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Neighbors of Upper Cole Valley       24 Oct 2018 
c/o 1509 Shrader St 
San Francisco, CA  94117 
 

 
City & County of San Francisco Board of Appeals 
1650 Mission St, Suite 304 
San Francisco, CA  94103 
 

 
APPEAL #18-130:  Issuance of PWSF Site Permit No. 18WR-0033 

 
 
Dear San Francisco Board of Appeal Members, 
 

 
Dispute at Issue:  Application No. 18WR-0033 does not comply with requirements and 

Conditions for obtaining a Personal Wireless Service Facility (PWSF) Permit.   

 

Summary/Outline of Arguments:  This particular Application did not comply with numerous 

requirements for obtaining a PWSF Permit, most notably SF Public Works Conditions regarding 

the pole, SF Planning Department Conditions regarding obstruction, and the Department of 

Health report on safety of RF equipment.  There was poor adherence to the procedure set in 

place by the City to notify and forthrightly inform residents of the scale of work planned and 

very inadequate notice and response time provided for a Hearing.  The criteria for Objection 

have been modified during the process, many objections and comments have not actually been 

considered or responded to.  Significant, highly relevant, organized objection of 112 

unanimously aligned neighbors has not been addressed.  These serious shortcoming in 
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compliance and process have left residents and the entire neighborhood feeling deceived, 

unprotected, unheard or ignored.   

 

Action we seek by the Board: 

Determine that Mobilitie’s entitlement to a Permit be denied* for this particular location.   

*If the Permit is not denied and the new pole and antenna are erected, we ask for a new 

Condition applied to the Permit requiring the very large mid-pole equipment cabinet be 

significantly reduced in size, moved to a different less view-obstructive pole or undergrounded in 

its entirety. 

Neighbors of Upper Cole Valley understand and respect the City of San Francisco’s objective to 

have a process to approve the use of appropriate existing light poles in the City for 5G cell sites.  

We also recognize significant prior Planning Department effort to streamline the appearance of 

certain Telcom Co pole designs.  However, from our perspective as a group of 112 residents 

facing this particular site and equipment, we have watched an Applicant and City departments 

inexorably moving ahead toward their objective to issue the previously-approved Permit 

unchanged, and not protecting, listening to or considering affected SF residents’ concerns.  The 

Applicant and City departments have clearly not complied with their own process or the 

Permit’s explicitly stated Conditions.  Often these deficiencies overlap and the sheer quantity 

and sentiment of neighborhood objection has grown accordingly.  Much of that is captured in 

Exhibits (1-19) for reference, but for the purpose of the Appeal, we will attempt to concentrate 

our Arguments and ask the Board’s consideration and action primarily due to the Applicant and 

the Departments’ non-compliance to process and Conditions.  The Arguments are: 
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1. Poor or non-adherence to the City’s procedure to properly notify residents and provide 

adequate response and (DPW) Hearing preparation time  

a. All Residences within 150 feet were to be notified of the tentative permit.  Many within 

that radius were not notified by mail and were completely unaware of the cellsite being 

proposed during our own later Open Letter / Signed Petition process.  Four residents 

less than 50’ away at 1504/1506 Shrader and 4901/4903 17th St documented (Exh 0) and 

advised the City they were not properly notified. 

b. The Notice was poorly affixed to the single pole (photo’d).  This compounded the 

difficulty for any others in the neighborhood to get information as Mobilitie’s info 

packet either fell off or was blown off. 

c. The Notice letter (Exh 1) was dated 5/25/18, but was not received until June 1st or later 

by residents and in letters that were not post-mark-dated.  This effectively made the 

Notice’s timeframe of “20 days…to protest” at least one week shorter. 

d. One resident at 138 Frederick was improperly advised by DPW that she could not 

Protest or write a Comment letter on a PWSF Permit Application if she did not receive a 

Notice in the mail at the initial 150’ radius stage. 

e. We believe DPW’s very limited, 6/28/18 email distribution (Exh 2) of Public Works Order 

No. 187977 only went to residents who had emailed in a Protest.  This did not make the 

contained/notified “public hearing” “Public” at all. 

f. That email’s required 10-day notice of the 7/9/98 Hearing fell during the short Fourth of 

July Week.  We were allowed only 4 working days, and many residents --particularly 
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families with children-- were on their annual vacation.  This severely limited the few 

recipients’ ability to inform or position other concerned residents to write Comments or 

attend the DPW Hearing.  The overall appearance for our group and for the City was 

bad.  It left the informed residents embarrassed, and our uninformed neighborhood 

upset, and everyone started to wonder if our rights to a reasonable and timely approval 

process were protected. 

2. Failure of Mobilitie, LLC to forthrightly inform residents of the scale of work planned 

a. Our review of Mobilitie’s design following a City Records Request revealed significant 

information not evident in the 5/25/18 Notice and photo simulation and provided to 

Residents.  Equipment sizes are significant (Exh 3), particularly the large Equipment 

Enclosure which, like their new taller pole (see item 3 below), was never called out in 

the simulation.  Virtually all neighbors were completely unaware of the Equipment Box 

affixed at midpoint on the pole.  At 35Hx15½Wx16¾D”, Mobilitie’s Equipment Box is by 

far the largest of any of the Telecom carrier designs approved by SF.  Residents believed 

the upper Antenna in Mobilitie’s simulation --the single called-out (arrowed) item  

(Exh 4) -- was the only visual change they were to review.  “I thought this was just about 

that little thing on the top?” was the common reaction.   Hardly “small cell”, the 

5’4½Hx10¾W” Upper Antenna is taller than many residents.   

b. 5/25/18 and 9/13/18 Notices advised residents of only “One (1) antenna”.  Mobilitie’s 

plans include a second antenna attached to the Relay (mid-level box). 

c. In the Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) (Exh 5) provided, residents were assured:   

“Do these systems generate Noise?  No.  The proposed enclosures use passive cooling, 
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without cooling fans.”  However, Mobilitie’s plans include THREE fans in their large mid-

pole cabinet, which do generate noise/buzz. 

d. Photo simulations were low resolution, with the Equipment Box situated to almost 

appear to be a window (Exh 4) or, at great distance, to be part of Sutro Tower (Exh 6)!  

Many residents mentioned the oddly low angle of the 2nd photo, which suggested Sutro 

Tower (half a mile away and over 1/10 of a mile West) was on Shrader St (Exh 6A).  All 

this combined to confuse residents about the visual impact of this large equipment 

installation, or what the PWSF would actually look like at eye-level to residents.   

e. Of great concern was the Warning Label (Exh 7) alerting short-stay pole workers of the 

risk of RF radiation “exceed(ing) the general public exposure limit”.  This left residents a 

sense of “We get told it’s not dangerous and we’re exposed 24/7, but the Telecom 

workers can read on the box that it’s dangerous, and avoid exposure”. 

In sum, Mobilitie’s materials left residents feeling under and short-noticed, mis-informed, 

wondering who protects their interest in the City’s process, and upset. 

3. Application does not comply with Public Works Condition #2 – No New Poles 

Residents were explicitly assured, in both the 5/25/2018 and 9/13/2018 Department of 

Public Works (DPW) Notices that Permit approval includes (Exh 8) Condition #2: 

No new poles shall be erected or placed in underground districts 

a. Residents strongly support this Condition to prevent Telecom companies from using this 

lightpoles-for-5G program as an opportunity to install larger/higher poles as bases for 

their antennas.  This is especially important in underground districts, where residents 

and the City have already incurred the cost of undergrounding wires and replacing old 

timber poles with modern steel ones like those already on Shrader Street.  Residents of 
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Upper Shrader, Carmel St, Upper Cole, take pride that all their pole-mounted utilities 

were de-cluttered and undergrounded in the mid 1990’s.  They paid substantial fees 

(equivalent fees in 2018 dollars would be $15,000-$45,000) for their individual 

underground connection work.  Residents strongly support this Condition to also 

prohibit public agencies from using the PWSF program to require pole re-upgrades in 

these already upgraded underground districts.  The City has much more antiquated 

infrastructure it should be changing -- like the aerial-wired timber lightpole just 50’ away 

on 17th St, a more urgent visual and safety priority. 

b. Despite this clear Condition of the Permit, Mobilitie’s detailed design documents refer 

to the installation of a “NEW” galvanized street light pole.  The new pole is 2’ 3” taller 

than the existing galvanized steel pole.  Mobilitie also plans deep excavation work for a 

very large new concrete base beneath it, nearly six feet below ground -- three times 

deeper than the existing steel pole’s foundation.  None of this expanded size/scope of 

work has been disclosed publicly to residents.  As to the deep excavation, we note both 

adjacent homeowners have paid previously to have their sewer mains re-done in this 

very area.   

4. Application does not comply with Planning Department Condition #10 (Exh 9): 

    shall “not obstruct the view from, or the light into any adjacent residential window” 

a. This Condition of Approval is written as a very clear, almost comforting-to-residents part 

of the 5/25/2018 DPW Notice.  This criteria for objection was straightforward and 

appeared to protect residents/neighbors in this excellent-views, 100%-residential street. 

