
 

 

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  December 12, 2018 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Consideration of an appeal of the Zoning 

Hearing Officer’s decision to approve a Use Permit to allow the installation 
of a new wireless telecommunication facility consisting of a 2-foot tall 
omnidirectional cylindrical antenna, 7-foot pole extension, and ancillary 
pole mounted equipment boxes on an existing joint utility pole located in 
the public right-of-way adjacent to 431 Sequoia Avenue in the 
unincorporated Sequoia Tract area of San Mateo County. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2017-00500 (Modus c/o AT&T) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The appellant has appealed the Zoning Hearing Officer’s decision to approve the 
installation of a new wireless telecommunication facility consisting of a 2-foot tall 
omnidirectional cylindrical antenna, 7-foot pole extension, and ancillary pole mounted 
equipment boxes on an existing joint utility pole on the basis that:  1) the facility may 
have a negative effect on the nearby housing values, 2) the equipment may introduce 
unwanted noise, and 3) the Radio Frequency (RF) energy may not stay within the 
proposed limits and thus lead to negative health impacts. 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
That the Planning Commission deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Zoning 
Hearing Officer’s decision to approve the Use Permit, County File Number 
PLN 2017-00500, by making the required findings and adopting the conditions of 
approval listed in Attachment A of this staff report. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
Located in the public right-of-way adjacent to 431 Sequoia Avenue, the proposed 
project was approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer on April 19, 2018.  This decision 
was appealed on March 2, 2018 based on the concern that the wireless facility will 
create unwanted noise, depress property values, and emit more RF radiation than 
projected in the RF report leading to negative health impacts.  Staff responses to the 
points of appeal can be found below: 
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Noise 
 
Staff has found that the facility will not emit unwanted noise as the proposed facility is a 
passive devise cooled by natural air flow, does not require cooling fans, nor requires the 
use of a generator or battery to operate. 
 
Property Values 
 
MODUS provided a 2012 study conducted by the Joint Venture of Silicone Valley that 
explored this issue.  The year-long study identified 70 wireless facilities located in 
Palo Alto, Redwood City, Saratoga, and San Jose and evaluated all home transactions 
that occurred within a 1-mile radius of these facilities.  Of the 1,600 home transactions 
evaluated, the study found that homes sold for 99% to 106% of their listing price and 
concluded that the relationship between the list and sale price of a home remained the 
same across multiple cities regardless of their proximity to a cell site. 
 
RF Radiation and Health Effects 
 
Section 704 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 states that no State or local 
government or instrumentality thereof may regulate the placement, construction, and 
modification of personal wireless service facilities on the basis of the environmental 
effects of radio frequency emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the 
[Federal Communications] Commission’s regulations concerning such emissions.  A 
RF report estimated that the maximum RF exposure generated by this facility at first 
and second floor elevations would be 0.69% and 1.2%, respectively, of the Federal 
Communications Commission’s (FCC) maximum public exposure (MPE) limit.  The RF 
engineer noted that the report’s estimated exposure level is based on the worst-case 
operation scenarios and stated that since the maximum worst case scenario exposure 
levels of this facility are in compliance with FCC’s guidelines then it follows that the 
regular operation of the equipment will also be in compliance.  To ensure that field RF 
emissions do not exceed projected emissions, the applicant supplied a supplemental 
RF report that measured the RF emissions of nearly identical facilities located within 
Palo Alto.  This report found that ground level and second floor elevation RF exposure 
was 0.11% and 0.011%, respectively, of the FCC’s MPE limit.  This report illustrated 
that the actual RF exposure levels experienced at first and second story elevations for 
nearly identical facilities are many times below the FCC’s maximum public exposure 
limits. 
 
This project has received conditional approval from the Department of Public Works, 
and the Menlo Park Fire Protection District.  Staff has found that this facility will increase 
the clarity, range, and capacity of the existing cellular network, will enhance services for 
the public, and is consistent will applicable regulations.  The proposed facility will use 
existing utility infrastructure and is the least intrusive option available to expand AT&T’s 
network capacity and service coverage in this area of Sequoia Tract. 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  December 12, 2018 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of an appeal of the Zoning Hearing Officer’s approval of a 

Use Permit, pursuant to Section 6500 of the San Mateo County Zoning 
Regulations, to install a new wireless telecommunication facility on an 
existing joint utility pole located in the public right-of-way in front of 
431 Sequoia Avenue, in the unincorporated Sequoia Tract area of San 
Mateo County. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2017-00500 (AT&T c/o MODUS) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The appellant has appealed the Zoning Hearing Officer’s decision to approve the 
installation of a new wireless telecommunication facility consisting of a 2-foot tall 
omnidirectional cylindrical antenna, 7-foot pole extension, and ancillary pole mounted 
equipment boxes on an existing joint utility pole on the basis that: 1) the facility may 
have a negative effect on the nearby housing values, 2) the equipment may introduce 
unwanted noise, and 3) the Radio Frequency (RF) energy may not stay within the 
proposed limits and thus lead to negative health impacts. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Hearing Officer’s 
decision to approve the Use Permit, County File Number PLN 2017-00500, by making 
the required findings and adopting the conditions of approval listed in Attachment A of 
this staff report. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Laura Richstone, Project Planner, 650/363-1829 
 
Appellant:  Mehmet Emre Sargin 
 
Applicant:  AT&T (C/O MODUS) 
 
Owner:  Public Right-of-Way (San Mateo County Department of Public Works) 
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Pole Owner:  Joint Pole Association (JPA) 
 
Location:  Public Right-of-Way in front of 431 Sequoia Avenue, Sequoia Tract 
 
APN(s):  Public Right-of-Way adjacent to 069-352-070 
 
Existing Zoning:  R-1/S-74 (Single-Family Residential/Minimum Lot Size 5,000 sq. ft.) 
 
General Plan Designation:  Medium Density Residential Urban  
 
Sphere-of-Influence:  City of Redwood City 
 
Existing Land Use:  Utility Pole in the Public Right-of-Way 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  Categorically exempt under the provisions of Class 3, 
Section 15303, of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines for 
construction of a new small structure and installation of small new equipment and a 
facility in a small structure. 
 
Setting:  The project site is located on an existing utility pole in the public right-of-way 
south of Woodside Road between Alameda de las Pulgas and El Camino Real in the 
unincorporated Sequoia Tract area.  The surrounding area is an urbanized single-family 
residential neighborhood. 
 
Chronology: 
 
Date  Action 
 
November 30, 2017 - Use Permit application submitted. 
 
February 7, 2018 - Application deemed complete. 
 
April 19, 2018 - Project approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer. 
 
May 2, 2018  - Appeal received. 
 
