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Date:  July 21, 2011 
Case No.:  2010.0987C 
Project Address:  2055 Lombard Street 
Current Zoning:  P (Public) District 
  40‐X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot:  0509/009 
Project Sponsor:  Amy Million 
  KDI for AT&T Mobility 
  855 Folsom Street, #106  
  San Francisco, CA  94108 
Staff Contact:  Sara Vellve – (415) 558 ‐ 6263 
  sara.vellve@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
AT&T Mobility  proposes  to  install  nine  panel  antennas,  one GPS  antenna,  and  associated  equipment 
cabinets as part of  their wireless  transmission network. According  to  the Wireless Telecommunications 
Services (WTS) Siting Guidelines, the property is a Location Preference 1 (Publicly‐used structure) as the 
site  is developed with a public parking garage and post office.   The nine panel antennas, grouped  into 
three  sectors  of  three  antennas  each, will  be  constructed  above  an  existing  elevator  penthouse  at  the 
building’s northwest  corner  to  a height of  approximately  60  feet  from grade.  In order  to  improve  the 
visual quality of the site, all antennas will be encased within one contiguous screen of synthetic material 
that is RF (Radio Frequency) transparent, which allows transmission to occur even though the antennas 
are obscured. The maximum dimension for all the proposed antennas  is approximately   4’ – 3” tall, by 
11” wide by 5” thick. The proposed WTS site also includes the installation of the associated mechanical 
equipment which will be located on the top floor of the garage and screened from view. 
 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The subject site  is zoned P (Public) which  is described  in the Planning Code as containing a use which 
provides  public  services  to  the  community,  including  civic  structures  such  as museums,  post  offices, 
administrative offices of government agencies, public  libraries, police  stations,  transportation  facilities, 
utility  installations,  including  Internet  Services  Exchange,  and  wireless  transmission  facilities  The 
approximately 20,000  square  foot  site  is developed as a  four‐story public parking garage with ground 
floor commercial, which is occupied by a United States Postal Service store. The subject lot is a through 
lot with Lombard Street on the north frontage and Moulton Street on the south frontage. The building is 
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located mid‐block between Fillmore Street to the west and Webster Street to the east. The site is owned by 
the City and County of San Francisco. The subject structure was constructed in approximately 1987. 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
Both adjacent  lots are zoned NC‐3 (Moderate ‐ Scale Neighborhood Commercial District) and contain a 
tourist hotel  (Chelsea Motor  Inn)  to  the west and  commercial  real estate  company. The Tule Elk Park 
Child Development Center (operated by the San Francisco Unified School District) is located to the east 
on Webster Street between Moulton Avenue and Greenwich Street – approximately ½ block southeast of 
the  subject  site.  The  surrounding  neighborhood  generally  consists  of  commercial,  mixed  use  and 
residential buildings on a broad range of lot sizes. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical 
exemption. 
 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

TYPE R E Q U I R E D  
PERIOD 

R E Q U I R E D  
NOTICE  DATE 

A C T U A L  
NOTICE  DATE 

A C T U A L  
PERIOD 

Classified News Ad  20 days  May 6, 2011  May 6, 2011  20 days 

Posted Notice  20 days  May 6, 2011  May 6, 2011  20 days 

Mailed Notice  10 days  May 16, 2011  May 5, 2011  15 days 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 As of July 12, 2011, the Department has received public comment in opposition and in support of 

the  proposal.  Those  in  opposition  to  the    following  concerns:  health‐related  impacts  of  the 
proposal;  creation  of  an  antenna  “farm”;  property  values/view  obstruction;  methodology  of 
establishing the need for the site; 27 “disk” attachments. Those in support of the proposal wish to 
have improved AT&T service in the neighborhood.  

  

 ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 In response to neighborhood opposition of the proposal, a second community meeting was held 

on Tuesday, July 12, 2011. 
 The  Project will  utilize  an  existing  elevator  penthouse. All  antennas will  be  concealed  by RF 

transparent screening to match the existing building color.   
 The project is a Location Preference 1 (Publicly‐used structure), a preferred location.  
 Health  and  safety  aspects  of  all wireless  projects  are  reviewed  by  the Department  of  Public 

Health and the Department of Building Inspection. 
 The  project  is  exempt  from  the California Environmental Quality Act  (“CEQA”)  as  a Class  3 

categorical exemption. 
 A  Five  Year  Plan  with  approximate  longitudinal  and  latitudinal  coordinates  of  proposed 

locations, including the subject site, was submitted. 
 All required public notifications were conducted in compliance with the City’s code and policies. 



Executive Summary CASE NO. 2010.0987C 
Hearing Date:  July 28, 2011 2055 Lombard Street 

 3

 The Project will improve indoor wireless coverage to areas that currently receive poor coverage. 
 The Project is located in a P (Public) District and requires a General Plan Referral. The proposal 

was  found  to  be  in  compliance  with  the  General  Plan  as  demonstrated  in  the  Section  303 
Findings of the project Motion. 

 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use authorization pursuant 
to Planning Code Sections 234.2(a) and 303 to allow the installation of wireless facilities.   
 

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

 The project complies with the applicable requirements of the Planning Code.   
 The project is consistent with the objectives and policies of the General Plan. 
 The  Project  is  consistent with  the  1996 WTS  Facilities  Siting Guidelines,  Planning Commission 

Resolution No. 14182. 
 The  project  site  is  a  Location  Preference  1,  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  indoor cell phone 

coverage. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approval with Conditions 
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Planning Commission Motion  
HEARING DATE: JULY 28, 2011 

(CONTINUED FROM MAY 26, 2011) 
 

Date:  July 21, 2011 
Case No.:  2010.0987C 
Project Address:  2055 Lombard Street 
Current Zoning:  P (Public) District 
  40‐X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot:  0509/009 
Project Sponsor:  Amy Million 
  KDI for AT&T Mobility 
  855 Folsom Street, #106  
  San Francisco, CA  94108 
Staff Contact:  Sara Vellve – (415) 558 ‐ 6263 
  sara.vellve@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions 

 
ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATING  TO  THE  APPROVAL  OF  A  CONDITIONAL  USE 
AUTHORIZATION UNDER PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 234.2(a) AND 303 TO INSTALL 
A  WIRELESS  TELECOMMUNICATIONS  FACILITY  CONSISTING  OF  NINE  PANEL 
ANTENNAS AND RELATED EQUIPMENT ON AN EXISTING ELEVATOR PENTHOUSE 
ON  THE  ROOF  OF  A  FOUR‐STORY  PUBLICALLY  USED  MIXED‐USE  STRUCTURE 
(PARKING  GARAGE  &  POST  OFFICE)  AS  PART  OF  AT&T’S  WIRELESS 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS NETWORK WITHIN A P  (PUBLIC) ZONING DISTRICT, AND 
A 40‐X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 

PREAMBLE 
On  November  2,  2010,  AT&T Mobility  (hereinafter  ʺProject  Sponsorʺ),  made  an  application 
(hereinafter  ʺapplicationʺ),  for Conditional Use Authorization on  the property at 2055 Lombard 
Street  Lot  009  in  Assessorʹs  Block  0509,  (hereinafter  ʺproject  siteʺ)  to  install  a  wireless 
telecommunications facility consisting of nine panel antennas on an existing elevator penthouse 
and related equipment on the roof on an existing four‐story public parking garage and post office 
as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network within a P (Public) Zoning District, and 
a 40‐X Height and Bulk District. 
 
The  project  is  exempt  from  the California  Environmental Quality Act  (“CEQA”)  as  a Class  3 
categorical exemption.  The Commission has reviewed and concurs with said determination.  The 
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categorical  exemption  and  all  pertinent documents may  be  found  in  the  files  of  the Planning 
Department (hereinafter “Department”), as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, San 
Francisco.  
 
On  July 28, 2011,  the San Francisco Commission  (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a duly 
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on the application for a Conditional Use 
authorization. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered  the  testimony presented  to  it at  the public hearing 
and  has  further  considered written materials  and  oral  testimony  presented  on  behalf  of  the 
applicant, department staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED,  that  the  Commission  hereby  authorizes  the  Conditional  Use  in  Application  No. 
2010.0987C,  subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  “EXHIBIT A”  of  this motion,  based  on  the 
following findings: 
 

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

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

2. Site Description and Present Use.  The subject site is zoned P (Public) which is described 
in  the  Planning  Code  as  containing  a  use  which  provides  public  services  to  the 
community,  including  civic  structures  such  as museums,  post  offices,  administrative 
offices of government agencies, public  libraries, police stations,  transportation  facilities, 
utility  installations,  including  Internet  Services  Exchange,  and  wireless  transmission 
facilities The approximately 20,000  square  foot  site  is developed as a  four‐story public 
parking  garage with  ground  floor  commercial, which  is  occupied  by  a United  States 
Postal Service  store. The  subject  lot  is a  through  lot with Lombard Street on  the north 
frontage  and Moulton  Street on  the  south  frontage. The building  is  located mid‐block 
between Fillmore Street to the west and Webster Street to the east. The site is owned by 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  subject  structure  was  constructed  in 
approximately 1987. 

 
3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.   Adjacent lots on either side of the subject 

lot are zoned NC‐3 (Moderate ‐ Scale Neighborhood Commercial District) and contain a 
tourist hotel (Chelsea Motor Inn) and commercial real estate company. The Tule Elk Park 
Child Development Center  (operated  by  the  San  Francisco Unified  School District)  is 
located  on  Webster  Street  between  Moulton  Avenue  and  Greenwich  Street  – 
approximately  ½  block  southeast  of  the  subject  site.  The  surrounding  neighborhood 
generally consists of commercial, mixed use and residential buildings on a broad range of 
lot sizes. 
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4. Project Description.   AT&T Mobility proposes  to  install nine panel antennas, one GPS 
antenna,  and  associated  equipment  cabinets  as  part  of  their  wireless  transmission 
network. According  to  the Wireless Telecommunications  Services  (WTS)  Siting Guidelines, 
the property is a Location Preference 1 (Publicly‐used structure) as the site is developed 
with  a public parking garage  and post office.   The nine panel  antennas, grouped  into 
three  sectors  of  three  antennas  each,  will  be  constructed  above  an  existing  elevator 
penthouse at  the building’s northwest corner  to a height of approximately 60  feet  from 
grade.  In  order  to  improve  the visual quality  of  the  site,  all  antennas will  be  encased 
within  one  contiguous  screen  of  synthetic  material  that  is  RF  (Radio  Frequency) 
Transparent, which allows transmission to occur even though the antennas are obscured. 
The maximum dimension for all the proposed antennas is approximately  4’ – 3” tall, by 
11”  wide  by  5”  deep.  The  proposed  WTS  site  also  includes  the  installation  of  the 
associated mechanical equipment which will be located on the top floor of the garage and 
screened from view. 

 
5. Past History  and  Actions.    The  Planning  Commission  established  guidelines  for  the 

installation  of  wireless  telecommunications  facilities  in  1996  (“Guidelines”).    These 
Guidelines  set  forth  the  land  use  policies  and  practices  that  guide  the  installation  and 
approval of wireless facilities throughout San 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 detailed information about the 
facilities to be installed.1 

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

 
1. Publicly‐used Structures: such facilities as fire stations, utility structures, community 

facilities, and other public structures; 
2. Co‐Location Site: encourages  installation of facilities on buildings that already have 

wireless installations; 
3. Industrial  or  Commercial  Structures:  buildings  such  as  warehouses,  factories, 

garages, service stations; 
4. Industrial or Commercial Structures: buildings  such  as  supermarkets,  retail  stores, 

banks; and 
5. Mixed Use  Buildings  in High Density Districts:  buildings  such  as  housing  above 

commercial or other non‐residential space. 
 

Before the Planning Commission can review an application to  install a wireless facility, 
the  project  sponsor  must  submit  a  five‐year  facilities  plan,  which  must  be  updated 
biannually,  an  emissions  report  and  approval  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health, 

                                                           

1 PC Resolution 16539, passed March 13, 2003. 
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Section 106 Declaration of Intent, a submittal checklist and details about the facilities to 
be installed. 
Under Section 704(B)(iv) of the 1996 Federal Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions 
cannot  deny wireless  facilities  based  on Radio  Frequency  (RF)  radiation  emissions  so 
long as such facilities comply with the FCC’s regulations concerning such emissions. 

 
On July 28, 2011, the Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting on  the application  for a Conditional Use authorization pursuant  to 
Planning Code Sections 234.2(a) and 303 to install a wireless telecommunications facility 
consisting of nine panel antennas to be located above an existing elevator penthouse and 
related equipment on the roof of an existing four‐story parking garage and ground‐floor 
post office as part of AT&T’s wireless telecommunications network. 

 
6. Location  Preference.    The WTS  Facilities  Siting  Guidelines  identify  different  types  of 

buildings  for  the siting of wireless  telecommunications  facilities.   Under  the Guidelines, 
the Project is a Location Preference Number 1, as it is a preferred location for a publicly‐
used structure 

 
7. Radio Waves Range.  The Project Sponsor has stated that the proposed wireless network 

will transmit calls by radio waves operating  in the 700  ‐ 2100 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. 

 
8. 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.   

 
9. Department of Public Health Review and Approval.  The proposed project was referred 

to the Department of Public Health (DPH) for emissions exposure analysis.  Existing RF 
levels at ground  level were around 1% of  the FCC public  exposure  limit.   There were 
observed  similar  antennas  operated  by  T‐Mobile within  100  feet  of  this  site.    AT&T 
proposes  to  install  nine  new  antennas.   The  antennas will  be mounted  at  a  height  of 
approximately  60  feet  above  the  ground.    The  estimated  ambient  RF  field  from  the 
proposed AT&T transmitters at ground level is calculated to be 0.0095 mW/sq cm, which 
is 1.2% of the FCC public exposure limit.   The three dimensional perimeter of RF levels 
equal to the public exposure limit extends 53 feet and does not reach the top floor of the 
garage or any publicly accessible areas.   Warning signs must be posted at the antennas 
and roof access points in English, Spanish, and Chinese.  Workers should not have access 
to within eighteen feet of the front of the antennas while in operation. 
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10. 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.  

 
11. Community  Outreach.    Per  the  Guidelines,  the  project  sponsor  held  a  Community 

Outreach Meeting for the proposed project.  The meeting began at 7:00 P.M. on Tuesday, 
January  25,  2011  at  La  Barca  restaurant,  located  at  2036  Lombard  Street  Street.    Ten 
members of the public attended the meeting. As a result of community opposition to the 
proposal, a second meeting was held on Tuesday,  July 12, 2011 at Moscone Recreation 
Center.  

 
12. Five‐year plan:  Per the Guidelines, the project sponsor submitted its latest five‐year plan, 

as required, in April 2011. 
 

13. Public Comment.   As of July 12, 2011, the Department has received public comment  in 
opposition  and  in  support  of  the  proposal.  Those  in  opposition  to  the    following 
concerns: health‐related impacts of the proposal; creation of an antenna “farm”; property 
values/view  obstruction; methodology  of  establishing  the  need  for  the  site;  27  “disk” 
attachments. Those  in support of  the proposal wish to have  improved AT&T service  in 
the neighborhood.  

14.  
 

15. 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  234.2(a),  a  Conditional  Use  authorization  is 

required for the installation of wireless transmission facilities.   
 

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

 
A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at 

the proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and 
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community. 

 
i Desirable: San Francisco  is  a  leader  of  the  technological  economy;  it  is  important  and 

desirable  to  the vitality  of  the  city  to have  and 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 installed. 

 
The proposed project at 2055 Lombard 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 
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surrounding nature of  the vicinity. The approval of  this authorization has been  found, 
first and foremost, to insure public safety, and insure that the placement of antennas and 
related  support  and  protection  features  are  so  located,  designed,  and  treated 
architecturally  to minimize  their  visibility  from  public  places,  to  avoid  intrusion  into 
public vistas, avoid disruption of the architectural design integrity of building and insure 
harmony with neighborhood character.  
 

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

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

 
Capacity: While a carrier may have adequate coverage in a certain area, the capacity may 
not  be  sufficient.   With  the  continuous  innovations  in  wireless  data  technology  and 
demand placed on existing  infrastructure,  individual  telecommunications carriers must 
upgrade and  in some  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 2055 Lombard Street  is necessary  in order  to achieve sufficient 
street, in‐transit 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 Chestnut Street, Buchanan 
Street, Pixley Street and Steiner Street, as  indicated  in the coverage maps. This  facility 
will  fill  in  the  gaps  to  improve  coverage  in  the Marina District  as well  as  to  provide 
necessary  facilities  for  emergency  transmission  and  improved  communication  for  the 
neighborhood, community and the region.   

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

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

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

shape and arrangement of structures;  
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The proposed project must  comply with all applicable Federal and State  regulations  to 
safeguard the health, safety and to ensure that persons residing or working in the vicinity 
will not be affected, and prevent harm to other personal property. 
 
The Department of Public Health conducted an evaluation of potential health effects from 
Radio Frequency  radiation, and has  concluded  that  the proposed wireless  transmission 
facilities will  have  no  adverse  health  effects  if  operated  in  compliance with  the  FCC‐
adopted health and safety standards. The Department has received  information that the 
proposed wireless system must be operated so as not to interfere with radio or television 
reception in order to comply with the provisions of its license under the FCC. 
 
The Department  is developing a database of all such wireless communications  facilities 
operating  or  proposed  for  operation  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.    All 
applicants  are  now  required  to  submit  information  on  the  location  and  nature  of  all 
existing and approved wireless  transmission  facilities  operated by  the Project Sponsor. 
The goal of this effort is to foster public information as to the location of these facilities. 
 

ii The  accessibility  and  traffic  patterns  for  persons  and  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 visiting the site once a month or on an as‐needed basis. 

 
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 network. 
 

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

 
The antennas are proposed  to be  installed on  the  top of  the existing elevator penthouse 
and screened  from view with RF  transparent material painted  to match  the penthouse. 
Mechanical equipment would be located on the roof of the parking lot resulting in the loss 
of up to 3 non‐required off‐street public parking spaces.  

 
C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning 

Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and 
is consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 
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D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the 

purpose of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District. 
 
The  proposed  project  is  consistent with  the  stated  purposed  of  the  P District  in  that  the 
intended use  is  located  on  an  existing  building  approximately  50  feet  tall  and designed  to 
resemble the existing penthouse.   

 
17. General  Plan  Compliance.    The  Project  is,  on  balance,  consistent with  the  following 

Objectives and Policies of the General Plan 
 

2004 HOUSING ELEMENT 
HOUSING DENSITY, DENSITY, DESIGN & QUALITY OF LIFE 

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

   
POLICY 11.2 ‐ Ensure housing is provided with adequate public improvements, services, 
and amenities. 

 
The Project will  improve AT&T Mobility  coverage  in  residential,  commercial  and  recreational 
areas along primary transportation routes in San Francisco. 
 

2009 HOUSING ELEMENT 
  BALANCE HOUSING CONSTRUCTION AND COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE 

OBJECTIVE  12  –  BALANCE  HOUSING  GROWTH  WITH  ADEQUATE 
INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE CITY’S GROWING POPULATION. 

 
POLICY 12.2 – Consider  the proximity of quality of  life elements,  such as open  space, 
child care, and neighborhood services, when developing new housing units. 

 
POLICY  12.3  –  Ensure  new  housing  is  sustainable  supported  by  the  City’s  public 
infrastructure systems. 
 
The project will  improve Verizon Mobility  coverage  in  residential,  commercial and  recreational 
areas along primary transportation routes in San Francisco 

 

URBAN DESIGN 
HUMAN NEEDS 
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OBJECTIVE 4  ‐  IMPROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO 
INCREASE PERSONAL SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY. 
 
POLICY 4.14 ‐ Remove and obscure distracting and cluttering elements.  
 
The Project adequately “stealths”  the proposed antennas and  related  equipment by  locating  the 
antennas within screening and the equipment on a public parking garage roof.. 

 
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: 
MAINTAIN  AND  ENHANCE  A  SOUND  AND  DIVERSE  ECONOMIC  BASE  AND 
FISCAL STRUCTURE FOR THE CITY. 
 
Policy 1: 
Seek to retain existing commercial and industrial activity and to attract new such activity 
to the city. 
 
Policy 3: 
Maintain  a  favorable  social  and  cultural  climate  in  the  city  in  order  to  enhance  its 
attractiveness as a firm location. 
 
The  site  is  an  integral part  of  a wireless  communications network  that will  enhance  the City’s 
diverse economic base. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4: 
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IMPROVE  THE  VIABILITY  OF  EXISTING  INDUSTRY  IN  THE  CITY  AND  THE 
ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE CITY AS A LOCATION FOR NEW INDUSTRY. 
 
 
Policy 1: 
Maintain and enhance a favorable business climate in the City. 
 
Policy 2: 
Promote and attract those economic activities with potential benefit to the City. 
 
The  project  would  benefit  the  City  by  enhancing  the  business  climate  through  improved 
communication services for residents and workers. 
 
VISITOR TRADE 
 
OBJECTIVE  8  ‐  ENHANCE  SAN  FRANCISCOʹS  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 will  ensure  that  residents  and  visitors  have  adequate  public  service  in  the  form  of 
AT&T’s mobile telecommunications. 

 

COMMUNITY SAFETY ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies  
 
OBJECTIVE 3: 
ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY FROM THE EFFECTS OF FIRE 
OR  NATURAL  DISASTER  THROUGH  ADEQUATE  EMERGENCY  OPERATIONS 
PREPARATION. 
 
Policy 1: 
Maintain a local agency for the provision of emergency services to meet the needs of San 
Francisco. 
 
Policy 2: 
Develop  and maintain  viable,  up‐to‐date  in‐house  emergency  operations  plans,  with 
necessary  equipment,  for  operational  capability  of  all  emergency  service  agencies  and 
departments. 
 
Policy 3: 
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Maintain  and  expand  agreements  for  emergency  assistance  from other  jurisdictions  to 
ensure adequate aid in time of need. 
 
Policy 4: 
Establish and maintain an adequate Emergency Operations Center. 
 
Policy 5: 
Maintain and expand the city’s fire prevention and fire‐fighting capability. 
 
Policy 6: 
Establish  a  system  of  emergency  access  routes  for  both  emergency  operations  and 
evacuation.  
 
The project would enhance the ability of the City to protect both life and property from the effects 
of a fire or natural disaster by providing communication services. 

  
18. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority‐planning policies and requires 

review of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project does comply 
with said policies in that: 

 
A. That  existing  neighborhood‐serving  retail  uses  be  preserved  and  enhanced  and 

future opportunities  for resident employment  in and ownership of such businesses 
be enhanced.  

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

 
B. That  existing  housing  and  neighborhood  character  be  conserved  and  protected  in 

order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

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

 
C. That the Cityʹs supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced.  

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

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

 
F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and 

loss of life in an earthquake. 
Compliance  with  applicable  structural  safety  and  seismic  safety  requirements  would  be 
considered during the building permit application review process. 

 
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  

 
The site contains a mixed‐use building constructed in approximately 1987.   

 
H. That our parks and open space and  their access  to sunlight and vistas be protected 

from development.  
 

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

 
19. 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. 

 
20. The  Commission  hereby  finds  that  approval  of  the  Determination  of  Compliance 

authorization would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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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 234.2(a) 
and 303  to  install up  to nine panel antennas on  the  top of an exsiting elevator penthouse and 
screened from view, and associated equipment cabinets on the roof of a four‐story public parking 
garage with a post office in the ground floor commercial space as part of a wireless transmission 
network  operated  by  AT&T  Mobility  on  a  Location  Preference  One  (Preferred  Location  – 
Publicly‐used  structure)  according  to  the  Wireless  Telecommunications  Services  (WTS)  Siting 
Guidelines, within a P (Public) Zoning District and a 40‐X Height and Bulk District and 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.  XXXX.  The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if 
not appealed (after the 30‐day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of 
Supervisors  if appealed to  the Board of Supervisors.   For further  information, please contact 
the Board  of  Supervisors  at  (415)  554‐5184, City Hall, Room  244,  1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett 
Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Planning Commission on July 28, 
2011.  
 
 
 
                       
   

Linda Avery 
Commission 
Secretary 

 
 
 
AYES:      
 
NAYS:     
 
ABSENT:    
 
ADOPTED:  July 28, 2011 
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Exhibit A 
Conditions of Approval 

Whenever “Project Sponsor”  is used  in  the  following conditions,  the conditions shall also bind 
any  successor  to  the  Project  or  other  persons  having  an  interest  in  the  Project  or  underlying 
property. 
 

