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Discretionary Review 
Full Analysis 

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 8, 2015 
 

Date:  October 1, 2015 
Case No.:  2015-002768DRP 
Project Address:  1801 Fulton Street 
Permit Application:  2015.02.25.9356 
Current Zoning:  NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster)  
  40-X Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot:  1187/001 
Project Sponsor:  Verizon Wireless, represented by 
  Baldwin Diep, Modus  
  149 Natoma Street, 3rd Floor  
  San Francisco, CA 94105  
Staff Contact:  Omar Masry – (415) 575-9116 
  Omar.Masry@sfgov.org 
Recommendation:  Do not take DR and approve as proposed 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The proposÌË Project involves the development of a “Micro” Wireless Telecommunications Services 
(“WTS”) facility for Verizon Wireless. The proposal would feature a single cylindrical antenna screened 
within a faux rooftop-mounted vent pipe located near the northeast corner of the roof, along with 
associated equipment1 and cable trays connecting the rooftop-mounted antenna to ground level 
equipment near a stairwell. Micro Wireless Facilities are considered “accessory uses,” per the Zoning 
Administrator.  
 
The proposed vent pipe would measure approximately 18-inches in diameter, and would rise six (6) feet 
above the parapet, and be set back six (6) feet from the nearest building edges.  
  

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE  
The Project Site is located on Assessor’s Block 1187, Lot 001, and is located at the southwest corner of 
Fulton Street and Masonic Avenue. The Project Site was developed in 1916, and features a 33’-6” foot tall 
three-story building, with two floors of residential dwellings above a ground floor area that includes a 
grocery store (d.b.a. Fulton Food Shop), dry cleaners, and a laundromat. The Project Site also features an 
attached single-story restaurant (d.b.a Bistro Gambrinus) along the eastern edge of the property. 

                                                           

1 Rooftop Equipment includes four radio relay units (RRUs), a Global Positioning System (GPS) antenna, and a cable 
tray. Ground-mounted equipment includes a “Charles” cabinet, which features computers to operate the facility and 
batteries used to power the facility in the event of a power outage. The Charles cabinet is approximately the same 
size as a dormitory refrigerator. RRUs are each equivalent in size to a medium suitcase. They are utilized to improve 
data speeds, and are typically placed near antennas. 

mailto:Omar.Masry@sfgov.org
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SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The Project Site is situated along the edge of the Haight Ashbury neighborhood, and is near the Inner 
Richmond neighborhood, which begins to the north across Fulton Street, and the Western Addition 
neighborhood, to the northeast across Fulton Street and Masonic Avenue. 

The Project Site is adjacent to three-story single-family dwellings to the south and west, four-story multi-
family dwellings to the north across Fulton Street, a four-story mixed-use building with a ground floor 
supermarket to the northeast, and a two-story mixed-use building featuring a Starbucks coffee shop on 
the ground floor to the east across Masonic Avenue.  
 

BUILDING PERMIT NOTIFICATION 
In accordance with Planning Code Section 312(g), neighborhood notification is required for the 
construction of a new (micro) WTS facility as an accessory use in all neighborhood commercial districts.  

 

TYPE  REQ UI R ED  
PER IO D  

NOTIF IC AT I ON  
DAT ES  DR  F ILE  DAT E  DR  HE AR I NG 

DAT E  
F IL IN G TO  
HE A RI NG 

T IME  
312 Notice 30 days August 9, 2015 September 9, 2015 October 8, 2015 30 days 

 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

TYPE  REQ UI R ED  
PER IO D  

REQ UI R ED  
NOTI CE  DATE  

ACT U AL  
NOTI CE  DATE  

ACT U AL 
PER IO D  

Posted Notice 10 days September 28, 2015 September 28, 2015 10 days 

Mailed Notice 10 days September 28, 2015 September 28, 2015 10 days 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
As of September 31, 2015, the Planning Department received one call opposed to the Project based on 
similar concerns noted by the DR Requestor.  
 
DR REQUESTOR 
Henry Tang, 1831 Fulton Street. 

 
DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERNS AND PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 
See attached Discretionary Review Application, dated August 24, 2015 

 
PROJECT SPONSOR’S RESPONSE TO DR APPLICATION 
See attached Response to Discretionary, dated September 8, 2015 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 3 categorical 
exemption.  The categorical exemption and all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the 
Planning Department, as the custodian of records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco.  
 

BACKGROUND ON “MICRO” / ACCESSORY USE WTS FACILITIES 
Micro WTS Facilities differ from Macro WTS facilities in that they typically feature fewer and/or smaller 
antennas (e.g. a single panel antenna or multiple omni “whip” antennas), smaller overall equipment 
areas, a smaller overall coverage area (typically a quarter mile or less in an dense area), and lower radio-
frequency emissions output (e.g. a maximum effective radiated power output of 2,450 watts for the 
proposed facility).   
 
Macro WTS Facilities typically feature three (3) to sixteen (16) panel antennas, equipment areas which 
range in size from the equivalent of two office cubicles to areas the size of a shipping container, coverage 
areas of a quarter to half mile (dependent on a large number of factors), and an effective radiated power 
output ranging between 4,000 to 11,000 watts2.  
 
Macro WTS facilities within NC-1 Zoning Districts are classified as a “Public Use”3 (Planning Code 
Sections 710.83 and 790.80) and require a Conditional Use Authorization; whereas a Micro WTS Facility 
would not require a Conditional Use Authorization, subject to the project’s conformity with an approved 
Letter of Determination indicating the proposed WTS facility can be classified as an Accessory Use. 
 
Project Sponsors seeking a Conditional Use Authorizations to develop a Macro WTS Facility within any 
residential or neighborhood commercial zoning district are also required to:  
 
1) Hold a separate community meeting (notifying property owners and tenants within 500 feet and 
applicable neighborhood groups); and   
 
2) Provide third party review to demonstrate that the proposed facility is needed to meet a coverage 
and/or capacity gap.  
 
These two requirements do not apply to Micro WTS facilities. 
 
A Letter of Determination (LOD) was approved for this type of WTS facility by the Zoning Administrator 
on February 18, 2014. The LOD deemed this type of proposed WTS facility as an Accessory Use (or 
“Micro” WTS Facility), per Planning Code Section 204, subject to specific conditions.  
 

                                                           

2 For example, an approved AT&T Mobility macro WTS facility on the rooftop of a residential building at 2001 
Sacramento Street (Pacific Heights) featured a maximum effective radiated power output of 10,700 watts. 
3 Planning Code section 703.2(b)(1) allows a “Public Use” to be conducted outside of an enclosed building. Antennas 
utilized as part of WTS facilities generally require outdoor installation in order to properly function (transmit and 
receive).  
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In addition, the LOD indicated the determination would apply Citywide but would only include 
Location Preference 1 through 6 sites, as outlined by the 1996 WTS Facility Siting Guidelines. The Project 
Site is zoned NC-1, and is therefore a Preference 6 (Limited Preference) location.  
 

ALTERNATIVE SITES 
The Project Site is surrounded by primarily residential and NC-1 zoning districts, with the exception of 
an NC-S zoned site across the intersection from the Project Site, at the northeast corner of Fulton Street 
and Masonic Avenue. This NC-S zoned site features a mixed-use building (with an anchor tenant of 
Lucky Supermarket at 1750 Fulton Street). The Lucky Supermarket Site would be considered a higher 
location preference (Location Preference 5) by the WTS Facility Siting Guidelines, whereas the adjacent 
residential zoning districts are considered disfavored locations (Location Preference 7), and are therefore 
not eligible for approval as an Accessory Use. The Project Sponsor indicated the property owners of the 
NC-S zoned site (Lucky Supermarket), or 1799 Fulton Street (Starbucks on ground floor), were not 
interested in hosting a WTS facility.  
 