However, the criteria for objection was modified substantially later, with the baseline 

continually shifted during the permit approval process.   
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b. Responses to resident’s protest letters were essentially form-letters.  One received 

(7/2/18, Exh 10) states “Planning may only determine if a proposed facility will 

significantly obstruct views from and/or light into surrounding residential windows.”  

(The words “significantly” as well as the “and” condition, did not appear in the 5/25/18 

DPW Notice.)  “Planning Department shall only consider views of buildings, open spaces, 

natural vistas, or parks from the Public Rights-of-Ways”.  “Planning Department shall not 

take into account views from private properties”.   The simplistic, blanket approach to 

everyone was that because Planning had “streamlined design of the (standard) wireless 

‘attachments’, (ANY) proposed wireless facility (next to ANY home) would not 

substantially obstruct views from a window, or block light into a residential window.”  

There would be no site/specific evaluations.  Residents were wasting time objecting; 

there was no consideration.  

c. At the 9Jul18 Hearing, the baseline moved again especially as regards Zoning.  A resident 

objecting to another PWSF Permit had just purchased a condo in a much denser, side-

street location with a light pole just a few feet away and centered in a very small upper 

level bathroom window looking onto a 5-story apartment building.  Planning Dept 

officials responded he had to accept the proposed antenna addition atop the pole it as it 

did not “significantly” obstruct his view – though everyone in the Hearing Room could 

see that it seriously obstructed his view.  Later the same Planning officials said when our 

group came up; “We just rejected the objection to a site less than 4 feet from his 

window, why are you complaining about 14 feet?”   

d. We learned later, only after obtaining copies of the Planning Department’s internal 

report, that Shrader street is classed with “Excellent Views” in the City’s General Plan.  
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Our City Planning Department appeared to now give NO differentiation in consideration 

for fully-residential one- and two-family home (RH2) zoning, nor areas formally 

designated with “Excellent Views” vs much higher-density areas on a side street with no 

real views.  What do Shrader Street’s high-quality designations mean and who is tasked 

with protecting them, if not Planning?  This was another troubling departure to 

apparently pursue $4000/month revenue for the City, vs their departmental 

responsibility to protect San Franciscans’ built environment and quality of life.  

5. Department of Public Health has incorrectly determined this Application complies with 

the Health Compliance Standard 

a. The Department of Health (DPH) describes in its 4/24/18 Report (Exh 11) DPH__18WR-

0033 1509 Shrader St) a different model of equipment for the mid-level antenna, a 

“Fastback Networks Model IBR 1300 Microwave antenna”.  However, Mobilitie’s 

documents show it plans to install an “Airspan Model iRelay 460 antenna” in its large, 

mid-level equipment enclosure. 

b. DPH’s Report closes with the clear statement that “approval and any conditions apply 

only to the equipment…described.  If any changes in the equipment…are made, a new 

review by the Department of Public Health must be conducted.” 

6. Other concerns that support our objection to this PWSF location 

a. Reduced Property Value Our Upper Cole Valley buried-utilities street/neighborhood 

would suffer harm if the large pole-borne equipment box is installed, on an even taller 

pole, directly in front of our Excellent Views bay windows/bedrooms/studies and living 

rooms.  This indeed “detract(s) from the streetscape-…that defines (this) individual 

neighborhood” and that would adversely affect our home’s and our neighborhood’s 
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value.  Two SF-voter/Realtors we have worked with, including one who helped purchase 

in this area specifically because of their client’s strong desire to be on this street 

because of its buried utilities have confirmed that 10-20% diminished home value is not 

at all unreasonable. 

b. Fire Risk is a key concern.  Our understanding is that Mobilitie must only obtain a $1 

million bond for damage resulting from one of their sites catching fire, with any other 

damage borne by the adjacent homeowners.  All the homes near this particular pole 

each far exceed that $1 million bond value and we deserve to express our great concern 

on lack of fire liability thinking or cover.  Despite a metal pole, high-voltage electrical 

and electronic equipment is prone to fire.  Just because there aren’t many 5G PWSF 

sites yet, we can/must look to the larger cell site history to find a number of very 

dangerous and damaging fires (Google search “cell site fires”).  Given PG&E’s presumed 

continued role in these light poles, and the multi-billion dollar liability they recently 

incurred (which is only at the lowest evaluated figure) in the Northern California 

wildfires due to their equipment and maintenance neglect, we have heightened concern 

these risks are under-considered and under-funded by Mobilitie and the City.  This 

Permit assumes residents will cover the greatest loss risk.  We do not agree to that. 

c. Revenue Drivers for the City hopefully do not undermine the rights of residents to good, 

fair process as well as their long-term quality of life.  This is a growing concern, the more 

we learn of the money involved for the City in this 5G buildout, and the more we saw of 

poor representation for the neighborhood residents.  We hope the City of San Francisco, 

through its Board of Appeal, will carefully consider how Application No. 18WR-0033 was 

approved. 
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d. Differential Legislation and City of San Francisco Treatment  We were concerned to 

learn of the health stance of firefighters in California, and in San Francisco to proximity 

to PWSF sites.  We now know, and do not understand why only these professionals have 

been listened to by state legislators.  Further that the City of San Francisco will not 

subject its firehouses and firefighters to the same RF and EMF risks of a PWSF, that it is 

apparently willing to subject its residents to (especially our children on Shrader Street).  

Because of the very limited duration of our Protest and Comment period right in the 

short Fourth of July week (one of their 2 busiest periods of the year) fewer of our SF 

firefighter neighbors were able to meet with us and could only do so off-duty.  

Nonetheless, FIVE signed the petition requesting denial of this Permit.  

e. Poor Timing of Notice and Comments Period relative to Schools  Similarly, our very close 

neighborhood school, Grattan Elementary, was not in session.  Nonetheless, we did 

consult with our Principal, Catherine Marie Walter, who signed the Open Letter Protest 

(signature #40, p3) to request denial of this particular Permit Application. 

f. Medical Experts Next Door.  The second closest resident to the proposed site is an MD 

and his spouse, an RN/PhD.  They have in a more qualified way articulated a number of 

our entire group’s health concerns for long-term exposure, especially to our children 

who sleep and study 14-20ft immediately adjacent to the proposed equipment and its 

two RF and EMF radiation emitters.  While we understand the very dated, non-

medically ascertained guidelines of the 1996 FCC Comms Act, we are hopeful our City 

of San Francisco will exercise prudence in its own assessment of what it wants to permit 

this close to the residents it directly represents.  Bern Shen and Ann Williamson’s 
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written letter to DPW (Exh 12) and you and their suggestions are very important 

Comments. 

g. No value to residents from this Carrier.  It’s now clear that Mobilitie is working for Sprint 

in this particular PWSF buildout, though this information was also not disclosed in the 

5/25/18 or 9/13/18 public Notices.  It is relevant that Sprint has only an approximate 

20% market share and is the least likely of 4 Carriers to survive.  Sprint/Mobilitie uses by 

far the largest, most visually offensive mid-level equipment enclosure (Exh 13 & 14) of 

any of the SF-approved PWSF designs (we believe it was the last design Planning 

“streamlined”, if at all).  Our neighborhood will receive no direct value from this 

particular PWSF as confirmed by the 112 mapped signatures requesting denial of this 

Permit. 

7. Appeal Summary – providing our Petition now to the Board of Appeal 

a. This particular PWSF Application did not comply with numerous requirements for 

obtaining the Permit, most obviously the Public Works Condition regarding the pole.  It 

also did not comply with the Planning Department Condition regarding no obstruction --

the objection criteria for which was repeatedly modified to residents.  The Department 

of Health report on safety of RF equipment is also incorrect.  There was demonstrably 

poor compliance to procedures established by the City to notify residents, who were 

also not forthrightly informed of the true scale of work planned by the Telecom 

Applicant.  Very inadequate response time was provided to residents to support a real 

public Hearing.   

b. Despite all this, the Neighbors of Upper Cole Valley have reviewed, carefully researched, 

commented, written and respectfully requested help and action by their City 



12 

 

departments each step of the way to also help protect their environment, interests and 

quality of life, not just the objectives of the Telecom Applicant.  The Signature Map and 

Petition (Exh 15) demonstrates complete alignment of the entire neighborhood (112 

neighbors) surrounding this particular PWSF location.  The signature statement was also 

specific, requesting to reject (deny) this particular Permit.  Signatories are all adult SF 

residents, five SF Firefighters from Fire Companies 12 & 6 who protect them, and the 

Principal of Grattan Elementary.  In summary:  62 on Shrader Street, 33 on bounding Streets 

(17th, Cole, Stanyan and Carmel), and 11 other Cole Valley. 

