o

- AT&T proposes to upgrade its res1dent1al communications . network toa lugh—speed data transmlssmn
_ technology referred to as "nghtspeed “ which' would enable new services, including internet protocol'
- . television. To provide these new services, AT&T would expand its. fiber-optic network throughout the
~ City by placing additional fiber through its existing copper conduit currently used for telephone lines. .
Specifically, AT&T would install up to 726 mietal, either tan or light green, 51. 7-inches-wide by 26-inches- |
deep by 48-inches-high communications cabinets in the public right-of-way to house the Lxgh'rspeed
“electronics. The-precise locations of the proposed new cabinets have not been identified; however, all new .
cabinets would be located within 300 feet of an existing AT&T Serving Area Interface (SAI) cabinet, also
_ . .-'(Cor'\h'nued on.next-page.) -
, EXEMPT STATUS
- Categorxcal Exemptlon, Class 3 [State CEQA Gmdelms Sechon 15303(d)]

 REMARKS:
_ See reverse side.
 DETERMINATION:

I do hereby certify that ﬁe above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

WSV A
Date, - S T

BILL WYCKO
Envxronmental Revxew Ofﬁcer

cc Mlchad Edwards, Project Conlact . : Bulletin Board

MDZ B o Dan McKenna, Department- o( Public Works .
| Board of Sup _"sors ' ' . ) i ' S Historic Distribution List
Distribution List - : o e
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CASE NO. 2010.0944E

' Bcempﬁor{ from Erlvironmental Review .
e - : )  AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

' PROJECT DESCRlPTlON (contmued)
located thhm the pubhc right-of-way throughout the Cxty 1 ' 'l o

_Each new installation would involve the followmg work: pairing a Lightspeed cabinet within close
proxumty to an existing AT&T SAI cabinet (the copper cross-conniect box which is already located in the ..
pubhc nght-of—way) to make the necessary fiber/copper connections; excavation of up to 48 inches deep
would be required for the mstallatlon of an approximately 4-foot by 6-foot concrete foundation pad that.
would support each nghtspeed cabmet, construction of a 3-foot-deep and approximately 16- to 300-foot-

‘ long trench runi to install conduit from the Lightspeed cabirtet to the existing SAT; construction of a 4—foot- :

- deep and approximately -50- to 150-foot-long trench run to connect the new [Jghtspeed cabinet to an
existing power source such as a pole or underground vault; and an additional 3-foot-deep trench may be :
required if ATE&T needs to replace or repaxr existing. underground telephone conduit to accommodate

~ new fiber placement.

- In addition, some of the existing SAI cabinets would be enlarged and “re-skinned” with new wiring and
_room for addmonal capaaty in their existing locations by up to 18 inches in width, 14 mches in diameter,
“and 16 inches in he1ght, and someé would be removed from utility poles, enlarged by up to 7 inches-in

- width, 8 iriches in depth, and 39 inches in height, and placed on the ground. The majority of these
__ cabinets would be deployed over a three-year period. Also, in a few locations, SAIs are clustered such
“that AT&T may be able to further reduce the number of cabinets to less than 726 if appropriate space is
available to accommodate a double capacity cabinet. This double capacity cabinet is 50-inches wide by

- 565 inches deep by 48 inches high. A number of existing cabinets would also be. enlarged by .

approx:mately 6 lnches, by adding a bolt to the end panel on the existing cabmet '

AT&T’s proposed Lightspeed cabmets would hold the electronics needed. to convert the fiber-optic signal
to a broadband signal that can be ‘transmitted over its existing copper distribution network. The'
Lightspeed cabinets woulcl not contam transmitters or wireless dev1ces, and would not emit racho
_ frequency radiation. The nghtspeed cabinets would be equipped with a coolmg fan and a back—up
battery that would run for up to eight hours during commercial outages. For prolonged outages in.
res:denhal IIEIgthIhOOdS generators that are part of AT&T's service vehicles would be used and would. -
run off the power of the vehicle. Diesel generators are also used but are not the preferred method.-in .
residential neighborhoods. Another method of providing back up power is to replace the cabinet batteries
to extend the power during repair of the power supply. The electronics in these cabinets require that they .
be placed above grou.nd asa techmcal matter, as the electromc eqmpment miust be free from moisture and

corrosmn. E
~ ,' Pursuant to the stlbmitted project proposal, AT&T would locate the proposed new cabinets ;such that -
_cabinets are [ocated outside of the boundaries of de31gr1ated historic and conservation districts, and are -

' located within the public right-of-way and not on individual burldmgs None of the exdsting SAI cabinets
located within des1gnated historic or conservation districts would be enlarged “reskinned,” relocated, or -

1 Location maps of the existing SAI cabinets are avallable for review at the Plannmg Department, at 1650 Mission Slreet, Suite 400, .
. as pa:t of Case No. 2010.0944E C .

SAN FRM‘CISCO
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‘Exemption from Environmental Review ~ © . ©  CASENO.2010.0944E
T S - AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

* 'have a bolt added. The only- proposed Lightspeed work iri these districts is potential treﬁéhing to install
conduit from the proposed cabinet to-the existing cabinet, and if AT&T needs to replace or repair exxstmg .
undergrm.md telephone conduit. . -

The proposed project is subject to the requirements for excavation permits in Article 2.4 of the Public
Works Code and the requ;rements of Department of Public Works (DPW) Order No. 175,566 conceming
" placement of surface-mounted facilities (SMF) in the public right—dffway.z'DPW reviews each application
- on an individual basis and evaluates the potential for the- proposed facilities to.impede travel on public
streets, inconvenience property owners, or otherwise disturb the use of the pubhc right-of-way by the.
public. DPW will ensure that persons affected by the installation have an opportunity to be heard before
an impartial hearing officer appointed by the Director of DPW. The hearing officer will summarize the
evidence and testimony and will make recommendations to the Director, who will make the final
_ determination. In addition, AT&T will provnde notice to all residents wnthm 300 feet of the work 48 hours
pnor to the commencement of wo}k. : : '

" In ]uly 2008} the P_lanning Deparl:ment- issued a caiegoﬁml exemption for AT&T's 2007 Lightspeed -
'upgrade proposal (Planning Department Case No. 2007.1350E). The categorical exemption was appealed,
and during the appeal hearing before the Board of Supervisors, AT&T withdrew their environmental
apphcatuon.’ To address feedback from the City and the public, AT&T submitted a new project (the
current proposal) with the following project changes: (1) reduced the number of new cabinets by 124
(from 850 to 726) (2) integrated the power supply meter into the new cabmets negating the need for an
attached | power panel (3} doubled the needed “pairing” distance from new cabinets to existing cabinets
- (from 150 feet to 300 feet); and (4) removed .all proposed new cabinets that would have been located
~ within the boundaries of desxgnated hxstonc or conservation districts. :

_ REMARKS (continued):
. Public Views-and Aesthetics

In evaluatmg. whetl'lef the Lightspeed- cabinets would be exempt from environmental review, the

. Planning Department determined that they would not result in a significant impact to public views and .

aesthetics. Visual quality, by nature, is highly subjective and different viewers may have varying opirions’
as to whether a proposed utility- cabinet contributes negatively to the visual landscape of the City and its
- neighborhoods. The Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist, which is based on Appendix G of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, mdlcates that' assessments of. 51gmficant
impacts on visual resources should consider whether’ the project would result in: (1) a substantial, '
demonstrable negative aesthetic effect; (2) a substantial degradahon or obstruction of any scenic view or
vista now observed from public areas; or (3) generation of obtrusive light or glare substantially impacting .
other properties. The proposed nghtspeed mstallatlons would not result in any of these conditions, as
described below. - '

: z REguJahcmS for Esui.ng Excavation Permits for the Installation of Surface-Mounted Facilities in’ the Public Right-Of-Way, DEW
Order No. 175,566. This document is available for review at the Planrung Department, at 1650 MISSan Street, Suite 400, 2s part of
Case No. 2010.0944E. :

' .3 AT&T also withdrew all of their pendmg pexmit appll:atlons (near!y 350) with DPW.

SAN FRANCISCD - : , Co T : . 3
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- CASE NO. 2010.094E

o Exemption from Environmental Review
o o ATE&T Lightspeed Upgrade

The pm]ect SpOnsor proposes to deploy up to 726 nghtspeed cabinets in a d15persed manner within
public right-of-way. The profile of these cabinets would be visible to passersby and observers from
- nearby buildings, but may not be noticed by the casual observer. The visual impacts of the cabinets
would be confined to the immediate areas in which the cabinefs are located. Utility-related facilities in the -
public right-of-way are commen throughout the City’s' urbanized environment (e.g., traffic control
~ cabinets and other utility cabinets). AT&T's cabinet installations would generally be viewed in the context
of the existing urban background, and the incremental visual effect of the proposed abmets would be
_ m:mmal "In addition, the proposed cabinets would: ‘not generate any ‘obtrusive light or gla.re. The
Plannmg Department reviewed photos of existing cabinets in various locations and the photographs
" support the Department's conclusmn that the cabinets WOuld have a negllglble effect on-public views and -

aesthetics.

_ Pursuarit to the submitted project proposal, the proposed cabinets would be located in a manner that
would not obstruct pedestrian access, would not intrude on pedestrian "clear Zones" at street corners, and
" would not obstruct the view of any traffic sign, way-finding sign or traffic signal.* AT&T’s cabinet -
placement cons_lderauons include setback distances from corners, fire- hydrants, transit shelters, kiosks,
- tertified street artist designated areas, and public art work under the jurisdiction of the Arts Commission,
except for art on kiosks. If necessary, AT&T would coriduct site visits with neighborhood groups to. '
'consxder Jocation optlons. Landscaping and screening are also available options for’ consxderabon in
placmg new abmets The proposed Lightspeed cabinets would hdve a graffiti resistant finish and would'
display a sbcker with a toll-free number so that AT&:T could proachvely TEMOVE grafﬁtt If requxred for

'. safety, bollards would also be installed. _ .

I_n revxewxng aesthetm under CEQA generally, consideration of the existing context in which ap‘rbje& is
- proposed is required and evaluation must be based on the impact on the existing envirormment: That
" some people may not find the proposed Lightspeed cabinets attractive does not mean that they would
create a significant aesthetic environmental impact; they must be judged in the context of the existing
conditions. For the proposed Lightspeed project, the context is urban riglit-of-way that already support
- similar utility structures dispersed throughout the City. Lightspeed cabinets are thus consistent with the
- existing, developed environment. . The aesthetics of Lightspeed cabinets are similar to other structures in
- public right-of-way and therefore cannot be deemed an “unusual circumstance.” For those same redsons,’
-the “unusual circumstance” exception to the categorical exemptions is not applicable to aesthetic impacts
that are similar to existing or potential comparable structures: Lightspeed cabinets would not be unusual
and would not create adverse aesthetic impacts on the. enyironment.

~For all the above reasons, xnstallatlon of the proposed equment cabmets would not rault na
mgmﬁcant adverse effect on pubhc views or aesthebcs : :

4 AT&T's Options for Consideration in Placinig 'I_.i-ghtspeed Cabinets inSan Francisco. This document is a trached. - -
" SaN FRANGISED
PLANNIN
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‘Exemption from Environmental Review o " .- o CASE NO. 2010.0944E
: T ; - ; ATE&T Lightspeed Upgrade

Hist()fic Re‘souroes

In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt_ from environmenital review under CEQA
- the Planning Department determined that the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse
effect to a hlstonc resource as defined by CEQA. As dtscnbed in the attached Historic Resource
) Evaluation Raponse (HRER) Memorandum the proposed new cabinets would not result in a significant -
nnpact to historic resources.5 The analyms and conclusmns of the HRER are summanzed below.

- The proposed 726 new cabinets would be located within pubhc nght—of—way, and would not be located
on individual buildings. The precise locations of the proposed new cabinets have not been identified.
- While the new cabinets would be installed within 300 feet of an existing- SAI cabinet, none of the -
) proposed new cabinets would be within any da:.gnated historic or conserva’non district.

Based on mapped locatlons of existing SAI cabmets, the following dxstncts currently contam exnstmg SAI
‘cabinets: Kearney/Market/Mason/Sutter Conser\f_anon District, South- End Historic District, South of
" Market Extended Preservation District, Alamo Square Historic District, Buena Vista North. Historic

 District (proposed), Libérty Hill Historic District, and the Dogpatch Historic District. None of the exlstmg _
" SAI cabiniets located within these designated historic or conservation districts would be enlarged, “
skinned,” relocated, or have a bolt added as part of the proposed project. The only proposed nghtspeed
work in these districts is potential trenching to install conduit from the proposed cabinet to the exlstmg :
cabmet, and if AT&T needs to replace OF Tepair exlstmg underground telephone condmt. o

Altl';augh the project sponsor has not pre_c:se.ly indentified the locat:on‘s of the new cabinets, it is‘possible
. that a number of new cabinets may be located within documented and undocumented potential historic

districts for the purposes of CEQA. It is also possible that a number of the proposed new cabinets would

be located in close proximity to buildings and sites that have been individually designated as local,

California, or Nanonal historic landmarks. It is also possible that a number of the proposed new cabinets

would be located in close proximity to structures or sites that either have or have not yej: been
' _.documented but that may be mdnndually ellglble for the Callfomla Register.

Pursuant to the submitted project proposal, AT&T WOuId locate tI'_xe proposed new cabinets such that: (1)
cabinets' are located outside of the boundaries of designated historic and conservation districts, (2)
cabinets are screened by landscaping (shrubs and trees) where possible, and (3) cabinets are located
“within the pubhc nght—of-way and not on mdwndual bmldmgs o - -

Based on the size and the locations of the proposed cabmeis the Deparh:nent has determined that the
project would conform with the Secretary of the. Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of
' Historical Pmperhes (Secretary’s Standards) for any cabinet installations proposed within a potential historic
district. The proposed project would be consistent with the applicable Standards and Guidelines for’
. -Rehﬁbflitdtian, including but not limited to Standards 9 and 10. Cabinets proposed in potenﬁal historic

. B Hxstonc Resource Evaluation ‘Response Memomndum from 'l'ma Tam, Semor Preservahon Planner, to Don Lewis, Planne:, Ma]or.'
Environmental Ana}ysns, February B, 2011. This docume.n.t isattached. . : ’

sunmmscn E ' : ] o ‘ 5
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Exemption from Environmental Review -
o . ' AT&T Lrghtspeed Upgrade

Iy

districts that include character-defining. street fumniture would be clearly differentiated from historic

street furniture, and would not destroy historic materials or spatial relationships that characterize the’

districts. The proposed new cabinets may be removed in the future without i impairing the essential form

- and mtegnty of the historic resource. The proposed project calls for the installation of the cabinets in a
" manner that would allow them to be completely removed without affecting the essential form or integrity

of the historic district. The installation of the proposed cabinets would not destroy historic building -
fabric, and would be reversrble. If the equrpment is removed in the future, the essential form and .

' integrity of the district and its enviroriment would be ununpau'ed.

As noted above, the Department has consxdered the potentlal of the proposed new r.abmets to lmpall' the
abrhty of historical - resources, including historic buildings and historic -districts, - to convey. their
stgmﬁcance Based on review of AT&T's subl:mtted project mformahon, the Department has deterrruned )
that cabinets p]aced in the pubhc nght-of-way within potential historic districts would not impair the -

, district’s ability to convey its 51gnxﬁcance, as the proposed project would be consistent with the apphcable

Stanidards and ‘Guidelines for Rehabilitation, including but - ot limited to Standards 9 and 10. It is un.hkelyl _
that the existence of the proposed cabinets within the public nght—of-way would prevent undocumented

" historic drstncts or structures from conveymg 51gr11ﬁcance.

* Pursuant to DPW Order No 175 566, for any mstallahon(s) on the property of, or ad]acent toa desrgnated

Tocal, State or National Historic Landmark, in a Local Historic District in Article 10 of the San Francisco

Planning Code, in a Consezvation Districts designated in Artide 11 of the San Franicisco Planning Code,

in a California Register Historic District, or a National Register Historic District, AT&T will be required to

“send notlce to the Prservatlor\ Coordmator of the San Fr.incrsco Plannmg Department and the Hlstonc

Pre 6&1’\7 ahon Cormrussmn.

As noted above, any new cabmet msta]lauons that are lomted within documented and undocumented
potential historic districts, would not significantly impact the character—defmmg features of thie district,”

- nor ‘would the proposed new cabinets negatrvely impact the integrity of the potential lustonc districts.
The Department’ s detemunatlon is that the; unpact of the proposed cabmets to the setlmg of existing and

potentlal historic SItes structures, and. districts is not srgmﬁcant and wotild not impair the ablllty of -
historic resources to convey their stgmﬁc—ance. ’ : . -7

For the reasons described above, the proposed proyect would not resultina stgmflcant unpact to hlstonc

" resources.

i Exempt St'atus

CEQA State Gmdelmes Secbon 15303 or Class 3, provrdes for an exemption from env1ronmental revrew
for construction and Iocation 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. The numbers of
structures described in Section 15303 are the maximum allowable on any legal parcel. CEQA State
Guidelines Section 15303(d) specifically applies to utility extensions. The proposed Lightspeed cabinets

“are smaller and less nonceable than many of the examples of structures given-in Sechon 15303 as bemg _

>
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- Exemption from Envirenmental Review. . : B _ CASE NO. 2010.0944E -
- S - ' AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

categoncally exempt, such as smgle—famlly homes and multl-fa mﬂy dwelhngs, and are smatller than many
_structures where the’ Planning Department issued this same exemption. Thus, the Li ghtspeed.
' installations are covered by the range of activities properly exempted pursuant to Class 3

*  Exceptions to Exemptions/Exclusions from Environmental Review
- CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 lists exceptions to the use of categorical exemptions. The exceptions
include that an exemption shall not be used. where the pro]ect would result in a significant cumulative
. environmental impact (Section 15300.2(b)), where there is a reasonable’ posmbxllty that the activity would
" havea mgmﬁcant effect on the environmerit due to unusual cm:umslances (Sechon 15300.2(c)), where the’
project would damage scenic resources within hlghway officially designated as a state scenic highway
(Section 15300.2(d)), where the pro;ect would be located on a site listed as a hazardous wiste site .
pursuant to Section 659625 of the California Government Code (Section 153002(e)), where the project
would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 4 historical resource (Section 15300.2(f)).
As described below, there are no conditions associated with the Lightspeed fadlities that would suggest :
the possxblhty of a 51gn1ﬁcant envu'onmemzl effect under these excepbons

N 0 Cmnulutive lmpacts

CEQA State Guidélines Section 15300.2(b) provides that a categorical exemption shall not apply if °
significant impacts would result over time from successive projects of the same type in the same place.
The proposed project involves the ‘instailation of up to approximately 726 aboveground cabinets -
throughout the City. By their minimal nature and widely dispersed locations that do not create significant
environmental impacts on historic, archeolog1cal or visual resources, the 1mpacls of the cabinets would -
not aggregate under CEQA to adegree where the pro]ect, by 1tself would have cumulatwe 1mpacis '

There is at least_one competing' vendor providing a si_mila: service to the pro'posed project, but that
-vendor’s network has alreadjr-been established, with the majority of their equipment located outside of
. the public right-of-way. Since all of these existing and- proposed: project. 1ocaﬁons ‘have and would
proceed separately at different locations, there would be no foreseeable cumulative impacts due to the
 proposed project. For the reasons set forth. above, this project combined with other ongoing-utility and
- infrastructure work on the public right-of-way would not contribute to cumulative impacts. '

. Historicui Resaurces
As descnbed above, the Planning Department concluded that the proposed pro;ect would not cause a .

significant lmpact to a historic resource. Therefore, this issue would not trigger an exceptlon to the use of
a categonml exemption. : :

San FRAEISCO : S ' : . - 7
.PLANIMG DEPmME'lT . - .
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Exemption from Environmental Review " CASENO. 2010.0944E
_ ' ' . AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

State Scenic Highways

Ca'tegorical exemptions may not be applied to projects. that .may result in démagé to scmi'cvrmoﬁrc'es. ‘
- withina highway officially desi ignated as a state scénic highway. Whilé there are eligible scenic }ughways
in the City, there are no offidally d&slgnated state highways. Therefore, the project would not nnpact an

offically desxg:nated state hlghway

Hazardous Wastc

Adl nghtspeed facilities wou[d be placed in pubhc nght—of way within street and sxdewalk areas. _'I'h%e
locations are not listed as hazardous waste sites by the state pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Cahforma

Government Code . ‘ . L : ‘ N
Unusual Circigmstances

Thé' PIanmhg ﬁepartmeﬁt did not ﬁnd any unusual circumstances that would cause  the Lightspeed
mstallauons to have a significant effect on the environment. These facilities are not unusual compared to-
similar utilities structures in the public-rightof way; including other structures also subject to the DPW's
Su.rface—Mounted Guiidelines. Therefore, this issue. would not tngger an excephon to the use of a
categorical exemphon. . :
. . Conclnsiun : }
. X . N
. "Although the proposed pro]ect is'not wﬂhout opposmon or controversy, opposmon and controversy do

not themselves constitute . sxgmﬁcant environmental ‘impacts, nor do they conshtute unusual
cxrcumstam:es that would render useof a categoncal acemphon mappropnate. : '

As described above, the pn)posed project would not have a si gnific-ant effect on hjstbric resources. Also,
there are no cumulatlve mpacts or unusual circumstances surrounding the turrent proposal that would -
trigger an erxceptlon to the application of an exemption. Therefore, the installations would be categonca].ly
exempt under Class 3. For all the. above Teasons, the proposed pro]ect is appropnately exempt from'
envxronmental review. - . - . . B

SAR FRARCISCO
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I ) Optlons for Consulerzt:lon in Placmg nghtspecd Cabinets in San Francisco’

