FileN6.110941 ~  Committee ltem No._. _
R Board Item No.__ 5!,

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
~ AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS.LIST

‘Board of Supervisors Meeting ‘Date _September 6, 2011

Cmte Board
g Motion
Resolution
Ordinance
Leglslatlve Dlgest
Budget Analyst Report
 Legislative Analyst Report
Youth Commission Report
Introduction Form (for hearings)
DepartmentIAgency Cover Letter andlor Report
MOU . :
Grant Information Form
- Grant Budget
. Ethics Form 126
Subcontract Budget
Contract/Agreement
Award Letter
Application
‘Correspondence

NNO000000000000000]
NOOOCO OO OO0

(Use back side if additional. space is needed)

OTHER
D X] . Project Sponsor response letter
D X Planning Department response pkt.

|:| X City Atty. Timely Response
|:| X Appellant appeal submittal

Completed by Andrea Ausberrv Date Auqust31 2011 :
Completed by:_ - ‘ Date '

An asterisked item represents the cover sheet to a document that exceeds 25 pages. .
: The complete document is in the Fle

553 -



Holland&Knlght o Rle e
o 1o B0S |

2 ,‘\'\f\.ﬁfvt é/ﬁ"l‘j_

T | 2O
50 California Street, Suite 2800 | San ?rénmsco CA 941 11 | T415.743.6800 | F 415 743.6810 l [
Holland & Knight LLP | www.hklaw. com
AfnandavJ. Monchamp
(415) 743-6947 _
amanda.monchamp@hklaw.com C. o
SRS
| [ &% ZC4
| S
August 29, 2011 . R S
‘ AN S O
oz

00810
g3

SYOSA Y

Via E-mail
and U.S. Mail

e e
wd
i
3

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

City Hall

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

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

Dear Sa.n Francisco Board of SupervisorS'

This letter responds to the arguments raised in the appeal of AT&T’S proposed
installation of a new wireless telecommunication facility on the rooftop of 660-670 4™ Street (the
"Proposed Project") in the City of San Francisco (the "City"). As explained below, the '
Appellant's concerns are factually inaccurate and do not raise issues that the City can lawfully
consider under the California Env1ronmental Quality Act ("CEQA") Accordingly, the appeal

- should be denied.

I. Background.

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

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

! The Class 3 Categorical Exemption is for the new construction of small structures. (See Cal. Code 'Regs. §15303).
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II. The Appellant's Roof Deck Is Not Within the FCC Public Exposure Limit:

AT&T has conclusively proven in the record that the RF emissions will be in compliance
with the FCC's RF standard. Attached is a report from Hammett & Edisor, an independent -
consulting firm, detailing the RF analysis. The FCC public exposure limit for the Proposed
Project is 58 feet extending straight out from the face of the panel antennas. The antennas in-
question will face Townsend Street, not the Appellant's roof deck. Consequently, the 58 foot
public exposure limit extends into the air off of the roof toward Townsend Street. A much
smaller public exposure limit extends to the sides of the panel antennas. The public exclusion
area on the sides of the antennas on the rooftop only extends approximately 13 feet beyond.the
‘face of the antenna, and will be behind a barricade to exclude the public. The worker exclusion
area 1s a smaller area within this public exclusion area. ‘

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

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

_ Lastly, under the Wireless T glecommunications Services Facilities Siz‘ihg Guidelines, the
City requires a Project Implementation Report that reports RF measurements taken after '
installation of the Project. - Thus, once design details are finalized and equipment is installed in

the exact final location, the City will ensure that the FCC standards are not exceeded.
TIL The Proposed Project Is EXempt From CEQA. Review.

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

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

~ Cal. Code Regs. §15300.2). As the Planning Department and Planmng Commission found, the

Project is categorically exempt.
- IV.  Federal Law Preempts CEQA Review of RF Emissions.

Local governments are prohibited by the Federal Telecommunications Act ("TCA") from -
regulating the placement or construction of wireless service facilities on the basis of
environmental effects of RF emissions if such facilities comply with the FCC RF emission
limits. (TCA §332(c)(7)(B)(iv)). The FCC's RF emission limits include the site spec1ﬁc RF
emissions as well as the cumulative exposure to RF emissions from other wireless service
facilities in the surrounding area. As explained above, the Proposed Project will not exceed the
- FCC RF emission limits. Therefore, the City is federally preempted from considering RF
emissions in its environmental or other review of the Proposed Project. As discussed below, two
CEQA cases illustrate this Federal preemption.

“A. The Probosed Project Is Not Subiect to the TCA's Savings Clause for Local
Review. :

The City is preempted from regulating wireless facilities on the basis of RF emissions.

" The TCA's savings clause preserving local zoning authority "over decisions regarding the

placemient, construction, and modification of personal wireless service facilities" does not carve
out an exception to the TCA's Federal preemption regardmg the regulation of RF emissions.
(TCA §§332(c)(T)(A), 332(c)(TBYAV))-

In County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, the
Court of Appeal held that CEQA challenges to the operation of the hydroelectric project were
not preempted by the Federal law at issue in that case, the Federal Power Act. The Federal
Power Act includes a broad savings clause allowing continued application of State laws
governing the control, appropriation, use, or distribution of water. (County of Amador, 76
Cal.App.4th at 958). The court found that the State law requiring environmental review for the -
hydroelectric project was a law relating to the control, appropriation, use or distribution of water,
falling within the Federal Power Act's savings clause and resulting in no Federal preemption.
(Id., at 960-961). ‘ \ ' '
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, The Counly of Amador case is d1st1ngurshab1e from the TCA and the Proposed Project.
The TCA's savings clause preserving local zoning authority for the placement, construction, and -
modification of wireless facilities does not encompass regulating RF emissions. Therefore,
unlrke in County of Amador where the State law requirements fell within thé Federal law's
savings clause for continued State authonty, here, applying CEQA review to analyze RF
_ emissions is not within the TCA's local zoning authority savings clause. In fact, the proposed
- CEQA review falls within the TCA's express Federal preemption clause preventing State and
local governments from regulating the placement construction, and modification of facilities on
the basis of the environmental effects of RF emissions. (TCA §332(c)(7)(B)(1v)) Therefore

CEQA review of RF emissions 1s preempted by the TCA.

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

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

" The Court of Appeal explained that an activity is only a "project” triggering CEQA
review if it may cause either a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change to the
environment." (Ibid.) The Court found that Richmond was prohibited by the TCA from
- regulating the placement or construction of wireless service facilities on the basis of
environmental effects of RF emissions if such facilities comply with the FCC RF emissions
regulations. - (/bid, citing TCA §332(c)(7)(B)(iv)). This TCA Federal preemption includes
"concerns over even indirect environmental effects of RF emissions, such as diminution in
property values due to fears about health effects.of RF emissions." (/bid.) Consequently, the
court concluded that unless RF emissions exceed FCC limits, Richmond was precluded from
considering the RF emissions' envrronmental effects in its assessment of the wireless service
facility's permit application. Therefore, due to the Federal preemption of RF emissions, the
claims regarding potential adverse physical and economic impacts from RF emissions were
irrelevant and that the installation did not even qualify as a project triggering any CEQA review.
*The court declined to reach the other reasons the project was exempt. -

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

_for review under CEQA and the appeal must be denied.
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V. N Conclusmn |

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

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

Thank you for the opportumty to respond fo the appeal and clarify the Appellant’s
misunderstandings. If you have any questlons please do not hes1tate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

Amanda J. Monchamp

AJM:mlm

cc: Marlena G. Bymne, Deputy City Attorney
Andrea Ausberry, Board Clerk's Office
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
~ Nannie Turrell, Major Environmental Analysis, Planning Department
John di Bene, AT&T General Attomey :
Jason Sanders, Appellant
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Desr Supervisor sz and San Francxscc Board of Supcrvtsors, ‘

As a business operator alongfuea.r the Kzng Sf:reet corridor, 1 support ATE&T's efforts to improve

wirzless coverage with a new wireless ficility at 660- 670 4% Street, Please vote in favor of improved
. wireless szmce in San Franc:sco : :

N-ame‘ - Email - ' ‘ Business - -  Address .
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ATET Mobility s Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5524)
One Bluxome Sfreet = San Francisce, California

Statement of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Constilting Engineers

The‘" firm of Hammett & Ed_ison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, has been ret‘ainad on behalf of

AT&T Mebility,.'a personal wireless _fe_lecommi:micatibns‘ carrier, to evaluate the base station (Site -
~No. CN5524) pr0p0sed to be located at One Bluxome Street in San Francisco, California, for

compliance with approprlate gu1dehnes limiting human e}\posure to radio, frequency (“RF”)

electromagnetic fields. :

Background

The San Francisco Department of Piblic Health has adopted a 10point checkiist for determining
compliance of WTS facilities with prcvalhng safety standards. The acceptable Imuts set by the FCC

for exposures of unlimited duration are: - \

- Wireless Servu:e . Erequency Band _ Qctupational Limit Egh]:c Limit
Microwave (Point-to-Point) 5-23,000 MHz 500 mW/em2  1.00 mW/cm2
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 500 ~1.00
AWS (Advanced Wireless) © 2,100 5.00 T 100

- PGS (Personal Communicatiom) 195 5.00 . 100
Cellular -870 - 280 g 0.53
SMR. (Specialized Mobile Radio) = .855 285 : C0.57
700 MHz, - 700 235 0.47
[most restrictive ﬁ:equency range] 30-300 1.00 © 020

Ths site was visited by M. Robert H. Taylot, a quahf ed field technician ¢ontracted by Hammett
& Edison, Ine., during normal busittess-hours on June 29, 2010, a non-holiday weekday, and reference
has been made to infortnation provided by AT&T, cluding zoning drawmgs by Streamlme
Engineering and Desxgn, Tne., dated Septernber 14,2010,

Chéf:kl_:sét
1. The location of all existing antennas.and facilities at site. Existing RF levels,
There were- obsérved no Wtrclcss hase. stations installed at the site, Emstmg RF Ievels for a person at
ground near the site were less than 1% of the most rcstnctlvc public exposure limit.

2 The- locanon of all approved (but not. znstalled) am‘erznas and facilitias. Erpected RF levels from
approved antennds. . .

" No other WTS facilities or other commumcatxons famhtxes are reported fo be approved for this site but-_

. not yet installed.

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. . ' AP :
CONBULTING ENGINEERS AT5524599.1
SAN FIANCISCO o _ .. Pagel of4
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AT&T Mobility « Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5524)
One Bluxome Street » San Francnsco, Cahforma '

3. The }mmber and types of WTS within 100 feet of proposed site and. esfzmates of add;trve EMR'
emissions at proposed site.

There were observed antennas for use by Sprmf. Nextel mounted on shoit poles, ‘above the roof of the

adjoining building to the southwest. The additive effect of the Sprint Nextel operation at ground level

is reﬂectad in the measurement of existing canditions reparted in Item I above

4. Location (and number) of Applicant’s antennas cmd back-up faczlmes per bmldmg and locancm
{and number) of other WIS at site. .
AT&T proposes to install ten Andrew directional pangl atitennas —two Model TBXLHB- 6565A R2M
and eight Modsl DBXNH-6565A-R2M — above the roof of the tall residential building located at One
Bluxotne Street. The aritennas would be mounted with yp to 10° downtilt at an effective height of at
icast 77 foet above ground, 7% feet above the roof and would be orfented i in two groups of three
(each with one Model TBXLHB and two Model DBXNH) toward 190°T and 330°T “within new view -
screen enclosurés to. be constructed next to emstmg chxmneys on the roof and in & group of four
toward 220°T (Model DBXNH) behind a view screen to be installed on the suie of the mechanical

equipment penthouse above the roof.

3. POWer rating. (maximun and_expecied operazmg power) for all existing and proposed _backup
equipment - subject tg applzcaﬂon :

The expected apetating power of the AT&T transimitters is reflected in the resultmg cffectwe radiated

power given in Item 6 below; the transmitters may operate.at & power below their maximum ratmg

6  Total mumber of watts per msrallanan and tofal mmzbm of watts for all mstallanons at site.

The maximum effective radLated power proposed by AT&T in any direction is 7,490 watts,
representing simultaneous operatm.n at 3,700 watts for PCS, 1,190 watts for eellular, 1,820 watts for
' AWS, and 780 watts for 700 MHZ |
7. Plot or roaf plan showing method of attachment of antennds, directionality of antennas,_and height
 above roof level. Discuss nearby inhabited buildings. : .
The drawings show the proposed atrterinas to bé installed as described in Itent 4 above. Thete Were
observed taller bmldmgs in the area; at {east 150 feet away. The ad_)acent buﬂdmg is about 6 feet

fower.

8. Estimated ambient RF levels for proposed site_and identify three-dimensional pe:‘fme!er-u?zere
- exposyre standards.are exceeded. _ _ : . '

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

AT&T operation by itself is céicﬁlatéd to be 0.0045 mW/em?2, which is 0.78% of the applicable puBlic '

exposure limit. Ambient RF levels at the site are therefore estimated ta \remain. less than 1% of the

limit. The three-dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal 1o the public exposure limit is ca»l;cu.lated to

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. : .
) - ATS5524599.1

CONSULTING ENGINEERS ,
BAK FRARCISCD . . Page2of4d
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AT&T Mctbtiity Proposed Base Station (Site No. CM5524)
Cne Biwcome Street « San Francisco, Cahfo roia

‘ e—xter_u:i up to 58 feet out from the antenna faces and to mu_c-:h fesser distances above; below, and to the
sides of the antennas; this includes areas on the roof but does not reach any other publicly accessible

" areas.

9. Describe proposed signage at site.

It is recomvmended that harricades be crected to preclude aceess by the general public ta arcas in front
of the antennas. To prevent occupdtional exposures in excess of the FCC guidelines, no aceess ‘within
19 feet directly- in front of the antennas themselves, such as might occur during mdintenance work on
the “roof, should be a]]owsd while the base station is in 0peratmn unless other medsures can be
demonstrated to ensare thit occupational pr,ofectx;on requirements are met. Marking, with yellow" '
striping the areas within the barricadés’ and posting explanatory warning signs' at the barricades and
at the antennas, such that the signs would be readily visible from any ‘angle of approach to persons
who might need to. work within. that distanice, would be sufficient to meet FCC-adopted gisidelines.

10. Statement of authiorship.

The undersigned author of this statement is a .q‘Ua'Iif' ed Prafessional Engfnc’er holding California
Registrations Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, which expite on June 30, 7011. This work has been carried
out-under his dlrectmn, and all statements are true and correct of his own knowledge except where
noted when data has been supplied by others which data he believes to be carrect. ' '

y Measurements when thie base station is ready 1o begin dperation may- md:cate that lesser distances will suffice, \
T Warning sigas shouid comply with OET-65 color, symbel; and content recommendations. Contact, information
. should be provided (e.£., 4 telephone. nutnber) to arrange for aceess to restricted areas, The selection of language(s)
is notan engineering matter; the San Francisco Department of Public Health recommends that all signs be written
in English, Spanish, and Chinese, ) .

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC.

CONSTLLING ENGINEERS ) AT5524599 ]
CSANFRANCISCTY _ ] ’ Page3 of4 -
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' AT&T Mobility « Proposed Base Station (Sife No. CN5524)
. One Bluxome Street Sarn Francisco, California

COnctusmn

Based on the mformatwn and ana1y51s above, it is my professmnai opinion that operatzon of the -
proposed AT&T base station at One Bluxome Street in San Francisco will comply with the prevailing

. standards for liniiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and, therefore, will not for this reason
cause a significant impact on the environment. Erecting barricades is recommended to establish
compliance with public exposure limitations, and marking areas on the roof and posting signs is
recommended to establish compliance wﬂ:h occupatmnal axposure limitations.

Wil T Hamedtt P B
_ ‘ 707/996-5200
. NQV'embt‘:r 9, 2410 :

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC.

(_O\SLLHNC,H\GI\I:L’RS o AT5524599.1
SAN FRAMCIS(T ) . . Page 4 ofd
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From; ‘ © we9213@hotmail.com

Sent: . o . Friday, August 26, 2011 9:28 PM
To: . 4 Luls Cuadra . ‘
" Subject: S Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
August 26, 2011
1

3

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

- tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restawrants and shopping in our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into .
San Francisco's local economy and provide much needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more -
reliable coverage also benefits public safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most.

‘So'in fhe interest of our economic Well-bcﬁig and public safety, I hope you will approve the cell site at Fom’th
and Xing, S ' ' ' '

Sincerely,
Wanda Chu

1524 Funston Ave
San Francisco, CA 94122-3531
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From: ~ JlauS15@yahoo.com

Sent: ’ . Saturday, August 27, 2011 4:28 AM

To: o : Luls Cuadra - | s _
Subject: .+ . Skesa Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure
August27,201% -

Dear} SN

Being sa close to the Silicon Valley, we San F ranciscans have come to Jove and rely on our wireless devices.

Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed fo real-thme inferaction that is

flexible and convenient. I expect and depend on reliable service when I go to work, to baseball games or even to

dinner, This is why maintaining and building new wireless infrastructure is so important and why I support the

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

Sincerely,
Lawrence Lau

1522 Funston Avenue . '
San Francisco, CA 94122-3531 -
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 Froms ~ brad2k@gmailcom .

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

To: : : Luis Cuadra

Subject: ' S Support Faster More Reliable Wireless Connectrons in San Francisco
August 27, 2011

- Turge you to approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site 1ocated near Fom th Street and ng Street.
San Franciscans and visitors to our city rely on smartphones, tablets, and other wireless devices as an 1mportant
- part of our lifestyle and how we do business. The Board should do everything it can to allow the companies that
provide wireless service to the city to,do what it needs to do to improve and expand u1ﬁastructme S0 We can
have reliable connections, faster data service and fewer dlopped calls.

If this cell site can improve wireless coverage in our city, which our Iocal businesses and 1631dents depend on,
then it is a 1o- brainer for the board to approve and support, ' :

Sincerely,

Brad Azevedo

" 160A Linda St.

San Francisco, CA 94110 1605
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From: - amnathan@sbcglobal.net

© Sent: Friday, Augulst 26,2011 9:28 AM
 To: . - Luis Cuadra ' ' . :
Subject: Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
August 26,2011
L

Betfer cell phone coverage has the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to wotk from anywhere.
Thie proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would provide better wireless service to

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

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

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

Sincerely, |
MARVIN & ANITA NATHAN

66 Yerba Buena Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94127-1544
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From: _ bevigil@mac.com

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

To: © Luis Cuadra ) ‘ .

Subject: I expect wireless t work in SF, so please support new cell site at 4th Street'and King
August 25, 2011

1

- T ami a San Francisco resident and I support the new cell site in the King Street corridor, With Silicon Valley in
our backyard, it is important to have better cell phone coverage to keep the tech sector connected, People rely
on cell phones to get their work done, stay in touch with their families and call for help in case of emergencies.
If the San Francisca Board of Supervisors decides against the construction of this cell site, it will hurt '
productivity and quality of life in our City. I hope you will support improving wireless coverage in San
Francisco and approve the cell site. S - :

Sincerely,” - |
Brian Vigil

66 Linda Street o
San Francisco, CA 94110-1616



From: . : dick@blame.ca

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

To: . o Luis Cuadra ) ,

Subject: - - Support Faster, More Reliable Wireless Connections inSan Francisco
 August 25, 2011

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

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

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

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

Sincere'ly-,
Dick Hardt

735 Clementina St :
San Francisco, CA 94103-3812
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From: = - mwanders1@sbcglobal.net

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

“To: - o Luis Cuadra - . SO _ S
Subject: i . ‘ Support the cell site at King Street Corridor for a Connected, 21st Century San Francisco
Angust 25, 2011
T wls v )

. Tam writing to you in regard to wireless coverage in San Francisco. Our city is known for its contributions to

the technology industry and most of us now rely on wircless technologies to work, socialize, and participate in

commerce, We could all benefit from fewer dropped calls and a wireless network that works fast and efficiently

_ when we need it. We should be eager to participate in, and support anything that can help improve our wireless
coverage. . '

: Fdr this reason I hope you will a"ppmve the AT&T céﬂ site in the King Street Corridor,
* Thank “you. ' '
'éhcel‘ély,
| Michael Anderson - : , : :

679 Pine St#10 .~ =~ ‘ o .

679 Pine St #10 .
-San Francisco, CA 94108-3217
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From: - - »cycIoner‘ed’67@g‘mail.com

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

To: " Luis Cuadra : i :
Subject: . ~ Be Proactive in Meeting Demand for Wireless near the Balipark
August 25, 2011

Luis Cuadra

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

Sincerely,
Denise Mayfield

655 John Muir Dr. #419 : :
San Francisco, CA 94132-6239 A
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* From: S atorza@gmail.com

Sent: o © Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:58 PM
To: o _ Luis Cuadra . :
Subject: . . - Support Faster, More Rehable W‘reless Connectlons in San Francisco

August 25, 2011

' My name is Anthony Tmza Tlve in District 9 @ 16 Jessie St #203 (between Ist and 2nd and Mission and
Maxkct St.).

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

I urge you to approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site Iocated near Fourth Street and ng Street,
San Franciscans and visitors to our city rely on smartphones, tablets, and other wireless devices as an unportaﬁt
part of our lifestyle and how we do business, The Board should do everything it can to allow the companies that
provide wireless service to the city to do what it needs to do fo improve and expand mﬁasu'uctule SO we can
have reliable connectzons faster data service and fewer dropped calls..

M this cc]l site can 1mprove wireless coverage in our city, which our iocal businesses and wsxdents depend on,
then it is a no-brainer for the boald to approve and support :

Sincerely,
Anthon§ Torza
16 Jessie St. #203 -

STREET ADDRESSLINEZ - . o
San Francisco, CA 94105-2783 ' ' :
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From: _ Greg Morgan‘1227,@ya.hoo.com

Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 4:58 PM

To: ' ' Luis Cuadra IR

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

I

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

apps.
S‘méerely,
Greg Morgan

901 Buena Vista West #1
San Francisco, CA 94117-4109 .
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From; - - ’ldangelo@cisco.com .