It also appears that other higher Location Preference sites within the neighborhood are not available. For 
example, while the nearby John Adams Campus of the City College of San Francisco is considered a 
Preference 1 location (Publicly-Used Structure); to date, City College has not indicated an interest in 
hosting WTS facilities. The Project Sponsor indicated the University of San Francisco campus was located 
outside the required coverage area.  
 
While not subject to the Planning Code or WTS Facility Siting Guidelines, wireless carriers have also 
developed “Personal Wireless Services Facilities” (also known as Small Cells, Distributed Antenna 
Systems, or the acronym “DAS”) within the public right of way (e.g. streets and sidewalks), pursuant to 
Article 25 of the Public Works Code. These facilities typically involve the attachment of antennas and 
equipment enclosures (computers, electric meters, disconnect switches, and battery backup cabinets) to 
wooden light or utility poles.  
 
These types of wood utility pole-mounted facilities are disfavored given their potential to detract from 
streetscapes, impair views from residential windows, and generate noise emissions, as well as the larger 
number of these facilities typically needed to provide the same coverage and capacity as a well-designed 
rooftop-mounted micro or macro WTS facility. Under State law, the City cannot impose a blanket 
prohibition on such (wood) pole-mounted facilities, but can regulate the design, location, and placement 
of those facilities. The proposed micro WTS facility is generally considered less intrusive than a 
(typically) comparatively larger number of wireless facilities mounted to wooden utility poles.4 
 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERN – PREVIOUS T-MOBILE MICRO WTS FACILITY 
The DR requestor referenced a 2007 agreement between the Board of Supervisors and T-Mobile, to withdraw a 
proposed T-Mobile Micro WTS facility at the Project Site.   
 

                                                           
4 Wooden utility poles are typically owned by utilities (not the City), such as Pacific Gas & Electric. 
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The withdrawal of one carrier’s application or facility does not preclude the approval of any future 
application; whether by T-Mobile or another wireless carrier. This informal agreement does not change 
the fact that there are no exceptional or extraordinary circumstances existing at the site or created by the 
project that would warrant an otherwise Code-complying project from being disapproved. Micro WTS 
facilities have routinely been developed on similar buildings within similar neighborhood contexts. 
 
The prior T-Mobile Micro WTS facility raised concerns from community members regarding its potential 
industrial nature. The proposed Verizon Wireless Micro WTS Facility would not significantly alter the 
overall mixed-use nature of the Subject building, displace ground-floor business, or introduce elements 
expected to have a detrimental effect on residents. For example, no generators are proposed. The primary 
equipment cabinet would be placed within a recessed stairwell area where noise from internal cooling 
fans is not expected to adversely affect residents. Furthermore, such facilities are required to comply with 
the City’s noise ordinance.  
 
The equipment cabinet would feature nickel-cadmium (“NiCad”) batteries (with approximately seven 
gallons of electrolytes) to provide backup power in the event of a power outage. The placement of such 
cabinets, though typically with comparatively larger capacity battery (lead-acid or NiCad) systems (in the 
range of 40 to 100 gallons of electrolyte for a given Macro WTS facility) elsewhere in the City, is subject to 
review by the San Francisco Fire Department and Department of Building Inspection. Since 1996, when 
the City saw the first widespread deployment of WTS networks, there has not been a noted pattern of 
incidences with respect to safety aspects of batteries used for WTS facilities, including those mounted 
within residential and mixed-use buildings. 
 

DR REQUESTOR’S CONCERN – NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER 
The DR Requestor indicated a concern that the proposed facility would adversely alter the façade and character of 
the Subject building and the adjacent neighborhood, as well as adversely affect views.  
 
With the exception of the single faux rooftop-mounted vent pipe, the remainder of the proposed facility 
would generally not be visible from adjacent public rights-of-way. The proposed vent pipe would be 
relatively modest in size with an 18-inch diameter, a maximum height of six (6) feet above the parapet, 
and a setback of six (6) feet from the nearest roof edge. The vent pipe would not impair the facade, nor 
would it significantly detract from views of the Subject building or adjacent dwellings. Private views are 
not protected. 
 
Planning staff also requested that the wireless carrier ensure the conduit running down a rear wall, from 
the roof to the equipment area, be designed to mimic hot water pipes (instead of a more utilitarian wider 
cable tray) and avoid blocking light into any tenant windows. 
 
The overall size, placement, and operation of the equipment are not expected to alter the overall 
neighborhood character or use of the Subject building.  Similar facilities have been developed on a 
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significant number of buildings in the City5, including residential buildings in RM-3 and RC-4 zoning 
districts, as well as mixed-use buildings in neighborhood commercial districts; without adversely 
effecting existing on-site or off-site tenants. The proposed facility would remain subordinate to the 
primary residential and commercial uses on the site. 
 

RADIO-FREQUENCY (RF) EMISSIONS 
The Radio-Frequency (RF) emissions associated with this Project have been determined to comply with 
limits established by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC).  Based on a report prepared by a 
licensed engineer (and reviewed by the Department of Public Health), the maximum RF exposure6 level 
at ground level would equal 5.2% of the public exposure limit set by the FCC. The maximum calculated 
level at any nearby building is 12% of the public exposure limit. 
 
Under Section 704(B)(iv) of the 1996 Federal Telecommunications Act, local jurisdictions (such as the City 
and County of San Francisco) cannot deny wireless facilities based on health (or by extension, property 
value) concerns over Radio Frequency (RF) emissions, so long as such facilities comply with the FCC’s 
regulations concerning such emissions. 
 
As the antenna is directional in nature, the proposed facility is not expected to result in RF exposure 
levels, which would approach maximum public exposure levels set by the FCC, for either dwellings 
directly below the antenna, or tenants of adjacent buildings (including roof decks or balconies),  
 
In the event that the proposed facility is approved and installed, the City requires that the wireless carrier 
arrange for RF emissions testing for interested persons, at no charge. In addition, reports of field-testing 
for micro and macro WTS facilities are submitted to the Department of Public Health whenever a new 
facility is installed, as well as every two years, and every time that changes (e.g. replacement antennas) 
are made to a facility that may affect power output from antennas.  
 
The Department of Public Health has not seen a pattern of similar Micro WTS facilities, in San Francisco, 
exceeding radio-frequency exposure limits established by the FCC with respect to adjacent dwellings. 
 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
• Health and safety aspects (e.g. engineering review for structural loads, and backup battery 

storage) of all wireless Projects are reviewed by the Department of Public Health, San Francisco 
Fire Department, and the Department of Building Inspection.  

                                                           

5 There are over 700 existing Micro or Macro WTS facilities in San Francisco (not including another 383 wireless 
facilities mounted to wooden utility poles). The overwhelming majority are rooftop-mounted facilities, on either 
residential, mixed-use, commercial, institutional (e.g. hospitals), and industrial buildings. 
6 The RF report utilized a “worse-case” scenario in which the antennas are operating at maximum capacity. That 
scenario is utilized to determine compliance with both the FCC’s occupational (e.g. for maintenance workers trained 
on RF exposure awareness) and (general) public exposure standards; and is also used as the basis to determine the 
distance the antenna (based on antenna orientation, frequency, and height) must be located with respect to any 
nearby publicly accessible areas (e.g. roof decks, balconies, and residential dwellings). 
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• An updated Five Year Plan with approximate longitudinal and latitudinal coordinates of 
proposed locations, including the Project Site, is on file with the Planning Department. 

 All required public notifications were conducted in compliance with the Planning Code Section 
312(g) and adopted WTS policies.  

