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Location:

Assessors Parcel Numbers :

Proposal:

Applicant:
Contact Person/
Phone Number:
Owner:

Case File Number:

Planning Permits Required:

General Plan:
Zoning:
Environmental
Determination:

Historic Status:

Service Delivery District:
City Council District:
Date Filed:

Finality of Decision:

For Further Information:

The Public Right of Way across from 6644 Ascot Drive/
Skyline Boulevard. (See map reverse)

Nearest lot adjacent to the project site ( 048D-7288-024-02)

To remove and relocate an existing telecommunications facility
24” x 16” antenna attached to an existing PG&E Pole to a new
proposed 27’ tall metal telecommunications monopole to be
located across the street within the public right-of- way; an
associated 547 tall x 48” wide ground —mounted equipment
cabinet enclosure on a new cement pad located next to the pole
will be housing all radio equipment.

Crown Castle

Bob Gundermann & Jason Osborn

(925)899-1999

City of Oakland

PLN16-090

Major Conditional Use Permit and Design Review to install a
new Monopole Telecommunications Facility within a
residential zone, and Minor Variance to waive the required 1:1
ratio setback for the 27’ tall monopole facility to be located
from the adjacent residential property line.

Hillside Residential

RH-4/5-10 Zone

Exempt, Section 15303 of the State CEQA Guidelines; New
construction of small structures.

Section 15183 of the State CEQA Guidelines; projects
consistent with a community plan, General Plan or zoning.
Not a Potential Designated Historic Property; Survey Rating:
N/A
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3/31/2016

Appealable to City Council within 10 days

Contact case planner Jason Madani at (510) 238-4790 or
jmadani@oaklandnet.com

SUMMARY

The project involves removing and relocating an existing telecommunications facility consisting
of 24” x 16” antenna attached to an existing PG&E Pole to a new proposed 27 tall metal
telecommunications facility to be located across street within the City of Oakland public right-
of- way; an associated 54” tall x 48” wide ground—mounted equipment cabinet enclosure on a

#3



MELVILLE DR
A T\

- TR et
0 100 200 400 600 800

Case File: PLN16090

Applicant: Crown Castle

Address: Public Right-of-Way across from 6644 Ascot Drive
Zone: RH-4/S-10



Oakland City Planning Commission May 18,2016
Case File Number: PLN16-090 Page 3

new cement pad located next to the pole will be housing all radio equipment. Because this
installation is a stand-alone telecommunication pole and not a joint-use utility pole, it is
considered a Monopole by City of Oakland Planning regulations. A Major Conditional Use
Permit and Design Review, and a Minor Variance to waive the required 1:1 ratio setback to be
located from the adjacent residential property line are required permits. Staff believes, given the
topography, and a grove of mature tall trees, and approximately 30’ separation from the nearest
home, the project meets all the required findings listed below for an approval of the project.

BACKGROUND

This proposed telecom installation is within an area where all utilities were recently under-
grounded pursuant to the City's underground utility program. This Ascot/Skyline location is a
replacement location for 1 of 2 existing telecom installations for Crown Castle that are on former
joint-utility poles that are no longer supporting other utilities due to the under-grounding
program. The 2nd location is on Burton Drive and will be presented at a future Commission
meeting. There are no other carriers that have remaining telecom installations in this
underground area. Since telecom antennae cannot be under-grounded (due to the engineering
aspects of their function), the antenna must be located above ground. In addition, they must be
sited so as to fill the coverage and capacity requirements of the carrier, which, as the
Commission is aware, is sometimes difficult in the hill areas due to intervening topography and
heavy vegetation. As summarized in this report, staff believes this proposal is an appropriate
replacement solution for the existing installation across Skyline Boulevard, which will be
removed upon completion of this installation.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS BACKGROUND

Limitations on Local Government Zoning Authority under the Telecommunications Act of

1996

Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (TCA) provides federal standards for the
siting of “Personal Wireless Services Facilities.” “Personal Wireless Services” include all
commercial mobile services (including personal communications services (PCS), cellular radio
mobile services, and paging); unlicensed wireless services; and common carrier wireless
exchange access services. Under Section 704, local zoning authority over personal wireless
services is preserved such that the FCC is prevented from preempting local land use decisions;
however, local government zoning decisions are still restricted by several provisions of federal
law. Under Section 253 of the TCA, no state or local regulation or other legal requirement can
prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the ability of any entity to provide any interstate or
intrastate telecommunications service.

Further, Section 704 of the TCA imposes limitations on what local and state governments can
do. Section 704 prohibits any state and local government action which unreasonably
discriminates among personal wireless providers. Local governments must ensure that its
wireless ordinance does not contain requirements in the form of regulatory terms or fees which
may have the “effect” of prohibiting the placement, construction, or modification of personal
wireless services. Section 704 also preempts any local zoning regulation purporting to regulate
the placement, construction and modification of personal wireless service facilities on the basis,
either directly or indirectly, on the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions (RF) of
such facilities, which otherwise comply with FCC standards in this regard. See, 47 U.S.C. 332
(¢) (7) (B) (iv) (1996). This means that local authorities may not regulate the siting or
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construction of personal wireless facilities based on RF standards that are more stringent than
those promulgated by the FCC. Section 704 mandates that local governments act upon personal
wireless service facility siting applications to place, construct, or modify a facility within a
reasonable time. 47 U.S.C.332(c) (7) (B) (ii). See FCC Shot Clock ruling setting forth
“reasonable time” standards for applications deemed complete. Section 704 also mandates that
the FCC provide technical support to local governments in order to encourage them to make
property, rights-of-way, and easements under their jurisdiction available for the placement of
new spectrum-based telecommunications services. This proceeding is currently at the comment
stage. For more information on the FCC’s jurisdiction in this area, contact Steve Markendorff,
Chief of the Broadband Branch, Commercial Wireless Division, Wireless Telecommunications
Bureau, at (202) 418-0640 or e-mail "smarkend@fcc.gov".

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Pursuant to the City's underground utility program, the applicant Crown Castle is proposing to
remove and relocate an existing telecommunication facility attached to the existing PG&E Pole
to a new location across street from 6644 Ascot Drive. The project involves installation of a new
27 tall metal pole as a telecommunication monopole facility located in the City of Oakland
public right-of-way; installation one 24” x 16> antenna mounted on top of the pole; an associated
equipment cabinet will be housing all radio equipment within a 54” tall x 48” wide enclosure
mounted on ground on a new cement pad located next to the pole. The pole will resemble light
pole and be painted a moss green.

(See Attachment A)

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

The project site is located within the City of Oakland public right-of-way located on the
intersection of Skyline Boulevard / Ascot Drive and adjacent to a vacant down-sloped parcel and
is located across Street from 6644 Ascot Drive and about 30 feet away from the residence
located at 6621 Ascot Drive.

GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS

The site is located in a Hillside Residential area under the General Plan’s Land Use and
Transportation Element (LUTE). The intent of the Hillside Residential area is: “to create,
maintain, and enhance residential areas characterized by detached, single unit structures.”
Telecommunications constitute an Essential Service Civic Activity under the Planning Code.
Given hillside residential customers increasing reliance upon cellular service for phone and
internet, and as undergrounding districts are scheduled to be implemented in certain districts over
time, the proposal will replaced an existing joint-utility poles telecommunication facility with a
new monopole located across street to maintain their telecommunication services. In addition the
proposed new location is bounded by a vacant lot with mature tall trees within the City of
Oakland public right-of- way and will not obstruct a scenic view, therefore the proposal will
conform to this Intent and to the following LUTE Policy:

“Policy N12.4 Undergrounding Ulility Lines.
Electrical, telephone, and related distribution lines should be undergrounded in commercial
and residential areas, except where special local conditions such as limited visibility of the
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poles and wires makes this unneeded. They should also be underground in appropriate
institutional, industrial, and other areas, and generally along freeways, scenic routes, and
heavily traveled streets.  Programs should lead systematically toward the eventual
undergrounding of all existing lines in such places. Where significant utility extensions are
taking place in these areas, such as in new subdivisions utilities should be installed
underground from the start”.

Staff, therefore finds the proposal, as conditioned, to conform to the General Plan.

The subject property is located within the Hillside Residential General Plan designation. The
Hillside Residential Land Use Classification is intended “to identify, create, maintain and
enhance neighborhood residential areas that are characterized by detached, single unit structures
on hillside lots. This proposed telecom installation is within an area where all utilities were
recently under-grounded pursuant to the City's underground utility program. The proposed
relocation of an existing telecommunication facility located in the public right-of-away and is
camouflaged with the existing mature tall trees; therefore, the proposed unmanned wireless
telecommunication facility will not adversely affect or detract from the residential characteristics
of the neighborhood.

ZONING ANALYSIS

The site is located within the RH-4 Hillside Residential and S-10 Scenic Route Combning Zones.
The intent of the RH-4 zone is: “to create, maintain, and enhance areas for single-family
dwellings on lots of 6,500 to 8,000 square feet and is typically appropriate in already developed
areas of the Oakland Hills.” The S-10 zone is intended to create, preserve and enhance areas
where hillside terrain, wooded canyons and ridges, and fine vistas or panoramas of Oakland
neighboring areas, or the Bay can be seen from the road, and it typically appropriate to roads
along or near ridges, or through canyons, of the Oakland Hills which roads have good continuity
and relatively infrequent vehicular access from abutting properties.

Monopole Telecommunications Facilities in residential zones require a Major Conditional Use
Permit, Design Review and in this case also a Minor Variance to waive the 1:1 ratio setback
requirements for a 27’ tall monopole facility located from the adjacent residential property line.
The proposed monopole facility will be located within the public right-of-way adjacent to a
residential lot line and will not meet the 1:1 setback ratio requirement from a residential
property lines. Given the topography, and vegetation the proposed monopole will be
camouflaged by the existing mature tall trees. Staff finds that the proposal meets the applicable
RH-4 and S-10 zoning and City of Oakland Telecommunication regulations.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines list the projects that qualify as
categorical exemptions from environmental review. The proposed project is categorically
exempt from the environmental review requirements pursuant to Section 15303, new
construction of small structures, and 15183, Projects Consistent with a Community Plan, General
Plan or Zoning.
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KEY ISSUES AND IMPACTS

Staff believes this proposal is an appropriate replacement solution for the existing facility on
Skyline Boulevard, which will be removed upon completion of this proposed new installation.

1. Conditional Use Permit and Design Review and Minor Variance

Section 17.17.040, 17.128.080 and 17.148.050 of the City of Oakland Planning Code requires a
Conditional Use Permit and Design Review to install a Monopole Telecommunication facility
within the RH-4 and S-10 zones and a Minor Variance to waive the 1:1 ratio setback
requirements for a monopole facility to be located from the adjacent residential property line.
Pursuant to Section 17.134.020 (A) (3) (i) of the Planning code lists as a Major Conditional Use
Permit is required for any telecommunications facility within 100’ of a residential zone. The
required findings for a Major Conditional Use Permit, Design Review and Minor Variance are
listed and included in staff’s evaluation as part of this report.

2. Project Site

Section 17.128.110 of the City of Oakland Telecommunication Regulations indicate that new
wireless facilities shall generally be located on designated properties or facilities in the following
order of preference:
A. Co-located on an existing structure or facility with existing wireless antennas.
B. City owned properties or other public or quasi-public facilities.
C. Existing commercial or industrial structures in non-residential zones (excluding all HBX
Zones and the D-CE3 and D-C-4 Zones).
D. Existing commercial or industrial structures in residential zones, HBX Zones, or the D-CE-
3 or D-CE-4 Zones.

E. Other non-residential uses in residential zones, HBX Zones, or the D-CE-3 or D-CE-4
Zones.

F. Residential uses in non-residential zones. (excluding all HBX Zones and the D-CE-3 and D-
CE-4 Zones).

G. Residential uses in residential zones, HBX Zones, or the D-CE-3 or D-CE-4 Zones.

*Facilities locating on an A, B or C ranked preference do not require a site alternatives analysis.
Facilities proposing to locate on a D through G ranked preference, inclusive, must submit a site
alternatives analysis as part of the required application materials.

Since the proposed project involves installation of a new monopole facility with new antennas
and associated equipment cabinets on a site within the public right-of-way, the proposed project
meets preference (B); hence a site alternatives analysis is not required, although the applicant did
provide one.

Alternative Site Analysis:

Crown Castle considered alternative sites on other locations in this area but none of these sites
are as desirable from a coverage perspective or from an aesthetics perspective to minimize visual
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impact. The proposed location is approximately equidistant from other DAS nodes proposed in
the surrounding area so that service coverage can be evenly distributed.

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s written evidence of an alternative sites analysis (see
attachment C) and determined that the site selected conforms to the telecommunication

regulation requirements. In addition, staff agrees that no other sites are more suitable.

3. Project Design

Section 17.128.120 of the City of Oakland Telecommunications Regulations indicates that new
wireless facilities shall generally be designed in the following order of preference:

A. Building or structure mounted antennas completely concealed from view.

B. Building or structure mounted antennas set back from roof edge, not visible from public right-
of way.

C. Building or structure mounted antennas below roof line (facade mount, pole mount) visible
from public right-of-way, painted to match existing structure.

D. Building or structure mounted antennas above roof line visible from public right of-way.

E. Monopoles.

F. Towers.

* Facilities designed to meet an A or B ranked preference do not require a site design alternatives
analysis. Facilities designed to meet a C through F ranked preference, inclusive, must submit a
site design alternatives analysis as part of the required application materials. A site design
alternatives analysis shall, at a minimum, consist of:

a. Written evidence indicating why each higher preference design alternative can not be used.
Such evidence shall be in sufficient detail that independent verification could be obtained if
required by the City of Oakland Zoning Manager. Evidence should indicate if the reason an
alternative was rejected was technical (e.g. incorrect height, interference from existing RF
sources, inability to cover required area) or for other concerns (e.g. inability to provide utilities,
construction or structural impediments).