. Sent: . Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:08 PM
To: o Luis Cuadra : o _ , s
Subject: \ ' Improved Wireless Service Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists
August 25, 2011,

I am writing to éxpress nmy support for the propbsed AT&T cell site located in the King Street corridor, This
particular area of San Francisco depends on strong communications and this cell site would greatly improve
service. ~ T ' : B ’

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

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

1 appi‘é:Ciate ;rour consideration of this maﬁer and hope yéu_ will 'suppr\)rt the cell site, too.
, _Si;lcerely, : « |
| Lynda D'Angelo

390 Elizabeth Street
San Francisco, CA 94114-3336
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" . From: o :  plbocci@yahoo.com :
Sent: C Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:08 PM

To:. . Luis Cuadra : _ :
Subject: Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
August 25, 2011

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

tourists visiting the baltpark, eating in our restavrants and shopping in our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into
San Franeisco's local econonyy and provide much needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more
reliable coverage also benefits public safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most.

So in the interest of our econormic Well—being and public safety, I hope you will approve the cell site at Fourth
and King, ' o L ‘ :

Sincerely,
Pamela Bocei
1249 16th Ave #5

-Apt#s :
San Francisco, CA 94122-2046

580



" From: R . grayﬁ’awk.2003@yahoo;com

Sent: ' B Thursday, August 25, 2011 5:.08 PM : |
To: o ' Luis Cuadra . : - , L : ' '
Subject: - S Be Proactive in Meeting Demand for Wireless near the Ballpark

August 25, 2011

When people think of San Francisco, they think of high-tech companies based next door fo us in Silicon Valley.
We expect our city to be up to date with advanced technologies. However, with so many people on our wireless
networks, there are times our service leaves something to be desired, For this reasen, I support the building of a
new wireless antenna in the King Street corridor. Our dense population, large mimber of tourists and generally

~ high usage of wireless data makes this new cell site more than a want; it's a necessity.

- WE ESPECIALLY NEED SERVICE IN THE DUBOCETRIANGLE/NOE VAL LEY/CASTROLOWER.
HAIGHT AREAS, - | . c ' - S

T'live in Duboce Tiiangle and I can't even receive/make a call or receive/send texts with my cell phone costing
me an additional $40 a month for a land line. Very disturbing seeing as how I spend $140/month on celtular
service with my iPhone. o S : : a

Sincerely,
| Mcgaﬁ Gray

‘704 Divisadero St. |
~ San Francisco, CA 941173211
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From: ¢ - lashl368@comcast.net

- Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 528 PM
To: o ' . LuisCuadra C .
Subject: Improved Wireless Service Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists
" August 25,2011

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

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

I appreciate your cons;ideratibh of this matter and hope you will support the cell site, to0.
Sincerely,
Marit Lash :

1368 Sacramento St. Apt. 1
San Francisco, C_A 94109-4267
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From: ' simeyler@gmatl.com -

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

To: : Luis Cuadra '

Subject: = ’ Don'tlet San Francisco fall behind in Wireless
August 25, 2011

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

© apps.
Sincerely,
Stephanie Méyl_er

25 san juan avenue
san francisco, CA 94112-2615
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From: ~ . dave@zo'ne64.net

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

To: , . Luis Cuadra :

Subject: ‘ SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure
Auvgust 25, 2011

I

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have corne 1o love and rely on our wireless devices.
Whethet it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed fo real-time interaction that is
flexible and convenient, I expect and depend on reliable service when I go to work, to baseball games or even to
dinner. This is why mainfaining and building new wireless infrastructure is so important and why I support the
building of new cell sites in our city. 1 welcome with open arms anything that can improve my existing wireless -
service. : - S :

Sincerely,
Davidj Stillion

PO Box 640403 o
San Francisco, CA 94164-0403
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From: Co " W.j.pasinosky@comcast.net

Sent: ' Thursday, August 25, 2011 6:48 'l;M

To: g Luis Cuadra ‘ :

Subject: _ : Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
~ August 25, 2011

Beiter cell phone coverage has the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to work from anywhere.

The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would provide better wireless service to

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

San Francisco's local economy and provide much needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more

reliable coverage also benefits public safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most, v

~ So in the interest of our economic well-being and public safety, I hope you will approve the cell site at Fourth'
and King. , o B '

Sincerely,
W.J.Pasinosky

2225 23rd st unif 209
San Francisco, CA 94107-3267

r
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e , frazo6430@gmail.com

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

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

The Board has an opﬁortuni‘;y_to help iinprove the wireless experience of San Francisco residents and visitors

by approving a cell site at 4th Street and King Street, which will strengthen wireless signals to a very popular
area of town. To do otherwise would be short sighted. oo ‘

Sincerely,
Frank B

130 Sthave -
' Qan Francisco, CA 94118-1384
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S . i ]bunim@pacbeﬂ.net ‘

Sent: o ' Thursday, August 25, 2011 8:48 PM

To: , - luisCuadra _ . :
Subject; Improved Wireless Service Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists
August 25,2011

lam wrﬁng to express my support for the proposed AT&T cell site located in the King Street corridor. This
particular area of San Francisco depends on strong communications and this cell site would greatly improve
service, - : C : - o

The ballpark area’is a thriving neighborhood, and thousands of residents and tourists pump money into the .
' surrounding areas at restaurants and local shops. It's only reasonable that the city allow AT&T to improve its
*service in the area with additional infrastructure. We need wireless service can count on so that visitors and -
consumers are more likely to stay and invest in the local economy. 3
I appreciate your consideration of this matter and hope you will suppott the cel_l‘site, too.
Sincerely,
- Lynn B. Bunim

2017 Lyon Street ‘ -
San Francisco, CA 94115-1609
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From: . shisuma@pacbell.net

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

To: ~ luisCuadra =~ _

Subject: Connectivity is productivity, good for residents, business, and tourism
August 25, 2011

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

network.
Sincerely,

Susan Sumaylo
1754 47th Avenue )
San Francisco, CA 94122-3916
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Fron: ‘ " Kleboeuf@me.cora

Sent: Friday, August 26, 2011 1:08 AM
To: : Luis Cuadra , ' ‘ o
Subject: i SF as & Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure

August 26, 2011

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

Sincerely, -
Kyle LeBoeuf

.95 Coleridge St. .
San Francisco, CA 94110-5155
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From: ‘cyclesf@gmail.com

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

To: * Luis Cuadra

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

When people think of San Francisco, they think of high-tech companies based next door to us in Silicon Valley.

We expect our city to be up to date with advanced technologies. However, with so many people on our wireless

networks; there are times our service leaves something to be desired. For this reason, I support the building of a
new wireless antenna in the King Street corridor. Our dense population, large number of tourists and genetally

. high usage of wireless data makes this new cell site more than a want} it's a necessity.

- Sincerely,
. Karla jonson

- 411 holly park circle
san Francisco, CA 94110-5505
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From: ) -~ jlegon@yahoo.com

Sent: S Friday, August 26, 2011 7:48 AM

To: : - Luis Cuadra , .

Subject: : - Connectivity is productivity, good for residents, business, and tourism

August26,2011 R o o o

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

- network. : o ' :

Sincerely,
Jeordan Legon

311 Mangels Avenue '
~San Francisco, CA 94127-2409
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From: : Iyrinmoun@pachellnet

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

" August 26, 2011

Dropped calls areiavnnoying!a Slow data connections are annoying. And standing in the way of improving -
wireless service is not the right approach. ' : ' o

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

- Sincerely, '
SherryMoLmtain _

1071 Gilmen Avemie
San Franciseo, CA 94124-3710
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From; : - wildando@pacbell.net

Sent: _ - [Friday, August 26, 2011 1138 AM

" Toz T Luis Cuadra ' :
Subject: - I'expect wireless to work in SF, so please support new cell site at 4th Street and King
August 26,2011 -

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

| Sincerely,. .
Annette Wild

14 Encline Ct, PR
San Francisco, CA 94127-1860
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From: : fcruazol@pacbell.net ' o ' .

Sent: . _ Friday, August 26, 2011 11:38 AM : _

To: ‘ ) Luis Cuadra ‘ _ : '
Subject: - SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure
August 26, 2011

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have come to love and rely on our wireless devices.
Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed to real-time interaction that is
flexible and convenient, I expect and depend on reliable service when I go to work, to baseball games or even to
dinner. This is why maintaining and building new wireless infrastructure is so important and why I support the
building of new cell sites in our city. 1 welcome with open arms anything that can improve fiy existing wireless

_service. : , . :

_Sincerely,
"Leo Ruazol

72. Escondido Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94132-1327
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From: ‘ ) igetletters@sbcglobal.net

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

To: , - lLuis Cuadra : :
Subject: _ ‘ Improving cell coverage is good for the local economy
August 25, 2011

It's no surprise that cell coverage isn't Ideal in San Francisce. Consumers today are relying on their smariphones and
iPads atincreasing rates. San Francisco needs more wireless antennas to keep up with these demands. To the members
of the San Francisco Board of Supetvisors, | extend my gratitude in advance for agreelng that we need improved

coverage. | want what is best for San Francisco and a strong, wireless network that allows us to use cutting-edge devices,

Please listen to our needs and support bringing more coverage and faster data speeds toour city.
Sincerely,
. Charles Burwell

731 Cayuga Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112
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From: E kpkoji@pacbell.net |

Sent: . ~ Thursday, August 25, 2011 818 PM

To: - Luls Cuadra ‘

Subject: - : = Improving cell coverage is good for the local economy
August 25, 2011

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

Sincérely,
~ Keith Kofimoto

1816 Ninth Ave.
San Francisco, CA 941224704 . . '
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SAN FRANCISCO : | - :
PLANNING DEPARTMENT I ic=vio B

' B : | 1650 Mission St
DATE: . August 29, 2911 o : Sue 400 :
. . . ' . ‘ San Francisco,
TO: o o Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board ‘ : CA 941032479
FROM: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planmng ' Reception:
o Department | , 415.558.6378
RE: Appeal of the Categorical Exemptioh for 66-670 4% Street, Zi"é 553 6409:
' Assessor’s Block 3786, Lot 104-160 o
Planning Department Case No. 2010.1042E , - r'a““'"g. ,
nformation:

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

Attached is one CD and one hard eopy of the Planning Department’s memo.randum to the
- Board of Superv1sors regarding the appeal of the categorical exemption for 660-670 4t Street.
We have also mailed copies of the memorandum to the project sponsor and appellant

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

7WKW

* Nannie R. Turrell, Senior Ehvironme_nfal P_lanner :
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SAN FRANC%SC(}
PE.ANNING DEPART'} MENT

‘Categorical Exemption Appeal
660-670 4th Street

DATE: - August29, 2011

TO: - Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 558-9048
T Erika S. ]ackson, Case Plarmer — Plannmg Departrnent (415) 558- 6363
RE: - ~_ BOS File No. 110941; Planning Case No. 2010.1042E -
; _ Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 660-670 4 Street .
HEARING DATE: September 6, 2011 -
ATTACHMENTS: L

- A. Antenna Positions and Orientations and Calculated RF Exposure Levels- _

at Roof Decks ‘ ~
. San Francisco Department of Public Health Calculated RF Levels
Planning Commission Motion 18399, dated July 7, 2011
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lNTRODUCTlON
~ This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board
- of Supemsors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Department’s (the “Department”) issuance
of a Categorical Exemption under ‘the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA
- Determination”) for a project that would allow the installation of a wireless telecommunications
famhty consisting of ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop at
660-670 4t Stree’c (the ”Pro]ect”)

This response addresses the appeal (“Appeal Let‘ter") to the Board filed on Iuly 25, 2011 by Jason
Sanders. The Department, pursuant to CEQA (Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 et seq.) and
the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq.), issued a

Categorical Exemphon for the proposed wireless telecommunications fac_dlty at 660-670 4% Street -

on ]uly 7, 2011
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The decision before the Boe_rd is whether to uphold the Department’s ca.tegorical exemption
determ_matlon and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s determmatlon and return
the pro]ect to the Department staff for additional enwronmental review.

* SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT sk

The site is occupied by a mixed use building that is approximately 70 feet tall and was
constructed in 2000. The buﬂdmg has commercial uses on the ground floor and live/work units

on the upper floors. The building is located on the comer of Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets.

The building is located in an MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 85-X Height and
Bulk District. The lot is approximately 13,000  square feet and has street frontage on Bluxome, -
Townsend, and am Streets The site mdudes two, mdependently—access1ble roof decks for use by
res1dents of the bL‘LlldlIlU

SURROUND!N‘G PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The Project Site is located within the South of Market Nelghborhood The sub]ect site is zoned
. MUO, which is described in the Plarming Code as designed to encourage office uses and housing, -
as well as small-scale light mdustnal and arts activities.” A pattern of mid-rise residential,
industrial and office buildings exists in the neighborhood and on a block adjacent to the Caltrain
.Station, which is located at'4% and Townsend Streets. The overall dens1ty of dwelling units is
high, and bmldmgs are larger scaled. Im.rnedlately ad]acent to the pro]ect site are mixed use
buildings ranging from four to seven stories, the Caltram Station, and some smgle—story eating
estabhshlnents : '

i

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Attachment A, Antenna Pbsiﬁonsf and Orientations, and Calculated RF Ex‘posure Levels at Roof
Decks, shows the location .of the -antennas. The proposal is to. install a wireless:
telecomnmunications fac1hty consisting of ten new panel antennas and six new equipment
 cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed use bmldmg that is approximately 70 feet tall. The
_proposal is part of a wn'eless transmission network operated by AT&T. Eight of the antennas
measure 51.5” high by 7. 17 deep by 11. 9" wide and two of the antennas measure 52.2” high by,
6.2” wide by 18.3” deep. The antennas would be mounted in three different locations: (
1) three antennas on the northwest side of the building attached to an ex1stmg churmey
 structure and setback 10'-4” from the Bluxome Street facade, -
2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to an ex1sh.ng
penthouse structure, and
3) three antennas along the southeast 31de of the building attached to an ex1st1ng chimney .
structure and setback 10’—8 5" from the Townsend Street facade. :
Equipmient cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16'- 0" from the 4t
Street facade. - The WTS Facilities Sztzng Guzdelmes 1dent|fy dl.fferent types of bqudmgs for the
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N

N

sitingvot wireless telecénmuﬂcaﬁoﬁs facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts).

BACKGROUND

* Conditional Use Authorization Apphcatlon Filed

On November 18, 2010, AT&T submitted 4 Conditional Use Authonzatlon apphcatlon to install a
wireless telecommunications facility designated as a “Macro Site” consisting of ten new panel
antennas and six new equipment cabinets-on the rooftop at 660-670 4% Street. Macro WTS sites

‘are dlstmgmshed by using sectors, that is, several groups of directional panel antennas oriented

in different directions. Macro WTS sites require Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning
Commission in Residential Use Districts. Per Planning Code Sections 227(11) 303, and 842.93,a
Conditional Use authonzahon is requlred for the installation of other uses such as. wireless o

transrmssmn facilities.

Project Review Process

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

Iegulattons - . ‘ ,

At .this time the Department determined the Project to be categorically éxémpt from
environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15303, Class 3, New Constructlon or
Conversmn of Small Structures. : :

The Depa;h»nent of Public Health (“DPH") also reviewed the Project and found that it would
comply with the current Fed’eral_Cominunicaﬁon Commission (“FCC”) safety standards for
radiofrequency radiationi exposure and with the Plamu'ng Department’s Wireless Guidelines, as
outlined in a report to the Department dated November 22, 2010. (Attachment C). As specified in ’
. the Plannmg Department 5 W1re1ess Guidelines, the Department-of Public Health has a three step -

! Wireless TeleCommqnications Services (WTS) Facilities Siting Guidelines, August 15, 1996.
2BOS File No. 189-92-2, Resolution Number 635-96, dated July 12, 1996.
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i process for ensuring comphance with FCC exposure standards for radlof:requency rad_lahon from
WTS facilities as summarized below :

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

2. 'Field Measures:: This step- occurs after project completion. Readings are taken to venfy
that the radlofrequency levels are consistent with the projected levels. Pro]ect sponsors
must notify neighbors within 25 feet of the antenna and offer to take meastirements from

. within the dwellings. - , : '

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

' are requlred as part of the ongoing morutonng requirements. -

This processvof post—insta]lation monitoring is probably unique in the nation. The Department is
not aware of any other jurisdiction’ that regularly monitors radiofrequency levels after
installation. Under the 1996 Federal Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictons cannot deny
wireléss facilities based on Radio Frequency (RF) radiation emissions so_long as the faahhes
comply with the FCC’s regulauons concerning such emissions. :

After Planmng and: the Public Health Departmen’c determined that f.he pro]ect was _compliant
. with local and federal requ.lrements, the Project was scheduled for a, Plarming Commission
'hearmg on June 2, 2011. This hearing date was continued to July 7, 2011 per the request of the
Project Sponsor to allow more time to discuss the Project with the Homeowrier’s Association and
' re51dents of the bulldmg who were in opposmon to the Project. :

Condlhonal Use Aufhorlzahon Hearing

On July 7, 2011, the Comumission. granted a Conchttonal Use Authonzatlon authorizing the
installation of a wireless telecommunications facility, “Macro Site”, consisting of ten new panel . _
antennas and six new equ1pment cabinets on the rooftop at 660-670 4% Stree"tv ‘

At the heanng, the Commission considered numerous issues related to General Pla_n pohc1es, the
citing of the antenna; cumulative impacts of antenna installations; and aesthetic considerations. N
-The project is located in a “Preferred Location Site, No. 5 Mixed- Use Building in a High-Density .
District” as defined in the Department’s Wireless- Guidelines. Since the project is in'a “preferred
location” as opposed to a “disfavored location” or a hnuted preference site,” additional findings

. analyzmg alternative locatlons were not reqmred :

Planning Department Staff recelved two emails in opposition to the proposed Project and one
phone call with questions regarding the proposed Project. One of the emails was from the
Appellant, Jason Sanders. On July 5, 2011, the Appellant, Jason Sanders, sent an opposition letter
via email to members of the Planning Commission and Planning Department Staff. There was no
public testimony at the Planning -Commission hearmg Following the staff presentation, the
Planning Commission voted to approve the Project as proposed as recorded in Mo‘aon Number
18399 i ina 6—0 vote, with 1 Com_tmssmner absent. o
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'CEQA vGUlDE‘LINES

. Categorical Exemptions : ' _
Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code requlres that the CEQA’ Guldelmes 1denthy

_a list of classes of projects that have been determined not to have a 51gruﬁcant effect on the
enviropment and are exempt from further enwronmental review. ' :

JIn response to that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of
projects, which are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, do not have a
significant . impact on the environment, and therefore are categonca]ly exempt from - the
requirement for the preparatron of further envn‘onmental rev1ew

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303 or Class 3, provides for an exempton 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 fo another where only minor modifications are made in the
exterior of the structure. CEQA State. Guidelines Section 15303(d) specifically applies to utility
extensions. Thus, the 'proposed_installaﬁonsv are covered by the range of activities properly

eXempted pursuant to Class 3.

CEQA Guidelines Secnon 15300 2(f) does not allow a categorical exemptron to be used for a
project that may cause a substanhal adverse change in the s1gmﬁcance ofa hlstonc resource.’

- Exceptions to Exemptions/Exclusions from Environmental Review
CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 lists exceptions to the use of categoncal exemptrons The
exceptions include that an exemption shall not be used 1) where there is a reasonable possibility
that the activity would have a significant effect on the environment due to-unusual circumstances
{Section 15300.2(c)); 2) where the project would cause a substantial adverse change in"the
significance of a historical resource (Section 15300 2(f)); and 3) where the project would resultin a

significant cumulative impact (Section 153002(b)). As described below, there are no conditions
associated -with the- proposed project that would suggest the P0551b111ty of a significant
environmental effect

: CEQA and Historic Resources
The proposed site contains no historic resources and. the Department concluded that the
' proposed project would not cause a significant impact to a historic resource. Therefore this issue
' would not trigger an exceptron totheuseof a categorlcal exempbon
Public Views and Aesthetxcs ] . . .
In evaluating whether the proposed wireless telecommurucatrons fac111ty would be exempt from
erivironmental review, the Department determined that it would not result in a significant impact
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to public views and aesthetics.’ Visual quality, by its nature, is subjective and different viewers
may have varying opinions as to whether the proposed wireless facility contributes negatlvely to’
~ the Vlsual Iandscape of the City and its neighborhoods. ’

It should be noted that CEQA’s prrrnary focus regardmg Vlsual unpact is on scenic v1stas within

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

- Guidelines provide an Initial Study Checklist which indicates that assessments of significant

- impacts on visual resources should consider whether the project would: Have a substantial,
adverse effect on a scenic v15ta, substantlally damage scenic resources, including, but not limited

' to, trees, rock outcroppings, and histori¢ buildings within a state scenic highway; Substantra]ly
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings; or create a new
source of substantial light and glare which would adversely affect day and mghﬁame views of the
area. The Project would not result in any of these conditions for the reasons described below:

The antennas would be mounted in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the northwest
side of the building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 104" from the
"Bluxome Street fagade, 2) four antennas along the northwest comer of the interior courtyard

. attached to an existing penthouse structure, and 3) three antennas along the southeast side of the

- building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10-8.5” from the Townsend Street

. fagade. Equipment. cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and:s.etback 16"-0”

© from the 4t Street facade. Therefore, the proposed wireless facility would not be vigible, or only

- minimally visible from select vantage points, when v1ewed from nearby pubhc rights-of-way.
The only portion of the facr.hty that would be visible from a nearby public right-of-way is the
‘screen wall attached to’ the existing chimney structures. When visible, the screen wall would
manifest itself as an extension of the existing chimney structure, which is a rooftop appurtenance -
that is commonly found on similar buildings in the area. Additionally, the proposed wireless

' facdlty would not generate any obtrusive light or glare. The Department reviewed computer-
generated phioto simulations from the project sponsor of the proposed wireless.facility, as well as

a site mock-up, which support the Department's conclusion that the proposed project would have'

T a neghgible effect on public views and aesthetics. -

In rev1ew1ng aesfhetrcs under CEQA generally, consideration of the existing context in whlch a

- project is proposed is required and evaluation must be based on the impact on the existing.
environment. The proposed project, when visible, would be compatible with the neighborhood
context, as the screen wall would manifest itself as an extension of the existing d’umney structure,
which is a rooftop appurtenance- that is commonly found on similar buildings in the area. The
proposed wireless facility is, thus consistent . with - the existing developed environment and
therefore cannot be deemed an 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 structures. This wireless facility would not be u.nusual and Would not
create adverse aesthetlc unpacts on the-environment.

y *amm:sm B _ ’ - o : 6
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For all the above reasons, the Department conduded that the mstallatlon of the proposed pro]ect
would not resultin a 51gmﬁcant adverse effect on public views or aesthetlcs

~ Radiofrequency Radiation

The proposed . equipment would generate radlofrequency (RE) radiation. The apphcant

submitted a report evaluating the RF emissions that would be generated by the proposed project.