AUTHORIZATION 
This approval  is  for Conditional Use authorization under Planning Code Sections 234.2(a) and 
303  to  install  a  wireless  telecommunications  facility  consisting  of  nine  panel  antennas  with 
related  equipment,  a  Location  Preference  1  (Preferred  Location  –  Publicly‐used  Structure) 
according  to  the Wireless Telecommunications Services  (WTS) Siting Guidelines, as part of AT&T’s 
wireless telecommunications network within a P (Public) Zoning District and a 40‐X Height and 
Bulk District. 
 

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 28, 2011 under Motion No.XXXXX. 
 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 
The  conditions  of  approval  under  the  ʹExhibit  Aʹ  of  this  Planning  Commission Motion  No. 
XXXXX shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or 
Building  permit  application  for  the  Project.    The  Index  Sheet  of  the  construction  plans  shall 
reference  to  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  and  any  subsequent  amendments  or 
modifications.    
 

SEVERABILITY 
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, 
section  or  any part  of  these  conditions  of  approval  is  for  any  reason held  to  be  invalid,  such 
invalidity  shall  not  affect  or  impair  other  remaining  clauses,  sentences,  or  sections  of  these 
conditions.  This decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project 
Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. 
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CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS 
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.  
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval 
of a new Conditional Use authorization. 
 

PERFORMANCE  
1.  Validity and Expiration.  The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid 

for three years from the effective date of the Motion.  A building permit from the Department 
of Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the approved use must be 
issued as this Conditional Use authorization is only an approval of the proposed project and 
conveys no independent right to construct the project or to commence the approved use.  The 
Planning Commission may,  in  a  public  hearing,  consider  the  revocation  of  the  approvals 
granted if a site or building permit has not been obtained within three (3) years of the date of 
the  Motion  approving  the  Project.    Once  a  site  or  building  permit  has  been  issued, 
construction must commence within the timeframe required by the Department of Building 
Inspection and be continued diligently  to completion.   The Commission may also consider 
revoking the approvals if a permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire and 
more than three (3) years have passed since the Motion was approved.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415‐575‐6863, 
www.sf‐planning.org. 
 

2.  Extension.  This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the 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). 
For information 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  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  (ʺPlan  Drawingsʺ).  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, protection, screening, paint and/or other  treatments of  the antennas and other 
appurtenances  to  insure  public  safety,  insure  compatibility  with  urban  design, 
architectural  and  historic  preservation  principles,  and  harmony  with  neighborhood 
character. 

b. For  the Project Site,  regardless of  the ownership of  the  existing  facilities.    Identify  the 
location of all existing antennas and  facilities; and  identify  the  location of all approved 
(but not installed) antennas and facilities. 
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c. Emissions.    Provide  a  report,  subject  to  approval  of  the  Zoning  Administrator,  that 
operation  of  the  facilities  in  addition  to  ambient  RF  emission  levels will  not  exceed 
adopted FCC standards with regard to human exposure in uncontrolled areas. 
For  information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415‐558‐
6613, www.sf‐planning.org . 

 
4.  Screening  ‐ WTS.   To  the extent necessary  for  information about compliance with adopted 

FCC regulations regarding human exposure to RF emissions, and upon the recommendation 
of the Zoning Administrator, the Project Sponsor shall: 
a. Modify the placement of the facilities; 
b. Install fencing, barriers or other appropriate structures or devices to restrict access to the 

facilities; 
c. Install  multi‐lingual  signage,  including  the  RF  radiation  hazard  warning  symbol  

identified in ANSI C95.2 1982, to notify persons that the facility could cause exposure to 
RF emissions; 

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

e. To  the  extent  necessary  to  minimize  visual  obtrusion  and  clutter,  installations  shall 
conform to the following standards: 

f. Antennas  and  back  up  equipment  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  companiesʹ  facilities  may  be  desirable,  a maximum 
number of antennas and back up  facilities on  the Project Site shall be established, on a 
case by case basis, such that ʺantennae farmsʺ or similar visual intrusions for the site and 
area is not created. 

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415‐558‐6613, 
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 compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415‐575‐6863, 
www.sf‐planning.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 
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established under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department 
for information about compliance. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415‐575‐6863, 
www.sf‐planning.org 

 
7.  Revocation due to Violation of Conditions.  Should implementation of this Project result in 

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 Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold 
a public hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415‐575‐6863, 
www.sf‐planning.org. 

 
8.  Implementation and Monitoring Costs ‐ 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 Electricity and Telecommunications, Office of the City 
Attorney,  or  any  other  appropriate City Department  or  agency  pursuant  to  Planning 
Code Section 351(f) (2). The Planning Department shall collect such costs on behalf of the 
City. 

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

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

 
9.  Implementation and Monitoring ‐ WTS.  In the event that the Project implementation report 

includes a finding that RF emissions for the site exceed FCC Standards  in any uncontrolled 
location,  the  Zoning Administrator may  require  the Applicant  to  immediately  cease  and 
desist operation of the facility until such time that the violation is corrected to the satisfaction 
of the Zoning Administrator. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415‐575‐6863, 
www.sf‐planning.org 

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

Zoning Administrator a Project Implementation Report. The Project Implementation Report 
shall: 
a. Identify  the  three dimensional  perimeter  closest  to  the  facility  at which  adopted  FCC 

standards for human exposure to RF emissions in uncontrolled areas are satisfied; 
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b. Document  testing  that  demonstrates  that  the  facility  will  not  cause  any  potential 
exposure  to  RF  emissions  that  exceed  adopted  FCC  emission  standards  for  human 
exposure in uncontrolled areas.   

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

d. Testing,  Monitoring,  and  Preparation.    The  Project  Implementation  Report  shall  be 
prepared by a certified professional engineer or other  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.  

i. Notification and Testing.   The Project Implementation Report shall set forth the 
testing and measurements undertaken pursuant to Conditions 2 and 4.   

ii. Approval.  The Zoning Administrator shall request that the Certification of Final 
Completion  for  operation  of  the  facility  not  be  issued  by  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  until  such  time  that  the  Project  Implementation Report  is 
approved by the Department for compliance with these conditions. 

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

 
11.  Notification  prior  to  Project  Implementation  Report  ‐ WTS.    The  Project  Sponsor  shall 

undertake to inform and perform appropriate tests for residents of any dwelling units located 
within  25  feet  of  the  transmitting  antenna  at  the  time  of  testing  for  the  Project 
Implementation Report.  
a. At least twenty calendar days prior to conducting the testing required for preparation of 

the  Project  Implementation  Report,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall  mail  notice  to  the 
Department,  as well  as  to  the  resident  of  any  legal  dwelling  unit within  25  feet  of  a 
transmitting antenna of the date on which testing will be conducted. The Applicant will 
submit a written affidavit attesting to this mail notice along with the mailing list.  

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

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

 
12.  Installation  ‐ WTS.   Within  10 days  of  the  installation  and  operation  of  the  facilities,  the 

Project Sponsor  shall  confirm  in writing  to  the Zoning Administrator  that  the  facilities are 
being maintained and operated in compliance with applicable Building, Electrical and other 
Code requirements, as well as applicable FCC emissions standards. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415‐575‐6863, 
www.sf‐planning.org 
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13.  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 RF/EMF emissions. 
For  information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public 
Health at (415) 252‐3800, www.sfdph.org. 

 

OPERATION 
14.  Community  Liaison.    Prior  to  issuance  of  a  building  permit  application  to  construct  the 

project  and  implement  the  approved use,  the  Project  Sponsor  shall  appoint  a  community 
liaison  officer  to  deal  with  the  issues  of  concern  to  owners  and  occupants  of  nearby 
properties.  The Project Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator written notice of the 
name, business address, and telephone number of the community liaison.  Should the contact 
information  change,  the Zoning Administrator  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, 
www.sf‐planning.org 

 
15.  Out of Service – WTS.   The Project Sponsor or Property Owner shall remove antennae and 

equipment that has been out of service or otherwise abandoned for a continuous period of six 
months. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, 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 to contribute to ambient RF/EMF emissions 
in  excess  of  then  current  FCC  adopted  RF/EMF  emission  standards;  violation  of  this 
condition shall be grounds for revocation. 
For  information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public 
Health at (415) 252‐3800, www.sfdph.org. 

 
17.  Noise and Heat – WTS.  The WTS facility, including power source and cooling facility, shall 

be operated at all times within the limits of the San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. The 
WTS facility, including power source and any heating/cooling facility, shall not be operated 
so as to cause the generation of heat that adversely affects a building occupant. 
For  information about compliance, contact the Environmental Health Section, Department of Public 
Health at (415) 252‐3800, www.sfdph.org. 

 
18.  Transfer of Operation – WTS. Any carrier/provider authorized by the Zoning Administrator 

or  by  the  Planning  Commission  to  operate  a  specific  WTS  installation  may  assign  the 
operation  of  the  facility  to  another  carrier  licensed  by  the  FCC  for  that  radio  frequency 
provided that such transfer is made known to the Zoning Administrator in advance of such 

 19

http://www.sfdph.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sfdph.org/
http://www.sfdph.org/


Motion No. XXXX CASE NO. 2010.0987C 
Hearing Date:  July 28, 2011 2055 Lombard Street 

 20

operation, and all  conditions of approval  for  the  subject  installation are  carried out by  the 
new carrier/provider. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415‐575‐6863, 
www.sf‐planning.org 

 
19.  Compatibility with City Emergency Services – WTS.   The facility shall not be operated or 

caused to transmit on or adjacent to any radio frequencies licensed to the City for emergency 
telecommunication  services  such  that  the  City’s  emergency  telecommunications  system 
experiences  interference, unless prior approval  for such has been granted  in writing by  the 
City.  
For  information  about  compliance,  contact  the  Department  of  Technology,  415‐581‐4000,  
http://sfgov3.org/index.aspx?page=1421 
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IllHkd I LAND USE PLANNING 

July 13, 2011 

Sara Velive, Planner 
San Francisco Department of Planning 
1650 Mission Street, 4th  Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Community Meetings for proposed AT&T Mobility facility at 2055 Lombard Street 

Dear Ms. Vellve, 

On January 25, 2011, AT&T Mobility conducted a community outreach meeting regarding 
the proposed wireless facility at 2055 Lombard Street (20 10.0987 C). The meeting was held 
at La Barca restaurant at 2036 Lombard Street at 7:00 p.m. Notification of the outreach 
meeting was sent out on January 11, 2011 to 942 owners and tenants within 500 feet of the 
proposed installation and 18 neighborhood organizations. 

Erin Whitney of KDI Planning, conducted the meeting on behalf of AT&T Mobility as the 
project sponsor along with myself, Theadora Vriheas and Marc Blakeman of AT&T’s 
External Affairs, and Bill Hammett, a radio-frequency engineer with Hammett and Edison, 
Inc. who was there to answer any questions regarding the EMF emissions from the proposed 
wireless facility. There were six (6) members of the community along with two (2) 
legislative aides from Mark Ferrell’s office who attended the meeting. Various questions 
were asked regarding the facility; however, the primary concern was the perceived EMF 
emissions that the proposed facility would have. The majority of those who attended 
expressed opposition to the proposed facility based on the perceived impact of EMF 
emissions. In regards to design of the facility, two comments were noted: 1) a suggestion to 
remove the screen wall from around the antennas with the notion that the screen wall would 
have more of a visual impact than exposed antennas, 2) a concern that the proposed extension 
would block a neighbor’s view. 

Due to increasing interest in the proposed project, AT&T held a second community meeting 
on July 12, 2011. The meeting was held at the Moscone Recreation Center at 1800 Chestnut 
Street at 7:00 p.m. Notification of the outreach meeting was sent out on June 28, 2011 to 942 
owners and tenants within 500 feet of the proposed installation and 17 neighborhood 
organizations. 

I conducted the meeting on behalf of AT&T Mobility as the project sponsor along with 
Theadora Vriheas of A&T’s External Affairs, and Raj Mathur, a radio-frequency engineer 
with Hammett and Edison, Inc. who was there to answer any questions regarding the EMF 
emissions from the proposed wireless facility. There were five (5) members of the 
community along with one (1) legislative aide from Mark Ferrell’s office who attended the 
meeting. The primary concern was the perceived EMF emissions that the proposed facility 
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would have. Those who attended expressed opposition to the proposed facility based on the 
perceived impact of EMF emissions. In regards to design of the facility one community 
member expressed concern that the proposed installation would block their existing view. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely 

Amy M Ilion 
KDI Planning, representing AT&T Mobility 



at&t JOHN DI BENE 	 AT&T Services, Inc. 
General Attorney 	 2600 Camino Ramon 
Legal Department 	 Room 2W901 

San Ramon, CA 94583 

925.543.1548 Phone 
925.867.3869 Fax 
jdb@att.com  

July 11, 2011 

Via E-mail [Iinda.averv@sfgov.org ] 

Linda Avery 
Commission Secretary 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: New Cingular Wireless PCS, TIC, CUP No. 2010.0987C 
2055 Lombard Street 

Dear President Olague, Vice President Miguel and Commissioners Antonini, Borden, 
Moore, Sugaya, and Fong: 

I write to provide further explanation and illustration of the evidence already in 
the record in CUP case number 2010.0987C, an application filed by New Cingular 
Wireless PCS, LLC d/b/a AT&T Mobility ("AT&T") to place a cell site on a public 
parking garage located at 2055 Lombard Street in San Francisco (the "Site"). 
Specifically, the purpose of this letter is to provide the Commission with additional 
clarification of the record evidence concerning the extent of the significant service 
coverage gap in the area around the Site and outline the governing legal requirements of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 that require granting the application. This 
information is consistent with the complete and accurate information that your Staff 
relied upon in its May 19, 2011 recommendation to approve the permit with conditions 
and is being provided to the Commission as additional clarification before a final 
decision. 

This application seeks authority for AT&T to place 9 panel antennas above an 
existing elevator penthouse at the Site’s northwest corner. The property is a Location 
Preference 1 (Publicly-used structure) as the Site is developed as a public parking garage 
and post office. The necessary additional equipment will also be located on the roof the 
garage. Both the antennas and additional equipment will be located in screening to 
adequately shield from view. 



This site is necessary for AT&T to close a significant service coverage gap in its 
wireless network as explained in more detail below. The gap is caused, in part, by the 
significant demand from AT&T’s customers for mobile data usage in the area. This 
increase is consistent with the 8,000% increase in mobile data demand AT&T 
experienced network-wide over the past four years. AT&T expects total mobile data 
volume to grow 8-10 times over the next five years. To put this estimate in perspective, 
all of AT&T’s mobile traffic volume during 2010 would be equal to the mobile traffic 
volume for a mere six or seven weeks of 2015. 

This increased service volume tasks AT&T’s network and adversely affects 
service coverage. High demand for voice and mobile data services cause increased noise 
on each radio frequency channel - much as it is more difficult to hear when there are 
many people talking in a crowded room. This noise can degrade the quality of both voice 
and data wireless services, making it hard to get dial tone, causing dropped calls, or 
significantly slowing the speed of data services. This type of service degradation is 
currently being experienced in the area around the Site. The Site is necessary to help 
address the significant increase in demand, close the resulting service coverage gap, and 
improve AT&T’s service quality in the surrounding area. 

This letter provides a general survey of the key federal legal standards governing 
this application, and it turns to the main substantive issues - that the health concerns 
regarding radio frequency (RF) emissions raised in this record are preempted by federal 
law, that granting this application is supported by substantial evidence in the record, and 
that a denial of the application would be an unlawful prohibition of wireless service. But 
before doing that, let me begin by offering additional clarification to explain how the 
growth in wireless service demand has created the significant service coverage gap 
around the Site. 

I. 	The Significant Service Coverage Gap 

Attachment A is a statement by Gordon Spencer, an AT&T radio frequency 
expert. Mr. Spencer’s statement explains that during periods of high data usage the 
AT&T network experiences a significant service coverage gap in the area roughly 
bordered by Chestnut Way, Steiner, Pixley, and Buchanan streets (the "Significant Gap"). 
Mr. Spencer’s statement provides expert testimony explaining how the extraordinary growth 
of data and voice usage on AT&T’s wireless network in this area has adversely affected the 
reliability and accessibility of the network around the Site. 

Mr. Spencer explains how AT&T’s existing facilities in the area cannot 
adequately serve its customers during these periods of increased usage today, and they do 
not have the capacity required to handle forecasted usage. He also explains that this gap 
exists even though there may be reasonable outdoor signal strength in the area (several 
bars signal strength on a phone, for instance) - the user-generated interference 
overwhelms the frequency, which causes the service coverage indoors to be weak and the 
overall quality of service to be unacceptable. AT&T uses service quality information to 
indentify the areas in its network where these capacity restraints limit service. Exhibit 2 
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to Mr. Spencer’s statement contains a map that uses service quality information to depict 
a service coverage gap near the Site, with the yellow shaded cross-hatched areas and the 
pink shaded areas of the map showing the areas of the service coverage gap. 

The service coverage gap identified by Mr. Spencer is significant because it 
occurs during all periods of the day, except in the evenings. Thus, when AT&T’s 
customers most require use of their mobile devices in the area, and when most users want 
to use their mobile phones, service coverage is unacceptable. Exhibit 3 to Mr. Spencer’s 
Statement provides a current 24-hour traffic profile for the location, which shows that on 
a typical workday commercial and residential users in the area currently experience 
unacceptable service quality - including the inability to access the network to place data 
and voice calls. The gap includes service along Lombard Street, which is a major 
thoroughfare and a main route to the Golden Gate Bridge. There are numerous major 
tourist areas, hotels, and stand-alone stores within the gap area. The entire area 
surrounding the Site is a fashionable shopping and living area for young professionals, 
which is high density Smartphone territory. 

II. 	Key Legal Requirements 

As a FCC-licensed wireless telecommunications services provider, AT&T’s 
placement of its wireless antenna facilities is subject to the federal Telecommunications Act. 
That statute reconciles any potential conflicts between the need for deployment of a new 
wireless communications facility ("WCF") and local land use authority "by placing certain 
limitations on localities’ control over the construction and modification of WCFs." Sprint 
PCS Assets, LLC v. City of Palos Verdes Estates, 583 F.3d 716, 721 (9th Cir. 2009). 
Specifically, as relevant here, the Telecommunications Act preserves local control over land 
use decisions, subject to the following explicit statutory restrictions: 

� The local government must act on a permit application within a reasonable period of 
time (47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(ii)). 

� The local government may not regulate the placement, construction, or modification 
of WCFs on the basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the 
extent such facilities comply with the FCC’s regulations concerning such emissions 
(47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(iv)); 

� Any local government decision to deny a siting request must be in writing and 
supported by substantial evidence contained in a written record (47 U.S.C. 
§3 32(c)(7)(B)(iii)); 

� The local government may not unreasonably discriminate among providers of 
functionally equivalent services (47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(i)(I)); and 

� The local government’s decision must not "prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting 
the provision of personal wireless services" (47 U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(i)(ll)). 

With this legal framework in mind, I address below certain specific issues that have 
been raised in the record regarding this application. 



M. Federal Law Preempts Regulation Based on Environmental Effects of Radio 
Frequency Emissions. 

At a community meeting on January 25, 2001, a specific concern was raised 
regarding the health effects to exposure to radio frequency ("RF’) emissions. As noted 
above, local governments are specifically precluded from considering any alleged health or 
environmental effects of RF emissions in making decisions as to the siting of WCFs ’to the 
extent such facilities comply with the FCC’s regulations concerning such emissions." See 47 
U.S.C. §332(c)(7)(B)(iv)). Here, it is beyond dispute that the proposed equipment will 
operate well below applicable FCC limits. 

A March 18, 2011 RF engineering analysis provided by Hammett & Edison, Inc., 
Consulting Engineers confirms that the proposed equipment will operate well within 
(and actually far below) all applicable FCC public exposure limits. A copy of this report 
is attached to Staffs recommendation to approve the permit with conditions. Given the 
compliance with the FCC standards, this application cannot be rejected based on such 
health concerns of RF emissions. This is true whether those concerns are raised explicitly or 
indirectly through some proxy such as "property values" or even, in some instances, 
aesthetics. A federal district court in California has held that in light of the federal 
preemption of RF regulation, "concern over the decrease in property values may not be 
considered as substantial evidence if the fear of property value depreciation is based on 
concern over the health effects caused by RF emissions." AT&T Wireless Services of 
California LLC v. City of Carlsbad, 308 F.Supp.2d 1148, 1159 (S.D. Cal. 2003). 

To the extent that objections to this application are animated by concerns over RF 
frequency radiation, the Commission cannot consider them. An additional community 
meeting is scheduled for July 12, 2011 to further assure the public that the proposed 
equipment will operate well below applicable FCC RF emission limits. 

IV. The Record Contains Substantial Evidence In Favor Of This Application 

As noted above in Part II, the "substantial evidence" requirement means that a local 
government’s decision must be "authorized by applicable local regulations and supported by 
a reasonable amount of evidence." See Metro PCS, Inc. v. City and County of San 
Francisco, 400 F3d 715, 725 (9th Cir. 2005); see also Sprint PCS, 583 F.3d at 726 (a local 
government decision must be valid under local law and supported by "such relevant evidence 
as a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion"). In other words, a 
local government must have specific reasons that are both consistent with the local regulations 
and supported by substantial evidence in the record to deny a permit. Generalized concerns 
or opinions about aesthetics are insufficient to constitute substantial evidence upon which a 
local government could deny a permit. City of Rancho Palos Verdes V.  Abranzs, 101 
Cal.App.4th 367, 381 (2002). 

Here, the proposed equipment complies with the standards for review (Sections 
209.6 and 303 of the San Francisco Planning Code) and the City’s WTS Facilities Siting 
Guidelines. The proposed equipment is also consistent with San Francisco’s General Plan, 



which supports development of technologically advanced communications infrastructure and 
growth of emerging telecommunications industries. 

IV. This Application Must Be Approved Under The Federal "Prohibition" 
Preemption 

As noted above, a municipality cannot act in such a manner so to create an "effective 
prohibition" of wireless services. Courts have found an "effective prohibition" exists where a 
wireless carrier demonstrates (1) a "significant gap" in wireless service coverage; and (2) that 
the proposed facility would provide the "least intrusive means," in relation to the land use 
values embodied in local regulations, to provide the service coverage necessary to fill that 
gap. See e.g., Metro PCS, 400 F.3d at 734-35; Sprint PCS, 583 F.3d at 726. if a wireless 
carrier satisfies both of these requirements, state and local standards that would otherwise be 
sufficient to permit denial of the facility are preempted and the municipality must approve the 
wireless facility. See T-Mobile USA, inc. v. City of Anacortes, 572 F.3d 987, 999 (9th Cir. 
2009). When a wireless provider presents evidence of a significant gap and the absence of a 
less intrusive alternative, the burden shifts to the local government to prove that a less 
intrusive alternative exists. In order to meet this burden (and overcome the presumption in 
favor of federal preemption), the local government must show that another alternative is 
available that fills the significant gap in coverage, that it is technologically feasible, and that it 
is "less intrusive" than the proposed facility. Id., 572 F.3d at 998-999. 

Here, AT&T has met both of these standards. First, AT&T has shown a significant 
service coverage gap. The evidence submitted in the application and in Mr. Spencer’s 
statement in Attachment A show undisputable evidence of a wireless service coverage gap. 
As Mr. Spencer’s statement explains, this gap is significant: the service degradation is most 
acute during daytime hours on a typical workday, at which time the coverage and reliability of 
the network is compromised (dropped calls) and the network becomes inaccessible (inability 
to connect, slow or no downloads) to users within the Significant Gap. Further, as Mr. 
Spencer explains, during high usage periods the geographic service coverage of the site 
contracts and causes gaps in service coverage (depicted by the yellow shaded cross hatched 
areas in Exhibit 2). Also, there are areas that do not have sufficient signal strength to provide 
reliable indoor coverage. 

AT&T RF engineers have determined that updating this site will close this gap and 
enable AT&T to provide acceptable quality service at times most critical to wireless 
customers in the area; that is, during a typical weekday when the need for communication is 
high and may be critical, particularly in times of crisis. 

AT&T has also proven that the Site would be the least intrusive means by which to fill 
the significant service coverage gap. in San Francisco, the intrusiveness of an application 
must be determined in reference to the preferences contained in Section 8.1 of the WTS 
Facilities Siting Guidelines. The Site is a Preference 1 (Publicly-used structure) location, 
which is the preferred location under the Guidelines. AT&T has also complied with each 
section of the Planning Department’s Application Checklist for Conditional Use Applications 
for Wireless Telecommunications Facilities. 