 

We greatly appreciate the City of San Francisco Board of Appeal’s review of our Appeal of 

Issuance of this particular PWFS Site Permit.  We look forward to a fair and impartial Review 

and Hearing on November 14th, and hope we can convince all of you to deny this particular 

Permit on multiple grounds. 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Neighbors of Upper Cole Valley                                                   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Brian D Sedar (Agent for the Appellant) 
                            Attachment (Exhs 1-19) 
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Brigitte Bogert & Hemang Kapasi 
4901 17th St 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
 
July 9th, 2018 
 
San Francisco Public Works 
Bureau of Street-Use & Mapping 
1155 Market Street 3rd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
We have received notice of a proposal to for a personal wireless facility site permit within 
approximately 45 feet of our house and bedroom.  
  
We object to the placement of this wireless facility based on the following points: 
 

1. Proper notification of residents and public: 
2. Aesthetic concerns 
3. Risks 
4.  Reduction of property values 

 
1. Proper notification of residents and public 
San Francisco Public Works Code Article 25, Sec. 1512 states that Mobilitie  “shall post a copy of 
the notice in conspicuous places throughout the block face where the proposed Personal Wireless 
Service Facility is to be located.” Mobilitie signed an affidavit that they had put up signs. We 
looked for such signage on the 1500 block of Shrader on June 12th and 13th and failed to find a 
single sign. We have video footage/photos of the street taken on June 13th attesting to this. This is 
of huge concern as it seemed some were completely unaware of the situation. Indeed, one of the 
owners of the house directly across the street from 1509 Shrader—was completely unaware of 
the placement of the cell tower at the time we ran into her. It is not acceptable for people who 
live or work regularly on the street to not be properly warned of the pole. Warning signs should 
have been placed on every tree and light post and parking sign.  

 
2. Aesthetic concerns 
The addition of several feet in height to an existing lamp pole (resulting in a pole over 31 feet in 
height) as well as the addition of the radio box and down guy all detract from the aesthetics of the 
street. Radio equipment housing and large poles rising above trees are ugly and not something we 
want to see on a daily basis as we walk up to neighboring Tank hill. We purposely chose this area 
because there are no unsightly electrical wires crossing the street, few tall electric  poles and 
street lights, etc. The addition of a large wireless facility pole and box detracts from the loveliness 
of the neighborhood. 

 
3. Risks and Liability 
Having such a tall pole with heavy weight at the top is of risk to the neighboring houses. For 
example, what magnitude earthquake can the pole withstand particularly with additional weight 
and equipment on top of it that it was not originally meant to hold?  



 
Indeed the overloading of poles caused three poles to topple during high winds, sparking a huge 
fire in Malibu in 2007  that damaged 3,386 acres and damaged dozens of vehicles and properties. 
These poles were jointly owned by three wireless companies—AT&T Mobility, Verizon Wireless,  
and NextG Networks—as well as SoCal Edison.1 
 
In the event of some such catastrophe, who will be liable for the accompanying damage? This pole 
will be at least 31 feet in height, and thus if it falls, it is well within striking range of several houses 
as well as cars. Mobilitie is only liable for $1 million of property damage in a neighborhood that is 
one of the most expensive areas per square foot in San Francisco and in which most properties 
cost a minimum of $1.5-2 million.  
 
4. Reduction of property values 
Our biggest concerns is the placement of a wireless facility so close to our house may lead to 
reduction of its value. A recent study by the National Institute for Science, Law and Public Policy 
(NISLAPP) found the following: “Of the 1,000 survey respondents, 94% reported that cell towers 
and antennas in a neighborhood or on a building would impact interest in a property and the price 
they would be willing to pay for it. And 79% said under no circumstances would they ever purchase 
or rent a property within a few blocks of a cell tower or antennas. And almost 90% of respondents 
said they were concerned about the increasing number of cell towers and antennas in their 
residential neighborhood, generally.”2 A separate study The Impact of Cell Phone Towers on House 
Prices in Residential Neighborhoods by S. Bond and K. Wang found that buyers would pay as much 
as 20% less for properties in close proximity to a wireless pole.3 
In addition, as mentioned above, the addition of the tower detract from the neighborhood, 
reducing its charm and again reducing local property values. 
 
Furthermore, a growing body of evidence has suggested that close proximity to such cell phone 
antennae and towers has negative health consequences. Studies cite negative health effects on 
people living within up to 300 meters of cell antennae (that is 984 feet, a much larger area and 
many more people are affected than the required notification of properties within 150 feet of the 
proposed tower). Negative health consequences range from headaches, sleep disturbances, 
fatigue and cognitive impairment to more significant concerns such as cancer risks.4,5,6,7 Many 

                                                      
1 http://articles.latimes.com/2013/may/20/local/la-me-ln-edison-admits-errors-in-malibu-fire-settles-now-top-60-
million-20130520 
2 Survey by the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy Indicates Cell Towers and Antennas Negatively 
Impact Interest in Real Estate Properties, Business Wire, July 3, 2014. 
3 Bond, S. & Wang, K. The impact of cell phone towers on house prices in residential neighborhoods. The Appraisal 
Journal, 2005. 
4 Abdel-Rassoul G et al, (March 2007) “Neurobehavioral effects among inhabitants around mobile phone base 

stations”, Neurotoxicology. 2007 Mar;28(2):434-40. 
5 Khurana, Hardell et al., “Epidemiological Evidence for a Health Risk from Mobile Phone Base Stations”. Int. J Occup. 

Envir Health, Vol 16(3):263-267, 2010 
6 Wolf R, Wolf D, (April 2004) “Increased incidence of cancer near a cell-phone transmitter station”, International 
Journal of Cancer Prevention, 1(2) April 2004 
7 Levitt & Lai, “Biological Effects from Exposure to Electromagnetic Radiation Emitted by Cell Tower Base Stations and 
Other Antenna Arrays”,Environmental Reviews, 2010 
 



people are already aware of these potential effects on health, and as more become aware or 
simply concerned, again property value will correspondingly decrease.  
 
Of even greater concern is the impact on children.  There are a number of children living in close 
proximity to the proposed pole. Cole Valley is traditionally considered a very family friend area 
and many choose to move to Cole Valley for its family friendliness and proximity to good schools. 
An increasing number of cell phone towers/antenna in nearby proximity may eventually affect the 
desire of families to move in. 
 
Recently the City of Sebastapol defeated Senate Bill 649, which would have created a state 
mandated system of cell towers in California for many of the same reasons above. Gov Brown 
subsequently vetoed the bill. Let us follow the way of Sebastapol and keep our property values up 
and neighborhoods safer.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Brigitte Bogert & Hemang Kapasi 
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NOTICE OF TENTATIVE APPROVAL OF APPLICATION FOR A 

PERSONAL WIRELESS SERVICE FACILITY SITE PERMIT 

DPW- la teetes s - ?CO GePri•AQ sc Dew. oLG  
5/25/2018 

Public Works has tentatively approved the Application No. 18wR-0033 submitted by 
Mobilitie, 'IC for a Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit in the vicinity of 1509 
Shrader Street. The approval contains certain conditions that are attached to this letter. 
These conditions may be modified prior to the issuance of a Personal Wireless Service 

Facility Site Permit at this location. 

The equipment to be installed at this location include: One (1) antenna, one (1) equipment 

enclosure housing UE Relay and radio. 

If approved, Mobilitie, LLC may install the permitted Personal Wireless Service Facility at this 
location. A photo-simulation of the proposed Personal Wireless Service Facility is attached 

hereto. 

Pursuant to San Francisco Public Works Code § 1513, you have 20 days from the later of the 
date on this notice or the postmark to protest the Application. 

To submit a protest of/or comments on the Application please visit the Public Works website 

at the following address: bSm.sfdpw.org  and click `Comment on Permit" and enter "18WR-

0033 " or send to the following address: 

San Francisco Public Works 
Bureau of Street-use and Mapping 
1155 Market Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Attn: Wireless Permit Protests 

If a timely protest is submitted, Public Works will hold a public hearing to determine whether to grant the 
Application. Public Works will notify you at a later date of the date and time for the hearing. 

The protest must be based on one or more of the following grounds: 

1. The Department of Public Health incorrectly determined that the Application complies with the Public 
Health Compliance Standard (see Public Works Code § 1507). 

2. The Planning Department incorrectly determined that the Application meets the applicable Compatibility 

Standard (see Public Works Code § 1509). 

3. The Application does not comply with any other requirement for obtaining a Personal Wireless Service 

Facility Site Permit. 

4. The Applicant intends to modify the Personal Wireless Service Facility after the Permit is issued in a 
manner that would not comply with the applicable Compatibility Standard. 

if the proposed location for the Personal Wireless Service Facility is in a residential or neighborhood commercial 
zoning district your protest may include a claim that the proposed Personal Wireless Service Facility obstructs the 
views from or blocks the light into any adjacent residential windows. (See Public Works Code 5 1509(b)(2).) If 
your protest contains such a claim, please include with your protest photographs depicting the potential 
obstruction of the views from or the blocking of the light into your windows so that the 
Planning Department and/or hearing officer can evaluate this aspect of your protest. The Planning Department 
may contact you to ask permission to enter into your residence to investigate your claim. If the Planning 
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Department or hearing officer agrees with your concerns, the City may add certain conditions to its approval of 
the Application to ameliorate those concerns. 