As discussed in more detail below, the report concludes that the wireless telecommunications
facility, as proposed ‘complies with the prevailing FCC-adopted health and safety standards

limiting human exposure to RE energy, and would not cause a significant effect on the

- environment. Pursuant to DPW Order No. 177,163, prior to approval of a Personal Wireless'
Service Facilities Permit, DPH ensures that proposed pro]ect’s RF emissions comply with FCC—

adopted public exposure hmlts :

Furihermore, on January 3, 1996, the Federal ‘Government adopted the Telecommunications Act
of 1996 (“Act”). The Act establishes’ limitations on local jurisdicon regulation of wireless
facilifies. Among other things, the Act specifically prohibits local jurisdictions from disapproving
wireless facilities for public health concerns or denying a permit without “substantial evidence”
© in a written record. Local jurisdictions retain land use authority and can regulate the height, |
location, visual impact, and/or zoning compliance of anew anténna.

‘Federdl Guidelines for Local and State Government Authontu over the Sztmg of
Personul Wireless Service Facilities .

”Sectzon 332(c)(7) of the Communications Act preserves state and Iocal authority over
zoning and land use decisions for personal wireless service facilities, but sets forth
specific limitations on that quthorify. Speczﬁcally, a state or local government may not
unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally equzvalent services, may not
requlate in 4 manner that prohibits or has the effect of prohzbztmg the provision of
personal wireless services, must act on applzcahons ‘within a reasonable period of time, .
and must make any denial of an application in writing supported by substantial evidence
‘in a written record. The statute also preempts local decisions premised directly or
indirectly on the enditonmental effects of radio frequency (RF) emissions, assuming that =
the provider is in compliance with the Commission's RE rules.

Allegations that a state or local government has acted inconsistently with Section
332(c)(7) are_to be resolved exclusively 'by the courts (with the exception of cases

 involving regulation based on the health effects of RF emissions, which can be resolved by
the courts or the Commission). Thus, other than RF ermissions cases, the Commission’s
role in Section 332(c)(7) issues is primarily one of information and facilitation.

_For the reasons. described above, the operation of the proposed wireless telecommunications
facilities would not pose a health hazard to the general public. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in a significant effect with regard to RF emissions, and this issue would not
trigger an exception to the use of a categorical exemption.
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‘Cumulative Impacts '

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300. 2(b) provides that a categoncal exemption shall not apply if
significant impacts would result over time from successive projects-of the same type in the same
place. The DPH reviewed and approved the RF emissions report, which concludes that the
proposed wireless telecommunications facility would comply with the prevailing FCC-adopted
health and safety standards limiting human exposure to RE energy, and would not for this reason * -
cause a significant effect on the environment. Therefore, the impacts of the Project would not
aggregate under CEQA to a degree where the project, by itself, would have cumulative impacts. -

" The project-specific RF exposure discussion, which mcludes the cu.mulatlve impacts from RF

. exposure, is contained in the below discussion below. : ‘

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

The. Appeal Letter- dated July 25, 2011 is c1ted in a summary below and is followed by the -
Department's responses «

Issue 1: Use of roof decks will place building residents within the Public Exclusiori Zone.. .-
“The proposed structure that was approved by the Planning Department places the antenrias just
36’-5” from the staircase to my roof deck, well short of the 58’ requirement. For the Project
Sponsor to Clalm that 36"-5” is'not within a 58’ public exposure limit is disingenuous given they
were up on my roof deck with me. Also worth mentioning is that the consulting firm{’s]. .

report also excluded any mention of the roof deck. Essentially, the proposal heard by the
Planning Commission effectively wiped out the existence of the roof deck, its close proximity to

the antennas or the fact that the structure is used on a very regular basis.”

Response 1: The panel anteﬁnas focus the RF emissions in the direction which the antennas

- are facing. The 58 feet public exposure limit only extends directly in front of the antennas. It

. is not a 58 feet zone around all sides of the antenna. This is shown in Attachment A. The RF . ‘
emissions to the sides and rear of the panel’ antennas extend only a few feet. The roof decks are

‘. located 56 feet from the antennas Therefore, as shown on Attachment A, residents using the roof
decks will not be within the public exclusion area for any antennas. In 1996 the. Federal
‘Government passed the Telecom Act, requiring the FCC to adopt a nationwide human exposure -
standard which would ensure that the facilities it hcensed did not have a cumulative impact on
human health or the environment. The FCC developed these standards for- e_xposure, to RF
energy. In San Francisco, the Planning Department adopted the local Wireless Telecommunications
Services Facilities Siting Guidelines, which require wireless facilities to evaluate RF exposure both
before and after installation. In sum, the FCC provides the standard, but the local Wireless
Guidelines enforces this standard by requiring an exposure evaluation both before and after .
installation as part of a three-step process.

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

s e ' : ‘ ' . . ' 8
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appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to RF electromagnetic fields. The report stated
that for any person anywhere at ground level, the maximum ambient RF exposure level due to

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

 from the antenna

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

To place these numbers in context consider the following. According to the attached DPH Memo,
the World Health Organization notes that over 25,000 studies have been published during the
past 30 years on the biological effects of RF energy: RF has been studied more than most known
‘carcinogens. Based on this information,’ the prevailing. opinion among governrental agencies
continues to be that the only known impacts of RF are due to tissue heating.  The FCC public
exposure level limits are set at a level that is equal to 1/50% of the amount of RF energy requ1red
to cause thermal effects in humans associated with RF energy.: In this case, the maximum
exposure level from the antermae would be 0.78% of 1/50% the amount of energy needed to cause
heating, the only known biological effect. Further, RE energy decreases with distance following
the inverse square law. Meaning as one doubles the distance from the source, the amount of RF
energy is reduced by %. Distance significantly reduces exposure levels. ‘The attached RF report
demonstrates that with the proposed antennae type, once a person is standmg outside the public
exclusion zone exposure levels will never be great enough to reach the FCC public exposure limit
which has been set at 1/50 the level required to produce heating. The proposed antennae siting at
this location is 78 feet above the ground—meaning no amount of RF that could cause heating will
leave the site and 56 feet from the Appellant’s roof deck—meaning no amount of RE that could
cause heating will reach the roof deck. Because the rooftop area: where the anténma would be
mounted contains two roof decks that are accessible to building occupants, AT&T has located the
antennas and directed the RF emissions to ensure that the RF energy levels at the roof decks will
be well below FCC standards. Furthermore, the non-publicly accessible zone would not extend
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. beyond the rooftop. of the sub]ect bulldmg as the sub]ect antenna would be set back a minimum
of seven feet from the edge. of the rooftop.’

Given these facts, neither potential cumulative 1mpacts from additional antennas nor any
unusual circumstance could create a “reasonably  possibility that the actrv1ty will ‘have a
significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances”.

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

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

RF measurements from inside their dwellings durmg the PIR penod

'_The third step of the local exposure evaluahon process requrres AT&T to conduct field RF
Ineastirements every two years as a part of a Periodic Safety Measuring Report to ensure

continuing compliance with FCC standards. When or if AT&T decides to pursue one of their
proposed facilities, AT&T would be required to go through the same process described above so
no new cumulative or’ project-specific RF elruss1on effects would result as a result of a future

) pro]ect

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

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

- points on the roof adjacent to the location of the proposed antennas. Also, HVAC units are
located literally next to the proposed Iocahon of the antennas, thereby restricting safe access.”

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

precautionary steps fo ensure RF exposure limits are not exceeded. Per the November 9, 2010

report by Hammett & Edison, Inc., the rooftop areas that exceed public exposure limit levels Wﬂl,'

be clearly marked with signs, barricades, .and yellow striping. -The signs and other markers
" would be visible from any angle of approach to persons who might need to work within that

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

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

Issue 3 Incorrect public safety‘_ findings in the Commission Motion. “Given the access

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

Issue 4: Incorrect Measurements of Chimneys on the Architectural Plans. “It should also be
" noted that the proposal states that the [antennas are] set back from the Townsend Street facade is
10"-8.5”. This, too, is not correct and perhaps another lie to get the proposal throtigh Planning
Department. The chimney mentioned in the proposal to which the antennas will be attached is
set back at 8'-1.5".". ' S - ‘

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

CONCLUSION

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

SEN FRARCISDD : ’ . 11
PLANRING DEFARTMENT - :
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ATTACHMENT A

- AT&T Mobility « Propose,d Base S_taﬁon (Site No. CN5524) -
. 1 Bluxome Street » San Francisco, California ’

Antenna Positions and Orientations, and '
Calculated RF Equsure_ Levels at Roof Decks

. ¥ “\\
‘o, "Rebf StaitwellSigg
~ «(doors toward decks)¥

| Approximate dimensions
B of public exclusion areas: §
| 100°T—11by24 fr
220°T —24 by 24 ft
. 330°T—-10by 19 ft

Aerial photograph from Google Maps.

Open dots indicate antenna pdsiltions, taken from drawings by Streamline Engineering and
Design, Inc., dated September 14, 2010. ’

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

Existing exposure levels at roof decks (5 6 feet from nearest antennas) measured November
2010, expressed as percent of most restrictive FCC public limit. Calculated powger densities

for proposed operation expressed as percentage of applicable FCC public limit,

Public exclusion areas shown in yéllow shading (see table). Smaller worker exclusion afeas
_included (shown in red shading). ' :

" HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. A0
CONSULTING ENGINEERS _ T 0UX
T SAN FRANCISCO - ~ ‘ _ . ' August 25, 2011
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| ATTAC.HI-VIEN'T;B]
SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

.Subject fo: (Select only if appln:able)

"0 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) © O First Source Hin'ng (Admin. 'Code) ' | . égﬁ 4%;;5;9,13;
D et e
| | R I. ‘ Reception; -
Plannlng Commlssmn Motlon No. 18399 :xm”m
| HEAHNGDATEJULY?ZOH B . atsmseEmg
. . ' ‘ ‘ . - | 'Fiamamg
Date: June 30,2011 . a | : ) gﬁémsgmém

. Case No.: 2010.1042C

" Project Address: - 660-670 4t Street

Current Zoning: ~ MUO (Mixed Use Office) District
_ " 85-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lof:  ~  3786/104160
Project Sponsor:' ~ Amy Million for AT&T
' .- 855 Foléom,Street,_ Suite 106

. ) San Francisco, CA 94107 .

Staff Contact: Erika 5. Jackson — (415) 558-6363 1
" erika ]ackson@sfgov org -

ADOFTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF ‘A CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 227(h), 303, AND 842.93 TO INSTALL A
WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITY CONSISTING OF TEN NEW - PANEL

' ANTENNAS AND SIX NEW EQUIPMENT CABINETS ON THE ROOFTOP OF AN EXISTING

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

© . PREAMBLE

‘On November 18 2010, AT&T. (heremafter "Project Sponsor”),: made an application (herema.fter )

“application”), for Conditional Use Authorization on the property at 660-670 4th Street, Lots 104-160 in
Assessor's Block 3786, (hereinafter - "Project Slte") to install a wireless telecommunications facility
consisting ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed -
use building as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network w1t’tun an MUO (Mixed Use Of:ﬁce)
Zoru.ng District and a 85-X He1ght and Bulk District. - ‘

The project is exempt from the Cahforma Enmonmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical
" exemption. The Commission has reviewed and concurs with said determination. The categorical

exemption and all pertment documents may be found in the files of the Planning Department (hereinafter
- “Department”), as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San FrancLsco .

_ www.sfplanhi.ng.c}rg_ :
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Motion No.18399 : o - . ~ CASE NO. 2010.1042C. -
- Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 ' ' 660-670 4th Street -

;

On July 7, 2011, the San Francisco Conumssmn (heremafter “Comrmission”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meetmg on the apphcahon for a Conditional Use authorlzanon

The Commission has heard and considered the téstimony presented to it at the public hearing and has-
further considered written matenals and oral testunony presented on beha].f of the applicant, department
staff, and other interested parhes ' : -

MOVED that the Comnussmn hereby authonzes the Condlhonal Use in Apphca’aon No 2010.1042C,
" subject to the condmons contained in ”EXHIBlT A” of this mOthn, based on the followmg ﬁndlngs

* FINDINGS

Havmg rewewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and hav1ng heard all tesﬁmony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows

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

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

2. Su_rroundmg Propertles and Ne1ghborhood The Pro]ect Slte is located within the South of
Market Neighborhood. The subject site is zoned MUOQ, which is described in the Planning Code
as designed to encourage office uses and housmg, as well as small-scale light industrial and arts
activities. A pattern of mid-rise residential, mdustnal and -office buildings exists in the
neighborhood and on.a block adjacent to the Caltrain Station, which is located at 4% and
Townsend Streets. The overall density of dwelling units are high, and buildings are larger scaled.
Immedlately adjacent to the project site are mixed use buildings ranging from four to seven .
stories, the Caltrain Station, and seme smgle—story eatmg establishments. .

3. Pro]ect Description. The proposal is to install a wireless telecommumcahons facility consisting
of ten new panel antennas and six new equ1pment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed
use building that is approximately 70 feet tall. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T. Eight of the antennas measure 51.5” high by 7.1” deep by 11.9”
wide and two of the antennas measure 52.2” high by 6.2” wide by 18.3” deep. The antennas
would be mounted in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the northwest side of the
building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 104" from thée Bluxcme Street
fagade, 2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to an
existing penthouse structure, and 3) three antennas along the southeast side of the building

- attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10"-8.5” from the Townsend Street fagade.
Equipment cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16"-0” from the 4t
Stxeet facade. The WTS Fagilities Siting Guidelines identify dlﬁferent types of bulldlngs for the

S48 FRARCISC o . ' ‘ - 2
AN BEPMW - ' . . e . . .
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+ siting of wireless telecommunications facrhtles Under the Guidelines, the Pr0]ect is a Location
" Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buﬂdmgs in H_lgh Density Districts).

4. Past Hlstory and Actions. The Planning Comrmssmn estabhshed guidelines for the installation
- of wireless telecommunications facilities in 1996 (“Guidelines”). These Guidelines set forth the
land ‘use policies and prachces that guide the installation and approval of wireless ‘facilities
throughout San Francisco. *A- large’ portion of the Guidelines was dedicated to establishing
location preferences for these installations. The Board of Supervrsors, in Resolution No. 635-96,
provided input as to where wireless facilities should be located w1thm San Francisco. The
* Guidelines were . updated by the Commission in 2003, requiring - commimnity outreach, -
‘not1f1cat10n, and detalled mformahon about the fac1ht1es to be installed.? . :

-Section 8.1 of the Gmdehnes outlines Location Preferences for wireless facilities. There are ﬁve
. pnmary areas were the installation of Wrreless faCLhtles should be located

1. "Publidy-used Structures such facilities as fire stattons ufility structures, commumty
" facilities, and other public structures;
2. Co-Location Site: encourages mstallatron of facilities on bulldjngs that already have wireless
~ installations; - . ‘
3. Industrial or Commercral Structures: bu.lldmgs such as Warehouses factones, garages,
service stations;
4. Industrial or Commercial- Structures bmldmgs such as superma.rkets retail stores, banks
‘ and -
5. Mixed Use Bmldmgs in High Density Districts: bmldmgs such as housmg above commercial
‘ or other non- reﬂdenttal space. -

Before the Planning Comrmsswn can' review an application to mstaJl a wireless facility, the
project sponsor must submit a five-year facilities plan, which must be updated biannually, an

emissions report and approval by the Department of Public Health, Section 106 Declaration of
Intent, a submittal checklist and details about the facﬂmes to be mstalled

Under Section 704(B)(1v) of the 1996 Federal Telecommumcatlons Act, Iocal ]unsdrctlons cannot
deny wireless facilities based on Radio Frequency (RF) radiation emissions so long as such
facilities comply with the FCC’s regulauons concerring such emissions.

On ]uly 7 2011, the Comm1ss1on conducted a duly noticed public hearmg at-a regularly
scheduled meeting on the apphcahon for a Conditional Use  authorization pursuant to Planning
- Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting
ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing seven-
story mixed use building as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network within an
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District,

1 PC Resolution 16539, passed March 13, 2003. -

PLARNDG DEPARTRENT
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5. Location Preference. The WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines. identify different types of buﬂdmgs for
the siting of wireless telecommunications facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location ~ Mxxed Use Buildings in High Den51ty Districts).

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

' FCC-adopted health and safety standards for -electromagnetic radiation and radio frequency

radlatron

" 7. Radiofrequency (RF) Emissions: The project sponsor retained Hammett & Edisor, Inc, a rad1o
engineering consulting firm, to prepare a report describing the expected RF emissions ‘from the
proposed facility. Pursuant to the Guidelines, the Department of Public Health reviewed the
report and determined that the proposed facrhty complies with the standards set forth in the

Guldelmes

8. Department of Public Health Rev1ew and Approval There are currently no ex1stmg antennas
operated by AT&T Wireless msta]led on the rooftop of the building at 660-670 4% Street. Existing
RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC public exposure limit. There were observed
similar antennas operated by Sprint located within 100 feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes
to install 10 new antennas. The anfennas will be mounted at-a height of 78 feet above the ground.
The estimated ambient RF field from the proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is-
calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq. cm., which is 0.78% of the FCC public exposure limit. The three
dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to-the public exposure limit extends 58 feet, which
includes areas of the rooftop but does not reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be
installed in front of the antennas in order to prevent the public from. havmg access to the public
éxclusion zones on the rooftop. Warning signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access
-points in. Enghsh Spamsh and Chinese. ‘Workers should not have access to within 19 feet of the

front of the antermas while they are in operation.

9. Marntenance Schedule. The proposed facility Would operate Wlthout on-site staff but with a
two-person maintenance crew visiting the property approxn:nately once a month and on an as-

needed basis to service and monitor the faclllty

v

10. Commuruty Outreach " Per the Guidelines, the pro]ect sponsor held ‘a Community Outreach
' Meeting for the proposed project. The meeting was at 7:00 P.M. on August 4, 2010 at the San
Francisco Tennis Club, located at 645 5% Street. Twelve members of the public attended the
meeting asking various questions about the Conditlonal Use permit application process,
maintenance of the proposed equipment, the antenna directions, and the health effects’ of the
facility. Based on the comments and questions prov1ded AT&T modlfled the antenna location
and roof access to address concerns. :

11. Five-year plam: Per the Guzdelznes, the pro]ect sponsor submitted its latest frve-year plan, as

requlred in Apr]l 2011

AN FRARLISCE . : , ,} _ 4
m.mre:ms REPASRTREENT o ’ . . ) ’ :
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" 12. Public Coin.ment. The Deparh_nent has received 3 comments on the project.'

13. PIamﬁng Code Cémpliance The Commission fmds that the Project is consmf:ent with the-
-relevant prov1510ns of the Plam'ung Code in the followmg manner: '

A. Use. Per Planmng Code SECthIIS 227(h), 303, and 842.93, a Condltlonal Use authorlzahon is

reqmred for the installation of other uses such as wireless transmission facﬂl’ues

14. Planlung Code Sechon 303 establishes cntena for the Planning Commission to consider when’
reviewing apphcatlons for Conditional Use approval On balance; the pro]ect does comply with

sa1d criteria in that:

A The proposed new uses and buﬂdmg, at the size and mten51ty contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desu‘able and compatlble

S48 ?aat:::tscs

PLARNING nﬁremm

with, the neighborhood or the community.

i

Desirable: San Francisco is a leader of the technologwal economy; it is important and deszmble fo
the vitality of the city to have and maintain adequate telecommunications coverage and data

- capacity.- This includes the installation and upgrading of systems to keep up with changmg'

technology and increases in usage. It is deszmble for the Czty to allow wzreless faczlztles to be

. mstzzlled

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

avoid " intrusion into public vistas, avoid disruption of the architectural-design integrity of =~

building and insure harmony with neighborhood character. The project has been reviewed and

determined to not cause the removal.or alteration of any mgngﬁcant architectural features on the:
subject known hzstorlc resource.

Necessary In the czzse of wzreless installations, there are two. cnterza that the Commission remews
coverage and cupacziy

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

Capacity: While a  carrier may have adequate cove‘nz'ge in a certain areq, the capacity may not be

sufficient. ‘With the confinuous innovations in wireless data technology and demand placed on
existing - znﬁ'astrucfure zndwzdual telecommumcahons carriers must upgmde and ‘in some
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instances expand their facilities network to be able to have proper data distribution. It is necessary.
for San Francisco, as a leader in technology, to have adequate capacity. '

The proposed project at 660-670 4% Street is necessary in order to achieve sufficient street and in--

building mobile phone coverage. Recent drive tests in the subject area conducted by the AT&T

. Radio Frequency Engineering Team provide conclusive evidence that the subject property is the.
- most viable location, based on factors including quality of coverage, population density, land use

compatibility, zoning'zzn'd_ aesthetics. The proposed coverage area will serve the vicinity bounded

'by Morris Street, Berry Street, Ritch Street, and Bryuﬁt Street, as indicated in the coverage maps. '
This facility will fill in the gaps to improve coverage in the South of Market area as well-as to
provide necessary facilities for emergency transmission and improved cdr'nmurzicatio_n for the

neighborhood, community and the region.

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

SAN FRARGISES

NG DEPARTRAENT

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

" ‘the area, in that:

Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shépe and

arrangement of structures;

The proposed project must comply with all applicable Federal and State regulations to safeguérd
the health, safety and to ensure that persons residing or working in the vicinity will ‘not be

affected, and prevent harm to other personal property.

The De'pm'hnent of Public Health conducted an evaluation of potential health effects from Radio
Frequency radiation, and has concluded that the proposed-wireless transmission facilities will have
no adverse health effects if operated in compliance with the F CC-adopted health and safety

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

operated so as not to interfere with ratdio or television reception in order to comply with the

provisions of its license under the FCC.