Thus, AT&T has established both a significant wireless service coverage gap and that 
upgrading the wireless facilities at the Site would be the least intrusive means by which to 
close the gap. Under federal law, if these two criteria are shown, the facility must be 
approved.’ 

Conclusion 

AT&T is diligently trying to upgrade its network to meet the exploding wireless 
telecommunications demand within San Francisco. It is doing so in a manner that takes 
prudent and careful consideration of the aesthetic impacts of its facilities and the values the 
City seeks to promote. This application is fully consistent with City land use regulations and 
the WTS guidelines, and upgrading the proposed site would be the least intrusive means by 
which AT&T could fill the significant wireless service coverage gap in the area. I urge the 
Planning Commission to approve Conditional Use Permit No. 2010.0987C. 

Very truly yours, 

JJhn di Bene 

cc: 	Sara Veilve, SF Planner 

Attachment A: Statement of Gordon Spencer 

1 47 Usc §332(c)(7)(B)(i)(II). 



Attachment A 

AT&T MOBILITY CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION 

2055 LOMBARD STREET 

STATEMENT OF GORDON SPENCER 

I served as AT&T’s radio frequency engineer with respect to the proposed wireless 

communications facility at 2055 Lombard Street (the "Property"). Based on my personal 

knowledge of the Property and with AT&T’s wireless network, as well as my review of AT&T’s 

records with respect to the Property and its wireless telecommunications facilities in the 

surrounding area, I have concluded that the work associated with this permit request is needed to 

close a significant service coverage gap in the area roughly bordered by Chestnut Way, Steiner, 

Pixley, and Buchanan Streets. 

The service coverage gap is caused by obsolete and inadequate infrastructure along with 

increased use of wireless broadband services (3G Smartphone) in the area. As explained further 

in Exhibit 1, AT&T’s existing facilities cannot adequately serve its customers in the desired area 

of coverage, let alone address rapidly increasing data usage. Although there is reasonable 

outdoor signal strength in the area, coverage indoors is weak and the quality of service overall is 

unacceptable. 

AT&T uses Signal-to-Noise information to indentify the areas in its network where 

capacity restraints limit service. This information is developed from many sources including 

terrain and clutter databases, which that simulate the environment, and propagation models that 

simulate signal propagation in the presence of terrain and clutter variation. Signal-to-Noise 

information measures the difference between the signal strength and the noise floor within a 

radio frequency channel, which, in turn, provides a measurement of service quality in an area. 

Although the signal level may be adequate by itself, the noise level fluctuates with usage due to 
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where the signal-to-noise ratio is not adequate to maintain a good level of service. In other 

words, while the signal itself fluctuates as a function of distance of the user from the base station, 

the noise level fluctuates with the level of usage on the network on all mobiles and base stations 



in the vicinity. Signal-to-Noise information identifies where the radio frequency channel is 

usable; as noise increases during high usage periods, the range of the radio frequency channel 

declines such that the service coverage area for the cell restricts. 

Exhibit 2 to this Statement is a map of existing service coverage (without the proposed 

installation at the Property) in the area at issue. It includes service coverage provided by existing 

AT&T sites. The green shaded areas depict areas within a Signal-to-Noise range that provide 

acceptable service coverage even during high demand periods. Thus, based upon current usage, 

customers are able to initiate and complete voice or data calls either outdoors or most indoor 

areas at any time of the day, independent of the number of users on the network. The yellow 

shaded cross-hatched areas depict areas within a Signal-to-Noise range that results in a service 

coverage gap during high demand periods. In this area, severe service interruptions occur during 

periods of high usage, but reliable and uninterrupted service may be available during low 

demand periods. The pink shaded areas depict areas within a Signal-to-Noise range where there 

is a service coverage gap at all times, especially indoors. The availability of reliable and 

uninterrupted voice and data service in all three of these areas can depend greatly upon whether a 

particular user is indoors, outdoors, stationary, or in transit. Under AT&T’s wireless customer 

service standards, any area in the pink or yellow cross-hatched category is considered inadequate 

service coverage and constitutes a service coverage gap. 

Exhibit 3 to this Statement depicts the current actual voice and data usage in the 

immediate area. In actuality, the service coverage footprint is constantly changing; wireless 

engineers call it "cell breathing" and during high usage periods, as depicted in the chart, the 

service coverage gap increases substantially. The time periods for which service is not available 

under highest usage conditions (as depicted in the yellow shaded cross-hatched area in Exhibit 2) 

is significant. Based upon my review of the maps, the usage data, and this additional data, it is 

my opinion that the service coverage gap is significant. 

Exhibit 4 to this Statement is a map that predicts service coverage based on Signal-to-

Noise information in the vicinity of the Property if antennas are placed as proposed in the 



application. As shown by this map, placement of the equipment at the Property closes the 

significant service coverage gap. 

I have a Masters Degree in Electrical Engineering from the University of California 

(UCLA) and have worked as an engineering expert in the Wireless Communications Industry for 

over 25 years. 

- 

Gordon Spencer 

May 24, 2011 



EXHIBIT I 

AT&T MOBILITY CoNDrnoNj. USE PERMIT APPLICATION 

EXHIBIT 1 
Prepared by AT&T Mobility 

AT&T’s digital wireless technology converts voice or data signals into a stream of digits 

to allow a single radio channel to carry multiple simultaneous signal transmissions. This 

technology allows AT&T to offer services such as secured transmissions and enhanced voice, 

high-speed data, texting, video conferencing, paging and imaging capabilities, as well as 

voicemail, visual voicemail, call forwarding and call waiting that are unavailable in analog-based 

systems. With consumers’ strong adoption of smart phones, customers now have access to more 

than 240,000 wireless broadband applications; a number that surely will keep growing as, 

according to FCC Chairman Julius Genachowski, consumers spent over $6.2 billion in mobile 

broadband applications stores in 2010. 

AT&T customers are using these applications in a manner that has caused an 8,000% 

increase in mobile data usage on A T& Vs network over the past four years. AT&T expects 

total mobile data volume to grow 8x-10x over the next five years. To put this estimate in 

perspective, all of AT&T Mobility’s mobile traffic during 2010 would be equal to only six or 

seven weeks of mobile traffic volume in 2015. 

Mobile devices using AT&T’s technology transmit a radio signal to antennas mounted on 

a tower, pole, building, or other structure. The antenna feeds the signal to electronic devices 

housed in a small equipment cabinet, or base station. The base station is connected by 

microwave, fiber optic cable, or ordinary copper telephone wire to the Radio Network 

Controller, subsequently routing the calls and data throughout the world. 



The operation of AT&T’s wireless network depends upon a network of wireless 

communications facilities. The range between wireless facilities varies based on a number of 

factors. The range between AT&T mobile telephones and the antennas in San Francisco, for 

example, is particularly limited as a result of topographical challenges, blockage from buildings, 

trees, and other obstructions as well as the limited capacity of existing facilities. 

To provide effective, reliable, and uninterrupted service to AT&T customers in their cars, 

public transportation, home, and office, without interruption or lack of access, coverage must 

overlap in a grid pattern resembling a honeycomb. 

In the event that AT&T is unable to construct or upgrade a wireless communications 

facility within a specific geographic area, so that each site’s coverage reliably overlaps with at 

least one adjacent facility, AT&T will not be able to provide service consistent with its 

obligations under its FCC license to the consumers within that area. Some consumers will 

experience an abrupt loss of service. Others will be unable to obtain reliable service, particularly 

during periods of high usage. 

Consumers may also experience service coverage gaps in situations where coverage 

overlaps and AT&T’s outdoor signal strength is strong. Even in these areas AT&T can 

experience significant service coverage gaps, especially in its 3G network due to high "noise" 

level and for vehicular traffic or indoors where more and more users are finding cellular service a 

necessity. The following paragraphs provide a simplified explanation of why these service 

coverage gaps exist even though signal strength may appear strong. 

AT&T operates a 3G network within the City of San Francisco. 3G means that the 

mobile telecommunications network can achieve specific benchmark data rates. In AT&T’s 3G 
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network, every mobile transmitter shares the same frequency with other mobile transmitters; 

likewise, every base transmitter shares the same frequency with other base transmitters. Under 

normal circumstances, this means mobile transmitters would interfere with each other and base 

transmitters would interfere with other base transmitters. CDMA (code division multiple access) 

technology used in AT&T’s 3G network, however, gives individual receivers the ability to 

distinguish each transmitter from every other transmitter. Put differently, CDMA is analogous to 

people speaking the same language being able to communicate and understand each other, but 

other languages are perceived as noise and rejected. This ability to discriminate based upon 

different "codes" breaks down, and where it breaks down it create gaps in service coverage, even 

when the network has been perfectly optimized and signal strength may otherwise appear strong. 

This problem generally occurs in the following three general scenarios: 

Scenario 1: There is a gap in coverage when several transmitters can be received at 

roughly equal signal levels. This might occur when the receiver is equidistant from multiple 

transmitters and no one transmitter predominates; this is much more likely to occur, based upon 

geometry, when the receiver is relatively far from all of the transmitters. 

Scenario 2: There is a gap in coverage when many users are utilizing the same cell site 

transmitter. In this scenario each user generates interference to every other user on the shared 

channel. In order to minimize this self-generated interference, the users that are furthest from the 

site are prevented from using the channel. In essence, the coverage from this particular cell 

shrinks as usage increases. 



Scenario 3: No signals can reach the receiver at sufficient strength to be decoded. This is 

the classical signal coverage scenario that plagues all forms of communication and is generally 

what is indicated when your phone shows zero bars. 

Service problems caused by any of the scenarios above can and do occur for customers 

even in locations where the coverage maps on AT&T’s "Coverage Viewer" website appear to 

indicate that coverage is available. As the legend to the Coverage Viewer maps indicates, these 

maps depict an approximation of coverage; actual coverage in an area may differ substantially 

from map graphics, and may be affected by such things as terrain, foliage, buildings and other 

construction, motion, customer equipment, and network traffic. 

It is also important to note that the signal losses and service problems described above 

can and do occur for customers even at times when certain other customers in the same vicinity 

may be able to initiate and complete calls on AT&T’s network (or other networks) on their 

wireless phones. These problems also can and do occur even when certain customers’ wireless 

phones indicate "all bars" of signal strength on the handset. 

The bars of signal strength that individual customers can see on their wireless phones are 

an imprecise and slow-to-update estimate of service quality. In other words, a customer’s 

wireless phone can show "four bars" of signal strength, but that customer can still, at times, be 

unable to initiate voice calls, complete calls, or download data reliably and without service 

interruptions. Scenarios 1 and 2 above cause this result. 

The reason that raw outdoor signal strength numbers can be an inadequate measurement 

of wireless service quality (and thus not be reflective of actual "gaps" in wireless service quality) 

is that these measurements do not reflect the degradation in the quality of the signal as 
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determined by the Signal-to-Noise ratio in the area at various times of day (during periods of 

greater usage, like in scenario 2 above). While signal strength is an important factor, so is noise, 

and the more noise that is present in a given vicinity at a particular time of day, the more likely 

the connections will be unreliable. Signal-to-Noise is a key quality parameter used to determine 

where service gaps are likely to appear. 

To determine where new or upgraded telecommunications facilities need to be located for 

the provision of reliable service in any area, AT&T’s radio frequency engineers rely on far more 

complete tools and data sources than just signal strength from individual phones. AT&T creates 

maps incorporating signal and noise information that, in turn, depict existing service coverage 

and service coverage gaps in a given area. 

The service coverage gap is caused in part by a high demand for voice and data service 

being requested in the coverage area, similar to scenario 2 above, and the insufficient resources 

to handle the requests; this may be defined as a capacity constraint. The high demand for 

services causes increased "noise" on each frequency, much like having more individuals all 

talking at the same time in a room causes more "noise" that makes it harder to hear. In the case 

of the room full of people analogy, picture a void being created as people crowd closer and 

closer to each other in order to be able to hear. This natural contraction of crowds of people 

results in open spaces in the room; if these spaces are partitioned off, then people will have new 

defined spaces within which they can hold conversations. 

During peak usage times, this capacity constraint can degrade the quality of both voice 

and data services provided to customers in this area, and can reduce services in the pink and 

yellow shaded cross-hatched areas as shown on the attached map in Exhibit 2. 



The restriction of the site’s service coverage area occurs during high usage periods 

because, during those times, many users are utilizing the same existing cell site transmitter. In 

this scenario each user generates interference to every other user on the shared channel. In order 

to minimize this self-generated interference, the users that are furthest from the existing site are 

prevented from using the channel. In essence, the coverage from this particular site shrinks as 

usage increases. As set forth in Exhibit 2, this has caused a significant service coverage gap in 

AT&T’s network. 

To rectify this significant gap in its service coverage, AT&T needs to locate a wireless 

facility in the immediate vicinity of the Property. To continue the analogy above, AT&T must 

utilize the voids or "gaps" that occur in the crowded room to create new spaces and redistribute 

the people in the room so that more people can carry on intelligible conversations. 



EXHIBIT 2 

Proposed Site at 2055 Lombard (CN5537) 
Service Area BEFORE site is constructed 

Em- 

 

� 
A 

Eiing Micro 

rcpced \1rc 	: 

Accep:bIe 	rce C: 

during 	igF’ :ec 

: er.1ce Ccerge Gp cIunn 

ennc! 	ericds 

C - 

r 	
_tc 

Fv Jc 2011  



EXHIBIT 3 

Current 7-Day Traffic Profile for the 
Location of CN5537 
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EXHIBIT 4 

Proposed Site at 2055 Lombard (CN5537) 
Service Area AFTER site is constructed 
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From: 	 Christina Stout 

To: 	 sara.vellvesfgov.org  

Subject: 	 Fw: 2010.0987CR,2055 Lombard St AT&T mobility 
Date: 	 03/24/201104:35 PM 

Original Message -----
From: Christina Stout 
To: veIIve(äsfDIanninq.org  
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 3:13 AM 
Subject: Fw: 2010.0987CR,2055 Lombard St AT&T mobility 

Original Message ----- 
From: Christina Stout 
To: sa ravel lvesfplanninq.qov 
Sent: Thursday, March 24, 2011 3:10 AM 
Subject: Fw: 2010.0987CR,2055 Lombard St AT&T mobility 

Original Message -----
From: Christina Stout 
To: saravellve(äsfIlanninq.orq 
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 4:52 AM 
Subject: Fw: 2010.0987CR,2055 Lombard St AT&T mobility 

Original Message -----
From: Christina Stout 
To: saravellvesf.qov 
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 2011 4:35 AM 
Subject: Fw: 2010.0987CR,2055 Lombard St AT&T mobility 

2nd try-----Original Message -----

From: Christina Stout 
To: sarahvellve(sfgov.orq 
Sent: Wednesday, March 23, 20114:14 AM 
Subject: 2010.0987CR,2055 Lombard St AT&T mobility 



From: Ron Itelman 

To: Sara.Vellve@sfgov.org  

Subject: Antenna case at 2055 Lombard Street 
Date: 05/31/2011 12:21 PM 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am a resident of Cow Hollow, I live on 2085 Greenwich St., near the proposed area for the antenna site. There was an 
article today in CNN on the World Health Organization’s releasing their position that cell phone radiation can cause 
cancer, this only further enforces my feelings. I ABSOLUTELY 100% DO NOT WANT THESE ANTENNAS NEAR ME. I EXPECT MY 
REPRESENTATIVES TO REPRESENT THE INTEREST OF THE RESIDENTS IN THIS CASE AND *DENY*  AT&T. Every neighbor I have talked 
to feels the same way about this. Yes, I arc afraid of the unknown effects of these antennas, and am glad to be so. If 
there is a radiation/cancer link it will only come out 15 years later, and what will they say... ’Sorry’?!?! Screw 
that. Let them place their antennas in NON-RESIDENTIAL AREAS!!! 

Thanks 
Ron Itelrnan 
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I LAND USE PLANNING 

May 9, 2011 

Sara Velive, Planner 
San Francisco Department of Planning 
1660 Mission Street, 5th  Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Case No. 2010.0987C AT&T Facility 2055 Lombard Street - Response to Community 
Comments 

Dear Sara, 

This letter is in response to the email you provided to Erin Whitney, KDI on April 28, 2011 
which included correspondence you received from community member Christina Stout on 
March 23, 2001. Below is a list of the comments/questions Ms. Stout presented along with 
the additional follow-up questions you had and our responses to both. 

Christina Stout Comment #1: 
Other locations were not considered as the garage location filled a gap in the grid and thus 
reception. Three of the antennas will be placed in clusters and will face a specific direction 
completing a triangle pointing toward the school, a cluster toward Van Ness Ave. and 
another cluster toward the Golden Gate Bridge. Once placed there, other telephone 
companies will increase their interest and it will extend the "farm". 

Sara Veilve Follow-up Question to Comment #1: 
The application indicates that a number of other sites were considered for the project. Was 
information pertaining to the alternative site analysis discussed @ the meeting? 

KDI Response to Comment #1: 
During the community meeting a question was raised regarding if any additional locations 
were evaluated by AT&T. In response AT&T briefly outlined the locations of each 
alternative location considered as specified in the application including 3228 Steiner Street, 
2150 Lombard Street, 2141 Chestnut Street, and 2110 Greenwich Street. However, the 
Proposed Location at 2055 Lombard Street was selected as the primary candidate due to its 
ability to meet the defined service objective and its consideration as Preference 1 Location, 
the most preferred location according to the WTS Guidelines. 

Christina Stout Comment #2: 
Individuals in the meeting expressed major concerns for microwave radiation affects on 
young, growing and developing children attending the school. Several thoughts came to 
mind: how much radiation, if any, is safe, affects long-term, affects on children who are 
challenged, have illnesses, and those who are healthy, etc. 

855 FOLSOM STREET, SUITE 106 � SAN FRANCISCO � CA � 94107 � OFFICE (415)341-8890 � FASCIMILLE (415) 341-1365 



CN5537 
Response to Community Comments 

May 9, 20 11 

KDI Response to Comment #2: 
As part of the community meeting, Bill Hammett, a radio frequency engineer with Hammett 
& Edison, Inc. was also in attendance to answer any questions related to electromagnetic 
frequency (EMF) emissions. Mr. Hammett explained the FCC standards for emission and 
confirmed that the Proposed Facility complies with those standards. The discussion 
continued with a series of questions and answers related to EMF between the community 
members and Mr. Hammett. 

Christina Stout Comment #3: 
Owners were concerned about reduction in their property values and accompanying 
obstruction of views (one of the reasons for buying expensive Marina properties). 

KDI Response to Comment #3: 
One community member indicated that he lived on the south side of the Proposed Location 
and was concerned that the installation would obstruct his view. In response we discussed 
the design and the dimension of the proposed extension. His concerns were noted. 

Christina Stout Comment #4: 
Although the antennas would be covered with a fence style arrangement, radiation levels will 
emit through wood and cement 24 hours a day, 7 days a week permanently. No documents 
could be passed out to attendees of the amount of radiation emitted. 

Sara Velive Follow-up Question to Comment #4: 
Were the H&E and DPH reports made available at the meeting? 

KDI Response to Comment #4: 
AT&T provides a copy of the submitted Conditional Use application for review during the 
community meeting. The Radio Frequency (RF) report prepared by Hammett & Edison and 
subsequent approval of the RF report provided by the San Francisco Department of Public 
Health are included with a copy of the Conditional Use application. Additional copies of the 
service maps, EMF report, the Department of Public Health approval and other handouts are 
not supplied during the meeting. However, as a matter or practice, if a community member 
requests any document provided as part of the Conditional Use application, AT&T offers one 
to be mailed to them (via email or postal service). In this particular case, it was suggested 
that those who were interested provide their e-mail address on the Sign-Up Sheet. The sign 
up sheet shows that 2 members of the community requested additional documentation. 
Unfortunately there was an oversight and the information was provided via email on 5/6 to 
those community members listed on the Sign-up Sheet. The following information was 
provided: 

1. EMF report prepared by Hammett & Edison 
2. DPH Approval 
3. Service Maps 

Christina Stout Comment #5: 
A coverage map was requested. Other smaller antenna locations are nearby; one will be 
dismantled and incorporated in the groupings on the Lombard St. garage. Every 3-4 block 



CN5537 
Response to Community Comments 

May 9, 2011 

quadrants are included in a 5-year plan and will house additional antennas. 

Sara Veilve Follow-up Question #5: 
Were the coverage maps available at the meeting? 

LCD! Response to Comment #5: 
See response to Question #4 above. 

Christina Stout Comment #6: 
Studies were requested. Also, what methodology was used to determine "gap"! 

KDI Response to Comment #6: 
It is not clear on what studies this comment is referring to other than the EMF report. It 
appears that the second part of the question is referring to the methodology behind the AT&T 
Network RF Engineers determining when there is a "gap" in service. The following response 
is given: The AT&T Network RF Engineers use several different ways to determine where 
additional service is required. Such tools are drive test data, customer complaints, smart 
phone applications such as ’mark the spot’, network statistics on drop calls and AT&T switch 
data. 

Christina Stout Comment #7: 
Any temporary or permanent resident with 500’ will be impacted. 

KDI Response to Comment #7: 
I believe this comment may be in reference to the discussion of the difference in community 
notification during the processing of Conditional Use applications for wireless 
telecommunication facilities. Specifically it was explained that the Community Outreach 
Meeting notification radius is 500’ and the Planning Commission notification radius is 300’ 
as required by the San Francisco Planning Department. 

Christina Stout Comment #8: 
Two members of our team will be available for parents to sign a petition on Monday, January 
31st indicating that you do not want the antennas placed on top of the garage. This petition 
will be presented to the Board of Supervisors (need 150-160 signatures in the affected 
neighborhood). AT&T or their agent has already contacted the school. 

LCD! Response to Comment #8: 
As of the date of the community meeting, AT&T had not contacted the school (Tule Elk Park 
Center). However, since that time AT&T has attempted to make contact. As of the date of 
this letter, no response has been received. 

Christina Stout Comment #9: 
AT&T will lease the garage parking spaces from the City and County of San Francisco; 
Lombard Street has no other publicly own building and was chosen for that reason. Leasing 
cost estimates of $15,000 and above will be paid monthly to the CCSF. 
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KDI Response to Comment #9: 
The Proposed Location was determined to be the primary candidate within the defined search 
area for its ability to meet the defined service objective and its consideration as a Preference 
1 Location, the most preferred, according to the WTS Guidelines. Details of the lease were 
not available or addressed during the community meeting as that information is not yet public 
information. 

Christina Stout Comment #10: 
Please let us know if you have another location suggestion and we will included it in our 
presentation or if you would like to attend the Board of Supervisors Meeting or the Planning 
Commission meetings when scheduled. Contact: Christina Stout (415) 922-5602 or Frances 
Gouveia (885-3317)." 

It should be noted that the meeting was held on the very day of the President Obama’s State 
of the Union Message; a National basketball game was held and televised; it rained that 
evening; and some who wanted to attend had prior meeting commitments that couldn’t be 
changed. AT&T representatives have said NO to another scheduled community meeting. To 
date (March 23rd) we have received NONE of the above requested materials. An AT&T 
representative stated at the January 25th meeting that the reason for it being held January 
25th - was to "avoid the holidays". 

Sara Veilve Follow-up Question to Comment #10: 
Did the community request additional information at the meeting and was it provided? 

KDI Response to Comment #10: In general the community meetings are scheduled roughly 
a month to a month and half in advance to allow for preparation of the notification materials. 
The Conditional Use application was submitted on November 2, 2010 and AT&T did delay 
the community outreach meeting until after the holidays. The meeting was not intentionally 
scheduled during any special events. As mentioned previously, the fact that the additional 
materials were not provided was an oversight and was provided via email on 5/6/11. 

Christina Stout Comment #11: 
At that same meeting, the actual number of antennas to be placed on top of the garage at 
2055 Lombard St. was less than we learned at a later date. 
Also: 27 disks (three on each pole, three-pole clusters) can be adjusted and lowered to direct 
EMF radiation so that travelers using Highway 101 Lombard St. corridor going to and from 
Mann County will not have "dropped calls" (while driving) vs the permanent affects on our 
neighborhood. 

Sara Veilve Follow-up Question to Comment #11: 
Can you tell me about the 27 disks? I’m not sure what they are referring to. 

KDI Response to Comment #11: 
I am unable to verify the reference to the ’27 disks’. There are no "disks" on the proposed 
AT&T facility. 
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Christina Stout Comment #12: 
As seen by the number of gathered signatures, the neighborhood does NOT want these 9 - 7’ 
powerful antennas with 27 large disks, plus 6 supportive refrigerator size equipment cabinets, 
on top of the garage above the Post Office covering a circumference of 500’ (previous 
telephone companies stated 300’), obstructing views, reducing property values, and damaging 
the cellular structure of at risk children, seniors, and neighbors. 