The Applicant does not know at this time whether it will file an Application for a permit to modify the proposed 
Personal Wireless Service Facility at any time during the term of the Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit. 

In order to receive correspondence from Public Works, the Applicant, and other interested parties please include 

with your protest all of the following information: Street address, daytime telephone number, and email address 
(if available). 

To obtain additional information concerning the Application, the tentative approval, or the protest you may 
contact James Singleton of Mobilitie at 650-814-0564 or JSingleton@mobilitie.com. You may also contact SF 
Public Works at (415) 554-53430. 

For more Information on Personal Wireless Service Facilities generally you can also visit www.sf-
planning.org/wireless.  

Public Works Wireless Program 
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Exhibit 2 



From: DPW-Wireless-Program <DPW-Wireless-Program@sfdpw.org>  
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 9:46 AM 
Subject: Public Hearing for Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit Application 18WR-0033 
 
Hello, 
 
There will be a hearing for the above-referenced application on 7/9/18. Please see the attachment for 
additional information.  
 
Thank you, 

 
  
  
   
   Bureau of Street Use and Mapping 
    San Francisco Public Works 
    City and County of San Francisco   



 
San Francisco Public Works 

Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.  
 

City and County of San Francisco San Francisco Public Works 
Office of the Deputy Director & City Engineer, John Thomas 

 

 

Bureau of Street-Use & Mapping 

 1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 
San Francisco Ca 94103 

(415) 554-5810  www.SFPublicWorks.org 
  

 

Mark Farrell, Mayor   
Mohammed Nuru, Director Jerry Sanguinetti, Bureau Manager  

 
Public Works Order No: 187977 

 

Pursuant to Public Works Code Article 25 and Public Works Order 184504, Public Works will 
conduct a public hearing to consider the protests filed with respect to the issuance of tentative 
approvals for the following applications for Personal Wireless Service Facility Site permits: 
 

Permit # Company Address 

17WR-0306 ExteNet Systems, Inc. 184 FRANCISCO ST 

18WR-0033 Mobilitie, LLC 1509 SHRADER ST 

18WR-0060 AT&T Mobility  1178 CLAYTON ST 

 

 

 

The public hearing will be held at: 

City Hall 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400 

9:00AM, Monday, July 9, 2018 
 

All interested parties are invited to attend. Any interested party may also submit written 

comments regarding the subject matter to: 

DPW-Wireless-Program@sfdpw.org, OR 

San Francisco Public Works 

Bureau of Street-Use & Mapping 

1155 Market Street 3rd Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Attention: Wireless Facility Program 

If received the day before the hearing, written comments shall be brought to the attention of the 

Hearing Officer and will be made a part of the official public record of this proceeding. 

 

 

 

 



Exhibits 3 - 7 



5’2” 5’4½”

10¾”

35”

15½”W 
(x 11-16¾”D)

w/bracket, clamps & pole

Exh 3 – “Small Cell Site” 
Equipment is Not Small
• comparison to young 

Resident sleeping 14’10” away
• Mobilitie LLC notice photos did 

not point out Equipment Shroud 



Exh 4 – Deceptive Simulation 1

• Single called out item is upper Antenna
• Camera angle, color fade Equipment Box 

into house
• Equip Box not called out
• New, Higher Pole not called out



Noise:  What Residents/Neighbors were Told:

Noise:  What has been Approved without 
Residents/Neighbors knowledge:

Exh 5 – No Noise



Exh 6 – Notice Photo Deceptions (re-obtained thru Record’s 

Request)
• Camera down next to street, see Fig 4
• Equip Box not called out



Proposed Mobilitie
Installation

Mobilitie Camera had to be set 

near/apprx 18” off the ground, on planter, 

to achieve effect of Sutro Tower same

height as Streetlight

Exh 6a – Without Notice Photo Deceptions
• Camera at natural, eye level
• Sutro Tower is 1/2 mile away
• Equip Box called out



Exh 7 – Other Concerning Details not Disclosed in Mobilitie’s Notice –
• 3x4” notice of RF emissions danger only short-stay pole workers see…



Exhibits 8 & 9 



PERMIT CONDITIONS 

Approval of the proposed Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit has been recommended by San Francisco 
Public Works (Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping), San Francisco Department of Public Health, San Francisco 
Planning Department. 

The tentative approval includes the following condition(s) that have been accepted by Applicant: 

San Francisco Public Works Conditions: 
1. This rafgrimendation is based,on no variation from the depicted drawings and/or photo simulation;  if a 

variation is different a re-submittal is required. Should the installation vary from said conditions, it should 
be resubmitted to Department(s) for further review and comment 

2. New Poles:someW polefshall be erected or placed in underground districts. 
3. Down Guys: Follow aii excavation codes to obtain the necessary permits for placement of down guys. 

Down guy shall avoid crossing conflicting areas but not limited to driveways, curb ramps. 
4. Comply with ADA code requirements for Federal. State, local laws. Make sure path of minimum required 

clear width for accessible path of travel is four feet. 
5. At the conclusion of the work, provide a set of as built photos of the installation to the Bureau Street Use 

& Mapping Permit Office. 
6. Maintain a valid certification of insurance annually and forward a copy to the Bureau Street Use & 

Mapping Permit Office. 

San Francisco Department of Public Health Conditions: 
1. Ensure that any equipment associated with the pole installation of this antenna does not produce a noise 

in excess of 45 dBA as measured at three (3) feet from the nearest residential building facade. 
2. Ensure that there are no publicly occupied areas within two and a half (2.50) feet from the face of the 

antenna. 
3. Once the antenna is installed, Mobilitie must take RF power density measurements with the antenna 

operating at full power to verify the level reported in the Hammett and Edison report and to ensure that 
the FCC public exposure level is not exceeded in any publicly accessible area. This measurement must be 
taken again at the time of the permit renewal. 

4. Mobilitie should be aware that the general public may have concerns about the antenna and potential RF 
source near their dwellings. Mobilitie should have in place a procedure for taking RF power density levels 
in nearby dwellings when requested by the members of the general public. 

5. In accordance with the San Francisco Public Works Code, Art. 25, Sec. 1527 (a)(2)(C) Mobilitie is 
responsible for paying a fee of $210.00 to the San Francisco Department of Public Health for this review. 

Please note that this approval and any conditions apply only to the equipment and installation as described. If any 
changes in the equipment or any increase in the effective radiated power described above are made, a new review 
by the Department of Public Health must be conducted. 

San Francisco Planning Department Conditions: 
1. Plant and maintain an appropriate street tree. 
2. No exposed meter, meter pan or meter pedestal may be used. 
3. Antenna, and all equipment (external conduit, radio relay units, blinders used to shroud bracket bolts [if 

needed], and mounting mechanisms); except signage, if used for screening, shall all be painted to match 
the pole and repainted as needed. 

4. Cabling below radio relay units shall enter the pole with no more than a five-inch gap between bottom of 
each radio relay unit and the bottom of the corresponding entry hole on the pole. Conduit connection at 
pole entry points shall utilize the smallest fitting sizes available. Sealing compounds, if utilized, shall be 
tidy without excess bubbling and painted to match pole. 

5. Remove raised equipment signage (Including filling in manufacturer logo indentations on radio relay 
units/cabinets) and equipment decals that may be visible from sidewalk and dwellings, unless required by 
government regulation. 

6. Utilize smallest RF warning signage allowed (4 x 6 inches); and place the warning sticker facing out toward 
street, at a location as close to antenna as is feasible. Sticker shall face away from street, when not facing 
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a nearby window within 15 feet. Background color of sticker shall match the pole-mounting surface; and 
logo and text shall be white. 

7. Stack equipment enclosures (not including antenna) as close as allowed by applicable regulation and 
manufacturer equipment standards. 

8. Seams and bolts/screws at antenna and shroud assembly area shall be fabricated and installed in a 
manner so as to reduce their visibility (e.g. flush mounting screws) from sidewalk level. 

9. Not utilize any visible flashing indicator lights or similar. 
C12.0. tigabstruct.theyiew from, or thelight Into any adjacent residential Window. 

11. New below ground enclosure excavations (vault), if utilized, shall not damage or remove granite curbs. No 
significant gaps shall be created between vault enclosure lid and primary sidewalk material due to 
installation. Any other existing historic architectural elements within the public right-of-way shall be 
retained and protected during installation. No carrier logo or carrier name may be placed on the vault lid. 

12. Non-essential radio relay unit elements (handle and legs) shall be removed. 
13. The installer shall arrange to have Planning Department staff review the initial installation, in order to 

ensure compliance with the aforementioned conditions (notwithstanding inspections by pole owner and 
Department of Public Works). 