The Department is developing a database of all such wireless communications facilities operating
or ‘proposed for operation in the City and County of San Francisco. All applicants are now -
required- to submit information on the location and nature of all existing and approved wireless

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

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

No increase in traffic volume is anticipated with the facilities operating unmanned, with a single
maintenance crew visiting the site once a month or ori an as-needed basis. -
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ii The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive em.lssmns such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

While some noise and dust may result from the erection of the antennas and trénsceiver '
equipment, noise or noxious emissions from cortinued use are not likely fo be significantly greater
than ambient conditions due to the operation of the wireless communication network_ o

iv Treahnent given, as appropnate to such aspects as landscapmg, Screerung, open spaces,
parking and loadmg areas, service areas, hghtmg and signs;

- The proposed antennas are proposed to be installed on the existing rooﬂop and screened behind o
 screen wall pamted to match existing rooftop chimneys. The proposal, located at 70 feet above
grade, is small in size and. is minimally visible af the pedestrian level. The project will not affect

the exzst-mg landscaping. :

C. That the use as proposed Wlll comply with the apphcable provisions of the Plarmmg Code ‘
'~ and will not adversely affect the General Plan. '

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

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that i is in confonmty with the purpose
of the applicable Nelghborhood Commercial District.

-'Ihe proposed project is not within an Ni C District. Therefore, this ﬁnding is not applicable.

15. General Plan Compliance. The Pr0]ect is, on balance consistent with the followmg Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan. : : '

%

 HOUSING ELEMENT
Obj ectives and Policies

OB]ECTIVE 11-ININ CREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING PURSUE PLACE NIAKING

AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES ‘AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN

FRANCISCO’S DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABI'LITY IN ALL
‘ N'EIGH'BORHOODS

POLICY 11.2 - Ensure housing is prov1ded with adequate public improvements, services, and
amenities. '

The Project will improve ATET Wzreless coverage in a residential, commercztzl and recreatzonal areq along
primary fransportation routes in San Francisco. -

sy ARIon : . S ' : _ T
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URBAN DESIGN'
Objectives and Policies

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

POLICY 414 - Remove and obscure distracting and cluttering elements.

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

The antennas are minimally visible from the street.

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

Ob]ec’clves and Pohc1es

OBIECTIVE 1:
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE

TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING.ENV]RONMENT

Pohcy 1:
Encourage development, Whl(lh provides substantlal net benefits' and minimizes undesirable

consequences. Discourage development, which has substantial undesuable consequences . that

cannot be mitigated.

Policy 2:° .
Assure that all commerclal and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance

standards.’

The pro]ect would enhance the total czfy living and workmg enmronment by providing communication
. services for residents and workers within the Czty Additionally, the project would comply with Federal

State and Local performance standards.

OB]ECTIVEZ ‘ ‘
" MAINTAIN AND ENHANCE A SOUND AND DIVERSE ECONOMIC BASE AND FISCAL ‘

STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY.

Pohcy 1:
Seek to retain existing commeraal and industrial actlmty and to attract new such activity to the

| dty.
Pohcy 3
Maintain a favorable social and cultural climate in the aty in order to enhance its attractlveness

‘asa firm location.

SAH FRARGISCE
. PLARNING REFARTMENT
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The sife is an mtegml part af a new wireless communzcatwns network that will enhance the City’s diverse
economic base. ' ' ' '

OBJECTIVE 4:
“IMPROVE THE VIABILITY OF EXISTING. ]NDUSTRY IN THE, CITY AND THE
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY.

- Policy 1:
. Maintain and enhance a favorable business dlimate in. the C1ty

Policy 2: .
Promote and attract those economic activities with pot‘ential benefit o the City. ‘

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

services for residents and workers.
I

'OB]ECTIVE 8 - ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION ASA NATIONAL CENTER FOR
CONVENTIONS AND VISITOR TRADE. :

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

The Project will ensure that. reszdents and visitors have. adequate publzc service in the form of AT&ET
Wzreless mobile telecommunications. :

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT
- Obj eciiVes and Policies
" OBJECTIVE 3: —
"ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY FROM THE EFFECTS OF RIRE OR
* NATURAL DISASTER THROUGH ADEQUATE EMERGENCY OPERATIONS PREPARATION.

Policy 1:
Maintain a local agency for the prows1on of emergency services to meet the needs of San
Francisco. : '

Policy 2: -
Develop and maintain v1ab1e up-to-date m—house emergency operatlons plans, with necessary
equlpment for operatlonal capability of all emergency service agencies and departments

Pohcy 3:

‘ mmusns . ) - ' . ) . . 9
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Maintain and’expand agreements for emergency assistance from other jurisdictions to ensure

adequate aid in time of need.

Pohcy 4:

‘Establish and maintain an adequate Emergency Operahons Center

.Pohcy 5:

Maintain and expand the crty s ﬁre preventlon and ﬁre-ﬁghtmg capablhty

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

The project would enhance the ability of the Czty to protect both life and properiy from the eﬁ’ects of a fire or
natural disaster by prowdzng commumcutzon services. : B

EAST SOMA (SOUTH OF MARKET) AREA PLAN -

Obj ectrves and Pohc1es ‘

OB]ECTIVE 7.1:

. ENSURE PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

16.

Policy 7. 1.1:
Support the siting of new facilities to meet the needs’ of a growing commuruty and to provide -

opportunities for residents of all age levels.

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

communzty services and fuczlltzes

Planrung Code Section 101 I(b) estabhshes elght priority-planning policies and requires review
of permits for consistency w1th said pohc1es On balance, the ‘project does comply with said

policies in that

A That ex1511ng ne1ghborhood—serv1ng retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and owners]:up of such businesses be enhanced. '

No neigltborhood—eerving retail use would be displaced and the wireless COmmunications network wzll

enhance personal communication services. .

B. That existing housing and nelghborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our ne1ghborhoods

- No residential uses would be displaced or gltered in any way by the grzmtmg of this authorization.

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

sun RS o - - R ' 10
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'Ihe  project would have no,udverse z'mpact on housing in the vicinity.

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit seryice or overburden our streets or
' nerghborhood parklng

'Due to the nature of the projéct and minimal maintenance or repair, municipal transit service would -
. not be impeded and nerghborhood parkzng would not be overburdened.

E. Thata d_IVEI'SE economic base be maintained by protecting our mdustnal and service sectors
" from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities’ for.

¢

resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.
Th‘e Project would cause no displacement of industrial and service sector activity.

" F. Thatthe City ad'ueve the greatest possrble preparedness to protect agamst m]ury and loss of
life in an earthquake :

Complzance with applzcable structural safety. and seismic safety requirmnents would be constdered
during the buzldmg permrt applzcutwn Teview process :

G. Thatlandmarks and historic buildings belpreserved..

The proposed- Project does not cause the removal or alteration of any signzﬁcrznt architectural feutures.

H. That our pa_rks and open space and therr access to sunhght and Vlstas be protected from

development

-

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

17. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
provrded under Section 101.1(b) in that, as de51gned the Project would contribute to the character
arld stabllrty of the neighborhood and would constltute a beneficial development.

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

41 mAROSE ‘ ‘ o o : o ‘ 11
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| | | DECISION
The Commission, after carefully balancing the competing puBliC? and private interests, and based upon
the Recitals and Findings set forth above, in accordance with the standards specified in the Code, hereby

approves thé Conditional Usé authorization under Planning Code Sections Sections 227(h), 303, and .

842.93 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting ten new panel antennas and six new

equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office) L

Zoning Disfrict and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T on a Locatlon Preference 5 ('Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in
High Density Districts) accordmg to the Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines
- and is sub]ect to the conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit A.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this conditional
usé authorization to the Board of Supervisors’ w1th1n thirty (30) days aftet the date of this Motion No.

18399. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30- .

day period has expired) OR the date of fhe decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the

Board of Supervisors. For further informatior, please contact the Board of Supemsors at (415) 554~ '

-5184 City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Franc1sco, CA 94102

I hereby Cerlify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Plannjng Cormmssmn on July 7, 2011

Linda Avery

Commission Secretary
:AYES: . Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Sugaya
NAYS:
ABSENT: Moore
ADOPTED: July 7, 2011
S4H FRAKOISCE - o ' " : 12
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 ExhibitA
Conditions of Approval
AUTHORIZATION o |

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a wireless telecommunications facility con51shng of
This approval is for Conditional Use authorlzatlon under Planning Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93
to .install a ‘wireless telecommunications facility. consisting ten new panel antermas and six new
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height arid Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in.
ngh Density Districts) accordmg to the ereless Telecommumcahons Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or .commeuceu'ler‘tt of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder -
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the pro]ect is.
’sub]ect to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planrung
Commission on July 7, 2011 under Motion No.18399.

PRINTING OF' CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the "Exhibit A" of this Planning Commission Mohoﬁ No. 18399 shall be .
reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building "permit
application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Condmonal
Use authorization and any subsequent a.mendments or modifications. - :

SEVERABILITY -

The Project shall comply with all dpplicable City codes and requuements If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these: conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or impair other rema.lmng clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision ¢ conveys
no. right to construct or to receive a buﬂdmg permit. ”Pro]ect Sponsor” shall include any subsequent

responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

~ Changes to .the approved plans may be approved. administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Plannmg Commission approval of a -
new Conditional Use authorization.

\

AN PRARGISCE v ‘ - N ' s
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‘Conditions of approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting .
PERFORMANCE. o | '

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

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

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

.. For information about complia_nce, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Deparfment af 415-575-6863, www.sf- -

planning.org.

" 2. Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator only
where failure to issue a permit by the Department of Building Ifmspec{jon to perform said tenant '
improvements is caused by a delay by a local, State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the
issuance of such permit(s)., , ' S . .
For informdtion about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf- '

planning.org .

'DESIGN - COMPLIANCE AT-PLAN STAGE

3. Plan DraWings - WTS. Prior to the issuance of any buildihg or electrical permits for the installation of
the facilities, the Project Sponsor shall-submit final scaled drawings for review and approval by the
Planning Departmerit ("Plan Drawings").- The Plan Drawings shall describe: A o
a. - Structure and Siting. Identify all facility related support and pro"céction measures to be installed.

This includes, but is not limited to, the locatioﬁ(s) and method(s) of placement, sﬁpport, _
-protection, screening, paint and/or other treatments of the antennas and other appurtenéhce_s. to
insure public safety, insure -bompaﬁbiﬁty with urban design, “architectural and historic
_ preservation principles, and harmony with neighborhood character. ‘ S
b. For the Project Site, regardless of the ownership of the existing facilities. Identify the location of
- all existing'antenhas and facilities; and identify the location of all approved (but not installed)
antennas and facilities. : ' - : '
c. Emissions. Provide a report, subject to approval of the Zoning Administrator, that operation of . -
fhe facilifies in addition to ambient RF emission levels will not exceed adopted FCC standards
. with regard to human exposure in uncontrolled areas. o " »
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6613,

www.sf-planning.ore .

SaEHARGISEY - N - - 14
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4. Screening - WIS. To the extent necessary For in.formaﬁon about compliance with adopted FCC
- regulations regarding human exposure to RF emissions, and upon the recommendahon of the Zoning
.Administrator, the Project Sponsor shall:

a. Modify the placement of the facﬂltles,

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

facdilities;

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

ANSI (C95.2 1982, to notify persons that the facxh’cy could cause exposure to RF emissions;

'd. Implement any other practice reasonably necessary to ensure that the facﬂlty is operated in

comphance with adopted FCC RF emission standards.

.e._ To the extent necessary to minimize Vlsual obtruswn and dutter, installations shall conform to.

the following standards: A
f.  Antennas and back up equ1pment sha]l be pamted fenced Iandscaped or otherw1se treated
architecturally so as to minimize visual impacts; -

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

h. "Antennae attactied to building facades shall be so placed screened or otherw15e treated to
minimize any negative visual impact; and :

1. Although co location of various companies' facilities may be desuable, la maximum number of
antennas.and back up fadilities on the Project Site shall be estabhshed on a case by case basis,
such that' ‘antennae’ farms" or smular visual intrusions for the site and area is not created.

For information about complzunce contact the Case Plunner, Planning Department at 415-558-6613, www. sf—
" planning.org . : - :

MONITORING AFTER ENTlTLEMENT

5

Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Deparlment conditions of approval contained in ﬂ'IlS
Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Pro]ect shall be subject to the
_enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or-

Section 176.1. Thé Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city
deparl:rnents and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

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

planning.org _

Monitoring. The Project requires mbnitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion. . The
Preject Sponsor or the'subseqUent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established
under Planning Code Sechon 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for 1nformatlon
about compliance.

. For mfonmzhon about compllam:e contact Code Enforcement Planmng Depurtment at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

ylannmg org

. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. ‘Should implementaﬁén of this 'Project result in

complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved

" by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning. Code and/or the specific
Conditions of Approval for-the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning

sin FEISc ' _ , ) ' 15
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Administrator shall refer such, complaihts to the Commission, after which it may hold a puB]ic »
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. v '

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 41-5—575—6-863,wa10'.5£—
planning.org. ‘ / S | . . o

Implemeﬁtaﬁon and Monitoﬁng Costs - WTS.

8. .

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

Project Sponsor-shall be bound by such legislation. ' ' .

'b.  The Project Sponsor or its successors shall be responsible for the paymeﬁt of all reasonable costs
assb_dated with the monitoring of the conditions of approval contained in this authorization,
including costs incurred by this Department, the Department of Public Health, the Department of

- Electricity and Telecommunications, Office of the City Attorney, or any other.appropriate City
‘Department or agency pursuant to Planning Code Section 351(f) (2). The Planning Department
shall collect such costs on behalf of the City. o ,
c The Project Sponsor shall be responsible for the payment of all fees associated with the
" . installation of the subject facility, which are assessed by the City »pursuant' to all applicable law..
. For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning-Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
_ planning.org - ‘ » - n ' :
9. .Implementation and Monitoring -~ WTS. In the event that the Project implementation. report
" includes a finding that RF emissions for the site exceed FCC Standards in any uncontrolled location,
the Zoning Administrafor may require the Applicant to immediately cease and desist operation of the
facility until such time that the violation is corrected to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning’Depariment at 415-575-6863, www.éf—

planning.org : : : :

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

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

a. Identify the three dimensional perimeter closest to the facility at which adopted FCC standards

; for human expdsu.re to RF emissions in uncontrolled‘areas are saﬁsﬁed; . ‘

b. Document testing that demonstrates that the facility wﬂl niot cause any potential exposure to RF
emissions that exceed adopted FCC emission standards for human exposure in uncontrolled
- rons. Rt i .b | o

_ ¢.’ The Project Implementation Report shall compare test results for each test point with applicable
FCC stanidards. Testing shall be conducted in compliance with FCC regulations goverring the
measurement of RF emissions and shall be conducted during normal business hours on a non

© holiday weekday with the subject equipment measured while operating at maximum power.

d. Testing, Monitoring, and Preparation. The Project Implementation Report shéll_ be prepared by a
certified professional engineer or other technical expert approved by the Department. At the sole
option of the Department, the Department (or its agents) may monitor the performance of testing
required for preparation of the Project Ililplementation_Report The cost of such monitoring shall
be borne by the Project Sponsor pursuant to the condition related to the payment of the City’s
rea;sonéble costs. ' T
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i Notification and Testmg The Project Implementahon Report shall set forth the tesung :
- and measurements undertaken pursuant to Conditions 2 and 4.
ii. Approval. The Zoning Administrator shall request that the Certlﬁcahon of Final
o Completion for operation of the faclhty not be issiied by the Department of Building
- Inspection until such time that the Project Implementation Report is approved by the.
Department for compliance with these conditions. '
For znformatzon about compliance, contact the Envzronmental Health Section, Departmenf of Public Health at‘

(415) 252-3800, w stdzgh org. .

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

a. Af least twenty calendar days prior to conductmg the testing required for preparation of the
Project Implementation Report, the Project Sponsor shall mail notice to the Department, as well
as to the resident of any Iegal dwelling unit within 25 feet of a transmitting antenna of the date on
~which testing will be conducted. The Apphcant will submit a written affidavit attesmlg to thls
mail notice along with the mailing list. : : \

b. When requested in advance by a resident notified of testmg pursuant to subsection (a), the
Pro]ect Sponsor shall conduct testing of total power density of RF emissions within the residence
of that resident on the date on which the testing is conducted for the Pr0]ect Implementation
Report.

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

12,

plunmng org

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

- For information about compllance contact Code Enforcement, Planmng Depariment at 415-575- 6863 sf—

13.

planning.org

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

For information about cgmplzance, contact the Envzronmental Heqlth Section, Department of Public Health at -

¢ 415) 252 -3800, www. sfdph. org.

- OPERATION

14.

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a buﬂdmg perrrut apphcahon to construct the project and

: 1mp1ement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a commumty liaison officer to deal
* with the issues of concemn to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall

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

number of the community liaison. Shoul_d the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator

sal Fatoisey L : ) ' 17 -
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shall be made aware of such change. The commumity liaison shall report fo the Zoning Administrator
what i 1ssues, if any, are of concern o the community and what issues have.not been resolved by the

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

planning. org _

.15 Out of Serv1ce - WITS. The Pro]ect Sponsor or Property Owner shall remove antennae and -
eqmpment that has been out of service or otherwise abandoned for a con{jnuous period of six

months.
For 1nf077natlon about compluznce contuct Code Enforcement Plannzng Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

]glannzng org

16. Emissions Conditions — WTS Itisa continuﬁlg condition of this authorization that the facilities be
operated in such a manner so as not to contribute to amblent RF/EMEF emissions in excess of then
current FCC adopted RE/EME em1ss1on standards v101atlon of this condmon shall be grounds for:

revocation. :
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Sectzon, Department of Publlc Health at

(415) 252 3800 www.sfdph.org.

17. Noise and Heat - WTS. The WIS facility, including power source and cooling facility, shall be
. operated at all times within the limits of the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. The WTS
fadility, including power source and any heating/cooling facility, shall not be operated so as to cause

the generation of heat that adversely affects a building occupant.
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Heulth Section, Depart-ment of Publzc Health at

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

.18. Transfer of Operatxon WTS. Any carr1er/prov1der authorized by the Zoning Administrator or by

" the Planning' Commission to operate a specific WTS installation may assign the operation of the .
facility to another carrier licensed by the FCC for that radio frequency provided that such transfer is
ade known to the Zoning Administrator in advance of such operation, and all conditions of»
approval for the subject installation are carried out by the new carrier/provider. ' |
For information about complzance contact Code Enforcement, Plannzng Deparhnent at 415-575-6863, www. sf—

ylanmng org

19. Compatlblhty with City Emergency Services, ~ WTS. The facility shall not be operated or caused to
transmit on or adjacent -to any radio Erequenaes licensed ‘to the City for emergency

telecommunication services such that the City’s emergency telecommunications system experiences .

interference, unless prior approval for such has been granted in writing by the City.
For information about compliance, contact the Department of Technology, 415-581-4000,

- http:l/sfgov3.orglindex.aspx?page=1421

ES[:G:\ DOCUMENTS\Projects\ CU\WTS\4th Street 670\ Draft Motion.doc
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*The Sanborm Maps in San Francisco have not been updated-since 1 998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions, '
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. [ATTACHMENT D

City and County of San Francisco ' Gavin Newsom, Mayor
DEPARTMENT OF P UBLIC HEAI.'I_'H S Mitchell H. Katz, MD, Director of Heolth
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION o S Raijiv Bhatia, MD, MPH, Director of EH -

Review of Cellular Antenna Site Proposals

P'roject‘Sponsor i AT&T Wireless ) o Planner Jonas lonin

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

" Project Address/Location: I Bluxome St ' c

Sited: 1321 SiteNo.:  CN5524

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

In order to facilitate quicker approval of this proj ject, it is recommended that the proj ect SpONSOI review
this document before subrmttmg the proposal to ensure that all reqmrements are included,

X L.The Iocatlon of all emstmg antennas and fac1ht1es Emstrng REFE levels. (WTS- F SG, Section 11, 2b)
o _[] Existing Antennas No Existing Antennas B
2. The location of all approved (but not installed) antennas and facilities. Expected RF levels from the
approved antennas. (WTS-FSG Section 11 , 2b) ‘
O Yes @ No

. 3. The number and types of WTS within 100 feet of the proposed site and prov1de estimates of cumulative
X EMR emissions at the proposed site. ( W [S-FSG, Section 10.5.2)

®Yes O No

., 4. Location (and number) of the Applicant’s antennas and back- -up facrlltles per bmldlng and number and
X Ilocation of other telecommumcanon facilities on the property (WTS-FSG, Sect1or1 10.4.1a)

5. Power ratmg (maxnnum and expected operanng power) for all emstmg and proposed backup
A equipment subject to the application (WTS-F SG, Section 10.4. lc)

Maximum Power Rating: . 7490  watts. .
6. The total number of watts per installation and the total number of watts for all mstallanons on the
— building (roof or side) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5. 1.
' Maximum Effective Radiant: 7490  waits.

A Preferred method of attachment of proposed antenna (roof, wall mounted, monopole) with plot or roof
X_ plan. Show directionality of antennas. Indicate height above roof level. Discuss nearby inhabited
buildings (pamcularly in direction of antennas) (WTS-FSG, Sectmn 10.41d)
3. Report estimated ambient radio frequency fields for the proposed site (1dennfy the three-dimensional
okl penmeter where the FCC standards are ‘exceeded.) (WTS-FSG, Section 10. 5) State FCC standard utilized
~ and power density exposure level (1 e 1986 NCRP, 200 pw/cm?) *

Maxlmum RF Exposure: * 0. 0045 mW/om:  Maximurh RF Exposure Percent:  .0.78 -

9. Slgnage at the facility identifying all WTS equipment and safety ‘precautions for people nearing the
. X equipment as may be required by any applicable FCC-adopted standards. (WTS-FSG, Secnon 10.9.2).
Discuss signage for those who speak languages other than English.

i} Public_Exciusion_Area Public Exclusion In Feet: 58
Wi Occupatllonal_Echusmn_Area o Occupational Exclusion In Feet: 19-
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X - 10. Statement on who prodliced this report and qualifications.