KDI Response to Comment #12: 
The proposed project consists of the installation of nine (9) panel antennas measuring 
approximately 48-3" tall placed within a new seven (7) foot tall extension to an existing 
penthouse and (6) associated radio cabinets within an enclosure. There are no ’disks’ 
associated with the proposed project. The proposed service area is not delineated by a 
circumference measured in feet so it is unclear where this measurement was obtained. 
However the way in which the service area is defined is by a geographic area which is 
roughly bounded by Chestnut, Pixley, Steiner and Buchanan Streets. 

Please let me know if you have any additional questions regarding the information provide. 

Sincerely, 

Amy Million 
KDI representing AT&T Mobility 
amy@kdiplanning.com  



at&t 
Dear Supervisor Farrell and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lombard Street corridor, I support AT&T ’ s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San Francisco with a 
new wireless communication facility at 2055 Lombard Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San Francisco. 
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Q\o 	JA 	VwejLi 

ID 
	

V1 ri 	8 L 4)ç/ t; 

~Fo MOO Lke, 	 Lôard Sk( 
	

Ma~t LJ Q 
’i� t 	h?1 	L0icç- 

	 aüt  Ili rdJ 

00 	 71’t4S 
	

c/V LcI,’-l/ 
	

$7-  51-- 	’q)(c/c’-t’ rL1� 

1)  K6  Z-Olkl~Wd 
	

0  ~, P l’ tk 1  -e 

I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 



at&t 
Dear Supervisor Farrell and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lombard Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San Francisco with a 
new wireless communication facility at 2055 Lombard Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San Francisco. 

Name 	 Business 	 Address 	 Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 



at&t 
Dear Supervisor Farrell and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lombard Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San Francisco with a 
new wireless communication facility at 2055 Lombard Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San Francisco. 

Business 	 Address 	 Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 
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Dear Supervisor Farrell and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lombard Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San Francisco with a 
new wireless communication facility at 2055 Lombard Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San Francisco. 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 
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Dear Supervisor Chiu and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lower Nob H11LPoJk Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San 
Francisco with a new wireless communication facility at 897-899 Hyde Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San 
Francisco. 

Name 	 Business 	 Address 	 Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 
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Dear Supervisor Chiu and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lower Nob Hill/Polk Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San 
Francisco with a new wireless communication facility at 897-899 Hyde Street Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San 
Francisco. 

Name 	Business 	 Address 	 Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 	 ’ 



9  dW 

Dear Supervisor Cbiu and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lower Nob Hill/Polk Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San 
Francisco with a new wireless communication facility at 897-899 Hyde Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San 
Francisco. 

Name 	 Business 	 Address 
	

Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 



at&t 
Dear Supervisor Chiu and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lower Nob Hill/Polk Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San 
Francisco with a new wireless communication facility at 897-899 Hyde Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San 
Francisco. 

Name 
	

Business 	 Address 
	

Email 
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I understand AT&T w$keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wiriess initiatives. 



at&t 
Dear Supervisor Chiu and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lower Nob Hill/Polk Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San 
Francisco with a new wireless communication facility at 897-899 Hyde Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San 
Francisco. 

Name 
	 Business 

	 Address 
	 Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this efition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 



at&t 
Dear Supervisor Cbiu and Plannirg Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lower Nob Hill/Polk Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San 
Francisco with a new wireless conmunication facility at 897-899 Hyde Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San 
Francisco. 

Name 	 Business 	 Address 
	

Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 
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Dear Supervisor Chiu and Pl anning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lower Nob Hill/Polk Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San 
Francisco with a new wireless communication facility at 897-899 Hyde Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San 
Francisco. 

Name 	 Business 	 Address 
	 Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 
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Dear Supervisor Chin and Planning Commission, 

As a business operator along the Lower Nob Hill/Polk Street corridor, I support AT&T’s efforts to improve wireless coverage in San 
Francisco with anew wireless communication facility at 897-899 Hyde Street. Please vote in support of improved wireless service in San 
Francisco. 

Name 	 Business 	 Address 	 Email 
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I understand AT&T will keep a copy of this petition, and I agree to receive updates regarding AT&T’s wireless initiatives. 



DECLARATION OF INTENT FOR 

Wireless Telecommunications 
Facility Section 106 Review 

PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT 

ptsnnlng astinsiit 	A Section 106 evaluation is required for all new Wi’S facilities proposed on any structure 45 years of 
isse Mlsstcn ssst 	age and older, within 250 feet of an eligible historic distrlct, or a significant alteration to an edstIng 
SuS. 400 	 site. Complying with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NRPA) is a statutory 
Ow Nowlsee. CA 	obligation that Is separate and distinct from complying with the National Environmental Policy Act 

(NEPA). For more Information, please visit the California Office of Historic Preservation web site, 
hUp:io.parks.cv/?psgeid=22327. 

r 415J00.37$ 
P. 41#JG&6400 	 You must submit this affidavit along with the Wireless Telecommunications Facility decklist to the 

Planning Department. 

Declaration of Intent for Section 106 Review 

Jennifer Estee 	 ,do hereby declare as follows: 

a. The subject Wireless Telecommunications Facility is located at (address) 

L 	Cc434 	T-eET 
Ad  

b. I am aware that, according to Section 106 of the NHPA that evaluation Is required for all 
new WTS facilities proposed on any structure 45 years of age and older, within 250 feet 
of an eligible historic district, or a significant alteration to an existing site; and intend to 
comply with all said requirements. 

C. lam a duly authorized officer or owner of the subject business. 

I declare under penally of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing Is 
true and correct. 

Executed on this day, 	 ° 8 e 	Z-2.co 	 in 
430 Bush St., San Francisco CA 

LacpUan 

 

a� 

Jennifer Estes, Project Manager for AT&T Mobility 
Neie (Pvfr. Th. 

415.774. 1248 



AT&T Mobility . Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5537) 
2055 Lombard Street � San Francisco, California 

Statement of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers 

The firm of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, has been retained on behalf of 

AT&T Mobility, a personal wireless telecommunications carrier, to evaluate the base station (Site No. 

CN5537) proposed to be located at 2055 Lombard Street in San Francisco, California, for compliance 

with appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to radio frequency ("RF") electromagnetic fields. 

Background 

The San Francisco Department of Public Health has adopted a 10-point checklist for determining 

compliance of proposed WTS facilities or proposed modifications to such 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) 5-80,000 MHz 5.00 mW/cm2  1.00 mW/cm 2  
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 5.00 1.00 
AWS (Advanced Wireless) 2,100 5.00 1.00 
PCS (Personal Communication) 1,950 5.00 1.00 
Cellular 870 2.90 0.58 
SMR (Specialized Mobile Radio) 855 2.85 0.57 
700 MHz 700 2.35 0.47 
[most restrictive frequency range] 3 0-300 1.00 0.20 

The site was visited by the undersigned engineer during normal business hours on April 9, 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 October 9, 2010. 

Checklist 

1. The location of all existing antennas and facilities at site. Existing RF levels. 

There were observed no wireless base stations installed at the site. Existing RF levels at ground level 

near the site were less than 1% of the most restrictive public exposure limit. 

2. The location of all approved (but not installed) antennas and facilities. ExpectedRE levels from 
approved antennas. 

No other WTS facilities are reported to be approved for this site but not installed. 

3. The number and Wes of WTS within 100 feet of proposed site and estimates of additive EMR 
emissions al proposed site. 

T-Mobile has installed similar antennas in a commercial sign in front of a restaurant located across 

Lombard Street, about 100 feet away. 

HAMMETF & EDISON, INC. 
CONSUL lNG ENGINEERS 	 E3V3 

SAN 	 Page 1 of 3 



AT&T Mobility’ Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5537) 
2055 Lombard Street � San Francisco, California 

4. Location (and number) of Applicant’s antennas and back-up facilities per building and location 
(and number) of other WTS at site. 

AT&T proposes to install nine Andrew Model DBXNH-6565A-R2M directional panel antennas 

behind new view screens to be installed on the sides of the elevator penthouse above the top level of 

the five-story parking garage located at 2055 Lombard Street in San Francisco. The antennas would 

be mounted with up to 8° downtilt at an effective height of about 56 feet above ground, 17V2 feet 

above the top level of the parking garage, and would be oriented in groups of three at about 1200 

spacing, to provide service in all directions. 

5. Power rating (maximum and expected operating power) for all existing an proposed backup 
equipment subject to application. 

The expected operating power of the AT&T transmitters is reflected in the resulting effective radiated 

power given in Item 6 below; the transmitters may operate at a power below their maximum rating. 

6. Total number of watts per installation and total number of watts for all installations at site. 

The maximum effective radiated power proposed by AT&T in any direction is 6,250 watts, 

representing simultaneous operation at 1,750 watts for AWS, 2,170 watts for PCS, 1,580 watts for 

cellular, and 750 watts for 700 MHz. 

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

The drawings show the proposed antennas to be installed as described in Item 4 above. There were 

noted no buildings of similar height nearby. 

8. Estimated ambient RE levels for proposed site and identify three-dimensional perimeter where 
exposure standards are exceeded. 

For a person anywhere at ground, the maximum ambient RF exposure level due to the proposed 

AT&T operation is calculated to be 0.023 mW/cm 2, which is 2.9% of the applicable public exposure 

limit. Ambient RF levels at the site are therefore estimated to be below 4% of the limit. The three-

dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit is calculated to extend up to 

53 feet out from the antenna faces; this does not reach the top floor of the garage or any other publicly 

accessible areas. 

9. Describe proposed signage at site. 

Due to their mounting locations, the AT&T antennas would not be accessible to the general public, 

and so no mitigation measures are necessary to comply with the FCC public exposure guidelines. To 

prevent occupational exposures in excess of the FCC guidelines, no access within 18 feet directly in 

front of the antennas themselves, such as might occur during maintenance work on the outside of the 

elevator penthouse, should be allowed while the base station is in operation, unless other measures can 

HAMMETF & EDISON, INC. E3V3 
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AT&T Mobility. Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5537) 
2055 Lombard Street � San Francisco, California 

be demonstrated to ensure that occupational protection requirements are met. Posting explanatory 

warning signs on the screens in front of the antennas, such that the signs would be readily visible 

from any angle of approach to persons who might need to work within that distance, would be 

sufficient to meet FCC-adopted guidelines. 

10. Statement of authorship. 

The undersigned author of this statement is a qualified Professional Engineer, holding California 

Registration Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, which expire on June 30, 2011. This work has been carried 

out under his direction, and all statements are true and correct of his own knowledge except, where 

noted, when data has been supplied by others, which data he believes to be correct. 

Conclusion 

Based on the information and analysis above, it is the my professional opinion that the operation of the 

base station proposed by AT&T Mobility at 2055 Lombard Street in San Francisco, California, will 

comply with the prevailing standards for limiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and, 

therefore, will not for this reason cause a significant impact on the environment. The highest 

calculated level in publicly accessible areas is much less than the prevailing standards allow for 

exposures of unlimited duration. This finding is consistent with measurements of actual exposure 

conditions taken at other operating base stations. Posting of explanatory signs is recommended to 

establish compliance with occupational exposure limitations. 

March 18, 2011 

* Warning signs should comply with OET-65 color, symbol, and content recommendations. Contact information 
should be provided (e.g., a telephone number) to arrange for access to restricted areas. The selection of language(s) 
is not an engineering matter; the San Francisco Department of Public Health recommends that all signs be written 
in English, Spanish, and Chinese. 

HAMMETI’ & EDISON, INC. 	
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City and County of San Francisco 
	

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
	

Barbara A. Garcia, MPA, Director of Health 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION 	 Rajiv Bhatia, MD, MPH, Director of EH 

Review of Cellular Antenna Site Proposals 

Project Sponsor: AT&T Wireless 
	

Planner: Jonas Jonin 

RE Engineer Consultant: 
	

Hammett and Engineering 
	

Phone Number: (707) 996-5200 

Project Address/Location: 2055 Lombard St 

Site ID: 1344 
	

SiteNo.: 	CN5537 

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 project, it is recommended that the project sponsor review 
this document before submitting the proposal to ensure that all requirements are included. 

X 1. The location of all existing antennas and facilities. Existing RF levels. (WTS-FSG, Section 11, 2b) 

	

Existing Antennas 	No Existing Antennas: 

2. The location of all approved (but not installed) antennas and facilities. Expected RF levels from the 
approved antennas. (WTS-FSG Section 11, 2b) 

°Yes *No 

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

OYes fiNo 

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

5. Power rating (maximum and expected operating power) for all existing and proposed backup 
L equipment subject to the application (WTS-FSG, Section 10.4.lc) 

Maximum Power Rating: 	6250 watts. 

X 6. The total number of watts per installation and the total number of watts for all installations on the 
building (roof or side) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5.1). 

Maximum Effective Radiant: 	6250 	watts. 

7. Preferred method of attachment of proposed antenna (roof, wall mounted, monopole) with plot or roof 
_ 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 (identifythe three-dimensional 
X perimeter where the FCC standards are exceeded.) (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5) State FCC standard utilized 

and power density exposure level (i.e. 1986 NURP, 200 tw/cm) 

Maximum RF Exposure: 	0.023 	mW/cm 	Maximum RF Exposure Percent: 	2.9 

9. Signage at the facility identifying all WTS equipment and safety precautions for people nearing the 
L equipment as may be required by any applicable FCC-adopted standards. (WTS-FSG, Section 10.9.2). 

Discuss signage for those who speak languages other than English. 

1 Public_Exclusion_Area 	 Public Exclusion In Feet: 	 53 

Occupational � Exclusion� Area 	 Occupational Exclusion In Feet: 	18 



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

Approved. Based on the information provided the following staff believes that the project proposal will 
comply with the current Federal Communication Commission safety standards for radiofrequency 
radiation exposure. FCC standard 1986NCRP 	Approval of the subsequent Project 
Implementation Report is based on project sponsor completing recommendations by project 
consultant and DPH. 

Comments: 

There are currently no existing antennas operated by AT&T Wireless installed on the elevator 
penthouse of the building at 2055 Lombard Street. Exisiting RF levels at ground level were around 
1% of the FCC public exposure limit. There were observed no other antennas within 100 feet of 
this site. AT&T Wireless proposes to install 9 new antennas. The antennas are mounted at a height 
of 56 feet above the ground. The estimated ambient RF field from the proposed AT&T Wireless 
transmitters at ground level is calculated to be 0.023 mW/sq cm., which is 2.9 % of the FCC 
public exposure limit. The three dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure 
limit extends 53 feet which does not reach the top floor of the garage and does not reach any 
publicly accessible areas. Warning signs must be posted at the antennas and roof access points in 
English, Spanish and Chinese. Worker should not have access to within 18 feet of the front of the 
antennas while they are in operation. 

Not Approved, additional information required. 

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

I Hours spent reviewing 

Charges to Project Sponsor (in addition to previous charges, to be received at time of receipt by S 

Signed: 	 ç5&AJ 	
Dated: 4/13/2011 

Patrick Fosdahl 
Environmental Health Management Section 
San Francisco Dept. of Public Health 
1390 Market St., Suite 210, 
San Francisco, CA. 94102 
(415) 252-3904 



NOTICE OF NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 

To: Community Groups, Neighbors & Owners within 590’ radius of 2055 Lombard Street 

AT&T Mobility is proposing a wireless communication facility at 2055 Lombard 
Street (parking garage) needed by AT&T Mobility as part of its San Francisco 
wireless network. The proposed AT&T Mobility site is an unmanned facility 
consisting of the installation of nine (9) panel antennas within an extension to an 
existing elevator penthouse. The antennas will be placed behind a new screen wall on 
top of the existing penthouse so that they are not visible to the public. The new 
screen wall will be painted and textured to match the existing penthouse. The 
associated equipment would be located on the root. Plans and photo simulations will 
he available for your review at the meeting. You are invited to attend a community 
informational meeting located at La Barca, 2036 Lombard Street on January 25, 2011 
at 7:00 p.m. to learn more about the project. 

If you have any questions regarding the proposal and are unable to attend the 
meeting, please contact the AT&T Mobility Hotline at (415)646-0972 and an AT&T 
Mobility specialist will return your call. Please contact the City of San Francisco 
Planning Department at (4 t5) 558-6377 if you have any questions regarding the 
planning process. 

NOTE: If you require an interpreter to be present at the meeting, please contact 
our office at (415) 646-0972 no later than 5:00pm on Friday January 21, 2011 
and we will make every effort to provide you with an interpreter. 

Meeting Information 
Date: 	January 25. 2011 
Time: 	7:00 p.m. 
Where: 	La Barca 

2036 Lombard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Site Information 
Address: 	2055 Lombard Street 

Block/Lot 0509/009 
Zoning: P - Public 

Applicant 
AT&T Mobility 

Contact Information 
AT&T Mobility Hotline 
(415) 646-0972 

NOTIFICACION DE REUNION DE VECINDARIO 

Para: Grupos comunitarios, vecinos y propietarios dentro de un radio de 500’ de 2055 Lombard Street 

AT&T Mobility propone instalar una instalacidn de comunicaciones inalJmbricas en 
2055 Lombard Street (aparcamiento) como parte de su red inalÆmbrica en San 
Francisco. La ubicación propucsta por AT&T Mobility es usa instalacidn sin 
personal que consiste en la instalacidn de nueve (9) antenas panel ubicadas en una 
extension del cuarto de mÆquinas de un elevador existente. Las antenas se colocarÆn 
detrJs de una mampara nueva sobre el cuarto de mJquinas psra que no se vean. La 
mampara nueva se pintarJ y texturarÆ pars que combine con el cuarto de mdquinas. 
Los equipos relacionados se colocarÆn en el techo. HabrÆ planos y fotos disponibles 
para que usted los revise en la reunion. Lo invitamos a asistir a una reuniOn 
infornsativa de la comunidsd que se realizani en La Barca, 2036 Lombard Street, el 
25 de enero de 2011 a las 7:00 p.m. para tener mJs información sobre el proyecto. 

Si tiene preguntas relacionadas con la propuesta y no puede asistir a la reuniOn. por 
favor, flame a la Linea Directa de AT&T Mobility, (415) 646-0972, y un especialista 
de AT&T Mobility le devolverd el llamado. Por favor, contacte al Departamento de 
Planificación de la Ciudad de San Francisco al (415) 558-6377 si tiene alguna 
pregunta relacions da con el proceso de planificaciOn. 

NOTA: Si necesita que un intØrprete estØ presentc en La reuniOn, per favor, 
contacte a nuestra oficina al (415) 646-0972 el viernes 21 de enero antes de las 
5:00 p.m., y haremos todos lo posible para proporcionarle un intØrprete. 

lnformación de la reunion 
Fecha: 	25 de enero de 2011 
Hora: 	7:00 p.m. 
Dónde: 	La Barca 

2036 Lombard Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

Informa:iOn del lugar 
Direcciórt: 	2055 Lombard Street 

CuadralLote 0509/009 
Zonificacidn: P - POblica 

Solicitante 
AT&T Mobility 

Informa:ión de contacto 
Linea directa de AT&T Mobility 
(415)646-0972 
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Sara Veilve, Planner 
San Francisco Department of City Planning 
1650 Mission Street, 5th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: 2010.0987CR, 2055 Lombard Street 9AT&T mobility) 

Dear Ms. VeIlve: 

We attended the January 25, 2011 meeting at the La Barca Restaurant 
held by representative Erin Whitney, KDI Planning, representing AT&T 
Mobility and Christina Stout (knowing shorthand) took minutes of that 
meeting. A copy of the letter sent to you by Ms. Whitney states the 
primary concern "was the perceived EMF emissions that the proposed 
facility would have". For your information, we currently have over 300 
signatures AGAINST the proposed above subject site and can present 
them to you upon request. Following are the actual minutes taken at 
the meeting and distributed to the neighborhood while gathering 
signatures: 

"RESIDENTS, BUSINESSES, 
CITIZENS 	 JANUARY 
27, 2011 

"AT&T and it’s representatives held a community meeting at 7:00 p.m. 
in the La Barca Restaurant on January 25, 2011 to discuss nine 7’ 
antennas emitting microwave radiation be placed on the top of the 
garage next to The Tule Elk School and above the Lombard St. Post 
Office. 

"Proposed plans have already been filed with the Department of Health 
and the San Francisco Planning Department prior to the meeting on 
January 25th. These plans were known as far back as the first week in 
November 2010. Three months have passed before the community 
input meeting occurred on Tuesday, January 25, 2011. 

"Following are some of the items discussed at this meeting: 

"1. Other locations were not considered as the garage location filled a 
gap in the grid and thus reception. Three of the antennas will be 
placed in clusters and will face a specific direction completing a triangle 
pointing toward the school, a cluster toward Van Ness Ave. and another 
cluster toward the Golden Gate Bridge. Once placed there, other 
telephone companies will increase their interest and it will extend the 



"farm 

"2. Individuals in the meeting expressed major concerns for 
microwave radiation affects on young, growing and developing children 
attending the school. Several thoughts came to mind: how much 
radiation, if any, is safe, affects long-term, affects on children who are 
challenged, have illnesses, and those who are healthy, etc. 

"3. Owners were concerned about reduction in their property values 
and accompanying obstruction of views (one of the reasons for buying 
expensive Marina properties). 

"4. Although the antennas would be covered with a fence style 
arrangement, radiation levels will emit through wood and cement 24 
hours a day, 7 days a week permanently. No documents could be 
passed out to attendees of the amount of radiation emitted. 

"5. A coverage map was requested. Other smaller antenna locations 
are nearby; one will be dismantled and incorporated in the groupings 
on the Lombard St. garage. Every 3-4 block quadrants are included in 
a 5-year plan and will house additional antennas. 

"6. Studies were requested. Also, what methodology was used to 
determine "gap"! 

"7. Any temporary or permanent resident with 500’ will be impacted. 

"8. Two members of our team will be available for parents to sign a 
petition on Monday, January 31st indicating that you do not want the 
antennas placed on top of the garage. This petition will be presented 
to the Board of Supervisors (need 150-160 signatures in the affected 
neighborhood). AT&T or their agent has already contacted the school. 

"9. AT&T will lease the garage parking spaces from the City and 
County of San Francisco; Lombard Street has no other publicly own 
building and was chosen for that reason. Leasing cost estimates of 
$15,000 and above will be paid monthly to the CCSF. 

"10. Please let us know if you have another location suggestion and 
we will included it in our presentation or if you would like to attend the 
Board of Supervisors Meeting or the Planning Commission meetings 
when scheduled. Contact: Christina Stout (415) 922-5602 or Frances 
Gouveia (885-3317)." 

It should be noted that the meeting was held on the very day of the 



President Obama’s State of the Union Message; a National basketball 
game was held and televised; it rained that evening; and some who 
wanted to attend had prior meeting commitments that couldn’t be 
changed. AT&T representatives have said NO to another scheduled 
community meeting. To date (March 23rd) we have received NONE of 
the above requested materials. An AT&T representative stated at the 
January 25th meeting that the reason for it being held January 25th - 
was to "avoid the holidays". 

At that same meeting, the actual number of antennas to be placed on 
top of the garage at 2055 Lombard St. was less than we learned at a 
later date. Also: 27 disks (three on each pole, three-pole clusters) can 
be adjusted and lowered to direct EMF radiation so that travelers using 
Highway 101 Lombard St. corridor going to and from Mann County will 
not have ’dropped calls" (while driving) vs the permanent affects 
on our neighborhood. 

As seen by the number of gathered signatures, the neighborhood does 
NOT want these 9 - 7’ powerful antennas with 27 large disks, plus 6 
supportive refrigerator size equipment cabinets, on top of the garage 
above the Post Office covering a circumference of 500’ (previous 
telephone companies stated 300’), obstructing views, reducing 
property values, and damaging the cellular structure of at risk children, 
seniors, and neighbors. 

Sincerely, 

Christina Stout, 
Long-time Resident, Team Leader, Voter 
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AT&T Mobility Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5537) 
2055 Lombard Street � San Francisco, California 

Statement of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers 

The firm of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, has been retained on behalf of 

AT&T Mobility, a personal wireless telecommunications carrier, to evaluate the base station (Site No 

CN5537) proposed to be located at 2055 Lombard Street in San Francisco, California, for compliance 

with appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to radio frequency ("RF") electromagnetic fields. 