14. Ensure Wi-Fi Access Points and associated wiring, utilized by the City's Department of Technology, are not 
damaged during installation (if present). 

15. StioUldithelastallation maratantaajdrcoMikipasiihe application shall be resubmitted to the Planning 
Department for further review and comment. 
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Exhibit 10 



From: CPC.Wireless <CPC.Wireless@sfgov.org> 

Date: July 2, 2018 at 2:41:41 PM PDT 

To: "maggiegsedar@comcast.net" <maggiegsedar@comcast.net> 

Subject: Planning Response to Protest of DPW Permit Application No. 18WR-0033 

Good Afternoon Mr. Sedar and Ms. Sedar, 

  

Planning has reviewed the comments submitted in opposition to the proposed small cell site on a 

replacement concrete pole located adjacent to 1509 Shrader Street. In light of the protests, Planning has 

re-reviewed the application materials for Application 18WR-0033.  

  

Pursuant to Article 25. Section 7. Part D. of Public Works (DPW), the Planning Department shall only 

consider views of buildings, open spaces, natural vistas, or parks from the Public Rights-of-Ways. The 

Planning Department shall not take into account views from private properties. Per Section 2. Part B, 

Definition 39, Planning may only determine if a  proposed facility will significantly obstruct views from 

and/or light into surrounding residential windows. 

  

The existing pole and proposed attached wireless facility would be located approximately 14 feet and 10 

inches away from the adjacent building. The proposed mounting of side-mounted, low-profile 

equipment enclosures would not be within 6’ away from a window, and the proposed pole top antenna 

would not be within 8’ away from a residenitial window, as recommended in Article 25. 

  

Due to the streamlined design of the wireless attachments, the proposed wireless facility would not 

substantially obstruct views from a window, or block light into a residential window. For this reason, the 

Planning Department determined that the proposed wireless facility would satisfy the compatibility 

standards for a Tier B Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit. 

  

Thank you, 

  

CPC Wireless Team 

Current Planning 

 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 

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

Email: CPC.wireless@sfgov.org 

 

mailto:CPC.Wireless@sfgov.org
mailto:maggiegsedar@comcast.net
mailto:maggiegsedar@comcast.net
mailto:CPC.wireless@sfgov.org
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City and County of San Francisco Mark Farrell, Mayor 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH Barbara A. Garcia, MPA, Director of Health 
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION Stephanie Cushing, MSPH, CHMM, REHS, Director of EH 
 

1390 Market Street, Suite 210  San Francisco, CA 94102 
Phone 252-3800, Fax 252-3894 

 

  
 
April 24, 2018 
 
TO:  Gene Chan, Dept. of Public Works, Bureau of Street Use and Mapping 
 
FROM: Arthur Duque, Dept. Of Public Health, Environmental Health Services 
 
RE:              Mobilitie Pole Mounted Antennas, Alpha Wireless Model AW3477-S1-G &        

Airspan Model iRelay 460 
 
  Location:  DPW Application:                   Node#   
              1509 Shrader St.                        18WR-0033             9CAB007733 / SF90xs701B 
   
  
 
As requested, I have reviewed the documentation that you and Mobilitie have provided to me regarding 
the proposed installation of an Alpha Wireless Model AW3477-S1-G & Airspan Model iRelay 460 
Antenna, on a utility pole or similar structures located at the above listed location in the City and County 
of San Francisco.   
 
This review includes February 16, 2018 radio frequency energy report prepared by Hammett and Edison 
Inc. for this site. The report states that one Alpha Wireless Model AW3477-S1-G omnidirectional 
cylindrical antenna & Fastback Networks Model IBR 1300 Microwave antenna will be mounted 
on a utility pole near the location listed above.  The Alpha Wireless antenna will be at least 31 feet above 
the ground level.  The Fastback Networks Microwave antenna will be 19 feet above the ground pointing 
in the 37°T which is northeast on Shrader St.  Due to the mounting location, the antenna would not be 
accessible to the general public.     
 
The maximum effective radiated power from this antenna is estimated to be 154 watts. 
 
The maximum calculated exposure level at the ground level will not exceed 0.012 mW/cm2, which is 
1.2% of the FCC public exposure standard.  The three dimensional perimeter of the radio frequency (RF) 
levels equal to the public exposure limit is calculated to extend a maximum of 2.50 feet from the face of 
the antenna and does not reach any publicly accessible areas. The maximum calculated exposure level at 
any nearby building is 6.9% of the FCC public exposure limit for the adjacent building 15 feet away. 
 
Based on the information provided in the Hammett and Edison report, I would agree that this Mobilitie 
Alpha Wireless and Airspan Model iRelay 460 antenna, utility pole installation would be in compliance 
with the FCC standards and would not produce radio frequency energy exceeding the FCC public 
exposure limits. 
 
In addition, a noise evaluation was done on the combination of equipment assumed to be installed at this 
location which was prepared by Hammett & Edison and was dated November 3, 2017.  This evaluation 
found that the equipment will produce noise no louder than 45 decibels 8 feet away from the nearest 
building façade.  As such, the installation of the equipment would be in compliance with the noise 
standards as outlined in the DPW Code, Article 25. 
 
 

           AD
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Page 2 of 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Approval Conditions:  
 
 
 

 Ensure that any equipment associated with the pole installation of this antenna does not produce a 
noise in excess of 45 dBA as measured at three (3) feet from the nearest residential building 
façade. 

 
 Ensure that there are no publicly occupied areas within two and a half (2.50) feet from the face 

of the antenna.   
 

 Once the antenna is installed, Mobilitie must take RF power density measurements with the 
antenna operating at full power to verify the level reported in the Hammett and Edison report and 
to ensure that the FCC public exposure level is not exceeded in any publicly accessible area.  
This measurement must be taken again at the time of the permit renewal. 

 
 Mobilitie should be aware that the general public may have concerns about the antenna and 

potential RF source near their dwellings. Mobilitie should have in place a procedure for taking 
RF power density levels in nearby dwellings when requested by the members of the general 
public. 

 
 In accordance with the San Francisco Public Works Code, Art. 25, Sec. 1527 (a)(2)(C) AT&T is 

responsible for paying a fee of $210.00 to the San Francisco Department of Public Health for this 
review.   

 
Please note that this approval and any conditions apply only to the equipment and installation as 
described.  If any changes in the equipment or any increase in the effective radiated power described 
above are made, a new review by the Department of Public Health must be conducted. 
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Exhibit 12 



From: Bern Shen <bernshen@gmail.com>  

Sent: Tuesday, July 3, 2018 11:03 PM 

To: DPW-Wireless-Program@sfdpw.org 

Subject: Re: Wireless Facility Program – Permit Application No. 18WR-0033 

Dear SFDPW, 

As SF homeowners & healthcare/technology professionals, my wife Ann & I wanted to 

communicate our strong concerns about the proposed installation of 5G cell equipment on the 

utility pole in front of our home at 1515 Shrader St. 

While we’re certainly intrigued by the super-fast connectivity promised by 5G, we have several 

concerns: 

• We strongly believe it makes sense to wait for more definitive, well-done research (or a 
balanced & well-documented summary such as this one on health risks of power lines) 
before installing ubiquitous broadcast radiation sources within 15-20 feet of where we 
live & sleep.  

• Unknown & potentially very high impact environmental health risks should 
trigger the Precautionary Principle that commonly underpins policy in Europe, with its 
four main components: 

o Taking preventive action in the face of uncertainty 
o Shifting the burden of proof to the proponents of an activity 
o Exploring a wide range of alternatives to possibly harmful actions 
o Increasing public participation in decision making 

• Strong business pressures (an estimated $250B in annual 5G revenues for telcos by 2025 
& payments to cities of several thousand dollars per pole) increase the risk of public 
health being ignored in favor of near-term profits. 

• We have material concerns about risk to our property from poorly maintained electrical 
equipment, given the very recent multibillion dollar judgment against PG&E for the 
Santa Rosa fires. 

• We’re also concerned about decreases (perhaps up to 10%) in our home’s property 
value from increased visual clutter & potential concerns of future buyers, similar 
to admittedly imprecise but nonetheless real perceptions around power lines - one of 
the reasons we move into our neighborhood was the pleasant street view created by 
having utility cables buried underground. We hope you can empathize with our 
objections to having unsightly equipment mounted so close to our living room & 
bedroom windows. 