December 12, 2018 - Planning Commission hearing date. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A. KEY ISSUES 
 
 1. Appellant’s Basis of Appeal 
 
  The appellant is concerned that the installation of the proposed wireless 

facility will cause unwanted noise, depress nearby property values and 



3 

result in negative health effects.  The concerns of the appellant are outlined 
below followed by staff’s response: 

 
  a. The appellant is concerned that the facility will emit unwanted noise. 
 
   Staff Response: 
 
   The proposed facility will draw power directly from the power lines 

located on the existing utility pole and will not require a generator nor 
battery to operate or provide emergency power.  Furthermore, the 
proposed antenna is a passive device cooled by natural air flow, does 
not require cooling fans, and thus does not emit noise.  In addition, the 
construction and maintenance of the proposed facility will be regulated 
by the San Mateo County Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360 (see 
Condition of Approval No. 12) 

 
  b. Appellant would like a written statement verifying the location of the 

RF safety signs. 
 
   Staff Response: 
 
   A Radio Frequency (RF) report prepared by Hammett & Edison, Inc., 

dated November 29, 2017, was submitted with the original Use Permit 
application.  The RF report estimated that the maximum RF exposure 
at first and second floor elevations would be 0.69% and 1.2%, 
respectively, of the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) 
public exposure limit.  The report confirmed that the proposed facility 
will comply with the FCC’s prevailing standards for limiting the public’s 
exposure to RF emissions and stated (in the Recommended Mitigation 
Measures section of the RF report) that no further measures were 
necessary to comply with FCC’s public exposure guidelines.  This is 
due to the fact that the facility’s RF emissions fall well below the FCC’s 
maximum permissible exposure (MPE) limits and because the 
proposed antenna (which would extend from 46.5’ to 48.5’ above 
grade) would not be accessible to the general public.  However, as 
required by Condition of Approval No. 14, a notice sign will be posted 
directly on the pole below the antenna.  As the strongest RF emissions 
are experienced immediately adjacent to the antenna, safety signs are 
typically located closer to the antenna rather than at the base of the 
utility pole.  The purpose of these types of signs is to alert workers, 
who may need to perform maintenance activities near the top of the 
pole, to the presence of an antenna and the potential exposure to 
radio frequency emissions.  A picture of a typical notice sign can be 
found in Attachment H of this staff report and the approximate 
placement of the notice sign can be seen on page A-3 of the project 
plans. 
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  c. The appellant is concerned that the installation of the proposed 
wireless facility will negatively affect the property values of adjacent 
residences. 

 
   Staff Response: 
 
   In response to this appeal, the applicant provided a copy of a study 

conducted by the Joint Venture of Silicon Valley (Attachment I).  This 
2012 study explored this issue and found that proximity to a wireless 
facility had no apparent impact on property values.  The study 
identified 70 wireless facilities located in Palo Alto, Redwood City, 
Saratoga, and San Jose and evaluated the “list” and “sale” price of all 
home transactions located within a 1-mile radius of the identified 
cellular facilities.  The study evaluated over 1,600 single-family home 
transactions and found that homes located within this 1-mile radius 
sold for 99% to 106% of their listing price and concluded that the 
relationship between the list and sale price of a home remained the 
same across multiple cities regardless of their proximity to a cell site.  
The appellant has not cited, nor is staff aware of, any evidence to 
support the assertion that the proposed wireless facility will decrease 
the value of the nearby property. 

 
  d. The Appellant would like to be assured that the RF energy will stay 

within the proposed limits over the years of operation. 
 
   Staff Response: 
 
   Though measured RF levels near the proposed antenna may have 

minor fluctuations over time, the RF report’s estimated exposure level 
is based on the maximum, worst-case exposure levels.  The report 
assumes that the antenna and associated equipment will always 
operate at maximum power, that there will be large RF reflections from 
ground and nearby structures, and that there will be no signal 
attenuation from trees, buildings, or other objects.  These assumptions 
generally result in overstated RF exposure levels that are 2-10 times 
greater than what is experienced in the field.  Since the maximum 
worst case scenario exposure levels of this facility are in compliance 
with the FCC’s guidelines then it follows that the regular operation of 
the equipment will also be in compliance with the FCC’s guidelines. 
See Section 1.e. below for further discussion and clarification. 

 
  e. To ensure that the RF report projections are accurate, the appellant 

would like see reports that compare the simulated RF emissions and 
the actual readings in the field for similar small wireless facilities 
located at the same height as the proposed project. 
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   Staff Response: 
 
   Though the County’s Wireless Telecommunication Ordinance does 

not identify RF emissions limits it does require wireless facilities to 
maintain compliance with FCC regulations and licensing/registration. 
Section 704 of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 contains 
provisions for the restriction of such emission limits and states no 
State or local government or instrumentality thereof may regulate the 
placement, construction, and modification of personal wireless service 
facilities on the basis of the environmental effects of radio frequency 
emissions to the extent that such facilities comply with the [Federal 
Communications] Commission’s regulations concerning such 
emissions.  While the County does not set RF limits for proposed 
cellular facilities, the Planning and Building Department does require 
the submittal of RF reports to ensure that proposed cellular facilities 
adhere to FCC standards.  As stated previously, the RF report 
submitted with the initial Use Permit application projected that the 
maximum RF exposure experienced for any person at ground level 
and at the second story of the adjacent buildings would be 0.69% and 
1.2% (respectively) of the FCC’s maximum permissible exposure 
(MPE) limit. 

 
   On May 4, 2018, the appellant was provided with an RF exposure 

measurement report detailing the actual levels of RF emissions 
measured near twelve (12) operational AT&T DAS nodes (which are 
nearly identical to the proposed project) in Palo Alto.  Power density 
measurements were taken by a registered RF engineer at ground 
level locations along the sidewalks, street, and second story 
elevations near these Palo Alto cellular facilities.  The measured RF 
levels at grade and at second story elevations near these locations 
was 0.11% and 0.011%, respectively, of the FCC’s maximum 
permissible public exposure limit.  This report illustrated that the actual 
RF exposure levels experienced at first and second story elevations 
for facilities that are nearly identical to the proposed project are many 
times below the FCC’s maximum public exposure limits (see 
Attachment J). 

 
   Given:  (1) Section 704 of the Federal Telecommunications Act, (2) 

the November 2017 RF report which estimates the RF exposure of the 
facility to be between 0.69% and 1.2% of the FCC’s public exposure 
limit, (3) the Palo Alto RF field report, (4) the proposed project’s 
compliance with the County’s Wireless Telecommunications 
Ordinance and Zoning Regulations (discussed below), and (5) the fact 
that the facility will not generate unwanted noise nor negatively impact 
property values, staff recommends denial of the appeal. 
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B. ANALYSIS OF PROJECT COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE POLICIES 
AND REGULATIONS 

 
 1. Compliance with the General Plan 
 
  Visual Quality Policies 
 
  Policies 4.15 (Appearance of New Development) and 4.21 (Utility 

Structures) seek to promote and enhance good design, site relationships 
and other aesthetic considerations including the appearance of utility 
structures in an effort of minimize adverse visual impacts. 