Background 

The San Francisco Department of Public Health has adopted a 10-point checklist for determining 

compliance of proposed WTS facilities or proposed modifications to such 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) 5-80,000 MHz 5.00 mW/cm2  1.00 mW/cm 2  
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 5.00 1.00 
AWS (Advanced Wireless) 2,100 5.00 1.00 
PCS (Personal Communication) 1,950 5.00 1.00 
Cellular 870 2.90 0.58 
SMR (Specialized Mobile Radio) 855 2.85 0.57 
700 MHz 700 2.35 0.47 
[most restrictive frequency range] 30-300 1.00 0.20 

The site was visited by the undersigned engineer during normal business hours on April 9, 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 August 6, 2010. 

Checklist 

1. The location of all existing antennas and facilities at site. Existing RF levels. 

There were observed no wireless base stations installed at the site. Existing RF levels at ground level 

near the site were less than 1% of the most restrictive public exposure limit. 

2. The location of all approved (but not installed) antennas and facilities. Expected RF levels from 
approved antennas. 

No other WTS facilities are reported to be approved for this site but not installed. 

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

T-Mobile has installed similar antennas in a commercial sign in front of a restaurant located across 

Lombard Street, about 100 feet away. 

HE HAMMETT & EDISON, INC. AT5537599 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 
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AT&T Mobility Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5537) 
2055 Lombard Street � San Francisco, California 

be demonstrated to ensure that occupational protection requirements are met. Posting explanatory 

warning signs* on the screens in front of the antennas, such that the signs would be readily visible 

from any angle of approach to persons who might need to work within that distance, would be 

sufficient to meet FCC-adopted guidelines. 

10. Statement of authorship ,  

The undersigned author of this statement is a qualified Professional Engineer, holding California 

Registration Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, which expire on June 30, 2011. This work has been carried 

out under his direction, and all statements are true and correct of his own knowledge except, where 

noted, when data has been supplied by others, which data he believes to be correct. 

Conclusion 

Based on the information and analysis above, it is the my professional opinion that the operation of the 

base station proposed by AT&T Mobility at 2055 Lombard Street in San Francisco, California, will 

comply with the prevailing standards for limiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and, 

therefore, will not for this reason cause a significant impact on the environment The highest 

calculated level in publicly accessible areas is much less than the prevailing standards allow for 

exposures of unlimited duration. This finding is consistent with measurements of actual exposure 

conditions taken at other operating base stations. Posting of explanatory signs is recommended to 

establish compliance with occupational exposure limitations. 

October 18, 2010 

* Warning signs should comply with OET-65 color, symbol, and content recommendations. Contact information 
should be provided (e.g., a telephone number) to arrange for access to restricted areas. The selection of language(s) 
is not an engineering matter; the San Francisco Department of Public Health recommends that all signs be written 
in English, Spanish, and Chinese. 

MElT & EDISON, INC. 	
AT55 37599 TINGFiNGINEERS 
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AT&T Mobility ’ Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5537) 
2055 Lombard Street � San Francisco, California 

A 	1 

proposes to install nine Andrew Model DBXNH-6565A-R2M directional panel antennas 

ew view screens to be installed on the sides of the elevator penthouse above the top level of 

story parking garage located at 2055 Lombard Street in San Francisco. The antennas would 

it&1 with 4° downtilt at an effective height of about 56 feet above ground, 17 1/2 feet above the 

I Of the parking garage, and would be oriented in groups of three at about 120° spacing, to 

service mall directions. 

The expected operating power of the AT&T transmitters is reflected in the resulting effective radiated 

power given in Item 6 below; the transmitter may operate at a power below their maximum rating. 

6. Total number of watts per installation and total number of watts for all installations at site. 

The maximum effective radiated power proposed by AT&T in any direction is 6,250 watts, 

representing simultaneous operation at 1,750 watts for AWS, 2,170 watts for PCS, 1,580 watts for 

cellular, and 750 watts for 700 MHz. 

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

The drawings show the proposed antennas to be installed as described in Item 4 above. There were 

noted no buildings of similar height nearby. 

8. Estimated ambient RE levels for proposed site and identify three-dimensional perimeter where 
exposure standards are exceeded. 

For a person anywhere at ground, the maximum ambient RF exposure level due to the proposed 

AT&T operation is calculated to be 0.0095 mW/cm 2 , which is 1.2% of the applicable public exposure 

limit. Ambient RF levels at the site are therefore estimated to be below 2% of the limit. The three-

dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit is calculated to extend up to 

53 feet out from the antenna faces; this does not reach the top floor of the garage or any other publicly 

accessible areas. 

9. Describe proposed signage at site. 

Due to their mounting locations, the AT&T antennas would not be accessible to the general public, 

and so no mitigation measures are necessary to comply with the FCC public exposure guidelines. To 

prevent occupational exposures in excess of the FCC guidelines, no access within 18 feet directly in 

I 

	

	
front of the antennas themselves, such as might occur during maintenance work on the outside of the 

elevator penthouse, should be allowed while the base station is in operation, unless other measures can 

i 	

RAMMETF & EDISON, INC. 
flrINcENGINEERs 	 AT5537599 
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AT&T Mobility ’ Proposed Base Station (Site No. CN5537) 
2055 Lombard Street � San Francisco, California 

be demonstrated to ensure that occupational protection requirements are met. Posting explanatory 

warning signs* on the screens in front of the antennas, such that the signs would be readily visible 

from any angle of approach to persons who might need to work within that distance, would be 

sufficient to meet FCC-adopted guidelines. 

10. Statement of authorship .  

The undersigned author of this statement is a qualified Professional Engineer, holding California 

Registration Nos. E-13026 and M-20676, which expire on June 30, 2011. This work has been carried 

out under his direction, and all statements are true and correct of his own knowledge except, where 

noted, when data has been supplied by others, which data he believes to be correct. 

Conclusion 

Based on the information and analysis above, it is the my professional opinion that the operation of the 

base station proposed by AT&T Mobility at 2055 Lombard Street in San Francisco, California, will 

comply with the prevailing standards for limiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and, 

therefore, will not for this reason cause a significant impact on the environment. The highest 

calculated level in publicly accessible areas is much less than the prevailing standards allow for 

of
exposures of unlimited duration. This finding is consistent with measurements of actual exposure 

conditions taken at other operating base stations. Posting of explanatory signs is recommended to 

establish compliance with occupational exposure limitations. 

October 18, 2010 

* Warning signs should comply with OET-65 color, symbol, and content recommendations. Contact information 
should be provided (e.g., a telephone number) to arrange for access to restricted areas. The selection of language(s) 
is not an engineering matter; the San Francisco Department of Public Health recommends that all signs be written 
in English, Spanish, and Chinese. 

T & EDISON, INC. 
ENGINEERS 	 AT5537599 
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RBS 2106 
The GSM Macro Outdoor Base Station 

RBS 2106 is a high capacity, compact outdoor macro 

radio base station supporting up to twelve transceivers per 

cabinet. It is possible to build one, two and three sector 

configurations including dual band configurations in one 

cabinet. 

Being the latest member in the RBS 2000 family, RBS 

2106 is to date the most powerful outdoor RBS in the 

world. Keeping the successful characteristics of the existing 

RBS 2000 portfolio and improving functionality as well as 

operation and maintenance makes the RBS 2106 a very 

cost-effective solution for growing GSM operators. 

The RBS 2000 family supports a wide range of applica-

tions ranging from extreme coverage to extreme capacity. 

Being a RBS 2000 member guarantees coexistence with the 

installed base of RBS 200 and RBS 2000 products. 

Ericsson’s synchronization based BSS features ensure that 

transceivers from different generations of radio base stations 

can easily form common cells. Operators can therefore 

bridge the past with the future. By making existing sites 

futureproof, investments are protected while migrating to 

3G. 

Part of the grow-on-site concept 
Since it is becoming increasingly difficult to find new 

base station sites, it is of great interest to remain on the 

existing sites as long as possible. Site space is often a 

limiting factor for capacity growth. The powerful RBS 

2106, included in Ericsson’s grow-on-site toolbox, 

addresses this problem. On many sites, two or more 

existing cabinets can be replaced by one RBS 2106. 

This is o(major importance, since it makes it possible 

to reuse the space to rollout WCDMA equipment. The 

RBS 2106 will pave the way for WCDMA. 

Also interesting for new locations, the RBS 2106 offers 

a complete solution in stand-alone cabinet which 

rapidly can be implemented outdoors. All the units to 

run the RBS are included in this single cabinet, there i 

no need for an extra product. 

ERICSSON 



JUL 
TO: Christina Olague, Commission President and All Planning Commissioners 	

CFTY & COUNTY OF Sp 
- f’JNItvG DEPAP- - 

SUBJECT: 	2010.0987C 2055 Lombard Street - south side bet Fillmore and Webster Stsr: 

Planning Code Sections 234.2(a) and 303, to allow AT&T Mobility to locate up 

to nine (9) WTS panel antennas and related equipment on an existing 

elevator penthouse located on the top floor of the five-story building 

containing ground-floor commercial space and commercial parking, within a P 	 (Public) 

district and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

Enclosed as follows: 

1. Left side materials from the Planning Department file representative of AT&T. 

2. Right hand side rebuttal from the Marina community against placing ’farm" on this location along 

with 408 signatures AGAINST the approval of a Conditional Permit to be approved for this location and 

no other. 

3. Research adequate height buildings locations down Lombard St.; for example, placing reduced size 

high tech high speed equipment on legal rooftop billboard located on Lombard just 1/4 block from 

Steiner on top of adequate height bldg. 

4. Fiber-optics extremely high speed method of communications for cell phones can be done instead of 

"farm" on top of this location. AT&T seems to have dollars available. 

4. Parking spaces are at a premium and any loss has an impact in this high restaurant/bar area. 

5. Earthquake and high wind risk of debris from roof into play yard of children. 

6. Excessive traffic use already exists in alley between garage and play yard by Post Office Trucks, FedEx, 

UPS, residents, and Lombard Street turnarounds - maintanence AT&T trucks will add to this increasing 

concern of safety. 

7. Tule Elk Pre-School of at risk developing young children 4,5,6,7,8, 9 years old within 40 feet of 

heaviest impact of the intended 24/7 radiation disks/panels directed at their school for the benefit of 

cell phone users traveling along Highway 101 - Lombard to Mann County. 

8. Property values/views - expensive homes and embassies up the hill will be impacted. 

9. AT&T intended purchase of T-Mobile filing - T-Mobile has already existing grid - this location is not 

necessary or crucial. It can be moved further down Lombard. 

10. Although requested, AT&T representatives have not provided the community with full and complete 

studies, the methodology used to determine the "gap", the proposed 5-year plan, and feel they have 

done "due dilligence" holding only one meeting on January 25, 2011, on the night of the President’s 

State of the Union televised speech, a National Basketball game, prior appointments that could not be 

changed, and it was avery rainy night. 



RESIDENTS, BUSINESSES, CITIZENS 	 JANUARY 27, 2011 

AT&T and it’s representatives held a community meeting at 7:00 p.m. in the La Barca 

Restaurant on January 25, 2011 to discuss nine 7’ antennas emitting microwave radiation be 

placed on the top of the garage next to the Tule Elk School and above the Lombard St. Post 

Office. 

Proposed plans have already been filed with the Department of Health and the San Francisco 

Planning Department prior to the meeting on January 25th. These plans were known as far 

back as the first week in November 2010. Three months have passed before the community 

input meeting occurred on Tuesday, January 25, 2011. 

Following are some of the items discussed at this meeting: 

1. Other locations were not considered as the garage location filled a gap in the grid and thus 

reception. Three of the antennas will be place in clusters and will face a specific direction 

completing a triangle pointing toward the school, a cluster toward Van Ness Ave. and another 

cluster toward the Golden Gate Bridge. Once placed there, other telephone companies will 

increase their interest and it will extend the "farm". 

2. Individuals in the meeting expressed major concerns for microwave radiation affects on 

young, growing and developing children attending the school. Several thoughts came to 

mind: how much radiation, if any, is safe, affects long-term, affects on children who are 

challenged, have illnesses, and those who are healthy, etc. 

3. Owners were concerned about reduction in their property values and accompanying 

obstruction of views (one of the reasons for buying expensive Marina properties). 

4. Although the antennas would be covered with a fence style arrangement, radiation levels 

will emit through wood and cement 24 hours a day, 7 days a week permanently. No 

documents could be passed out to attendees of the amount of radiation emitted. 

S. A coverage map was requested. Other smaller antenna locations are nearby; one will be 

dismantled and incorporated in the groupings on the Lombard St. garage. Every 3-4 block 

quadrants are included in a 5-year plan and will house additional antennas. 

6. Studies were requested. Also, what methodology was used to determine "gap"! 

7. Any temporary or permanent resident within 500’ will be impacted. 

8. Two members of our team will be available for parents to sign a petition on Monday, 

January 31st indicating that you do not want the antennas placed on top of the garage. This 

petition will be presented to the Board of Supervisors (need 150-160 signatures in the 



affected neighborhood), AT&T or their agent has already contacted the school. 

9. AT&T will lease the garage parking spaces from the City and County of SanFrancisco; 

Lombard Street has no other publicly own building and was chosen for that reason. Leasing 

cost estimates of $15,000 and above will be paid monthly to the CCSF. 

10. Please let us know if you have another location suggestion and we will included it in our 

presentation or if you would like to attend the Board of Supervisors Meeting or the Planning 

Commission meetings when scheduled. Contact: Christina Stout (415) 922-5602 or Frances 

Gouveia (885-3317). 
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Survey of AT&T Wireless Customers Near 2055 Lombard Street 
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Post Office Box 29086 Presidio Station San Francisco California 94129 (415) 931-3438 

June 25, 2011 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Case Number 2010.0987C 2055 Lombard Street 

This is to affirm that Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association voted to oppose adding cell phone 
antennae and related equipment on any roof close to a school or playground in what one hopes, but cannot of 
course be certain, is an excess of caution. 

Sincerely 

i~bert ardell, president, 
Golden Gate Valley Neighborhood Association 



~~ 96*Ve* 
2143 Greenwich Street 

San Francisco, CA 94123 

July 6, 2011 

ATTENTION: Sara Vailve 
City of San Francisco 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 4400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Planning Department: 

I am a resident of the Cow Hollow neighborhood, living at 2143 Greenwich Street. I have 
received notice of AT&T Mobility’s proposal to install nine antennas for a wireless 
communication facility at the 2055 Lombard Street parking garage. I strongly oppose this and 
ask that our local representatives make sure that they represent our interests in this matter. I ask 
that you completely deny AT&T’s request for these antennas and related equipment as I do not 
want the radiation from these antennas in my neighborhood. Please put the requests of the 
members of this community before the interests of AT&T. 

I will be following the events of your hearings. 

Sincerely, 

John Jones 
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Eleanor J. Shrader 
2058 Greenwich Street 

San Francisco, CA 94123 
Phone # (415) 346-6263 

E-mail = Elliesloii@aol.com  
July 6,2011 

Sara Velive 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street # 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Velive, 

I reside in Cow Hollow at 2058 Greenwich Street. 

I have read the notice from AT&T requesting to have up to 9 antennas in our 
neighborhood. I strongly oppose this action and ask that our representatives 
make sure that they represent OUR interest in this matter. Therefore, I ask that 
you completely deny AT&T’s request for these antennas and related equipment. 
I do not want the radiation from these antennas in our neighborhood. 

Please consider this request from a member of this community before the 
interests of AT&T. I will be following the events of these hearings and look 
forward to having your support. 

Sincerely, 

- 	 7 - 

Eleanor Shrader 
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2060 Greenwich St. 
San Francisco, CA 
July 6, 2011 

Ms. Sara Veilve 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission St. #4000 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Velive, 

I am a resident of Cow Hollow, living at 2060 Greenwich Street. 

I received notice of AT&T’s request to have up to 9 antennas in our neighborhood. 
strongly oppose this and ask that our local representatives make sure that they 
represent our interest in this matter. Therefore, I ask that you completely deny 
AT&T’s request for these antennas and related equipment. I do not want the 
radiation from these antennas in our neighborhood, especially since it involves 
preschool children at the Elk Grove Park just across the Street. 

Please consider the request of the members of this community before the interests 
of AT&T. I will be following the events of your hearings and look forward to having 

your support. 

Sincerely, 

LI 

’Jason YasUmoto 



2060 Greenwich St. 
San Francisco, CA 
July 6,2011 

Mr. Sara Veilve 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission St., #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Vellve, 

We are residents of Cow Hollow, living at 2060 Greenwich St. 

We received notice of AT&T’s request to have up to 9 antennas in our 
neighborhood. We strongly oppose this and ask that our representatives 
make sure that they represent our interest in this matter. Therefore, we ask 
that you completely deny AT&T’s request for these antennas and related 
equipment. We do not want the radiation from these antennas in our 
neighborhood, especially since it involves preschool children at the Elk Grove 
Park just across the street. 

Please consider the request of the members of this community before the interests 
of AT&T. We will be following the events of your hearings and look forward to 
having your support. 

Sincerely, 

-, 

/ John Yasumot/, 

Chitose Yasumoto 
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Sara VelIve 

Planning Department 

1650 Mission St. #400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Velle, 

I am a resident of Cow Hollow, living at 2039 Greenwich Street, I have received notice of AT&T’s 

request to install up to nine (9) antennas in our neighborhood. I strongly oppose this request 

and ask that our local representatives are heard and make sure they represent our interests in 

this matter. I ask that you deny AT&T’s request for these antennas and related equipment, in its 

entirety. I ask that you consider, I do not want the radiation from these antennas in my 

neighborhood. I ask that you put the requests of the members of this community before the 

interests of AT&T. 

I will be following the events of your hearing and look forward to having your support in the 

matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lori Van Tassell 
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2143 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

July 6, 2011 

ATTENTION: Sara Vailve 
City of San Francisco 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Planning Department: 

I am a resident of the Cow Hollow neighborhood, living at 2143 Greenwich Street. I have 
received notice of AT&T Mobility’s proposal to install nine antennas for a wireless 
communication facility at the 2055 Lombard Street parking garage. I strongly oppose this and 
ask that our local representatives make sure that they represent our interests in this matter. I ask 
that you completely deny AT&T’s request for these antennas and related equipment as I do not 
want the radiation from these antennas in my neighborhood. Please put the requests of the 
members of this community before the interests of AT&T. 

I will be following the events of your hearings. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Lynn Jones 

/ 

C 



cIebIe reno 666arcl 
2138 filbert street 9 san francisco, ca 94123 

July 6, 2011 

ATTENTION: Sara Vailve 
City of San Francisco 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Planning Department: 

I have been a resident of Cow Hollow for 25 years, living at 2138 Filbert Street. I have been 
informed of AT&T Mobility’s proposal to install nine antennas for a wireless communication 
facility at the 2055 Lombard Street parking garage. 

I strongly oppose this and ask that our local representatives make sure that they represent our 
interests in this matter. I ask that you completely deny AT&T’s request for these antennas and 
related equipment as I do not want the radiation from these antennas in my neighborhood. Please 
put the requests of the members of this community before the interests of AT&T. 

I will be following the events of your hearings. 

Sincerely, 

’hc 	 Kllil-7,~7--,-~ AY,  
Deborah Reno Hubbard 

DRH:tim 



Charles Featherstone 
2143 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA 94123 

July 6, 2011 

ATTENTION: Sara Valive 
City of San Francisco 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Planning Department: 

I am a resident of the Cow Hollow neighborhood, living at 2143 Greenwich Street. I have 
received notice of AT&T Mobility’s proposal to install nine antennas for a wireless 
communication facility at the 2055 Lombard Street parking garage. I strongly oppose this and 
ask that our local representatives make sure that they represent our interests in this matter. I ask 
that you completely deny AT&T’s request for these antennas and related equipment as I do not 
want the radiation from these antennas in my neighborhood. Please put the requests of the 
members of this community before the interests of AT&T. 

I will be following the events of your hearings. 

Sincerely, 

Charles Featherstone 

(41 
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Sara Veilve 

Planning Department 

1650 Mission St. #400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Velle, 

lam a resident of Cow Hollow, living at 2039 Greenwich Street. I have received notice of AT&T’s 

request to install up to nine (9) antennas in our neighborhood. I strongly oppose this request 

and ask that our local representatives are heard and make sure they represent our interests in 

this matter. I ask that you deny AT&T’s request for these antennas and related equipment, in its 

entirety. I ask that you consider, I do not want the radiation from these antennas in my 

neighborhood. I ask that you put the requests of the members of this community before the 

interests of AT&T. 

I will be following the events of your hearing and look forward to having your support in the 

matter. 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Van Tassell 



11. Name 

Address 

Date 

E-Mail 

Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 

1. Name 	 . 17AV) 	Phone Lf/c 99O _ 90 Date_______ 

Address 	 _E-Mail 	 COti 

2. Name :7ft - jt 	 __Phone _-717/7Date 

Address 	 EMail  

3. Name 
C 
1  "7Z 	2e 	 Phone //i- 7//’>d2 Date____ 

Address 	 E-Mail_____________ 

4. Name 	 Phone 	 Date 1 t 5 )h 1  

Address 	2 	 E-Mail__________________ 

S. Name 	 Phone(’3 ) 

Address Llf_F_E-Mail 	 r 	
2 

6. Nae ____Phone ______  

Address 	 E-Mail rs. 	p4t f 
L-0 6)  

Name CIIS _ O1L/k/ Phone 	___ 	" Date______ 

Address 	 -Mail 

8 Name 	_________Phone 	__ 
1L( Date______ 

Address 	&A1 T1A7 _E-Mail - 

9. Name _ 	 Phone 	 Date_ 

Ad 



Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 

1. Name 	T1t) RA))rJ 	Phone ’ 	_)/ 3( Date JJJIt 

Address _ ,_E-Mail____________ 

2. Nanie 	 Phone 	 Date_________ 

ai 

3. Name 	 ’N. 	 Phone 	 _Date 

Address 	- 	\ 	-- 	 _E-Mail 

4. Name 	---- 	 Phone 

Address 	 - -- _&clai 

S. Name 	 _� Phone /7_ Date ________ 

Address 	- 	 -- 	\ _/
7 	 �E-Mail 

6. Name 	 /’Rjione 	 Date________ 

Add 

7. Name 	 -’ 	Phone 	 Date 

Address 	 -- \E-Mail 

S. Name 	 Phone 	 Date________ 

Address 	 --- - -- 	_E-Mail 

9. Name 	 Phone 

Address 	 E-Mail 

10. Name 	 Phone 	 Date 



Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the lute Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feet there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the girage will not- be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the grage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

imnated. This is a heavily popuItexi4esidential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 	- 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 

1. Name 	 Phone 9 !3 6 	Date 	 1/ 

Address 	
11 	E-Mail  

2. Name _L_Phone 	 Date 
	 I 

Address 	I 	 E-Mail / 
3. Name\ _______________________________Phone _

Date 

Address 	’\ 	 E-Mail 

4. Name 	 N. Phone 	 , Date 

Address 	 N 	 E-Mai 

5. Name 	- __________________________Phone 	 _Date 

Address 

6. Name 

Address 

7. Name 

Address 

8. Name 

Address 

9. Name 

Address 

10. Name 

Addresfi- 

E-Mail  

	

one 	 Date 
/7 	

E-Mail 

	

one 
	

Date_______ 

E-Mail 

	

Phone 	\ - - _____Date 

ai 

	

Phone 	 N 	
Date 

E-Mail__________ 

	

Phone 	- -- Date 

E-Mail 

4i4x2lf4 	
~;zJ 	 * 



Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area 
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Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 	 - 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Petition 

We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

imoacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. 	We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

imoacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

imr,acted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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We the undersigned are petitioning the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Board of 

Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 

2055 Lombard St. garage. We feel there are alternate locations better suited for this microwave 9 antenna 

installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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Appeals, Dept. of Health against the application/installation of AT&T antennas/equipment proposed for 
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installation where at risk, challenged children at the Tule Elk School located behind the garage will not be 

impacted. This is a heavily populated residential, businesses, citizens area. 
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impacted. This is a heavily pop latedry’s idential,businesses, citizens area. 
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AT&T to buy T-Mobile USA for about $39 billion 

From the Associated Press 
March 20, 2011 

NEW YORK 
AT&T Inc., the country’s second-largest wireless carrier in the United 
States, on Sunday said it will buy T-Mobile USA, the fourth-largest, from 
Deutsche Telekom AG in a cash-and-stock deal valued at $39 billion. 

AT&T will pay about $25 billion in cash and the balance in company stock 
in a deal that gives Deutsche Telekom about an 8 percent equity stake in 
AT&T. 

T-Mobile is coming off of two years of flat revenue as it struggles to 
compete with much larger rivals AT&T and Verizon Wireless. Bellevue, 
Wash.-based T-Mobile USA’s subscriber count has stalled at just under 34 
million, though it posts consistent profits. 