As mentioned on your public works hearing website, please bring our note to the attention of 

the Hearing Officer & include it in the official public record of the hearing. 

http://archive.chej.org/wp-content/uploads/Power-Lines-PUB-0411.pdf
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1240435/pdf/ehp0109-000871.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2015/573876/EPRS_IDA(2015)573876_EN.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/03/02/technology/5g-cellular-service.html
https://www.sfchronicle.com/business/article/PG-E-to-pay-2-5-billion-for-Wine-Country-fires-13013596.php
http://homeguides.sfgate.com/much-power-lines-lower-real-estate-value-2979.html
https://sfpublicworks.org/project/public-works-hearing-monday-792018-9am-room-400
https://sfpublicworks.org/project/public-works-hearing-monday-792018-9am-room-400


 

With thanks & respect, 

 

-Bern Shen MD & Ann Williamson RN, PhD 

 



Exhibits 13 & 14 



Exh 13 – Mobilitie image at much higher resolution (only achievable through Records Request)

• Large Equip Box, nearly 3’ tall (over half the size of these large Bay windows), is now clearly visible

• Even using Mobilitie’s deceptive angle/image, the Equipment Box’s SIGNIFICANT OBSTRUCTION of LIGHT and VIEW is 
undisputable



Exh 14 – Mobilitie image at much higher resolution (only achievable through Records Request)

• Large Equip Box, nearly 3’ tall (over half the size of these large Bay windows), is now clearly visible

• Even using Mobilitie’s deceptive angle/image, the Equipment Box’s SIGNIFICANT OBSTRUCTION of VIEWS is undisputable
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Open Letter from                                                                                                                          July 15, 2018 

Neighbors of Upper Cole Valley 

San Francisco, CA  94117         

 

San Francisco Public Works 

Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping 

1155 Market St 

San Francisco, CA  94103 

 

Wireless Facility Program - Permit Application No. 18WR-0033, Public Works Order No. 187977   

– Neighborhood Petition Now Totals 106 Signatures 

 

Dear Hearing Officer for the City of San Francisco, 

The Petition respectfully requesting the City of San Francisco reject Mobilitie LLC’s Permit 

Application to install a Personal Wireless Service Facility (PWSF) in front of 1509 Shrader Street,  

now includes the signatures of 106 neighbors (attached). 

The Signature Map included demonstrates virtually complete alignment of the neighborhood 

surrounding the proposed PWSF location, opposing the Permit.  Signatories are all adult SF 

residents, five SF Firefighters from Fire Companies 12 & 6 who protect them, and the Principal of 

Grattan Elementary.  In summary: 

              57 on Shrader Street 

 32 on bounding Streets (17th, Cole, Stanyan and Carmel) 

 11 other Cole Valley 

               6 from Castro, other  

 

Provided a limited Hearing comment period of just 4-working days during Fourth of July Holiday 

week, many residents were inaccessible for their input on this important issue.  Only 72 residents 

were available to sign the Petition submitted at 9 July.  This past week, an additional 34 neighbors, 

or 106 total, have now signed the Petition (100 in Cole Valley was the target).   

We respectfully ask that you please consider this updated signature map and all 106 neighbors’ 

opposition, in your and the City of San Francisco’s assessment of this permit. 

 

Thank you 

 

 

Refr:  July 2-6, 2018 Open Letter + 60 Signatures (submitted in advance of Hearing) 

           July 9, 2018 Initial Signature Map + 12 Signatures (original submitted at Hearing) 

Attached:  Updated Signature Map, + 34 Signatures, copy of all 106 Signatures 



An Open Letter from       July 2-6, 2018 

Neighbors of Upper Cole Valley 

and Concerned San Franciscans 

San Francisco Public Works 

Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping 

1155 Market St 

San Francisco, CA  94103 

Protest of Mobilitie LLC’s Wireless Permit Application No. 18WR-0033 at 1509 Shrader St 

Dear Hearing Officer for the City of San Francisco, 

We are concerned with the possibility of a Wireless Service Facility antenna and equipment 

enclosure box being placed onto the street light pole immediately next to the home at 1509 

Shrader, in direct line of light and view of the residential windows of our San Francisco 

neighborhood street.  

We are writing to formally protest the grant or any approval of Mobilitie LLC’s Application for a 

Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit directly in front of 1509 Shrader Street, San Francisco, 

California 94117 (Application No. 18WR-0033). 

Our protest/attached signature is on the grounds one or more of the following public assurances 

have not been met in this Permit Application (reference photograph Figures 1-5 attached): 

1. “Personal Wireless Service Facility (shall) not obstruct the view from or the light into any
adjacent residential window.”

2. “The facilities would not…impair access to sunlight or detract from scenic vistas”.  We
believe the views in this Upper Cole Valley neighborhood may qualify “in the General
Plan…designated as having views that are rated ‘excellent’ or ‘good’.

3. “The design of these facilities would not detract from streetscapes…or other areas that
define individual neighborhoods”.  Upper Cole Valley neighborhood utility lines were buried
at ratepayer expense in the mid-1990s, removing all but safety-related streetlight poles.
This “clean of utilities” street look defines this street and the addition of an unsightly large
antenna and cumbersome electrical equipment enclosure directly in front of residential
windows would “detract from the streetscape” and harm this coveted aspect “that defines
(this) individual neighborhood”.

4. “Generally, any person within their home (even if on an upper story dwelling unit at the
same level as the antenna)…would be subject to higher RF exposure levels from a cell phone
in their hand than the RF exposure typically seen from these antennas.”  With a young
resident only 16 feet distance from a 174-Watt powered RF antenna, we question this
assurance statement.

5. Or, as taxpayers, we object to the City of San Francisco renting this particular residential
streetlight pole to private telecommunication firm Mobilitie, LLC to generate City revenue of
$4000 per month.



Proposed Mobilitie
Installation

Fig 1 - Streetlight Pole at 1509 Shrader 
Proposed Antenna & Equip Box 
Obstructs View and light



Fig 2 – LightPole at 1509 Shrader – Proposed Antenna & Deep Equip Box Obstructs View & Light

Proposed Mobilitie
Installation



Fig 3 – Very Close Proximity of Streetlight Pole to 1509 Shrader

Proposed Antenna 
and Equipment Enclosure 
obstructs light, views of 
numerous front windows

Concerned close proximity of 
electro- magnetic radiation 
from antenna may affect 
immediately adjacent residents. 



Fig 4 - Close Proximity, Obstructed View, Obstructed Light

Proposed Mobilitie
Installation
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Brian & Maggie Sedar         14 Jun 2018 

1509 Shrader St 

San Francisco, CA  94117 

daytime tel:  (415) 533-2012 

email:  maggiegsedar@comcast.net 

 

San Francisco Public Works 

Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping 

1155 Market St 

San Francisco, CA  94103 

 

Attn:  Wireless Permit Protests – Application No. 18WR-0033 

 

Dear City of San Francisco, 

We are extremely concerned with the possibility of a Wireless Service Facility antenna and equipment 

enclosure box being placed atop the street light pole quite close to and in direct line of view of the 

windows at our home at 1509 Shrader Street (photos attached, Fig 1-3).  

When the streetlight fixtures were recently changed to LED (without consultation to affected residents) 

with significantly increased brightness, this particular installation blared straight into our young 

daughter’s bedroom window.  We had to custom order black-out shades (Fig 5), which still don’t fully 

block the intense light because this particular streetlight is so close and directly in front of the window 

she must sleep next to.   

We cannot allow/accept the newly proposed antenna and equipment box which would be bolted and 

strapped on directly in front of that same bedroom window, obstructing views, light and potentially 

affecting her physical safely.  It’s simply too much invasion of this one street pole into and on our home. 

We are writing to formally protest both the grant or any approval of Mobilitie’s Application for a 

Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit directly in front of our family home at 1509 Shrader Street, 

San Francisco, California 94117. 

Our protest is based on the following grounds 

1. The Planning Department may have incorrectly determined that the Application meets the 
applicable Compatibility Standard (Public Works Code §1509), in particular, that the “Personal 
Wireless Service Facility not obstruct the view from or the light into any adjacent residential 
window.” 

2. The proposed location for the Personal Wireless Service Facility is in a residential neighborhood 
zoning district and the antenna and particularly the equipment enclosure housing would clearly 
obstruct the view from and into the immediately adjacent residential windows (Public Works 
Code §1509(b)(2)).  We have included Figs 1-3 and 6-10 showing the obstruction of the view 
from our immediately adjacent daughter’s bay window, the adjoining study bay window, and 
below these two rooms, our front door window and the adjoining living room bay window. 

3. The proposed location for the Personal Wireless Service Facility is in a residential neighborhood 
zoning district and the antenna and particularly the equipment enclosure housing would clearly 



block light coming into the immediately adjacent residential windows (Public Works Code 
§1509(b)(2)).  We have included Figs 1-3 and 6-10 showing the obstruction of light coming into 
our immediately adjacent young daughter’s bay window, the adjoining study bay window, and 
below these two rooms, our front door window and the adjoining living room bay window. 

4. The proposed location for the Personal Wireless Service Facility may not conform with the City’s 
General Plan or Master Plan (Planning Code §101.1).  Referring to SF Planning Department FAQs 
for Small Cells (wireless) on Steel Light and Transit Poles:  

a) Pg10 “The design of these facilities would not detract from streetscapes, historic districts 
or other areas that define individual neighborhoods”.  