 
  The proposed wireless facility will be situated on a joint utility pole located in 

the public right-of-way within a single-family residential area.  The facility 
includes a 2-foot tall omnidirectional cylindrical antenna (mounted at 46.5’ to 
48.5’ above grade), a 7-foot pole extension, and ancillary pole mounted 
equipment boxes.  Per Condition of Approval No. 4, the proposed antennas 
and mounted equipment boxes will be painted a brown color to match the 
existing utility pole and shall be constructed of non-reflective materials (See 
Attachment D for photo simulations).  As such, the proposed facility is not 
expected to create a significant visual impact to the area. 

 
 2. Conformance with the Zoning Regulations 
 
  The proposed project is located within the public right-of-way in the 

R-1/S-74 (Single-Family/Sequoia Tract Combining District).  Zoning District 
development standards, within the exception of height, are not applicable to 
projects located within the public right-of-way. 

 
  The maximum height allowed in the R-1/S-74 district is 36 feet.  The 

proposed projects consist of a 7-foot pole extension, one cylindrical cell 
antenna (approximately 2-foot tall), and ancillary pole mounted equipment.  
The proposed 48.5’ height of the facility will exceed the maximum height 
allowed in the R-1/S-74 Zoning District.  General Order No. 95 (GO95), 
mandated by the California Public Utilities Commission, requires a vertical 
6-foot safety separation between all cellular antennas and the nearest 
adjacent power supply lines.  With power supply lines located at the top of 
the existing 39’ utility pole, and communication lines located midway down 
the pole, the applicant has proposed to achieve the State mandated 6-foot 
separation by placing a 7-foot extension bracket on top of the existing pole.  
The use of the extension bracket in addition to the wireless antenna itself 
will add an average of 9 feet to the existing utility pole as outlined in the 
table below: 
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Table 1 

Approximate 
Location  

Zoning 
District 

Maximum Height 
Allowed in Zoning 

District 

Existing Pole 
Height 

Proposed Effective 
Height** 

431 Sequoia Avenue.  R-1/S-74 36’ 39’-1’’ 48’-6’’ 

**The effective height is measured from grade level to top of antenna and includes the proposed pole extension 

 
  Section 6512.2.I.2 (Development and Design Standards for New Wireless 

Facilities That Are Not Co-Location Facilities) of the San Mateo County 
Zoning Regulations state, in any Residential (R) District, that no monopole 
or antenna shall exceed the maximum height for structures allowed in that 
district, except that new equipment on an existing facility in the public right-
of-way shall be allowed to exceed the maximum height for structures 
allowed in that district by 10% of the height of the existing facility, or by 
5 feet, whichever is less.  As outlined in the chart above, the proposed 
project will exceed the allowed height for new facilities in the right-of-way 
and will not be in compliance with Section 6512.2.I.2.  The applicant 
requests that the proposed project be permitted to exceed the height criteria 
outlined in Section 6512.2.I.2 in order to comply with the safety and 
engineering requirements of GO95.  While an alternative site analysis 
(Attachment E) did identify nearby alternative utility poles, these poles 
either:  (1) are preempted from supporting the equipment due to GO95 rules 
and regulations, (2) did not have adequate space to support the proposed 
equipment, or (3) would require significant tree trimming.  If the request for 
additional height is not granted, the proposed project could not be located 
on any of the nearby utility poles or would require significant tree trimming 
and/or removal.  The imposition of the County’s height regulations in 
conjunction with the requirements of GO95 would effectively prohibit the 
installation of wireless facilities in these areas due to the fact that:  (1) no 
other feasible alternative sites were identified, (2) local jurisdictions cannot 
require wireless facilities to locate outside of the right-of-way and, (3) local 
jurisdictions cannot require providers to consider alternatives outside of the 
right-of-way.  When the application of the County’s height criteria results in 
the effective prohibition of wireless facilities, local regulations (i.e. height in 
this case) are preempted by federal law.  In this case, though the proposed 
project will exceed the height regulations of the R-1/S-74 Zoning District, 
state (i.e., GO95) and federal regulations supersede location regulations. 

 
 3. Conformance with the Wireless Telecommunication Facility Ordinance 
 
  Staff has reviewed the project against the provisions of the Wireless 

Telecommunications Facilities (WTF) Ordinance and determined that the 
project complies with the applicable standards discussed below: 
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  a.  Development and Design Standards 
 
   1. Section 6512.2.A prohibits location in a Sensitive Habitat as 

defined by Policy 1.8 of the General Plan for facilities 
proposed outside the Coastal Zone. 

 
    The project is not located in a sensitive habitat, as defined by 

Policy 1.8 of the General Plan. 
 
   2. Section 6512.2.B prohibits wireless facilities to be located in 

residential-zoned areas, unless the applicant demonstrates 
that no other site allows feasible or adequate capacity and 
coverage. Evidence shall include an alternative site analysis 
within 2.5 miles of the proposed facility. 

 
    Though the WTF Ordinance requires applicants to demonstrate 

the need for wireless facilities through the submittal of 
propagation maps and alternative analyses, wireless providers 
have a state mandated right to place their facilities in the public 
right-of-way (ROW) (California Public Utilities Code Section 
7901), and recent legal developments indicate that wireless 
providers are not required to consider alternatives outside of the 
ROW, nor are they required to prove the need for their facilities.  
Consequently, the County’s ability to request information 
demonstrating the need for proposed facilities located in the 
public ROW is limited. 

 
    The proposed project will be located on an existing joint utility 

pole along the public right-of-way in the R-1/S-74 Zoning District.  
Small cell technology requires sites to be much closer together 
than larger macro sites.  This type of technology is designed to 
concentrate their energy towards the horizon (with little energy 
wasted towards the sky or ground) and requires line of site 
placement in order to function and connect into the larger cell 
network.  These sites are not meant to increase the coverage of 
an area but to assist with unloading traffic from the macro site 
network to provide increased data speeds and decrease 
dropped calls for the surrounding residences and transient 
traffic.  As such, small cell facilities are frequently located in 
residential neighborhoods where data traffic is high.  

 
    In order to provide the needed increase in coverage and 

capacity the small cell site must be located within 100-200 feet 
of the targeted coverage area.  Instead of a 2.5-mile alternative 
analysis which would not provide an accurate representation of 
where the proposed small cell site could be located, the 
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applicant has provided an alternative analysis (Attachment E) 
that evaluated seven alternative utility poles located within a 
200-foot radius of the proposed coverage area.  These poles 
were ruled out as viable alternatives due to inadequate space, 
limited climbing spaces for maintenance, location outside of the 
target area, or impacts to nearby trees (i.e. significant tree 
trimming or tree removal).  Among the identified locations, the 
proposed project site is the least intrusive. 