City of Oakland Planning staff has reviewed and determined that the site selected conforms to all
other telecommunication regulation requirements. The project has met design criteria (C) since
the antennas will be mounted on a 27’ tall metal pole resembling a city light pole and is adjacent
to a vacant parcel with mature trees, and the metal pole will be camouflaged partially within the
existing mature trees and ground mounted equipment cabinet enclosure will be painted moss
green to match the color of the metal pole to minimize potential visual impacts from public view.
(See Attachment C)

4, Project Radio Frequency Emissions Standards

Section 17.128.130 of the City of Oakland Telecommunication Regulations require that the
applicant submit the following verifications including requests for modifications to existing
facilities:

a. The telecommunications regulations require that the applicant submit written documentation
demonstrating that the emission from the proposed project are within the limits set by the Federal
Communications Commission. In the document (attachment B) prepared by Jerrold T. Bushberg
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Health and Medical Physics Consulting, Inc. Registered Professional Engineer, the proposed
project was evaluated for compliance with appropriate guidelines limiting human exposure to
radio frequency electromagnetic fields. According to the report on the proposal, the project will
comply with the prevailing standards for limiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and,
therefore, the proposed site will operate within the current acceptable thresholds as established
by the Federal government or any such agency that may be subsequently authorized to establish
such standards.

b. Prior to final building permit sign off, an RF emissions report indicating that the site is
actually operating within the acceptable thresholds as established by the Federal government or
any such agency who may be subsequently authorized to establish such standards.

The RF emissions report, states that the proposed project will not cause a significant impact on
the environment. Additionally, staff recommends that prior to the final building permit sign off;
the applicant submits a certified RF emissions report stating that the facility is operating within
acceptable thresholds established by the regulatory federal agency.

CONCLUSION

Oakland neighborhoods have large and increasing demand for wireless telecommunications
service. Ultilities will be undergrounded in several districts, and there are few viable sites for
monopoles or other telecommunications facilities within underground districts. The new
proposal would not obstruct private views, or be situated unduly close to windows of the
adjacent residence and is camouflaged with the existing mature tall trees. Staff believes that the
findings for approval can be made to support the Conditional Use Permit and Design Review and
Minor Variance.



Oakland City Planning Commission May 18,2016
Case File Number: PLN16-090 Page 9

RECOMMENDATIONS: 1. Affirm staff’s environmental determination
2. Approve Major Conditional Use Permit, and
Design Review and Minor Variance application

PLN16-090 to the attached findings and
conditions of approval.

Prepared by:

Jason Madani
Planner 11

Reviewed by:

Scott Miller
Zoning Manager

Reviewed by: /L\

Darin Ranelletti, Deputy Director
Bureau of Planning and Building

Approved for forwarding to the
City Planning Commission

g[achel Flynn, Difector
ureau of Planning and Building

ATTACHMENTS:

Project Plans & Photo simulations

Site Safe RE Compliance Experts RF Emissions Report
Site Alternative Analysis and Coverage Maps
Correspondence

o0 wp
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL:

This proposal meets all the required findings under Section 17.134.050, of the General Use Permit
criteria; all the required findings under Section 17.136.050. (B), of the Non-Residential Design Review
criteria; all the required findings under Section 17.128.080 (B), of the telecommunication facilities
(Monopole) Design Review criteria; and all the required findings under Section 17.128.080. (C), of the
telecommunication facilities (Monopole) Conditional Use Permit criteria; and Variance finding
17.148.050 and as set forth below and which are required to approve your application. Required findings
are shown in bold type; reasons your proposal satisfies them are shown in normal type.

SECTION 17.134.050 - GENERAL USE PERMIT FINDINGS:

A. That the location, size, design, and operating characteristics of the proposed development will
be compatible with, and will not adversely affect, the livability or appropriate development of
abutting properties and the surrounding neighborhood, with consideration to be given to harmony
in scale, bulk, coverage, and density; to the availability of civic facilities and utilities; to harmful
effect, if any upon desirable neighborhood character; to the generation of traffic and the capacity
of surrounding streets; and to any other relevant impact of the development.

Hillside residential areas are difficult coverage areas for radio frequencies. These neighborhoods also
have large and increasing demand for wireless telecommunications service. Utilities will be
undergrounded in several districts, and there are few viable sites for monopoles. The proposed site will
not obstruct views from or be situated unduly close to a private viewing location such as a living room of
the adjacent residence. The presence of the existing mature tall trees will serve as a camouflaging
background when viewed from the street. The siting will not preclude future development of the adjacent
vacant lot. The project is accompanied by a satisfactory radio frequency. (RF) emissions report.
Conditions of Approval require that the monopole be painted green to better camouflage it with the
adjacent vegetation, and, a satisfactory review by the Public Works Agency prior to submitting for a
Building Permit.(see Conditions of Approval #15)

The facility will be unmanned and will not create additional vehicular traffic in the area and will not
adversely affect the operating characteristics or livability of the hillside area.

B. That the location, design, and site planning of the proposed development will provide a
convenient and functional living, working, shopping, or civic environment, and will be as attractive
as the nature of the use and its location and setting warrant.

The proposed site will not obstruct views from or be situated unduly close to a private viewing location
such as a living room of surrounding residences. The presence of mature trees will serve as
camouflaging background when viewed from the street. The siting will not preclude future development
of the adjacent vacant lot.

C. That the proposed development will enhance the successful operation of the surrounding area
in its basic community functions, or will provide an essential service to the community or region.

Hillside residential areas are difficult coverage areas for radio frequencies. The neighborhoods have
large and increasing demand for wireless telecommunications service for phone and internet. Utilities
will be undergrounded in this district and there are few viable sites for monopoles.
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D. That the proposal conforms to all applicable design review criteria set forth in the DESIGN
REVIEW PROCEDURE of Chapter 17.136 of the Oakland Planning Code.

Design Review is required and findings are made as described in following sections of this attachment.

E. That the proposal conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland General Plan and with
any other applicable plan or development control map which has been adopted by the City
Council.

The site is located in a Hillside Residential area under the General Plan’s Land Use and Transportation
Element (LUTE). The intent of the Hillside Residential area is: “fo create, maintain, and enhance
residential areas characterized by detached, single unit structures.” Telecommunications constitute an
Essential Service Civic Activity under the Planning Code. Given hillside residential customers
increasing reliance upon cellular service for phone and internet, and as undergrounding districts will be
implemented in certain districts over time, the proposal for a monopole that is not on a clear view
corridor site or precluding development conforms to this Intent and to the following LUTE Policy:

-Policy N12.4 Undergrounding Utility Lines.
Electrical, telephone, and related distribution lines should be undergrounded in commercial and
residential areas, except where special local conditions such as limited visibility of the poles and
wires makes this unneeded. They should also be underground in appropriate institutional, industrial,
and other areas, and generally along freeways, scenic routes, and heavily traveled streets. Programs
should lead systematically toward the eventual undergrounding of all existing lines in such places.
Where significant utility extensions are taking place in these areas, such as in new subdivisions
utilities should be installed underground from the start.

Section 17.128.080(C) CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT (CUP) FINDINGS FOR MONOPOLE
FACILITIES

1. The project must meet the special design review criteria listed in subsection B of this section
(17.128.080C):

Design Review is required and findings are made as described in following sections of this attachment.

2. Monopoles should not be located any closer than one thousand five hundred (1,500) feet from
existing monopoles unless technologically required or visually preferable:

No known monopoles exist within 1,500 feet of the site; nonetheless, this location is technologically
required given minimal viable sites, and, visually preferable and is located to adjacent vacant lot and to
several large trees.