When we purchased our home in 1998, we specifically chose our upper Cole Valley 
neighborhood because all utility lines had recently been buried there, removing all but 
minimal, street lighting/safety-related visible utilities.  This “clean of utilities” street look 
defined and continues to define our neighborhood.  The proposed addition of an 
unsightly large antenna and especially the large, cumbersome electrical equipment 
enclosure directly in front of our residential windows would “detract from the 
streetscape” and harm this coveted aspect “that defines (this) individual neighborhood”. 

b) Pg11 “The facilities would not…impair access to sunlight or detract from scenic vistas”.  

As stated above in items 2. and 3. related to Compatibility Standard, we believe this 
proposed installation would also not conform with the City’s General Plan or Master 
Plan in this respect as it would impair access to sunlight and detract from scenic views 
we sought in and cherish from our home. 

We believe the views in our Upper Cole Valley neighborhood may qualify “in the 
General Plan…designated as having views that are rated ‘excellent’ or ‘good’."  

5. The Department of Public Health may have incorrectly determined that the Application complies 
with the Public Health Compliance Standard (Public Works Code §1507).  Referring to SF 
Planning Department FAQs for Small Cells (wireless) on Steel Light and Transit Poles: 

a) Pg11 “Even at…174 watts, the general public should remain…8 feet…away from the face 
of the antenna at the top of the pole”. 

We believe our daughter will frequently be within or sleeping within 16 feet of the 
proposed antenna.  We believe the placement of this particular cell antenna would be 
less than a single “factor of safety”, providing little or no protection per even this 
aggressive industry safety and health warning (see Fig 4). 

b) Pg12 “Generally, any person within their home (even if on an upper story dwelling unit at 
the same level as the antenna)…would be subject to higher RF exposure levels from a cell 
phone in their hand than the RF exposure typically seen from these (small cell) 
antennas.”   

At only 16 feet distance from a 174-Watt powered RF antenna, we do not believe this 
assurance statement to be even remotely correct.  A close friend in the 
Telecommunications industry (please note Brian was the General Manager for Bechtel 
Telecommunications and still has very current contacts in that industry) advises he 
would NOT allow his daughter to be this close to even a Small Cell site antenna. 



6. We believe this cell site configuration depicted in the photographs the City provided most 
closely matches Verizon’s standard.  No one in our home uses Verizon so this installation would 
not benefit us in any way; rather the opposite -- something ugly in front of our home.  

7. The Application may not comply with other requirements for obtaining a Personal Wireless 
Service Facility Site Permit.  While the letter is dated Friday “5/25/2018” it arrived at our home 
via US Mail on Friday 1Jun2018 and there was no postmark date on the letter.  Accordingly, we 
are well within the 20-day requirement (business or calendar days) to respond, but we are not 
certain the notice has been provided in a timely or perhaps proper fashion.  Further, we 
received no prior notice that the City was considering its Tentative Approval for these types of 
private sector permits or this particular permit. 

8. The Applicant may intend to modify the Personal Wireless Service Facility after the Permit is 
issued in a manner that would not comply with the applicable Compatibility Standard.  We state 
this because we believe the permit application is already non-compliant with the Standard. 

 
We belong to the Cole Valley neighborhood association and there has been quite an online discussion 

on the association’s FB site against the placement of the cell site in this particular location, with 

concerns about destroyed views, electromagnetic radiation as well as City sale of the streetlight sites to 

this and then later telecommunication companies.  Our equally concerned neighbors want to write 

individual letters, and if the City needs signatures on one letter we are committed to do that in advance 

of any public hearing.  We used this process before and successfully petitioned for the stop sign on 17th 

and Shrader Street.  We are willing to do what it takes to keep our neighborhood safe and beautiful. 

We don’t believe our mid-block, next-to-window lamp post on a view street with buried utilities should 

have been selected.  If the City believes small cell sites are needed and must be sold/approved in the 

immediate area, we point out Mobilitie may not be following the “Applicable Compatibility Standard” by 

showing the very-next-pole-away location:  the corner of 17th Street at Shrader on the north side of 17th.  

This corner-mounted light pole is further away from ALL surrounding homes, including the closest two 

story house, than the proposed location.  The adjacent house has NO windows as close to the pole, NO 

windows as high as the equipment box level, and utility pole-sourced wiring on 17th Street -- all much 

more in line with what the Compatibility Standard suggests.  An equipment enclosure at the height of 

that roof would not appear to obstruct any view for that or adjacent properties.  See Figs 11-12. 

We appreciate the City of San Francisco reconsidering its Tentative Approval of Application for a 

Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit directly in front of our home at 1509 Shrader Street.  We 

hope to hear soon of its rejection or an alternative location(s). 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

 

 

Brian D Sedar 
 

 

Maggie G Sedar         Attachment (Figs 1-12)  



Fig 1 – Very Close Streetlight Pole to our Home - Proposal Obstructs View, Obstructs Light



Fig 2 - Close Proximity, Obstructed View, Obstructed Light – Daughter’s Bedroom



Fig 3 - Close Proximity, Obstructed View, Obstructed Light – Daughter’s Bed



Fig 4 – Very Close Proximity of Streetlight Pole to our Home

Recent conversion of streetlight 
to twice-as-bright LED (no pre-
consultation by City) required 
installation of FULL blackout 
blinds so Daughter can sleep

Proposed Antenna and 
Equipment Enclosure obstructs 
light, views all front windows

Now even more concerned 
close proximity of electro-
magnetic radiation from 
antenna.  Daughter wants 
to have kids.



Fig 5 – Extremely Close Proximity 
of Streetlight to Daughter’s Bed

Recent conversion of streetlight to 
twice-as-bright LED (no pre-
consultation by City) required 
installation of FULL blackout blinds 
so Daughter can sleep

Now even more concerned about close 
proximity of electromagnetic radiation 
from antenna.  Daughter wants to have 
kids.



Fig 6 - Close Proximity, Obstructed View, Obstructed Light – Adjacent 2nd floor Study, R Bay



Fig 7 - Close Proximity, Obstructed View, Obstructed Light – Adjacent 2nd floor Study, Main Bay



Fig 8 - Obstructed View, Obstructed Light, Close Proximity – Front Entry Window



Fig 9 - Close Proximity, Obstructed View – Adjacent 1st floor Living Room, R bay



Fig 10 - Close Proximity, Obstructed View, Obstructed Light – 1st floor Living Room, Main bay



Fig 11 – Applicable Compatibility Standard?  Further from Houses, No Adjacent Windows



Fig 12 – Current Proposed Site Immediately Adjacent 3rd Story Bedroom

Applicable Compatibility Std? 
2 Story House with
no facing Windows
equip at roof level
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San Francisco Public Works 
Bureau of Street use and Mapping 
1155 Market Street 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Attn: Wireless Permit Protests 
 
July 8, 2018 
 
Re: Mobilitie permit at 1509 Shrader Street 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
As some of my neighbors have (or will attest), there are many reasons to question whether the 
addition of personal wireless facilities to our neighborhood are in the best interest of the 
community and the fabric of Cole Valley.   
 
Safety 
 
I have concerns of adding a few hundred pounds and an additional ~10% in height to this 
telephone pole.  It would make the pole top heavy and in a city prone to earthquakes, seems 
like a significant risk. 
 
Inability to guarantee compliance with FCC rule to eliminate/reduce electronic interference 
 
While any one carrier may claim that they can meet this demand, there are up to 4 wireless 
carriers seeking to install these small cells to close their ‘coverage gaps’.  The guarantee that an 
individual cell will not cause interference, is not meaningful absent proof that competing small 
cells within the same area will not have a cumulative effect that could impede the operation of 
my consumer grade RF-based household equipment (such as wireless access points, garage 
doors etc). 
 
Aesthetics 
 
By SF Planning Department’s own omission “the cumulative effect of multiple equipment 
enclosures may result in a cluttered design that would not be viable”.  As mentioned above, as 
competing carriers try to blanket the same neighborhoods with their individual cells, the block 
may become cluttered with these cells.  If Mobilitie seeks coverage on this block now, it is only 
expected that the other carriers will follow suit. 
 
Property Values 
 
I am greatly concerned that the addition of a small cell this close to my home will decrease my 
property value.  There is research that concludes property values decrease by as much as 20% 
when said property is near to a cell tower.  My home is my biggest asset and will be less than 



150 feet from this installation.  The city should not support such a potential property value 
decreasing event for any of its tax paying citizens.    
 
There is a better option 
 
SF has always been a forward-thinking community.  I urge the city to develop a well thought out 
plan of supporting 5G through the installation of safer underground fiber optic cabling to each 
home.  Such wired fiberoptic connections are more reliable, faster, provide greater capacity (in 
an ever growing tech focused city) and provide more cyber security. 
 
I urge a vote not to approve this Mobilitie application because this tower does not belong in the 
residential neighborhood of Cole Valley. It disturbs the aesthetic of the community and as an 
eye sore and safety hazard, will reduce property values and decrease overall appeal of the 
affected homes in the eyes of potential new buyers. 
 