 The Project Site has been previously determined to not be a historic resource; however, the 
proposed design, with respect to the Subject building and views of adjacent buildings, was 
reviewed by a Preservation specialist and determined to be consistent with the US Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

 The Project complies with the applicable requirements of the Planning Code. 
 The Project is consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. 
 Based on propagation maps provided by Verizon Wireless, the Project would provide enhanced 

700 – 2,100 Megahertz 4G/LTE (4th Generation, Long-Term-Evolution, voice and data) coverage in 
an area that currently experiences gaps in coverage and capacity. 

 The primarily screened nature of the facility, along with the placement of equipment on the roof 
and near a ground level stairwell area, would ensure the proposed micro WTS facility does not 
have an adverse effect on the Subject building or surrounding residential properties.  

 The Project does not contain or create any exceptional or extraordinary circumstances that should 
render an otherwise Code-complying project from being disapproved. 

 

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve the Project as proposed 

 
Attachments: 
 
Aerial Photographs  
Zoning Map 
Block Book Map 
Sanborn Map 
Section 312 Poster & Notice 
DR Application 
DR Brief 
DR Poster & Notice 
Equipment Cabinet Sample Photos 
Project Sponsor’s Submittal 
 Response to DR Application  
 Coverage Maps 
 Alternative Site Analysis 
 Photo Simulations 
 Radio-Frequency (RF) Emissions Report 
 Department of Public Health Review 
 Reduced Plans 
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Aerial Photo (Zoomed Out) 

SUBJECT PROPERTY 
Case Number 2015-002768DRP 
Verizon Wireless Micro WTS Facility 
1801 Fulton Street 

U n i v e r s i t y  o f  
S a n  F r a n c i s c o  



Zoning Map 
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Parcel Map 
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*The Sanborn Maps in San Francisco have not been updated since 1998, and  this map may not accurately reflect existing conditions. 
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1650 Miss ion Street Suite 400   San Franc isco,  CA 94103 

NOTICE OF BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION   (SECTION 312) 
 

On February 25, 2015, the Applicant named below filed Building Permit Application No. 2015.02.25.9356 with the City 
and County of San Francisco. 
 

P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N  A P P L I C A N T  I N F O R M A T I O N  

Project Address: 1801 Fulton Street Applicant: Baldwin Diep, Modus Inc.,  
on behalf of Verizon Wireless 

Cross Street(s): Masonic Avenue Address: 149 Natoma Street, 3rd Floor 
Block/Lot No.: 1187/001 City, State: San Francisco, CA  94105 

Zoning District(s): NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial, 
Cluster) Telephone: (510) 637-8628 

You are receiving this notice as a property owner or resident near the proposed project. You are not required to take any 
action. For more information about the proposed project, or to express concerns about the project, please contact the 
Applicant listed above or the Planner named below as soon as possible. If you believe that there are exceptional or 
extraordinary circumstances associated with the project, you may request the Planning Commission to use its 
discretionary powers to review this application at a public hearing. Applications requesting a Discretionary Review 
hearing must be filed during the 30-day review period, prior to the close of business on the Expiration Date shown below, 
or the next business day if that date is on a week-end or a legal holiday. If no Requests for Discretionary Review are filed, 
this project will be approved by the Planning Department after the Expiration Date. 
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, 
may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s 
website or in other public documents. 
 

P R O J E C T  S C O P E  
  Demolition X  New Construction X  Alteration 
  Change of Use   Façade Alteration(s)   Front Addition 
  Rear Addition   Side Addition   Vertical Addition 
PROJ ECT F EATU RES  EXISTING  PROPOSED  
Building Use Residential & Retail (Ground Floor) Residential, Retail, Micro Wireless 

Telecommunications Services Facility 
Front Setback No Change No Change 
Side Setbacks No Change No Change  
Building Depth No Change No Change 
Rear Yard No Change No Change 
Building Height 33 feet No Change 
Number of Stories 3 No Change 
Number of Dwelling Units No Change No Change 
Number of Parking Spaces No Change No Change 

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  
The proposal is develop a “Micro” Wireless Telecommunication Services (WTS) facility for Verizon Wireless. The proposal 
would involve two (2) antennas within a single 18-inch diameter faux rooftop-mounted vent pipe (six feet above parapet), 
along with associated equipment cabinets.  

For more information, please contact Planning Department staff: 
Planner:  Omar Masry 
Telephone: (415) 575-9116      Notice Date:   
E-mail:  Omar.Masry@sfgov.org     Expiration Date:   



CASE NUMBER 

APPLICATION FOR 

Discretionary Review 
1 Owner/Applicant I nforrnation 

DR APPLICANTS NAME: 

Henry Tang 

DR APPLICANTS ADDRESS, 

1831 Fulton Street 

ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE 

94117 	 (415 )441-6728 

PROPERTY OWNER WHO IS DOING THE PROJECT ON WHICH YOU ARE REQUESTING DISCRETIONARY REVIEW NAME, 

Baldwin Diep, Modus Inc., on behalf of Verizon Wireless 

ADDRESS: 	 ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE. 

149 Natoma St, 3rd floor 	 94105 	 (415 ) 637-8628 

CONTACT FOR DR APPLICATION. 

Same as Above 

ADDRESS: 
	

ZIP CODE: 	 TELEPHONE: 

( 	 ) 

E-MAIL ADDRESS. 

2. Location and Classification 

STREET ADDRESS OF PROJECT: 
	

ZIP CODE: 

1801 Fulton St 
	

94117 
CROSS STREETS 

Masonic Blvd 

ASSESSORS BLOCK/LOT: 	 LOT DIMENSIONS: 	LOT AREA (SQ FT): ZONING DISTRICT 
	

HEIGHT/BULK DISTRICT. 

1187 	/001 	 NC-1 

3. Project Descnpton 

Please check all that apply 

Change of Use Lii Change of Hours 	New Construction X Alterations X Demolition 0 Other 

Additions to Building: 	Rear I 	Front I .1 	Height IX 	Side Yard I 
Mixed residential commercial 

Present or Previous Use: 

Proposed Use: 
Wireless telecommunications service facility 

2015.02.25.9356 
Building Permit Application No. 	 Date Filed: February 25, 2015 



4. Achons Prior to a Discretionary Review Request 

Prior Action YES NO 

Have you discussed this project with the permit applicant? 

Did you discuss the project with the Planning Department permit review planner? 

Did you participate in outside mediation on this case? 

C Changes Made to the Project as a Result of Mediation 

If you have discussed the project with the applicant, planning staff or gone through mediation, please 

summarize the result, including any changes there were made to the proposed project. 

In 2007, Paul Albritton, who at the time represented T-Mobile and currently is outside counsel for Verizon, 

agreed to remove two micro cell towers that had been installed on behalf of T-Mobile after negotiations with 

the Board of Supervisors and concerned neighborhood citizens. It was the understanding among the parties 

that micro cell towers would no longer be permitted at that location. 



CASE NUMBER 

StO IJo]y 

Discretionary Review Request 

In the space below and on separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient to answer each question. 

1. What are the reasons for requesting Discretionary Review? The project meets the minimum standards of the 
Planning Code. What are the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances that justify Discretionary Review of 
the project? How does the project conflict with the City’s General Plan or the Planning Code’s Priority Policies or 
Residential Design Guidelines? Please be specific and site specific sections of the Residential Design Guidelines, 

The project violates the agreement reached between the Board of Supervisors, concerned citizens and attorney 

Paul Albritton on behalf of T-Mobile in 2007. The agreement was the removal of similar micro cell towers and 

the understanding that no such micro cell towers would be permitted on that site. 