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

A comply with the current Federal Communication Commission safety standards for radiofrequency
radiation exposure. FCC standard 1986-NCRP - Approval of the subsequent Project
Implementation Report is based on project sporisor completing recommendations by project
consultant and DPH. v ' i

Comrients:

There are currently no existing antennas operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the roof top of
the building at 1 Bluxome Street. Exisiting RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC
public exposure limit. There were observed similar atnennas operated by Sprint located within 100
feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be '

. mounted at a height of 78 feet above the ground. The estimated ambient RF field from the
proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq cm.,
which is 0.78 % of the FCC public exposure limit. The three dimensional perimeter 6f RF levels .
equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet which includes areas of the roof top but does not

- reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be installed in front of the antennas in order
to prevent the public from having access to the public exclusion zones on the roof top.” Warning
signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access points in English, Spanish and Chinese.
Worker should not have access to within 19 feet of the front of the antennas while they are in
operation. A ' :

" Not Approved; additional information required.

Not Approved, does not comply with Federal Communication Commission safety standards for
—— radiofrequency radiation exposure. FCC Standard ' : '

1 Hours spent reviewing

Charges to Frojec_t Si::onsor (in addition to previous charges, to be received at time of receipt by Sj

Dated: 11/22/2010

Signed:

Patrick Fosdahl = ’ S :
Environmental Health Management Section
San Francisco Dept. of Public Health
1390 Market St., Suite 210,
San Francisco, CA. 94102
(415) 252-3504 ’
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Ciy AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO - OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

"DENNIS J. HERRERA : MARLENA G. BYRNE
City Attorney T . Deputy City Attorney

DII{ECT DIAL: (415) 554-4620
E-MAIL: modeno.byme@sfgov.org

- MEMORANDUM
(Revised July 27, 2011

TO: ‘Angela Calvillo |
/ . Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Marlena G. Byrne ,
: YWED.

- Deputy City Attorney
DATE:  August4, 2011
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project

Located at 660-670 4™ Street

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

* by Jason Sanders, received by the Clerk's Office on July 25, 2011, of the Planning Department's
determination that a project located at 660-670 4™ Street is exempt from environmental review
under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The proposed work involves
installation of a wireless telecommunications facility consisting of ten new panel antennas and
six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed use building. The Appellant

- provided a copy of Planning Commission Motion No. 18399, approving a conditional use

. authorization for the project on July 7, 2011, and a Planning Department staff report for that

approval stating that the proposed project is exempt from environmental review. ‘

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

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

cc: Rick Caldeira, Deputy Director, Clerk of the Board

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

Cry HALL - 1 Dr: CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 234 - SAN FRANé[sco, CALIFORNIA 94102
RECEPTION: (415) 554-4700 FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4757

n:\landuse\mbyme\bos ceqa appeals\460-670 4thﬁméliness.do<:
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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

August 4, 2011

Jason Sahders
- 1 Bluxome Street, #411
San Francisco, CA 94107 .

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

" Dear Mr. Sanders:

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated August 4, 2011, (copy _
attached) from the City Attorney’s Office regarding the timely filing of an appeal of Determination of
Exemption from Environmental Review forthe property located at 660—670 4th Street.

The City Attorney has determmed that the appeal was flled ina tlmely manner.

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

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

11 days prior to the hearing:  names of interested partles to be notlfled of the hearlng

Please prowde 18 copies of the documentation for distribution, and, if pOSSlble names of .
. interested parties to be notified in label format.

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

Very truly yours, _ .
'Q_Q\; L-QQS

Angela C Ivillo
Clerk of the Board

c: : :

Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney - . Tina Tam, Historic Preservation

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney . Nannie Turrell, Major Environmental Analysis

Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney ‘ Linda Avery, Planning Commission Secretary

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator Cynthia Goldstein, Executive Director, Board of Appeals
" Bill Wycko, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis Erika Jackson, Planner

AnMarie Rodgers, Manager, Legislative Affairs : Amy Million, Project Sponsor
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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

July 26, 2011

“To: + Cheryl Adams
Deputy City Attorney

From: Rick CaM
. Deputy Director ‘
Subject Appeal of Categorlcal Exemption from Environmental Review for

Property Located at 660 670 4™ Street Block No. 3786, Lot No. 104-
160

An appeal of categorlcal exemption from env1ronmenta1 review issued for property
located at 660-670 4th Street, Block No. 3786, Lot No. 104-160, was filed with the -
»Ofﬁce of the Clerk of the Board on July 25, 2011; by Jason Sanders.

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

Ifyou ha\}e any questions, youmay contact 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, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Major Environmental Analysis, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Manager, Legislative Affairs, Planning Department
Tina Tam, Historic Preservation, Planning Department g
Linda Avery, Secretary, Planning Commission
Erika Jackson, Planner, Planning Department
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July 25, 2011

Angela Calvillo . I 1
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors ‘
- 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place . ' o
City Hall, Room 244 o ' -
San Francisco, Ca. 94102-4689 \

RE: Environmental appeal of Planning Commission case 2010.1042C

Dear Angela and the entire San Francisco Board of Supervisors: ; , 1

For the first time in our lives, my wifev(who was born in San. Francisco).and | feel the |

need to appeal a decision made by members of our local government.

The basis of this appeal is quite simple. The project sponsor (Amy Million of KDI
Planning on behalf of AT&T) excluded and misrepresented very pertinent environmental
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information regarding their proposal. Finding 8 (on page 4) clearly states that “The three

dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet,
which includes areas of rooftop but does not reach any publicly accessible areas

[emphasis added]... Workers should not have access to within 19 feet of the front of the

antennas while they are in operation.” Additionally, Finding 14B (on page 6) states that
“There are no features of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safety or
convenience of those residing or working in the area.”

As you review the attached file (including site photos), there are several points to be
made. First, the original proposal by AT&T was to literally attach the antennas to the
staircase that leads up to my roof deck located on the SE corner of the building.
Second, when | informed all parties that my family (including my two daughters, ages 3
and 6), children’s friends and our friends use this deck on a near daily basis, there was a
look of horror on people’s faces. They realized that they could never install antennas

next to the deck given the aforementioned 19’ and 58’ perimeter requirements. Third,
instead of aborting the plan, they simply revised their plans and ignored the safety
issues knowing the public exposure limit perimeters would be breached.

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

-get the proposal through Planning Department. The chimney mentioned in the proposal

to which these antennas will be attached is set back at 8 1.5". Please note that the set
back is not the reason for my appeal, but these additional misrepresentations should be
considered when evaluating the intention and fotality of the case. Given the access
~ point/stairs to the roof deck and the roof deck are within the perimeter deemed to be
" unsafe, Finding 8 and Finding 14B are not correct and should provide the
necessary basis for the granting of this appeal.
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It should also be noted that the Board will not -see an appeal from the resident with
access to the roof deck on the NW corner of the property because he is the counterparty
to the contract with AT&T; he is the developer of the building, maintains roof rights and
controls the HOA. Therefore, he is financially incented by the installation of the
antennas (and, perhaps not coincidently, does not reside in the building).

If you require additional environmental data points, the window washers will no longer

" have access to the windows facing Townsend Street or Bluxome Street without putting

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

" anchor points on the roof adjacent to the location of the proposed antennas. Also, HVAC
units are located literally next to the proposed location of the antennas, thereby

restricting safe access. :

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

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

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

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

- Should you requrre any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at
g or * Bluxome Street , San Francisco, CA 94107.

Thayk you,

Jason Sanders
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Mot_ién No.18399 k o ‘ '~ CASE NO. 2010.1042C
Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 660-670 4th Street

DECISION

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

the Recitals and Findings set forth above, in accordance with the standards specified in the Code, hereby
approves the Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections Sections 227(h), 303, and

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

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

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

High Density Districts) according to the Wireless Telecommunications Semces {WTS) Siting Guidelines

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

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

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

Commission Secretary
AYES: Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Sugaya
NAYS:
ABSENT: Moore
ADOPTED:  July7 2011
\
SN FRENCISED L . : o 12

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCFSCG
PLANHING QEPARTM ENT

" .Subject te: (Sefect only if applicable} . ] i
O Affordable Housing {(Sec. 415} . Bl First Source Hiring (Admim Code) o Th5E Wikston 51

— . ; ; Sulte 400
[0 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 0 Child Care Requirement {Sec. 414) Sar Francisco,
0O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) K ‘ O Other CA 94103-2479
L o Reception:
= : = = = X 4155586378
Planning Commission Motion No. 18399
o Fac
HEARING DATE: JULY 7, 2011 R 415,558.5405
_ ' ' Planiing
) o Infpmaton
Date: . June 30, 2011 515558 6377
Case No.: 2010.1042C :

Project Address:  660-670 4* Street
Current Zoning: ~ MUO (Mixed Use Office) District

: 85-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: - 3786/104-160
Project Sponsor: . Amy Million for AT&T
855 Folsom Street, Suite 106
San Francisco, CA 94107
Staff Contact: Erika 5. Jackson — (415) 558-6363

.erika.jackson@sfgov.org

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

PREAMBLE

On November 18, 2010, AT&T (hereinafter "Project Sponsor”), made an application (hereinafter
"application”), for Conditional Use Authorization on the property at 660-670 4th Street, Lots 104160 in
Assessor's Block 3786, (hereinafter "Project Site”) to install a wireless telecommunications facility
consisting ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed
_use buﬂdmg as part of AT&T's wireless telecommunications network within an MUO (Mlxed Use Office)
Zoning D1str1ct and a 85-X Helght and Bulk District.

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical
exemption. The Commission has reviewed and concurs. with said determination. The categorical
exemption and all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Planning Department (heremafter
"Department”) as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.

W’Eﬁﬁm sfrdanmrm o
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" motion NO.1639Y ’ CASE NU. ZU10.1042G
Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 ; , » . 660-670 4th Street

On July 7, 2011, the San Francisco Commission ‘(hereinaftér “Commission”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on the application for a Conditional Use authorization.

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

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

FINDINGS

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

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

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

2. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located within the South of

Market Neighborhood. The subject site is zoned MUO, which is described in the Planning Code

as designed to encourage office uses and housing, as well as small-scale light industrial and arts .

activities. A pattern of mid-rise residential, industridl and office buildings exists in the

neighborhood and on a block adjacent to the Caltrain Station, which is located at 4% and -

Townsend Streets. The overall density of dwelling units are high, and buﬂdings'are larger scaled.

~ Immediately adjacent to the project site are mixed use buildings ranging from four to seven
stories, the Caltrain Station, and some single-story eating establishments.

3. Project Description. The proposal is to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting
_ of ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed
* use building that is approximately 70 feet tall.  The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
- network operated by AT&T. Eight of the antennas measure 51.5” high by 7.1” deep by 11.9”

-wide and two of the antennas measure 522" high by 6.2” wide by 18.3” deep. The antennas
would be mounted in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the northwest side of the
building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10'-4” from the Bluxome Street
fagade} 2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to an
existing penthouse structure, and 3) three antermas along the southeast side of the building
attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10’-8.5” from the Townsend Street facade.
Equipment cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16'-0" from the 4%
Street facade. The WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for the

A PRARCISOD ( 2
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Mouon No.15399 S CASE NU. 2010.10420
Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 _ . 660-670 4th Street

: éiﬁng of wireless telecommunicaﬁéns facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in High Densify Districts).

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

' nohﬁcahon and detailed information about the facilities to be installed.!

Section 8.1 of the Guidelines outlines Locaﬁou P_references for wireless facilities. Thére are five
primary areas were the installaﬁon of wireless facilities should be located:

1. Publicly-used Structures: such facilities as fire stations, utility structures, commumty

: facilities, and other public structures;

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

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

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

. and

5. M1xed Use Buildings in High Density Districts: buﬂdmgs such as housmg above commerdial
‘or other non-residential space. :

Before the Planning Commission can review an application to install a wireless fadlity, the
project sponsor must submit a five-year facilities plan, which must be updated biannually, an
emissions report and approval by the Department of Public Health, Section 106 Dedlaration of
Intent, a submittal checkhst and details about the facilities to be msta]led »

Under Section 704(B)(1v) of the 1996 Federal Telecommumcahons Act, Tocal ]unsdlchons cannot
deny wireless facilities based on Radio Frequency (RF) radiation emissions so long as such
facilities comply with the FCC's regulations concerning such emissions.

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

1PC Resolution 16539, passed March 13,2003.

SRM PO : ' : o 3
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NOTION NO.18393 ' : ‘ o . GASE NO. 2U10.10420
Hearing Date: July7, »2011 ' : ) 669—670 4th Street

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

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

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

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

o Guidelines. : ‘

8. Department of Public Health Review and Approval. There are currently no existing antennas

operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the rooftop of the building at 660-670 4* Street. Existing

RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the ECC publici exposure limit. There were observed -

similar antennas operated by Sprint located within 100 feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes

to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be mounted at a height of 78 feet above the ground.

The estimated ambient RF field from the proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is -

calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq. cm., which is 0.78% of the FCC public exposure limit. The three

dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet, which

includes areas of the rooftop but does not reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be

installed in front of the antennas in order to prevent the public from having access to the public -

exclusion zones on the rooftop. Warning signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access

points in English, Spanish and Chinese. Workers should not have access to within 19 feet of the

front of the antennas while they are in operation. o

: ; v :

9. Maintenance Schedule. The proposed facility would operate without on-site staff but with a

two-person maintenance crew visiting the property approximately once a month and on an as-
needed basis to service and monitor the facility. '

10. Community Outreach. Per the Guidelines, the project sponsor held a Community Outreach
Meeting for the proposed project. The meeting was at 7:00 P.M. on August 4, 2010 at the San
Francisco Tennis Club, located at 645 5= Street. Twelve members of the public attended the
meeting asking various questions about the Conditional Use permit application process,
maintenance of the proposed equipment, the antenna directions, and the health effects of the

facility. Based on the comments and questions provided, AT&T modified the antenna location
and roof access to address concerns. ' o

11. Five-year plan: Per the Guidelines, the project sponsor submitted its latest five-year plan, as
required, in April 2011.

AN FAANCISD , ' , : 4
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Hearing Date: July 7, 2011 ‘ ‘ 660-670 4th Street

12 Public Comment. The Department has received 3 comments on the project.

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

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

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

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

AW FEAREISGE
ik

i

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

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

installed.

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

\ building and insure harmony with neighborhood character. The project has been reviewed and

determined to not cause the removal or alteration of any significant architectural features on the
subject known historic resource.

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

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

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

- The proposed project at 660-670 4* Street is necessary in order to achieve sufficient street and in-

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

B. The proposed project will not be defrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general -
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the area, in that: : ' o

AN PRARCISCE
-

‘Nature of proposed site, indluding its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and

arrangement of structures;

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

The Department of Public Health conducted an eoaluation of potential hedlth effects from Radio

Frequency radiation, and has concluded that the proposed wireless transmission facilities will have
nio adverse hedlth effects if operated in compliance with the FCC-adopted health and safety

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

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

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

 information as to the location of these facilities.

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

No increase i traffic volume is anticipated with the facilities operating unmanned, with a single
maintenance crew visiting the site once a month or on an as-needed basis. ‘
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iii The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and edor;

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

iv Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as Iandscapmg, screening, open spaces, |
parkmg and load.mg areas, service areas, lighting and signs;

The proposed antennas are proposed to be installed on the exzstmg rooftop and screened behind a
screen wall painted to match existing rooftop chimneys. The proposal, located at 70 feet above

" grade, is small in size and is minimally mszble at the pedestrian level. The project will not affect
the existing landscaping.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the apphcable provzsrons of the PIannmg Code
and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

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

D. That the use as proposed would pr0v1de development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the applicable Nelghborhood Commercial District.

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

15. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives
‘and Policies of the General Plan

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 11 - IN INCREASING THE SUPPLY OF HOUSING, PURSUE PLACE MAKING
AND NEIGHBORHOOD BUILDING PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICES TO MAINTAIN SAN

FRANCISCO’S DESIRABLE URBAN FABRIC AND ENHANCE LIVABILITY IN ALL
NEIGHBORHOODS

- POLICY 11.2 - Ensure housmo is prowded with adequate public improvements, services, and

amenities.
The Project will improve ATET Wireless coverage in a residential, commercial nd recreational area along
primary transportation routes in San Francisco. - -

AN FRANLISC ‘ ‘ . 7
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URBAN DESIGN

Objecﬁ{res and Policies

. OBJECTIVE 14 - IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO
INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. »

POLICY 4.14 - Remove and obscure distracting and cluttering elements.

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

- COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 1:

Encourage development, which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable
_consequences. Discourage development, which has substantial undesirable consequences that
cannot be mitigated. : '

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

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

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

Pélicy 1 . : :
Seek to retain existing commerdial and industrial activity and fo attract néw such activity to the
dy. _ : -
Policy 3: , »

~ Maintain a favorable social and cultural climate in the city in order to enhance its attractiveness
as a firm location. : -

HAN FERNOISOD v v : _ . 8
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The site is ari integral part of a new wireless communications network that will enhance the City’s diverse
economic base.

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

. Policy 1
Maintain and enhance a favorable business climate in the Clty

Pohcy 2
Promote and attract those economic activities with potenhal benefit to the City.

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

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

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

The Project wzll ensure that residenis and visitors have adequate publu: service in the form of ATET
Wireless mobile telecommunications.

CQMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT.

Objectives and Policies

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

Policy 1: :
Maintain a local agency for the prowsmn of emergency services to meet the needs of San
- Francisco.

Policy 2:
Develop and maintain viable, up-to-date in-house emergency operations plans, with necessary

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

Policy 3:

SAM FRANEISOE : o o )
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L

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

Policy 4 »
Establish and maintain an adequate Emergency Operations Center.

Po'licjr'S: . :
Maintain and expand the city’s fire prevention and firefighting capability.

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

The project would enhance the c;bility,‘ of the Cify to protect both Iife and property from the zfects of a fire or
natural disaster by providing communication services. ‘ -

EAST SOMA (SOUTH OF MARKET) AREA PLAN

Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE7L: |

ENSURE PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

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

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

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

policies in that:

A. That exsting neighborhood—sei:\?mg retail uses be presérved and enhanced and future
opportur_liﬁes for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

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

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

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

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

k) B RIS ! ! . i .
SAH FEHEISED . _ 10
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The project would have nio adoerse impact on housing in the vicinity.

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

Due to the nature of the project and minimsgt }nainferzunce or repatr, municipal fransit service would
not be impeded and neighborhood parking would not be overburdened.

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

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

That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against i m]ury and loss of
hfe in an earthquake. '

.- Compliance with applicable structurat safety and seismic. safety requzremenis would be considered

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

That our parks and open space and their access to sunhght and wstas be protected from

" development.

The Prbject will have no adverse impact on ?arks or apen space, or their access to sunlight or vistas.

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

. 18. The Commission hereby fmds that approval of the Determination of Comphance authomahon
" would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SR PRANCISCD
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DECISION

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

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

; 5184, City Ha]l, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102,

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

Linda Avery
‘Commission Secretary
AYES: Olague, Miguel, Antonini, Borden, Fong, Sugaya
 NAYS:
ABSENT: Moore
ADOPTED:  July 7, 2011
s PRANCISCD ' » _ T ’ 42
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Exhlblt A

. | Cend!t!ons of Apnreva!
AUTHORIZATION

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

'RECORDATION .OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

* Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder

- of the City and County of San Francisco for the _subject property. This Notice shall state that the project is
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning
Commission on July 7, 2011 under Motion No.18399. '

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the Exhibit A" of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18399 shall be

reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permif

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

SEVERAB! LITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable C1ty codes and reqlurements If any clause, sentence, section
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held o be invalid, such invalidity shall not
affect or'impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This decision conveys
no right to construct, or to receive a buﬂdmg perrmt ”Pro]ect Sponsor” shall include any subsequent
responsmle party. : o

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the apProvéd plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commlssmn approval of a
new Condl’aonal Use authorization. -

C gy ‘ : , 13
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Cbnditions of approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE : |

1. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three
years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the Department of Building
Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be issued as this
Conditional Use authorization is only an approval of the proposed project and conveys no
independent right to construct the project or to commence the approved use. ‘The Planning
Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or

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

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

planning.org:

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department af 415-575-6863, wunw.sf-
planning.org . ‘ ‘

DESIGN — COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

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

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

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

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

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

SHH TEANGISEE ) . : 14
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4. Screening - WIS. To the extent necessary For information about compliance with adopted FCC
regulations regarding human exposure to RF emissions, and upon the recommendahon of the Zoning
Administrator, the Project Sponsor shall:

a. Modify the placement of the facilities;
b. Install fencing, barriers or other appropnate structures or devices to restrict access to the
facxhhes, , ' ‘
c.- Install multl—lmgual signage, mduchng the RF radiation hazard warmng symbol identified in
~ ANSI(95.2 1982, to notify persons that the facility could catise exposure to RF emissions;
d. Implement any other practice reasonably necessary to ensure that the facility is operated in
- compliance with adopted FCC RF emission standards.
e.” To the extent necessary to minimize visual obtrus1on and dlutter, installations sha]l conform to
~ the following standards:
f. Antennas and back up eqmpment shall be painted, fenced, landscaped or otherwise treated
: architecturally so as to minimize visual impacts; , »
-g. Rooftop installations shall be setback such that back up facilities are not viewed from the street
h. Antennae attached to building facades shall be so placed, screened or otherwise treated to
minimize any negative visual impact; and '
i. Although co location of various compames facﬂltles may be de51rable, a maximum number of
~ antennas and back up facilities on the Project Site shall be established, on a case by case basis,
such that "antennae farms” or similar visual intrusions for the site and area is not created.
For mformatzan about complumce contact the Case Planner, Planning Department af 415-558-6613, www.sf-

- planning.org .

'MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

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

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

,Qlannmg org

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

For information about compliance, contact Code Enfareement Planning Deparbnent at 415-575-6863, www. .5

planning. org

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

SRR . o . : 15
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Administrator shall refer such complajnts' to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.

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

10.

planning.org.