3. The proposed project must not disrupt the overall community character:

The proposed site design would not obstruct private views, or be situated unduly close to a private
viewing location such as a living room of nearby residences. The adjacent lot is vacant and not developed
and is surrounded with mature tall trees. The siting of new telecommunication facility would not
preclude future development of the adjacent vacant residential lot. The presence of mature tall trees
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would serve as camouflaging background when viewed from the street. Hillside residential areas have
large and increasing demand for wireless telecommunications service for phone and internet. Utilities
will be undergrounded in several districts and there are few viable sites for monopoles. Conditions of
approval ensure that the monopole be painted green color to better camouflage it with adjacent trees, and
a satisfactory review by the Public Works Agency prior to submitting for a Building Permit. (see
Conditions of Approval #15)

4. If a Major Conditional Use Permit is required, the Planning Director or the Planning Commission
may request independent expert review regarding site location, collocation and facility
configuration. Any party may request that the Planning Commission consider making such request
for independent expert review.

a. If there is any objection to the appointment of an independent expert engineer, the applicant
must notify the Planning Director within ten days of the Commission request. The Commission will
hear arguments regarding the need for the independent expert and the applicant’s objection to
having one appointed. The Commission will rule as to whether an independent expert should be
appointed.

b. Should the Commission appoint an independent expert, the Commission will direct the Planning
Director to pick an expert from a panel of licensed engineers, a list of which will be compiled,
updated and maintained by the Planning Department.

¢. No expert on the panel will be allowed to review any materials or investigate any application
without first signing an agreement under penalty of perjury that the expert will keep confidential
any and all information learned during the investigation of the application. No personnel currently
employed by a telecommunication company are eligible for inclusion on the list.

d. An applicant may elect to keep confidential any proprietary information during the expert’s
investigation. However, if an applicant does so elect to keep confidential various items of
proprietary information, that applicant may not introduce the confidential proprietary
information for the first time before the Commission in support of the application.

e. The Commission shall require that the independent expert prepare the report in a timely
fashion so that it will be available to the public prior to any public hearing on the application.

f. Should the Commission appoint an independent expert, the expert’s fees will be paid by the
applicant through the application fee, imposed by the city.

The Planning Director has not made such a request; this is however an option available to the Planning
Commission.

17.136.050(B) — NONRESIDENTIAL DESIGN REVIEW CRITERIA:

1. That the proposal will help achieve or maintain a group of facilities which are well related to
one another and which, when taken together, will result in a well-composed design, with
consideration given to site, landscape, bulk, height, arrangement, texture, materials, colors, and
appurtenances; the relation of these factors to other facilities in the vicinity; and the relation of the
proposal to the total setting as seen from key points in the surrounding area. Only elements of
design which have some significant relationship to outside appearance shall be considered, except
as otherwise provided in Section 17.136.060;

The proposed project will help achieve consistency in design because it is designed to look like other
City of Oakland utility light poles. The project involves installation of a new 27’ tall metal pole as a
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telecommunication monopole facility located in the public right-of-way; installation one 24 x 16”
antenna mounted on top of the pole; an associated equipment cabinet will be housing all radio equipment
within 54” tall x 48” wide ground mounted on a new cement pad located next to the pole. The presence
of mature tall trees will serve as a camouflaging background when viewed from the street.

2. That the proposed design will be of a quality and character which harmonizes with, and serves
to protect the value of, private and public investments in the area;

The design will be appropriate and compatible with current zoning and General Plan Land Use
designations. The antennas will be located on a 27’ tall monopole designed to look like a city light pole
set in a wooded area and will have minimal visual impacts as seen from the roadway.

3. That the proposed design conforms in all significant respects with the Qakland General Plan
and with any applicable design review guidelines or criteria, district plan, or development control
map which have been adopted by the Planning Commission or City Council.

The site is located in a Hillside Residential area under the General Plan’s Land Use and Transportation
Element (LUTE). The intent of the Hillside Residential area is: “to create, maintain, and enhance
residential areas characterized by detached, single unit structures.” Telecommunications constitute an
Essential Service Civic Activity under the Planning Code. Given hillside residential customers
increasing reliance upon cellular service for phone and internet, and as undergrounding districts will be
implemented in certain districts over time, the proposal for a monopole that is not on a clear view
corridor and provide more than 27’ separation for existing homes within subject site or precluding
development conforms to this Intent and to the following LUTE Policy:

Policy N12.4 Undergrounding Utility Lines.

Electrical, telephone, and related distribution lines should be undergrounded in commercial and
residential areas, except where special local conditions such as limited visibility of the poles and
wires makes this unneeded. They should also be underground in appropriate institutional, industrial,
and other areas, and generally along freeways, scenic routes, and heavily traveled streets. Programs
should lead systematically toward the eventual undergrounding of all existing lines in such places.
Where significant utility extensions are taking place in these areas, such as in new subdivisions
utilities should be installed underground from the start.

17.128.080(B) DESIGN REVIEW CRITERIA FOR MONOPOLE FACILITIES

1. Collocation is to be encouraged when it will decrease visual impact and collocation is to be
discouraged when it will increase negative visual impact:

The proposal is to relocate an existing joint pole telecommunication facility to a new facility where no
adjacent poles exist to offer collocation.

2. Monopoles should not be sited to create visual clutter or negatively affect specific views:
The monopole is sited so that no scenic view obstruction will occur, and will be painted green color to

better camouflage it with adjacent trees. Given the topography, and the location of metal pole, the project
will have minimal visual impacts in the hillside area.
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3. Monopoles shall be screened from the public view wherever possible:

The monopole will be visible from a minimal number of vantage points in the immediate area. However,
it will essentially have the appearance of a city light pole.

4. The equipment shelter or cabinet must be concealed from public view or made compatible with
the architecture of the surrounding structures or placed underground. The shelter or cabinet must
be regularly maintained:

Equipment will be ground mounted and painted along with the pole as camouflage. The equipment will
be placed and secured such that it will not be accessed by the public and will be maintained by Crown
Castle Company.

5. Site location and development shall preserve the preexisting character of the surrounding
buildings and land uses and the zone district as much as possible. Wireless communication towers
shall be integrated through location and design to blend in with the existing characteristics of the
site to the extent practical. Existing on-site vegetation shall be preserved or improved, and
disturbance of the existing topography shall be minimized, unless such disturbance would result in
less visual impact of the site to the surrounding area:

The site is not located close to primary living space of existing homes. It is located within the public
right-of-way adjacent to a vacant lot with a grove of mature tall trees and will be painted green color to
blend in with the existing vegetation. Based on the location of site, the proposed monopole will not result
in a significant visual impact and will blend in with the existing characteristics of the site.

6. That all reasonable means of reducing public access to the antennas and equipment has been
made, including, but not limited to, placement in or on buildings or structures, fencing, anti-
climbing measures and anti-tampering devices:

The antennas will be mounted to a monopole and will not be accessible to the public due to its location.
The equipment cabinet will be secured such that it is only accessible to maintenance workers and not to
the public.