2. The Residential Design Guidelines assume some impacts to be reasonable and expected as part of construction. 
Please explain how this project would cause unreasonable impacts. If you believe your property, the property of 
others or the neighborhood would be adversely affected, please state who would be affected, and how: 

The building has a unique style and maintains its character and that of the neighborhood throughout the years. 

The project would alter the facade and the character of the building and the neighborhood and adversely affect 

views. 

3. What alternatives or changes to the proposed project, beyond the changes (if any) already made would respond to 
the exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and reduce the adverse effects noted above in question #1? 

Verizon and the City Planning Department should honor the agreement reached in 2007 between the Board of 

Supervisors, Paul Albritton on behalf of T-Mobile, and concerned citizens and not seek to place micro cell 

towers at this location. 



Applicants Affidavit 

Under penalty of perjury the following declarations are made: 
a: The undersigned is the owner or authorized agent of the owner of this property. 
b: The information presented is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
c: The other information or applications may be required. 

Signature:  

k  --- 	 -6,  
Date 

Print name, and indica c whether owner, or autho zed agent: 

wner/ 	thorized Agent (circle one) 

SAN :pANc!:c() ALANN!NG Drpanrv ENT 50,0? 200 



CASE NUMBER 

Far UFOtI Uae ,,niy 

Discretionary Review Application 
Submittal Checklist 

Applications submitted to the Planning Department must be accompanied by this checklist and all required 
materials. The checklist is to be completed and signed by the applicant or authorized agent. 

REQUIRED MATERIALS (please check correctcolumn) 	 D PPLICATION 

Application, with all blanks completed 

Address labels (original), if applicable 

Address labels (copy of the above), if applicable 

Photocopy of this completed application 

Photographs that illustrate your concerns 	 U 
Convenant or Deed Restrictions 	 U 
Check payable to Planning Dept. 

Letter of authorization for agent 	 LI 
Other: Section Plan, Detail drawings (i.e. windows, door entries, trim), 
Specifications (for cleaning, repair, etc.) and/or Product cut sheets for new 
elements (i.e. windows, doors) 

NOTES: 

D Required Material 

tt( Optional Material, 

0 Two Sets of original labels and one copy of addresses of adjacent properly owners and owners of property across street, 

For Department Use Only 

Application received by Planning Department: 

By: 	 Date: 



Henry Tang 
1831 Fulton Street 

San Francisco, CA  94117 
 
 
      September 29, 2015 
 
Rodney Fong, President 
Cindy Wu, Vice President 
Michael Antonini, Rich Hillis, Christine Johnson, 
Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards, Commissioners 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 

Re: Verizon Microcell Facility Proposed for 1801-1813 Fulton Street 
 Case No. 2015-002768DRP (Building Permit No. 2015.0225.9356) 
 Hearing Date:  October 8, 2015 

 
Dear President Fong, Vice President Wu and Commissioners:   

I have requested Discretionary Review of this matter because the exceptional and 
extraordinary circumstances discussed below warrant such review.  Furthermore, I have asked 
Omar Masry, who as a relatively recent employee of the Planning Department was not aware of 
the history dating back to 2006 regarding microcell wireless facilities at the subject property at 
the time he approved the permit, to exercise his discretion and request that Verizon withdraw its 
application at this location in light of this history, but those efforts have proven unsuccessful.  
Therefore, I respectfully request your vote against this project for the reasons stated below.    

I. APPROVAL OF THIS PROJECT VIOLATES AN AGREEMENT REACHED BY 
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, OUTSIDE COUNSEL FOR VERIZON AND 
COMMUNITY RESIDENTS IN 2007 THAT MICROCELL WIRELESS 
FACILITIES NOT BE LOCATED AT THE SUBJECT PROPERTY   

 
 A. First Microcell Application at 1801 Fulton Street – 2006-2007 (T-Mobile) 

1n November 2006, pursuant to a May 15, 2006 Letter of Determination (“LOD”) from 
the Zoning Administrator, T-Mobile obtained a building permit to install a microcell wireless 
facility at 1801-1813 Fulton Street (“1801 Fulton St.”), a building that falls under the City’s 
WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines’ “Preference 6 – Limited Preference Sites” category, as an 
Accessory Use.  Because no member of the public was ever notified about the LOD, and the 
Planning Department was not required to notify all nearby property owners and tenants of the 
permit application, the project only initially came to light because one nearby resident had a 
Block Book Notation request on file at the Planning Department.  While this resident filed for 
and was denied Discretionary Review, it was not until the microcell facility was actually 
installed on the roof of the building that the vast majority of the tenants of the subject property 
and nearby residents became aware that a permit had been issued pursuant to an LOD.  In 
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response to what appeared to be a fait accompli, residents filed with the Board of Appeals (1) an 
appeal of the permit; and (2) a Request for Jurisdiction regarding the LOD.   

In early 2007, this case was but one of many examples across the City of microcell 
wireless facilities appearing on residential properties without public notification of the building 
permits that permitted their installation.1  In response to the public outcry over this situation, the 
Board of Supervisors introduced an Urgency Ordinance that called for a city-wide moratorium 
on the installation of microcell wireless facilities and required the Planning Department to 
submit a written report describing measures taken to alleviate the conditions that led to its 
adoption.2  The Board of Supervisors also separately introduced legislation that would codify 
what the City’s 1996 WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines already required for all wireless facilities 
proposed for Residential and/or Neighborhood Commercial Districts – a Conditional Use Permit 
– but the Zoning Administrator had overruled that with regard to microcell facilities in Letters of 
Determination to the various wireless carriers.   

Out of this situation arose a number of compromises reached on behalf of the Board of 
Supervisors, Planning Department, Planning Commission, wireless carriers, and members of the 
public:  (1) the Board of Supervisors did not implement a moratorium on microcell installations; 
(2) the Board of Supervisors passed legislation requiring public notification of permits issued for 
microcell wireless facilities on residential and mixed-use buildings to be subject to Discretionary 
Review, rather than Conditional Use authorization for all microcell wireless facilities citywide; 
(3) T-Mobile, through their attorneys MacKenzie & Albritton, agreed to withdraw permits for 
and remove the already-installed microcell facility at 1801 Fulton St. and another already-
installed microcell facility on another mixed-use building at 591-599 Guerrero Street in the 
Mission District; and (4) residents agreed to withdraw their pending Jurisdiction Request for the 
LOD that authorized the installation of microcell facilities at 1801 Fulton St. and 591 Guerrero 
St.  (See Exhibit A, Sept. 27, 2007 Letter from Paul Albritton to Board of Appeals.)   

  Two points should be emphasized with respect to this negotiated agreement (hereafter 
“2007 agreement”).  First, members of the public were overwhelmingly in favor of subjecting 
microcell facilities to the Conditional Use process as required by the City’s WTS Facilities Siting 
Guidelines.  Thus, the resulting legislation passed by the Board fell significantly short of 
residents’ wishes in this regard.  Second, the City Attorney had already provided the Board of 
Supervisors with an opinion that (a) the Board of Appeals had the authority to revoke the LOD at 
the pending Jurisdiction Request hearing; and (b) the Board of Appeals would therefore have the 
authority to revoke or modify pending permit applications and permits pending before the Board 
of Appeals that had been filed pursuant to the LOD.  In other words, were the Board of Appeals 

                                                           
1 In one notorious example, a resident was literally awakened in the middle of the night as a 
crane lifted a microcell wireless facility onto the roof of his apartment building to be installed 
within 15 feet of his bedroom window.  For this resident and many others, the actual installation 
of the microcell facility was the only notice received from the City that a permit had been issued.   
2 The Urgency Ordinance was co-sponsored by all 11 Supervisors.   
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to grant the Jurisdiction Request and revoke the LOD, T-Mobile’s then-current plans to blanket 
the City with 115 microcell installations would have been effectively brought to a halt.   