Elemcnf
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Rccommenclcd Available Optmns
Type of Cabinet | Reduced sized Standard cabinet | Larger, double |
: . cabinet with power | with attached power .| capacity cabtnet’ -
‘meter included pmcl " | to combine two:
' cabinets at one
location’
Location Public dght-of-way | Walk through with
o "up to 300 feet from | neighborhoed group
SAT ’ to consider location
- options
Landscaping if Replace existing | Street trees within 3 | Planting shrubs | Metal trellis with
appropriate for site { landscaping with | to 5 feet of the adjacent to the | vines that would
- new . - cabinets if water cabinets, will | screen the street
available extend existing | side and top of
v : irrigation systera | the cabinet
Screening if Bollards as required | Decorative bollards | Nearby
-appropriate for site’ for safety _— ’ ' - | Community -
o _ signage
| Gramia Graffii resistant | AT&T crews will | Citizens oz City
' finish and sticker - | proactively remove : | can repott’
with toll-free | grafhiti graffiti via toll-
numbet free number or
' 3-1-1-
Other cabinet . Cabmets will not obstruct pedestnan access and 2 minitmum of 4 feet of
Phc'fm_ﬂlt_ 7 dearance will be maintained. o
consu:le_m_.nons_ ® Cabinets will not intrude on pedestm.n clmr zones" at street comers.
» Cabinets will be set back 2 minimuim of 5 feet at coners.
"®"" Cabinets will be sct back 2 minimum of 18 inches form the face of the cuxb
] -‘Czbmcis will be set back 2 minimum of 5 feet from fire hydrants. ' ,
s Cabinets will be set back a mmlmum of 40 mches ﬁ:om any other above ground
_ structure.
. Cabmcts will be set back a minimum of 60 feet from an transit shcltcr a.nd/ ot
laosk, unless coordinated with the shelter/ldosk. -
.® Cabinets will be set back 2 minimum of 5 feet Erom any ceruﬁcd street artist
des;gnated area. ) .
® Cabinets will be set back a minimum of 60 feet ﬁ'om any public art-work under
the jurisdiction of the Arts Commission of San Frandisco, exccpt forarton,
kiosks.
e Cabinets will not be placed over any stormdta.m or other unhty facihty _
. Cabmets_ will not obstruct the view of any traffic slgn, wayﬁnd.mg sngn of traffic
K10135953_vi
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o Hl'storlc Resour_ce.EvaIuatlon Response brotaae
‘ ; - ‘ . . . ’ . SanFrancisco,
i ‘ B ‘ " CAS4103-2479
'MEA Planner: . Don Lew15 o - Reception:
Project Names: - ATE&T. "nghtspeed” Upgrade o " .. £15558.6378
-'Block/Lot: . - " Multiple Locations =~ -~ _ o : . e . -
Case No.: - 2010.0944E - : : 4155586409
.. Date of Review: . February 8, 2011 : S v :
. PlanmngDept Reviewer: Tina Tam ' ' ' ' : oo mﬁm
(415) 558—6325 1 tma tam@sfgov org K . 4155586377
: PROPOSED PRDJECT , D'Demolition‘ Co E Alteration
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The pro]ect proposes to install up to 726 new metal communications electromcs cabmets alter a number' ’
_ of existing cabinets, and inserf new equlpment into eaustmg cabinets with no alteratioris in order to

‘'upgrade the AT&T network in order to provide fiber optic technology to San Francisco nelghborhoods. '
" The pro]ect as proposed mdudm '

= New Cabmets. The proposed new cabmets would be locdted on the ground wn:hm pubhc nght-
* of-way. The new cabinets measure 51.7" wide by 26" deep by 48” high and are light tan or light
'green in color. The proposed new cabinets must be p'lacéd in close proximity to an existing
. Service Area Interface (SAI) cabinet in order to-make the necessary fiber/copper connection.
= Existing SAI Cabinets to be Enlarged in their Existing Locations: A number of the existing SAI
" . cabinets will be enlarged and “re-skinned” in their current ]oatlons The size of the new SAI
“shell” would depend on the size of the existing cabinet in' each location. The most common -
sizes for the new shells are 58" wide by 26” deep by 65” high or 58" ‘wide by 18~ deep by 65"
high. Existing cabinets could i increase up to 18" in wxdth, up to 14" in diameter, and up to 16” in
.+ height.
= Existing Cabinets to be Enlarged and Relocated. A nu.mber of the austmg SAI cabmets willbe -
. - removed from uuhty poles, enlarged, and placed on the sidewalk within public right-of-way. ‘
The existing-cabinets measure approximately 33" wide by 12” deep; and range from 30” t0 57" in
high. New, enlarged cabinets would be located on l:he sidewalk and measure approx:mately
..+ 51.7” wideby 26” deep by 48" high.
= Existing Cabinets to Remain In-Place with Minor Alterations: A.number of ex15tmg cabinets
.- will be enlarged by appmxxmately 6”, by adding a bolt to the end panel on the existing cabinet.
* No Changes fo the Existing Cabinets: A number of the emshng SAI cabmets can accommodate
.- the new equipment with no extenor changes : S

- wwwj.sfplénning.org
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" CASE NO. 2010.0944E . -

Historic Resource Evaluatlon Response . . ,
ATZT Lightspeed Upgrade. -

February 8, 2011

—'PRE-EXISTING HlSTORlC RATING/ SURVEY

AT&T has prov1ded a map that illustrates the Iocabon of all mstmg SAI] cabinets (up to 900 in toial)
within the City and County of San Francisco. The proposed 726 new cabinets will be located in dlose
_ proximity to the existing SAI cabinets. There are a number of existing SAI cabinets located ‘within
_designated historic and conservation districts (see below). However, pursuant to AT&T's submitted .
project proposal, none of the proposed new cabinets would be located thhm the boundaries. of any

designated historic or conservahon district.

HISTORIC DISTRICTI NElGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The proposed new cabinets will be located within pubhc nght—of-way, and w111 ot ‘be located ‘on
individual bmldmgs None of the proposed 726 new cabinets would be located within a designated
historic or conservation district, The precise locations. of the proposed new cabinets have not been
identified. While the niew cabinets would be installed within 300 feet of an ex.lsung SAI cabinet, none of‘
* the proposed new cabmets will be within any designated district. ° ’ .

1 Cahforma Reglster Cntena of Slgm.ﬁcance. Note, a bmldmg may bean }ustoncal resource if it -
- meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. .If more information is needed to make'such -
Ca determination please specify what information is needed.- (This determinatior for California Register
'Ellgiblhiy is made based on existing data and research provided to the Plarming Department by the above
named preparer | multant and other parttes Key pages of report and a photograph qf the sub]ect buzldmg are

.nt'tarhed) o : < ;

Event or T | _ D Yes D No D Unable to _detetmine'
- Persoms:or " [dYes [INo []Unable to determine
_Architecture: or "[OYes [ONo [JUnable to determine

g Information Potentlal' [ Further investigation recommmded
District or Context -~ [X] Yes, may contnbute toa potenhal dlstm:t or s1gm£1cmt context™

If Yes; Period of 51gmﬁcance ’
Based on mapped locations of existing SAI cabinets, the followmg districts currently contain exxshng

SAI cabinets. None of the existing SAI cabinets located within thése districts would be. enla:rged
skinned”, relocated, or have a bolt added as part of nghtspeed The only nghtspeed work in these

- districts spotenhal henchmg

.. Kamey/Market/Mason/Sutter Conservatlon D15tnct
o' South End Hisforic District -
* »_ South of Market Extended Preservatlon sttnct
s Alamo Square Historic. District .
s Buena Vista North Historic sttmct (proposed)
» Liberty Hill Historic District - )
» - Dogpatch Hxstom_: District

Almough the project sponsor have not psecisely indentified .the Jocations of the new cabinets, it is,
possible that a number of new cabinets may be located within documented and undocumented
potenhal hlstonc dxstncts for the purposes of CEQA It is also possible that a number of the proposed

SAR FBMC!SCO
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Hlstonc Resource Evaluahon Response . , S ‘ _ CASE NO. 2010.0944E -
February 8,2011. » o : . - AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

new cabinets will be Iomted in close proxumty to buﬂdmgs and sites fhat have been mdxvxdually

designated as local, California, or National historic landmarks. It is also possxble that anumber of the .

‘proposed new cabinets will be located i in clese proximity to structures or sites that either have or have
* not yet been documented, but that may be mdnndually ehgible for the California Reglster

2. Infe'grity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. Tobe a raﬁource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the Cahforma Register criteria, but .
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The sub]ect property has retamed or lacks mtegnty from the penod of.
mgruflca.nce noted above: :

Locahon: ' 'DR.eIams_ [Jracks oo _'s'etﬁng:' "[[] Retains D_Lackgv
Association: Retains: [ J1acks- o Feeling: . [(ORetins [Jracks
" Design: [dRetains [Jlacks - - Materials: [ ]Retains - {JLacks

- Workmansth.DRetams DLacks _ Lo o N

3 Although thie project sponsor dos riot propose to install new cabinets wnhm any designated historic
~ or conservation districts, it is possible that a number of new c_abme!s_ may b_e located within
-~ . -documented and undocumented potential historic districts for the purposes of CEQA.

The Departmerit has considered the potential of the proposed new cabinets to impair the ability of.
historical resources, induding historic buildings and histeric districts, to convey their significance.
- Based oni review of AT&T’s submitted project information,-the Department has determined that
cabinets placed in the public nght-of—way within potential historic districts will not imnpair .the
. district’s ablhty to convey its significance, ds the proposed project would be consistent with the
" applicable Standards and Guidelines for thabllltalwn mcludmg but not limited to Standards 9 and 10,
as discussed in Section 4 below. '

. Pursuant to the submitted pr0]ect proposal AT&T will Jocate the proposed new @bmets such that: '

= Cabinets are ]or:dted out51de of the boundanes of des;gnated l'ustonc and conservatlon )
districts. _
- Cabmets are scremed by ]andscapmg (shrubs and trees) where p0551b]e_

L Cabmets are located within thei pubhc right-of-way and not on individual bmldmgs

3. Determir'latio_nyof whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA
* I No Resource Present (Go to 6. below) [X] Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.)
Althougﬁ the project sponsor does not propose to install new cabinets within any designated historic ~

or conservation districts, it is possible that a number of new cabinets may be located within
‘ documented and undocumented potenhal l'uston: dls’mcts for the puxposes of CEQA. .

SAN FRANCISCD o ST oL . ’ . -3
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Hlstorlc Resource E_valuatxon Response ; CASE:N'd. 2010.0944E -
- S ATE&T Lightsbeed Upgrade

February 8, 2011

4. 'If the property appears 6 be an historical resource, whethér the 'propose‘d project would
: mate_nally impaix the resource (i. €. alter in an adverse manner those physical characteristics wh1ch :
" justify the property’ s inclusion in any registry to which it be]ongs) ' -

- E The pro;ect will not cause a substantxal advm'se change in the significance of the resource such -~
that the 51gruf1cance of the Tesource would be matenally lmpau'ed (Continue to 5 lf the pra]ect isan
' aZferahmz.) .

D The pro]ect isa s1gmﬁcant xmpact as proposed ( Ccmtmue to5 zf the pm]ect isan alfzratwn )

Based on mfonnahon submltted by the project sponsor, it appears that AT&T will confox:m ta the »
Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Pmpert-zes, as applicable,
for-any cabinet installations proposed within a poteritial historic district. The Department has
determined that the pr0posed project is_ consistent with the Standards, including but not limited to
Standards 9'and 10 of the Secretary of the Interior’s Stu.ndm—ds and Guidelines for Rehabilitation.

‘Standard.9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy .
historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. “The new

" work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible thh the historic materials,
features size, scale, and propornon, and massing to protect the mtegnty of the property and its
Cabinets proposed in poteniiaz'iietoﬁc districts that include dzaracter—dq‘iﬂing Street fumit'ure will be
clearly differentiated from historic street furniture, and will not destroy historic materials or spatial
relahansths that cha'rar:tmze the districts. . ) . : E

' Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construchon will be undertaken in such’
a manner that, if removed in.the future, the essentlal form and integrity of the hlstonc property
and its envu'onment would be urumpa:red . .

" . The proposed new. cubmzts may be remnved in the future without impairing the essenhal ﬁrrm. and
integrity of the historic resource. The proposed project calls for the installation of the cabinéts in a manner
that will allow them to be completely removed without affectiniy the essential form or integrity of the’
“historic d1stnct The installation of the proposed cabinets will not destroy historic building fabric, and will .
be reoersibla If the equipment is removed in the ﬁ;ture, the essential fonn tmd integrity af the dzsi-ru:t and - )

ifs enmrtmmmt wauld be ummpalrai

5. Charactet-deﬁmng features. of the bmldmg to be rehmed or respected in order to avoid a-
- szgmﬁcant adverse effect by the project, presently oi cumulatively, as modifications to the project
to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend condll:wns of approva.l that. may be desirable to

. 'mmgate the pIO]ect s adverse effects

As proposed, the project will enstre compham:e with the Secreta.ry of the Intenofs Stundards and ’
. Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The cabinets will not be installed on any mdlvxdual )
buxldmgs and where possible, screened by landscaping {shrubs and trees)

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response ) ' ' CASE NO. 2010.0944E- .

. 'February 8, 2011 - - ... AT&TLightspeed Upgrade .

- Whether thé proposed pro}ect may have an adverse effect on off—sne historical resources, such as
" adj acent historic propextles '

|_—_| Yes ' @ No D Una-ble to dete'rmjne‘ '

As noted above, any new Cabinet installations that -are located *within | documenbed and

. undocurhented _potential hxstonc districts, will not 51gmﬂcant1y impact the character-defining

features of the district, nor-will the proposed new cabinets negahvely impact the integrity of the
potential historic districts. - -

Visual quah’cy, by nature, is hxghly subjechve and different wewers may have varymg opinions as to - .

whether a proposed wueless facility makes for a negatlve impact to the setting of the City and its . .

S nexghborhoods The Department’s determination is that the impact of the proposed equipment to the

. setting of existing and potential historic sites, structures, and districts is not sxgmﬁcant and wou]d

. not impair the ability of hxstonc resources to convey their ﬂgmﬁcance_

. SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Sigriamez;M' _ ' _ B .. Date: 'z“”"!‘;}/‘~j

_ CC:

Linda Avery, Commission Secretary, Historic Pgmervaﬁoﬁ Coimmission_

 Virnaliza Byrd, Historic Resource Impact Review File.

| sanrancsc) . . ' : ' ' B 5
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City Hall
1 Dr. Cariton 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 [S HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing fo consider the following proposal
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which tlme all interested parties may
attend and be heard: :

" Date: TL_lesday, April 26, 2011
Time: | 4:00 p.m.

Location: | Legislative Chamber, Room :250 located at City Hall, 1 Dr. .
- Carliton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 941 02

Subject: | File No. 110344 Hearing of persons interested in or objecting
to the decision of the Planning Department dated February 22,
2011, Case No. 2010.0944E, that a project located on La Playa
Street between Cabrillo and Fulton Streets, is exempt from
environmental review under Categorical Exemption, Class 3
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 1503). The proposed project -
involves placing additional fiber through AT&T's existing
copper conduit currently used for telephone lines, and the

~ installation of metal, either tan or light green, 51.7-inches-wide
by 26-inches-deep by 48-inches-high communications
cabinets in the public right-of-way to house the Lightspeed
electronics. (Appellant: San Francisco Beautiful and the .
~ Planning Association for the Richmond) -

, 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, or in
written correspondence dellvered to the Board of Supervisors at, or prior to, the public
.hearing.

In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrafive C_bde, v
persons who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written

209



comments to the City prior to the tlme the hearing beglns “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 mformatlon will be available for public

review on Thursday, April 21 2011.

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED: April 14, 2011
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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

March 22, 2011

Milo F. Hanke
+ San Francisco Beautiful
Planning Association for the Richmond
100 Bush Street, Ste. 1580
San Francisco, CA 94104

Subject:  Appeal of Determination of Exemptlon from Enwronmental Review for AT&T
' “nghtspeed” Network Upgrade Project :

Dear Mr. Hanke: _

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of & memorandum dated March 21, 2011, (copy

attached) from the City Attorhey’s office regarding the timely filing of an appeal of Determination of

Exemption from Environmental Review for the AT&T “Lightspeed” Network Upgrade Project.

The City Attorney has determined that the a.ppeal wés'filed in a timely manner.

A hearing date has been scheduled on Tuesday, April 26, 2011 at 4:00 P.M., at the Board'of -

Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, Leglslatlve Chamber, Room 250, 1 Dr. Carlton B.

Goodlett Place, San Francisco.

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures 7_and 9, please pfovide to the Clerk’s Office by:

8 daYs prior to the hearing\: any doéumentation which you maSl want available to the Board

members prior to the hearing;

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

Please provide 18 copies of the documentation for distribution, and, if possuble names of -
interested parties to be notified in label format

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

LS

Very truly yours,

~ Angela alvillo

Clerk of the Board _

Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney . Tina Tam, Historic Preservation, Planning Department
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney . Nannie Turrell, Planning Department

Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney ' - Don Lewis, Environmental Analysis, Planning Department
Scott Sanchez, Acting Zoning Administrator, Planning Department Linda Avery, Planning Commission Secretary

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Depariment Milo Hanke, San Francisco Beautiful and Planning -

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department Association for the Richmond’
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cny AND’ COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

- DENNIS J. HERRERA ‘ : _ MARLENA G. BYRNE -
City Attorney o Deputy City Atfomey
" DIRECTDIAL (415] 554-4620
) E-MAIL: mariena.byme@sfgov.org
MEMORANDUM
TO: Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Marlena G. Byme 'va?/

, Deputy City Attorney
DATE: March 21, 2011 o
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for AT&T
"Lightspeed" Network Upgrade Project Located on La Playa Street, between
Cabrillo and Fulton Streets

You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors
by Milo F. Hanke, on behalf of the San Francisco Beautiful and the Planning Association for the
Richmond, received by the Clerk's Office on March 14, 2011, of the Planning Department's
determination that the AT&T Network "Lightspeed" Upgrade project, Department of Public
Works excavation permit, File No. 11EXC-1050, located on La Playa Street between Cabrillo
and Fulton Streets, is exempt from environmental review under the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA™). The proposed work involves placing additional fiber through AT&T's
existing copper conduit currently used for telephone lines, and, as described in the Certificate of
Determination Exemption from Environmental Review, the installation of metal, eithertanor -
light green, 51.7-inches-wide by 26-inches-deep by 48-inches—high c_ommunications cabinets in
the public right-of-way to house the Lightspeed electronics. The Appellants provided a copy a
Certificate of Determination Exemption from Environmental Review, issued by the Planning
Department on February 22, 2010, finding the project exempt under Class 3 of the CEQA
Guidelines (14 Cal.Code Reg. §15000 ef seq.).

' We are informed that an excavation permit was issued for the proposed work on La Playa
Stréet, between Cabrillo and Fulton Streets, on March 14, 2011, by the Department of Public
Works (File No. 11EXC-1050). The time for appealing the issuance of this permit to the Board
‘of Appeals has pot yet run. Accordingly, it is our view that the appeal of this categorical .
exemption determination is timely. Therefore, the appeal should be calendared beforc 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 Attormney -
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planmng Department ‘
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department

Civ-HALL -1 DR. CARLION B. GOODLEIT PLACE, ROOM 234 ¢ SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102
RECEPTION: (415) 554-4700 FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4757

' n:\londuse\mbyme\boé ceqa appsals\al&d ightspeed timeliness.doc
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO N OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

- Memorandum

TO: Angela Calvillo
, Clerk of the Board of Superwsors
DATE: ~ March 21,2011
PAGE: 2 '
RE: - Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Envuonmental Review for AT&T
"Lightspeed" Network Upgrade Project Located on LaPlaya Street, between
Cabrillo and Fulton Streets

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Tina Tam, Planming Department

Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
Linda Avery, Planning Department

Don Lewis, Planning Department
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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

March 15, 2011 -

To: Cheryl Adams ,
Deputy City Attorney

From: Rick Caldeir,
- Deputy Director '

Subject: Appeal of Categorical Exemption from Environmental Review for
AT&T Lightspeed Network Upgrade, Multiple Locations '

An appeal of categori'eal 'exemption from environmental review issued for AT&T
Lightspeed Network Upgrade, Multiple Locations, was filed with the Office of the

" Clerk of the Board on March 14, 2011, by Milo Hanke, on behalf of San Francisco

Beautiful and the Planning Association of the Richmond.

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures of Appeals for Negative Declaration and
Categorical Exemptions No. 5, T 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 w1thm 3 working days of
receipt of this request.

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

c: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City ‘Attorney :
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis, Planning Department
- Nannie Turrell, Major Environmental Analysis, Planning Department
" AnMarie Rodgers, Manager, Legislative Affairs, Planning Department.
Tina Tam, Historic Preservation, Planning Department
Don Lewis, Environmental Analysis, Planning Department
Linda Avery, Planmng Comm1s51on Secretary
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March 14, 2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Deai‘ Madame Clerk,

On behalf of more than fifteen hundred members of San Francisco Beautiful and
the Planning Association for the Richmond, I respectfully appeal the Planning
Department Exemption from Environmental Review (2010.0944E) issued
February 22, 2011, in light of the significant environmental impacts of the
project that warrant in-depth review in an Environmental Impact Report.

» Attached are the copies of the: exemptlon SIgned by the Plannmg Department a
neighborhood organization fee waiver request form and a check for $500.

Please let me know if you require any additional information. [ can be reached at

Mrs. Ff‘e;e' 'j”ssma"“ 41,5-78176300 or milohanke@aol.com.