VARIANCE PROCEDURE/FINDINGS REQUIRED (OMC SEC. 17.148.050(A))

1. That strict compliance with the specified regulation would result in practical difficulty or
unnecessary hardship inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning regulations, due to unique
physical or topographic circumstances or conditions of design; or, as an alternative in the case of a
minor variance, that such strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution improving
livability, operational efficiency, or appearance.

Zoning regulation 17.128.080(A) (3) requires: “When a monopole is in a residential zone or adjacent to a
residential use, it must be set back from the nearest residential lot line a distance at least equal to its total
height of the pole”. The proposed monopole facility is located close proximity of the adjacent side
property line therefore it requires a Minor Variance. The purposes of the requirement are to create a “fall
zone” between a monopole facility and a residence, to avoid a looming effect, and a view obstruction.
“Strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution improving livability and operational
efficiency. Staff feels that this variance is justified for the following reasons: The proposed 27’ tall
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monopole is located within the public right-of-way adjacent to the side portion of residential down-
sloped vacant parcel and any future home would be located at much lower elevation and is surrounded
with mature tall trees, as result the proposal will not have significant impacts on the future development
of a vacant residential property. In addition, the construction of the monopole will satisfy engineering and
construction standards to ensure it would not fall. Hillside residential areas have large and increasing
demand for wireless telecommunications service for phone and internet. Utilities will be undergrounded
in several districts and there are few viable sites for monopoles within this vicinity.

2. That strict compliance with the regulations would deprive the applicant of privileges enjoyed by
owners of similarly zoned property; or, as an alternative in the case of a minor variance, that such
strict compliance would preclude an effective design solution fulfilling the basic intent of the
applicable regulation.

Other existing poles in the hill side area do not meet the 1:1 height/setback ratio requirement. The design
will not obstruct views or create a looming effect.

3. That the variance, if granted, will not adversely affect the character, livability, or appropriate
development of abutting properties or the surrounding area, and will not be detrimental to the

public welfare or contrary to adopted plans or development policy.

The monopole will be subject to building permits, will maintain and enhance service without overhead
lines, and will be relatively camouflaged by the existing vegetation on the site.

4. That the variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with limitations
imposed on similarly zoned properties or inconsistent with the purposes of the zoning regulations.

Other nonconformities and variances to the regulation exist or have been granted.

5. That the elements of the proposal requiring the variance (e.g., elements such as buildings, walls,
fences, driveways, garages and carports, etc.) conform with the regular design review criteria set
forth in the design review procedure at Section 17.136.050.

Design Review is required and findings are made as described in following sections of this attachment.
6. That the proposal conforms in all significant respects with the Oakland General Plan and with
any other applicable guidelines or criteria, district plan, or development control map which have

been adopted by the Planning Commission or City Council.

The proposal conforms to the General Plan as described in a previous section of this attachment.
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
PL.N16-090

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1. Approved Use
The project shall be constructed and operated in accordance with the authorized use as described in the
approved application materials PLN16-090, and the plans dated March 23, 2016 submitted on
March 31, 2016, as amended by the following conditions of approval and mitigation measures, if
applicable (“Conditions of Approval” or “Conditions”).

2. Effective Date, Expiration, Extensions and Extinguishment

This Approval shall become effective immediately, unless the Approval is appealable, in which case
the Approval shall become effective in ten calendar days unless an appeal is filed. Unless a different
termination date is prescribed, this Approval shall expire two years from the Approval date, or from
the date of the final decision in the event of an appeal, unless within such period all necessary permits
for construction or alteration have been issued, or the authorized activities have commenced in the
case of a permit not involving construction or alteration. Upon written request and payment of
appropriate fees submitted no later than the expiration date of this Approval, the Director of City
Planning or designee may grant a one-year extension of this date, with additional extensions subject to
approval by the approving body. Expiration of any necessary building permit or other construction-
related permit for this project may invalidate this Approval if said Approval has also expired. If
litigation is filed challenging this Approval, or its implementation, then the time period stated above
for obtaining necessary permits for construction or alteration and/or commencement of authorized
activities is automatically extended for the duration of the litigation.

3. Compliance with Other Requirements

The project applicant shall comply with all other applicable federal, state, regional, and local
laws/codes, requirements, regulations, and guidelines, including but not limited to those imposed by
the City’s Bureau of Building, Fire Marshal, and Public Works Department. Compliance with other
applicable requirements may require changes to the approved use and/or plans. These changes shall be
processed in accordance with the procedures contained in Condition #4.

4. Minor and Major Changes

a. Minor changes to the approved project, plans, Conditions, facilities, or use may be approved
administratively by the Director of City Planning

b. Major changes to the approved project, plans, Conditions, facilities, or use shall be reviewed by the
Director of City Planning to determine whether such changes require submittal and approval of a
revision to the Approval by the original approving body or a new independent permit/approval. Major
revisions shall be reviewed in accordance with the procedures required for the original
permit/approval. A new independent permit/approval shall be reviewed in accordance with the
procedures required for the new permit/approval.

5. Compliance with Conditions of Approval
a. The project applicant and property owner, including successors, (collectively referred to hereafter as
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the “project applicant” or “applicant”) shall be responsible for compliance with all the Conditions of
Approval and any recommendations contained in any submitted and approved technical report at
his/her sole cost and expense, subject to review and approval by the City of Oakland.

b. The City of Oakland reserves the right at any time during construction to require certification by a
licensed professional at the project applicant’s expense that the as-built project conforms to all
applicable requirements, including but not limited to, approved maximum heights and minimum
setbacks. Failure to construct the project in accordance with the Approval may result in remedial
reconstruction, permit revocation, permit modification, stop work, permit suspension, or other
corrective action.

c. Violation of any term, Condition, or project description relating to the Approval is unlawful,
prohibited, and a violation of the Oakland Municipal Code. The City of Oakland reserves the right to
initiate civil and/or criminal enforcement and/or abatement proceedings, or after notice and public
hearing, to revoke the Approval or alter these Conditions if it is found that there is violation of any of
the Conditions or the provisions of the Planning Code or Municipal Code, or the project operates as or
causes a public nuisance. This provision is not intended to, nor does it, limit in any manner whatsoever
the ability of the City to take appropriate enforcement actions. The project applicant shall be
responsible for paying fees in accordance with the City’s Master Fee Schedule for inspections
conducted by the City or a City-designated third-party to investigate alleged violations of the Approval
or Conditions.

6. Signed Copy of the Approval/Conditions
A copy of the Approval letter and Conditions shall be signed by the project applicant, attached to each
set of permit plans submitted to the appropriate City agency for the project, and made available for
review at the project job site at all times.

7. Blight/Nuisances

The project site shall be kept in a blight/nuisance-free condition. Any existing blight or nuisance shall
be abated within 60 days of approval, unless an earlier date is specified elsewhere.