Among the various microcell installations across the City in 2006-2007 in controversy, 
the cases involving microcell facilities at 1801 Fulton St. and 591 Guerrero St. were particularly 
contentious.  Therefore, when residents voluntarily agreed to withdraw their Jurisdiction Request 
with regard to the LOD that governed both of these projects as part of the Board of Supervisors’ 
negotiated agreement among the various parties, this was a significant concession on residents’ 
part and was made with the understanding that no wireless carrier – be it T-Mobile or any of the 
other carriers in San Francisco, including Verizon – would seek to locate wireless facilities at 
these locations in the future.  Had residents known in 2007 that, 8 years later, MacKenzie & 
Albritton would be back representing yet another wireless carrier in its efforts to place a 
microcell facility on the same building, they would not have consented to the 2007 agreement 
and proceeded to a Jurisdiction Request hearing before the Board of Appeals.3  

B. Second Microcell Application at 1801 Fulton Street – 2009 (T-Mobile) 

On December 31, 2007, the property owner of 1801 Fulton St. filed a Complaint for 
Damages for Breach of Contract with T-Mobile in San Francisco Superior Court in Mufarreh, et 
al. v. Omnipoint Communications Inc. dba T-Mobile Corp., et al., San Francisco Superior Court 
Case No. CGC-07-470551, regarding T-Mobile’s alleged violation of its lease agreement with 
the owner to allow T-Mobile’s microcell facility at this location.  (See Exhibit B, cover page of 
Plaintiff’s Complaint and excerpts of attached lease agreement.)  Because T-Mobile had not 
obtained final permit approval for the project and had agreed, as part of the 2007 agreement, to 
remove the facility from the building, T-Mobile had terminated its contract pursuant to Section 
8(b) of the Lease.4  The property owner was presumably unhappy that he would no longer be 
receiving payment up to the lease’s expiration date of November 5, 2011, and was effectively 
seeking compensation from T-Mobile for a wireless facility that no longer existed at his building.   

                                                           
3 The T-Mobile microcell facilities at 1801 Fulton St. and 591 Guerrero St. remain the first – and 
to date, the only – instances in San Francisco where already-installed wireless facilities were 
voluntarily removed by a wireless carrier in response to residents’ objections to those facilities.   
4 See T-Mobile’s Answer to Complaint for Damages for Breach of Contract, filed on February 6, 
2008, excerpts of which are attached hereto as Exhibit C.  T-Mobile and Mufarreh’s “Rooftop 
Lease with Option” is attached as an exhibit to Mufarreh’s Complaint and states in part:  “8. 
Termination.  Except as otherwise provided herein, this Lease may be terminated, without any 
penalty or further liability as follows: . . . (b) immediately if Tenant [i.e., T-Mobile] notifies 
Landlord of unacceptable results of any title report, environmental or soil tests prior to Tenant’s 
installation of the Antenna Facilities on the Premises, or if Tenant is unable in good faith to 
obtain, maintain, or otherwise forfeits or cancels due to no fault of Tenant any license (including 
without limitation an FCC license), permit or any Governmental Approval necessary to the 
installation and/or operation of the Antenna Facilities or Tenant’s business[.]”  (See Exhibit B.)     
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While residents were not privy to the exact nature of the settlement of the litigation 
entered into between the property owner and T-Mobile, the settlement apparently included an 
agreement by T-Mobile to re-submit an application to the City for a permit for a microcell 
facility at 1801 Fulton St.  Pursuant to the new 2007 legislation regarding microcell installations, 
tenants and nearby residents were duly notified of this application in 2009 and, to put it mildly, 
surprised that T-Mobile was seeking to install the same microcell facility that had been 
voluntarily removed pursuant to the 2007 agreement.  Residents then timely filed for 
Discretionary Review and it was assigned Case No. 2009.06.01.9418.    

A Discretionary Review hearing of the matter never took place, a permit was never 
approved, and T-Mobile’s microcell facility was never installed.  Why?  Because T-Mobile, after 
applying for the permit, elected not to further engage in the process to obtain it.  (See Exhibit D, 
Dept. of Building Inspection Permit Details Report, noting “de facto abandonment of project”).  
The only logical inference that may be drawn from this behavior by one not privy to T-Mobile’s 
behind-the-scenes deliberations is that while T-Mobile settled its dispute with the property owner 
by agreeing to re-apply for a permit (which it did), it simultaneously chose to honor the 2007 
agreement with the Board of Supervisors and neighborhood residents by not pursuing the permit 
after an application had been submitted.   

By this (non)action by T-Mobile, residents were thus satisfied and confirmed in their 
belief that, pursuant to the 2007 agreement, a microcell wireless facility would not be installed at 
1801 Fulton St., either in 2009 or in the near or distant future.    

C. Third Microcell Application at 1801 Fulton Street – 2015 (Verizon) 

Another wireless carried, Verizon – albeit one represented by the same attorneys, 
MacKenzie & Albritton, who represented T-Mobile in 2007 in the negotiations related to the 
moratorium and microcell legislation that culminated in the 2007 agreement, and who routinely 
appear on behalf of a number of the wireless carriers that do business in San Francisco – has now 
applied for a microcell facility at the same location, as an Accessory rather than a Conditional 
Use, almost 8 years after the previous microcell was voluntarily removed by the 2007 agreement 
negotiated by its attorneys on behalf of another carrier.   

In light of the permitting history at the subject property discussed supra, it is apparent 
that this case has proceeded as far as a Discretionary Review hearing for two primary reasons:  
(1) Mr. Masry, who currently oversees wireless applications at the Planning Department, was not 
at the San Francisco Planning Department in 2007, had no knowledge of the history of contested 
microcell facilities at 1801 Fulton St. when Verizon applied for the permit and, now that he is 
aware of this history, has refused to exercise his discretion by informing Verizon of that history 
and requesting that Verizon honor the letter and spirit of the 2007 agreement by withdrawing its 
application; and (2) in the almost 8 years since the removal of the T-Mobile facility, residents 
have not forgotten about the agreement reached in 2007.   
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These exceptional and extraordinary circumstances not only speak to the appropriateness 
of Discretionary Review in the present case.  They also provide ample grounds for the Planning 
Commission to take Discretionary Review and deny Verizon a permit for this location.   

II. APPROVAL OF VERIZON’S MICROCELL FACILITY AT THIS LOCATION IS 
PRECLUDED BY THE “UNREASONABLE DISCRIMINATION” CLAUSE OF 
THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 

Mr. Masry and Verizon’s counsel will no doubt argue that the 2007 agreement reached 
with the Board of Supervisors and residents only applies to T-Mobile.  Since the negotiations in 
2007 were spearheaded by the Board of Supervisors, and the agreement that emerged resulted 
from the usual informal, behind-the-scenes give-and-take that typify such proceedings, members 
of the public only have the letter from MacKenzie & Albritton to the Board of Appeals agreeing 
to withdraw the permits for 1801 Fulton St. and 591 Guerrero St. as evidence of this broader 
agreement.  Nevertheless, as noted supra, T-Mobile has honored and continues to honor the 2007 
agreement, most notably by refusing to pursue the 2009 permit application filed in conjunction 
with its lease dispute with the building’s owner.   

However, if Mr. Masry and Verizon maintain that only T-Mobile is precluded from 
installing a microcell facility at 1801 Fulton St., it does not logically follow that the other 
wireless carriers in San Francisco therefore have carte blanche to install their own facilities at 
this location.  The history outlined above clearly indicates that San Francisco residents did not 
want T-Mobile’s microcell wireless facility to be located at 1801 Fulton St.  The City concurred.  
Wireless facilities like Verizon’s proposed microcell for 1801 Fulton St. are subject to the 
Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“TCA”).  The TCA states in part:   

(A) General Authority – Except as provided in this paragraph, nothing in this Act shall 
limit or affect the authority of a State or local government or instrumentality thereof over 
decisions regarding the placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless 
service facilities.   
 