There have been reports over the last year that Deutsche Telekom has been 
looking at radical moves to let it get more value out of its U.S. holding, 
including a possible combination with Sprint Nextel Corp. or some other 
U.S. partner. 

AT&T said in a statement Sunday the deal gives it an "optimal combination 
of network assets" that adds capacity sooner than any other alternative. 
It also said the deal will improve network quality for the customers of 
both companies and increase the number of cell towers by about 30 percent 
in some of its most populated areas. 

The deal has been approved by the boards of both companies, but will 
likely face tough scrutiny from regulators. Dallas-based AT&T can increase 
its cash portion by up to $4.2 billion, with a reduction in the stock 
component, as long as Deutsche Telekom receives at least a 5 percent 
equity ownership interest in the buyer. 

AT&T will finance the cash part of the deal with new debt and cash on its 
balance sheet and will assume no debt from T-Mobile. 

Copyright 2011, Reuters 
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By KATE MURPHY your body. Carry it in a purse or brief- iPhone 4 is listed at 117 watts per, kilo- � 	you are moving rapidly - say, in a car 
In a culture where people cradle their case or get a nonmetallic belt clip that gram, the Motorola Droid at 1.5 and the 	or train - it must repeatedly issue little 

’ellphones next to their heads wft 	the orients it awar from your body. LG Quantum at 0.35.) 	 bursts of radiation to make digital hand- 
that tod- Some studies have suggested a link But more important than looking for a 	shakes with different towers as it moves 

dlers hold their security blankets, it was between celiphone use and cancer, low- low-SAR phone is how you use it, Many 	in and out of range. (More cause to hang 
unsettling last month when a study pub- er hone density and infertility in men. celiphones 	emit 	the 	most 	radiation 	up when you buckle up.) 
lished in The Journal of the American But other studies show no effect at all. when they initially establish contact 	Want another reason to complain 
Medical Given the mixed messages and continu- with the cell tower, making their ’digita1 	about your carrier’s poor coverage? 
-.-------------------------,----------,------------------. ing so could alter. ing research, Robert Kenny. a Federal handshake," To reduce exposure it’s 	Any situation where your cellphone has 

The report said it was unclear wheth- 
Communications Commission spokes- best to wait until after your call has 

er 
 

 the changes in the brain - an in 
"As man, said in an e-mail, 	always, we 

- more been connected to put your celiphone 	 thus 	llTeiit 	T 
crease in glucose metabolism after us- 

will continue to study this issue and co- 
ordinate with our federal partners." 

next to your ear. 

ing the phone for less than an hour The phone used in Dr. Volk ow’s study 

	

During the ensuing conversation, it’s 	tion," said Om Gandhi, professor of elec- 

	

advisable to tilt the phone away from 	trical engineering at the University of had any negative health or behavioral 
effects. But it has many people wonder- 

was a Samsung Knack, model SCH your ear when you are talking and only 	Utah in Salt Lake City, Inside buildings 
ing what they can do to protect them- 

U310, a flip phone that was in wide use 
when she began planning her experi- 

bring it in close to your ear when you 	and elevators, in rural areas, the Grand 
selves short of (gasp) using a landline. ments two and half years ago. But to- 

are listening. That bit of teeter-totter 	Canyon 	these are not good places to 
"Celiphones are fantastic and have day’s 	ubiquitous 	smartphones 	emit 

works because the emission of radiation 	make a call if you’re trying to reduce 
done much to increase productivity"  even more radiation as they transmit 

"significantly is 	 less when a cellphone is 	your exposure to radiation. 
said Dr. Nora Volkow, the lead investi- more, and more complex, data. 

receiving signals than when it is trans- 	Of 	course, 	parents 	using 	their 
gator of the study and director of the You can get an idea of the relative 

mitting," said Lin Zhong, assistant pro- 	iphones to pacify cranky kids might 
National Institute of Drug Abuse at the amounts of radiation various cellphone 

fessor of electrical and computer engi- 	want to reconsider rattles. çfljj’n 
National Institutes of Health. "I’d never models emit by looking at their SAR, or 

neering at Rice University in Houston. 	develoning 	brains 	and 	tissues 	are 
Moreover, your cellphone emits less tell people to stop using them entirely." 

Yet, in light of her findings, she ad- 
Specific Absorption Rate, This number 
indicates how much radiation is ab- when you are stationary because when 

vises users to keep celiphones at a dis- sorbed by the body when using the 
tance by putting them on speaker mode handset at maximum power. A cell- 
or using awired headset whenever pos- phone cannot be sold in the United 
sible. The next best option is a wireless States unless an F.C.C-approved lab-  
Bluetooth headset or earpiece, which oratory says its SAR is below 1.6 watts  . 
emit radiation at far lower levels. If a per kilogram. In Europe, the maximum , 
headset 	isn’t 	feasible, 	holding 	your is 2 watts per kilogram. 
phone just slightly away from your ear The SAP number is not displayed  
can make a big difference; the intensity when you compare cellphones at your 
of radiation diminishes sharply with dis- local wireless store, and trying to find it 
Sauce. "Every millimeter counts," said in the fine print of your user manual is 
Louis Slesin, editor of Microwave News, an exercise in frustration. The F.C.C.  
an online newsletter covering health maintains that SAR values "do not pro- 

 and safety issues related to exposure to vide sufficient information" to reliably 
electromagnetic radiation, compare celiphone radiation emissions  

- 

So crushing your cellphone Into your because certain phones might rarely op- ’ 
ear to hear better in a crowded bar is erate at maximum power. Still, the En- 
probably a bad idea. Go outside if you vironmental Working Group, a nonprof- 
have to take or make a call. And you it organization, has a comprehensive 

.,,, 	
N EN 	, 	1’ 	 .1 HEY RIGS 	BRENDAN HIN,N,M!U1RFI.FER 

might not want to put your cellphone in list of the SAR values for most cell- The Environmental Working Group lists the Specific Absorption Rate (or 
your breast or pants pocket either, be- phones available from major carriers on SAR, a measure of radiation) for the LG Quantum, left, as 0.35 watts per 
cause that also puts it right up against its Web site. (For instance, the Apple kilogram; the iPhone 4, middle, as 1.17; and the Motorola Droid, 1.5. 

ILLUSTRATION LO THE. NIH, II’,, 

ONLINE: PERSONAL TECH 

, This week’s Web features include 
Gadgetwise posts on the new HTC 

Thunderbolt, the first phone using 
Verizon’s LTE network, tips on how to 
photograph food and high-tech kitchen 
renovations. 
nytimes.com/gadgetwise  

ritain, France ,Germany and Russia 
have all issued warnings against a] 
lowing small children to use celiphones 
for extended periods, if at all. 

There are cellphone attachments that 
purport to shield users from radiation, 
and most are "hoaxes," said Mr. Gandhi. 
Beware of pendants that sellers claim 
snatch radiation from the air. Pong Re-
search offers a cellphone case for 
iPhones and BlackBerrys that it says 
has been shown by an F.C.C.-approved 
testing lab to redirect radiation from the 
phone’s antenna away from the head. 

While the manufacturer says it re-
duces radiation’ more than 60 percent, 
some electrical engineering experts 
question whether the case m ay have the 
oppje effect at orientations where 

head is in t  
because your phone may have to in-
crease its transmission strength some-
what to compensate for the redirected 
signal. The company disputes this. Nev-
c’rtheless, the net effect of using the de-
vice throughout the course of the clay 
may be a reduction in total exposure. 

Texting, instead of talking, might he 
safer. "The whole trend toward texting 
instead of talking on cellphones is prob-
ably a good thing," said Mr. Slesin at Mi-
crowave News. 

That is, if you don’t rest your cell-
phone against your body while typing 
out your message. 
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Static: City residents hai 

City officials take issue with 
antennas’placement, size 

By John Upton 
Examiner Staff Writer 

Two cell phone companies’ efforts to improve 
mobile services were slowed after city officials 
allegedly discovered permit violations. 

The City stopped issuing the permits to 
AT&T and T-Mobile that are needed to install 
new cell phone antennas after ruling that four 
of the devices violate conditions. 

The antennas were either larger than 
those approved for installation or placed in 
the wrong positions. 

"We can’t approve any further installations 
until they are corrected," Planning Director 
John Rahaim said. 

The companies are allowed to continue 
installing antennas that have already been 
approved and they will not be fined if they fix 
the problerns,-accordingtaRahaim. 

T-Mobile antennas that violated permit 
conditions were discovered at 420 Bush 
St. and 2696 Geary Blvd., according to City 
Planner Jonas:Ionin. 

The antennas were installed by Cingular, 
which AT&T acquired in 2005, and they will 
be adjusted to comply with permit conditions, 
spokesman Rod Delarosa said. 

AT&T expanded - and modified antennas 

at 1763 Stockton St. and 268 McAllister St. 
without securing needed permits, Jonin said. 

"The City did bring these two sites to our 
attention, which we greatly appreciate," AT&T 
spokesman James Peterson said. "We’ll rem-
edy the situation as quickly as possible." 

Such antennas are being rapidly deployed 
throughout The City 
as the nation’s biggest 
telecommunications 	Expanding nel 
companies scramble 
to keep up with ens- 	212 i I 
tomer demand for 
data services. 

But, many resi-
dents object, to the 
devices, saying they j75 T 
are dangernus . for 
human health and 
unappealing. ,I&. 

A Planning Corn-
mission hearine to 

tiôn of unattractive antennas in public Places, 
including utility poles was postponed Thurs-
day. - 

Under the legislation, introduced by Super-
visor John Avalos, cell phonecompanies could 
plant trees to disguise the antennas in order 
to-secure needed permits 

.jupton@sfexaminer.coln 
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He called himself an "art collector," but, 
according to authorities, "kleptomaniac" is a 
more appropriate term. 

Art connoisseur Terry Helbing, 53, returned 
to court Thursday for a preliminary hearing 
on charges that he nabbed dozens of artworks 
from various galleries, studios and libraries. 

Police arrested Helbing in June at the Helen 
Crocker Russell Library of Horticulture at 
the Botanical Garden in Golden Gate Park. H 
A worker there had recognized Helbing from 

worth of art was stolen. 
a burglary in April in which about $15,000 

Si 
Si 

Si 

Following his arrest, police served a search 
-.Warrant at the Cambridge residential hotel, 

z 47�  Ellis St,, wheni’Felbing.supposecjly lived, 
Si and they recovered dozens of paintings and Si 

rugs, along with other small pieces of art. 
Helbing pleaded not guilty to felony charges 

of grand theft, burglary and possession of sto-
len property. June 4, prosecutors’ said. The 
District Attorney’s Office said it has tacked 
on an additional 38 felony counts. 

Heremams in custody. The hearing was 
continued and will resume at 9 a.m. today. 

maldax@sfexaminer.com  

’Kleptomaniac’ 
returns tMur’t 

.iBy MikeAldax 
Examiner Staff Writer.  

efforts to, put, rnore-antennas.4muncL town, saying 
they are unappealing and present’ health hazards. - 	Staff WritfrBrentBegin contributed to this report. 

AT&T, i 
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New PCS phones beat cellular system in quality, cost 
B1 WALTER S. MOSSBERG 

.’orrrodll. this spare is occupied by a 
reisiiiai c(iiipUt irtg. he 

Osu3c the computer .s both the most ten-
port ant and the most confusing form of 
personal technology But there Lire other 
leo ci riling new technologies meant for in-
Jiso.tuai use, so every 

then, it makes 	Personal 
sCftie ou 0, us on one of  

torn 

..sIc!’, lrsee n liv  

osit the lust of  
i.e 	hired ol wiicless  

liuirs, 	teetmnology  
Called I’CS or personal 

Technology 
tetri designed to rum 

etC "oh cellular phones These new 
.000Cs men  compatible with current cci-
blat phone networks, but companies have 
been lining up to pay the Federal Comntu-
ito attuils Cutiutttission billions of dollars 

-u the right to build and operate I’C’S nel.  

lit 5ItirS around the rniuntiy 

I tic teJitiology us so new that here’s 

one region so far where you can buy 
aod use ’i S phones the \Vssfiirigionhlial-
ililloir aiej Itucre a t’( S sruviue called 

Sprint Spectrum was launched in Novem-
ber by a company called Amencan Per-
sonal Communication-s, which is partly 
owned by Sprint. 

After using a PCS phone in and around 
Washin.gion for a couple of months, my 
verdict Is that it’s superior in nearly every 
respect to a cellular phone, with better 
call quality and greater security. 

The new phones also include a ho.st of 
built-in features even with the cheapest 
rate plan, such as numeric paging right on 
the phones screen, free voice-mad ser-
vice, tree caller ID and no charge for the 
first minute of any incoming call. Not only 
that, but they’re less expensive for nuumny, 
if not most, types of users. There’s nomcii-
vation fee, no service contract of any kind, 
no penalty for dropping the service. 

Only one city 

In fact, there’s only one significsiit 
drawback to a PCS phone: Because there 
is only one city so far with PCS service, 
you can’t use a Sprint Spectrum phone if 
You travel. But the vast majority of curt mit 

cellular-phone users don’t take their 
phones uut of town, and in any case, oilier 

big cities are due to gel PCS phone ser -
vice over the :text three years. extending 
lie reach of the phones. 

Both file PCS phone itself, and the ba-
sic structure of the network, seem similar 
to the cellular system at Brat glance. Like 
cellular phones, PCS phones operate by 
transinittirsg and roceiving wireless signals 
within a grid of small base stations around 
town that are tucked out of sight. The 
phone I’ve been using, a $199 model from 
Nokia, is indistinguishable on the outside 
front common Nokia cellular models. 

But there are key differences below the 
surface, Unlike most of the U.S. cellular 
syslein. the PCS system handles phone 
calls as a stream of digital bytes, just like a 
computer handles data. I found these digi-
tal calls to be dearer, with much less Static 
and lading, even in a car or inside most 
buildings. Dropped connections were also 
rare, as were failed attempts at dialing. 

My only complaint with the Nokia 
phone I used was that sometimes the mi-
crophone picked up too much background 
noise. And the phone is just as cryptic and 
difficult to program as your typical cellu-
lar phone. 

Calls in this digital format can’t be 
overheard with the kind of simple scan-
ners now used to eavesdrop on cellular 
calls. Eavesdropping is technically possi-
ble, but it requires special gear and tech-
nical skill, which most eavesdroppers  

lack. Similarly, the phone number and 
other data which a PCS phone broadcasts 
about itself are encrypted, so cooks cant 
Just pluck this information off the air-
waves and steal it, as they do with com-
mon cellular phones. 

Unlike cellular phones, KS phones 
are sold like any other electronic device: 
You buy them at die store and activate 
them yourself, by dialing a built-in phone 
number. Thai’s easy and cheap, but it 
means nobody is throwing in phones at 
low prices to induce you to sign a con 
tract. There are only three PCS phone 
models - Nokia, Ericsson and Motorola 
- available iii Washington. These iriodels 
are small and advanced, and coal front 
$150 to $200. 

Ag 

Al least in Washington, the PCS service 
Itself is priced very aggressively. Even the 
cheapest Sprint Spectrum rate, at $15 a 
month, includes all the built-in PCS fea-
tures, plus 15 minutes of free airtime us 

able day or night. Extra airtime coals 31 
cents a minute. 

By contrast, Bell Atlantic Nynex Mo-
bile, Washington’s lending cellular carrier, 
offers far less for $15 a month. Its plan 
doesn’t include any free airtime, paging,  

voice mail, caller ID or free mnecmniung nom 

uteS l)ie cellular plan requmi ci d S:o �eti 
salmon fee and a two year contract si’it N a 

SITS termination penAlty All ussmg. mg 

calls oan cost it lj,si 15 cenis a iiuutuul C 

and up to 99 cents a rruraene, depcmidlt5g 
on where you are in the mdi-c, Sica 

Telephone pnce compari.sna air oni 

pIes, and depend on how popic eac U,c 

services Sty sense ho wv is i tea i C’S Ci, 

with more common pLa.n,s creatin.g S4o i 
560 a month flit: P(-5 phones in 
ion are a better deal th.aji cettular etirfl 
you consider all the features 

The leanmrr and security gap bei’*een 
PCS and Uellulai senilce will euneis ni 

row, hS ii andrd cellular CUNII14111CI ptami 
to Convert itiore of their nri’’ .tk,s Iii li.ii 

dIe digital data arid to offer timuugi iUk Ii 
built-in paging What’s more Ptb ClUtJ 

be limited b1’ incompatibulioci bvi’ e’eru 
eitieS, because Ititrc ale Itute ,,lttrrr,l 
lb S teclsniI..g1e5 that corimpair_s dali i’ 
use 

But for now, most cellular eijet,,rtri’. 

who dcii travel tnui,h A,,uiJ si, 	cIt 
take a serious look at It 5 pt..rr ist,eI. 
they hit your own 

Wafter Muaaberg wfltC,a the N rni 0’, t. 
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School district sees cell phone 
antennas as revenue generator 

\ By Andrea Koskey 
&,Sae, Staff W,5ta, 

More of San Francisco’s public schools could 
become sites for cell phone antennas, a poten-
tial revenue generator, with the controversial - 
equipment already installed at two schools. 

In July, the San Francisco Unified School 
� 	District entgred.into one-year contracts with 

Cingular Wireless, now AT&T, and received 
� 	$48,410 for each school site. 

The district’s real estate office has been 
approached by cellular companies to possibly 
increase that number, according to district 
spokeswoman Gentle Blythe, who did not say 
how sites are being considered. 

No decision has been made on the requests, 
but last month the Board of Education’s Build-
ing Grounds and Services Committee asked 
district staff to provide more information 
about equipment that would be used, includ-
ing whether there would be harm to students 
and staff as a result of hosting a cell tower. 

An informational item about the potential 
revenue from the antennas is on tonight’s 
school board agenda. 

Doug Lorangei of the San Francisco Neigh-
borhood Atenna Free Union, which works to 
block installations on sites believed to have 
populations more susceptible to radiation, 
includinx schools and hospitals, said the news 
1s fiinh’s alrOiAf’bii iflroperty came 

Mobile boost: In 2003, it was reported that The 
City boasts as many as 2,400 cell phone antennas. 

as a surprise. 
Loranger said there have been a number of 

studies that prove people in close proximity 
to cell phone towers have an increased risk 
of getting cancer. 

"Unfortunately, science can’t explain why 
we’re seeing this. We don’t know causes yet," 
Loranger said. 

In 2003, the San Francisco Planning 
Department reported to the Board of Super-
visors that there were 463 station sites in The 
City with as many as 2,400 cell phone anten-
nas, since many stations had two to four. 

akoskeyà)sjºxaminer.corn 

TYIA1UWATH4  

Cell phone sellers ordered 
to disclose radiation risk 
By Joshua Sabatini "We are pleased the board sup- 
Examiner Staff Ti’titer ported what we always maintained 

is a common-sense, and, we think, 
Sellers of cell phones in San Fran- quite-reasonable measure to pro- 
deco will now be required to disclose vide 	greater 	transparency 	and 
radiation levels the devices emit. information to consumers," New- 

As the debate continues about som spokesman Tony Winnickei 
whether cell phone use poses health said. "This is not about discour- 
risks, Mayor Gavin Newsom said aging people from using their cell 
consumers have the right to know phones Nobody loves their iPhone 
the radiation levels of the devices more than Mayor New corn. 
they use. "It’s about providing consumers 

Newsorn’s legislation mandating the same information that the cell 
the disclosure of radiation levels of phones companies are already dis- 
cell phones sold in San Francisco closing to the federal government." 
was approved in a 10-1 vote Tuesday Businesses -will face penalties of 
by the Beard of Supervisors. Super- up to $500 for repeat violations. Cell 
visor Sean Elsbernd opposed it. phones are regulated by the Fed- 

The requirements of the legis- cml Communications Commission, 
lation will be phased in beginning which considers them safe. 
in September. By Febrnar 	chain The board will take a final vote on 
stores 	selling cell phones must the legislation next Tuesday. 
display how much radiation each 
device emits at the point of sale. -,-INQTHER.AcTIoN - 

Other stores have until February -In an 11-0 -1ote, nonresident fees 
2012. . -Gk play ’tHe links at Harding Park 

Cell phone providers had spoken Golf. Cqursp Increased $15. Week- 
out against the requirements and day rates go from $135 to $150 and 
businesses 	expressed 	concerns weekend rates from $155 to $170. 
about the mandate. jsabatini@sfexaminer.com  
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Qiect r i c u tility work e rs with h i gh ex posure to m a gnetic 	 were rriota 

than twice as likely To develop brain cancer as those with lower exposure, 

rtch 

Ond the r isk of a differ ent 	 c ander 	l eukemia - -inon elecW hians 

mor e t ha n 	 ble with long-term exp osure a mag n etic fi el ds 	 the job
, 

 
said the researchers from the University- of North Carolina at 2hapal Hill 

But contrary to a st udy of Fr ench and Can a dian utilit y porkers, t he resear ch 

found no ove rall association between leukemia among all utility workers 

plfrom 	ant man ag ers TiarE 	t o l in e men 	and ex pos ure t o m a gnetic f ie lds .  

Ii: unfortunately ICC’\/CS the broad question of whether these fields cause 
cancer unresolved, "  said Cr Dav1b-avitZ, an epidemiologist who worked on 

the study .  

The dUE study by S.avii:z and another epidem i ol o gist ,  Dr. Ceno. P Loomis was 

published in the January 15 1995 ,   issue of the American journal of 

Epicic:m1ot.oc] 

The 	 Jr c overe dyear s and about 140 000 m en who w o rk ed at five Th-a-i-o 

ele c t r i c 	 _._i as Carolina Power and Ligh t P a cific Gas and Elect ri c 

Compan y of Northern California, 1- EdE Energy Company in Pennsylvania, 

Tennessee V alloy Author i ty 	J Vir ginia Electr igPower Company.  
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The researchers fat ac:c;’uc 2,800 worhars c:r’:aen randomly with monitors to 
determine their on-the-job exposure to magnetic fields. The levels of 
exposure were then applied to all works an the study.  

Brain cancnar, which caused 144 deaths -among all 140,000 of the workers, was 

found to be more strongly associated with exposure to magnetic fields 
earlier studies -e.coqestec 	.:.CV ltd C51O 

The group .with highest exposure to the magnetic fields -- including linemen 5  

electricians and nc’wcr plant operators - showed more than twice as much risk 
of brain! sanceras th, group 	n the lowest exposure.  

While the researchers found no overall association between magnetic fields 
and LhC is : 	su cmi, 	iclarnwere tound : 	3 	 [1 

r-isl-;: of the blood cancer as those in low-expocure jobs 

3-avite -arid Loomis also found an increased risi< of one specific type of 
leukemia, chronic iymphoc’ytic leukemia, among all the workers in 
considered to have high exposure to magnetic  

Dr. 	bde1rrtoner; 4f if I, an epidemiologist and dean of public health at the 
University of balznarnla at Los -iriCiC5 (UCLA), praised the study.  

I thirkit a a well-designed -al -id executed study, "  said Afifi, who also 

tudisth effects of electromagnetic fields on cancer risks. It has 

certainly at -tempted to be --v consistent and attempted to address some of 
the weaknesses of previous studies."-  

- The UNC:.tudy differs from -a study published last spring that found that 

French a iid Canadian util itt workers with raqh exposures to magnetic fields 
had thre times the risk of a another type of leukemia, -acute mysloaf 
1eukemi, than -three with less exposure The Canadian study also found 
weaker yidence for a possible elevated net-:, of -c type of brain cancer. 

Both studies. contradict a, 1993 project funded by Southern California 
a- utility company. That study" conducted with U3.I � failed to find any 

ircre-ese in cancer rates -among power company workers exposed to strong 
e lectromagnel: ic: fields. - 

fifi said the contradictory findings point to c need for more researcn.  

Earlier studies have found that youngsters living around electromagnet ic 
fields created by power li nes have an increaser_: :.ncaac-.nce of 

leukemia 

i:r 	t 
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National Law: 

Town Can Reject Cell Phone Towers 

Where a town zoning board would not allow a cellular phone tower in a 
residential area, this didn’t ’Aolate the Telecommunications Act of 
1996, says the Third Circuit in reversing a U.S. District Court. 

Over the past 10 years, towns have been trying to regulate where cell 
phone towers are located. The towers can exceed 250 feet in height and 
are often placed in residential areas or in the middle of a scenic 
’,iew. There are expected to be or 100,000 towers in the U.S. within 
a few years. Although at first courts made it difficult for towns to 
stop cellular towers from being built, municipalities are now ha’Ang 
increasing success. 