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE Smcerely,

Robert C. Friese
Byron Rodriquez o o
Clinton J. Loftman =< . -
Linda Muir % TS 9
BOARD OF DIRECTORS - , X ;‘Qx
_ Ed Anderson iloF. Hanke = "1-?1 m
Christopher Charles - [mmediate Past President = B0
Peter Fortune > £ >mm .
Juan Monsanto o ‘ : ‘ . K - z% .-<~
R oo - €C: Susan Brandt-Hawley, Brandt-Hawley Law Group = O27m
ger . . L. . ; 22 Yoo op |
Scott Preston cc: Raymond Holland, Planning Association for the Richmond T oxX
Sharon Seto ) e !
Leigh Wasson : : : ' ) . m-- o
Lisa Watada . _ , . 3 :
_PAST PRESIDENT
Milo F. Hanke

www.stbeautiful.org

160 Bush Street, Suite 1580 + San Francisco, CA 94104 - T 415. 421-2608 « F 415. 421-4037 .« E sb@sfbeautiful.org
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Greating; gﬂ/zaﬂcm(g and S rotecting
the %yuo Beauty and gwaéaég gCJ’a/z/ d"/‘(uzcwco

Mrs. Friede! Klussmann

Founder

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

Robert C. Friese
Byron Rodriquez
Clinton J. Loftman
Linda Muir

BOARD OF DIRECTORS .

Ed Anderson
Christopher Charles
Peter Foriune
Juan Monsanto
Esther Mallouh
‘Richard Munzinger
Scott Preston
Sharon Seto *
Leigh Wasson
Lisa Watada

PAST PRESIDENT
Milo E. Hanke

Resolution
Executive Committee
San Francisco Beautiful

March 2,2011

By unanimous vote of the Executive Committee of San Francisco Beautiful,
San Francisco Beautiful reaffirmed its policy of opposing the categorical

-exemption from environmental review that was issued by the Planning

Department on February 22, 2011, and authorizes Milo Hanke to flle an
appeal thereto on behalf of San Francisco Beautlful

Whereas the Planning Department has given a categorlcal exemption from
environmental review to AT&T for the installation of up to 726 large, above
ground communications cabinets (51.7” wide by 26" deep by 48" high) in the
public right of way; '

Whereos, they are installing them neighborhood by neighborhood so that
many affected communities and individual property owners are unaware of
AT&T’s plans and the adverse impact it will have on their neighborhoods;

Whereas, affected communities and individual property owners have not
received complete, objective advice for housing the equipment underground
or on private property;

Whereas, the boxes will be installed above ground even when technology
exists to underground them;

Whereas, the large boxes will impede pedestrian traffic, inconvenience
property owners, act as graffiti magnets, invite vandalism, attract trash

‘around and on top of them and detract from our efforts attempts to create a

more attractive and pleasant environment;

Whereas, the large boxes will have negative effects on property values of
adjoining properties and on assessed valuation and property tax revenues to
the City; _

Whereas, these large above ground boxes are in direct contradiction to Order
No:. 175,566 “Regulations for Issuing Excavation Permits for the Installation

www.sfbeautiful.org

100 Bush Streef, Suife 1580 » San Francisco, CA94104 « T 415.421-2608 « F 415 .421-4037_- E stb@sfbeautiful.org l
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the Unigue PBeauty and Livability o Jan Francisco-

of Surface-Mounted Facilities in the Public Right-of-Way” issued by Edwin M.
Lee on August 17, 2005, requiring that surface-mounted facilities “be

installed on private property or be placed underground to the extent either
of these options is technologically and economically feasible.”

Whereas, Order No. 175,566 requires the applicant to make a good falth
effort to comply with each of the following requirements:
* present a plan showing all surface-mounted facilities ant1c1pated to be
installed in the next five years
* present plans showing sizes of cabinets
* survey the area to be serviced to identify at least three locatlons on
private property that may be appropriate
* contact the owner to determine whether the owner will allow such » N
~ installation
* attempt to enter into agreement with interested p_roperty owners
* attempt to place underground where technologically or economically
feasible (at a minimum, demonstrate that it conduced a thorough
search for adequate underground technology) 7
* notify of any special requirements that limit location
* explore reasonable opportunities to collocate
¢ notify if other surface mounted facilities can be removed as a result of
installation of new facilities;

ResoIve_d, that San Francisco Beautiful shall file an appeal to the Certificate of
Determination, Exemption from Environmental Review, Case No. '
'2010.0944E, AT&T “Lightspeed” Network Upgrade and request the Planning
Department to begin the process of reviewing the cumulative environmental
impact of 726 large metal communication boxes in its neighborhoods,
thereby relinquishing the public right of way to the commercial advancement
of one private company. Milo Hanke is authorized to file said appeal on behalf
of San Francisco Beautiful.

Www.sfbeuu‘riful.org

100 Bush Street, Suite 1580 « San Francisco, CA 94104 « T 415. 421-2608 .+ F 415. 421-4037 « E sb@sfbeautiful.org
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SANFRANCBCO |
FLANREH& BEP&ETMENT

. Certificate of Determination
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Case No.: 2010. 0944E

Project Title: AT&T ”L1ghtspeed” Network Upgrade

Block/Lot: Multiple Locations

Project Sponsor:  Michael Edwards, AT&T California, (415) 644-7043

Staff Contact: - Don Lewis, (415) 575-9095, don.lewis@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

AT&T proposes to upgrade its residential communications network to a high-speed data trarismission
technology referred to as “Lightspeed,” which would enable new services, including internet protocol
television. To provide these new services, AT&T would expand its fiber-optic network throughout the
City by placing additionai fiber through its existing copper conduit currently used for telephone lines.
Specifically, AT&T would install up to 726 metal, either tan or light green, 51.7-inches-wide by 26-inches-
deep by 48-inches-high communications cabinets in the public right-of-way to house the Lightspeed

1650 Mission St -

Suite 400
San Franeisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

- Fax:

415.558.6408

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377

electronics. The precise Jocations of the proposed new cabinets have not been identified; however, all new

cabinets would be located within 300 feet of an existing AT&T Serving Area Interface (SA!) cabinet, also
(Continued on next page.)
EXEMPT STATUS: ' -

Categorical Exemption, Class 3 [State CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(d)]

REMARKS:

See reverse side.

DETERMINATION:

1do héreby ce.rtify that the above determination has been made pursﬁam to State and Local requirements.
P ///(f / //-r S IL_ /,,M/ 3/3/ ey
BILL WYCKO | Date pd

Environmental Review Officer

cc: Michael Edwards, Project Contact ' Bul]eﬁn‘Board
M._D.F. » . : Dan McKenna, Deparlment of Fublic Works
Board of Supervisors ' _ Histaric Distribution List’

Distribution List
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Exemption from Environmental Review : _ CASE NO. 2010.0944E
' AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

located within the public ri ght—of/—way throughout the City.!

* Each new installation would involve the following work: pairing a Lightspeed cabinet within close
" proximity to an existing AT&T SA] cabinet (the copper cross-connect box which is already located in the
public right-of-wdy) to make the necessary fiber/copper connections; excavation of up to 48 inches deep
would be required for the installation of an approximately 4-foot by é-foot concrete foundation pad that
would support each Lightspeed cabinet; construction of a 3-foot-deep and approximately 10- to 300-foot-
long trench run to install conduit from the Lightspeed cabinet to the existing SAL construction of a 4- foot-
deep and- approx1mately 50- to 150-foot-long trench run to connect the new nghtspeed cabinet to an
existing power source such as a pole or underground vault; and an additional 3-foot-deep trench may be

required if AT&T needs to replace or repair ex:stmg underground telephone conduit to accommodate
_ new fiber placement.

In addition, some of the existing SAI cabinets would be enlarged and “re-skinned” with new wiring and
room for additional capac:ty in their existing locations by up to 18 inches in width, 14 inches in diameter,
and 16 inches in helght and some would be removed from utility poles, enlarged by up to 7 inches in

width, 8 inches in depth, and 39 inches in height, and placed on the ground. The majority of these

cabinets would be deployed over a three-year period. Also, in a few locations, SAls are clustered such

that AT&T may be able to further reduce the number of cabinets to less than 726 if appropriate space is '

avaiiable to accommodate a doubie capacity cabinet. This double capacity cabinet is 50 inches wide by
56.5 inches deep by 48 inches high. A number of existing cabinets would also be enlarged by
approximately 6 inches, by adding a bolt to the end panel on the existing cabinet.

AT&T's proposed Li ghtspeed cabinets would hold the electronics needed to convert the fiber- ophc signal
to a broadband signa) that can be transmitted over its existing copper distribution network. The
Lightspeed cabinets would not contain transmitters or wireless devices, and would not emit radio
frequency radiation. The Lightspeed cabinets would be equipped with a cooling fan and a ‘back-up
battery that would run for up to eight hours during commercial outages. For prolonged outages in
residentjal neighborhoods, generators that are part of AT&T's service vehicles would be used and would
run off the power of the vehide. Diesel generators are also used but are not the preferred method in
residential neighborhoods. Another method of providing back up power is to replace the cabinet batteries
to extend the power during repair of the power supply. The electronics in these cabinets require that they

be placed above ground as a technical matter, as the electronic equ1pment must be free from moisture and
corrosion.

Pursuant to the submitted project proposal, AT&T would locate the proposed new cabinets such that
cabinets are located outside of the boundaries of designated historic and conservation districts, and are
located within the public right-of-way and not on individual buildings. None of the existing SA} cabinets
located within designated historic or conservation districts would be enlarged, ”re-skim‘led,” relocated, or

- 1 Lacation maps of the existing SA! cabinels are available for review at the Flanning Department, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400,

as part of Case No. 2010.0944E o
' 219

SAN FRANCISLO

'5



Exemption from Environmental Review : CASE NO 2010.0944E
AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

have a bolt added. The only proposed Lightspeed work in these districts is potential trenching to install
conduit from the proposed cabinet to the existing cabinet, and if AT&T needs to replace or repair existing
underground telephone conduit. '

The proposed project is subject to the requirements for excavation permits in Article 2.4 of the Public
Works Code and the requirements of Department of Public Works (DPW) Order No. 175,566 concerning .

placement of surface-mounted facilities (SMF) in the public right-of-way.2 DPW reviews each application
on an individual basis and evaluates the potential for the proposed facilities to impede travel on public

streets, inconvenience property owners, or otherwise disturb the use of the public right-of-way by the

public. DPW will ensure that persons affected by the installation have an opportunity to be heard before
an impartial hearing officer appointed by the Director of DPW. The hearing officer will summarize the

evidence and testimony and will make recommendations to the Director, who will make the fina) .

determination. In addition, AT&T will provide notice to all residents within 300 feet of the work 48 hours
prior to the commencement of work. ’ '

In July 2008, the Planning Department issued a categorical exemption for AT&T's 2007 Lightspeed
upgrade proposal (Planning Department Case No. 2007.1350E). The categorical exemption was appealed,
and during the appeal hearing before the Board of Supervisors, AT&T withdrew their environmental
application?® To address feedback from the City and the public, AT&T submitted a new project (the
current proposal)-with the following project changes: (1) reduced the number of new cabinets by 124

{from 850 to 726); (2) integrated the power supply meter into the new cabinets, negating the need for an

attached power panel; (3) doubled the needed “pairing” distance from new cabinets to existing cabinets
{(from 150 feet to 300 feet); and (4) removed all proposed new cabinets that would have been located
within the boundaries of designated historic or conservation districts. '

REMARKS (continued):

P'ublic Views and Aesthetics

In evaluating whether the Lightspeed cabinets would be exempt from. environmental review, the
Planning Department determined that they would not result in a significant impact to public views and
aesthetics. Visual quality, by nature, is highly subjective and different viewers may have varying opinions
as to whether a proposed utility cabinet contributes negatively to the visual landscape of the City and its
neighborhoods. The Planning Department’s Initial Study Checklist, which is based on Appendix G of the
Celifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, indicates that assessments of significant
_impacts on visual resources should consider whether the project would Tesult in: (1) a substantial,
demonstrable negative aesthetic effect; (2) a substantial degradation or obstruction of any scenic view or
~vista now observed from public areas; or (3) generation of obtrusive light or glare substantially impacting

other properties. The proposed Lightspeed installations would not result in any of these conditions, as
described below. . |

? Regulations for lssuing Excavation Ferr?.its for the‘h“stallation of Surface-Mounted Facilities in the Public Right-Of-Way, DPW
Order No. 175,566, This document is available for review at the Planning Department, al 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of
Case No. 2010.0944E. :

: AT&T also withdrew all of their pending permit applications {nearly 350) with DPW.
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Exemption from Environmental Review - . - CASENO. 2010.0944E
' o ‘ AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

The project sponsor proposes to deploy up to 726 Lightspeed cabinets in a dispersed manner within
public right-of-way. The profile of these cabinets would be visible to passersby and observers from
. nearby buildings, but may not be noticed by the casual observer. The visial impacts of the cabinets
would be confined to the immediate areas in which the cabinets are located. Utility-related facilities in the
public right-of-way are common throughout the City’s urbanized environment {e.g., traffic control
cabinets and other utility cabinets). AT&T's cabinet installations would generally be Vivéw,ed in the contéxt

of the existing urban background, and the incremental visual effect of the proposed cabinets would be’

- minimal. In addition, the proposed. cabinets would not generate any obtrusive light or glare. The
Planning Department reviewed photos of existing cabinets in various locations and the photographs

support the Department's conclusion that the cabinets would have a negligible effect on public views and
aesthetics. ’ ' ‘ ’

Pursuant to the submitted project proposal, the proposed cabinets would be located in a manner that
would not obstruct pedestrian access, would not intrude on pedestrian "clear zones™ at street corners, and
* would not obstruct the view of any traffic sign, way-finding sign or traffic signal.! AT&T's cabinet
placement considerations include setback distances from corners, fire hydrants, transit shelters, kidsks,
certified street artist designated areas, and public art work under the jurisdiction of the Arts Commission,
except for art on kiosks. If necessary, AT&T would conduct site visits with neighborhood groups to
consider location options. Landscaping and screening are also available options for consideration in
placing new cabinets. The proposed Lightspeed cabinets would have a graffiti resistant finish and would
display a sticker with a toll-free number so that AT&T could proactively remove graffiti. If required for
safety, bollards would also be installed. '

In reviewing aesthetics 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. That
some people may not find the proposed Lightspeed cabinets attractive does not mean that they would
create a significant aesthetic environmental impact; they must be judged in the context of the existing

conditions. For the proposed Lightspeed project, the context is urban right-of-way that already support

similar utility structures dispersed throughout the City. Lightspeed cabinets are thus consistent with the
existing, developed environment. The aesthetics of Lightspeed cabinets are similar to other structures in
- public right_-of—way and therefore cannot be deemed an “unusual circumstance.” For those same reasons,
the “unusual circumstance” exception to the categorical exemptions is not applicable to aesthetic impacts

that are similar to existing or potential comparable structures. Lightspeed cabinets would not be uhusual »

and would not create adverse aesthetic impacts on the environment.

For all the above reasons, installation of the proposed equipment cabinets would not result in a

significant adverse effect on public views or aesthetics.

{"AT&T's Options for Consideration in Flacing Lightspeed Cabinets in San Francisco This document is attached
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Exerption f_romEnvironmental Review : 1 ‘ CASE NO. 2010.0944E
’ ’ ‘ AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

Historic Resources

In evaluating whether the p‘roposed project would be exempt from environmental review under CEQA,

the Planning Department determined that the proposed project would not result in a significant adverse

effect to a historic resource as defined by CEQA. As described in the attached Historic Resource

. Evaluation Response (HRER) Memorandum, the proposed new cabinets would not result in a significant
impact to historic resources® The analysis and conclusions of the HRER are summarized below.

The proposed 726 new cabinets would be located within public right-of-way, and would not be located
on individual buxldmgs The precise locations of the proposed new cabinets have not been identified.
~ While the new cabinets would be installed within 300 feet of an existing SAl cabinet, none of the
proposed new cabinets would be within any designated historic or conservation district.

“ Based on mapped locations of existing SAl cabinets, the following districts currently contain existing SAl
cabinets: Kearney/Market/Mason/Sutter Conservation District, Sout_h End Historic District, Squth of
Market Extended Preservation District, -Alamo Square Historic District, Buena Vista North Historic
District (proposed), Liberty Hill Historic District, and the Dogpatch Historic District. None of the existing
SAl cabinets located within these designated historic or conservation districts would be enlarged, “re-
skinned,” relocated, or have a bolt added as part of the proposed project. The only proposed Lightspeed -
work in these districts is potential trenching fo install conduit from the proposed cabinet to the existing
cabinet, and if AT&T needs to replace or repair existing underground telephone conduit.

Although the project sponsor has not precisely indentified the locations of the new cabinets, it is possible
that'a number of new cabinets may be located within documented and undocimented potential historic
districts for the purposes of CEQA. It is also possible that a number of the proposed new cabinets would
be located in close proximity to buildings and sites that have been individually designated as local,
California, or National historic landmarks. It is also possible that a number of the proposed new cabinets
would be located in close proximity to structures or sites that either have or have not yet been
documented, but that may be individually eligible for the California Register.

Pursuant to the submitted project proposal, AT&T would locate the proposed new cabinets such that: (1)
cabinets are located outside of the boundaries of designated historic and conservation districts, (2)
cabinets are screened by landscaping (shrubs-and trees) where possible, and (3) cabinets are located
within the public nght—of—way and not on individual buildings. '

Based on the size and the locations of the proposed cabinets, the Department has determined that the
project would conform with the Secretary of the Interier’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of
Historical Properties (Secretary’s Standards) for any cabinet installations proposed within a potential historic
district, Thé proposed project would be consistent with the applicable Standards and Guidelines for
Rehabilitation, including but not limited to Standards 9 and 10. Cabinets proposed in potential historic

5 . ' . . .- - . - . .
= Historic Resource Evaluation Response Memorandum from Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner, to Don Lewis, Planner, Major

Environmental Anatysis, February 8, 2011. This document is-attached
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Exemption from Environmental Review ' CASE NO. 2010.0944E
: : AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

districts that include character-defining street fumiture would be clearly differentiated from historic
street furniture, and would not destroy historic materials or spatial relationships that characterize the
districts. The proposed new cabinets may be removed in the futare without impairing the essential form
and integrity of the historic resource. The proposed project calls for the installation of the cabinets in a

marnner that would allow them to be completely removed without affecting the essential form or integrity -

of the historic district. The installation of the proposed cabinets would not destroy historic building
fabric, and would be reversible. If the equipment is removed in the future, the essential form and
integrity of the district and its environment would be unimpaired.

As noted above, the Depar‘trhent has considered the potential of the proposed new cabinets to impair the
ability of historical resources, including historic buildings and historic districts, to convey their
significance. Based on review of AT&T's submitted project inforination, the Department has determined
that cabinets placed in the public right-of—way within potential historic districts would not impair the
district’s ability to convey its significance, as the proposed project would be consistent with the applicable
Standards and Guidelines fér Rehabilitation, inéluding but not limited to Standards 9 and 10. It is unlikely
that the existence of the proposed cabinets within the public right-of-way would prevent undocumented
historic districts or structures from conveying significance, »

Pursuant to DPW Order No. 175,566, for any installation(s) on the property of, or adjacent to a designated
]ocval,’ State or National Historic Landmark, in a2 Local Historic District in Article 10 of the San Francisco
Planning Code, in a Conservation Districts designated in Artide 11 of the San Francisco Flanning Code,
in a California Register Historic District, or a Nati_onal Register Historic District, AT&T will be required to
send notice to the Preservation Coordinator of the San Francisco Planning Department and the Historic
Preservation Commission. Lo ‘ o '

As noted above, any new cabinet installations that are located within documented and undocumented
potential historic districts, would not significantly impact the character-defining features of the district,
nor would the proposed new cabinets negatively impact the integrity of the potential historic districts.
The Department’s deterrﬁination is that the impact of the proposed cabinets to the setting of existing and
potential historic sites, structures, and districts is not significant, and would not impair the ability of
historic resources to convey their significance. . ' '

For the reasons described above, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact to historic

resources.
Eiempt Status

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303, or Class 3, provides for an exemptio'n 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. The numbers of
structures described in Section 15303 are the maximum allowable on any legal parcel. CEQA  State
Guidelines Section 15303(d) specificajl_v applies to utility extensions. The proposed Lightspeed cabinets
are smaller and less noticeable than many of the examples of structures gix@n in Section 15303 as being
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Exemption from Environmental Review o o CASE NO. 2010.0944E
' : AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

-categorically exempt, such as single-family homes and multi-family dwellings, and are smaller than many
structures where the Planning Department issued this' same exemption. Thus, the Lightspeed
installations are covered by the range of activities properly exempted pursuant to Class 3.

‘

Exceptions to Exemptions/Exclusions from Environimental Review

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 Lists exceptions to the use of categorical exemptions. The exceptions
include that an exemption shall not be used where the project would result in a significant cumulative
environmental impact (Section 15300.2(b)), where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity would
have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances (Section 15300.2(c)), where the
project would damage scenic resources within highway officially designated as a state scenic highway
(Section 15300.2(d)), where the project would be located on a site listed as a hazardous waste site
pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California Government Code (Section 15300.2(e)), where the project
would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource (Section i5300.2(f)).
As described below, there are no conditions associated with the Lightspeed facilities that would suggest
the possibility of a significant environmenta] effect under these exceptioﬁs. '

- No Cumulative Impacts

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300. Z(b) prov:des that a categorical exemption shall not apply if
" significant impacts would result over time from successive projects of the same type in the same place. -
The proposed project involves the installation of up to approximately 726 aboveground cabinets
throughout the City. By their minimal nature and widely dispersed locations that.do not create significant
environmental impacts on historic, archeological, or visual resources, the impacts of the cabinets would
not aggregate under CEQA to a degree where the project, by itself, would have cumulative impacts.

There is at least one competing vendor providing a similar service to the proposed project, bu_t that
vendor’s network has already been established, with the majority of their equipment located outside of
the public nght—of—way Since’ all of these existing and proposed project locations have and would .
proceed separately at different locations, there would be no foreseeable cumulative impacts due to the
proposed project. For the reasons set forth above, this project combined with other ongoing utility and
infrastructure work on the public right-of-way would not contribute to cumulative impacts.