 
   3. Section 6512.2.C prohibits wireless telecommunication 

facilities to be located in areas where co-location on 
existing facilities would provide equivalent coverage with 
less environmental impact. 

 
    As small cell technology requires sites to be located closer to the 

target coverage area, co-locating small cell sites on macro cell 
towers (which are often located far outside of the coverage area) 
is often infeasible.  While a 2.5-mile alternative site analysis is 
not required for this application (see discussion above), the 
applicant was unable to identify any existing wireless facilities 
that would either allow co-location or provide coverage to the 
target area.  This type of small cell technology is the least 
environmentally impactful wireless technology employed thus 
far, is not accessible to the public, and would not require the 
construction of additional utility poles or ground mounted boxes. 

 
   4. Section 6512.2.D requires wireless telecommunication 

facilities to be constructed so as to accommodate and be 
made available for co-location unless technologically 
infeasible. 

 
    The proposed pole-top mounted facilities cannot support future 

co-locations of cell sites per current GO95 engineering 
requirements.  As such, future co-locations are infeasible and 
not expected. 

 
   5. Sections 6512.2.E-G seek to minimize and mitigate visual 

impacts from public views by ensuring that appropriate 
vegetative screening, painting of equipment, or other 
methods of blending equipment in with the surrounding 
environment are implemented and requiring facilities to be 
constructed of non-reflective materials. 

 
    The proposed facilities include a 2-foot cylindrical antenna 

attached to a 7-foot pole extension and ancillary pole mounted 
equipment boxes.  The equipment boxes will be mounted 7 to 18 
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feet above grade while the top of the antenna will be located at 
48’-6’’ above grade.  To mitigate the visual impact of the 
proposed projects, the antennas and utility boxes shall be 
painted a non-reflective brown color to blend-in with the existing 
utility pole (Condition of Approval No. 4).  No trees or vegetation 
are proposed for removal to accommodate the proposed project. 

 
   6. Section 6512.2.H requires compliance with the underlying 

zoning district. 
 
    Refer to Section B.2 above (Zoning Regulations) for discussion. 
 
   7. Section 6512.2.I (2) requires new equipment located on 

existing facilities in the public right-of-way in any 
Residential (R) District shall be allowed to exceed the 
maximum height for structures allowed in that district by 
10% of the height of the existing facility, or by 5 feet, 
whichever is less. 

 
    The proposed facility must comply with General Order No. 95 

(GO95) clearance regulations.  GO95 requires a 6-foot vertical 
safety separation between all wireless facilities and the nearest 
adjacent powerlines for facilities located on utility poles.  Due to 
the height of the existing utility pole (39’-1’’), the 2-foot height of 
the antenna, and the 7-foot extension bracket, the proposed 
project will achieve an effective height of 48’-5’’ and will thus 
exceed the 36-foot height limit of the R-1/S-74 Zoning District.  
The imposition of the County’s height regulations in conjunction 
with the requirements of GO95 would effectively prohibit the 
installation of this wireless facility in the area.  Such a prohibition 
is preempted by federal law.  Because wireless carriers:  
(1) have a state mandated right to utilize the public ROW, 
(2) must abide by the 6-foot safety separation, and (3) are not 
required to consider alternative sites outside the ROW, this is a 
situation in which state and federal regulations supersede 
location regulations (i.e., height criteria). 

 
   8. Sections 6512.2.J and K seek to regulate the size, quantity, 

and location of accessory buildings required for wireless 
facilities located in any Residential (R) District. 

 
    No accessory buildings or ground floor equipment boxes are 

required for these projects.  The equipment boxes necessary for 
these projects are small in size and will be mounted on the 
existing utility poles. 
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   9. Section 6512.2.L prohibits diesel generators as emergency 
power sources unless electricity, natural gas, solar, wind or 
other renewable energy sources are not feasible. 

 
    The proposed facility will draw power directly from the power 

lines located on the existing utility pole and will not require a 
generator nor battery to operate or provide emergency power. 

 
  b. Performance Standards 
 
   The proposed project meets the required standards of Section 6512.3 

(Performance Standards for New Wireless Telecommunication 
Facilities that are Not Co-Location Facilities) for lighting, licensing, 
provision of a permanent power source, timely removal of the facility, 
and visual resource protection.  There is no lighting proposed, proper 
licenses will be obtained from both the Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) and the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC), power for the facility will be provided by PG&E, visual 
impacts will be minimal, and the recommended conditions of approval 
will require maintenance and/or removal of the facility when they are 
no longer in operation.  Furthermore, road access to the proposed 
project sites is existing and the facility is a passive device and no 
noise in excess of San Mateo County’s Noise Ordinance will be 
produced. 

 
 4. Conformance with the Use Permit Findings  
 
  Under the provisions of Section 6500 (Use Permits), wireless 

telecommunication facilities are permitted in R-1 districts after the issuance 
of a use permit.  For the use permit to be approved by the Zoning Hearing 
Officer, the following findings must be made: 

 
  a. That the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the 

use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case,  
result in a significant adverse impact, or be detrimental to the 
public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in said 
neighborhood. 

 
   The proposed wireless facilities will be unmanned and serviced bi-

annually by an AT&T technician with a pickup sized truck for no more 
than a couple of hours.  As such, the maintenance of these facilities 
will not generate significant traffic, noise, or be detrimental to the 
public welfare. 

 
   Cellular communications facilities require the submittal and review of a 

radio frequency (RF) report to ensure that the RF emissions from the 
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proposed antenna do not exceed the Federal Communications 
Commission’s public exposure limits.  The applicant submitted a radio 
frequency report as a part of the original application prepared by 
Hammett & Edison, Inc., dated November 29, 2017, confirming that 
the proposed facility will comply with the prevailing standards for 
limiting public exposure to radio frequency energy and, thus, will not 
cause a significant impact on the environment (see Attachments F). 
The report states that the maximum RF level at ground level and 
second story elevations is calculated to be 0.69% and 1.2%, 
respectively, of the FCC’s public exposure limit (see table 2 below).  It 
should be noted that these results include several “worst-case” 
assumption and therefore are expected to overstate actual power 
density levels from the proposed operation.  The location of the 
mounted antenna at 48’-5’’ above grade will not be accessible to the 
general public and therefore no mitigation measures are necessary to 
comply with the FCC’s public exposure guidelines.  To ensure 
compliance with occupational exposure limitations, staff included 
Conditional of Approval No. 14 which requires posting a notice sign at 
the antenna and/or on the pole below the antenna, readily visible from 
any angle of approach to persons who may need to work within the 
project area immediately adjacent to the proposed antenna.  Staff has 
determined that the proposed project will not be detrimental to the 
public welfare, or injurious to property or improvements to the 
unincorporated Sequoia Tract area of San Mateo County. 