(B) Limitations –  
 
(i) regulation of the placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless 
service facilities by a State or local government or instrumentality thereof – 
 
(I) shall not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent 
services, . . . .  

74 USC §332(c)(7).  By approving Verizon’s application for this location, the City would be 
unreasonably discriminating among wireless carriers by treating Verizon more favorably than it 
has treated T-Mobile with a virtually identical microcell wireless facility at the same location.   
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Such unreasonable discrimination is unlawful pursuant to the TCA and for that reason, 
the application should be denied.   

III. VERIZON’S PROPOSED MICROCELL WIRELESS FACILITY DOES NOT 
MEET THE STANDARDS OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 204 FOR 
ACCESSORY USE 

Even leaving aside the history of the subject property and federal law’s unreasonable 
discrimination preemption, Verizon’s project in and of itself fails to meet Planning Code Section 
204 on “Accessory Uses.”  Section 204 defines “Accessory Use” in pertinent part as “. . . a 
related minor use that is either (a) necessary to the operation or enjoyment of a lawful principal 
use or conditional use; or (b) appropriate, incidental, and subordinate to any such use; . . . .”  
Verizon’s proposed microcell wireless facility meets neither of these criteria.   

First, a microcell facility is not “necessary to the operation or enjoyment” of the mixed-
use residential building at 1801 Fulton St.  The building does not require the presence of a 
wireless facility in order to operate as a dwelling for its tenants or a site for street-level 
businesses.  Nor is a microcell facility necessary for tenants and/or business owner(s) to enjoy 
their use of the property.  Even if some – or even all – of the residents of 1801 Fulton St. were 
Verizon customers, Verizon has provided no evidence that a microcell facility is necessary at this 
particular location to provide service to its customers, nor that it has explored other, less 
intrusive alternatives to provide such service if in fact such a need exists.5  Since any wireless 
phone, with or without a service contract, is required by federal law to connect to any available 
wireless base station, regardless of carrier, if 911 is dialed, any argument that the installation of a 
microcell facility at this location is necessary for public safety is spurious.6   

Second, Verizon’s microcell facility is not “appropriate, incidental, and subordinate” to 
the building’s principle use.  The subject property is a mixed-use building that is primarily 
residential in nature.  The microcell facility will adversely affect the aesthetics of the building 
and neighborhood and impede views, which make it inappropriate for this location.  Moreover, 
Verizon is proposing an industrial/commercial wireless facility that is inappropriate for a 
building where people live and reside.  To give but one example, such a wireless facility 
typically involves the installation of lead-acid batteries as emergency backup that present a 
number of toxic chemical and explosive hazards through their necessary release of hydrogen gas.  

                                                           
5 The City’s WTS Facilities Siting Guidelines state with regard to “Preference 6 – Limited 
Preference Sites”:  “The Planning Commission will not approve applications for such sites unless 
the application describes:  (a) what publicly-used building, co-location site or other Preferred 
Location Sites are located within the geographic service area; (b) what good faith efforts and 
measures were taken to secure these more preferred location (i.e. Paragraphs 1 through 5 above); 
(c) why such efforts were unsuccessful; and (d) how and why the proposed site is essential to 
meet service demands for the geographic service area and the Applicant's citywide network.    
6 My wife and I live in a building immediately adjoining 1801 Fulton St. and until recently were 
Verizon wireless customers.  Our voice and data reception inside our home were flawless.   
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The safety of the residents in the building should not be put at risk by such an industrial/ 
commercial use at this location and for that reason, Verizon’s permit should be denied.   

IV. VERIZON’S PROPOSED MICROCELL WIRELESS FACILITY DOES NOT 
MEET THE STANDARDS OF ARTICLE 7 OF THE PLANNING CODE 

The subject property is located in an NC-1 Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District 
and is therefore subject to Article 7 of the San Francisco Planning Code, “Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts.”  Section 790.80 explicitly defines wireless transmission facilities, such as 
Verizon’s proposed microcell facility, as a “Public Use”:   

A publicly or privately owned use which provides public services to the community, 
whether CONDUCTED WITHIN A BUILDING or ON AN OPEN LOT, and which 
has operating requirements which necessitate location within the district, 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. Such use shall not include service yards, machine shops, garages, 
incinerators and publicly operated parking in a garage or lot. . . .  

(Emphasis added.)  As such, the Planning Code is clear that Verizon’s microcell facility may 
only be located within a building, not outside on the roof as Verizon proposes.     

This is further elaborated in Section 703.2(b)(1) of Article 7, “Uses Permitted in 
Neighborhood Commercial Districts,” which states:    

(1)     Permitted Uses. ALL PERMITTED USES SHALL BE CONDUCTED 
WITHIN AN ENCLOSED BUILDING IN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 
DISTRICTS, unless otherwise specifically allowed in this Code.  EXCEPTIONS 
FROM THIS REQUIREMENT ARE:  uses which, when located outside of a building, 
qualify as an outdoor activity area, as defined in Section 790.70 of this Code; accessory 
off-street parking and loading and OTHER USES LISTED BELOW which function 
primarily as open-air uses, or WHICH MAY BE APPROPRIATE IF LOCATED on 
an open lot, OUTSIDE A BUILDING, or within a partially enclosed building, 
SUBJECT TO OTHER LIMITATIONS OF THIS ARTICLE 7 AND OTHER 
SECTIONS OF THIS CODE.   

(Emphasis added.)  Nowhere in the Planning Code are wireless transmission facilities identified 
as a Public Use that falls within the exceptions to 703.2(b)(1) and are therefore permissible to be 
located outside a building.  For that reason, Verizon’s application should be denied.   

V. CONCLUSION 

This case should never have come before the Planning Commission for Discretionary 
Review.  Rather, once Mr. Masry was informed of the history discussed above, he should have  
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exercised his discretion and requested Verizon to withdraw its permit application. Mr. Masry
has testified at hearings before the Board of Appeals related to Verizon's current rollout of 400
proposed light & utility pole-mounted wireless facilities across the City that in certain cases he
exercises his discretion and rejects Verizonos applications. For any and all of the reasons
discussed above, there is no reason why he could not and should not have done so in this case.

I therefore respectfully request that you agree to take Discretionary Review and deny
Verizon a permit for this location.
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Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking
System!

Permit Details Report

Report Date: 9/14/2015 3:03:19 PM

Application Number: 200906019418

Form Number: 3

Address(es):
1187 / 001 / 3 1801 FULTON ST

1187 / 001 / 0 1813 FULTON ST

Description:
INSTALL T-MOBILE MICROCELL FACILITY ON ROOF OF EXISTING THREE
STORY BUILDING PER ZA DETERMINATION LETTER FOR ACCESSORY USE
DETERMINATION FOR MICROCELL FACILITIES DATED MAY 15, 2006.

Cost: $50,000.00

Occupancy Code: R-2

Building Use: 24 - APARTMENTS

Disposition / Stage:

Action Date Stage Comments

6/1/2009 TRIAGE

6/1/2009 FILING

6/1/2009 FILED

5/21/2012 CANCELLED Cancelled per section 106A.3.8.