Implementation and Monitoring Costs - WIS. . ‘

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

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

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

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

planning.org

Implementation and Mdnitoring - WTS. In the event that the Project implementation report
includes a finding that RF emissions for the site exceed FCC Standards in any uncontrolled location,

_ the Zoning Administrator may require the Applicant to immediately cease and desist operation of the

facility until such time that the violation is corrected to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.0rg

Project Implementation Report - WIS. The Project Sponsor shall prepare and submit to the Zoning
Administrator a Project Implementation Report. The Project TImplementation Report shall: '
~a. Identify the three dimensional perimeter closest to the facility at which adopted FCC standards
for human exposure to RF emissions in uncontrolled areas are satisfied;

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

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

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

S PRRNCISED : ' S ‘ 670 ~ . - 16 “
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11.

12.

13.

i.. Notification and Testing. The Project Implementation Report shall set forth the tesﬁng
and measurements undertaken pursuant to Conditions 2 and 4. -

ii. Approval. The Zoning Administrator shall request that the Certification of Final

Completion for operation of the facility not be issued by the Department of Building

Inspection until such time that the Project Implementahon Report is approved by the |

" Department for compliance with these conditions. -
For information about compliance, contact the Envzronmental Health Section, Depari'ment of Public Health at

(415) 252-3800, wuww. sidgh org.

Not1f1cat10n pnor to Project Implementahon Report - WIS. The Pro]ect Sponsor shall undertake to
inform and perform appropriate tests for residents of any dwelling units ocated within 25 feet of the
transmitting antenna at the time of testing for the Pro]ect Implementation Report. :

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

b. When requested in advance by a resident notified of testing pursuant to subsection (a), the

. Project Sponsor shall conduct testing of total power density of RF emissions within the residence
- of that resident on the date on which the testing is conducted for the Project Implementation 3
Report.
For information about complmnce, contact Code Enforcement lenmg Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-
Qlannmg org ~

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

as applicable FCC emissions standards.

For information about compliance, contact Code Ezgfbrcement Ptmmng Deparbﬂmt at 415 575-6863, www Sf-
glannmg org

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

For information about compliance, contact tize Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at
(415) 252-3800, www. sfdphorg ' ~ ’

OPERATION

14 Communjfy Liaison. 'Priorvto_ issuance of a building permit application to construct the project and

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal
with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby propetties. The Project Sponsor shall
prov1de the Zoning Administrator written notice of the name, business address, and telephone
number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator
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shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator
what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the
- Project Sponsor. : ‘ : » :

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

planiing.org

15. Out of Service — WTS. The Project Sponsor or Property Owner shall remove antenmae and
equipment that has been out of service or otherwise abandoned for a continuous period of six
months. ' : ‘
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-

planning.org

16. Emissions Conditions — WTS. It is a continuing condition of this authorization that the facilities be .
operated in such a manner so as not o contribute to ambient RF/EMF emissions in excess of then
current FCC adopted RF/EMF emission standards; violation of this condition shall be grounds for
revocation. ‘ : : ‘
For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at

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

17. Noise and Heat - WIS. The WTS fadility, induding power source and cooling facility, shall be
boperated at all times within the limits of the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. The WIS
facility, including power source and any heating/cooling facility, shall not be operated so as to cause '
the generation of heat that adversely affects a building occupant. ‘
For information about compliance, con tact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at

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

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

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

planning.org

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

For information about compliance, ~contact the Depariment of Technology, 415-581-4000,
hitp://sfeov3.orglindex.aspx?page=1421 ’ ' : L

ESJ:G:\ DOCUMENTS\ Projects\ CU\WTS\ 4th Street 670 \Dzaft Motion.doc
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Executive Summary

Conditional Use Authorization

' HEARING DATE: JULY 7, 2011

Date: June 30, 2011
Case No.: 2010.1042C
Project Address: ~ 660-670 4% Street

- Current Zoning:  MUO (Mixed Use Office) District
’ 85-X Height and Bulk District
BlockiLot: - 3786/104-160

Project Sponsor: Amy Million for AT&T
: 855 Folsom Street, Suite 106
San Francisco, CA 94107
Staff Contact: - Erika S. Jackson — (415) 558-6363 -
’ erika jackson@sfgov.org
Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposal is to install a wireless teIecommtmicétions facility consisting of ten new panel antennas and

- six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an existing mixed use building that is approximately 70 feet
tall. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission network operated by AT&T. Eight of the antennas
- measure 51.5” high by 7.1” deep by 11.9” wide and two of the antennas measure 52.2” high by 6.2” wide
by 18.3” deep. The antennas would be mounted in three different locations: 1) three antennas on the
northwest side of the building attached to an existing chimney structure and setback 10'-4” from the
Bluxome Street fagade, 2) four antennas along the northwest corner of the interior courtyard attached to
an existing penthouse structure, and 3) three anteninas along the southeast side of the building attached
to an existing dumney structure and setback 10"-8.5” from the Townsend Street fagade. Equipment
cabinets would be located within a shed on the rooftop and setback 16’-0” from the 4% Street facade. The
WIS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types. of buﬂdirigs for the siting of wireless
telecommunications facliies. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Location Preference 5 (Preferred
Location — Mixed Use Buildings in High Density Districts). '

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

The site is occupied by a mixed use building that is approximately 70 feet tall and was constructed in
2000. The building has commercial uses on the ground floor and live/work units on the upper floors.
The building is located on the corner of Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets. The building is located in

Aeceptan.

~ 4155586378

415.558.6409

Eiledy

415.558.6377

an MUO (Mixed Use Office} Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The lot is .

- approximately 13,000 square feet and has sireet frontage on Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets.
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SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

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

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The pro]ect is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") as a Class 3 categorical

exemption. The categorical exemption and all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the

Planning Department, as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.

HEARING NOTIFICATION
5 ' TYF‘E REQ&[‘RED REQUIRED ACTUAL - ACTUAL
PERIOD NOTICE BATE - NOTICE DATE - PERIOD
.| Classified News Ad 20 days ]uné 17,2011 May 13, 2011 41 days
Posted Notice ‘20 days June 17, 2011 June 17, 2011 20 days
Miailed Notice 20 days June 17, 2011 May 10, 2011 44 days
PUBLIC COMMENT

As of June 29, 2011, the Department has received two emails in opposmon to the proposed project and
one phone call with ques‘acms regarding the proposal

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission inay grant the Conditional Use authorization .

pursuant to Planning Code Sections 227(h), 303, and 842.93 to allow the installation of wireless facilities.

2
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION ,
The Department believes this pro]ect is necessary and/or desuable under Sectlon 303 of the Planning
Code for the following reasons:

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

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

The Project is consistent Wlth the 1996 WTS racdmes Siting Guidelines, Planning Comtmssmu
Resolution No. 14182. ’
The pro;ect site is a Location Preference 5, a preferred location, according to the Wireless
Telecommunications Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines. : :

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

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions

LxkE
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ATTACHMENTS |

IZ} Executive Summary
Draft Motion
VA ~ Zoning District Map
P} Parcel Map |
’ }X‘ Sanbom Map
X] Aerial Photo
| I,E Context Photos
' EI Site Photos

X

DA XX

CASE NO. 2010.1042C
660-670 4™ Street

Project sponsor submittai
Drawings: Proposed Project
IE Check for legibility "
Photo Simulations

Coverage Maps
RE Report

DPH Approval
Neighbor Letters

Exhibits above marked with an “X” are included in this packet.

Planner's Initials
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SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject to: (Sefect onfy if applicable} .

[ Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) O First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
0O Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 0O Child Care Requurement {Sec. M1 4)
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412} + O Other

Plannmg Commission Motlon No. XXXXX

HEARING DATE: JULY 7, 2011

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

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

PREAMBLE

On November 18, 2010, AT&T (hereinafter ‘Pro;ect Sponsor") made an apphcahon (heremafter
“application"), for Conditional Use Authorization on the property at 660-670 4th Street, Lots 104-160 in

Assessor's Block 3786, (hereinafter “Project Site”) to install a wireless telecommunications facility

consisting {en new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed

use building as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications netvmrk within an MUO (Mixed Use Ofﬁce)
Zoning District and a.85-X Helght and Bulk District.

The pro;ect is exempt from the California hnwronmental Quality Act (* CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical
exemption. The Commission has reviewed and concurs with said determination. The categorical

mgn EptON

415.558.6378

415 558 5409

[ 108
l"

‘I’

415, 58,6377

exemption and all pertment documents may be found in the files of the Planning Department (heremafter ‘

“Department”), as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.
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On July 7, 2011, the San Francisco Commission (hereinafter ”Comnﬁssion”) conducted a duly noticed
public hearing at a reguiarly scheduled meeting on the applicaﬁon for a Conditional Use authorization.

The Comrmssmn has heard and considered the testimony presented o it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the apphcant deparhnent
: staff and other interested partzes

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

FINDINGS 3

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, &naudeﬂ‘, and defermines as fcﬂov

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

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

and has street frontage on Bluxome, Townsend, and 4% Streets.

2. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The Project Site is located within the South of

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

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

- Street facade. The WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines identify different types of buildings for the
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s1t1ng of wireless telecommunications facilities. Under the Guidelines, the Project is a Locahon
Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buﬂdmgs in High Density Districts).

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

Section 8.1 of the Guldelmes ouﬂmes Location Preferences for wireless facilities. ‘There are five
primary areas were the installation of w1reless facilities should be located:

1. Pub]icly—us.ed , Sl‘ructures: such facilities as fire stations, utility structures, community
facilities, and other public structures;
2. Co-Location Site: encourages installation of facilities on buﬁdmgs that aIJ:eady have wn'eless

installations;
3. Industrial or Commercial Structures: buﬂdxngs such as warehouses factories, garages,
' service stations;
4. Industrial or ,Commercia} Structm'es: buildings such as supermarkets, retail stores, banks;
and

5. Mixed Use Buildings in ngh Densﬂy Districts: bmld:mgs such as housmg above commercial
- or other non-residential space.

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

Under Section 704(B)(iv) of the 1996 Federal‘TeIecommunicaﬁons Adt, 1ocal jurisdictions cannot
deny wireless facilities based on Radio Frequency (RF) radiation. emissions so long as such
facilities comply with the FCC's regulations concerning such emissions.

On July 7, 2011, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at ‘a regularly

" scheduled meefmg on the application for a Conditional Use authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 227¢h), 303, and 842.93 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting
ten new panel antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing seven-
story mixed use building as part of AT&T's wireless telecommunications network within an
MUO (Mixed Use Office) Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District.

~ 1 PC Resolution 16539, passed March 13, 2003.

VATZIERY f1. .
PLANMING DEPARTEIENT ! 3

679



Motlon No. XXX : ‘ " CASE NO. 2010.1042C
Hearlng Date: July 7, 2011 o .. 660-670 4th Street

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

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

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

8. Department of Pubhc Health Review and Approval. There are currently no ex15tmg antennas
operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the rooftop. of the building at 660-670 4% Street. Existing
RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC pubhc exposure limit. There were observed
similar antennas operated by Sprint located within 100 feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes
to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be mounted at a height of 78 feet above the ground.
The estimated ambient RF field from the proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is
calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq. cm., which is 0.78% of the FCC public exposure limit. The three

“dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet, which

includes areas of the rooftop but does not reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be
installed in front of the antennas in order to prevent the public from having access to the public
exclusion zones on the rooftop. Warning signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access
points in English, Spanish and Chinese. Workers should not have access to within 19 feet of the
front of the antennas while they are in operation.

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

10. Community OQutreach. Per the Guidelines, the project sponsor held a Community Outreach
Meeting for the proposed project. The meeting was at 7:00 P.M. on August 4, 2010 at the San
Francisco Tennis Club, located at 645 5% Street. Twelve members of the public attended the
meeting askmg' various questions about the Conditional Use permit application process,
maintenance of the proposed equipment, the antenna directions, and the health effects of the

fadlity. Based on the comments and questions pmvuied AT&T modified the antenna location
and roof access to address concerns.

11. Five-year plan Per the Guzdelmes, the pro;ect sponsor submitted its latest five-year plan, as
required, mApnl 2011. -
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12. Public Comment. The Department has received X comments on the project.

13. Planning Code Compliance. The Commission finds that the Project is consistent with the

relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

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

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

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compahble
w1th, the nelghborhood or the commumty ‘

]

Desirable: San ancisca is a leader qf the technological economy; if is important and desirable to -
the vitality of the city fo have and maintain adequate telecommunications coverage and data

capacity. This includes the installation and upgrading of systems to keep up with changing.
technology and increases in usage. It is desirable for the City to allow wireless facilities to be

mstalled :

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

so located, designed, and treated architecturally to minimize their visibility from public places, to

avoid intrusion into public vistas, avoid disruption of the architectural design integrity of
building and insure harmony with neighborhood character. The project has been reviewed and
determined to nof cause the removal or altemtzon of any significant architecturat features on the
subject known historic resource.

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

Coverage: ‘San Francisco does have sufficient overall wireless coverage (note that this is separate
from cartier service). It is necessary for San Francisco to have as much coverage as possible in
terms of wireless facilities. Due o the topography and tall buildings in San Francisco, unique

.coverage issues arise because the hills and bui'lding break up coverage. Thus, telecommunication

cartiers often install additional installations to make sure coverage is sufficient.

Capacity: While a carrier may have adequate coverage in a certain area, the capacity may not be
sufficient. With the continuous innovations in wireless data technology and demand placed on
existing infrastructure, individual telecommunications carriers must upgrade and in some

PLANN!NG DEF"&RTMEHT . . ' . 5
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instances expand their facilities network to be able to have proper data distribution. It is necessary
for San Francisco, as a leader in technology, to have adequate capaaty :

The proposed project at 660-670 4 Street is necessary in arder to achieve sufficient street and in-
building mobile phone coverage. Recent drive tests in the subject area conducted by the ATET |
Radio Frequency Engineering Team provide conclusive evidence that the subject property is the
most viable location, based on factors including quality of coverage, population density, land use
compatibility, zoning and aesthetics. The proposed coverage area will serve the vicinity bounded

" by Morris Street, Berry Street, Ritch Street, and Bryant Street, as indicated in the coverage maps.

This facility will fill in the gaps fo improve eevemge in the South of Markef area as well as to
provide necessary facilities for emergency transmission and improved commumcuiwn for the
neighborhood, commumty and the regior.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working
the érea, in that:

Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and
arrangement of structures, :

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

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

The Depariment is developing a database of all such wireless communications facilities operating. |

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

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

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

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

No increase in traffic volume is anticipated with the facilities operating unmanned, with a single ‘
maintenance crew visifing the site once a month or on an as-needed basis.
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iii The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare,
dust and odor;

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

iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screehing,_open spacés,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; '

The proposed antennas are proposed to be installed on the existing rooftop and screened behind a
- screen wall painted to match existing rooftop chimneys. The propesal, focated at 70 feet above

grade, is small in size and is minimally visible of the pedesfrtm level. The project will not affect
 the existing landscaping.

C. That the use as proposed wﬂl comply with the apphcable prov151ons of the Plamung Code

-and w1]1 not adversely affect the General Plan.

The Project complies wth all relevanf requirements and sfmdards* of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below

D. - That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conforrmty with the purpose
of the applicable Ne1ghborhood Commercial District.

The proposed project is nof within an NC District. Therefore, this finding is z_wf applicable.

15. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, con51stent w1th the followmg Objectives
and Policies of the General Plan

HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

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

POLICY 11 2- Ensure hQLS'I'ng ig nrgv:dpd with adeauate oublic i

ided v equate p improvements, services, and
amenities.

\
The Project will improve ATET Wireless coverage in g residential, corimercial and recreational area alon
i L rp 5
primary transportation routes in San Francisco.
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- URBAN DESIGN
- Objectives and Policies

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

" POLICY 4.14 - Remove and obscure distracting and duttering elements.

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

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

‘Objectives and Policies

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

- Policy 1: : - .
Encourage development, which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes unde51rable
consequences. Discourage development, which has substantial undesirable consequences that
cannot be mitigated. -' '

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

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

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

I’ohcy 1:
Seek to retain existing commeraal and industrial adwl’cy and to atiract new such actlv1ty to the

- city.

Policy 3:
Maintain a favorable social and cultural chmate in the czty in order to enhance its atl:ractweness
as a firm location.

FLANNING DEPARTMENT
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HOFRATY

)

The site is an integral part of a new wireless commumcahons network that will enhance the City’s diverse
economic base.

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

Policy 1:
Maintain and enhance a favorable busmess chmate in the City.

Pohcy 2:
Promote and attract those economic activities with potenﬁal benefit to the Clty

The pro]ect would beneﬁt the City by enhrmcmg the business clzmate through improved commumcatzon
services for residents and workers.

-OB]ECTIVE 8 - ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A. NATIONAL CENTER FOR

CONVENTIONS AND VISITOR TRADE.

- POLICY 8.3 - Assure that areas of parhcular visitor attractlon are provided with adequate pubhc

services for both re51dents and visitors.

The Project wlll ensure that residents and visitors have aéequafe public service in the form of AT&T
Wireless mobile teZecommumcaitons

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies -

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

Policy 1: : :
Maintain a local agency for the pr0v151on of emergency services to meet the needs of San
Francisco.

Pohcy 2:

Develop and maintain viable, up—to~date in-house emergency operations plans, with necessary
equipment, for operational capability of all emergency service agencies and departments.

Policy 3:

PLANNING DEPRETRENT / 9 ’
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Maintain and expand agreements for emergency assistance from other ]unschctlons o ensure
adequate aid in time of need.

© Policy 4

16.

Establish and maintain an adequate Emergency Operations Center

Policy 5:
Mamta]n and expand the city’s fire preventlon and ﬁre—ﬁght]ng capabﬂlty

Policy 6:
Establish a system of emergency access routes for borth emergency operahons and evacuation.

The prOJect would enhance the ability of the City to protect both sze and property from the effects of a fire or
natural dzsaster by promdmg communication services.

EAST SOMA (SOUTH OF MARKET) AREA PLAN
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 7.1:
ENSURE PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Policy 7.1.1: : :
Support the siting of new facilifies to meet the needs of a growing oommumty and to prov1de
opportunities for residents of all age levels.

The site is an integral part of a new wireless connﬁumcatwns network that will enhance the Czty s

' commumiy services and facilities..

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning poIiéies and requires review
of permits for consistency with said pohcles On balance, the pro;ect does comply with said

. policies in that:

A That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future |

CARHRAIES .
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.

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

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

No residential uses would be displaced or altered in any way by the granting of this authorization.
C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.

| 10
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The project would have no adverse impact on housing in the vicinity. .

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

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

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

_ The Project would cause no disp[sfcemeni of industrial and service sector activity.

'F. That the City achieve the greatest posabie preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
lifein an earthquake . :

Compliance wzth applzcable structural safety and seismic safety requzrements would be considered
durmg the building permit applzcaiton review process.

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be presen?ed. :
The proposed Pm]ect does not cause the removal or alteration of any szgmﬁcant archlteciuml features

H. That our parks and open space and thelr access to sunhght and vistas be protected from
development.

The Project will have no adverse impact on g}arics or open space, or their access to sunl ight or vistas.

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

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

AR PRASE LY B
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DECISION

© The Commission, after carefully b_alanertg the competing public and private interests, and based upon
the Recitals and Findings set forth above, in accordance with the standards specified in the Code, hereby
approves the Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections Sections 227(h), 303, and
84293 to install a wireless telecommunications facility consisting ten new panel antennas and six new
equipment cabinets on the rooftop of the existing mixed use building within an MUO (Mixed Use Office)
Zoning District and a 85-X Height and Bulk District. The proposal is part of a wireless transmission
network operated by AT&T on a Location Preference 5 (Preferred Location — Mixed Use Buildings in

_High Density Districts) according to the Wireless Telecommunications Serv1ces (WTS) Siting Guidelines
and is subject to the conditions of approval attached hereto as Exhibit A.

APPEAL AND EFFEC’I’IVE DA'I'E OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this conditional
use authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
18335. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (after the 30-
day period has expited) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisots if appealed to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
- 5184, City Hall, Room 244 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

~ ILhereby certify that the foregomg Motion was adopted by the Plannmg Commission on ]uly 7, 2011

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED:  July 7,2011
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~ ExhibitA
Conditions of Approval
. AUTHORIZATION | | |

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

RECORDATION OF COND!‘TiGﬂS OF APPROVAL

"Prior to the issuance of the. building permit or commencement of use for the Project ‘the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder

of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that the projectis =

subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Plamung
Commission on ]uly 7, 2011 under Motion No. X000(X.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS‘

The conditions of approval under the ‘Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. X0OXXX shall -

be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building permit

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

SEVERABILITY

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

responsfme pariy

-CHANGES AND MGD#FECATEONS

- Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zdrtjng'Admjxﬁstrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
. new Conditional Use authorization. : :

13
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Conditions of approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE . o

1L

Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three .
years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the Department of Building
Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be issued as this
Conditional Use authorization is only an approval of the proposed project and. conveys no
independent right to construct the project or to commence the approved use. The Planning
Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or
building permit has not been obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the

~ Project. Once a site or building permit has been issued, consfruction must commence within the

timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued diligenily toi -
completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a permit for the Pro;ect
has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3) years have passed since the Motlon
was approved.

For mformaﬁon about compliance, contact Code Enforcemenf Planmng Department at 415~ 575-6863, itz

' Extensmn This authonzahon may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Admnustrator only

where failure to issue a permit by the Department of Building Inspection to perform said tenant
improvements is caused by a delay by a local, State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the

issuance of such penmt(s) _
For mfonnaﬁm about compliance, contact Code Enforeemenf Pfatmmg Deparbnent af 415-575-6863, i st

DESIGN ~ COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE

3.

REAEE A RS N :
PLANMING DEPARTEIENT

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

a. Structure and Siting. Identify all facility related support and protection measures to be installed.

This includes, but is not limited to, the location{s) and method(s) of placement, support,
protectlon, screening, paint and/or other treatments of the antennas and other appurtenances to
insure public safety, insure compaﬁbﬁlty with urban design, architectural and historic
preservation principles, and harmony with neighborhood character.

b. For the Project Site, regardless of the ownership of the existing facilities. Identify the locahon of
all existing antennas and facilities; and 1denhfy the locahon of all approved (but not installed)
antennas and facilities.