8. Indemnification

a.To the maximum extent permitted by law, the project applicant shall defend (with counsel acceptable
to the City), indemnify, and hold harmless the City of Oakland, the Oakland City Council, the Oakland
Redevelopment Successor Agency, the Oakland City Planning Commission, and their respective
agents, officers, employees, and volunteers (hereafter collectively called “City”) from any liability,
damages, claim, judgment, loss (direct or indirect), action, causes of action, or proceeding (including
legal costs, attorneys’ fees, expert witness or consultant fees, City Attorney or staff time, expenses or
costs) (collectively called “Action”) against the City to attack, set aside, void or annul this Approval or
implementation of this Approval. The City may elect, in its sole discretion, to participate in the
defense of said Action and the project applicant shall reimburse the City for its reasonable legal costs
and attorneys’ fees.

b. Within ten (10) calendar days of the filing of any Action as specified in subsection (a) above, the
project applicant shall execute a Joint Defense Letter of Agreement with the City, acceptable to the
Office of the City Attorney, which memorializes the above obligations. These obligations and the Joint
Defense Letter of Agreement shall survive termination, extinguishment, or invalidation of the
Approval. Failure to timely execute the Letter of Agreement does not relieve the project applicant of
any of the obligations contained in this Condition or other requirements or Conditions of Approval that
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may be imposed by the City.

9. Severability
The Approval would not have been granted but for the applicability and validity of each and every one
of the specified Conditions, and if one or more of such Conditions is found to be invalid by a court of
competent jurisdiction this Approval would not have been granted without requiring other valid
Conditions consistent with achieving the same purpose and intent of such Approval.

10. Construction Activity in the Public Right-of-Way
a. Obstruction Permit Required
Requirement: The project applicant shall obtain an obstruction permit from the City prior to
placing any temporary construction-related obstruction in the public right-of-way, including
City streets and sidewalks.

When Required: Prior to approval of construction-related permit

Initial Approval: Bureau of Building

Monitoring/Inspection: Bureau of Building

b. Traffic Control Plan Required
Requirement: In the event of obstructions to vehicle or bicycle travel lanes, the project applicant
shall submit a Traffic Control Plan to the City for review and approval prior to obtaining an
obstruction permit. The project applicant shall submit evidence of City approval of the Traffic

Control Plan with the application for an obstruction permit. The Traffic Control Plan shall
contain a set of comprehensive traffic control measures for auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
detours, including detour signs if required, lane closure procedures, signs, cones for drivers, and
designated construction access routes. The project applicant shall implement the approved Plan
during construction.

When Required: Prior to approval of construction-related permit
Initial Approval Public Works Department, Transportation Services Division

Monitoring/Inspection: Bureau of Building

¢. Repair of City Streets
Requirement: The project applicant shall repair any damage to the public right-of way, including
streets and sidewalks caused by project construction at his/her expense within one week of the
occurrence of the damage (or excessive wear), unless further damage/excessive wear may
continue; in such case, repair shall occur prior to approval of the final inspection of the
construction-related permit. All damage that is a threat to public health or safety shall be
repaired immediately.
When Required: Prior to building permit final
Initial Approval: N/A

Monitoring/Inspection: Bureau of Building
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PROJECT SPECIFIC CONDTIONS:

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Radio Frequency Emissions

Prior to the final building permit sign off.

The applicant shall submit a certified RF emissions report stating the facility is operating within the
acceptable standards established by the regulatory Federal Communications Commission.

Operational

Ongoing.

Noise levels from the activity, property, or any mechanical equipment on site shall comply with the
performance standards of Section 17.120 of the Oakland Planning Code and Section 8.18 of the
Oakland Municipal Code. If noise levels exceed these standards, the activity causing the noise shall
be abated until appropriate noise reduction measures have been installed and compliance verified by
the Planning and Zoning Division and Building Services.

Equipment cabinets

Prior to building permit Issuances.

The applicant shall submit revised elevations showing associated equipment cabinets are concealed
within a single equipment box that is painted to match the utility pole, to the Oakland Planning
Department for review and approval.

Radio Frequency Emissions

Prior to the final building permit sign off

The applicant shall submit a certified RF emissions report stating the facility is operating within the acceptable
standards established by the regulatory Federal Communications Commission.

Public Works Review

Prior to submitting a building permit application

The plans shall receive a satisfactory review from the Public Works Agency, incorporating any
required modifications.

Revised Plan
Prior to issuance of building permit.
Revised detail site plan to scale shall be submitted for review and approved by the Planning Bureau.

Height limitation

Ongoing

The Planning Bureau recommended approval, and the City Planning Commission approved a
monopole height of 27°. This height is relatively consistent with the height of nearby light poles and
was an important factor as to why approval is granted. Any modifications to the monopole, including
an increase in height or addition of any equipment, could compromise this consistency and is not
permissible.


































ATTACHMENT B

JERROLD T. BUSHBERG Ph.D., DABMP, DABSNM, FAAPM, FHPS
SHEALTH AND MEDICAL PHYSICS CONSULTING$

7784 Oak Bay Circle Sacramento, CA 95831
(800) 760-8414—jbushberg@hampc.com

Ernesto Figueroa ' February 18,2016
Sr. RF Engineer

Crown Castle

695 River Oaks Parkway

San Jose, CA 95134

Introduction

This report provides an analysis of the technical specifications the proposed Crown Castle wireless facilities
in order to determine compliance with public and occupational radiofrequency (RF) safety standards. The
project scope for Crown Castle includes the installation of new wireless equipment and all associated brackets
on utility poles in the public right-of-way in accordance with the construction specifications and governing
construction guidelines as depicted in the node configuration drawing (attachment 1). These nodes will be used
for wireless telecommunications transmission and reception utilizing one omni-directional Kathrein Scala
antennae model 840-10510 mounted to a utility pole. The antenna and power specification details are depicted
in attachment two. The distance from the antenna center to the ground for node N22m will be 26.0 feet. This
analysis represents the worst case for this proposed node that is utilizing these transmission and antennae
specifications. The node ID and address for this configuration proposed for Oakland Hills, CA is shown in
Appendix A-0-1.

Calculation Methodology

Calculations at the level of the antenna were made in accordance with the cylindrical model recommendations
for near-field analysis contained in the Federal Communications Commission, Office of Engineering and
Technology Bulletin 65 (OET 65) entitled "Evaluating Compliance with FCC-Guidelines for Human Exposure
to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields.” RF exposure calculations at ground level were made using
equation 10 from the same OET document. Several assumptions were made in order to provide the most
conservative or "worse case" projections of power densities. Calculations were made assuming that all
channels were operating simultaneously at their maximum design ERP. Attenuation (weakening) ofthe signal
that would result from surrounding foliage or buildings was ignored. Buildings or other structures can reduce
the signal strength by a factor of 10 (i.e., 10 dB) or more depending upon the construction material. In
addition, for ground level calculations, the ground or other surfaces were considered to be perfect reflectors
(which they are not) and the RF energy was assumed to overlap and interact constructively at all locations
(which they would not) thereby resulting in the calculation of the maximum potential exposure. In fact, the
accumulations of all these very conservative assumptions, will significantly overestimate the actual exposures
that would typically be expected from such a facility. However, this method is a prudent approach that errs
on the side of safety.
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RF Safety Standards

The two most widely recognized standards for protection against RF field exposure are those published by the
American National Standards Institute (ANSI) C95.1 and the National Council on Radiation Protection and
measurement (NCRP) report #86.