 

Table 2 

Location Ground Floor Radio 
Frequency Exposure 

Second Floor Radio 
Frequency Exposure 

431 Sequoia Avenue 0.69% 1.2% 

 
  b. That this telecommunication facility is necessary for the public 

health, safety, convenience, or welfare of the community. 
 

Staff has determined that installation of a cellular facility at this 
location will allow for increased clarity, range, and capacity of the 
existing cellular network and will enhance services for the public.  The 
proposed facility is the least intrusive option available to expand 
AT&T’s network capacity and service coverage in this area of Sequoia 
Tract.  The proposed facility will use existing utility infrastructure and 
add small equipment without disturbing the character of the 
neighborhood. 
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C. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
 This project is categorically exempt pursuant to Section 15303, Class 3, of the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) related to the construction of a new, 
small structure and installation of small new equipment and a facility in a small 
structure. 

 
D. REVIEWING AGENCIES 
 
 Building Inspection Section 
 Department of Public Works 
 Menlo Park Fire Protection District 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
B. Vicinity Map 
C. Project Plan 
D. Photo Simulations 
E. Alternative Site Analysis 
F. Radio Frequency (RF) Radiation Report prepared by Hammett & Edison, Inc., 

dated November 29, 2017 
G. Appeal filed 
H. RF Notice Sign Example 
I.  Joint Venture of Silicone Valley Report 
J. RF Regulatory Compliance Report 
K. AT&T Statement of Need 
 
LAR:ann - LARCC0472_WNU.DOCX 
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Attachment A 
 

County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2017-00500 Hearing Date:  December 12, 2018 
 
Prepared By: Laura Richstone For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 Project Planner 
 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
Regarding the Environmental Review, Find: 
 
1. That this project is categorically exempt from environmental review, per Class 3, 

Section 15303, of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines for 
construction of a new, small structure and installation of small new equipment and 
a facility in a small structure. 

 
Regarding the Use Permit, Find: 
 
2. That the establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the uses will not, 

under the circumstances of these particular cases, result in a significant adverse 
impact, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or 
improvements in said neighborhood because the project will meet the health have 
safety standards set by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and the 
Federal Communications Commission (FCC).  The project has been conditioned 
to maintain valid FCC license and has been reviewed and granted conditional 
approval by Menlo Park Fire Protection District, the Building Inspection Section 
and the Department of Public Works. 

 
3. That this telecommunications facility is necessary for the public health, safety, 

convenience, or welfare of the community.  The proposed facility contributes to an 
enhanced AT&T wireless network for increased clarity, range, and system 
capacity, and therefore, is a benefit to both public and private users.  The wireless 
network is considered necessary for public health, safety, convenience, and 
welfare in the area for residents, commuters, and emergency personnel. 
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Current Planning Section 
 
1. This approval applies only to the proposal, documents, and plans described 

in this report and submitted to and approved by the Planning Commission on 
December 12, 2018.  Minor revisions or modifications may be approved by the 
Community Development Director if they are consistent with the intent of and in 
substantial conformance with this approval. 

 
2. This Use Permit shall be for the proposed project only.  Any modification or 

change in intensity of use shall require an amendment to the applicable use 
permit.  Amendments to this use permit requires an application for amendment, 
payment of applicable fees, and consideration at a public hearing prior to any 
change to the facility. 

 
3. This permit shall be valid for ten (10) years until December 12, 2028.  If the 

applicant seeks to renew this permit, renewal shall be applied for six (6) months 
prior to expiration with the Planning and Building Department and shall be 
accompanied by the renewal application and fee applicable at that time.  Renewal 
of these permits shall be considered at a public hearing. 

 
4. The applicant shall paint the antenna brown to match the utility poles.  The 

equipment box shall also be painted a non-reflective brown color to match the 
utility poles.  Color verification will be confirmed by the Current Planning Section 
prior to a final inspection for the encroachment permit. 

 
5. During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Chapter 4.100 of the 

San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of 
storm water runoff from the construction site into storm drain systems by: 

 
 a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures 

continuously between October 1 and April 30.  Stabilizing shall include both 
proactive measures, such as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and 
passive measures, such as revegetating disturbed areas with plants 
propagated from seed collected in the immediate area. 

 
 b. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes 

properly, so as to prevent their contact with stormwater. 
 
 c. Controlling and preventing the discharge of all potential pollutants, including 

pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, 
wash water or sediments, and non-storm water discharges, to storm drains 
and watercourses. 
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 d. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a 
designated area where wash water is contained and treated. 

 
 e. Delineating with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive 

or critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses. 
 
 f. Protecting adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction 

impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, 
mulching, or other measures as appropriate. 

 
 g. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 
 
 h. Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent 

polluted runoff. 
 
 i. Limiting construction access routes and stabilizing designated access 

points. 
 
 j. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved 

areas and sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 
 
 k. The contractor shall train and provide instruction to all employees and 

subcontractors regarding the construction Best Management Practices. 
 
6. This permit does not allow for the removal of any trees.  Any tree removal will 

require a separate permitting process. 
 
7. The applicant shall not enter into a contract with the landowner or lessee which 

reserves for one company exclusive use of the structures on this site for 
telecommunication facilities. 

 
8. The wireless telecommunication facility shall not be lighted or marked unless 

required by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) or the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA). 

 
9. The applicant shall file, receive, and maintain all necessary licenses and 

registrations from the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), and any other applicable regulatory bodies 
prior to initiating the operation of these facilities.  The applicant shall supply the 
Planning and Building Department with evidence of each of these licenses and 
registrations.  If any required license is ever revoked, the applicant shall inform the 
Planning and Building Department of the revocation within ten (10) days of 
receiving notice of such revocation. 
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The projects’ final inspection approval shall be dependent upon the applicant 
obtaining a permanent and operable power connection from the applicable energy 
provider. 

 
10. This wireless telecommunications facility and all equipment associated with it shall 

be removed in its entirety by the applicant within 90 days if the FCC and/or CPUC 
license and registration are revoked or the facility is abandoned or no longer 
needed, and the sites shall be restored to blend with the surrounding area.  The 
owner and/or operator of the wireless telecommunication facility shall notify the 
Planning Department upon abandonment of the facility.  Restoration shall be 
completed within two (2) months of the removal of the facility. 

 
11. This wireless telecommunications facility shall be maintained by the permittee(s) 

and subsequent owners in a manner that implements visual resource protection 
requirements of Sections 6512.2.E and F above (e.g., landscape maintenance 
and painting), as well as all other applicable zoning standards and permit 
conditions. 