Historical Resources
As described above, the Planning Departmeﬁt concluded that the proposed project would not cause a

significant impact to a historic resource. Therefore, this issue would not trigger an exception to the use of
a categorical exemption.
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Exemption from Environmental Review ' : » CASE NO. 2010.0944E
' AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

State Scenic Highways

Categorical exemptions may not be applied to projects that may resuli in damage to scenic resources
within a highway officially designated as-a state scenic highway. While there are eligible scenic highways
in the City, there are no officially designated state highways. Therefore, the pro]ect would not impact an
officially desngna ted state highway.

’

Haza rdous Waste

All Lightspeed facilities would be placed in public right-of-way within street and sidewalk areas. These

locations are not listed as hazardous waste sites by the state pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Cahforma
Government Code.

Unusual Circumstances

The Planning Department did not find any unusual circumstances that would cause the Lightspeed
installations to have a significant effect on the environment. These facilities are not unusual compared to
similar utilities structures in the public-right-of way, including other structures also subject to the DPW’s
Surface-Mounted Guidelines. Therefore, this issue would not trigger an exception to the use of a
. categorical exemption. »

Conclusion -

Although the proposed project is not without opposition or controversy, opposition and controversy do
not themselves constitute significant environmental impacts, nor do they constitute unusual
circumstances that would render use of a categorical exemption inappropriate.

As described above, the propdsed project would not have a significant effect on historic resources. Also,
there are no cumulative impacts or unusual circumstances surrounding the current proposal that would
trigger an exception to the application of an exemption. Therefore, the installations would be categorically

exempt under Class 3. For all the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from
environmental review.
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Options for Consideration in Placing Lightspeed Cabinets in San Francisco

Element Recommended Available Options
Type of Cabinet Reduced sized Standard cabinet Larger, double
‘ cabinet wath power with attached power | capacity cabmet
meter included panel to combine two
) ‘ cabinets at one
':, location
Location Public right-of-way. | Walk through with
up to 300 feet from neighborhood group
SAl : to consider location
: options
Landscapiﬁg if Replace existing “Street wees within 3 | Planting shrubs | Metal trellis with
appropriate for site | landscaping with to 5 feet of the adjacent to the vines that would
' new cabinets if water cabinets, wall screen the street

available .

extend existing

irrigation system

side and top of
the cabimet

Screening if
appropriate for site

Bollards as reqi.lirea
for safety

Decorative bollards

Nearby
Community

signage

Graffiti

Graffits reststant
finish and sticker
with toll-free
number '

AT&T crews will
proactively remove

graffiti ‘

Citizens or City
can report

graffiti via toll-
free number or

3-1-1

QOther cabinet
placement
considerations

o

¢  Cabinets will not obstruct pedestrian access and a minimum of 4 feet of
clearance will be maintamed.

Cabinets will be set back a minimum of 5 feet at cornets.

~Cabinets will not intrude on pedestrian "clear zones" at street comets.’

Cabinets will be set back a minimum of 18 inches form the face of the curb.
Cabinets will be set back 2 minimum of 5 feet from fire hydrants.

& Czbinets will be set back a2 minimum of 40 inches from any other above ground

~structuare.

€ Cabinets will be set back a minimum of 60 feet from an transit shelter and/or
kiosk, unless coordinated with the shelter/kiosk. s

€  Cabinets will be set back a minimum of 5 feet from any certified street artist

designated area.

€  Cabinets will be set back a mirdmum of 60 feet from any public art work under

the junsdiction of the Ar

kiosks:

ts Commussion of San Frandisco, except for art on

¢ Cabinets will not be placed over any stormdrain or other vty facility.

¢ Cabmets wall not obstruct the view of any traffic sign, wayfinding sign or waffic

signal.”
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SAN FRANCISCO
FLANNING BEPAHT‘M ENT

Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Historic ResourCe Evaluation Respo.nsfe 1650 ssion 1.

MEA Planner: Don Lewis -

. ) ’ : Reception:
' Project Names:  AT&T “Lightspeed” Upgrade ‘ 4:;_%;3‘5375
Block/Lot: '~ Multiple Locations ‘ ‘
Case No.: 2010.0944E 415.558.6409
Date of Review: February 8, 2011 _
i ) . o Planning
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Tina Tam : \nformation:
: : (415) 558-6325 | tina. tam@sfgov .org 415,558.6377
PROPOSED PROJECT ] pemotition X Alterah'on‘
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project proposes to install up to 726 new metal communications electronics cabinets, alter a number
- of existing cabinets, and insert new equipment into existing cabinets with no alterations in order to -

upgrade the AT&T network in order to provide fiber ophc technology to San Francisco neighborhoods.
The project, as proposed includes: :

New Cabinets: The proposed new cabinets would be located on the g'round, within public right-
of-way. The new cabinets measure 51.7” wide by 26" deep by 48" high and are light tan or light -
green in color. 'I'hé proposed new cabinets must be placed in close proximity to an existing
Service Area Inteiface (SAI) cabinet in order to make the necessary fiber/copper connection.
Existing SAI Cabinets to be Enlarged in their Existing Locations: A number of the existing SAl
cabinets will bé enlarged and “re-skinned” in their current locations. The size of the new SAl
“shell” would depend on the size of the existing cabinet in each location. The most common
sizes for the new shells are 58” wide by 26” deep by 65" high or 58” wide by 18" deep by 65"
high. Existing cabinets could increase up to 18” in width, up to 14” in diameter, and up to 167 in
" height. '
Existing Cabinets to be Enlarged and Relocated: A number of the existing SAI cabinets will be
removed from utility poles, enlarged, and placed on the sidewalk within public right-of-way.
The existing cabinets measure app'roxjm'ately 33" wide by 12" deep, and range from 30” to 57” in
high. New, enlarged cabinets would be located on the sidewalk and measure approximately
51.7" wide by 26" deep by 48" high. :
= Existing Cabinets to Remain In-Place with Minor Alterations: A number of existing cabinets
will be enlarged by approximately 67, by adding a bolt to the end panel on the existing cabinet.
No Changes to the Eiisting Cabinets: A number of the existing SAI cabinets can accommodate
the new equipment with no exterior changes.-
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- Historic Resource Evalbuation Response ‘ ’ - .CASE NO. 2010.08944E
February 8, 2011 , AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

PRE-EXISTING HISTORIC RATING / SURVEY
AT&T has provided a map that illustrates the location of all existing SAI cabinets (up to 900 in total)

within the City and County of San Francisco. The proposed 726 new cabinets will be located in close

proximity to the existing SAI cabinets. There are a number of existing SAl cabinets located within
designated historic and conservation districts (see below). However, pursuant to AT&T's submitted
project proposal, none of the proposed new cabinets would be located within the boundaries of any
designated historic or conservation-district.

HISTORIC DISTRICT / NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The proposed new cabinets will be located within public right-of-way, and will not be located on

individual buildings. None of the proposed 726 new cabinets would be located within a designiated
historic' or conservation district. The precise locations of the proposed new cabinets have not been
identified. While the new cabinets would be installed within 300 feet of an existing SAI cabinet, none of
* the proposed new cabinets will be withir any designated district.

1. California Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed. (This determination for California Register
Eligibility is made based on existing data and research provided to the Planning Departinent by the above

named preparer | consultant and othel parhes Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are

 attached. )
Event: or- D Yes D No D Unable to determine
_Pérsons: or D Yes L__] No D Unable to determine
Architecture: or D Yes D No D Unable to determine
Informatlon Potential: [ ] Further investigation recommended.
District or Context: DX Yes, may contribute to a potential district or Sngfxcant context

If Yes; Period of significance:

Based on mapped locations of existing SAl cabmets the following dlStTlCtS currently contain exxstmg _

SAI cabinets: None of the existing SAI cabinets located within:these districts would be enlarged
skinned”, relocated, or have a bolt added as part of nghtspeed The only nghtspeed work in these
districts is potential trenching.

. Keamey/Market/Mason/Su tter Conservation District
-« South End Historic District ‘

s South of Market Extended Preservation District

« Alamo 3quare Historic District

«  Buena Vista North Historic District (propo:ed)

«  Liberty Hill Historic District

¢«  Dogpatch Historic District

Although the project sponsor have not precisely indentified the locations of the new cabinets, it is
possible that a number of new cabinets may be located .within documented and undocumented
potential historic districts for the purposes of CEQA. 1t is also possible that a number of the proposed
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response o * " CASE NO. 2010.0944E
February 8, 2011 : ATA&T Lightspeed Upgrade

‘new cabinets will be located in close proximity to buildings and sites that have been individually
designated as local, California, or National historic landmarks. It is also possible that a number of the .
proposed new cabinets will be located in close proximity to structures or sites that either have or have
not yet been documented, but that may be individually eligible for the California Register.

2. Integrity is the ability of a propetty to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of
CEQA, a property must ngt only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The subject property has retained or lacks integxity from the period of
significance noted above: ‘

Location: [ ] Retains [JLacks Settingg [ | Retains [ ] Lacks
Association: D Retains - Lacks Feeling: D Retains - D Lacks
Design: D Retains D Lacks Materials: E] Retains D Lacks

Workmanship: [ ] Retains [ JLacks

Although the project sponsor does not propose to install new cabinets within any designated historic
or conservation districts, it is possible that a number of new cabinets may be located within
documented and undocumented potential historic districts for the purposes of CEQA.

The Department has considered the potential of the proposed new cabinets to impair the ability of
historical resources, including historic buildings and historic districts, to convey their significance.
Based on review of AT&T's submitted project information, the Department has determined that
cabinets placed in the public right-of-way within potential historic districts will not impair the
district’s ability to convey its significance, as the p:rdposed project would be cansistent with the
applicable Standards and Guidelines for Rehabilitation, including but not i’im_ited to Standards 9 and 10,
as discussed in Section 4 below.

Pursuant to the submitted project proposal, AT&T will locate the proposed new cabinets such that:

= " Cabinets are located outside of the boundaries of designated historic and conservaton

districts.
. Cabinets are screened by landscaping (shrubs and trees) where possible.

Cabinets are located within the public ﬁght—of—w ay and not on individual buildings.

"~ 3. Determination of whether the property is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA
D No Resource Present (Go fo 6. below) E Historical Resource Present (Continue to 4.)

Although' the project sponsor does not propose to install new cabinets within any designated historic
or conservation districts, it is possible that a number of new cabinets may be located within
decumented and undocumented potential historic districts for the purposes of CEQA.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response \ CASE NO. 2010.0944E

February 8, 2011 - ' AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

4.

If the property appears to be an historical resource, whether the proposed project would
materially impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical characfenshcs which
justify the property’s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs).

X] The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource such

that the significance of the resource wou]d be materially impaired. (Continueto5 if the project is an

alteration. )
[} The project 'is a significant impact as proposed. (Continue fo 5 if the project is an alteration.)

Based on information submitted by the project sponsor, it appears that AT&T will conform to the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties, as applicable,
for any cabinet installations proposed within a potential historic district. The Department has
determined that the proposed project is consistent with the Standards, including but not limited to

~ Standards 9 and 10 of the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Rehabilitation.

Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy
historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new
work will be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials,
features, size, scale, and proportion, and massing to protect the mtegrxty of the property and its
environment. . .

Cabinets proposed in potential historic districis thai include character-defining sireei furniture will be

clearly differentiated from historic street furniture, and will not destroy historic materials or spatial
relationships that characterize the districts. '

Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such
a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property
-and its environment would be unimpaired. '

The proposed new cubinets may be removed in the future without impairing the essential form and
integrity of the historic resource. The proposeﬂ project calls for the installation of the cabinets in a manner
that will allow them to be completely removed without affecting the essential form or integrity of the
historic district. The installation of the proposed cabinets will not destroy historic building fabric, and will

be reversible. If the equipment is removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the district and »

its environmment would be unimpaired.

‘Character-defining features of the building {o be retained or respected in order to avoid a
significant adverse effect by the project, presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project

to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend conditions of approval that may be desirable to
mmoafe the project’s adverse effects.

As proposed, the project will ensure compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
Guidelines fo1 the Treatment of Historic P?DPSI ties. The cabinets will not be installed on any individual
buildings and \where possible, screened by landscaping (shrubs and trees).
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2010.0944E
February 8, 2011 ' AT&T Lightspeed Upgrade

6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such as
adjacent historic properties.

[JYes . No N Unable to determine

As noted above, any new cabinet installations that are located within documented and
undocumented potential historic districts, will not significantly impact the character-defining
features of the district, nor will the proposed new cabinets negatively impact the 'mtegﬁty of the
potential historic districts.

Visual quality, by nature, is highly subjective and different viewers may have varying opinions as to
whether a proposed wireless facility makes for a négativé impact to the setting of the City and its
neighborhoods. The Department's determination is that the impact of the proposed equipment to the
setting of existing and potential historic sites, structures, and districts is not significant, and would
not impair the ability of historic resources to convey their significance. '

SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

.Signature: \9771@ ' ' - Date_2-f-22//

CC:

Linda Avery, Commission Secretary, Historic Preservation Commission
Virnaliza Byrd, Historic Resource Impact Review File
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLAN N ING DEPARTMENT

NEIGHBORHOOD ORGANIZATION FEE WAIVER REQUEST FORM 1650 Mission St
Suite 400
Appeals to the Board of Supervisors 7 San Francisco,

CA. 94103 2479

This form is to be used by nezghborhood orgamzattons to request a fee waiver for CEQA and conditional use appeals to Regeption:
the Board of Supervisors. 415.558.6378

Should a fee waiver be sought, an appellant must presenf this form to the Clerk of the ,Board of Supervisors or to Faxe
Planning Information Counter (PIC) at the ground level of 1660 Mission Street along with relevant supporting materials 415.556.6409
identified below. Planning staff will review the form and may sign it ‘over-the-counter’ or may accept the form for R

further rev1ew . ' : Planning
_Should a fee waiver be granted, the Planmng Department would not deposit the check, which was required to file the information:
_ appeal with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Department will return the check to the appellant. “_5-555-5377 -
TYPE OF APPEAL FOR WHICH FEE WAIVER IS SOUGHT B .

[Check only one and attach decision d nent to this form]

0  Conditional Use Authorization Appeals to the Board of Supervisors

X Environmental Determination Appeals to the Board of Supervisors (mcludmg EIR’s, NegDec’s, and CatEx’s,
GRES) : 3

REQUIRED CRITERIA FOR GRANTING OF WAIVER )
[All criteria must be satisfied. Please check all that apply and attach supporting materials to this form]

)é\ The appellant is 2 member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal on behalf of
that organization. Authonzatwn may take the form of a letter signed by the president or other officer of an
organization.

U The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood orgamization which is registered with the Plannmg
Department and which appears on the Department’s current list of neighborhood organizations.

O The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization, which was in existence at least 24 months
* prior to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating to
the organization’s activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications, and rosters.

QO The appeliant is appealmg on behalf of a neighborhood organization, which is affected by the project, wlnch is the
: subject of the appeal. ‘

APPELLANT & PROJECT INFORMATION [to be completed by applicant]

Name of Applicant: /77 /0 W Ko Address of Project: 6/7)4 =94
Neighborhood Organization: SFPy @2ref  1°77E.F | Plamning Case No: ' 7010.0944€
Applicant’s Address: /Db BUSH SF Sue /SR o | Building Permit No:

Applicant’s Daytime PhoneNo: /8 | - (0200 Date of Decision: £@f  22'A 20])

Applicant’s Emall Address: /iu/c? hantke@ao/
2 CoIn

DCP STAFF USE ONLY
O Appellant authorization .- Planner's N
Q  Current organization registration
0 Minimum organization age
O  Project impact on organization

Date:

Planner’s Signature:

B WAIVER APPROVED | WAIVER DENIED

*Son Feencisco  Beadtifl
PLANNING DEPARTMENT oV M . 2 R
P}d/mut/\ca ASSOC v Tiag Y G[/\WLDY\O(
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_ Bringing Fiber to t e Neighborhoods: Sunset District

€82

VRAD Cabmetsmthe | " VRADCabinet
Urban Environment - | . ~ Side View

YRAD cabinets will be placed in existing public rights-of- way and utiliiy easements. . VRAD cabmets are placed to facilitate access by technicians, as well as to ensure
The YRAD cabinets have a factory-installed graffiti remstant coating, and are compliance with sidewalk accessibility and visibility requxrements
available in 2 colors, beige and light green '

.I_igh-tsp'eied,Build- * SanFrancisco * 2008



Subj: PAR Support Appeal of Categorical Exemption for AT&T/s “Lig htspeed" Network

Date: 3/8/2011 12:47:55 P.M. Pacific Standard Time

From: Raymondsnf@aol. com : [

To: " milohanke@aol.com

CC: 1lanblum@sbcqobMMrelqlaub|qer@usa net, Brendalaw@earthlink. net

faltshuler@igc.org, fANSHuler@alshulerberzon. com, Laasf@aol com, sfsky1@pacbell.net,
RHPINSFO®@aol.com, julieburns@sealrock.com, herbertelllott@sbcqlobal net, paulsfo@gmail.com,
riries@carderries.com raymondsnf@aol.com, jasonjungreis@amail.com, lawoffices-iek@att.net,
iim_lazarus@yahoo.com, rm@well.com, ‘phfromtherichmond@amail com, wsheplaw@aol com,
“Mata@komenstorg, mdstratton@att.net, mntuchow@yahoo.com, prose38@pacbell.net,
pwinkelstein@gmail.com, daniel baroni@gensler.com, jcheever@igc.orq, brlan@brlamlarkm com,

. brianjlarkin@hotmail.com, Nbelioni@swpsf.com, rovalmargie@sbcglobal.net, -
sharongadberry@vahoo.com, cherylschultz1@yahoo.com, dlaneiadefraser com,
l.jacoby714@agmail.com, smqerr@pacbell net

" Dear Mr. Hanke:

Last night, the Board of Directors of the Planmng Association for the Richmond (PAR) unanimously
reaffirmed its prior policy of opposing the "categorical exemption from environmental review" that

--was issued by the Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) Unit of the San FranCIsco Planning Department -
on February 22nd of this year.

Please let me know what the next steps are and what addltlonal support, if any, you will need from
PAR. (

“Thanks.
Ray

Raymond Holland, President
Planning Association for the Richmond (PAR)
3145 Geary Boulevard, Box #205 :
San Francisco, CA 94118-3316

_ Direct and Voice Mail:
(415) 668-8914
president@sfpar.org or ravmondsMDaol com
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L PrlntNam

~ 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 .

March 25, 2011

Received from the Clerk’s Office, Board of Supervisors, the amount of
Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00), representing filing fee for AT&T
“Lightspeed” Network Upgrade Project Appeal, paid by Milo Hanke on
behalf of San Francisco Beautiful and Plannlng Association of the |
Richmond.

Planning Department
By: -

M@M /rm
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RINCON HILL
NEIGHBORHOOD

ASSOCIATION

www.rinconhillneighbors.org

~ April 18, 2011

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, C_a, 94102-4689

Dear San Francisco Supervisors:

The Rincon Hill Neighborhood Association fully supports San Francisco Beautiful’s and the Planning
"~ Assoclation for the Richmond’s appeal of the Planning Department’s Exemption from Environmental °
Review (2010.0944E) issued February 22, 2011 regarding above ground AT&T utility boxes.

Safe pedestrian passages should not be further impeded for the commercial beneﬁt of AT&T or other
. corporations without a complete, in-depth Environmental impact Report first being conducted. Please
affirm the Appeal and require that a full EIR bé completed for AT&T’s utility boxes. '

President '

Rincon Hill Neighborhood Association
P.O. Box 191451 ,

San Francisco, CA 94119-1451
www.Rincon Hill.org '

RinconHill@gmail.com
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File 110344: IP-TV

Carmen Chu David Campos, David Chiu,

Board of SUP&].'VISOI‘S to: Eric L Mar, John Avalos, Ross Mitkarimi, . 04/13/2011 1113 AM
Sean Elsbernd, Malia Cohen, Scott' Wiener, . -
From: Calvin Chan «cal-vic@att net> .
To: Scott Wiener@sfgov.org
- Ce ‘ Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: ) 04/12/2011 06:16 PM
Subject: IP-TV
Scott,

I understand that unfortunately our progress in

- getting IP-TV in SF did not get resolved with City
of San Francisco Planning Department. The Board
of Supervisors will vote on whether or not to allow
AT&T to invest in their infrastructure in San
Francisco. I urge you to support the build and deny
the appeal. IP-TV services are already available in
more than 260 other California cities and counties.
Please allow the city to move forward.

AT&T is willing to invest capital to give SF the most
advanced technology, we don't need roadblocks.

- Please allow SF to get these lmprovements that
E San Jose and Oakland already have. =

I know from family & friends that have the IP-TV.
service is far superior to what we now have
“available in the city. Additionally, when roll out
starts jobs are created! The Board of Supervisors
should do what they can to ensure companies
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bring investments ,'and upgrades to our city.

| »Calv_in Vassallo Chan
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San Francisco, CA 94121-21 38 (415) 935-7272 [Fax]

C‘@ @y

'Thomas G. Miller

Aprll 12, 2011

Supervisor Eric Mar

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Room 244
~ San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

"Re: A T.&T. Broadb‘and'Ne’mrork»

As you know, AT&T is working to bring a2 new and improved broadband network to San
Francisco. | had previously sent an e-mail to ask for your support to allow AT&T to
continue their efforts. Their new network will offer a new choice for internet and video
optlons that | hope to be able to take advantage of. '

- | write again to ask that you please vote on April 26th and allow AT&T to contlnue thelr
- upgrades as proposed I thank you again for your consideration.

- Sincerely, ¢

Thomas G. Miller .