 
 
 
Luciel Leis 
4909 17th Street 
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Hi, Good Morning, I’m Frankie Sedar 

My room is right next to the light pole. 

It’s so close that when they put the new LED lights up last Winter, we got blackout blinds so I could sleep 

because I look right onto the light, above where the 5G Antenna would be attached.  And when I’m at 

my desk, I look right smack at where that big 3 foot Equipment Box would be attached. 

The stuff Mobilitie sent doesn’t tell you anything.  The scale drawings Dad did really got my and our 

neighbor’s attention. I had no idea how big and how close this transmitter was until we all looked into it. 

I like technology and I’m not usually afraid of it.  But this does scare me.  You just know cellular’s more 

powerful than it was before I was born, and 5G will be even stronger, so I don’t think the City of San 

Francisco should be relying on 1996 studies, and I don’t believe sleeping next to that huge Antenna is 

going to be just like holding a phone next to your ear. 

I also didn’t like the way Mobility puts the radiation warning sticker up for the pole workers but then 

don’t show it to the public or that they get to turn the thing off for even a quick visit but I’m supposed to 

be OK that close to it 24/7. 

I’ve seen the KPIX videos and it’s upsetting to see that noone’s looking at the problem except the 

firefighters.  I think it’s great that they did studies and got the 50ft protection at their stations.  But it 

upsets me that the City listens and looks out for them, but expects me to sleep 15 feet away from this 

thing. 

If Dr Shen and Dr Williamson are worried about this, it worries me even more.  

I think if we have 5G in SF we can find better places to put the antennas than this close to a person’s 

window.  I hope you will reject Mobilitie's request for this location. 

Thank you 
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NOTICE OF FINAL DETERMINATION TO APPROVE A 
PERSONAL WIRELESS SERVICE FACILITY SITE PERMIT 

Date: 9/13/2018 

Application No.: 18WR-0033 
Applicant Name: Mobilitie, LLC 
Location: 1509 Shrader Street 

San Francisco Public Works has finally approved the above-referenced Application submitted by 
Mobilitie, LLC for a Personal Wireless Service Facility Site Permit in the vicinity of 1509 Shrader 
Street. 

The equipment to be installed at this location include: One (1) antenna, one (1) equipment 
enclosure housing UE Relay and radio. A photo-simulation of the approved Personal Wireless 
Service Facility is attached hereto. 

The Applicant does not know at this time whether it will file an Application for a permit to modify 
the proposed Personal Wireless Service Facility at any time during the term of the Personal 
Wireless Service Facility Site Permit. 

Each of the following City departments made a determination that the Application satisfied the 
applicable requirements of the Public Works Code: 

1. San Francisco Public Works/ Bureau of Street Use and Mapping has approved the 
permit with conditions. 

2. San Francisco Department of Public Health has approved the permit with conditions. 
3. San Francisco Planning Department has approved the permit with conditions. 

 



The final approval includes the following condition(s): 

San Francisco Public Works Conditions:  
1. This recommendation is based on no variation from the depicted drawings and/or photo simulation; if a

variation is different a re-submittal is required. Should the installation vary from said conditions, it should
be resubmitted to Department(s) for further review and comment

2. New Poles: no new poles shall be erected or placed in underground districts.
3. Down Guys: Follow all excavation codes to obtain the necessary permits for placement of down guys.

Down guy shall avoid crossing conflicting areas but not limited to driveways, curb ramps.
4. Comply with ADA code requirements for Federal, State, local laws. Make sure path of minimum required

clear width for accessible path of travel is four feet.
5. At the conclusion of the work, provide a set of as built photos of the installation to the Bureau Street Use

& Mapping Permit Office.
6. Maintain a valid certification of insurance annually and forward a copy to the Bureau Street Use &

Mapping Permit Office.

San Francisco Department of Public Health Conditions: 
1. Ensure that any equipment associated with the pole installation of this antenna does not produce a noise 

in excess of 45 dBA as measured at three (3) feet from the nearest residential building façade.
2. Ensure that there are no publicly occupied areas within two and a half (2.50) feet from the face of the 

antenna.
3. Once the antenna is installed, Mobilitie must take RF power density measurements with the antenna 

operating at full power to verify the level reported in the Hammett and Edison report and to ensure that 
the FCC public exposure level is not exceeded in any publicly accessible area. This measurement must be 
taken again at the time of the permit renewal.

4. Mobilitie should be aware that the general public may have concerns about the antenna and potential RF 
source near their dwellings. Mobilitie should have in place a procedure for taking RF power density levels 
in nearby dwellings when requested by the members of the general public.

5. In accordance with the San Francisco Public Works Code, Art. 25, Sec. 1527 (a)(2)(C) Mobilitie is 
responsible for paying a fee of $210.00 to the San Francisco Department of Public Health for this review. 

Please note that this approval and any conditions apply only to the equipment and installation as described. If any 
changes in the equipment or any increase in the effective radiated power described above are made, a new review 
by the Department of Public Health must be conducted. 

San Francisco Planning Department Conditions: 
1. Plant and maintain an appropriate street tree.
2. No exposed meter, meter pan or meter pedestal may be used.
3. Antenna, and all equipment (external conduit, radio relay units, blinders used to shroud bracket bolts [if

needed], and mounting mechanisms); except signage, if used for screening, shall all be painted to match
the pole and repainted as needed.

4. Cabling below radio relay units shall enter the pole with no more than a five-inch gap between bottom of
each radio relay unit and the bottom of the corresponding entry hole on the pole. Conduit connection at
pole entry points shall utilize the smallest fitting sizes available. Sealing compounds, if utilized, shall be tidy
without excess bubbling and painted to match pole.

5. Remove raised equipment signage (including filling in manufacturer logo indentations on radio relay
units/cabinets) and equipment decals that may be visible from sidewalk and dwellings, unless required by
government regulation.

6. Utilize smallest RF warning signage allowed (4 x 6 inches); and place the warning sticker facing out toward
street, at a location as close to antenna as is feasible. Sticker shall face away from street, when not facing a
nearby window within 15 feet. Background color of sticker shall match the pole-mounting surface; and
logo and text shall be white.



7. Stack equipment enclosures (not including antenna) as close as allowed by applicable regulation and 
manufacturer equipment standards.  

8. Seams and bolts/screws at antenna and shroud assembly area shall be fabricated and installed in a manner 
so as to reduce their visibility (e.g. flush mounting screws) from sidewalk level.  

9. Not utilize any visible flashing indicator lights or similar.  
10. Not obstruct the view from, or the light into any adjacent residential window.  
11. New below ground enclosure excavations (vault), if utilized, shall not damage or remove granite curbs. No 

significant gaps shall be created between vault enclosure lid and primary sidewalk material due to 
installation. Any other existing historic architectural elements within the public right-of-way shall be 
retained and protected during installation. No carrier logo or carrier name may be placed on the vault lid.  

12. Non-essential radio relay unit elements (handle and legs) shall be removed.  
13. The installer shall arrange to have Planning Department staff review the initial installation, in order to 

ensure compliance with the aforementioned conditions (notwithstanding inspections by pole owner and 
Department of Public Works). 

14. Ensure Wi-Fi Access Points and associated wiring, utilized by the City’s Department of Technology, are not 
damaged during installation (if present).  

15. Should the installation vary from said conditions, the application shall be resubmitted to the Planning 
Department for further review and comment. 

Within fifteen (15) calendar days of the mailing and posting of this notice, any person may appeal the issuance of 
this permit to the Board of Appeals. Appeals must be filed in person by either the appellant or the appellant’s 
agent. Generally, the Board of Appeals requires that an appointment be made to file an appeal. For further 
information regarding the appeal process, or to schedule an appointment, please contact the Board of Appeals in 
person at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 304 or call 415-575-6880. 
 
An appeal must be based on one or more of the following grounds: 

1. The Department of Public Health incorrectly determined that the Application complies with the Public 
Health Compliance Standard (Public Works Code § 1507(b)). 

2. The Planning Department incorrectly determined that the Application meets the applicable Tier 
Compatibility Standard (Public Works Code § (1509(b)). 

3. The Application does not comply with any other requirement for obtaining a Personal Wireless Service 
Facility Site Permit. 

4. The Applicant intends to modify the Personal Wireless Service Facility after the permit is issued in a 
manner that would not comply with the applicable Compatibility Standard. 

To obtain additional information concerning the Application and final approval you may contact James 
Singleton of Mobilitie at 650-814-0564 or JSingleton@mobilitie.com. You may also contact San 
Francisco Public Works at 415-554-5343. 

Public Works Wireless Program 

mailto:JSingleton@mobilitie.com
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City and County of San Francisco    Board of Appeals 
 

Julie Rosenberg 

Executive Director 

 

London Breed 
Mayor 

 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 304  San Francisco, CA  94103 
Phone: 415-575-6880  Fax: 415-575-6885  Email: boardofappeals@sfgov.org 

www.sfgov.org/boa 
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