 
12. Noise sources associated with demolition, construction, repair, remodeling, or 

grading of any real property shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m., weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Saturdays.  Said activities are 
prohibited on Sundays, Thanksgiving, and Christmas (San Mateo Ordinance Code 
Section 4.88.360). 

 
13. If technically practical and without creating any interruption in commercial service 

caused by electronic magnetic interference (EMI), floor space, tower space, 
and/or rack space for equipment in a wireless telecommunication facility shall be 
made available to the County for public safety communication use. 

 
14. Notice signs are required to be posted at the antenna and/or on the pole below 

the antenna, readily visible from any angle of approach to persons who might 
need to work within the project area. 

 
Once a use permit is obtained, the applicant shall obtain a building permit and 
build in accordance with the approved plans. 

 
15. To reduce the impact of construction and maintenance activities within the public 

right-of-way and/or on neighboring properties, the applicant shall ensure that no 
construction-related vehicles impede through traffic along Sequoia Avenue, or 
other public right-of-ways. 

 
Department of Public Works 
 
16. No proposed construction work within the public right-of-way shall begin until 

County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including 
review of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued.  The 
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applicant shall contact a Department of Public Works inspector 48 hours prior to 
commencing work in the public right-of-way. 

 
Menlo Park Fire Protection District 
 
17. The applicant shall meet all applicable requirements of Section 608 of the 

2016 CFC (California Fire Code). 
 
18. A final inspection is required with all corrections completed. 
 
19. Approved plans, approval letter, and a permit must be on-site at the time of 

inspection. 
 
LAR:ann - LARCC0473_WNU.DOCX 
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Example of proposed RF Notice Sign 
Located at or right below proposed antenna
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Wireless Communications Initiative Study 

Wireless Facilities Impact on Property Values 

November 2012 

 

Background 

Wireless technology has dramatically changed the way the world communicates. There are over 

6 billion wireless phones being used worldwide. In the United States the number of wireless 

phones is greater than the population. Conversely, with the advent of smart phones and wireless 

devices, there is increasing strain being put our already stressed wireless infrastructure. The goal 

of the Wireless Communications Initiative (WCI) is to enable the deployment of a 21
st
 century 

wireless infrastructure. Silicon Valley is clearly driving wireless innovation and the region has 

consistently been an early adopter of these products. 

However, compared to feature phones, smartphones place 24 times the demand on wireless 

networks, and smart devices such as tablets command 120 times as much. Carriers are trying to 

respond to this revolution in technology by deploying what is called Next Generation 

technology. Carriers tout the capacity of their 4G or LTE (Long Term Evolution) networks as 

significantly more efficient in managing the burgeoning demand placed on networks by 

applications such as streaming video.  

The significant challenge facing the next phase in technology deployment is the need to place 

wireless facilities in residential neighborhoods. These facilities need to be closer to consumers to 

allow signals to be accessible within homes. This is increasingly important given that about 30 

percent of homes rely solely on wireless phone service. In addition, almost 400,000 calls to 911 

are made each day using wireless phones. Access to a wireless network has now become a public 

safety imperative.  

Carriers are working with cities to identify neighborhood sites for wireless facilities. However, 

this task has been made more difficult in some cases when a few residents raise concerns about 

the placement of wireless towers. These residents oppose carrier applications because of 



trepidations related to Radio Frequency (RF) emissions or suspicions about a negative impact on 

property values. The anxiety that wireless towers impact property values has been a powerful 

argument used by opponents to carrier applications. Oftentimes, anecdotal evidence is used to 

bolster these arguments, absent any factual evidence regarding the veracity of these claims. 

Carrier and city attempts to address these concerns can lead to long delays in deploying and 

upgrading wireless facilities. It isn’t unusual for a single application to be delayed for a year or 

more while community concerns are being addressed. 

This study has been designed to assess the actual effects of wireless facilities on property values. 

We have the capability to consider wireless facilities that have been in place for several years. 

We can look at hundreds of recent real estate transactions to determine what effects are present.  

 

The Study Partners 

The Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS® and the Silicon Valley Association of 

REALTORS® (SILVAR) partnered with WCI to produce the study. The members of these two 

organizations are involved with most transactions involving single family residences in Silicon 

Valley. The Associations are over 100 years old and have a rich history paralleling the growth of 

the region. The organizations represent thousands of real estate agents who have a deep 

commitment to furthering the professionalism of the industry. 

 

In addition, WCI partnered with MLS Listings to perform the actual data analysis. MLSListings, 

Inc. was founded in 2007 by a collaboration between several established regional multiple listing 

services, notably Silicon Valley’s RE InfoLink and California’s Central Valley MLS. The 

company created by this merger, MLSListings Inc. serves nearly 16,000 subscribers and 6,000 

firms. MLSListings typically handles listings totaling nearly $70 billion annually. 

 

See Appendix B for more information about these organizations. 

 

  



 

The Methodology  

The data was compiled using over 1600 single-family home transactions from January to 

September 2012. A total of 70 wireless sites were selected in Palo Alto, Redwood City, Saratoga 

and San Jose. The survey compared the “list” and “sale” price for transactions based on the 

distant from the wireless facility. The transactions were grouped by those 1) within 1/8
th

 of a 

mile, 2) 1/8 to a quarter mile and 3) a quarter to one-half mile.  

 

In addition, the study included all types of wireless facilities. These facilities may be A) a 

wireless tower, B) equipment placed on buildings (e.g. church, offices) or C) placed on a utility 

structure (e.g. pole, tower). 

 

See Appendix D for sample photographs of the sites. 

 

 

Sample MLS listing data query  



 

The chart below displays the aggregated results for the study. The list and sale prices are an 

aggregate of the all of the transactions that occurred within the specified distance from the 

wireless site during January to September 2012. The fourth column is derived as a percentage of 

the sale price to the list price.  

 

 

  Total List Price  Total Sale Price   %List to Sale  

Palo Alto       

0-0.125 mile  $              33,093,000   $              34,243,125  103% 

0.125-0.25  $           219,641,507   $           233,276,629  106% 

0.25-0.5  $        1,058,288,821   $        1,094,507,081  103% 

Redwood City       

0-0.125 mile  $                9,111,888   $                9,306,000  102% 

0.125-0.25  $              36,670,398   $              36,738,500  100% 

0.25-0.5  $              91,938,794   $              92,571,249  101% 

Saratoga       

0-0.125 mile  $              11,116,000   $              11,168,000  100% 

0.125-0.25  $              77,914,560   $              77,601,045  100% 

0.25-0.5  $           353,092,390   $           350,550,126  99% 

San Jose       

0-0.125 mile  $              29,024,249   $              28,695,250  99% 

0.125-0.25  $              57,135,400   $              57,075,940  100% 

0.25-0.5  $           157,404,541   $           158,404,215  101% 

 

A listing of the addresses for the wireless sites is in Appendix  A. 