C: Angela Calvillo,
City Clerk, Board of Supervisors

~ E-mail: tomgmiller@att.net"
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DOLORES HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT CLUB

April 13, 2011
To: San Francisco Bdard of Supervisofs

‘From: Dolores Heights Improvement Club Board

The Dolores Heights Improvement Club Board has voted to ask the Board of Supervisors
- to deny the Categorical Exemption issued by the Planning Department, and rather to
support the appeal filed by the Planning Association for the Rlchmond and by San
Francisco Beautiful, requesting an EIR. a ‘

- Supporting the appeal would mean that an Env1ronmenta1 Impact Report would be
required for the AT&T plan to install 726 equipment cabinets on San Francisco
sidewalks. The need for an EIR seems stralghtforward

The possible solutions of undergroundmg the eqmpment or paying to place it on private »
property seem like options that should be entertained. There clearly will be an
_environmental impact on San Francisco from placing these large boxes on our sidewalks.

In our neighborhood we have had a problem with grafﬁt1 on equipment cabinets and they
do obstruct the pedestrlan spaces

Respectfully,

Dolores Heights Improvement Club Board
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3
POTRERO BOOSTERS Mﬁ/m LM

NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATIQN YbOS ((

SERVING THE HILL SINCE 1_926 :

4/9111

To Whom It May Con(:ern.'
'The Potrero Boosters Nelghborhood Association requests that the Board of
Supervisors deny the. Categorical Exemption ‘issued by the Plannlng _
Department and sustain the Appeal filed by San Francisco Beautiful and
Planning Association for the Richmond, and thereby require that an
Environmental- Impact Report be prepared for the plan by AT&T to. |nstall
726 equment cabinets on San Francisco sidewalks.

Thank you,
iy
~ Audrey Cole

Pres.iq’ent :

1459 EIGHTEENTH ST PMB 133 « SAN FRANCISCO, CA « 94107
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EIR request for AT&T cabinets
- Audrey Cole to: jonathan, Board.of.supervisors
Cc: Malia Cohen ' :

04/09/2011 10:36 PM

_ History: 0 g This_ message has been forwarded.

I Audrey Cole : - EIR request for AT&T cabinets

1 attachment

_ Microsof_t-WQrd - AT&T Box EIR request.pdf -
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File 110344 25 emails
Carmen Chu, David Campos, David Chiu, Eric L-
Angela Calvﬂlo to: Mar, John Avalos, Ross Mirkarimi, Sean Elsbernd, . 04/11/2011 06:09 PM

Malia Cohen, Scott Wiener, ]ane Kim, Mark
Sent by Peggy Nevin .

The Clerk's Office recelved the following 25 emails related to File 110344. A copy will be mcluded in the fxle and
cpage.

April 26th Appeal - Vote NO and lets get on with it

¢ Thomas Master to: Ms. Angela Calvillo _ ' . 04/11/2011 1131 AM |

Ms. Calvillo,,

T heard that you'll be hearing an appeal on AT&T's application to upgrade its network to bring state-of-the-art

_ technology to San Francisco. I think San Francisco could use somme healthy competition in the video market and I'd
love to see what an IP network could do. So please oppose the appeal and let AT&T move forward with its plans to
build out its next-gen networks. ,

Sincerely,
Thomas Master

* 1026 Shotwell St Apt C
San Francisco, CA 94110 v

- AT&T needs to continue with needed upgrades

# Peter Loh to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ‘ © 04/1/2011 1135 AM

Ms. Calvillo, -

When the board of supervisors votes on whether AT&T can continue upgrading their network, please be sure to

- consider the fact that this technology is available in other parts of California, and denying San Francisco access to it
seems wrong. This city's citizens deserve access to technology that is offered throughout the state, so please, don't
block our access, and vote in favor of AT&T on April 26th.

Our everyday life depends on the technology infrastructure that surrounds us - the ability to talk to others, send
information and watch important current events. San Francisco is known for its high tech image and savvy
residents. To keep that image we must encourage a competitive choice to cable in San Francisco that will bring high
_ speed internet, IP-TV service and advanced digital phone service. -

On April 26th, you will have the o;;portunity to submit your vote and make technology infrastructure a priority here
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in Saﬁ Francisco!
Sincerely,
Peter Loh

1407 Oak St
San Francisco, CA 94117

Good news -

4 Ryan Gelow to: Ms, Angela Calvillo  04/11201111:43 AM

Ms. Calvillo B

There's not that much good news out there these days so I was pleased to learn that AT&T is finally going to be able
to start work on upgrading their phone network. And they're going to adhere to the City's enwronmental standards.
That makes me feel better as well.

- I'mall for bandwidth and it seems like we gobble up as much as there is avaﬂable If you can improve the service we
gel: today by getting a comper:u:or to the cable company into l:he mix, I think you'll be domg a good thing,

I have been waiting for AT&T to get mplemented in my neighborhood for along while now. I had Uverse down'in-
LA and it was my preferred cable experience. It would be so refreshing to have it available in my area.

Keep up the good work.
Sincerely,
Ryan Gelow,

1390 Pine St Apt 102
San Francisco, CA 94109

£ Pleése vote to deny the appeal

i Roger Micone to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' o ‘ 04/1/2011 1146 AM

Ms Calvillo,

Tam encouraged by the possibility that AT&T Uverse might soon be available in my neighborhood. With only a
few choices for video and Internet services, I'm always glad to see more providers enter the market.

~—

‘With more choices, consumers benefit from competition. As providers work to bring more channels, and
applications to San Franciscans, we will all be able to see the latest technological advances in these services.
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I want San Francisco to enjoy choice, innovation and competition, and I encourage our leaders give AT&zT the
opportumty to upgrade its fiber infrastructure.

‘Sincerely,
Roger Micone

407 42nd Ave
San Francisco, CA 94121

{ April 26th Appeal - Vote NO and lets get on with it

4 Patrick Mullikin to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . . © . 04/1/20111217 PM

Ms, Calvillo, ‘

I heard that you'll be hearing an appeal on AT&T's application to upgrade its network to bring state-of-the-art .
technology to San Francisco. I think San Francisco could use some healthy competition in the video market and I'd
love to see what an IP network could do. So please oppose the appeal and let AT&rT move forward with its plans to
build out its next-gen networks. :

It Would be great to understand why the board of supemsors Would not support this. Please explam7

Smcerely,

‘Patrick Mullikin and Gail Campbell Mullikin

20 Nobles Aly
San Francisco, CA 94133

Bring better service to San Francisco

: Joaquin Haskell to: Ms. Angéla Calvillo - _ ’ ) 04/11/2011.0217 PM

Ms. Calvillo,.
As San Francisco residents we rightfully pride ourselves on beiﬁg technolongSavvy - and we're often among the first
in the country to welcome new technologies available in the marketplace. We need to continue this image and

encourage today and tomorrow's technology.

I am writing today to ask yon to support AT&T's plan to bring an IP- network in San Franmsco On Apnl 26th,
please vote to help brmg new technologles to San Francisco. -

Sincerely,

Joaquin Haskell
251 Dorantes Ave
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San Francisco, CA 94116

| AT&T needs to continue with needed upgrades

; 'Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Zinuda to: Ms, Angela Calvillo ' ‘ o 04/11/2011 02:24 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

When the board of supervisors votes on whether AT&T can continue upgrading their network, please be sure to
consider the fact that this technology is available in other parts of California, and denying San Francisco access to it
seems wrong. This city's citizens deserve access to technology that is offered throughout the state, so please, dont
block our access, and vote in favor of AT&T on April 26th..

Our everyday life depends on the technology infrastructure that surrounds us - the ability to talk to others, send

information and watch important current events. San Francisco is known for its high tech image and savvy

residents. To keep that image we must encourage a competitive choice to cable in San Francisco that will bring high
- speed internet, IP-TV service and advanced digjtal phone service.

On April 26th you will bave the opportumty to submit your vote and make technology infrastructure a priority here
in San Francisco!

Sincerely,
Joseph Zmuda

- 833 Joost Ave
San Francisco, CA 94127

Enhancing Communications Services in San Francisco

¢ Danny Udom to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - : : 41201 02:57 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

San Francisco is a city that values personal freedoms, and that should include a resident's right to choose a video

provider. Many of your constituents just want a choice, an alternative to cable. We want faster broadband and the

benefits of the latest technology. I am writing to ask you to allow AT&T to bringa v1ab1e alternative to cable to San
 Francisco. Please oppose the appeal when it comes to a vote on April 26th.

Sincerely,
- Danny Udom

331 Stoneridge Ln
San Francisco, CA 94134
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¢ Vote to allow new technology in San Francisco

+ Susan Sumaylo to: Ms. Angela Calvillo _ 04/11/2011 03:00 PM

Ms. Calvillo, _ _

On April 26th, the Board of Sﬁpervisors will be hearing an appeal challenging AT&T's petition to upgrade its
network. I am writing to encourage you to allow these upgrades to continue. Not only will they allow for a faster
and better network, but they will also give San Francisco citizens a viable option for their internet and cable needs.
On April 26th, let the city's citizens be the ones to choose, and vote to allow AT&T to update its network.
Sincerely,

Susan Sumayld

1754 47th Ave :
San Francisco, CA 94122

- We need competition for Comcast (AT&T boxes--support w/ cbnditions)

& Barbara Bagot-Lopez to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' 04/m/201 03:06 BM

Ms. Calvillo,
- On Apnl 26th, the Board will be voting on whether or not to allow AT&T to continue working to upgrade its
network. I think these new upgrades have a lot to offer consumers, and I hope the Board will consider what having

this new technology and new competition could mean to investment and innovation in San Francisco's-video and
internet markets. :

HOWEVER-- AT&T should work with neighborhoods to design attractive boxes --partnering with local schools
and’arts groups to paint/decorate them would be great; e.g.-Precita Eyes Mural Arts Center in Bernal/Mission! -

Please vote in favor of compelitibn for Comcast--1 am so tired of their monopoly.
Sincerely,
Barbara Bagot-Lopez, Bernal Heights

1591 Treat Ave -
San Francisco, CA 94110

Technology infrastructure is vital -
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Rico Nappa to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : _ ' 04/]1/2011 03:08 PM

~ Ms. Calvillo,

Ijust wanted to send you this quick note to thank you for any role you've played in bringing San Francisco an
updated technology infrastructure. I'm glad the city planhing folks did its analysis so we can all feel good about the
overall goals of the city and how new technology access plays a role in most everyone's life. Let's face it, fast access
to the Internet it vital to our local economy just like it's vital to a student doing research on a topic for a report or
test. Let's keep SF linked in to the rest of the world and on a smart technology path for today and tomorrow. It's as
important as ever in today's economy and competitive marketplace.

Thank you.
’ Sincerely,
" Rico Nappa.

734 2nd Ave ©
San Francisco, CA 94118

I support improving communications services in San Francisco

+ Arthur Wehl to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' | 04/11/2011 03:11 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

AT&T's planto upgradé their fiber infrastructure is a major step in the right direction for communication services
in San Francisco. This investment would bring faster broadband speeds and advanced television services to our area.
More choice, means more possibilities for our community to connect. This is an exciting opportunity, but we need
your support. Please deny the appeal and vote in favor of AT&T's network upgrades on April 26,

Thank you in advance for your help!
Sincerely,
© Arthur Wehl

355 Buena Vista Ave E # 204W
San Francisco, CA 94117

Vote to welcome new technologies

s Gabriele Etlinger-Browne to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o 04/11/2011 03:52 FM
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Ms. Calvillo,

Please allow AT&T to continue their upgrades. I think having their upgraded network could be a positive addition
to San Francisco. I thank you in advance for your vote in favor of AT&T! .

The board of Supervisors will be ;»foting in the upcoming weeks on whether AT&T can continue investing in fiber
infrastructure. I believe voting in favor of this technology, and AT&T, is a giant step forward for San Francisco, and
could be a very beneﬁcml option for consumets. :

T encourage the board to vote in favor of these changes and vote in favor of AT&T on April 26th

Sincerely, ‘

Gabriele Etlinger-Browne

1030 Bush St Apt 4
San Francisco, CA 94109

Bring better service to San Francisco

carla bruckner to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . - 04/11/2011 04:00 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

\

Up for consideration before the Board of Supervisors is whether or not to allow AT&T to invest in the]I networks
here in San Francisco.

AT&T should be encouraged to invest freely in r.he_rr networks. Doing so will bring the most advanced technological -
offerings to our city, such as faster broadband speeds and AT&T's U-verse TV service.

San Franciscans deserve the best possible communjcdtions services. The Board of Supervisors has the opportunity
to bring betrer service to our city, and I urge them to support this network upgrade.

Sincerely,
carla bruckner

156 Arbor St
San\Franasco CA 94131

Choices mean a better experience for consumers in San Francisco

4’ JohnlLee to: Ms. Angela Calvillo B D : : ’ ' 04/11/2011 04:00 PM
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Ms Calvillo,

-Soon, the Board of Supervisors will have the opportunity to allow AT&T to upgrade their networks here in San
Francisco. It behooves the board to allow AT&T to invest as much money as they can into our city.

As one of the most technologically advanced cities in the nation, we should have the most advanced technologtal
infrastructure-possible. Allowing AT&T toinvest fredy in our city will brmg higher quality service, beneﬁttmg all of
our citizens.

What am [ missing? This is 2 no brainer. Competition is Good .. don't let the cable companies monopolize and
SCrew us. h

" Sincerely,
JohnIee

2167 Funston Ave
San Francisco, CA 94116

Deny the Appeal - Please!

5 Ed Bobo to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' » , 04/11/201104:54 PM - -

Ms. Calvillo,

Voting to allow AT&T to upgrade their networks is good for San Francisco. It will improve the quality of life for
San Franciscans while solidifying our position as a technologically savvy community. -

T am excited about AT&T's plans to upgrade their network in San Francisco. This improvement will bring faster -
speeds, more choice and innovative technolog1es to our area. Imagine even more options to select your Internet and
video provider and a competitive marketplace that offers the latest technologles is what this city needs.

I hope that you will join me in support of AT&T's investment throughout San Francisco. ‘With these new addmons
we can expect benefits for several years to come.

Sincerely,
" EdBobo

832 Duncan St
San Francisco, CA 94131

All San Franciscans deserve better broadband

5. Richard Jones to: Ms. Angela Calvillo » ' e 04/11/2011 04:57 PM,

Ms. Calvi]lo; ,
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Later this month, everyone will finally have the 0pp6rtun1ty to declare to San Francisco they want the kind of

broadband technology that they deserve. I urge you to deny the appeal and allow AT&ET to upgrade their fiber
infrastructure so that we can all enjoy the benefits of U-verse.

- With so many other cities around us upgrading to this [P, it makes no sense to stop progress here in San Francisco.
This investment brings us better service, more options and the most advanced infrastructure possible, which is a

win for everyone. :

Sincerely,

Dr. Richard Jones

832.Duncan St-
San Francisco, CA 94131

Thanks

Christopher]ennings tao: Ms. Angela Calvillo . 04/11/2011 05:02 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

Thanks for any role you played in reviewing AT&T's request to build its Uverse nerwork here in San Francisco and
comply with City plans. I'm aware of the service and think it's pretty amazing what can now be done throngh a
phone line that is alréady in place. Anyway, it's time SF had someone other than cable that offers TV and Internet
access, I like the idea of having a choice for home entertainment and Internet access. Thanks very much.

Sincerely,
Chris Jennings

. 165 Duboce Ave Apt 204
San Francisco, CA 94103

. Please vote to deny the appeal of ATT's apphcamon

! Keith Ko]lmoto to: Ms. Angela Calvﬂlo » : ' ' ' 04/1/2011 05:02 PM

. Ms. Calvillo, ‘

I'was very pleased to learn that AT&T will be able to begin the process to-upgrade its phone network to fiberoptic
cables in SF. This is a service AT&T already provides to 260 other communities in California alone. It's difficult to
seriously consider SF as a leader in adopting new technologies.

I'm very pleased ﬂlaf SF is taking the steps necessary to allow AT&T to bring SF's antiquated phone system into the
2lst century. A new IP network based on fiberoptic cabling will be able to deliver the bandwidth the entire
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community requires to use the technology available to improve our daily lives and hopefu]ly the ab]hty of our local
government to serve its residents.

I've read AT&T's plans as they're described onlme and feel that the process they describe allows plenty of
neighborhood mput on where the necessary boxes are installed. _ ‘

" SEneed chmces and competition between our supplies and veridors. I count on you and the rest of the Supervisors
to continue to support the Planning Dept who has already reviewed ATT's application and I strongly urge you to
deny the appeal.

Ilook forward to the new services AT&tT will be able to provide if it is ever able to implement their plans. SF could
proudly retain its reputation as a progressive city w1th visionary leadership. °

Sincerely,
Keith Kojimoto

1816 9th Ave
San Franc1sco CA 94122

Bring us new technology

"+ Kevin Sheppard to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - : . : 04/11/2011 05:13 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

It just seems loglcal thatasa representatlve of the city, you'll do what you can to bring viral technology
infrastructure to those of us who are anxious to receive it. Can I count on you to make it s0?

Thank you
Sincerely,
. Kevin Sheppard

1716 Revere Ave -
San Francisco, CA 94124 .

- Please bring Até&xt Uverse to San Francisco

. Inatt mayotte to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : . 04/11/2011 05:17 PM

Ms. ICalvi]lo,

Please consider bringing At&t Uverse to San Francisco. Asa resident, I need an affordable option with quality _
products. Imost excited about the quality of internet that fiber optics offer me and my home based business here in
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San Francisco. Right now my options are - mediocre and expensive. Also, as 2 motion picture director/producer,
Uverse offers superior image and audio quality over comcast for a lot less money. ‘Me and money others here is San
Francisco deserve better and will do whatever it takes to make that happen!

Smcerely,
matt mayotte

1684 Washington St
San Francisco, CA 94109

The future - please support it.

. AllenLee to: Ms. Angela Calvillo _ - 04/11/2011 05:27 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

~ As a San Francisco resident and VOtlILg constituent, [ want to We1gh in that I welcome a healthy compentor o
‘ Comcast and trust that you do too.

" One of the best things about ]iving in San Francisco is that we all have this wonderful spirit of freedom - freedom of
expression and tons of choices. It's Why I choose to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ablllty to
choose doesn't apply to one of the biggest chunks of my monthly household bu dget my cable tv bill

T have to believe that if 2 or more big companies want my business, they'll each try harder to earn it. That would be
refreshing, :

Sincerely,
f
AllenILee

50 Rockaway Ave
" San Francisco, CA 94127

2

Qile cable company is like only having one bridge

¢ Thomas Snead to: Ms. Angela Calvillo 04/11/2011 05:38 PM:

Ms. Calvillo,

!

We have 2 bridges in and out of SF, sure seemns like we ought to have at least two choices for video TV/high speed
Internet access. But we don't. And I think we shoulcl

Tunderstand that the city just ‘went through the process of reviewing AT&T's plan to bring faster Infernet access

and video TV to SF. I'm glad the city makes big companies go throngh that kind of review. And I'm also glad that the
city wants to try to encourage some new jobs and investment money coming in - we could sure use both.
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In my neighborhood (Lakehore Park) we only have one choice for true broadband internet access and that is
Comcast Cable. DSL in my neighborhood is limited to 2561 upload / 512K download because of the distance to the .
AT&T switch and the fact that it is over copper wire. I think a “wired" city like San Francisco should have more
than one high speed broadband provider in all neighborhoods. .

Seems like a good thing all around. I hope you'll support this going forward.
Thanks | ‘
. Sincerely,
| Tﬁomas D Snead

159 Forest View Dr
" San Francisco, CA 94132

Enhancing Communications Services in San Francisco

1 Jeordan Legon to: Ms. Angela Calvillo N ' T 04/1/201105:46 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

San Franciscoisa city that values personal freedoms, and that should include a resident's right to choose a video
provider. Many of your constituents just want a choice, an alternative to cable. We want faster broadband and the
betiefits of the latest technology. I am writing to ask you to allow AT&T to bring a v1able alternative to cable to San .
Francisco. Please oppose the appeal when it comes to a vote on April 26th. .
. Sincerely, T

Jeordan Legon

311 Mangels Ave ,

San Francisco, CA 94127

All San Franciscans deserve better broadband

s George Ferris. to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o 04/11/2011 05:48 PM

Ms. Calvillo,

Later this month, everyone will finally have the opportunity to declare to San Francisco they want the kind of
broadband technology that they deserve. I urge you to deny the appeal and allow AT&T to up grade their fiber
mfrastructure so that we can all enjoy the benefits of U-verse.

With so many other cities around us upgrading to this IP, it makes no sense to stop progress here in San Fram:lsco
This investment brings us better service, more options and the most advanced infrastructure possible, which is a

win for everyone.
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Sl'.ncerély,
George Ferris

1130 Larkin St Apt 34
San Francisco, CA 94109

255



File 110344: Bring it on'
Carmen Chu, David Campos, David Chiu, Erlc L :
Angela Calvillo to: Mar, John Avalos, Ross Mirkarimi, Sean Elsbernd, 04/1/2011 06:15 PM.

Malia Cohen, Scott Wiener, Jane Kim, Mark
Sent by: Peggy Nevin

Bring it on!

7 Edmund Chiu to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . © 04/11/2011 11:38 AM

Ms. talvﬂlo, '

Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that

AT&T is one step closer to being able to go head to head with Comcast for videc TV.
This is good news. . ,

 Bring it on! We've been waiting,

Sﬁlcerely,

- Edmund Chiu

351 Lakeshore Dr : .
San Francisco, CA 94132~ = . ' . ' ;
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File 110344 emails : . |
Angela Calvillo to: Andrea Ausberry : 04/11/2011 06:28 PM
Sent by: Peggy Nevin ' o .