Contact Details:

Contractor Details:

Addenda Details:

Description:

Step Station Arrive Start
In
Hold

Out
Hold

Finish Checked By Phone Hold Description

1 INTAKE 6/1/09 6/1/09 6/1/09
ALARCON
SONIA

415-999-9999

2 SFFD 6/1/09 6/1/09 6/1/09
WEISS-ISHAI
SAGIV

415-558-6177

3 BID-INSP 6/1/09 6/1/09 6/1/09
VENIZELOS
THOMAS

415-558-6096

4 HIS 6/9/09 6/9/09 6/9/09 YIP JANET 415-558-6220

5 CPB 6/9/09 6/9/09 6/9/09 YAN BRENDA 415-558-6070

7 CP-DR 11/7/09 11/7/09 4/10/12
YOUNG
SHARON

415-558-6377
DR CASE CANCELLED
SINCE BPA
CANCELLED.

8 CP-DR 11/10/09 11/10/09 4/10/12
YOUNG
SHARON

415-558-6377

DR filed 11/12/09. DR
CASE CANCELLED
SINCE BPA
CANCELLED.

9 CP-NP 10/13/09 10/13/09 4/10/12
YOUNG
SHARON

415-558-6377
Section 312 mailed
10/13/09, expiration
date 11/12/09. (Gladys)

9 CP-ZOC 6/9/09 6/24/09 4/10/12
YOUNG
SHARON

415-558-6377

FOR CANCELLATION.
No response from
applicant, de facto
abandonment of project.

10 PPC 6/9/09 6/9/09 6/8/12
SAMARASINGHE
GILES

415-558-6133

6/8/12: Plans,
application and
cancellation letter with
USPS receipts to
ADMIN.grs 4/26/12:
Cancellation letter sent
due to: No response from
applicant; De facto
abandonment of project.
Cancel Date 5/21/12.grs
6-9-09: Route to CP-Zoc.
sjf

11 ADMIN 6/8/12 6/11/12 6/11/12 YU ANNE 415-558-6139

06/11/12:Disapproved by
DCP 4/10/12.Notice of
disapproval issued
4/30/12.No appeal made
to Board of Permit
Appeals.Application and
plans cancelled
5/21/12.Application and



 

 

1650 Miss ion Street ,  Sui te  400 •  San Franc isco,  CA 94103 •  Fax (415)  558 -6409  
 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  
Hearing Date: Thursday, October 8, 2015 
Time: Not before 12:00 PM (noon) 
Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400 
Case Type: Discretionary Review 
Hearing Body: Planning Commission 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 P R O P E R T Y  I N F O R M A T I O N   A P P L I C A T I O N  I N F O R M A T I O N  

P R O J E C T  D E S C R I P T I O N  

The request is for Discretionary Review of a Micro Wireless Telecommunications Services (WTS) facility, 
per Planning Code Section 204.  
 
The proposed Micro WTS facility would feature a single screened antenna within a faux rooftop-mounted 
(18-inch diameter) vent pipe, along with associated electronic equipment on the roof and near a ground 
floor stairwell. 
 
A Planning Commission approval at the public hearing would constitute the Approval Action for the project 
for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Project Address:  1801 Fulton Street 
Cross Street(s):     Masonic Avenue 
Block /Lot No.:  1187/001 
Zoning District(s): NC-1 
Area Plan:   N/A 
 

Case No.:  2015-002768DRP 
Building Permit:  2015.02.25.9356 
Applicant:  Baldwin Diep, Modus 
  for Verizon Wireless 
Telephone:  (510) 637-8628 
E-Mail:  bdiep@modus-corp.com      
 
 

A D D I T I O N A L  I N F O R M A T I O N  

FOR MORE INFORMATION, PLEASE CONTACT PLANNING DEPARTMENT STAFF:  
Planner:  Omar Masry Telephone:  (415) 575-9116 E-Mail: omar.masry@sfgov.org   
 

RF EMISSIONS REPORT, PHOTO SIMULATIONS AND ARCHITECTURAL PLANS: If you are interested in viewing 
the radio-frequency (RF) emissions safety report, photo simulations, and plans for the proposed project please contact 
the planner listed below. The report for the proposed project will also be available one week prior to the hearing 
through the Planning Commission agenda at: http://www.sf-planning.org 
 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, 
may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s 
website or in other public documents. 

mailto:myonemoto@modus-corp.com
mailto:omar.masry@sfgov.org
http://www.sf-planning.org/


Example Ground-Mounted Cabinet Photos 

Case Number 2015-002768DRP 
Verizon Wireless Micro WTS Facility 
1801 Fulton Street 



Example Ground-Mounted Cabinet Photos (interior) 

Case Number 2015-002768DRP 
Verizon Wireless Micro WTS Facility 
1801 Fulton Street 

Computer racks and electronic 
components inside cabinet 

Batteries inside cabinet 
used to provide backup 
power to operate WTS 
facility, in case of power 
outage 







Confidential and proprietary materials for authorized Verizon personnel and outside agencies only. Use, disclosure or distribution of this material is not permitted to any unauthorized persons or third parties except by written agreement. 1 

SF Fulton & Masonic SC1– Existing LTE 
Coverage 
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SF Fulton & Masonic SC1– Propose LTE 
Coverage 



1801 Fulton St 
2015.0225.9356 

Alternative Site Analysis 

Verizon Wireless considered and reviewed other preferred locations within the search area. 
Because this is an NC-I district only, publicly used buildings would provide a higher preference 
site. All other sites are either Limited Preference 6 or Disfavored Preference 7 sites. Verizon   
did review other Preference 1 sites and the other commercial Preference 6 sites in the search 
area. Verizon determined that all of the alternative sites are either not technologically feasible 
or lack a willing landlord to lease space. Verizon therefore focused its efforts on locating the 
proposed site at the most technologically feasible and least visually obtrusive location. 

2130 Fulton St – University of San Francisco 

The University was considered as a candidate for the Microcell site. However, it was 
determined not to be within the search area determined by Verizon Wireless radio frequency 
engineers. Due to this project’s scope of work – “microcell” – the coverage area and power of 
the antenna is much lower than a traditional “Macro” site. Therefore the coverage area does 
not meet Verizon’s target objective and is not technologically feasible. 

1784 Fulton St – Fulton Market 

The Market was also a potential candidate that was approached to install the cell site. However 
after continuous attempts, they were not interested in leasing space to Verizon Wireless for a 
wireless telecommunications facility.  

1799 Fulton St – Starbucks 

The two-story Starbucks property owner was also approached as an alternative candidate. 
However they were also not interested in leasing space for a cell site on their building. 

Utility Poles in Public Right of Way 

Verizon Wireless considered installing antennas on wood utility poles in the public right of way 
in the area. However this is not a preferable option and disfavored according to City Planning 
given the residential context of the area.  
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Verizon Wireless • Proposed Base Station (Site No. 291701 “Fulton & Masonic SC1”) 
1801 Fulton Street • San Francisco, California 

Q0TM.1 
Page 1 of 4 

Statement of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers 

The firm of Hammett & Edison, Inc., Consulting Engineers, has been retained on behalf of Verizon 
Wireless, a personal wireless telecommunications carrier, to evaluate the base station (Site No. 291701 
“Fulton & Masonic SC1”) proposed to be located at 1801 Fulton 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) 5,000–80,000 MHz 5.00 mW/cm2 1.00 mW/cm2 
BRS (Broadband Radio) 2,600 5.00 1.00 
WCS (Wireless Communication) 2,300 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 2.40 0.48 
[most restrictive frequency range] 30–300 1.00 0.20 

The site was visited by Mr. David DeSmet, a qualified engineer employed by Hammett & Edison, 
Inc., on October 2, 2014, a non-holiday weekday, and reference has been made to information 
provided by Verizon, including zoning drawings by V-One Design Group, Inc., dated December 5, 
2014. 

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 for a person at 
ground near the site were less than 1% of the most restrictive public exposure limit.  The measurement 
equipment used was a Wandel & Goltermann Type EMR-300 Radiation Meter with Type 8 Isotropic 
Electric Field Probe (Serial No. P-0036).  The meter and probe were under current calibration by the 
manufacturer. 