Experts say that the Third Circuit’s decision is the latest in a 
series of cases to establish the power of local zoning authorities 
over the placement of towers. 

"The pendulum has swung back to the middle. The courts seem to be 
striking a better balance between municipalities and the needs of the 
industry," says John Wilson of Rochester, N.Y., who successfully 
represented a municipality in a recent SecondCircuit case. (Sprint 
Spectrum, L.P. v. Willoth, 176 F.3d 630; 99 LWUSA 521; Search words 
for LWUSA Archives: Cross and Yesawich.) 
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"There was a time when the industry would roll over city councils and 
say, The Act permits us to put up towers at our convenience,"’ agrees 
municipal lawyer Fritz Knaak of Vadnais Heights, Minn. "This case 
shows that courts now better understand the arguments and are willing 
to defer to a municipality’s judgment." The decision should give towns 
more leverage in negotiations with phone companies. 

"Municipalities clearly have the upper hand," says attorney L. Steven 
Emmert, who successfully represented Virginia Beach, Va., in a recent 
Fourth Circuit case. (AT&T Wireless PCS v. City Council of Virginia 
Beach, 155 F.3d 423; 98 
LWUSA 745; Search words for LWUSA Archives: Gibson and Golembeck 

"ProAders are becoming more conciliatory at the zoning board level 
because the risks of litigation are less clearly tipped in their favor 
than they originally thought," agrees Wilson. Attorneys for cellular 
phone companies complain that the courts are making it too difficult 
for their clients to get towers approved. 

"This case follows the trend of courts raising the bar on what a 
pro’Ader needs to prove in order to get a site de’.eloped," says 
Kenneth Baldwin, who practices in Hartford, Conn. "I don’t understand 
how any provider can really meet the burden imposed by this court." 

Residential Area 

The town in this case passed an ordinance restricting cell towers to 
light industrial areas. A cell phone company requested a zoning 
variance permitting it to erect a 160-foot tower in a residential 
district. When the board denied the variance, the company sued under 
the Telecommunications Act, arguing that the denial had "the effect of 
prohibiting the provision of wireless 
services." (47 U.S.C. Sect. 332(c)(7)(B)(i)(11).) 

But the court disagreed. 

"[T]he [Act’s] ’effect of prohibiting’ clause [does not] encompass 
every individual zoning denial simply because it has the effect of 
precluding a specific provider from providing wireless serces ... To 
do so would proide wireless service providers with a wildcard that 
would trump any adverse zoning decision... 

"[A] provider whose application has been denied... must show two 
things. First ... that its facility will fill an existing significant 
gap in the ability of remote users to access the national telephone 
network... The provider’s showing on this issue will.. .ha’e to include 
evidence that the area the new facility will serve is not already 
served by another provider... 

"Second, the ... applicant must also show that the manner in which it 
proposes to fill the significant gap in service is the least intrusive 
on the values that the denial sought to serve." 

In a second case decided a few days later, the court applied the same 
two-part test, but remanded the case for additional findings as to 
whether the proposed tower would fill a "significant gap." 

Friday, May 19, 2000 	America Online: chrisLinnenbach 	Page: 2 



High Threshold 

Lawyers say requiring companies to show that a proposed tower will 
fill a "significant gap" in ser’ce imposes a difficult new 
restriction on cell phone towers. "The case establishes an awfully 
high threshold for pro’1ders who claim that a municipality is 
prohibiting wireless ser’ces, because they have to show that there’s 
no access to the national telephone network by any proAder" in that 
area, says Nancy Essex, a municipal attorney who works in Raleigh, 
N. C. 

In effect, the court is saying "that a municipality’s authority to 
deny a pro"Ader’s application becomes greater when it is beaten to the 
punch by another provider," says Ted Kreines of Tiburon, Calif., a 
consultant to local governments on wireless planning and editor of the 
newsletter PlanWiretess. In addition, "the factual inquiry about 
’least intrusive altematies’ is going to make these cases much less 
susceptible to summary judgment," says Emmert. 

The result, say defense lawyers, will be slower development and 
increasing costs. "We’re going to need more coverage, not less, in the 
future, and the tougher it is to get towers erected, the slower the 
system develops," says Baldwin. Companies will be forced to design 
cell phone towers which are disguised as trees or flagpoles or worked 
into existing structures, says Stoneham, Mass., attorney Greg Higgins, 
who represents phone companies. "The downside is these technologies 
cost two to five times as much as standard development costs - and 
this translates into higher prices for the consumer." 

What Towns Should Do 

Experts say there are a number of things municipalities can do to make 
it more likely that their zoning decisions will be upheld. A 
front-page article on this issue appears at 97 LWUSA 529; Search words 
for LWUSA Archives: Dam and Linder. 

* Preempt problems. 

The best way to handle conflicts over cell towers is to try to avoid 
them altogether. Towns should bring in consultants before the issue 
arises, says Knaak. That way, a list of available sites can be 
compiled in advance and it won’t look like the town is intentionally 
trying to keep towers out. 

Working out problems early in the process can benefit companies, too, 
says Essex. "This case shows that it’s in a provider’s interests to 
come to a local government early and get a whole network approved, 
because when the provider needs one last tower to complete a pattern 
and fill a gap, the fact that there’s only one available site isn’t 
going to be enough to justify a 
tower." 

* Don’t forget the details. 

Although courts are becoming more likely to reaffirm local zoning 
authority, municipalities still need to be meticulous about obserng 
procedural proprieties, says Essex. "A lot of the challenges to 
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municipalities have been on a procedural basis. 
Make sure that an order rejecting an application contains the grounds 
for the decision, and that decisions are made within a reasonable 
time," she cautions. 

Also, it’s vital for towns to buttress their case with supporting 
documentation and testimony. "The most important factor when you’re in 
court is to have a full record developed below," says municipal 
attorney Kirk Wines of Seattle. "If you build a careful record at the 
hearing level, the court is more likely to back 
you up." 

* Hire experts. 

Another step that more and more municipalities are taking is to 
counter companies’ use of expert testimony with their own. "Be sure to 
retain your own experts," says Philip Lope of Zelienople, Pa., who 
represented the town in the Third Circuit case. 

Municipalities should consider getting an expert to testify on such 
issues as "the quality of service, the nature of the gap in service, 
other feasible, less intrusive alternatives to the proposed tower, and 
whether other pro1ders are able to supply service without requiring a 
zoning variance," suggests John Pestle, a municipal attorney from 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 

Other useful experts might include a radio frequency engineer who can 
challenge the company’s technological assertions and an appraiser to 
testify about effects of the proposed tower on property values, says 
Wines. 

* Ask for alternatives. 

Cities and towns should take advantage of the burden placed on 
companies by challenging them to show that no less intrusive 
alternatives are available, says Wilson. In this case, "the court said 
that there are alternatives to every cell site 
- no court has ever come right out and said that before. They 
danced around it, alluded to it, but here the court says, ’Don’t just 
bring us one option,"’ says Kreines. But towns shouldn’t get 
overconfident without ha’4ng the facts to back up the 
assertion that less intrusive alternatives are available, warns 
Emmert. 

"If localities abuse their position, the courts are going to stop 
gi\ng them deference and say, if you really think there is a less 
intrusie alternative, prove it," he says. 

U.S. Court of Appeals, 3d Circuit. APT Pittsburgh L.P. v. Penn 
Township, No. 98-3519. November 8, 1999. Lawyers Weekly USA No. 
9917124 (20 pages). 

U.S. Court of Appeals, 3d Circuit. Cellular Telephone Co. v. Zoning 
Board of Adjustment of the Borough of Ho-Ho-Kus, No. 98-6484. November 
19, 1999. Lawyers Weekly USA No. 9917132. (11 pages). 

To order a copy of either opinion, call 800-933-5594. 
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Introduction 

This chapter describes the potential hazards of radio frequency (RF) energy, the controls used at Jefferson 
Lab to prevent accidental exposure to harmful RF, and the practices that are used to protect all employees and 
site visitors. 

Electromagnetic energy can propagate through air and vacuum. It does not necessarily need wires or 
other conductors to move away from its source. Visible and invisible light and radio waves are 
examples. Radio waves include the frequencies used in microwaves--which may be used for special 
communications, radar imaging, and heat generation--as well as those used in conventional radio 
signals. 

Jefferson Lab uses R.F energy for a number of important applications, including powering the 
accelerator itself RE can be hazardous. The degree of danger is related to the source power level, the 
distance and shielding between you and the source, and the frequency or wavelength of the radio waves. 

High-power sources such as amplifiers, high frequency electrical transformers, and inductive heaters can 
also generate RF energy. 

Radio-frequcricy (RF energy ’an produce heat in body tissue faster than it can be safely dissipated. 
Skin burns,’internal burns, and organ�especially eye and gonad--damge are all potential hazards. 
Internal effects from RF exposure, especially low-level exposure, may not be immediately noticeable, 
Some research has suggested that RF may cause other, longer-term health effects. 

Waveguides and coaxial cable may carry the RF energy from the source to other locations. At Jefferson 
Lab, waveguides carry RF energy from the service buildings to the cryomodules in the tunnel. Also, 
lower power KF sources are used at several locations on site. 
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t later than thirty (30) days pri
application renewal. Applications for renewal shall be submitted to the Community Development Agency no 

or to expiration of he initial one-year periTlit approval. The initial one-year 
approval period may be extended by the County if applications for renewal have been properly filed and are 
pending. The initial one-year approval period may also he extended for up to nine additional years if the 
Community Development Director determines that the project is in complete compliance with the Mario 
County Telecommunications Facilities Policy Plan, as amended, including but not limited to the final standards 
and criteria, and other pertinent County land use reculations such as the Mann Countywide Plan, applicable 
Community Plan or other specific plan, and Zoning Code (Title 22), and that new or modified conditions of 
permit approval are not required. In addition, a permit application may not he renewed if the facility is not 
uprraded to minimize its impacts, including land USC compatibility, visual resources, public safety or other 
factors addressed by CEQA , to the greatest extent permitted liv technology which exists at the time of renewal 
and is consistent with the provisions of adequate service at affordable rates 

lincIird 

IN". 	All personal vircicss facilities shah he sited to avoid ii iieoiIOizc laud Use conflicts by iiieetflw ,  the following 
standar Ja. 

A 	No wireic ss conln]uiucnrions faclity shall be scu n a loeaturi where it 	ill unreasonably interfere 
with tiic operation of the Manii (owitY Airport Uos. Eicld, 

B. Location preference for wireless communications fcci!ites should be given to publicly used structures, 
co-location and shared-location sites, and industrial or commercial sites. - A ü1iür! and open Space 
areas may be preferred sites when the site design of the proposed facility can avoid or minimize 
adverse effects related to land use compatibility, visual resources. public safety, and other 
environmental factors  tddressed by C EQA Applications for new w rekss ommunicatioi s facilities 

aiaulclt 1\ Ok kites locatcd widilin or near nesiden iii areas, hoap t  is child day care centers or schools 
wdØss the applications include inforifiation sufficient to demonstrate(l- he locatic.and type of preferred 
sires which exist within the proposed or technically Ibasible coverage area ,  food faith efforts and 
measures were taken by the carrier R sccu 	the preferred location site4ecific reasons why such a 
efforts and measures were uosuccessl; ariecific reasons why the location of thbsed facility 
ite is essential to meet the ci 	m c dinds of the carrier The information required by this standard 

may be incorporated into the information required by Section \/(A) below. 
I 

C. Wireless communications tacil itisS shall he attached or sited adjacent to existing structures unless the 
carniei demonsu ates to the satisfaction of the County that no other technically feasible site exists or 
tint construction ut a freesiandini ftcilitv on or at it distant location from an existing structure will 
rijnimjze adverse effects related to 1011(1 use compatibility, visual resources, public safety, and other 
environmental factors addressed by CEQA Appropriate types of existing structures may include, but 
not he titetiod to: huitcucs, water tanha telephone oil utility poles., S :IL,, nage and sign standards, traffic 
siyna!a, huh standards, and ruadnav overpaaaes. 

ft 	Moncpbcs br wireless culitumeni 	too ijcfoti:s ahouid tot be lucnrcd itt resfaennol, mriculUit aL (it 

desinamed open space atd conservation areas ritiless tccunica e’:idence denonstrates to the satisfactu 
of the County that rat other alternative IJCtiuy ute or type of amocnna su:ia’rt [ructune is leasible 

tid(or if the use of a imamupoic tot hie propoar d facility by t : c!f or n umnbi nit n wtih other existing,. 
approved, and rmrupo d foci! tea will avoid or it tmuuues adve: an to land rise 
conmatihi hty, visual resources. anti pubIc saietv 

iQ:foc:tiii 	.ha red-location of W ireleas Cou:mnnirnçat iomi Fact] it tea 

V 	" , o-br atiori means a tclecommm’tunicrmttcns facility comprised of a ,sinrle structure used to support multiple 
antenna operated by ditferemit carriers. "Sliancdboeatmuti" means more than one telecommunications facility 



Microwaving 

I n February of last year, only five sena-
tors and 16 representatives voted "no" 
on the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

We have, consequently, hundreds of new 
satellites competing for space in our 
crowded skies, hundreds of thousands of 
new communication towers sprouting up 
in our midst and the uncontrolled prolif -
eration of wireless broadcasts. This amounts 
to an electromagnetic war on life from 
which there soon will be no place to hide. 

While the visual impact of telecommuni-
cations technology has come under fire, 
ell’; I ul 	411 circles have bald  surpris- 
ingly little attention to its biological impact 
- one of the most dramatic and rapid al-
terations of the Earth’s electromagnetic en-
vironment ever to occur. Yet, there has been 
a deliberate absence of debate on micro-
waves and radiation. 

Meanwhile, virtually the entire micro-
wave spectrum, from 300 megahertz (MHz) 
to 100 gigahertz (GHz), has been or will 
soon be on the auction block. (Cellular 
phones operate within this range at 860-
900 MHz; personal �:c)mmunications ser-
vice phones operate at 1,800-2,000 MHz.) 
Tt’iecomrnunhcations companies arc spend-
:ng billions of dolh:is teasing chunks of 
spectrum rrom the Federal Communica-
tions Commission (FCC) for use in dozens 
or new types of cellular, paging, radio, tele-
vision and other global networks that will 
link computers and people without the in-
convenience of costly, hard-to-maintain 
copper wires. 

Personal communications services (PCS), 
the largest 01 these networks, are spread- 

0--, Earth’s sirte with incredible 
speed. Introduced on a wide scale only last 
November, PCS already provides wireless 
voice, tax and data transmission capabili-
ties to subscribers in hundreds of US cities. 

Sprint PCS is building 50,000 new broad-
cast towers this year; Ornnipoint Commu-
nications has erected thousands 01 antennas 
in New York City and plans to spread nit-
;;on’,vide; and Primoco Personal Communi-
cations s following suit, along with Facriic 
lleil, Bell 8outh and Western Wireless. 

.-\lft:gOtier, 
 

1,360 :ompanies hv ob-
tained 2CS licenses rom the FCC. [ie in - 

.-lrrh or OirctL’nbd’rg, .r holistic health practitio-
ner, is the author of N icrowaving Our Planet: 
The Environmental Impact 01 the Wireless 
Revolution (1996) and president of 1/li’ Cdlii-
tar Phone Task-force, l’O Box 100401, Brook-
lyn, NY 11210, (718) 134-4499. 

dustry is mounting antennas on apartment 
buildings, water towers, churches, schools, 
billboards, highway signs, lamp posts and 
traffic lights - while telling us that all this 
is sale. But the energy emitted by PCS an-
tennas is extremely close in frequency (1.8-
2.0 GHz) and power (up to 1,000 watts or 
more) to the energy that cooks food in mi-
crowave ovens. Essentially, hundreds of 
thousands of microwave ovens are being 
placed on rooftops and towers - and they’re 
being turned on with their doors open. 

Seventy Years of Suppressed Studies 

The electromagnetic bombardment from 
telecommunications systems is so great that 
it also has become necessary for companies 
to spend huge sums of money to develop 
better shielding for pacemakers, hearing 
aids, computers, guidance systems in air-
planes and helicopters, and most other elec-
tronic equipment. 

Despite well-documented exposes such 
as Paul Brodeur’s The Zapping of’ Anierica 
WW Norton, 1977) and Robert Becker’s 

Cross Currents (Jeremy P. Farcher, 1990), 
th industry continues to deny that this 
same radiation has any efti’t art human 
beings, plants or animals. 

We are being asked to believe that there 
are no nontherinal effects and that if micro-
waves aren’t strong enough to cook us, 
they will do us no harm. 

Much as the asbestos and tobacco indus-
tries have done, the telecommunications 
industry has suppressed damaging evi-
dence about its technology since at least  

1927, when colloid chemist Ernst Muth firs 
discovered that red blood cells exposed 
radio frequency waves (at levels far les 
powerful than permitted today by the FCC 
are forced to line up in chains resemblin 
strings of pearls. 

In the 1950s, the Soviet Union and Eas 
em Europe ega; se r ras,zv 
sure standards that were up to 1,000 tirni 
more stringent than those in the West. LI 
scientists entrusted with the safety of radc 
systems, microwave relay towers and r: 
din and television networks had no dill 
culty convincing the American public th. 
Eastern bloc scientists didn’t know how 
do proper research. Never mind that corn 
of the most careful and meticulous work I 
the field was being done in the US - wit 
identical results. 

Biologist Allan Frey, for example, w 
publishing data that showed damage 
the heart, nervous system, eyes and otis 
organs even by levels of microwaves pe 
miscible in the Eastern bloc. Some of h 
work was done under contract with the L 
Air Force and Navy. 

Frey also demonstrated that people Cr 
hear low-level pulsed signals as buzzd 
clicks or tones in their heads. Other scie 
lists confirmed that even extremely Io 
energy microwave signals heat enout 
brain tissue to set up pressure waves i 

Telephone Antennas in Our Parks? 
Last year, President Clinton gushed that the Telecommunications Act of 1996 would ’bring the future to 
our doorstep,’ but a little-noticed section of the act could bring broadcast towers and satellite dishes to the 
top of Mount Rushmore and Yosemite’s Half Dome. 

As Washington Post reporter Tom Kenworthy discovered, the Telecommunications Act will make i 
’considerably easier for the communications industry to erect antennas and other unsightly gear withir 
national parks, wildlife refuges and other protected federal property.’ Corporate telecommurticationt 
giants love the act, Kenworthy reports, because ’so many mountaintops and high-elevation areas’ an 
found on public lands. 

The act orders that ’requests for the use of property, rights-of-way and easements... be granted absen 
unavoidable direct conflict with the department or agency’s mission.’ 

The big question is: Who determines whether there is an ’unavoidable, direct conflict’ - park officials 
- the Federal Communications Commission or the corporations? 

’The telecommunications industry is one of the fastest-growing industries in the country,’ an anon 
mous Interior Department official told the Post. ’You’re talking about taking on 2 to 3 percent of the GNP.. 
They’ve been trying to get into parks and refuges for some time. 

Park officials have been besieged with requests to place lowering internals on the Channel Island 
Nabonal Park oft California so broadcasters can beam signals to customers in the Los Angeles area. - a 
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side the head - similar to those occurring 
in a concussion. When the pressure waves 
reach the inner ear, they produce a sound. 

After three decades of research, Frey com-
plained that very little of this kind of infor-
mation was reaching the public. In 1983, he 
wrote that US citizens "have to fight for 
every piece they want and then cannot trust 
what little they get." 

Who’s Setting the Standards? 

Frey warned of "a small group of scientists 
controlling the setting of health hazard stan-
dards, controlling what research bearing 
on that standard gets funded or published, 
while providing testimony for various com-
panies and government agencies to the ef-
fect that substantial microwave energy ex- 

This "small group of scientists" was made 

Dropping the ’E’ Bomb 
The Tpronto Globe and Mall reports that 
caliphones repeatedly disrupt telemetry sys ,  
tems monitoring patients’ heartbeats at St. 
Paul’s Hospital In Vancouver, British Columbia. 
Even when not in use, celtphones interlere with 
ventilators, infusion pumps for delivering intra-
venous fluids, anesthetic delivery systems, di-
alysis machines and brain wave monitors. 
Canada estimates that it will take 15 years to 
equip hospitals with proper radiation shielding. 

In the United Kingdom, Volkswagen warns 
new cat buyers not to use celiphones inside 

.automobiles, where a resonance effect can 
increase signals tenfold. The wavelength of a 
900 MHz mobile phone held next to the ear is 4 
centimeters - enough to penetrate the brain. 

Britain’s Sunday Telegraph, meanwhile, 
warns that mobile phones can interfere with 
electronic braking and steering. On October 
30, 1995, the London Independent reported 
that a Jaguar lravelinq at a hiah soeed on the 
motorway suddenly stopped when the driver’s 
phone activated the brakes! 

In Brussels, Camellia Gabrielle, a microwave 
expert with Cenelee, which sets standards for 
the European Community, warns against heavy 
use of mobile phones. Noting research by 
Britain’s National Radiological Protection Board 
showing that as much as 70 percent of a mobile 
phones radiation is absorbed by the head 
(where it can create hot spots’), Gabriel rec- 
ommei ded limiting emissions to 20 milliwatts 
(most mobile phones emit 100-600 milliwalts). 

In the US, Univarsity of Washington research- 
ers Henry Lai and Narenda Singh found that 
microwave radiation comparable to mobile 
phone emissions spilt DNA molecules in rats’ 
brains. These breaks, they note, are linked to 
AIzheirnes, Parkinson’s disease and cancer. 

- GS 

uof engineers and veterinarians, not doc-
tors, biologists or epidemiologists. The 
American National Standards institute 
(ANSI) - the agency that was (and still is) 
setting microwave exposure standards - 
is not a government agency but a private 
organization funded and controlled by in-
dustry. 

Though Congress authorized the FCC to 
set safety standards for radio frequency 
and microwave broadcasts, the FCC has 
seen fit to make a voluntary industry stan-
dard the law of the land. In February 1996, 
Congress made ANSI’s standard not a mini-
mum but a maximum safety standard. 

The 1996 Telecommunications Act de-
clares: "No state or local government or 
instrumentality thereof may regulate the 
placement, construction and modification 
of persanc! wjr:!ess sen!cn fncilittts on the 
basis of the environmental effects of radio 
frequency emissions to the extent that such 
facilities comply with the Commission’s 
regulations concerning such emissions." 

In addition, the 1996 federal budget cut 
all EPA funding for studying the health 
effects of radio frequency and microwave 
transmissions. It wasn’t restored in 1997. 

This means that if novel telecommunica-
tions technologies fall within the FCC’s 
safety guidelines but nevertheless prove 
hazardous, injured citizens will have no 
recourse, and a threatened environment 
will receive no protection. 

Microwave Radiation Sickness 

The most extensive and well-controlled 
epidemiological studies on the biological 
effects of radio broadcasts have been un-
derway since 1989 near a radar station in 
Skrunda, Latvia. Results show impaired 
motor function, reaction time, memory and 
attention among schoolchildren; chromo-
some damage in cows; abnormal growth, 
shortened life span and unpaired repro-
duction in duckweed plants; decreased 
thickness of growth rings in pine trees; and 
premature aging of pine needles and cones. 
The levels of radio waves involved are not 
much higher than what we receive on Earth 
from the newest telecom satellites. 

Data published by radio frequency/mi-
crowave consultant Kathy Hawk in her 1996 
book Case St iidy in the Heartland document 
the disappearance of birds and honey bees, 
an increase in farm animal birth detects 
and the sudden deterioration in the health 
of farm families living near newly erected 
cellular lowers in the Midwest. 

Perhaps the most ominous news comes 
from a, survey by the Cellular Phone 
Taskforce, an organization comprised of 
citizens injured by radio transmissions. The 
task force runs a clearinghouse on health 

problems it believes are caused by PCS 
broadcast antennas. 

Reports from cities throughout the world 
indicate a new kind of illness that coin-
cides in every case with the activation of a 
PCS network. The symptoms are striking: 
pressure behind the eyes; dry, puffy lips; 
swollen thyroid; sudden rise in pulse rate 
and blood pressure; pressure or pain in the 
chest; insomnia; dizziness; headache; nau-
sea; loss of appetite; coughing or wheez-
ing; sinus problems; testicular or pelvic 
pain; muscle spasms; tremors; irritability; 
memory loss; pain in the legs or the soles of 
the feet; pains that move around the body; 
varying degrees of dehydration; and occa-
sionally fever, rash or nosebleeds. 

The illness appears to be confined to geo-
graphical areas served by new PCS and 
other digital svtems. Remarkably. P. esow-
ing number of environmental refugees have 
recovered immediately upon leaving the 
PCS coverage area. 