A letter from a constituent

: EdBobo to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - o . 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo
As a constituent of yours, I think it's important to weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects’
in San Francisco - I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important. That said, I

need technology to help me balance everything in my hectic life. SoT'm glad to hear that the City Planning
Department has completed a review of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone network. -

Thanks for makjng.it ‘happen.
Sincerely, ‘
~ Ed Bobo

832 Duncan St
San Francisco, CA 94131

Thanks

Susan Sﬁmaylo to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ‘ : ' 02/25/201108:25AM

Ms. Cavillo

Thanks for any role you played in reviewing AT&T's request to build its Uverse network here in San Francisco and
comply with City plans. I'm aware of the service and think it's pretty amazing what can now be done through a
phone line that is already in place. Anyway, it's time SF had someone other than cable that offers TV and Internet
access. I like the idea of having a choice for home entertainment and Internet access. Thanks very much.

Sincerely,
Susan Surﬁaylo

‘1754 47th Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94122
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Let's not fall behind

. Rudy Reyes to: Ms. Angela Calvﬂlo S ) : © 02/25/2011 0825 AM

- Ms. Cavillo ,

I feel like SF may be falling behind when it comes to technology infrastructure. I know that most every other city in
the Bay Area has a new broadband network that the phone company is building. Hardly a day goes by that I don't
need to access the Internet for one thing or another. Kids need to access the Internet for school projects and reports.
The faster the better as far as I'm concerned and a choice of who I pay to deliver it seerbs fundamental. Ihope you'll
support the same point of view. :

Thank you.
Sincerely, .
RudyI Reyes

" 1407 Kansas St
San Francisco, CA 94107

Bring it on!

4 encarnacion matta,jr to: Ms. Angela Calvilo - C 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms Cavillo

Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to bemg able to go head to head Wlth Comcast for video TV. This is good news.

Bring it on! We've been waiting,

It is about time we have another option..
Sincerely,

encarnacion matta, jr

2314 26th Ave
* San Francisco, CA 94116

Please encourage phone company's upgrade

; -Pamela Bocel to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' . : : 02/_25/201i 08:25 AM
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Ms. Cavﬂlq .

One thing that seems to have fallen by the wayside is companies that actually can and want to invest in California
and specifically in San Francisco. When a company comes along and wants to invest, please don't let them slip
away. We have a phone network that is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on
the ball as SF, their phone company can also ‘do cool things like deliver Internet TV through the phone line.

That sounds a lot like where the future is so let's do what San’ Franciscans do - out with the old and in with the
new. I hope I can count on you to encourage, not discourage, a much needed upgrade. '

Thank ).rou.
Sincerely,
Pamela Bocci

1249 16th Ave Apt 5
San Francisco, CA 94122

: Bring us new technology

Scott Chandler to: Ms. Angela Calvillo | - 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo .

It just seems logical that as a representative of the city, you'll do what you can to bring vital technology
infrastricture to those of us who are anxious to receive it. Can I count on you to make it so?

Thank you
Sincerely,
Scott Chandler

1611 Clay St Apt7
San Francisco, CA 94109

Progress?>

;- Michael Fury to: Ms. Angela Calvillo T _ 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo
- Progress? So my fingers are crossed that San Francisco actually welcomes and encourages companies like AT&T to

invest, upgrade and build a new technology infrastructure here. Sounds like just about every city surrounding us
_ already has IPTV. That's very odd since San Franciscans always want the latest/greatest gadgetry.
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Thanks for your support,
Sincerely,
Michael Fury

- 1123 Greenwich St ,
San Francisco, CA 94109

A

Bring it on!

i Abigail De Kosnik to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : - ' 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Word has it that the San Franicisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is good news. :

Bring it on! We've been waiting. -
Sincerely,
Abigail De Kosnik

129 Fair Oaks St Apt 6
San Francisco, CA 94110

Supporting better Internet connectivity

¢ Michael Alderete to: Ms. Angela.Ca‘Ivﬂlo o : 02/25/2011 08:25AM

Ms. Cavillo
Progress? So my fingers are crossed that San Francisco actually welcomes and encourages companies like AT&T to

invest, upgrade and build a new technology infrastructure here. Sounds like just about every city surrounding us
already has IPTV. That's very odd since San Franciscans always want the latest/greatest gadgetry.

Thanks for your support.
Sincerely,
Michael Alderete

569 Haight St
San Francisco, CA 94117
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= The future - please support it.

i Calvin Chan to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . | , 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

As a native San Francisco resident and voting constituent, I want to weigh in that I welcome a healthy competfitor -
to Comcast and trust that you do too. It has been too long that SF residents have not been offered a choice that
many across the country already have.

One of the joys of living in San Francisco is that we-all have this wonderful spirit of freedom - freedom of éxpressmn
and tons of choices. It's why I choose to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ability to choose doesn't
apply to one of the biggest chunl(s of my monthly household budget: my cable tv bill

Thave to beheVe that if 2 or more big companies want my business, they'll each try harder to earn it. That would be
- refreshing. T know my co-workers who live in the suburbs have options that us 01ty folks don't. Please help change
that situation.
Sincerely,
Calvin Chan
'85 Ora Way Unit E204
San Francisco, CA 94131

= A letter from a constituent

3 Brenda Jones to: Ms. Angela Calvillo | ' - 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

As a constituent of yours, I think it's important to weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects
in San Francisco - I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important. That said, T
need technology to help me balance everything in my hectic life. So I'm glad to hear that the City Planning
Department has completed a review of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone network.

Thanks for niaking it happen.
Sincérely,
Brenda Jones

20 Redondo St
San Francisco, CA 94124
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Competition soon?

.]ulie Lozano to Ms. Angela Calvillo - o - . 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cﬁvﬂlo

If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet

-network, I am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Espectally when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing, Let's encorage that
technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Francisco!

Al

Appreciate it,
Sincerely,
Julie G. Lozano

1830 43rd Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122

Let's not fall behind

+ Kieran Lal to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - 02/25/2011 0825 AM.

Ms. Cavillo

I feel like SF may be falling behind when it comes to téchnology infrastructure. I’ know that most every other city in
the Bay Area has a new broadband network that the phone company is building. Hardly a day goes by that I don't -
need to access the Internet for one thing or another. I need competitive bandwidth options for my work. The faster
the better as far as I'm concerned and a choice of who I pay to deliver it seems fundamental. T hope you'll support
the same point of view.

Thank you.
Sincerely, . ‘
Kieran Lal ‘

601 Minnesota St
San Francisco, CA 54107

A letter from a constituent.

: Richard May' to: Ms. Angela Cavillo ' : 02/25/2011 08:25 AM
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Ms. Cavillo

As a constituent of yours, I think it's important to weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects
in San Francisco - I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important, That sald, I
need technology to help me balance everything in my hectic life. So I'm glad to hear that the City Planning
Department has completed a review of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone network.” -

Thanks for making it happen.
Sii;cerely,
Richard May

2616 14th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94127

A . . |

Competition soon? - : ‘ : |

i Veronika Cauley to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o ; 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms: Cavillo ‘

1f the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's applicétion to build a big Internet
network, [ am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing. Let's encourage that
technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Francisco!

Appreciate it, ' _ ‘ ¢

Sincerely,

Veronika Canley

554 Monterey Blvd Apt 2
San Francisco, CA 94127

f’i Competition soon?

Sandro Olivieri to:-Ms. Angela Calvillo : o : - 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavﬂlo

If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's apphcamon to build a big Internet
network, | am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
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Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing. Let's encourage that
" technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Franciscol

: Appreciate it.

Sincerely,
Sandro Olivieri

1277 15th Ave _
- San Francisco, CA 94122 '

Competition soon?

"+ John Floria, Il to: Ms. Angela Calyﬂlo _ - 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo
If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet
network, I am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.

Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing. Let's encourage that
technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Francisco!

. Apprec1ate it.
Sincerely,
* John Floria III

1515 Greenwich St Apt 24
San Francisco, CA 94123

" The future please support it.

i James Hawkms to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

~ Ms. Cavillo

As a San Francisco resident and voting constituent, I want to weigh in that [ welcome a healthy competitor to
Comeast and trust that you do too.

One of the best things about living in San Francisco is that we all have this wonderful spirit of freedom - freedom of
expression and tons of choices. It's why I choose to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ability to -
choose doesn't apply to one of the biggest chunks of my monthly household budget: my cable tv bill. -

I have to believe that if 2 or more big companies want my business, they'll each try harder to earn it. That would be
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refreshing. , .
Sincerely, -
James Hawkins

240 Kenwood Way
- San Francisco, CA 94127

. Bring it on!

1 Richard Jones to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ‘ i 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

\

" Ms. Cavi]lo

- Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comcast {or video TV. This is good news.

Brmg it on! We've been wamng.

Sincerely,
Dr. Richard L. Jones

- 832 Duncan St
San Francisco, CA 94131

. Let's not fall behind

% Ryan Ulsh to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . ' | © 02/25/20110825 AM

Ms Cavﬂlo

1 feel like SF may be fa]]mg behind when it comes to technology infrastructure. I know that most every other city.in
the Bay Area has a new broadband network that the phone company is building. Hardly a day goes by that I don't
need to access the Internet for one thing or another. Kids need to access the Internet for school projects and reports.
The faster the better as far as I'm concerned and a cholce of who I pay to deliver it seems ﬁmdamental Thope you it
support the same point of view. :

Thank you.
Sincerely,
" Ryan F Ulsh

125 Cambon Dr Apt 7M
San Francisco, CA 94132
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Competition soon?

; Spencer Thomas to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' - 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavﬂlo

If the Clty Plan.mng Department has done what it needs to regardmg AT&T's application to build a big Internet

~ network, I am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing. Let's encourage that

technology investment right here where the technology people hve San Franciscol

‘Appreciate it.

Sincerely,

Spencer S. Thomas

1585 Turk St
San Francisco, CA 94115

Brmg it on!

:  George Schroeder to: Ms. Angela Calvﬂlo o o 7 _ : 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Word has it that the San Franc1sco Planmng Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is good news.

Bring it on! We've been waiting.
Sincerely,
George Schroeder

1179 Pine St Apt 5
San Francisco, CA 94109

One cable company is like only having one bndge

Vernon Bell to: Ms. Angela Calvillo 02/25/2011 08:25 AM
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- Ms. (-Zavﬂlo‘

We have 2 bﬁdges in and out of SF, sure seems like we ought to have at least two choices for video TV/high speed
Intermet access. But we don't. And:I think we should.

Tunderstand that the city just went through the process of reviewing AT&T's plan to bring faster Internet access -
and video TV to SF. I'm glad the city makes big companies go through that kind of review. And I'm also glad that the
city wants to tTy to encourage some new jobs arid investment money coming in - we could sure use both.
Seems like a good thing all around. T hope you'll support this going forward.

Thanks

Sincerely,

Vernor Bell

275 Turk St Apt 207
" San Francisco, CA 94102

Bring it on!

- # mark chan to: Ms. Angela Calvillo » o .\'>02/B/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavi]lo

Somel:!mes the politics in this City hinder progress. I'm glad you hstened to the residents and have allowed ATT to
begin the process to bring true hlgh speed broadband to San Francisco.

Sincerely,
mark chan

71 Lupine Ave
San Francisco, CA 94118

£ High tech service for SF

+ James Talley to: Ms. Angela Calvillo v : ' 02/25/2011 0825 AM

Ms. Cavillo

‘When I stop and think about the America's Cup coming to SF, Ivs}orry that everything will come crashing down.
support our broadband access to the rest of the world along with cell phone service that works well. Please do what
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you can to keep enconraging private firms to fork over the investment money it takes to deliver high tech services -
that SE should be fatnous for. Also, I'm tired of the monopoly of Comcast and their high prices for internet and
phone service. I'would prefer a market of different vendors to-offer me, the consumer, better prices and choices here :
in SF :

» Thanks
Sincerely, -
James Talley

2139 Ofarrell St Unit 305
San Francisco, CA 94115

Technology infrastructure is vital

i Thanh Ngnyen ‘to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : ’ 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

I just wanted to send you this quick note to thank you for any role you've played in bringing San Franciscoan
updated technology infrastructure. I'm glad the city planning folks did its analysis so we can all feel good about the
overall goals of the city and how new technology access plays a role in most everyone's life. Let's face it, fast access
to the Internet it vital to our local economy just like it's vital to a student doing research on a topic for areport or -
test. Let's keep SF linked in to the rest of the world and on a smart techiology path for today and tomorrow. It's as
important as ever in today's economy and competmve marketplace

Thank you. |
‘ Smcerely,

Thanh Ngu
3030 Turk Blvd Apt.7
San Francisco, CA 94118

Progress?_-

% Brad Azevedo to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : ’ . 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Progress? So my fingers are crossed that San Francisco actually welcomes and encoufages companies like AT&T to
invest, upgrade and build a new technology infrastructure here. Sounds like just about every city surroundmg us
already has IPTV That's very odd since Sar Franciscans always want the larest/greatest gadgel:ry

Thanks for yOUr SUpport.
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Sincerely; -
Brad Azevedo

160 Linda St # A
San F;gncisco, CA 94110 |

High tech service for SF

: Lloyd Indig to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - ' o : 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo + _

When I stop and think about the America's Cup coming to SF, I worry that everything will come crashing down. I

" support our broadband access to the rest of the world along with cell phone service that works well. Please do what
you can to keep encouraging private firms to fork over the investment money it takes to deliver high tech services
that SF should be famous for. .

Thanks

'Sincerely,

" Lloyd Indig

701 Minnesota St
- 8San Francisco, CA 94107

Please encourage phone company's upgrade

4 Mr. & Mrs. Charles McNiel to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ) . 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms, Cavﬂlo

T'support authonzmg AT&T to take the necessary action to provide additional-access sand competttlon for v
programs in the City. Your continued support is greatly appreciated
" One of the best things about living in San Francisco is that we all have this wonderful spmt of freedom - freedom of
expression and tons of choices. It's why I choose to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ability to
choose doesn't apply to one of the biggest chun.ks of my monthly household budget: my cable tv bill.

Smcerely, _
' Charles & Carolyn McNiel

1042 Sanchez St
San Francisco, CA 94114
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g Bring it on!

i

Charles Colgate to: Ms. Angela Calvillo _ . o 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Word has it that the San Francisco bPlal:ming Departmént has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is'good news. '

Bring it onl We've been waiting. Although not too patientl)'r for alevel playing field in advanced TV service. This will
provide us with the opportunity to choose and for the service provider to compete for our business.

~ Sincerely,
Charles Colgate -

389 Gaven St
San Francisco, CA 94134

Competition soon?

Tim Mayer to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : , : 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Sttt

Ms. Cavillo _

I the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet.
. hetwork, [ am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing. Let's encourage that
technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Franciscol

Appreciate it. -

. Sincerely,

Tim Mayer

1477 Sanchez St
San Francisco, CA 94131

Competition soon?

George Ferris to: Ms, Angela Calvillo’ o . . ©02/25/201108:25 AM
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Ms. Cavillo

If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet
network, | am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing. Let's encourage that
technology investrnent right here where the technology people live: San Franciscol

Apprecmte it.

Sincerely,

George Ferris -

1130 Larkin St Apt 34
San Francisco, CA 94109_

Ie'cluiology inf_rastructure is vital

4 Thomas Master to: Ms. Angela Calvﬂlo . ‘ ~ 02/25n01 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

’ R . . -

Tjust wanted to send you this quick note to thank you for any role you've played in bringing San Francisco an
-updated technology infrastructure. I'm glad the city planning folks did its analysis so we can all feel good about the
overall goals of the city and how new technology access plays a role in most everyone's life. Let's face it, fast access

to the Internet it vital to our local economy just like it's vital to a student doing research on a topic for a report or-
test. Let's keep SF linked in to the rest of the world and on a smart technology path for today and tomorrow. It's as
importantas ever in today's economy and competitive marketplace.

Thank you. |
Sincerely,
Thomas Master

1026 Shotwell St
"San Francisco, CA 94110

Let's not fall behind technologically

: Thomas Miller to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - _ - 02/25/2011 OB:ZSAM

Ms. Cavillo

Lfeel like San Francisco may be falling behind when it comes to technology infrastructure. I know that most every
other city in the Bay Area has a new broadband network that the phone company is building. I believe that
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competition is good when it comes to Network and Television delivery. Hardly a day goes by that I don't need to
access the Internet for one thing or another. Kids need to access the Internet for school projects and reports. The
. faster the better as far as I'm concerned and a choice of who I pay to deliver it seems fundamenta]. I hope you agree,
+ and will support AT&T's efforts to buﬂd up our City's Network infrastructure.

Thankyou. :
Sincerely,
Thomas G. Miller

266 21st Ave Apt 304
San Francisco, CA 94121

Please encourage phone compaily's upgrade -
. : - (

4 Jeffrey Herrscher to: Ms. Angela Calvillo i _ : 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

One thing that seeins to have fallen by the wayside is companies that actually can and want to invest in California
and specifically in San Francisco. When a company comes along and wants to invest, please don't let them slip.

~away. We have a phone network that is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on
the ball as SF, their phone company can also do cool thmgs like deliver Internet TV through the phone line.

That sounds a lot like where the future is solet's do what San Franciscans do - out with the old and in with the
new. L hope I can count on you to encourage, not discourage, a much needed upgrade -

Thank yOu.
Sincerely, |
jeff herrscher

737 Bush St Urit Bl
- San Francisco, CA 94108

One step closer?

: Alan Villareal to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . _ o | 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Tunderstand that we're one major step closer to finally having what most other California cities already have - an
alternative to the cable company for high speed Internet and TV. Finally! I feel like San Francisco is behind the curve
on something as logical as a little healthy competition. :

Sincerely,
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Alan Villareal
21 Guerrero.St
- San Prancisco, CA 94103

The future - please support it.

Jon Cain to: Ms. Angéla Calvillo ' : » -~ 02/25/201108:25 AM -

Ms. Cavﬂlo

Asa San Francisco resident and voting constituent, I want to we1gh in r.hat I welcome a healthy competltor o
Comcast and trust that you do too. :

One of the best things about hvmg in San Francisco is that we all have this wonderful spirit of freedom - freedom of
expression and tons of choices. It's why I choose to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ability to
) choose doesn't apply to one of the biggest chunks of. my monr_hly household budget: my cable tv bill. -

I have to believe that if 2 or more blg companies want my ‘business, they’ 11 each try harder to earn it. That would be
refreshmg

Sincerely,
Jon Cain

1506 24th Ave .
San Francisco, CA 94122

Competition soon?

= _ | v : , . |
< Joan Moore to: Ms. Angela Calvillo -0 02/25/20108:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

‘We have been waiting patiently for reall_coﬁlpetlu'on for Comcast. Maybe ATT will be no better, but it can't be
worse. Also, ATT has a unionized workforce...that has to be better than Comcast. Please speed this along...we have

waited long enough to have a choice in cable prov1ders
Thank you. »

‘Sincerely,
Joan Moore

215 Justin Dr
San Francisco, CA 94112
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. Aletter from a constituent

Kevin Arceo to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . 02/25/2011 0825 AM

‘Ms. Cavillo

* Asa constituent of yours, I think it's important to weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects
in San Francisco - I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important. That said, I
need technology to help me balance everything i my hectic life, So I'm glad to hear that the City Planning i
Department has completed a review of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone network.
Thanks for making it happen.
Sincerely,

* Kevin Arceo »

455 7th Ave Apt 5
San Francisco, CA 94118

Competition soon?

Robert Gaskins to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : _ 02/25/201108:25 AM

~ Ms. Cavillo .

If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet
- network, I am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.

Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing, Let's encourage that
- technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Franciscol

Appreciate it.
Sincerely,
Robert Gaskins

2443 Fillmore St .
San Francisco, CA 94115

One 'cable:company is like only'havirig one bridge

1+ Hoc Nguyén to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : , QZ/ZS/ZOH 0B25AM

Ms. Cavillo
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‘We have 2 bridges in and out of SF, sure seems like we ought to have at least two ch01ces for video TV/high speed
Internet access. But we don't. And I think we should.

Iunderstand that the city just went through the process of reviewing AT&T's plan to bring faster Internet access
and video TV to SF. I'm glad the city makes big companies go through that kind of review. And I'm also glad that the
city wants to try to éncourage some new jobs and investment money corning in - we could sure use both,

. Seems like a good thing all around. I hope you'll support this going forward.
Thanks
Sincerely,
Hoc Nguyen

750 La Playa St - : A -
San Francisco, CA 94121 - .

&

A letter from a constituent S !

Ggrald Melquist to: Ms. Angela Calvillo _ ‘ ' 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Ihope you give your support to the ATT effort "to up;grade theit phone network®. There definitly needs to be more
alternatives for the servics that we need. o . : )

Thanks for your support
Sincerely,
Gerald T Melquist

22 Terra Vista Ave # G-16
San Francisco, CA 94115

Please encourage phone company's upgrade

+ Steven Callow to: Ms. Angela Calvillo _ - ’ 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

One thing that seems s to have fallen by the wayside is companies that actually can and want to invest in California
and specifically in San Francisco. When a company comes along and wants to invest, please don't let them slip .
away. We have a phone network that is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on
the ball as SF, their phone company can also do cool things like deliver Internet TV through the phone line.
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That sounds a lot like where the future is so let's do what San Franciscans do - out with the old and in with the
new. I hope I.can count on you to encourage, not discourage, a much needed upgrade.

‘ Tha.ﬁl{you.
~ Sincerely,
Steven Callow:

2838 Union St
San Francisco, CA 94123

Bring it on!

+ Donato Cabrera to: Ms. Angéla Calvillo ' 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&ZT is one step closer
© to being able to 0go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is good news.

Bring it on! We've been waiting.
Sincerely,
Donato Cabrera

77 Seaman Ave Apt 3D
New York, NY 10034 -

Competition socon?