The NCRP is a private, congressionally chartered institution with the charge to provide expert analysis of a
variety of issues (especially health and safety recommendations) on radiations of all forms. The scientific
analyses of the NCRP are held in high esteem in the scientific and regulatory community both nationally and
internationally. In fact, the vast majority of the radiological health regulations currently in existence can trace
their origin, in some way, to the recommendations of the NCRP.

All RF exposure standards are frequency-specific, in recognition of the differential absorption of RF energy
as a function of frequency. The most restrictive exposure levels in the standards are associated with those
frequencies that are most readily absorbed in humans. Maximum absorption occurs at approximately 80 MHz
in adults. The NCRP maximum allowable continuous occupational exposure at this frequency is 1,000
pW/cm?. This compares to 5,000 pW/cm’ at the most restrictive of the PCS frequencies (~1,800 MHz) that
are absorbed much less efficiently than exposures in the VHF TV band.

The traditional NCRP philosophy of providing a higher standard of protection for members of the general
population compared to occupationally exposed individuals, prompted a two-tiered safety standard by which
levels of allowable exposure were substantially reduced for "uncontrolled " (e.g., public) and continuous
exposures. This measure was taken to account for the fact that workers in an industrial environment are
typically exposed no more than eight hours a day while members of the general population in proximity to a
source of RF radiation may be exposed continuously. This additional protection factor also provides a greater
margin of safety for children, the infirmed, aged, or others who might be more sensitive to RF exposure. After
several years of evaluating the national and international scientific and biomedical literature, the members of
the NCRP scientific committee selected 931 publications in the peer-reviewed scientific literature on which
to base their recommendations. The current NCRP recommendations limit continuous public exposure at PCS
frequencies to 1,000 pW/cm?.

The 1992 ANSI standard was developed by Scientific Coordinating Committee 28 (SCC 28) under the
auspices of the Institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE). This standard, entitled "IEEE
Standards for Safety Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields,
3 kHz to 300 GHz" (IEEE C95.1-1991), was issued in April 1992 and subsequently adopted by ANSL. A
complete revision of this standard (C95.1-2005) was completed in October 2005 by SCC 39 the IEEE
International Committee on Electromagnetic Safety. The current version, including minor revisions, was
published in March 2010. Their recommendations are similar to the NCRP recommendation for the maximum
permissible exposure (MPE) to the public PCS frequencies (950 pW/cm? for continuous exposure at 1,900
MHz) and incorporates the convention of providing for a greater margin of safety for public as compared with
occupational exposure. Higher whole body exposures are allowed for brief periods provided that no 30 minute
time-weighted average exposure exceeds these aforementioned limits.

On August 9, 1996, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) established a RF exposure standard that
is a hybrid of the current ANSI and NCRP standards. The maximum permissible exposure values used to
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assess environmental exposures are those of the NCRP (i.e., maximum public continuous exposure at PCS
frequencies of 1,000 pW/cm?). The FCC issued these standards in order to address its responsibilities under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to consider whether its actions will "significantly affect the
quality of the human environment.” In as far as there was no other standard issued by a federal agency such
as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the FCC utilized their rulemaking procedure to consider
which standards should be adopted. The FCC received thousands of pages of comments over a three-year
review period from a variety of sources including the public, academia, federal health and safety agencies (e.g.,
EPA & FDA) and the telecommunications industry. The FCC gave special consideration to the
recommendations by the federal health agencies because of their special responsibility for protecting the public
health and safety. In fact, the maximum permissible exposure (MPE) values in the FCC standard are those
recommended by EPA and FDA. The FCC standard incorporates various elements of the 1992 ANSI and
NCRP standards which were chosen because they are widely accepted and technically supportable. There are
a variety of other exposure guidelines and standards set by other national and international organizations and
governments, most of which are similar to the current ANSIIEEE or NCRP standard, figure one.

The FCC standards “Guidelines for Evaluating the Environmental Effects of Radiofrequency Radiation”
(Report and Order FCC 96-326) adopted the ANSI/IEEE definitions for controlled and uncontrolled
environments. In order to use the higher exposure levels associated with a controlled environment, RF
exposures must be occupationally related (e.g., PCS company RF technicians) and they must be aware of and
have sufficient knowledge to control their exposure. All other environmental areas are considered
uncontrolled (e.g., public) for which the stricter (i.e., lower) environmental exposure limits apply. All carriers
were required to be in compliance with the new FCC RF exposure standards for new telecommunications
facilities by October 15, 1997. These standards applied retroactively for existing telecommunications facilities
on September 1, 2000.

The task for the physical, biological, and medical scientists that evaluate health implications of the RF data
base has been to identify those RF field conditions that can produce harmful biological effects. No panel of
experts can guarantee safe levels of exposure because safety is anull concept, and negatives are not susceptible
to proof. What a dispassionate scientific assessment can offer is the presumption of safety when RF-field
conditions do not give rise to a demonstrable harmful effect.

Summary & Conclusions

All Crown Castle antenna systems operating with the maximal exposure conditions characteristics as specified
above and observing a 5 foot (public) exclusion zone directly in front of and at the same elevation as the
antenna, will be in full compliance with FCC RF public and occupational safety exposure standards (see
appendix A-1). These transmitters, by design and operation, are low-power devices (see attachment 2). An RF
safety notice sign, as depicted in appendix A-2 should be placed near the antenna. This sign should contain
appropriate contact information and indicate that RF exposures at 5 feet or closer to the face of the antenna
may exceed the FCC public exposure standard. Thus only qualified RF workers may work within the 5 foot
exclusion zone. The maximum RF exposure at ground level from this node will not be in excess of 9.5% of
the FCC public safety standard, (see appendix A-3). A chart of the electromagnetic spectrum and a
comparison of RF power densities from various common sources is presented in figures two and three
respectively in order to place exposures from wireless telecommunications systems in perspective.
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Given the low levels of radiofrequency fields that would be generated from all Crown Castle omni-directional
antenna installations of this configuration, (e.g., antenna specification and input power); where the center of
the antenna is 26.0 or more feet above grade, and the 5 foot public exclusion zone directly in front and at the
same elevation as the antenna is observed, there is no scientific basis to conclude that harmful effects will
attend the utilization of these proposed wireless telecommunications facilities. This conclusion is supported
by a large numbers of scientists that have participated in standard-setting activities in the United States who
are overwhelmingly agreed that RF radiation exposure below the FCC exposure limits has no demonstrably
harmful effects on humans.

These findings are based on my professional evaluation of the scientific issues related to the health and safety
of non-ionizing electromagnetic radiation and my analysis ofthe technical specification as provided by Crown
Castle Networks. The opinions expressed herein are based on my professional judgement and are not intended
to necessarily represent the views of any other organization or institution. Please contact me if you require
any additional information.

Sincerely,

Jerrold T. Bushberg Ph.D., DABMP, DABSNM, FAAPM

Diplomate, American Board of Medical Physics (DABMP)

Diplomate, American Board of Science in Nuclear Medicine (DABSNM)

Fellow, American Association of Physicists in Medicine (FAAPM)
Fellow, Health Physics Society (FHPS)

Enclosures: Figures 1-3; Attachment 1,2; Appendix A-0, A-1, A-2, A-3 and Statement of Experience.
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Attachment 1

Site Configuration Examples


















Attachment 2

Antenna Specifications









Appendix A-0

Node [Ds, Configuration & Locations
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Node IDs, Configuration & Locations
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Appendix A-1

RF EXPOSURE AT THE LEVEL OF THE ANTENNA






Appendix A-2

RF NOTICE SIGN






RF Exposure At Ground Level












Overview

* This is an existing site on a JPA pole that needs to be
relocated as its part of a Rule 20 underground project.