Time to Pull the Plug 

The net is closing. All of the older commu-
nication technologies that broadcast ana-
log signals at relatively low frequencies are 
being phased out and replaced by higher-
frequency digital signals that 70 years of 
research indicate are hazardous to life. 

Microwave radiation levels in major met-
ropolitan areas have increased 1,000-fold 
overnight. And telecommunications com-
panies are well on their way to covering 
every square inch of the Earth with digital 
wireless broadcasts from Earth- and space-
based antennas - faster, they are betting, 
than itwillbe possible for anyone to mount 
an effective opposition. 

The stakes are too high to sit still, The 
Telecommunications Act must be amended 
to require epidemiological studies on the 
effects of all this radiation on the public 
and to restore the prerogatives of local and 
state governments concerned about their 
citizens’ health. Money for scientific re-
search must be restored to the EPA. There 
should be full congressional hearings on 
the environmental implications of the wire-
less revolution and on the telecommunica-
tions industry’s wholesale suppression of 
sc:entific evidence. 

In the .ibsence of congressional action, 
local communiocs need to challenge the 
constitutionality of a law that prevents them 
from protecting their citizens and the envi-
ronment. Otherwise, 1998 could be a silent 
spring not because of pesticides, nukes, 
ozone depletion or global warming - but 
because of the electromagnetic fallout from 
the information explosion that so many in 
the environmental movement had counted 
on as our salvation. 
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The information skyway is coming 

soon to a wireless device near you. 

THEY SAY YOU NEVER FORGET your first wireless gadget. Well, 

OK, maybe they don’t say that. Nonetheless, I remember mine 

11: a cheap transistor radio from Radio Shack that cost me a 

week’s pay peddling the local newspaper. But it’s not the radio it-

self I recall so fondly. It’s the freedom that sawbuck bought me. 

I U 
	

From then on, the Rolling Stones toured with me. It was magic. 

BY 	CHRIS 	O’MALIEY 

------ 	. 	 1 -L--- 	. 	- 
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The Little Pager that Grew Up 

PERHAPS NOWHERE IS the potential 
of wireless communications more 
aptly illustrated than with the 
pager. Once simply a "beeper" worn 
by doctors, the lowly device has 
grown into a kind of message center 
for the 1990s. So-called alphanu-
meric pagers with small LCD screens 
can show not only a phone number, 
but a complete message as well�
whether dictated to an operator or 
sent by a computer’s modem. And 
many paging companies now offer 
the convenience of receiving e-mail 
messages on your pager. E-mail 
generally can be automatically for-
warded from an online account or 
sent to you directly via an operator 
or a computer system using special 
software sold by paging companies. 

Your pager can aLso let you know 
that you’ve received a fax or a voice 
mail message. SkyTel’s SkyFax ser-
vice, for example, beeps you when a 
fax is received through a special 
toll-free number. You can then call 
the Skylel system to direct the fax 
to your office or hotel. PageNet of-
fers a similar service called FaxNow. 
Voice mail options work in much the 

It still is. At the moment, the 
magic is emanating from a modern 
the size of a credit card, tucked 
snugly inside my laptop computer, 
which sits on a shaded picnic table 
facing the Atlantic Ocean. A short, 
thin cable connects the modem to 
my cellular phone, itself a folding 
monument to miniaturization. The 
modem dials the celiphone, and 
within a matter of minutes I’m wire-
lessly transported to the Internet and 
the home page of who else but the 
Rolling Stones. vlagic Freedom. 

That is, until the pager beeps. 
flashing an urgent electronic message 
across its matchbook-size screen 
"Need diapers now." 

Welcome to the wireless world. It’s 
a world in which nearly anything we  

same manner. Pacific Bells Message 
Center, for example, will page you 
whenever a new mess ige is received 
in your voice mailbox. 

But the best is yet to come, as 
paging finally becomes a two-way 
street. By the end of this year, 
with a bidirectional pager, you’ll 
be able to acknowledge messages 
by choosing one of the 120 canned 
responses included in the unit’s 
software. The first bidirectional 
pager to appear will likely be Mo-
torola’s Tango, a 5.6-ounce unit 
containing a flip-up panel that 
acts as an antenna for transmitting 
and receiving. 

The Tango pager is expected to 
work first on a new two-way paging 
network developed by SkyTet, a 
division of MteL. Mtel got an early 
start in the emerging "personal 
communications services" arena by 
being awarded a "Pioneer’s Prefer-
ence" license from the FCC in 1992. 
Most of the other big names in na-
tionwide paging, including Mobile-
Comm and PageNet, purchased 
similar two-way licenses in the sub-
sequent FCC auctions�JeffHecox 

previously did with wires can be done 
without them. A world in which new 
ideas�many of them unthinkable 
with wires�seem as boundless as the 
air they travel through. And a world 
that audaciously promises not just a 
series of technological marvels, but a 
kind of lifestyle liberation. Un-
plugged, we have more choices about 
where we work, play, and live. Un. 
tethered, we can travel far and stay 
close at hand. Unhitched, we can 
blithely bypass the cable TV and 
phone company networks and tap 
into new streams of information and 
entertainment. 

To an extent, it’s a world we al-
ready know- More than half of all 
U.S. households own a cordless 
phone, for example, and 25 million  

people roam completely free, yakking 
on cellular phones. ’let in the long 
view, it’s a world we can hardly con-
ceive of: Our children may one day 
call their kids to supper with display-
equipped kitchen appliances that use 
satellite signals to pinpoint their play. 
ground locations and place video-
phone calls to their wristbands. 

In the interim, the rapidly evolv-
ing wireless world is poised to change 
our lives in less dramatic but signifi-
cant ways, even over the latter half of 
this decade. While we await the 
paving of the information highway, 
consider how the wireless skyway is 
coming to your home, car, computer, 
and suit pocket: 
� The airwaves are ringing. Long 
used primarily to make calls where 
a wired telephone wasn’t conve- 
nient, cellular phones are now being 
recast as full-time, full-function 
phones. Basic services such as call 
forwarding and voice mail, coupled 
with the option of having one phone 
number wherever you go, are making 
it more practical to receive calls on 
your cellphone. Next up: cellular 
phones that automatically become 
cordless phones (transmitting to a 
wired base station) as you pull into 
your house’s driveway. 
� Pagers are talking back. 

Whether they’re simple beepers or 
short-message display models, pagers 
have always shared a basic limita-
tion: They receive, but they can’t 
send. Now new paging networks be-
ing tested will let you answer from 
the hip. The first of these two-way 
pagers, including Motorola’s Tango, 
will allow you to send acknowledg-
ments, like "yes,’ "no," or "got it," 
The next wave will let you reply in 
longer verse, 
� Data is flying. New error-cushion-

ing cellular modems, such as the 
Toshiba Noteworthy model I hooked 
tomy Motorola flip phone, enable 
you to send and receise computer 
data at reasonably high speeds over 
the turbulent airwaves of today’s cel-
lular network. A new digital netv.ork 
known as CDPD (cellular digital 
packet data) is being rolled out across 
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the country this Year and next. Mean-

while, the alternative radio-frequency 

data modems and networks are get-

ting faster, smaller, and cheaper. Mo-

torola’s new Personal Messenger 

lOUD fits on a PC Card, for example, 

and wireless e-mail service via the Ra-

dioMail service costs $39 a month. 

� Wireless is working. Many peo-

ple who formerly worked with clip-

boards are now getting their jobs 

done with electronic pads or tablets 

that can wirelessly send and receive 

information to and from other people 

and computers. And it’s not just UPS 

drivers and supermarket stock clerks. 

At hospitals run by the Veterans Ad-

ministration, doctors and nurses will 

soon record, process, and communi-

cate patient information using elec-

tronic tablets from Teixon. 

Daytimers are going digitaL. 

The promise of personal digital assis-

tants" may finally be realized as new 

pocket computers add a missing in-

gredient to the mix: convenient wire-

less communications. New personal 

communication services (PCS) net-

works, such as Mtel’s Nationwide 

Wireless Network debuting next year, 

put most of the sending and receiv-

ing power for e-mail and faxes in the 

network, so PDAs with wireless fea-

tures can be smaller and lighter. And 

the 11 be able to last weeks, not 

hours, on batteries. 

London is calling. And so, too, 

will Tokyo, Berlin, Moscow, and the 

rest of the world when new satellite 

phone networks begin providing 

round-the-globe service later on this 

decade. Today’s cellular phones are 

generally useless outside their native 

soil�or once you’re a few miles at 

sea or aloft in a plane. But with a 

phone that communicates with satel-

lites ringing the planet, rather than 

ith land-based antennas, you’ll be 

able to call literally from anywhere to 

.invwhere. \lotorola’s Iridium pro-

ect, backed by international phone 

companies, will likely be the first 

such service. But other parties are in-

terested. Among them are Mi-

crosofts Bill Gates and McCaw 

Cellular’s Craig McCaw, who’ve  

formed a satellite phone company 

called Teledesic to do the same. 

� Dishes are shrinking. Satellite 

TV dishes are becoming smaller and 

more affordable. Led by Thomson’s 

pizza-size RCA Digital Satellite Sys-

tem�and competitors like Sony�

television may be going back to its 

wireless roots. In the process, the 

dishes are offering more channels 

(many of them dedicated to movies 

and sports) than cable TV, and supe-

rior video and audio quality. Eventu-

ally, they may offer data services for 

interactive TV and PC connections. 

More down-to-earth microwave TV 

systems are beginning to offer alter-

natives to cable, too. 

� Cars are riding on air. The radio 

broadcasting data system (RBDS) 

is expected to routinely�and wire-

lessly, of course�send news head-

lines, traffic reports, weather advi-

sories, and information about the 

music being played to millions of 

display car radios within the next 

few years. Radio-based intelligent 

highways and car navigation equip-

ment guided by Global Positioning 

System (CPS) satellites will be able 

to show you alternate routes when 

the going gets slow. 

The gadgets are coming! Cord- 

less phones and TV remotes were just 

the beginning. Among the multitude 

of new wireless items that could catch 

on are personal CPS compasses, pager 

pens and watches, cordless infrared 

printers, and pocket communicators 

for kids�the latter already the rage 

among girls in Japan. 

Lest we forget amidst the airborne 

commotion, the trend to wireless is 

truly a worldwide phenomenon. Mil-

lions in China are using pagers to 

communicate in places where no 

wired telephone network exists. Mil-

lions more in African countries are 

sidestepping their backward infra-

structures with cellular phones. 

Satellite TV service is a staple of 

daily life in many European nations. 

What all of these wireless tech-

nologies have in common�and the 

fount of their tremendous potential�

is the part we can’t see: the transfer 

of information over thin air. Magic 

is not a bad word for it. It’s the com-

bined sorcery of electrical and mag-

netic forces, or electromagnetic waves, 

regenerating each other at incred-

ibly high speeds (roughly 300 million 

meters per second, or about three 

quarters of the way to the moon 

with every tick of your watch). 

Scientifically, it all gets started 

pretty simply. Change the motion of 

an electric charge�push it, wiggle 

it, vibrate it�and voue produced 

an invisible but measurable and con- 

trollable wave of energy that can be 

used to carry a human voice, a com- 

puter file, or a left-turn command 

for a radio-controlled car. The key is 

how often the charge gets manipu- 

lated. That determines the number 

of wave cycles per second, or the fre-

quency, and in turn the distance be-

tween the waves, or the wavelength. 

Imagine a long, taut rope being 

moved up and down briskly at one 

end, and you’ve got a good picture 

of how these waves behave. 

agnetc waves gothrough 

us, bounce off us, and zip past us 

all the time, usually without harm 

or even notice. Visible light occupies 

only a tiny sliver of the eLectrornag 

in- 

frared and ultraviolet frequencies 
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(Not coincidentalls, our eves are 

isuallv tuned into the wavelengths 

most efficiently radiated be the 

sun.) And its only at levels above is 

ible light. :nuliding L\’ ross, N ross, 

:nJ girn ma :- . that electromag 

ire nu n to be harmful 

(though some people contend thes ’so 

been dimigs-.) s On I-er frequn 

ii’s b 	is i 	as cliular phon(’or Is  

mg near electrical power lines or 

microwave transmitters). 

The waves generated by today’s 

electronic gear are typically pro-

duced and interpreted hs semicon-

ductors, or chips, using the broad 

areas of the spectrum Lnss n as ro 

dio woses and niicrosJves Radios, 

T\ s, and older communication and 

on igation ss stems have ii sod those  

waves for years, first with electronic 

vacuum tubes and then microchips. 

There is, however, a limited 

amount of space within the radio 

and microwave range, and ss ireless 

dc’ ices must operate on different 

frequencies in order to sork without 

interfering s tb each other. So new 

wireless gadgets and services must 

compete for increasingls narro’ 
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bands of unused or reassigned space. 

And the keen interest in new wireless 

technologies has led to a kind of 

modern-day gold rush for more por-

tions of the radio spectrum. 

In the L nited States, its the Fed 

cud Communications Commission 

that classifies and hands out licenses 

to use parts of the radio spectrum Or 

at least the FCC used to hand them 

out. Currently, the FCC is auctioning 

off some of the spectrum to the high-

est bidders, at billion-dollar prices that 

can make downtown apartments in 

Tokyo seem like bargain basements. 

Indeed, it s a telling commentary on 

hat lies ahead hen the most pre-

cious rcal cstite on the planet isn’t 

even on terra firma 

But hilc we can’t grow more of 

this ethereal spectrum, we can use 

what we’ve got more efficiently�and, 

in effect, clear new avenues for wire-

less communication and widen others. 

One way is to free up, or reallocate 

in FCC parlance, portions of the radio 

spectrum assigned to the U.S. govern-

ment or older communication systems 

such as those for commercial fleets 

and railroads Another, more promo- 
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A Home with Frequency Overload Doesn’t Seem so Sweet 

THINK OF ALL the devices in your 

home that rely on wireless links�

cordless phones, baby monitors, ra-

dios, and wireless speakers, for 

starters. As the number of devices 

that rely on wireless transmissions in-

creases, however, so does the poten-

tial for interference. 

Interference occurs when a signal 

traveling at a specific frequency 

meets up with another traveling at 

that same frequency. Each signal has 

an amplitude (strength) and phase 

(its point on an s-shaped sine curve), 

and when these two both meet, they 

combine to form a new signal: in the 

extreme, they can cancel each other 

out. Usually you simply receive a de-

graded signal, often experienced as 

irritating static. 

The FCC assigns frequencies to 

specific devices and determines the 

distance over which they can broad-

cast data. For instance, the transis-

tors inside television sets operate at a 

frequency of about 44MHz. They will 

affect other devices operating at 

44MHz only if they’re within a few  

feet of the TV. however. Radio sta-

tions, on the other hand, which also 

broadcast over specific frequencies, 

can cover an area of many miles. 

Adding an additional wireless de-

vice to your home isn’t as easy as find-

ing a free outlet You need to consider 

the disruptive effect it might have. A 

couple of things to consider: Baby 

monitors, many cordless phones, and 

the transistors inside your TV all oper-

ate within the same frequency bands. 

Most phones can operate at several 

frequencies, so your interference prob-

lems are usually solved easily by manu-

ally or automatically seeking a free 

channel- If that doesn’t work and you 

have one of the new 25-channel 

phones, try moving the phone’s base 

station farther from the TV. 

The other class of devices, includ-

ing wireless speakers, digital cordless 

phones, remote control extenders, 

and microphones for use with cam-

corders, operates in the low 900MHz 

range. According to the FCC, speakers 

and telephones do not share the same 

precise frequencies, so you should be 

able to tune your speakers to an 

available frequency. Also, since 

900MHz phones operate over a 

broader range of frequencies, they 

should automatically be able to seek 

out a free channel. 

In an unscientific experiment, 

POPULAR SCIENCE set out to see how 

many 900MHz devices could be oper-

ated in a New York City apartment at 

once without significant interference. 

Unfortunately, we stopped at one. 

After tuning 900MHZ wireless speak-

ers from Recoton to all available fre-

quencies, we were unable to get a 

Cobra 900MHz digital spread-spec-

trum phone to produce even a weak 

dial tone. Only when all wireless 

speaker components had been pow-

ered down would the phone work. 

The phone company says it’s a pro-

blem with the speakers. The speaker 

company says it’s a problem with the 

phone. The FCC says it’s not supposed 

to happen. The moral of this tale: 

Look before you leap into the wireless 

world. And save your receipts. 

�Suzanne Kantra Kirschner 

ing av is to hae the airwaves cam 

digital rather than analog signals. 

Why go digital in the air? Mainly, 

because any collection of digital sig-

nals�whether it’s a computer file or a 

voice call that’s been converted from 

analog sound waves into bits�can be 

compressed into a small fraction of its 

original size before being sent over a 

radio frequency. The difference can 

he dramatic. In many cases, digital 

compression techniques make it pos-

sible to send only one bit of data for 

every 25 to 100 in the original digital 

form. That effectively increases the 

capacity of the radio channel by a fac-

tor of to 100 times. 

I 	already happening with cellu- 

i.ir phones. Cellular service pros iders 

across the country are rushing to up-

sr.idc their network equipment to 

h.indle digital calls, and in mans 

cases subsidizing the cost of digital-

ready celiphones (hence, the many 

one-cent and one-dollar phones out 

there). While all of this is costing the 

companies money now, it will allevi-

ate the capacity problems that keep 

some calls from going through at 

peak-demand periods. And it will 

give the companies room to grow, 

and presumably room to cut prices 

as more people buy cellular phones 

and service. 

Surfing the airwaves is not with-

out its own peril.s, however. Floating 

phone calls through the air, for ex-

ample, has proven too tempting for 

many thieves and pirates. Cellular 

carriers say the illegal use of their 

networks costs them about 5500 mil-

lion per year. And it can cost you 

some privacy, too. Eavesdropping on 

cellular phone calls is still alarmingly  

easy for anyone with the inciina::or. 

and the proper radio scanner. Data 

may prove just as vulnerable, thoug1 

digital encryption techniques are ex-

pected to make wireless transmis-

sions more secure. 

Right now, pushing data through 

the air also limits the speed at shich 

information can be moved. \Vhile 

the best wireless modems are noss 

consistently attaining respectable 

speeds (9,600 bits per second and 

up), for example. the’re certaini’ no 

match for moving computer data 

over wired local area and global net-

works. Data deliveries by satellite 

might be, though. 

These and other clouds v, ill make 

the ride bumps at times, but the s’,C7 

likely change our course. \\erc  Ils ing 

warp speed into the s ireless sorld of 

ubiquitous communications. IP 
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New PCS phones beat cellular system in quality, cost 
8/ WALTER S. MOSSBERG 

,rmfly ihi.s space is occupied by a 
d tscussii,ii of persunil comput ing, tie-

iu.se t he computer is both the most i.m� 
pun ant and the most confusing form of 
personal technology. But there are other 
rtieresitng new technologies meant for in 

Ji’idual Use, NO every 
now arid then, it makes 	Personal 

e rue to loin on one of  
t "( 11 

ieIy lye Lien iry  
out the first of a 	 ________ 

Lu ec] of wireless 	 _____ 
a ieihnology  

. 	
r - 

.dltd PCs. or persnsl
lorl~s S Y N. 	Technology 

tern, designed to corn 
etc with cellular phones These new 
luocs ateni compatible with current ccl- 
ii phone networks, but companies have 

teen lining up to pay the Federal Cornrnu 
juioiiS Cuitiitiission billions of dollars 

Ii i he right iii build and opetale l>(’S tie(-  
� rk, i n tires around ih Ciluntiy 

tie ielrrrology is Si new that there’s 

Jy tie region sJ (it where you can buy 
-[i use ’iS phones tile Washtirtgiorvbal. 
lii,: area I fire, a Ft S eUVi(e c a lled 

Sprint Spectrum was launched in Noveni-
ber by a company called American Per-
sonal Communications, which is partly 
owned by Sprint. 

After using a PCS phone in and around 
Washington for a couple of months, my 
verdict is that it’s superior in nearly every 
respect In a cellular phone, with better 
call quality and greater security. 

The new phones also include a host of 
built-in features even with the cheapest 
rare plan, such as numeric paging right oil 
the phone’s screen, free voice-road ser-
vtce, free caller ID and no charge for (lie 
first minute of any incoming call. Not only 
that, but they’re less expensive for many, 
if not most, types of users. There’s no cii-
vatiun fee, no service contract of any kind, 
no penalty for dropping the service. 

Only one city 

In fact, there’s only one significant 
drawback to a PCS phone: Because there 
is only one city so far with PCS service, 
you can’t tise a Sprint Spectrum phone if 

you travel. But tlte vast majority of curt ent 
cellular-phone users don’t take their 
phones out of totem, and in any case, oilier 
big cities are due to get PCS phone ser-
vice over the next three years, extending 
lie reach of t ile phones. 

Both tInt PCS phone itself, and the ba 
sic structure of the network, seem similar 
to the cellular system at first glance. Like 
cellular phones, PCS phones operate by 
transmitting and receiving wireless signals 
within a grid of small base stations around 
town that are tucked out of sight. The 
phone I’ve been using, a $199 model from 
Nokia, is indistinguishable on the outside 
front common Nokia cellular models. 

But there are key differences below the 
surface. Unlike most of the U.S. cellular 
system, the PCS system handles phone 
calls as a stream of digital bytes, just like a 
computer handles data. I found these digi-
tal calls to be dearer, with much less Static 
arid fading, even in a car or inside most 
buildings. Dropped connections were also 
rare, as were failed attempts at dialing. 

My only complaint with the Nokia 
phone I used was that sometimes the mi -

crophone picked up too much background 
noise. And the phone is just as cryptic and 
difficult to program as your typical cellu-
lar phone. 

Calls in this digital format can’t be 
over heard with the kind of simple scan-
tiers now used to eavesdrop oil cellular 
calls. Eavesdropping is technically possi-
ble, but it requires special gear and tech-
rdcul skill, which most eavesdroppers  

lack. Similarly, the phone number and 
othet data which a PCS phone broadcasts 
about itself are encrypted, so crooks can’t 
just pluck this information off the air. 
waves and steal it, as they do with com -

mon cellular phones. 

Unlike cellular phones, PCS phones 
are sold like any other electronic device: 
You buy them at the store and activate 
them yourself, by dialing a built-in phone 
number. That’s easy and cheap, but it 
means nobody is throwing in phones an 
low prices to induce you to sign a con-
trail. Thtere are only three PCS phone 
tiodels - Nokia, Ericsson arid Motorola 
- available in \ishingtori. I’he.se models 
are small and advanced, and cost front 
$150 to $200. 

A_ � 
At least in Washington, the PCS service 

itself is priced very aggressively. Even the 
cheapest Sprint Spectrum rate, at $15 a 
tttonth, includes all the built-in PCS fea-
tures, plus IS minutes office airtime us-
able day or night. Extra airtime costs 31 
cents a minute. 

By contrast, Bell Atlantic Nynex Mo- 
bile, Washington’s leading cellular carrier, 
offers far less for $15 a month. Its plan 
doesn’t include any free airtime, paging, 

voice mail, caller ID or free Incoming Ott 
uteS ilie cellular plan requin es a S ash 
vatlon fee and a rwo.yeaf c.Onrrasl with i 

$175 termination penalty All uutgtg 
CAW can cost it least 35 cents a ttitiOtC 

and up to 99 cents a ri’unsilc, deperdits 
on where you are in the m.ro aicg 

Telephone pnce compans.ru ate soOt 

pies, and depend on how pe.plc ee tt,t 

services My sense. however, a ih,ai c’,ei, 

with more common pLans coNiuig $4o i 
$60 a month, the VCS phone.s in Vshiii 
ton are a Letter deal than tlular ’ten 
you Consider all rite features 

’the (eattiri and seturtty gap btwn 
PCS and cellular service will ,ureis nat 

row, as st aitdard Cellular coiripatues plait 
to convert tnture of their nerss, ’rks to fiat 

die digital data and to other ining, i s a  

built-in paging What’s more i-IJ’S ciuli 
be lirruteti by incompatibilities bvrw t’tti 
cititS, because there ate ihlec dtteri,I 
lCS lectinol ,git5 that coriiparc.s 1,1411 ti 

use 
But (or now, most cedular CUsiuflictt 

who don’t travel much 	’,uId di 	ell I’’ 

take a serious look a t Ii S prnt.s 
they hit your town 

’ulten Pfusiberg writes the N  ’mcuejf t,’, I. 

niolugy tub,,, fir the ’t’0ll .),re(i 1,,.,,, 
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