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

For mformatwn about complmnce, cantact the Case Planner, Plannzng Department at 415-558-6613, ‘

.“‘-_a;j:‘-;_,; prrijeT vy

14
T 690



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

4. Screening - WIS. To the extent necessary For information about compliance with adopted FCC

regulations regarding human exposure to RF emxssxons and upon the recommendaton of the Zomng

Administrator, the Project Sponsor shall:

a. Modify the placement of the facilities;

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

¢ Install multi- Imgual s1gnage including the RF radiation hazard warning symbol identified in

ANSI (95.2 1982, to notify persons that the facility could cause exposure to RF emissions;

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

e. To the extent necessary to minimize visual obtrusion and clutter, insta]laﬁbns shall conform to

~ the following standards: ‘

f. Antennas and back up equipment shall be pamted, fenced Iandscaped or othermse treated
architecturally so as to minimize visual impacts;

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

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

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

For information abou.t complzmce contact the Case Planner, Planming Department at 415-558- 6613 S

}71 11}1[[ o.Arg
\—‘_—‘L—v‘

'MOMNITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT

5. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Depattment conditions of approval contained in this

Motion or 'of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable fo this Project shall be subject o the
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or
Section 176.1. The Planmng Department may also refer the violation complaints to other city
departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415- 575—6863 s

7,1]4‘((7

Monitoring. The Project requires monitorihg of the conditions of approval in this Motion. The
Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established

- under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information

about compliance. .
f—‘ or mformatwn abaut compfzmce confacé Code Enforcemenf Pfannmg Department af 415- 5756863 LS

Revocation due to Violation of Conditions. Should implementation of this Project result in
complamts from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not resolved
by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the PIanmng Code andfor the specific -

 Conditions of Approval for the ijﬂct as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning

PLANMING DEPAFRTMENT
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10.

Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public
hearmg on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization.
For mformatwn about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at £15- 575 6863, :

pharieoes,
B AUSY

’ Implementahon and Moniforing Costs - WTS.

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

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

. The Project Sponsor shall be responsible for the payment of all fees associated with the

installation of the subject facility, which are assessed by the Cify pursuant to all apphcable law.
Par mfonnafzm'z about compliance, contact Code Erzfé)rcemerti Planming Deparimenf at 415-575-6863, :

e are

=

Implementation and Monitoring - WIS. In the event that the Project implementation report
includes a finding that RF emissions for the site exceed FCC Standards in any uncontrolled location,
the Zoning Administrator may require the Applicant to immediately cease and desist operation of the

 facility until such time that the violation is corrected to the satisfaction of the Zoning Administrator.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcemerit, Planning Department at 415-575- 6863, :

JT.,-/.VH TELY
f L 3

Project 1mp1emenmtion Report - WIS. The Projeéct Sponsor shall prepare and submit to the Zoning
Administrator a Project Implementation Report. The Project Implementation Report shall: '

 a. Identify the three dimensional perimeter closest to the facility at which adopted FCC standards

for human exposure to RF emissions in uncontrolled areas are safisfied;

b. - Document testing that demonstrates that the facility will not cause any potential exposure to RF
emissions that exceed.-adopted FCC emission standards for human exposur‘e in uncontrolled
areas. '

c. The Project Implementaﬁon Report shall compare test results for each test point with apphcable
'FCC standards. Testing shall be conducted in compliance with FCC regulations governing the

. measurement of RF emissions and shall be conducted during normal business hours on a non
holiday weekday with the subject equipment measured while operating at maximum power.

d. Testing, Monitoring, and Preparation. The Project Implementation Report shall be prepared by a
certified professional engineer or other technical expert approved by the Department. At the sole

" option of the Department, the Department (or its agents) may monitor the performance of testing '
required for preparation of the Project Implementation Report. The cost of such monitoring shall
* be borne by the Project Sponsor pursuant to the condition related to the payment of the C1ty s
' reasonable costs. :

A% e HRELO ' ] . , ‘ : o L 16
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11,

i. Notification and Testing. The Project Implementation Report shall set forth the testing
and measurements undertaken pursuant to Conditions 2 and 4.

ii. Approval. The Zoning Administrator shall request that the Certification of Final
Completion for opéraﬁon of the facility not be issued by the Department of Building
Inspection until such time that the Project Implementation Report is approved by the
Department for compliance with these conditions.

For information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Departmmt of Publzc Health at

.-

- (415) 252-, 3800 cunesfdnliore.

Notification prior to Project Implementation Report - WIS, The Projéct Sponsor shall undertake to
inform and perform appropriate tests for residents of any dwelling units located within 25 feet of the

: transnuttmg antenna at the time of testing for the Project Implementation Report.

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

b. When requested in advance by a resident notified of teshng pursuant to' subsection (a), the

* Project Sponsor shall conduct testing of total power density of RF emissions within the residence
of that resident on the date on Wh1ch the testing is conducted for the Project Implementahon
-Report

- For information about complzance confacf Code Enﬁrcement Plannmg Department af 415-575-6863,

13.

Haniing.ors

. Installation - WTS. Within 10 days of the msta_Eahon and operation of the facﬂmes the Project

Sponsor shall confirm in writing to the Zoning Administrator that the facilities are being maintained
and operated in compliance with applicable Building, Electrical and other Code requlrements as well
as applicable FCC emissions standards.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enjbreemerzi Pimnmg Deparimenf at 415-5 75—6863

plan l?"] aie

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

For information about eemp&mtce, contact the Enwronme:zfaf Hea!th Section, Depariment of Public Health at
(415) 252-3800, wwie.sidvinore.

OPE RATION
14. Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a buﬂdmg permit apphcahon to construct the project and

implement the appioved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal
with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall
provide the Zoning Administrator written notice of the name, business address, and telephone
number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator

PRI ) ‘
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator

what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and what issues have not been resolved by the
Project Sponsor. |
For. mformafzon about compliance, contact Code Enfercemenf Pfannmg Department at 415-575-6863,

ol f”‘ (-’-":"

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

 For information about compfrance, contact Code Enforcement, Pfanmng Department ot 415- 575- 6863, .

1l A, E"(_$<

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

revocation. )
For mfonnaz‘zon about complumce, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at

(415) 252-3800, :

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

For znfonnatwn about complzance, contact the Envzronmentul Health Section, Department of Public Health at
(415) 252-3800, iwivivsriinlarg

Transfer of Operation — WTS. Any carrier/provider authotized by the Zoning Administrator or by

. the Planning Commission fo operate a specific WTS installation may assign the operation of the

facility to another carrier licensed by the FCC for that radio frequency provided that such transfer is
made known to the Zoning Administrator in advance of such operation, and all conditions of
approval for the subject installation are carried out by the new carrier/provider.

Por mformahon about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depari-ment at 415-575-6863, i <

Compatibility with City Emergency Services - WTS. The faahty shall not be operated or caused to

transmit on or adjacent to any radio frequencies licensed to the City for emergency
" telecommunication services such that the City’s emergency telecommunications system experiences

interference, unless prior approval for such has been granted in writing by the City. ,
For information about compliance, coniget the Depariment of . Technology, 415-581-4000, .

Doy e e Ta 0T
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Parcel Map

SUBJECT PROPERTY | ' . Conditional Use Hearing

Q Case Number 2010.1042C
| 660-670 4th Street
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Sanborn Map*

*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not beeﬁ upda?ed since 1998, and this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions.
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Aerial Photograph — ooking South
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Aerial Photograph — Looking West
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~ Aerial Photograph — Lbdking North
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~ Aerial Photograph — Looking East
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CN5524 4th Street Walgreens

670 4th Street
San Francisco, CA 94107

proposed AT&T antennas behind
RF transparent screen

_ _,wph')"posed AT&T
.-~ equipment cabinets not
- visible beyond roof line

1654 Candelero Court
Walnut Creek CA 94508
info@photosims.com
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_u_,.oﬁomm‘Bc_mz,o: of the proposed telecorn

munication facility as seen looking southeast along 4th Street
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~AT&T

sbility Proposed Base Statlon (<
One Bluxome Street ¢  San Francisco, California

2 No. CN5524)

Statement of Hammett& Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers

The firm of Hammett & EdlS(}Il Inc

Consulting Engineers, has been retained on behalf of

AT&T Mobility, a personal wireless telecommunications carrier, to evaluate the base station (Slte
No. CN5524) propesed to be located at One Bluxome Street in San Francisco, Cahforma for
compliance with appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to radio frequency (“RE”)

electromagnetic fields.

§

Background

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

. for exposures of unlimited duration are:

Wireless Service - Frequency Band Occupational Limit _* Public Limit
Microwave (Point-to-Point) 5-23,000 MHz 5.00 mW/cm? 1.00 rnW/cm2
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2 600 5.00 1.00
AWS (Advanced Wireless) - 2,100 _ 5.00 1.00
PCS (Personal Communication) 1,950 ‘ 5.00 - 1.00
Cellular 870 2.90 0.58
SMR (Specialized Mobile Radio) 85 - 285 0.57
700 MHz 760 235 0.47
[most restrictive frequency range] 30-300 1.00 0.20

The site was visited by Mr. Robert H. Taylor, a qualified field technician contracted by Hammett
& Edison, Inc., during normal business hours on June 29, 2010, a non-holiday weekday, and reference
has been made to information provided by AT&T, including zoning drawings by Streamline .

Engineering and Design, Inc., dated September 14, 2010.

1. The location of all existing antermas amf facz’lities at site. FExisting RF levels.

Checklist

There were observed no wireless base stations installed at the site. Ems!mg RF levels for a person at

ground near the site were less than 1% of the most restrictive public exposure limit.

2. The location of all apm’m ed (but nor installed) antennas and facilities. Expected RF levels ﬁ‘om

~ approved antennas.

No other WTS facilities or other communications facilities are reported to be approved for this site but

‘not yet installed.

HAM'%IE”IT én fDIbO\ INCG,
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AT&T  bility « Proposed Bése Station ({ > No. CN5524)
One B!uxome Street » San Francisco, California

3. The number and tyvpes of WT.S within 100 feet of propasea‘ site_and estimates of additive EMR
emissions at proposed site.

* There were observed antennas ﬁ}r use by Sprint Nextel mounted on short poies above the roof of the
adjoining buﬁdmg to the southwest. The additive effect of the Sprint Nextel operation at ground level
is reflected inthe measurement of existing conditions reported in Item 1 above.

- 4. Location (and mfmber} of Applicant’s antennas and back-up facilities per bzrzla‘mg and location
(and number} of other WIS at site.

AT&T propose’s to install ten Andrew directional panel antennas — two Model TBXLHB—65 65A-R2M
and eight Model DBXNH-6565A-R2M — above the roof of the tall residential building located at One
Biuxome Street. The antennas would be mounted with up to 10° ‘downtilt at an effectwe height of at

least 77% feet above ground, 7% feet above the roof, and would be oriented in two groups of three
(each with one Model TBXLHB and two Model DBXNH) toward 100°T and 330°T, within new view
screen enclosures to be constructed next to existing chimneys on the roof, and in a group of four
toward 220°T (Model DBXNH) behmd a view screen to be installed on the side of the mechanical
equipment penthouse above the roof. '

5. Power rating (maxzmum and_expected operating power) for all exzsﬁn}z and_proposed backup
eauzzamerzf subject to application. :

The expected operating power of the AT&T transmitters is reflected in the resulting effective radlated
power given in Item 6 below; the transmitters may operate at a power below their maxnnum ratmg

6. Total mﬁmber of watts per msfaﬂaﬁan and fotal number of watts for afll installations at site.

The maximum effective radiated power proposed by AT&T in any direction is 7,490 watts,
representing simultaneous operation at 3,700 watts for PCS, 1,190 watts for cellular, 1,820 watts for
AWS, and 780 wats for 700 MHz. '

7. Plot or roof plan showing method of attachment of anfennas, dzrecﬁonallry of antennas and hei ght
above roof level. Discuss nearby inhabited buildings.

' The drawings show the proposed anfennas to be installed as described in I’fem 4 above There were
observed taHer buﬂdmgs in the area, at least 150 feet away. The ad]acent buﬂdmg is about 6 feet
Icwer -

8. Estimated ambient RFE levels for Dronosed site_and identify three-dimensional perimeter where
exposire standards are exceeded. :

For a person anywhere at gm’umi, the maximum, ambient RF exposure level due to the proposed
AT&T operation by itself is calculated to be 0.0045 mW/em?2, which is 0.78% of the applicable public
exposure limit. Ambient RF levels at the site are therefore estimated to remain less than 1% of the
* limit. The three—dimensmnal perimeter of RF levels equai to the public exposure limit is calculated to

' i“L—’&MMETT& EDISON, INC
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AT&T  ibility - Proposed Base Station ({ 3 No. CN5524)
One Bluxome Street « San Francisco, California

extend up to 58 feet out fre}m the antenna faces and to much lesser distances above, below, and to the
sides of the antennas; this includes areas on the roof but does not reach any other publlcly access1ble

areas.

9. Describe proposed signage at site.

Tt is recommended that barricades be erected to preclude access by the general puElic to areas in front
of the antennas. To prevent occupational exposures in excess of the FCC guidelines, no access within
19 feet directly in front of the antennas themselves, such as might occur during maintenance work on
" the roof, should be allowed while the base station is in operation, unless other measures can-be
demonstrated -to ensure that occupational protection requirements are met. Marking with yellow
striping the areas within the barricades” and posting explanatory warning signsT at the barricades and
at the antennas, such that the signs would be readily visible from any angle of approach to persons
Who might need to work within that distance, would be sufficient to meet FCC~aéopted guidelines.

10. Statement of at{tkorshtg

The undersigned author of this statement is a quahﬁed Professmnm Engmeer noidmg Cahrorma
Registrations Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, Whlch expire on June 30, 2011. This work has been carried
‘out under his direction, and all statements are true and correct of his own knowledcre except where
noted, when data has been supplied by others, which data he believes to be correct.

Measurements when the base station is ready to begin operation may indicate that lesser distances will suffice.

Warning ‘signs should comply with OET-65 color, symbol, and content recommendations. Contact information

should be provided {e.g., 2 telephone number) to arrange for access to restricted areas. The selection of language(s)

is not an engineering maﬁer the San Francisco Department of Public Health recommends that all signs be written

in English, Spanish, and Chinese.

H»\‘\yil\iﬁ”ﬁ‘& EDIHO\ INC. o o )
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"AT&T bility = Proposed Base Station (¢ >No.CN5524)
‘ One Bluxome Street « San Francisco, California-

Conclusion

Based on the information and analysis above; it s my professional .opinion that operation of the
- proposed AT&T base station at One Bluxome Street in San Francisco will comply with the prevailing

standards for limiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and, therefore, will not for thi s reason

cause a significant impact on the environment, Erecting barricades is recommended to establish

comphance with public exposure limitations, and markmg areas on the roof and posting s1gns is
‘recommended to establish compitance Wlﬂl occupational exposure hrmtatﬁons

i
£

‘ ~ f E;
;"" 3 { i
%i' - i{;};f[ f ﬁi’i‘*‘?‘“’,‘?‘
Wziha;m F Hammett PE.

707/996-5200

o

November 9, 2010
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City Gn'd‘ County of San Frcnciscd. Gavin Newsom, Mayor
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Miichelt H. Kalz, MD, Direclor of Health

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION Rajiv Bhatia, MD, MPH, Director of EH

V Review bf Cellular Antenna Site Propoesals

Pro_iect Sponsor : AT&T Wireless N Planner: Jonas Ionin

RF Engineer Consultant: Hammett and Edison Phone Number: (707) 996—5200
“ Project Address/Location: I Bluxome St ' ‘
SiteID: 1327  SiteNo.:  CN5524

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

Tn order to facilitate quicker approval of this project, it is recommended that the project sponsor review
this document before submitting the proposal to ensure that all requirements are included.

X 1. The location of all existing antennas and facﬂiﬁes. Existing RF levels. (WTS-FSG, Sectidn 11,2b)
{1 Existing Anfennas No Existing Antennas: o

2. The location of alt approved (but not installed) antennas and facﬁznes Expected RF levels fiom the
N approved antennas. (WTS-FSG Section 11, 2b) ‘

O Yes @ No

3. The number and types of WTS within 100 feet of the proposed site and provide estimates of cumulative
A __EMR emissions at the proposed site. (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5. 2) '

® Yes Ol\lo

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

5. Power rating (maximum and expected operating power) for all existing and proposed baékup
A equipment subject to the application (WFS-FSG, Section 10.4.1Ic)
‘ Maximum Power Rating: 7496  walls.
X 6. The total number of watts per installation and the total number of watts for all installations on the
L~ building (roof or side) (WTS-FSG, Section 10. 5 1.
© Maximum Effective Radiant: 7490 watts. - :
7. Preferred method of attachment of proposed antenna (roof, wall mounted, monopole) with plot or roof

X plan. Show directionality of antennas. Indicate height above roof level. Discuss nearby inhabited -
buildings (particularly in direction of antennas) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.41d)

8. Report estimated ambient radio frequency fields for the proposed site (identify the three dimensional
- X perimeter where the FCC standards are exceeded.) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5) State F CcC standard utilized
and power density exposure level (Le. 1986 NCRP, 200 uw/cm )

IMaximum RF Exposure: 0.0045 mWicm  Maximum RF Exposure Percent:  0.78

9. Signage at the facility identifying all WTS equipment and safety precautions for people nearing the
X eqmpment as may be required by any applicable FCC-adopted standards. (WIS-FSG, Section 10.9.2).
Discuss signage for those who speak languages other than English.
_ ] Public_Exclusion_Area Public Exclusion In Feet: . 58
W Occupational_Exclusion_Arm ' o Occupational Exclusion In Feet: - 19
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X  10. Statement on who produced this report and qualifications.

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

2 comply with the current Federal Communication Commission safety standards for radiofrequency’
radiation exposure. FCC standard 1986-NCRP _ Approval of the subsequent Project
Implementation Report is based on project sponsor completing recommendatlons by project
consultant and DPH

Comments:

There are currently no existing antennas operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the roof top of
the building at 1 Bluxome Street. Exisiting RF levels at ground level were around 1% of the FCC
public exposure limit. There were observed similar atnennas operated by Sprint located within 100
feet of this site. AT&T Wireless proposes to install 10 new antennas. The antennas will be
mounted at a height of 78 feet above the ground. The estimated ambient RF field from the
‘proposed AT&T Wireless transmitters at ground level is calculated to be 0.0045 mW/sq crm.,
which is 0.78 % of the FCC public exposure limit. The three dimensional perimeter of RF levels

- equal to the public exposure limit extends 58 feet which includes areas of the roof top but does not
reach any publicly accessible areas. Barricades must be installed in front of the antennas in order
to prevent the public from having access to the public exclusion zones on the roof top. Waming

- signs must be posted at the antennas and roof aceess points in English, Spanish and Chinese.
Worker should not have aceess to W}thm 19 feet of the front of the antennas while they are in

eratxon

Not Approved, additional information required.

Not Approved, does not comply with Federal Commumcauon Comlmssmn safety standards for
— radiofrequency radiation exposure. FCC Standard

1 Hours spent reviewing

Charges to Project Sponsér (m addition to previous charges, to be received at time of receipt by §)

ot i

- Dated: 11/22/2010

b, B gl admd

Slg ﬁed; . »i»

Patrick Fosdahl .
Environmental Health Management Section
San Francisco Dept. of Public Health ~
1390 Market St., Suite 210,
San Francisco, CA. 94102
(415) 252-3904
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Jax Roberison To erika.jackson@sfgov.org
<jax.robertson@gmail.com> : ; "

05/31/2011 10:59 AM

ec
bec
Subject Case Ne. 2010.1042C

History: - # This message has been rep!;ed to.

Erika J ackson,
Case No. 2010.1042C (scheduled for this Thursday, June Qﬂd) is regarding AT&T putting cell
towers on building Bluxome Place, at address 1 Bluxome Sireet. Iam the president of the
Bluxome Place HOA. The city sent out notices for the public hearing, yet AT&T has told us they
*WILL NOT* be part of the public hearing. I wanted to kriow from you if that is correct.
The cell towers are a frustration to the HOA and homeowners. We weren't part of the
negotiations, planning, or contract. As a result, at this point in time, we'd rather the towers not be

- put on tops of our homes and businesses. All discussions and planning was done by the bullder '
who has maintained ownership of the airspace above our. building.
Please let me know if ﬁ:tis case number (2010. 1042(3} will be discussed at the hearing. Ifso, I
will be there.

Regards,

Jax Robertson
Presuient Bluxome Place HOA
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Jasen Sanders To erika.jackson@sfgov.érg ‘

<jasonwsanders@gmaif.com>
T cc

06/02/2011 §7:58 AM bece o
: Subject Case No 2010.1042C

History: & This message has been replied to.

Erika- ‘ , _
I heard through the grapevine that the public hearing for this case is no longer taking place today.
As T am the one party most affected by the proposal (I have a roof deck where my family,

including a 3 and 5 year old, relaxes just feet away from the proposed antennas), I planned on -
attending the hearing and opposing the project. ' '

Please advise as to whether or not the case will be heard today. Also, if it has been changed,
‘please indicate time and location of next hearing.

Thank you, B

Jason

—

Jason Sanders
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File 110941 - 4th Street CEQA Appeal -
’ ; Carmen Chu, David Campos, David Chiu, _ ‘
. Board of Supervisors to: Fric L. Mar, John Avalos, Ross Mirkarimi, 08/29/2011 11:36 AM
' ) Sean Flsbernd, Malia Cohen, Scott Wiener, .

‘The Clerk's Office has received three emails regarding file 110941. »

Board of Supervisors

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

(415) 554-5184 i '

(415) 554-5163 fax )
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org.

Complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking
http:/fwrww.sfbos.org/index.aspx?page=104 ‘ :
--=-- Forwarded by Board of Supervisors/BOS/SFGOV on 08/29/2011 11:38 AM -

From: krys_burgos@Hbrmajlcom » ‘ ' :
To: "Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org’ Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org
Date: 08/26/2011 05:18-PM

Subject: 1 Support Wireless Upgrades at 4th Street and King

August 26,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall L

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Roofn 244
San Francisco, CA 94102/4689.
Dear Angela Calvillo,

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

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

Sincerely,.