 MarkManz to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - : 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet
network, I am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it scems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing, Let's encourage that
technology i investment right here where the technology people live: San Francisco! o
Appreciate it

Sincltrély, )
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‘ Mark A Manz
125 Cambon Dr Apt 7M
San Francisco, CA 94132

#

Technology infrastructure is vital

# Christine Wilson to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' S 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

I]ust wanted to send you this qu1ck note to thank you for any role you've played in bnngmg San Francisco an
updated technology infrastructure. I'm glad the city planning folks did its analysis so we can all feel good about the
overall goals of the city and how new technology access plays a role in most everyone's life, Let's face it, fast access
to the Internet it vital to our local economy just like it's vital to a student doing research on a topic for a report or
test. Let's keep SF linked in to the rest of the world and on a smart technology path for today and tomorrow. It's as
1mporl:ant as ever in today's economy and competmve marketplace.

Thank you. -
Sincerely,
Christine Wilson

2409 Fillmore St
San Francisco, CA 94115

Thanks

4 Jeff Schwartz to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Thanks for any role you played in reviewing AT&T's request to build its Uverse network here ini San Francisco and
comply with City plans. I'm aware of the service and think it's pretty amazing what can now be done through a
phone line that is already in place. Anyway, it's time SF had someone other than cable that offers TV and Internet
access. I like the idea of having a choice for home entertainment and Internet access. Thanks very much.

.Sincerely,
Jeff Schwartz

1755 28th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122

£ . - . ’
é:':f P lease encpurage Phone COmPanyIS ngrade . . ' -
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 Edmund Chiu to: Ms. Arigela Calvillo 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

"One thJ.ng that seems to have fa]len by the wayside is companies that actually can and ‘want to invest in California
and specifically in San Francisco. When a company comes along and wants to invest, please don't let them slip
away. We have a phone network that is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on
the ball as SF, their phone company can also do cool things like deliver Internet TV through the phone line.

That sounds  lot like where the future is so let's do what San Frant:lscans do - out with the old and in with the
new. L hope I can count on you to encourage, not discourage, 2 much needed upgrade.

.Thank you.
Sincerely,
Edmund ‘Chiu

351 Lakeshore Dr
San Francisco, CA 94132 .

£ Please bring high speed access

; Chandran Shanmugam to: Ms. Angela Calvillo S v 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

‘Mas. Cavillo

I was pleased to learn that AT&T is fmally going to be able to start work on upgrading thelr phone network while
adhermg to the City's environmental standards. That makes me feel better as well. .

I'm all for bandwidth given that video services are streaming more often nowadays. It you ‘can improve the service
we get today by getting a competitor to the cable company into the mix, I think you'll be doing a good thing,

Keep up the good work.
Smcerely
Chandran Shanmgam MD

125 Topaz Way
San Francisco, CA 94131

Bring us new technology |

i Santthosh Selvadurai to: Ms. Angela Cialvﬂlo‘ ' 02/25/2011 08:25 AM
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Ms. Cavillo

It just seems logical that as a representative of the city, you'll do what you can to bring vital technology
infrastructure to those of us who are anxious to receive it. CanI count on you to make it so?

Thank you
Sincerely,

Santthosh Selvadurai
855 Burnett Ave Apt 5
San Francisco, CA 94131

_ j Broadband access for SF residents v

'+ Tom Mclntyre to: Ms, Angela Calvillo v ' o 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Please approve the ATT fiber optic infrastructure: It is important to extend broadband access to as many San
Franciscans as possible. Competition and a backup system are both good things and each alone offers sufficient
" reason to support this improvement, ‘

Thanks
Sincerely,
Support Camp Mather

285 States 5t '
San Francisco, CA 94114 -

* Technology infrastructure is vital

% Jared Cluff to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : ' : 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo
I just wanted to send you this quick note to thank you for any role you've played in bringing San Francisco an

updated technology infrastructure. I'm glad the city planning folks did its analysis so we can all feel good about the
overall goals of the city and how new technology access plays a role in most everyone's life. Let's face it, fast access
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to the Internet it vital to our local economy just like it's vital to a student doing research on a topic for a report or
test. Let's keep SF linked in to the rest of the world and on a smart technology path for today and tomorrow. It's as
important as ever in today's economy and competitive marketplace.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Jared Cluif & Rudy Guadrcm

3861 19th St
- San Francisco, CA 94114

Good news

« Robert Daubin to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

, Ms. Cavillo

There's not that much good news out there these days so I was pleased to learn that AT&T is finally going to be able
to start work on upgrading their phone network. And they re going to adhere to the City’s environmental standards.
That makes me feel better as well

I'm all for bandwidth and it seems like we gobble up as much as there is available. If you can improve the service we
get today by getting a competitor to the cable company into the mix, I think you'll be deing a good thing,

Keep up the good work.
Sincerely, .
Rob Daubin

1180 Filbert St Apt 404
San Francisco, CA 94109

Bring it on!

¢ Prabha Milstein to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' o S 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

. Ms. Caviﬂo

‘Word has it that the San Franc15co Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&T isone e step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is good news.

Bring it on! We've been waiting.

- Sincerely,
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Prabha Milstein
791 Myra Way
San Francisco, CA 94127

One step closer?

+ Enrique Terrazas to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o : ' | 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Iunderstand that we're one major step closer to finally having what most other California cities already have - an
alternative to the cable company for high speed Internet and TV. Finally! I feel like San Francisco is behind the curve
on something as logical as a little healthy competition.

Sincerely,

Enrique Terrazas

312120th St Apt 1
San Francisco, CA 94110

Please encourage AT&T company's upgrade so1 can drom COMCAST

% Chris Fry to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' . ‘ - 02/25/201108:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

One thing that seems to have fallen by the wayside is companies that actually can and want to invest in California
and specifically in San Francisco. When a company comes along and wants to invest, please don't let them slip
away. We have a phone network that is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on
the ball as SF, their phone company can alse do cool things like deliver Internet TV through the phone line.

That sounds a lot like where the future is so let's do what San Franciscans do - out with the old and in with the
new. [ hope I can count on you to encourage, not discourage, a much needed upgrade.

- Thank you.
Sincerely,
Christopher Elliott Fry

655 5th St Apt 4 _
San Francisco, CA 94107 .

SF Deserves a 2011 technology infrastructure upgrade - please let it come off hold -
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: y Lynn Bunim to: Ms. Angela Calvillo- | o 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

Thank you for any role you've played in bringing San Francisco an updated technology infrastructure. I'm glad the
city planning folks did its analysis so we can all feel good about the overall goals of the city and how new technology
access plays a role in most everyone's life. Fast access to the Internet it vital to our local economyand it is also vital
to a student doing research on a topic for a report or test. Please take whatever action you can in the near future to
enable SF to be linked into the rest of the world and on a smart technology path for today and tomorrow.

Thank you.
Sincerely,-
Lynn B. Bunim

2017 Lyon St
San Francisco, CA 94115

The future - please support it.

; Duke Hoffman to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . 02/25/2011,08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo
. AsaSan Pranc15co Ies1dent and voting constituent, I want to weigh i in that Twelcome a healthy competu:or to

Comcast and trust that you do too.

One of the best things about living in San Francisco is that we all have this wonderful spirit of freedom - freedom bf
expression and tons of choices. It's why I choose to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ability to
choose doesn't apply to one of the biggest chunks of my monthly household budget: my cable tv bill

Thave to believe that if 2 or more blg companies want my business, they 1 each try harder to earn it. That would be
refreshing. ( .

Let's not allow our wonderful city to fall behind when it comes to technology. I'm all ready to sign up for this new
service. Ican't waituntilit's available. _ ' _

: Since_rely,
Duke C Hoffinan

1800 Bryant St Ste 214
San Francisco, CA 94110 .

Please encourage phone company's upgrade
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Patrick Marquis to: Ms. Angela Calvillo 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

One thing that seems to have fallen by the wayside is companies that actually can and want to invest in California
and specifically in San Francisco. When a company comes along and wants to invest, please don't let them slip
away. We have a phone network thar is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on
the ball as SF, their phone compary can also do cool things like deliver Internet TV through the phone line.

That sounds 2 lot like where the future is so let's do what San Franciscans do - out with the old and in with the
new. I hope I can count on you to encourage, not discourage, a much needed upgrade.

In these tough economic times why is the city of San Francisco denying it's citizens higher quality
telecommunications options? Get it together San Francisco, no wonder the city is in such bad shape.

‘Thank you.
Sincerely,
Patrck Marquis

2 Terra Vista Ave
San Francisco, CA 94115

-

&
#

Let's not fall behind '

William Holevoet to: Ms. Angela Calvillo 7 ' : 02/25/201108:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

L feel like SF may be falling behind when it comes to technology infrastructure. I know that most every other city in
the Bay Area has a new broadband network that the phone company is building. Hardly a day goes by that I.don't
need to aceess the Internet for one thing or another. Kids need to access the Internet for school projects.and reports.
The faster the better as far as I'm concerned and a choice of who I pay to deliver it seemns fundamental. I hope you'll*
support the same point of view. '

Thank you.”
-S]'.ncerely,

719 10th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94118

Technology infrastructure is vital
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 Jjamesduval to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o - 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

T just wanted to send you this quick note to thank you for any role you've played in bringing San Francisco an
updated technology infrastructure. I'm glad the city planning folks did its analysis so we can all feel good about the
overall goals of the city and how new technology access plays a rolein most everyone's life. Let's face it, fast access -

- to the Internet it vital to our local economy just like it's vital to a student doing research on a topic for a report or -
test. Let's keep SF linked in to the rest of the world and on a smart technology path for today and tomorrow. It's as
important as ever in today's economy and competitive marketplace.

Thank you.
Sincei‘_ely, |
james duval

534 Hyde St Apt 7
San Francisco, CA 94109

Let's not fall behind .

"+ Willem Bufgmans to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ‘ . 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

- Ms. Cavﬂlé

I feel like SF may be falling behind when it comes to technology infrastructure. I know that most every other city in
the Bay Area has a new broadband network that the phone company is building. Hardly a day goes by that [ don't
need to access the Internet for one thing or another. Kids need to access the Internet for school projects and reports.-
The faster the better as far as I'm concerned and a choice of who I pay to deliver it seems fundamental. T hope you T
support the same point of view. :

" Thank-you.
Sincefely,
Willem Burgmans

* 661 Ashbury St
San Francisco, CA 84117

A letter from a constituent

i Michael Hagerty to: Ms. Angela Calvillo |  02/25/20110825AM
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Ms. Cavillo.

As a constituent of yours, I think it's important to weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects
in San Francisco - I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important. That said, I-
need technology to help me balance everything in my hectic life. So I'm glad to hear that the City Planning
Department has completed a review of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone network.

Thanks for making it happen.
Sincerely,
Mike Hagerty

2037 Castro St Apt 2
San Francisco, CA 94131

Please support competition and improvement

4 Douglas Frantz to: Ms. Angela Calvillo » 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

As a San Francisco resident and votmg constituent, I want to weigh in that [ welcome a healthy competltor to
Comcast and trust that you do too.

One of the best things about living in San Francisco is that we all have this wonderful spirit of freedom - freedom of
expression and tons of choices. It's why I'choadse to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ability to
choose doesn't apply to one of the biggest chunks of my monthly household budget: my cable tv bill.

I have to believe that if 2 or more hig companies want my business, they'll each try harder to eamn it. Currently the.
city only allows Comcast which has raised prices and delivered nothing new or decent since.It would be refreshing
-to make them earn their money instead of having it given on a silver platter.
- Sincerely,
" Dou glas Frantz

43 Santa Ynez Ave
San Francisco, CA%412

Support AT&T. plans to install ﬁberopﬁc networks in SF

: Keith Kojimoto to: Ms. Angela Calvillo , : | 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

‘ Ms. Cavillo

I'was very pleased to learn that AT&T will be able to begin the process to upgrade its phone network to fiberoptic
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cables in SE. This is a service AT&T already provides to 260 other communities in California alone. It's difficult to
view SF as a leader in adopting new technology and I'd argue that SF as a whole is slow to adapt and to change to
~new trends as a-whole. ,

I've read AT&T's plans as they're descnbed online and feel that the process they describe a]lows plenty of
nelghborhood input on where the necessary boxes are installed.

I'm very pleased that SF is taking the steps necessary to allow AT&T to bring SF's antiquated phone system into the

 2lst century. A new IP network based on fiberoptic cabling will be able to deliver the bandwidth the entire -
community requires to use the technology available to lmprove our daily lives and hopefully the ability of our local
government to serve its residents.

SF could proudly retaih its repuration as a progressive city with visionary leadership. T count on you to continue to
support the Planning Dept and look forward to the new services AT&T will be able to provide once the review
process is completed.

‘Sincerely,
Keith Kojimoto

1816 9th Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94122 -

Please encourage phone company's upgrade

& Scott Hankes to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o ‘ _ ‘ 02/25/201 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

One thing that seems to have fallen by the wayside is companies that actually can and want to invest in California
and specifically in San Francisco. When a company comes along and wants to invest, please don't let them slip
away. We have a phone network that is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on
the ball as SF, their phone company can also do cool things like deliver Internet TV through the phone line.

That sounds a lot like where the future is so let's do what San Franciscans do - out with the old and in with the
“new. [ hope I can count on you to encourage, not discourage, a much needed upgrade.

Thank YGIIJ.‘ |
Sincerely,
Scott Hankes

460 Ellis St Apt 58 ,
San Francisco, CA 94102

Good news

+ Allenlee to: Ms, Angela Calvillo o . 02/25/2011 08:25 AM
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Ms. Cavillo

There's not that much good news out there these days so I was pleased to learn that AT&T is finally going to be able
to start, work on upgrading their phone network. And they' re going to adhere to the City’s envuonmental standards.
That makes me feel better aswell. ' ‘

- I'm all for bandwidth and it seems like we gobble up as much as there is available. If you can improve the service we
get today by getting a competitor to the cable company into the mix, I think you'll be doing a good thing.

Keep up the good work.
Sincerely,
Allen Lee

50 Rockaway Ave
San Francisco, CA 94127

A letter from a constituent

E

+ Tan Micklewright to: Ms, Angela Calvillo 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

As a constituent of yours, I think it's important to weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects
in San Francisco- I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important. That said, I
need technology to help me balance everything in my hectic life. So I'm glad to hear that the City Planning
Department has cormpleted a review of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone network.

Thanks for making it happen. | '

Sincerely,

fan Micklewright -

/301 Hugo St Apt 3
San Francisco, CA 94122

Technology infrastructure is good for tourism and that's good for all of us

) | -
i DougKzer to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : , 02/25/2011 08:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo
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- Just like San Francisco needs drinkable water, a sewage system that does what its supposed to, public
transportation that is reliable and bridges that can accommodate people coming in and out of the city, so too do we
need reliable technology infrasmucture. One could argue that technology infrastructure is every bit as vital of all
these. These days the ability to talk to others, send information, watch important current events, study the pastand
predict tomorrow is all linked by technology infrastructure. San Francisco prides itself on its high tech image and

. savvy residents. Please be sure to represent us well in encouraging today and tomorrow's technology finds San
Francisco at the top of the list vs. the bottom_ It's too important not to. .

If nothing else, considering the fact that San Francisco is the one of the top tourist destination in the world, we need
critical technology infrastructure that will keep people coming here and keep all of their gadgets and cell phones
- and computers and digital recorders all humming along, Let's make it a priority of the city please

Sincerely,
Doug Kizer

4706 Fulton St - E
San Francisco, CA 94121 -

~ One cable company is like only having one bridge

YatfPiIlg Tong to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - ' ‘ 02/25/201108:25 AM

Ms. Cavillo

We have 2 bridges in and out of SF, sure seems like we ought to have at least two choices for video 'IV/hlgh speed
Internet access. But we don't. And I think we should.

‘Tunderstand that the c1ty just went through the process of reviewing AT&T's plan to brmg faster Internet access
and video TV to SF. I'm glad the city makes big companies go through that kind of review. And I'm also glad that the
city wants to try to encourage some new jobs and investment money coming in - we could sure use both.

Seems like a good thing all around. I hope you'll support this going forward

Thanks

Sincerely,

Yat-Ping Tong

1346 Lake St
San Francisco, CA 94118

High tech service for SF

: Wells Whitrley to: Ms. Angela Calvillo R ‘ 02/25/2011 08:25 AM
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Ms. Cavillo

I support our broadband access to the rest of the world aléng with cell phoné service that works well. Please do
what you can to keep encouraging private firms to fork over the investment money it takes to deliver high tech

.. services that SF should be famous for.

Thanks
Sincerely,
‘WElls Whitney

1308 Montgomery St
San Francisco, CA 94133

Technology infrastructure is vital

+ BonnieLi Victorino to: Ms. Angela Calvilla - o _ 02/25/2011 08:43 AM

M;S. Calvillo

T just wanted to send you this quick note to thank you for any role you've played in bringing San Francisco an
updated technology infrastructure. I'm glad the city planning folks did its analysis so we can all feel good about the
overall goals of the city and how new technology access plays a role in most everyone's life. Let's face it, fast access
to the Internet it vital to our local economy just like it's vital to a student doing research on a topic for a report or
test. Let's keep SF linked in to the rest of the world and on a smart technelogy path for today and tomorrow. It's as
‘mportant as ever in today's economy and competitive marketplace.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Bon.ﬁie Li Victorino

850 Le Conte Ave
- San Francisco, CA 94124

f .Good news

1 . : _ A
i drewlama to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - » : ‘ : 02/25/2011 08:51 AM

Ms. Calvillo

There's not that much good news out there these days so I was pleased to learn that AT&T is finally going to be able
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to start work on upgrading their phone network And they e going to adhere to the Clty 8 enwronmental standards.
That makes me feel better as well

I'm all for bandwidth and it seems like we gobble up as much as there is available. If you can improve the service we
get today by getting a competitor to the cable company into the mix, I think you'll be domg a good th.mg

Keep up the good work.
Smcerely, _
L

- 580 McAllister St
San Francisco, CA 94102

High tech service for SF

i Candice Lin to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - . 02/25/2011 08:57 AM

Ms. Calvillo

When I stoP and think about the America's Cup coming to SF, I worry that everything will come crashing down. 1

~ support our broadband access to the rest of the world along with cell phone service that works well. Please do what

you can to keep encouraging private firms to fork over the mvestment money it takes to deliver high tech services
that SF should be famous for. :

Thanks
Sincerely,
Candice Y. Lin . -

190 Precita Ave
San Francisco, CA 94110

Good news

+ . Chad Partridge to: Ms. Angela.Calvi]lo ‘ : ' 02/25/2011 09:01 AM

Ms. Calvillo

‘There's not that much good news out there these days so [ was pleased to learn that AT&Tis finally going to be able
to start work on upgrading their phone network. And they're going to adhere to the City's environmental standards.
That makes me feel better as well.

I'm all for bandwidth and it seems like we gobble up as much as there is available. If you can improve the service we:
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get today by get;ting a competitor to the cable company into the mDL I think you'll be doing a good thing.
Keep up the good work. ‘ o

Sincerely,

Chad Partridge

421 24thst
San Francisco, CA 94114

High tech service for SF

+ Mr. & Mrs. Patrick Mullikin to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o . 02/25/2011 09:05 AM

Ms. Calvillo o ,
WhenI stop and think about the America's Cup coming to SF, T worry that everything will come crashing down. I
support our broadband access to the rest of the world along with cell phone service that works well. Please-do what

you can to keep encouraging private firms to fork over the investment money it takes to deliver high tech services
that SF should be famous for. ' ' ‘ ' :

Thanks
Sincerely,
Patrick and Gail Mullikin

- 20 Nobles Aly
San Francisco, CA 94133

Finally Please, A Comeast Competitor Other than Satellite

+ Walter Braden to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - , ' 02/25/2011 09:09 AM

Ms. Calvillo |

Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&Tis one step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comeast for video TV. This is good news.

Bring it on! We've been waiting,
Sincerely,
" Walter Braden

70 Marietta Dr
San Francisco, CA 94127
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High tech service for SF -

s Jacqueline Serafin to: Ms. Angela Calvillo *02/25/2011 09:16 AM.

Ms. Calvillo

When I stop and think about the America's Cup coming to SF, I worry that everything will come crashing down. I
support our broadband access to the rést of the world along with cell phone service that works well. Please do what
you can to keep encouraging private firms to fork over the investment-money it takes to deliver high tech services
that SF should be famous for.

Thanks
Siﬁcere_ly,
Jacqueline Serafin

2744 Sacramento St Apt 206
San Francisco, CA 94115

£ Progress?

s Yvonne Santos to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ‘ ST 02/25/201109:19 AM

Ms. Calvillo .

Progreés? So my fingers are crossed that San Francisco actually welcomes and encourages companies like AT&T to
invest, upgrade and build a new technology infrastructure here. Sounds like just about every city surrounding us
already has IPTV. That's very odd since San Franciscans always want the latest/greatest gadgetry

Thanks for your support.

Sincerely,

Yvonne Santos

122 Ashton Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112

We need competition to Cable!

Sarah Klapec to: Ms. Angela Calville S 02/25/2011 09:20 AM.
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Ms. Calvillo

I am writing in hopes that we can have more competition against Cable than ever before! My understanding is that
the City Planning Department is reviewing AT&T's application to build a big Internet network. I am hoping to take
advantage of it soori. More choice for residents of San Fra.uc1sco and having companies invest in better technology is

key.

VAppreciate your focus in moving San Francisco forward!

Siﬁcerely, = : E | Sy
Sarah A Klapec |

312 Russja Ave
*San Francisco, CA 94112

One step closer? - : .
% ,

John Lee to: Ms. Angela Calvillo j , 02/25/2011 09:22 AM

* Ms. Calvillo
I understand that we're one major step closer to finally having what most other California cities already have -an.
- alternative to the cable company for high speed Internet and TV. Fmally' I feel like San Francisco is behind the curve
‘on somethmg aslogical asa httle healthy competition.
~ Sincerely,
]6hn Lee

2167 Funston Ave
San Francisco, CA 94116

High tech service for SF

. Gabriele Etlinger-Browne to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : o - 02/25/2011 09:27 AM

Ms. Calvillo

When 1 stop and think about.the America's Cup coming to SF, I worry that everything will come crashing down. I
support our broadband access to the rest of the world along with cell phone service that works well. Please do what
you can to keep encouraging private firms to fork over the investment money it takes to deliver high tech services
that SF should be famous for
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Thanks
Sincerely,
Gabriele Etlinger-Browne

1030 Bush St Apt 4
San Francisco, CA 94109

Competltlon soon?