* This project will replace the wooden pole with a new
metal pole

* The area Crown is looking to cover is all residential with
no commercial property in the area.

* The only existing structures in the area metal light
poles owned by the city. The city has refused to work
with Crown on allowing them to attach equipment to
the poles.

* The search area for this site is extremely small as it’s
replacing an existing site in an existing DAS network.












ATTACHMENT D

Madani, Jason

From: Miller, Scott

Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 3:06 PM

To: Madani, Jason

Subject: FW: Proposed New Relocated Pole Ascot/Skyline

Jason, this is in regard to your Skyline/Ascot application.
Scott

Scott Miller, Zoning Manager | Bureau of Planning | 250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 2114 | Oakland, CA 94612 |
Phone: (510) 238-2235 | Fax: (510) 238-4730 | Email: smiller@oaklandnet.com | Website:
www.oaklandnet.com/planning

From: Robbie [mailto:robbie@piedmontpines.org]

Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 2:53 PM

To: 'Robert Meyers'

Cc: Maxson, Nayeli; Campbell Washington, Annie; Miller, Scott; wpxk898@jrabold.net; bob@beacondev.net
Subject: RE: Proposed New Relocated Pole Ascot/Skyline

Bob,

I'm told that the info sent/posted by planning and the construction company were retracted. Per my conversation today
with Annie: we're calling for an in-person meeting with Crown, Planning (up through Director)}, Annie, me--and you and
John Rabold if you'd like to join. Nayeli (Annie's aide) is setting it up. Issues include burying the fan and other non-
antenna overhead equipment; having CROWN install and pay for power for a light on the two poles (and matching the
City's street light poles). | believe resident John Rabold has posted more current info, but | hear details are still being

worked out.

Robbie Neely

Administrator/Consultant

Piedmont Pines Neighborhood Association
robbie@piedmontpines.org

From: Robert Meyers [mailto:rmmeyersaia@shcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2016 10:23 AM

To: Robbie

Subject: Proposed New Relocated Pole Ascot/Skyline

Hi Robbie - Yes, pls let me know because i'd like to get our comments to the planner at least to tell him that the
advertised address is incorrect as well as the street names on CC's map submitted with their drawings.

Thanks,
Bob

On Wed, 5/4/16, Robbie <robbie@piedmontpines.org> wrote:
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Subject: RE: Proposed New Relocated Pole in Undergrounded District Ascot/Skyline
To: "'Robert Meyers'" <rmmeyersaia@sbcglobal.net>
Date: Wednesday, May 4, 2016, 10:02 AM

I had mistaken the

location cited in your earlier email. I've been working this site and one other on Burton for almost 2 years. They're
antena poles for Crown Castle, construction company for Verizon. CC is seeking a variance. There's nowhere to put the
poles that won't end up in one phase or another. Verizon customers need the antennas. It's very thorny. I'll have more
info on this this afternoon.

I'm phone-meeting with Annie/staff about this and several other issues. Crown Castle has

Robbie Neely
Administrator/Consultant
Piedmont Pines Neighborhood Association robbie@piedmontpines.org

From: Robert Meyers [mailto:rmmeyersaia@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 2:08 PM

To: Robert Meyers; 'Jay Ward';

Robbie

Cc: Nayeli"Maxson;

Linda''Swartz

Subject: Proposed New

Relocated Pole in Undergrounded District Ascot/Skyline

Robbie et. al. - Need help on

this ASAP. Aren't the ONLY poles allowed in an Undergrounding District such this one in Phase -1 to be metal and
ONLY for lighting? While the subject proposed pole would be metal, it will be for telecom transmission, but NOT for
lighting.

Please inform.

Thanks.

Bob

On Sun, 5/1/16, Robert Meyers <rmmeyersaia@sbcglobal.net>
wrote:

Subject: New
Relocated Pole in Undergrounded District
To: "'Robert Meyers' <rmmeyersaia@sbcglobal.net>, "'Jay Ward" <jayward@alumni.williams.edu>, "Robbie"
<robbie@piedmontpines.org>

Cc: "Nayeli"Maxson" <NMaxson@oaklandnet.com>, "Linda"Swartz" <LLMO@pge.com>

Date: Sunday, May 1, 2016, 5:32 PM

Hi Robbie - Maybe we

don't have to

call up the cavalry just

yet. On carefully reviewing the info sheet | noted that the project is titled: "NODE N22 RELOCATION - PIEDMONT
PINES RULE 20 UNDERGROUNDING PHASE - 1" So, do we know how this fits into the bigger undergrounding picture?
Note that it says it's within Phase - 1 Undergrounding, but what's Rule 207
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The sheet

notes that a new metal pole will be installed across Skyline from the existing wood pole, and rather than having a
bunch of telecom equipment boxes stuck onto it, the equipment woulid be housed in a new box on the ground next to
the new pole. However, the address and street names on the location map are incorrect and I'll handle that with the
planner. I'll need to monitor planning to ensure that the old existing pole gets removed.

Best,
Bob

On Sun, 5/1/16, Robbie <robbie @piedmontpines.org>
wrote:

Subject: RE: New Pole in Undergrounded District
To: "'Robert Meyers™
<rmmeyersaia@sbcglobal.net>,
"Jay Ward" <jayward@alumni.williams.edu>
Cc: "'Maxson, Nayeli'"
<NMaxson@oaklandnet.com>,
"'Swartz, Linda"' <LLMO@pge.com>
Date: Sunday, May 1, 2016, 4:32 PM

Bob, that pole should

definitely be moved outside the
undergrounding district

phase 3, which
means it has to go on Skyline, south of

Castle.I'm copying Nayelli Maxson in
Councilmember's

office and Linda
Swartz, our undergrounding project

manager. In the meantime, yes, let the planner know
it's not okay.

Robbie

Neely

Administrator/Consultant
Piedmont Pines Neighborhood Association
robbie@piedmontpines.org

————— Original
Message-----

From: Robert Meyers

[mailto:rmmeyersaia@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Sunday, May 01,



2016 4:18 PM
To: Jay Ward
Cc: Ward; Robbie
Neely
Subject: New Pole in Undergrounded
District

Hi Jay - As part
of my

august role as head of PPNA Zoning Committee | monitor
those yellow Planning Commission public hearing signs as
well as Commission

agendas for projects in our

neighborhood.

The
most
recent one is at intersection of
Ascot and Skyline with an
Ascot address,
((6644 Ascot Drive) announcing proposed

placement of new metal pole with telecom equipment on it and
next to it. The proposed site lies

within a recently
Undergrounded

District. Not only is the site address and
vicinity map incorrectly noted on the announcement, our main
concern is how

can the City allow new poles to be placed in
an already Undergrounded District?

Aren't the only new
poles allowed to

be metal light poles?
Before | contact

the planner, I'd
appreciate your take

on this. Please inform.
Thanks and best

regards.
Bob
Meyers
510-530-5590