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

There were no other WTS facilities observed within 100 feet of the site. 

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

Verizon proposes to install one Amphenol Model CWB070X06F bi-sector cylindrical antenna within a 
new enclosure, configured to resemble a vent pipe, above the northeast end of the roof of the three-
story mixed-use building located at 1801 Fulton Street.  The antenna would be mounted with up to  
4° downtilt at an effective height of about 39 feet above ground, 5½ feet above the roof, and would 
have its sectors oriented toward 85°T and 265°T. 

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

The expected operating power of the Verizon 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 Verizon in any direction is 2,450 watts, 
representing simultaneous operation at 1,860 watts for AWS and 590 watts for 700 MHz service; no 
operation is proposed in the PCS and cellular bands.  

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 antenna to be installed as described in Item 4 above.  There were noted 
buildings of similar height on all sides of the subject building. 

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

For a person anywhere at ground, the maximum RF exposure level due to the proposed Verizon 
operation is calculated to be 0.022 mW/cm2, which is 4.2% of the applicable public exposure limit.  
Ambient RF levels at ground level near the site are therefore estimated to be below 5.2% of the limit.  
The maximum calculated level at any nearby building is 12% of the public exposure limit.  The three-
dimensional perimeter of RF levels equal to the public exposure limit is calculated to extend up to  
 34 feet out from the antenna and to much lesser distances above and below; this includes areas on the 
roof of the building but does not reach any other publicly accessible areas.   
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9. Describe proposed signage at site. 

It is recommended that barricades be erected, as shown in Figure 1, to preclude public access within 
certain areas in front of the antenna.  To prevent occupational exposures in excess of the FCC 
guidelines, it is recommended that appropriate RF safety training be provided to all authorized 
personnel who have access to the areas within the barricades, including employees and contractors of 
Verizon as well as roofers, HVAC workers, and building maintenance staff.  No access within 15 feet 
directly in front of the antenna itself should be allowed while the base station is in operation, unless 
other measures can be demonstrated to ensure that occupational protection requirements are met.  
Marking “Prohibited Access Areas” with red paint stripes and “Worker Notification Areas” with 
yellow paint stripes on the roof of the building in front of the antenna, as shown in Figure 1, and 
posting explanatory signs* at the roof access door, on the barricades, and on the enclosure in front of 
the antenna, 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 No. E-20309, which expires on March 31, 2015.  This work has been carried out under 
her direction, and all statements are true and correct of her own knowledge except, where noted, when 
data has been supplied by others, which data she believes to be correct. 

                                                             
* 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. 
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Conclusion 

Based on the information and analysis above, it is the undersigned’s professional opinion that 
operation of the base station proposed by Verizon Wireless at 1801 Fulton Street in San Francisco, 
California, can comply with the prevailing standards for limiting human exposure to radio frequency 
energy and, therefore, need 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.  Erecting barricades is recommended to establish 
compliance with public exposure limits; training authorized personnel, marking roof areas, and posting 
explanatory signs is recommended to establish compliance with occupational exposure limits. 

  _________________________________ 
 Andrea L. Bright, P.E. 
 707/996-5200 
 December 30, 2014 
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Base drawing from V-One Design Group, Inc., dated December 5, 2014.
Calculations performed according to OET Bulletin 65, August 1997.  
Training should be provided to all persons requiring access within barricades.
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1.  The location, identity and total number of all operational radiating antennas installed at this site was provided.  
     (WTS-FSG, Section 10.4.1, Section 11, 2b)

Number of Existing Antennas:

2.  A list of all radiating antennas located within 100 feet of the site which could contribute to the cumulative radio 
     frequency energy at this location was provided.  (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5.2)

3.  A narrative description of the proposed work for this project was provided.  The description should be consistent with 
     scope of work for the final installation drawings.  (WTS-FSG, Section 10)

Yes No

4.  An inventory of the make and model of antennas or transmitting equipment being installed or removed was provided.  
     The antenna inventory included the proposed installation height above the nearest walking/working surface, the height 
     above ground level and the orientations of the antennas. (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5.2)

5.  A description of the existing radio frequency energy environment at the nearest walking/working surface to the 
     antennas and at ground level was provided.  A description of any assumptions made when doing the calculations was 
     also provided.  (WTS-FSG, Section 10.4.1a, Section 10.4.1c, Section 10.5)

Yes No

Yes No

6.  The maximum effective radiated power per sector for the proposed installation was provided along with the frequency 
      bands used by the antennas.  (WTS-FSG, Section 10.1.2, Section 10.5.1)

2450Maximum Effective Radiated Power: Watts

7.  Based on the antenna orientation, the maximum cumulative predicted radio frequency energy level for any nearby 
     publicly accessible building or area was provided.  (WTS-FSG, Section 10.4, Section 10.5.1)

85Distance to this nearby building or structure: feet

12Maximum percent of applicable FCC public standard at the nearest building or structure: %

8.  The estimated maximum cumulative radio frequency fields for the proposed site at ground level. 
     (WTS-FSG, Section 10.5)

0.022Maximum RF Exposure: mW/cm 4.2Maximum RF Exposure Percent: %

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 Sitting 
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.



There are currently no antennas operated by Verizon installed on the roof top of the building at 1801 Fulton Street. 
Existing 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. Verizon proposes to install 1 new antenna. The antenna will be mounted at a height 
of about 39 feet above the ground. The antennas will be oriented in the 85 degree and 265 degree directions pointed east 
and west on Fulton Street.  The estimated ambient RF field from the proposed Verizon transmitters at ground level is 
calculated to be 0.022 mW/sq cm., which is 4.2% of the FCC public exposure limit. The maximum calculated level of 
RF energy for any nearby building is 12% of the FCC public standard.  The three dimensional perimeter of RF levels 
equal to the public exposure limit extends 34 feet and includes portions of the rooftop areas. Barricades should be 
installed to prevent access to these areas.  Warning signs must be posted at the antennas, barricades and roof access 
points in English, Spanish and Chinese. Workers should not have access to within 15 feet of the front of the antennas 
while they are in operation.  Worker prohibited access areas should be marked with red striping on the rooftop and areas 
exceeding the FCC public standard should be marked with yellow striping on the rooftop.

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                             Approval of the subsequent Project Implementation Report is 
based on project sponsor completing recommendations by project consultant and DPH. 

Comments:   

Not Approved, additional information required.  

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

Hours spent reviewing 
Charges to Project Sponsor (in addition to previous charges, to be received at time of receipt by Sponsor)

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

Public Exclusion Area
Occupational Exclusion Area

X

X

CFR47 1.1310

X

1

7/22/2015

Signed:

Dated:

9.  The maximum distance (in feet) the three dimensional perimeter of the radio frequency energy level equal to the public 
     and occupational exposure limit is calculated to extend from the face of the antennas was provided.  Any potential 
     walking/working surfaces exceeding regulatory standards were identified.  (WTS-FSG, Section 10.9.2)

34Public Exclusion In Feet:
15Occupational Exclusion In Feet:

10.  A description of whether or not the public has access to the antennas was provided.  A description was also provided 
       of any existing or proposed warning signs, barricades, barriers, rooftop stripping or other safety precautions for
       people nearing the equipment as may be required by any applicable FCC-adopted standards.  All signs will be 
       provided in English, Spanish and Chinese.  (WTS-FSG, Section 9.5, Section 10.9.2)

Yes No

11.  Statement regarding the engineer who produced the report and their qualifications was provided.  The engineer 
       is licensed in the State of California.  (WTS-FSG, Section 11,8)

Yes No

X
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