'« Mark Manasse to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : 02/25/2011.09:29 AM

Ms. Calvﬂlo

- If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regardmg AT&T's apphcamon to build a b1g Interhet
network, I am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing. Let's encourage that
technology nvestment right here where the technology people live: San Francisco! :
Appreciate it.

Sincerely,

" Mark Manasse

1270 Monterey Blvd
San Francisco, CA 94127

One step closer?

"5 Mark Manasse to: Ms. Angela Calvillo- y ' \ 02/25/201109:33 AM

Ms. Calvillo

I understand that we're one major step closer to finally having what most other California cities already have - an
alternative to the cablé company for high speed Internet and TV. Pmaﬂy‘ I feel like San Francisco is behind the curve
on something’ as logical as a little healthy compeumon

Sincerely,
Mark Manasse

" 1270 Monterey Blvd
San Francisco, CA 94127
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. Bring it on!

¢ Bill Hutchcroft to: Ms. Angela Calvillo _ ' ' 02/25/2011 09:34 AM

Ms. Calv.iﬂo

Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is good news.

‘Bring it on! We've been waiting,

ancerely,
Bill Hutcheroft

169 Glenview Dr .
San Francisco, CA 94131

Please allow more choice and competiction for seniors, and family's

. . £ o
¢ Mr. & Mrs. Anthony Batres to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : © 02/25201109:35 AM

Ms. quvﬂlo

As a constituent and native of 62 years I think it's.important that we have more choices for cable providers in the
great city of San Francisco. Please weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects in San Francisco
- I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important. That said, I need technology
to help me balance my check book, as Comcast charges 100.00 dollars a month just for CABLE. S6 I'm glad to hear
‘that the City Planning Department has completed a review of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone nerwork.
Please make it happen. ' ' '

Since_rely,Mr&Mrs Anthony Batres '
Anthony Batres ‘

490 33rd Ave Apt 105
San Francisco, CA 94121

Bring us new technology -

Lynda D'Angelo to: Ms. Angela Calvillo 7 : 02/25/2011 09:41 AM
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Ms. Calvillo

It just seems logical that as a representative of the city, you'll do what you can to bring vital technology
- infrastructure to those of us who are anxious to receive it. Can I count on you to make it so?

Thank you
‘Sincerely, -
Lynda D'Angelo

390 Elizabeth St
San Francisco, CA 94114

Technology infrastructure is good for tourism and that's good for all of us

Charles Wagner to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : . 02/25/2011 09:44 AM

¢

~ Ms. Calvillo.

Just like San Francisco needs drinkable water, a sewage system that does what its supposed to, public
transportation that is reliable and bridges that can accommodate people coming in and out of the city, so too do we
need reliable technology infrastrueture. One could argue that technology infrastructure is every bit as vital of all

these. These days the ability to talk to others, send information, watch important current events, study the pastand

- predict tomorrow is all linked by technology infrastructure. San Francisco prides itself on its high tech image and -
savvy residents. Please be sure to represent us well in encouraging today and tomorrow’s technology finds San
Francisco at the top of the list vs. the bottom. It's too tmportant not to.

If nothing else, considering the fact that San Francisco is the one of the top tourist destination in the world, we need
critical technology infrastructure that will keep people coming here and keep all of their gadgets and cell phones
and computers and digital recorders all humming along. Let's make it a priority of the city please.

' Sincerely,
Charles Wagner

301 Hugo St Apt 3
San Francisco, CA 94122

High tech service for SF

Barbara Bagot-Lopez to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o 02/25/201109:44 AM

Ms. Cilvillo
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Please he].p faciliate competition for Comcast, which has a monopoly in‘San Francisco on thls type of service. Of
course, AT&T needs to work with the neighborhoods regarding the location and appearance of the boxes, and
should invest creativity and funds into making them more attractive.

Sincerely,
Barbara Bagot/LopeZ

1591 Treat Ave
San Erancisco, C_A 94110

Progress?

; AllynBeltran to: Ms. Angela Calvﬂlo . 02/25/201109:51 AM

" Ms. Calvillo

Progress? So my firgers are crossed that San Francisco actually welcomes and encourages companies like AT&T to

- invest, upgrade and build a new technology infrastructure here. Sounds like just about every city surrounding us
already has IPTV. That's very odd since San Franciscans always want the latest/greatest gadgetry. I also feel that by
having a company such as AT&T offer an alternative to Comcast, the added competition will only benefit the
CORnSUImers.

I ask that you strongly consider moving forward with AT&T's plans to improve their network. This will only carry
us as a city into the next phase of the technical revolution, where people continue to collaborate through video,
chat, Twitter, Facebook or the next big Internet Social tool. This upgraded infrastructure will also help foster the
new way of working by telecommuting for many Bay Area workers. Not only does this help employees become
more productive workers, but will also help lessen highway traffic and most importantly, greenhouse gases. If we
are truly serious about technical advances and green initiatives as a city, I feel that approving AT&T's bid to
‘improve its infrastructure and that of any other companies' is a step in the right direction!

_ Thanks for your support.
Sincerely, -
Allyn Beltran

430 Fillmore St Apt B
San Francisco, CA 94117

- Aletter from a constituent

4 Christopher Jennings to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' 02/25/2011 09:55 AM

Ms. Calvillo _ ~
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As a constituent of yours, I think it's important to weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects
in San Francisco - I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important. That said, I
need technology to help me balance everything in my hectic life. So I'm glad to hear that the City Planning

" Department has completed areview of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone network

Thanks for making it happen.
~ Sincerely, o ‘ | ' ‘
Christopher Jennings

. 165 Duboce Ave Apt 204
San Francisco, CA 94103

Progress?

Michael Pavitt to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' S » 02/25/201110:12 AM

Ms. Calvillo
Please approve the AT&T request to invest in, upgrade and build a new technology infrastructure here in the city.
Since relocating to San Francisco last October, the only thing I miss about Livermore is the IPTV service that ] and

my family enjoyed, after many years of simply awful service f:rom COMCAST. I know that San Franciscans will be
well served by this improvement.

* Thanks for your support.
Sincerely,
Michael F. Pavitt

1542 34th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122

High tech service for SF/ Petetion for Acceptance

¢ Ed Nyquist to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ’ 02/25/201110:12 AM

Ms. Calvillo |
When I stop and think about the Ameriea's Cup coming to SF,K I worry that everything will come crashing down. I
support our broadband access to the rest of the world along with cell phone service that works well. Please do what -

you.can to keep encouraging private firms to fork over the investment money it takes to deliver high tech services
that SF should be famous for.

Thanks
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Sincerely,
Ed Nyquist

829 Folsom St Unit 418’
San Francisco, CA 94107

A letter from a constituent

5 Allison DeGolier to: Ms. Angela Calvillo _ 02/25/201110:15 AM

Ms. Calvillo
As a constituent of yours, I think it's important to weigh the pros and the cons when it comes to big ticket projects
in San Francisco - I'm glad there is considerable thought given to what is both necessary and important. That said, I
, need technclogy to help me balance everything in my hectic life. So I'm glad to hear that the City Planmng
Department has completed a review of the AT&T initiative to upgrade their phone network.

Thanks for making it happen.
Sincerely,
Allison DeGolier

2041 Pierce St Apt 3
San Francisco, CA 94115

Please Encourage Phone Company's Upgrade!

. BenLin to: Ms. Angela Calvillo | : . 02/250M1224M

- Ms. Calvillo

One thing that seems to have fallen by the wayside is companies that actually can and want to inivest in California
and specifically in San Francisco. When a company comes along and wants to invest, please don't let them slip
away. We have a phone network that is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on
the ball as SF, their phone company can also do cool things like deliver Internet TV through the phone line.

That sounds a lot like where the future is so let's do what San Franciscans do - out with the old and in with the
new. I hope I can count on you to encourage; not discourage, a much needed upgrade.

Thank you.
Sincerely, -
Benlin

1010 Bush St # 206
San Francisco, CA 94109
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'High tech service for SF

T]'moth& Wickland to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o ' . 02/25/201111:30 AM

Ms. Calvillo

I support the introduction of improved broadband access in San Francisco, and especially support increased
competition in broadband and TV services within the City. Please do what you can to keep encouraging private
firms to invest in these areas, to foster competition and improve services while reducing costs for consumers.

Thanks s
Sincerely; '
Timothy Wickland

1171 Oak St Apt 1
San Francisco, CA 94117

AT&T U-verse

; Peter Reque to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' 02/25/201 11:37 AM ~

* Ms. Calvillo

T am glad to hear that progress is being made on AT&T U-verse. U-verse seems to be a good option for me, and I
have been curious as to what might be causing the slow roll-out. .

If the legal tasks have now been completed construction can begin
Sincerely,
Peter A Reque

1073 Bush St
‘San Francisco, CA 94109

Please encourage phone company's upgrade

. Martin Mast to: Ms. Angela Calvillo | " 022501 1213PM
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Ms. Calvillo

Comcast needs some serious competition. When a company wants to invest, please don't let them slip away. We
have a phone network that is ready for a turbo boost. In other places that aren't even nearly as big or on the ball as
SF, their phone company can also do cool things like de].lver Internet TV through the phone line. (I saw this years
ago in Paris at a reasonable monthly fee)

That sounds a lot like where the future is so let's do what San Franciscans do - out with the old and in with the
new. I hope [ can count on you to encourage, not discourage, a much needed upgradt

Thank you. -
Sincerely,
Martin Mast

601 Corbett Ave
San Francisco, CA 94114 :

The future - please support it.

Danny Udom to: Ms. Angela Calvillo o _ : © 02/25/20112:20 PM

Ms. Calvﬂlo

As 4 San Francisco resident and voting constituent, I want to weigh in that I welcome a healthy competitor to
Comcast and trust that you do too.

One of the best things about living in San Francisco is that we alt have this wonderful spirit of freedom - freedom of
expression and tons of choices. It's why I choose to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ability to
choose doesn't apply to one of the biggest chunks of my monthly household budget: my cable tv bill

Thave to believe that if 2 or more big compames want my business, they'll each try harderto earn it. That would be
reﬁeshmg

S _mcerely, ,
Danny Udom

' 331 Stoneridge In
San Francisco, CA 94134

One step closer?

+ Karen Oakley to: Ms. Angela Cabvillo - - o 02/25/201112:37 PM

© Ms. Calvillo
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Tunderstand that we're one major step closer to finally having what most other California cities already have - an
 alternative to the cable company for high speed Internet and TV. Finally! I feel like San Francisco is ahead of the

curve on something as logical as a little healthy competition. Thank you for making it possible for SF residents to

have telecommumcamon and broadband options. : '

Smcerely, :
Karen Oakley

5330 Diamond Heights Blvd # Bvld
San Francisco, CA 94131

Technology infrastructure is good for tourism and that's good for all of us

: Johnson Wang to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - ' 02/25/201112:53 PM

Ms. Calvﬂlo

Just like San Francisco needs drinkable water, a sewage system that does what its supposed to, pubhc
transportation that is reliable and bridges that can accommodate people coming in and out of the city, so too do-we
need reliable technology infrastructure. One could argue that technology infrastructure is every bit as viral of all -
these. These days the ability to talk to others, send information, watch important current events, study the past and
predict tomorrow is all linked by technology infrastructure. San Francisco prides itself on its high tech image and
savvy residents. Please be sure to represent us well in encouraging today and tomorrow's technology finds San
Francisco at the top of the list vs. the bottom. It's too important not to. :

It nothing else, considering the fact that San Francisco is the one of the top tourist destination in the world, we need
critical technology infrastructure thar will keep people coming here and keep all of their gadgets and cell phones
and computers and digital recorders all humming along. Let's make it a priority of the city please. ,

- Sincerely,
Johnson C. Wang

2142 Santiago St
San Franc1sco CA 94116

. Bring it on!

; Sascha Prueter to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . '  "02/25/201101:05 PM

Ms. Calvillo -~

Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is good news.
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Bring it on! We've been waiting, Can't wait to get more competitive offers for Premium TV in my area... stuck with
Comecast for way too long]

Sincerely,
Sascha Prueter

1Bluxome St Apt 416
San Francisco, CA 94107

One cable company is like only having one bridge _ -

N i Mary Bond to: Ms. Angela Calvillo- ' : " 02/25/2011 01:06 PM

Ms. Calvillo

I have ill feelings toward Comcast (caBle) and my alternative is... we]l, nothing, Except airwaves, which gives me .
PBS (usually), ABC, and FOX. There is no other cable provider available to me. could have a satellite dish if T had
a cooperative landlord. And that'sit.

We have 2 bridges in and out of SF, sure seems like we ought to have at least two choices for video TV/hlgh speed
. Internet access. But we don't. And I think we should.

‘Tunderstand that the c'lty just went through the prol:ess of reviewing AT&T's plan to bring faster Internet access
and video TV to SF. I'm glad the city makes big companies go through that kind of review. And I'm also glad that the
city wants to Ty to encourage some new jobs and investment money coming in - we could sure use both.

Seems like a good thing all around. I hope you'll support this going forward.
Tharks | v.
Si]l‘cereiy,

Mary E. Bond |

1737 Chestnut St Apt 8
San Francisco, CA 94123 -

4

£ Bringus new technology

s ML & Mrs. Joseph Zmuda to: Ms. Angela Calvillo © 0225001 0L08PM

| Ms. Calvillo

It just seems loglcal thatasa representamve of the city, you'll do what you can to bring vital technology
infrastructure to those of us who are anxious to receive it. Can I count on you to make it s0?

- Thave seen the new AT&T technology at work in San Mateo. It is incredible. My mouth waters every time [ see the
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AT&T U-Verse com_merciﬂs on TV, but as high'~tech as I think of myself, this is still not something Ib éan get. Whjr
not? This is San Franciscoll Why is San Mateo ahead of us in getting competing technology?
Thank you . ' i

Sincerely, : .

Joseph P Zmuda
833 Joost Ave
San Francisco, CA 94127

High tech competition for SF

¢ James Uomini to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : . 02/25/2011 02:10 PM

Ms. Calvillo

As Comcast has increasingly become an expensive monopoly source of television and broadband with poor
customer service, [ am very eagerto have an alternative in San Francisco. I hope that it will be possible for me to
have the option to consider U-Verse in the near future and for Comcast to face real competition. I hope that AT&T
and the City and County can agree on a design that is acceptable to all and that they can proceed with construction

SOOI,

Thank you,
Sincerely,

James M Uomini

403 2lst Ave :
San Francisco, CA 94121

Competition soon?

5 Arthur Wehl to: Ms. Angela Calvillo . . - 02/25/201102:42 PM

Ms. Calvillo

If the City Planning Depar'tment‘has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet
network, I am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it seerns like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing. Let's encourage that
technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Franciscol

Appreciate it. 7

Sincerely,
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Arthur Wehl ‘
- 355 Buena Vista Ave E # 204W
San Francisco, CA 94117

. Technology infrastructure is good for tourism and that's good for all of us .

irving rivera to: Ms. Angela Calvillo - » © . 02/25/20110310PM

Ms. Calvillo

Just like San Francisco needs drinkable water, a sewage system that does what its supposed to, public
transportation that is reliable and bridges that can accommodate people coming in and out of the city, so too do we
need reliable technology infrastructure. One could argue that technology infrastructure is every bit as vital of all
these. These days the ability to talk to others, send information, watch important current events, study the past and .’
predict tomorrow is all linked by technology infrastructure. San Francisco prides itself on jts high tech image and
savvy residents. Please be sure to represent us well in encouraging today and tomorrow’s technology finds San
Francisco at the top of the list vs. the bottom. It's too important not to. .

I nor_bmg else, con51den'.ng the fact that San Francisco is the one of the top tourist destination in the Woﬂd, we need
critical technology infrastructure that will keep people coming here and keep all of their gadgets and cell phones
and computers and digital recorders all humming along. Let's make it a priority.of the city please.

-Sincerely,
Irv Rivera

1857 San Jose Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112

-
. One step closer?

i Peter Babbidge to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ‘ o 02/25/2011 0339 PM

Ms. Calvillo
T understand that we're one major step closer to finally haﬁng ‘what most other California cities already have - an

- alternative to the cable company for high speed Internet and TV. Finally! I feel like San Francisco is behind the curve
" . onsomething as 1og1cal as a little healthy compenmon. :

mcerdy,
" Peter Babbidge

50 Short St
San Francisco, CA 94114
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Competition soon?

Cygridh Rooney to: Ms. Angelé Calvillo : ‘ 02/25/2011 05:04 PM

Ms. Calvﬂlo '

If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet
network, I am assuming that we'll start being able to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing,. Let's encourage that
technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Francisco! :

Appreciate it.
~ Sincerely,
Cygridh Rooney

810 Gonzalez Dr Apt 7L
San Francisco, CA 94132

Bring it on!

s Jeff Fung to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : ; ' 02/25/2011 07:15 PM

Ms. Calvilio

Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer '
to being able to go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is good news. : :

Bring it on! We've been Wéiting.
Sincerely,
Jetfrey Fung

100 Oshaughnessy Blvd
San Francisco, CA 94127

Competition soon?

¢ Judy Foulkrod to: Ms. Aﬁgela Calvillo ' " " 02/26/20110512 PM

Ms. Calvillo
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If the City Planning Department has done what it needs to regarding AT&T's application to build a big Internet
network, I am assuming that we'll start being ablé to take advantage of it soon? That would be nice to see.
Especially when it seems like companies have all but dried up when it comes to investing, Let's encourage that
technology investment right here where the technology people live: San Franciscol

Appreciate it.
Sincerely, . -
Judy Foulkrod

64 Richland Ave
‘San Francisco, CA 94110

Bring it onl

edward james to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' ‘ 02/26/2011 05:58 PM

Ms. Calvillo

Word has it that the San Francisco Planning Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to bemg able to go head to head with Comeast for video TV. This is good news. .

Bring it on! We've been waiting.
Sincerely,
Edward James

1029 Girard Rd
San Francisco, CA 94129

Hostage to Comcast

-4 -Paul Johnson to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : ‘ 03/03/2011 08:13 AM

Ms. Calvi]lo

Word has it that the San Francisco Plannmg Department has completed its review so that AT&T is one step closer
to being able to go head to head with Comcast for video TV. This is good news. We need a choice in The Castro!

Smcerely,
Paul R Johnson

4604 18th St
San Francisco, CA 94114
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Good news

4 Holly Abbiss to: Ms. Angela Calvillo = : | ' . 03/06/2011 09:46 AM

Ms. Calvillo
There's not that much good news out there these days so I was pleased to learn that AT&T is finally going to be able
to start work on upgrading their phone network. And they're going to adhere to the City's environmental standards.

~ That makes me feel better as well

I'm all for bandwidth and it seems like we gobble up as much as there is available. If you can improve the service we
get today by getting a competitor to the cable company into the mix, I think you'll be doing a good thing,

Keep up the good work.
Sincerely,
Holly Abbiss

1390 Pine St Apt 102 .
San Francisco, CA 94109

The future - please support it.

s Ryan Gelow to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ) : ' " 03/06/2011 09:49 AM

Ms. Calvillo

As a San Francisco resident and voting constltuent I want to weigh in that I welcome a healthy competitor to
Comeast and trust that you do too.

One of the best things about living in San Francisco is that we all have this wonderful spirit of freedom - freedom of
expression and tons of choices. It's why I choose to live here. What is bizarre to me is that this basic ability to -
choose doesn't apply to one of the biggest chunks of my monthly household budget: my cable tv bill

~ Ihaveto beheve that if 2 or more b1g compames want my business, they Neach y harder to earn it. That Would be
refreshing. :

Sincerely,
7 Ryan Gelow

1390 Pine St Apt 102
San Francisco, CA 94109
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. Please encourage phone 'COInPanf’fS upgrade

«_Stuart Smith to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ‘ 03/06/2011 10:26 AM

Ms. Calvillo

Currently, customers in any given part of San Francisco have no *real* choice in television or broadband. In most
cases, their only cable provider is Comcast, which unavailable at my home. Over-the-air broadcasting provides little
program choice and is often impossible due to the topology of San Francisco. Satellite broadband is prohibitively
expensive and offers slow upload speeds and very high latency, and fibre-to-the-home is unavailable.

' MeanWthe other countries gallop ahead of the US and in pamcular San Francisco in broadband speed and
availability.- :

AT&T wants to improve our telephone system, provide high-speed, low-latency broadband and genuine
competition to Comeast's de-facto monopoly. We should all welcome this, not stand in their way.

Thank you,
Sincerely,
Stuart Smith

.1452 Bush St Unit 5 _ - T : _
San Francisco, CA 94109 . : !

One step closer?

¥ | . | | .
i Lori Van Tassell to: Ms. Angela Calvillo : ' 03/07/2011 04:07 PM

Ms. Calvillo

I understand that we're one major step closer to finally having what most other California cities already have ~an -
alternative to the cable company for high speed Internet and TV. Fm.a]lyl Ifeel like San Francisco is behind the curve
on something as loglcal asa little healthy competition.

Sincerely,

Lori Van Tassell

2039 Greenwich St
- San Francisco, CA 94123

Progress?
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George Zemitis to: Ms. Angela Calvillo ' ‘ . : 03/07/2011 07:29 FM

Ms. Calvillo

Progress? Somy fingers are crossed that San Francisco actually welcomes and encourages companies like AT&T to
' invest, upgrade and build a new technology infrastructure here. Sounds like just about every city surrounding us

already has IPTV. That's very odd since San Franciscans always want the latest/greatest gadgetry. :

Thanks for your support. |

Sincerély, |

George Zemitis

145 Gardenside Dr Apt 10
San Francisco, CA 94131
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