Crescenciano C. Burgos

‘San Francico, CA 94110-6405

From: WéQiB@hotmaﬂ.com o
“To: “Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org" Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: 08/26/2011 09:27 PM ‘
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Subject: Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it

August 26 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo
CityHall
'1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Angela Calvillo,

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

So in the interest of our economic well-being and public safety, I hope you will approve the cell
~ site at Fourth and King,

Sincerely,
Wanda Chu

San Franc1sco CA 04122- 3531

From: ]lauSlS@yahoo com

To: - - 'Board.of.Supervisoré@sfgov.org’ <Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org>

‘Date: .08/27/2011 04:28 AM .

Subject: SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure

August 27, 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo
CityHall = -

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

" Dear Angela Calvi]lol

Being so close to the Silicon Va]ley we San Franciscans have come to lave and rely on our

wireless devices.
Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed to real/tlme

interaction that is flexible
and convenient. T expect and depend on reliable service when I go to work, to baseball games or

even to-dinner.
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This is why maintaining and buﬂdmg new ereless mﬁastructure is so important and why I
-support the building of

new cell sites in our city. I Welcome with open arms anythmg that can improve my existing
wireless service.

Sincerely,

Lawrence Lau

San Francisco, CA 94122-3531
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Support Faster More Reliable Wireless Connections in San Francisco. .
Carmen Chu, David Campos, David Chiu,

Board of Supervisors to: Eric L Mar John Avalos, Ross Mirkarimi, 08/29/2011 11:38 AM
Sean Elsbernd, Malia Cohen, Scott Wiener,

From: . brad2k@gmail.com

To: © *Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org’ <Board of. Supemsors@sfgov org>
Date: 08/27/201110:58 PM )
Subject: Support Faster, More Reliable Wireless Connections in San Francisco

August 27,2011 |
Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo

City Hall -

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

I

Dear Angela Calvillo,

[urge you te approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site located near Fourth Street and
King Street. San Franciscans and visitors to our city rely on smartphones, tablets, and other

- wireless devices as an important part of our lifestyle and how we do business. The Board should
do everything it can to allow the companies that provide wireless service to the city to ‘do whatit
needs to do to improve and expand infrastructure so we can have reliable connections, faster
data service and fewer dropped calls.

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

Sincerely,
Brad Azevedo

San Francisco, CA 94110-1605
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I expect wireless to work in SF, so please support new cell site at 4th Street ‘

" and King o e f D‘?%/

bevigil to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org ‘ -+ 08/25/2011 04:48 PM

/

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25, 2011 :
_ Clerk of the Board Angela Ca1v1110
- City Hall

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

- Dear Angela Calvillo, '

I am a San Francisco resident and I support the new cell 51te in the King Street corridor. Wlth
Silicon Valley in our backyard, it is important to have better cell phone coverage to keep the tech
sector connected. People rely on cell phones to get their work done, stay in touch with their
families and call for help in case of emergencies. If the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
decides against the construction of this cell site, it will hurt productivity and quality of life in our
City. I hope you will support improving ereless coverage in San Francisco and approve the cell

.site.
Sincerely,
 Brian Vigil
66 Linda Street _
San Franc1sco CA 941 10 1616
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Support the cell site at Klng Street Corridor for a Connected 21st Century
San Francisco _
mwanders1 to: Board.of. Superwsors@sfgov org : -~ 08/25/2011 04:43 PM

This message has been forwarded.

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo

City Hall

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

Dear Angela Calvﬂlo

['am wntmg to you in regard to wireless coverage in San Francisco. Our city is known for its

- contributions to the technology industry and most of us now rely on wireless technologies to
work, socialize, and participate in commerce. We could all berefit from fewer dropped calls and
a wireless network that works fast and efﬁc1ently when we need it. We should be eager to
participate in, and support anything that can help improve our wireless coverage.

For this reasoﬁ I hope you will approve the AT&T cell site in the King "Street Corridor.
Thank you. | |

: Sineerely,

Michael Andereen |

679 Pine St #10

679 Pine St #10
San Francisco, CA 94108-3217
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P Be Proactive in Meeting Demand for Wireless near the Ballpark : ’
. %@‘ cyclonered67 to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org - 08/25/2011 04:48 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall

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

Dear Angela Calvillo,

When people think of San Francisco, they think of high-tech companies based next door to us in -

Silicon Valley. We expect our city to be up to date with advaniced technologies. However, with

so many people on our wireless networks, there are times our service leaves something to be

desired. For this reason, I support the building of a new wireless antenrid in the King Street

corridor. Our dense population, large number of tourists and generally hlgh usage of wireless
data makes this new cell site: more than a want; it's a necessity. -

Sincerely,
Denise Majrﬁéld

655 John Muir Dr. #419
- San Francisco, CA 94132-6239
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i h 'Support Faster, More Reliable Wireless Connections in San Francisco
%gf dick to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org e _ 08/25/2011 04:48 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
CityHall =~

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

Dear Angela Calvillo, ,

[ urge you to approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site located near Fourth Street and
King Street. San Franciscans and visitors to our city rely on smartphones, tablets, and other
wireless devices as an important part of our lifestyle and how we do business. The Board should
~ do everything it can to allow the companies that provide wireless service to the city to do what it
needs to do to improve and expand infrastructure so we can have reliable connections, faster data
service and fewer dropped calls. ' ' | ' :

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

S ince_,r‘e_ly‘,
.Dick Hardt

735 Clementina St
- San Francisco, CA 94103-3812
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BN Support Faster, More Reliable Wireless Connectlons in San Francisco -
5 %‘5 - atorza to: Board.of: Superwsors@sfgov org E _ 08/25/2011 04:57 PM

. View: (Mail Threads)

August 25, 201 1

Clerk of the Board Angela Calv1llo

City Hall

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

- Dear Angela Calvillo '

' My name is Anthony Torza, I live in D1str1ct 9 @ 16 Jessie St. #203 (between Ist and 2nd and
Mission and Market St. ).

AT&T's coverage in the city is terrible. Worse actually, but Enghsh is not my first language so I
-cannot make up anything colorful to descrlbe it.

I urge you to approve the permit for the AT&T proposed cell site located near Fourth Street and
King Street. San Franciscans and visitors to our city rely on smartphones tablets, and other
wireless devices as an important part of our lifestyle and how we do. businéss. The Board should
do everything it can to allow the companies that provide wireless service to the city to do what it
needs to do to improve and expand infrastructure so we can have reliable connections, faster data
service and fewer dropped calls

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

Sincerely,
Anthony TorZa.
16 Jessie St. #203

STREET ADDRESS LINE 2
San Francisco, CA 94105-2783
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s Don't let San Francisco fall behind in WiréleSs
%‘-g’ GregMorgan1227 to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

08/25/2011 04:57 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011
Clerk of the Board Angela Ca1v1110
City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244:

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Angela Calv_ﬂlo,

San Franciscans are heavy users of wireless technology. Improving our city's wireless network
will improve our experience with technology innovations -- many of which may have been
.developed right here in San Francisco. Therefore, I urge you to approve the proposed cell site at

" Fourth Street and King Street, near the ballpark. This is an important area of the city that serves
residents and visitors alike. If San Francisco wants to be a tech leader, then wireless service in
San Francisco needs to be able to support smartphones 1Pads and apps. .

Sincerely, '

Greg Morgan
901 Buena Vista West #1
- San Francisco, CA 94117-4109
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o Improved Wireless Service Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists
Y %ﬂi " Idangelo to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org‘ : : 08/25/2011 05:07:PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo

‘City Hall

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

Dear Angela Calvillo,

I am writing to express my support for the proposed AT&T cell site located in the King Street

- . corridor. This particular area of San F ranc1sco depends on strong commumcauons and this cell

+ site would: greatly improve serv1ce

The ballpark aréais a thr1v1ng neighborhood, and thousands of residents and tourists pump |
money into the surrounding areas at restaurants and local shops. It's only reasonable that the city
allow AT&T to improve its service in the area with additional infrastructure. We need wireless
service can count on so that V1s1tors and consumers are more l1ke1y to stay and mvest in the Iocal
economy '

- Iappreciate your consideration of this matter and hope you will support the cell site, too.
Sincerely, )
‘Lynda D'Angelo

390 Elizabeth Street-
San Francisco, CA 94114-3336
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Embracing techriology means embracing infra‘structure to support it
pibocci to: Bo_ard.of.SupervisOrs@sfgov.org ' 08/25/2011 05:07 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall »

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

Dear Angela‘ Calvillo,

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

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

Sincerely,
* Pamela Bocei
1249 16th Ave #5

Apt#5
San Francisco, CA 94122-2046
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£ e % - Be Proactive in Meéting Demand for Wireless. near the Ballpark _
3 %g" : grayhawk2003 to: Board of.Supervisors@sfgov. org 08/25/2011 05:07 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25, 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo

City Hall

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

Dear Angela Caivillo

When people think of San Francisco, they thlnk of high-tech companies based next door to us in
Silicon Valley. We expect our: city to be up to date with advanced technologies. However, with
so many people on our wireless networks, there are times our service leaves something to be
desired. For this reason, I support the building of a new wireless antenna in the King Street
corridor: Our dense population, large number of tourists and generally high usage-of wneless
data makes this new cell site more than a want; it's a necess1ty

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

I 11ve in Duboce Triangle and I can't even recewe/make a call or recelve/send texts with my cell
phone costing me an additional $40 a month for a land line. Very dlsturbmg seeing as how [
spend $140/month on cellular service with my 1Phone
Slnc;erely, ' _ - _ y

"Megan Gréy

- 70A Divisadero St. _
San Francisco, CA 94117-3211
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ik Improved ereless Service Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists
%g‘ lash1368 to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 08/25/2011 05:27 PM

IView: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011 o

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, R_oom 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4639

‘ Dear Angela Calvillo,
I am writing to éxpress my support for the proposed AT&T cell site located in the King Street
corridor. This particular area of San Francisco depends on strong commumcatlons and this cell

- site ' would greatly improve service.

The ballpark area is a thriving neighborhood and thousands of residents and tourists pump

*_money into the surrounding areas at restaurants and local shops. It's only reasonable that the city

allow AT&T to 1mprove its service in the area with additional infrastructure. We need wireless
service can count on so that visitors and consumers are more likely to stay and invest in the local
economy.

1 'appreéiate- your cons;ide_rétion of this matter and hope you will support the cell sité, too.
Sincerely,
Marit Lash

1368 Sacramento St. Apt. 1
San Francisco, CA 94109-4267
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Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it
james.w.ash to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org _ 08/25/2011 05:27 PM

o

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011 o
- Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-:4689

Dear Angela Calvillo, -
- Better cell phone coverage has the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to work -
from anywhere. The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would provide
better wireless service to tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restaurants and shopping in
our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into San Francisco's local economy and provide much
needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more reliable coverage also benefits pubhc'
safety by making sure w1reless works when you need it most.

So in the 1nterest of our economic well- bemg and public safety, I hope you will approve the cell
- site at Fourth and King.

Sincerely,
J émes" Ash '
88 King St

1022
San Francisco, CA 94107-4018
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. Don't let San Francisco fall behind in Wireless .
sjmeyler to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org . 08/25/2011 05:47 PM

View: (Mail Threads) -

August 25,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall )

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

Dear Angela Calvillo,

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

- San Francisco needs to be able to support smartphones, iPads, and apps.

- Si_ncerely,
Stephanie Meyler

25 san juan avenue
san francisco, CA 94112- 2615
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Gl SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure :
9 %gﬁ - dave to: Board.of. Supervrsors@sfgov org _ 08/25/2011 06: 08 PM

View:-(Mail Threads)

_August 25,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo -

City Hall :

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

Dear Angela Calvillo,

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have come to love and rely on our

- wireless devices. Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed
 to real-time 1nteract1on that is flexible and convenient. I expect and depend on reliable service
when I go to work, to baseball games or even to dlnner This is why maintaining and building
new wireless infrastructure is so important and why I support the building of new cell sites in our
city. I welcome with open arms anything that can improve my existing wireless service.

~Sincerely,
Davidj Stillion

PO Box 640403
~San Francisco, CA 94164- 0403
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-+ Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it ‘
%g’ . w.j.pasinosky to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org _ , 08/25/2011 06:48 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25, 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall .

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

Dear Angela Calvillo,

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

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

' Sincerely,
W Pasinosky

2225 23rd st unit 209
San Francisco, CA 94107-3267
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l.Support Wireless Upgrades at 4th Street and King

%ﬁ frazo6490 to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org

. 08/25/2011 08:07 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

" August’ 25 2011

.Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
~ City Hall

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

Dear Angela Calvﬂlo |

- Dropped calls are annoymg Slow data connections are annoying. And standmg in the way of

improving wireless service is not the right approach

The Board has an opportumty to help 1mprove the wireless experience of San Francisco residents
and visitors by approving a cell site at 4th Street and King Street, which will strengthen wueless

signals to a very popular area of town. To do otherwise would be short sighted.

Sincérely,
Frank

130 Sthave
San Fran01sco CA 941 18 1384
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Eg Y ‘lmprovi-ng cell coverage is good for the local economy ' , :
5 ’%{@‘ kpkoji to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org ‘ 08/25/2011 08:17 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011 _
Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
City Hall '

- 1Dr. CarltonB Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

. Dear Angela Calvillo,
- It'sno surpr1se that cell coverage isn'tideal in San Francisco. Consumers today are relying on
‘their smartphones and iPads at increasing rates. San Francisco needs more wireless antennas to
- keep up with these demands. To the members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors,I
extend my gratitude in advance for agreeing that we need improved coverage. I want what is best
for San Francisco and a strong, wireless network that allows us to use cutting-edge devices.
Please listen to our needs and support brmgmg more coverage and faster data speeds to our city.

Sincerely,
Keith Kojimoto

1816 Ninth Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94122- 4704
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Improved Wireless Service Vital to San Francisco Businesses and Tourists
[bunim to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org * 08/25/2011 08:47 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo

City Hall ' _

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

Dear Angela ‘C'allvivllo,

Iam writing to express my support for the proposed AT&T cell site located in the King Street
corridor. This particular area of San Francisco depends on strong commumcatlons and this cell
- site would greatly improve service.

The ballpark area is a thriving nelghborhood and thousands of residents and tourists pump
money into the surrounding areas at restaurants and local shops. It's only reasonable that the city
allow AT&T to improve its service in the area with additional infrastructure. We need wireless
service can count on so that v151tors and consumers are more hkely to stay and invest in the local
economy ‘

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

2017 Lyon Street
San Francisco, CA 94115-1609
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= Improving cell coverage is good for the local economy : _
%gy’ igetletters to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org L i : 08/25/2011 09:48 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25, 2011
Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
- City Hall -
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 '

Dear Angela Calvillo,

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

Sincerely,
Charles Burwell

731 Cayuga Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94112
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! Connectivity is productivity, good for residents, business, and tourism ,
& sbsuma to: Bo_a»rd.of.SUpervisors@sfgov.org : 08/25/2011 10:28 PM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 25, 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall

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

Dear Angela‘ Calvillo,

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

- Sincerely,
Susan Sumaylo

1754 47th Avenue
San Franc1sco CA 94 1 22 3916
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;= . SF as a Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure
€. oF kleboeuf to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 08/26/2011 01:08 AM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 26,2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Franc1sco CA 94102-4689 -

‘Dear Angela Calvillo,

Being so close to the Silicon Valley, we San Franciscans have come to love and rely on our

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

. Sincerely,
Kyle LeBoeuf -~

95 Coleridge St.
San Francisco, CA 94110-5155
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Be Proactive in Meeting Demand for Wireless near the Ballpark
cyclesf to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 08/26/2011 05:28 AM

View: (Mail Threads)

~August 26,2011

- Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

" City Hall '

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

Dear Angela Calvillo,

When people think of San Francisco, they think of high-tech companies based next door to-us in
Silicon Valley. We expect our city to be up to date with advanced technologies. However, with
~ so many people on our wireless networks, there are times our service leaves something to be
' desired. For this reason, I support the building of a new wireless antenna in the King | Street
-comdor Our dense population, large number of tourists and generally hlgh usage of w1reless
data makes this new cell site more than a want it's a necessrry "

Sincerely,
Karla j onson

411 holly park circle
san Francisco, CA 94110-5905
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f e Connectivity is productivity, good for residents, business, and tourism . o
- E%ﬁgf - jlegon to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org . 08/26/2011 07:48 AM

View: (Mail Threads)

" August 26, 2011 _ .
Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
City Hall . o :
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Angela Calvillo,

It's no.surprise that the use of wireless devices is prevalent throughout our city. People -

everywhere are émbracing this new and innovative technology to connect with one another.
Good-bye to the handwritten letter, hello to the text message. San Francisco needs the cell sites

- to support these new ways to communicate. Consumers have spoken and we need to take action.

I support approval of new wireless antennas and I hope that you will approve these going
forward. We are a technology powerhouse and it's time we have the proper network.

S‘incerely',
Jeordan Legon :-

311 Mangels Avenue _
- San Francisco, CA 94127-2409

748



| Support Wireless Upgrades at 4th Street and King .
~lynnmoun to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 08/26/2011 08:38 AM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 26, 2011
~ Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
. City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
-San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 =

Dear Angela Calvillo,

Dropped calls are annoymg Slow data connections are annoymg And standmg in the way of

improving WLreless service is not the right approach

The Board has an opportumty to help improve the wireless experlence of San Franc1sco residents -
~ and visitors by approving a cell site at 4th Street and King Street, which will strengthen wrreless
signalsto a very popular area of town. To do otherwise would be short s1ghted

-Sincerely,
Sherry Mountain

1071 Gilman Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94124- 3710
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;- o SF asa Tech Hub Needs to Support Wireless Technology and Infrastructure
q@-g Icruazol to: Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org > 08/26/2011 11:38. AM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 26,2011
Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo
City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 .

Dear Angela Calvillo,

Being so close to the S111con Valley, we San Franciscans have come to love and rely on our
‘wireless devices. Whether it's our smartphones, laptops or tablets, we have become accustomed
to real-time interaction that is flexible and convenient. I expect and depend on reliable service
“when I go to work, to baseball games or even to dinner. This is why maintaining and building
new wireless infrastructure is so important and Why I support the buﬂdmg of new cell sites 1n our
c1ty I welcome w1th open arms anything that can improve my existing wireless service.

Sincerely,
Leo Ruazol

72 Escondido Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94132-1327
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| expect wireless to work in SF, so please support new cell site at 4th Street
and King
wildando to: Board.of.Supervnsors@sfgov.org ' - 08/26/2011 11.38 AM

View: (Mail Threads)

August 26, 2011

Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall

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

Dear Angela Calvﬂlo

I am a San Franc1sco resident and I support the new cell site in the ng Street corridor. With -
Silicon Valley in our backyard, it is important to have better cell phone coverage to keep the tech

~ sector connected. People rely on cell phones to get their work done, stay in touch with their '
- families and call for help in case of emergencies. If the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
decides against the construction of this cell site, it will hurt productivity and quality of life in our
City. L hope you will support 1mprov1ng wireless coverage in San Fran01sco and approve the cell

site.
 Sincerely,
Annette Wild
14 Encline Ct. .
San Franc1sco CA 94127 1860
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Support the cell site at King Street Corridor for a Connected, 21st Century
San Francisco - ' ‘

mwanders1 to: Board.of Supervisors@sfgov.org . 08/25/2011 04:48 PM
This message has been forwarded. ’

View: (Mail Threads)

" August 25,2011
‘Clerk of the Board Angela Calvillo

City Hall -

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

Dear Angeia Calvillo,

T am Writing to you in regard to wireless coverage in San Francisco. Our city is known for its
contributions to the technology industry and most of us now rely on wireless technologies to
work, socialize, and participate in commerce. We could all benefit from fewer dropped calls and
" a wireless network that works fast and efficiently when we need it. We should be eager to
participate in, and support anything that can help improve our wireless coverage.

For this reaso.n I hope you‘will approve the' AT&T cell site in the King Street Corridor.
Thank you. |

Sinc¢rely,

Micﬂael Anderson

679 Pine St #10

- 679 Pine St #10
San Francisco, CA 94108-3217
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. . ) N .. ) : . - v . Q
To: BOS Constituent Mail Distribution, : : 4 ; 4""[""( '

Cc!

. ~Subject: Embracing technology means embracing infrastructure to support it

From: . : amnathan@sbcglobal net :
To: _ "Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org" <Board.of. Supervisors@sfgov.org>
Date: 08/26/2011 09:28 AM

Subject: Embracing technology means embracing |nfrastructure to support it

August 26,201 1
~ Clerk of the Board Angela Calvﬂlo
City Hall K
* 1.Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Dear Angela Calv1110 a

Better cell phone coverage has the ability to boost our economy and provide the means to work
from anywhere. The proposed cell site on Fourth Street in the King Street corridor would provide
better wireless service to tourists visiting the ballpark, eating in our restaurants and shopping in
our stores. Tourist dollars go directly into San Francisco's local econorny and provide much

" needed funds for city services for our residents. Also, more reliable coverage also benefits public
safety by making sure wireless works when you need it most.

-So in the interest of our economic well- -being and pubhc safety, I hope you will approve the cell
site at Fourth and King.

A .
S1ncere1y,

' MARVIN & ANITA NATHAN
66 Yerba Buena Avenue
‘San Francisco, CA 94127-1544
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BOARD. of SUPERVISORS

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

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time-all interested parties may

. attend and be heard

Date:

Time:

Location:

ul

- Subject:

‘Tuesday, September 6, 2011

2:30 p.m.

Hearing Room 416 located at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B.

‘Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

File No. 110941. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting
to the decision of the Planning Department dated July 25,

2011, Case No. 2010.1042C, that a project located at 660-670 4™
Street is exempt from environmental review under Categorical
Exemption, Class 3 (State CEQA Guidelines Section 1 5301).
The proposed project involves installation of a wireless
telecommunications facility consisting of ten new panel
antennas and six new equipment cabinets on the rooftop of an
existing mixed use building, Lot Nos. 104- 160, in Assessor’s
Block No. 3786. (Dlstrlct 6) (Appeilant: Jason Sanders)

Pursuant to Government Code Sectlon 65009 notice is hereby given, if you :
challenge in court, the matter described above, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, orin
written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervrsors at, or prior to, the public

hearing.

In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,
persons who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written
comments to the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be -
made a part of the official public records in these matters, and shall be brought to the
attention of the Board of Supervrsors Written comments should be addressed to
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Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
- Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is available in the

Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda lnformatlon will be available for public
review on September 1, 2011.

Co,cvagAb

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

DATED/MAILED:  August 26, 2011
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