 

  



 

Conclusion 

It is quite clear from the data that the distance from a wireless facility has no apparent impact 

on the value or sale price of a home. The relationship between the list and sale price 

remained the same no matter how close the property was to the wireless facility. In addition, 

we see that all the cities in the survey had similar results. The sites across all cities represent 

a variety of properties including those in neighborhoods with higher priced homes versus 

those in communities with more moderately priced homes.  

 

Most real estate professionals believe there are multiple factors that affect property values. 

These professionals still believe in the old adage that there are three factors: location, 

location, location. However, it is quite obvious that the overall economic climate can have an 

overriding effect on the real estate market. This year has seen a significantly stronger market 

for home sales, both in the number of transactions and sellers’ ability to obtain their asking 

price. Other factors that tend to impact property values include schools and access to 

transportation. 

 

This study should provide a data-based explanation of the relationship between home values 

and the proximity to wireless facilities. The conclusions can be understood to suggest that 

communities and carriers have done well in considering the placement of the technology. The 

Wireless Communications Initiative believes this continued commitment to resolving 

deployment issues will benefit our region and its neighborhoods.    



(Appendix A) 

Wireless Facilities Included In Study 

Palo Alto 

 1082 Coronado 

101 Alma St 

1985 Louis Road 

3990 El Camino 

305 N California 

10950 Channing 

1501 Page Mill Rd 

200 Page Mill Rd 

2047 bayshore 

2300 Geng Rd 

260 Sheridan 

2666 E Bayshore Rd 

2675 Hanover St 

2701 Middlefield Rd 

300 Pasteur Dr 

3000 Alexis 

3141 Maddux Dr 

3401 & 3431 Hillview 

345 Hamilton Ave 

3475 Deer Creek Rd 

3600 W Bayshore Rd 

3600 Middlefied 

3672 Middlefied 

3862 Middleflied  

4009 Miranda 

4243 Manuela Ave 

4249 El Camino Real 

488 University Ave 

525 University Ave 



531 Stanford Ave 

695 Arastradero 

711 Colorado 

724 Arastradero 

850 Webster St 

855 El Camino 

900 Blake Wilbur Dr 

799 Arastradero 

760 Porter 

3000 El Camino Real 

675 El Camino Real 

2595 E Bayshore 

Junipero & Stanford 

Page Mill & Foothill 

 Redwood City 

3025 Jefferson Ave 

468 Grand St 

1175 Palomar 

1251 Annette 

2900 Whipple Ave 

 Saratoga 

14407 Big Basin Way 

14000 Fruitvale 

13000 Glen Brae 

13750 Prune Blossom 

14091 Quito Rd 

12770 Saratoga Ave 

1777 Saratoga Ave 

13601 Saratoga Ave 

20508 Saratoga Los Gatos 

19491 Saratoga Los Gatos 

12393 Saratoga Sunnyvale 



12413 Saratoga Sunnyvale 

Hwy 9 & Quito 

 San Jose 

2827 Flint Ave 

930 Remillard Ct 

3675 Payne Ave 

144 S Jackson 

366 Saint Julie Dr 

1529 Newport Ave 

1200 Fleming Ave 

2110 Story Rd 

1635 Park Ave 

1700 Moffat St 

 Disclaimer: the data was pulled on 10/2/2012  pulling only single family residence (class 1 in 

MLSListings, Inc.) with a time frame of all sales from 1/1/2012 to 10/2/2012 

 

  



Appendix B 

Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS® 

 

History 

Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS®, established in 1896, has a long and rich 

history paralleling the history of Santa Clara Valley. SCCAOR, the first trade association in 

California, is the largest real estate board in Northern California, and was listed as one of the 

nation's top 20 associations by the Foundation of the American Society of Association 

Executives. It has come a long way since its first members took potential buyers to preview 

properties in horse-drawn buggies. 

Over the years, its members have made very significant contributions, both in the real estate 

industry and to the quality of life in Santa Clara County, through their community service 

activities. Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS®'s history is one of recognizing 

changing needs in the real estate industry, economy, and technology, and leading the way in 

responding to those needs. 

Santa Clara County Association of REALTORS® was the first real estate board in California to 

employ a Government Affairs Director to represent the interest of property owners, 

REALTORS® and the real estate industry, at all levels of government. Threats to property rights 

remain an increasingly "hot" item on legislative agendas. 

The Board's educational activities for members and the public consistently win state and national 

awards for high quality and leadership, including the Real Estate Assistants Program, developed 

in 1994. Ongoing classes and seminars provide Members with the most current, professional 

education for the benefit of their clients and their careers. 

In support of the many communities our members serve, SCC REALTORS® FOUNDATION, a 

nonprofit corporation designed to direct Member's monetary contributions to the most vital 

community needs, was formed in 1991. 



Integrity, strength and innovation are the foundation of Santa Clara County Association of 

REALTORS®'s history. In the same tradition, established during the past century, we are 

committed to being an industry leader, bringing positive action and service to our Members and 

communities for the next 100 years.  

 

The Silicon Valley Association of REALTORS® 

The Silicon Valley Association of REALTORS® (SILVAR) is a professional trade organization 

representing over 4000 REALTORS® and Affiliate members engaged in the real estate business 

on the Peninsula and in the South Bay. SILVAR promotes the highest ethical standards of real 

estate practice, serves as an advocate for homeownership and homeowners, and represents the 

interests of property owners in Silicon Valley. 

 

It is the duty and responsibility of every REALTOR® member of this Association to abide by 

the "Code of Ethics" of the National Association of REALTORS®. The term "REALTOR®" is a 

registered collective membership mark which identifies a real estate professional who is a 

member of the National Association of REALTORS® & who subscribes to its strict Code of 

Ethics. 

 

 

 

MLSListings, Inc. was founded in 2007 as a collaboration between several established regional 

multiple listing services, notably Silicon Valley’s RE InfoLink and California’s Central Valley 

MLS. As the company created by this merger, MLSListings Inc. serves nearly 16,000 

subscribers and 6,000 firms in Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Monterey, San Mateo, San Benito, 

Merced, San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties – an area of approximately 28,000 square miles, 

reaching from San Francisco to Big Sur, and including some of the most valuable real estate in 

the world. MLSListings typically handles listings totaling nearly $70 billion annually. 

http://www.mlslistings.com/


In April, 2008, MLSListings, Inc. joined with three other Northern California MLS services – 

San Francisco MLS, Bay Area Real Estate Services, and MetroList Services – in an 

unprecedented alliance to share multiple listing data throughout Northern California. This new 

alliance serves nearly 50,000 brokers in 19 Northern California Counties, a total population of 

nearly 9 million people. 
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Wireless Site Photographs (Sampling) 

 

 

366 St. Julie Drive, San Jose 

 

 

 

2110 Story Road, San Jose 



 

 

 

3675 Payne, San Jose 

 



 

12770 Saratoga Ave, Saratoga 

 

 

14407 Big Basin Way 

 



 

 

675 El Camino, Palo Alto 

  



 

1082 Colorado St.  Palo Alto 

 

 

1985 Louis Road, Palo Alto 



 

 

 

4009 Miranda, Palo Alto 

 

 

4243 Manuela, Palo Alto, CA 

 

 



 

2575 Hanover, Palo Alto 
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FCC Radio Frequency Protection Guide

FCC Guidelines
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The U.S. Congress required (1996 Telecom Act) the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”)

to adopt a nationwide human exposure standard to ensure that its licensees do not, cumulatively, have

a significant impact on the environment.  The FCC adopted the limits from Report No. 86, “Biological

Effects and Exposure Criteria for Radiofrequency Electromagnetic Fields,” published in 1986 by the

Congressionally chartered National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (“NCRP”).

Separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure conditions, with the latter limits generally

five times more restrictive.  The more recent standard, developed by the Institute of Electrical and

Electronics Engineers and approved as American National Standard ANSI/IEEE C95.1-2006, “Safety

Levels with Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 3 kHz to

300 GHz,” includes similar limits. These limits apply for continuous exposures from all sources and

are intended to provide a prudent margin of safety for all persons, regardless of age, gender, size, or

health.

As shown in the table and chart below, separate limits apply for occupational and public exposure

conditions, with the latter limits (in italics and/or dashed) up to five times more restrictive:

   Frequency     Electromagnetic Fields (f is frequency of emission in MHz)   

Applicable

Range

(MHz)

Electric

Field Strength

(V/m)

Magnetic

Field Strength

(A/m)

Equivalent Far-Field

Power Density

(mW/cm
2
)

0.3 – 1.34 614 614 1.63 1.63 100 100

1.34 – 3.0 614 823.8/ f 1.63 2.19/ f 100 180/ f
2

3.0 – 30 1842/ f 823.8/ f 4.89/ f 2.19/ f 900/ f
2

180/ f
2

30 – 300 61.4 27.5 0.163 0.0729 1.0 0.2

300 – 1,500 3.54 f 1.59 f f /106 f /238 f/300 f/1500

1,500 – 100,000 137 61.4 0.364 0.163 5.0 1.0

Higher levels are allowed for short periods of time, such that total exposure levels averaged over six or

thirty minutes, for occupational or public settings, respectively, do not exceed the limits, and higher

levels also are allowed for exposures to small areas, such that the spatially averaged levels do not

exceed the limits.  However, neither of these allowances is incorporated in the conservative calculation

formulas in the FCC Office of Engineering and Technology Bulletin No. 65 (August 1997) for

projecting field levels.  Hammett & Edison has built those formulas into a proprietary program that

calculates, at each location on an arbitrary rectangular grid, the total expected power density from any

number of individual radio sources.  The program allows for the description of buildings and uneven

terrain, if required to obtain more accurate projections.
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ATTACHMENT K



AT&T Mobility Radio Frequency Statement 
San Mateo County, CA Small Cell Node 41 

 
This small cell node is necessary to help close a significant service coverage gap in AT&T 

wireless network. Specifically, an antenna sector on a nearby macro site is experiencing, or is forecasted 

to experience, capacity restraints that reduce mobile data speeds to the extent that fewer users served by 

that sector will be able to reliably stream video. Competition and customer demand require that AT&T 

design and maintain its network so that users experience average data service sufficient to reliably stream 

video. Any areas that do not meet this minimal video streaming standard represent a service coverage gap 

that must be closed. 

The nearby macro antenna sector’s capacity restraints are cause by the extraordinary increase in 

mobile data usage. Since introduction of the iPhone in 2007, mobile data usage increased 250,000% on 

AT&T’s network, and AT&T forecasts its customers’ growing demand for mobile data services to 

continue. Updating its mobile network to handle this surge is critical as customers increasingly use their 

mobile phones as their primary communication devices (more than 70% of American households rely 

exclusively or primarily on wireless phones) and rely on their mobile phones to do more (E911, video 

streaming, GPS, web access, text, etc.). In fact, the FCC estimates that 70% of 911 calls are placed by 

people using wireless phones. And with AT&T’s selection by the federal First Responder Network 

Authority, FirstNet, as the wireless service provider to build and manage the nationwide first responder 

wireless network, each new or modified facility will enhance its capability to strengthen first responder 

communications. 

Users in poor signal quality areas use a disproportionate share of resources from the cellular 

network. By placing the proposed node in a poor signal quality area where there is a high density of user 

traffic, the macro site serving the area will be offloaded and will provide better service to other areas that 

it covers. A side benefit is that the node will enable high data speeds, and ultimately 5G services, to those 

nearby users. To provide the necessary capacity relief and close this service coverage gap, AT&T plans to 

place small cell nodes in poor signal quality areas in high usage areas served by the targeted macro 

antenna sector. Each small cell node will work with the other small cell nodes in the area to offload 

network traffic carried by the nearby macro antenna sector and improve mobile data service throughout 

the effective service area.  

AT&T uses industry standard simulation tools to identify the areas in its network where capacity 

restraints and interference will affect data speeds and service quality. This information is developed from 

many sources including terrain and clutter databases that simulate the environment, traffic maps that 
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simulate the density of users in the environment, and propagation models that simulate signal relative to 

interference in the presence of terrain and clutter variation. AT&T evaluates signal quality based on the 

Signal to Interference and Noise Ratio (SINR), which directly affects data speeds.  

This small cell node that AT&T proposes in this portion of Redwood City is needed to close a 

service coverage gap. This service coverage gap is roughly bordered by Milton Street to the north, 

Beresford Avenue to the east, Stockbridge Avenue to the south, and Santiago Avenue to the 

west. The gap area is significant because it encompasses hundreds of homes in residential neighborhoods, 

The proposed small cell node, along with the other small cells in the area, will offload network traffic 

from surrounding macro sites during current and future peak demand periods, which will improve signal 

quality and data speeds, allowing customers to reliably stream video.   

My conclusions are based on my knowledge of the proposed small cell locations and with 

AT&T’s wireless network in the surrounding area. I have a BSC Honors Degree in Microelectronics 

Engineering from University of Ulster, and have 33 years-experience in the wireless communications 

industry. 

 

 

 

 
       __________________________________ 
       Philip Dale 
       AT&T Mobility Services LLC 
       Network, Planning & Engineering  
       RAN Design & RF Engineering   
       October 1, 2018 
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