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SUMMARY INDEX 
OF THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MEETING 
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CASE #2012·51. APPEAL. 
KURT GILBERT AND ELICIA MONTOYA Approved 

CASE #2012·99. APPEAL. 
KURT GILBERT AND ELICIA MONTOYA Approved 

CASE #2012·121. 
944 OLD PECOS TRAIL SPECIAL USE PERMIT Approved 
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VARIANCE. LIAISON PLANNING, AGENT FOR 
BILL JOHNSON, OWNER, REQUESTS A 
VARIANCE TO ARTICLE 14·8·10(G)(8)(a)(d) 
SFCC REGARDING SIZE, HEIGHT, AND 
SETBACK TO ALLOW SIGNAGE FOR A NEW 
RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT. THE PROPERTY IS 
ZONED GENERAL COMMERCIAL (C·2/PUD) 
AND IS LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF 
CERRILLOS ROAD, NORTH OF THE SANTA 
FE AUTO PARK Postponed to 02/05/13 

CASE #2012·133. APPEAL. STEVEN COCA, ON 
BEHALF OF THE SOUTHWEST BELLAMAH 
NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, APPEALS THE 
ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMIT #12·1902 FOR 
CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
TOWER AT 3294 CERRILLOS ROAD (BAILLIO'S) Appeal denied 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 

CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
Monday, January 14, 2013 

A. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

A regular meeting of the City of Santa Fe Board of Adjustment was called to order by Gary 
Friedman, Chair, at approximately 6:00p.m., on Monday, January 14, 2013, in the Council Chambers, City 
Hall, Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Gary Friedman, Chair 
Rachel L. Winston, Vice-Chair 
Patricia Hawkins 
Douglas Maahs 
[Vacancy] 

MEMBERS EXCUSED: 
Coleen Dearing 
Daniel H. Werwath 

OTHERS PRESENT: 
Kelley Brennan, Assistant City Attorney 
Tamara Baer, Planning Manager, Current Planning Division 
Daniel A. Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior, Current Planning Division 
Melessia Halberg, Stenographer 

There was a quorum of the membership in attendance for conducting official business. 

B. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

C. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

Ms Baer said the applicants in Case #2012-126, Ashley Furniture Sign Variance, have requested a 
postponement to February 5, 2013. 

MOTION: Rachel Winston moved, seconded by Douglas Maahs, to approve the Agenda as amended. 

VOTE: The motion was approved unanimously on a voice vote. 



D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES- DECEMBER 18, 2012 

The following corrections were made to the minutes of December 18, 2012: 

Ms. Baer said the minutes should be changed in the future to reflect that the members of the 
Board of Adjustment are board members rather than Commissioners. 

Page 3, correct as follows: "Eiicia Montoya and Kurt Gilbert, Appellants, and Kimball Udall and 
Jimmy and Jennifer Day, Appellees, and Kimball Udall witness for the Appellants was were sworn. 

Page 23, Paragraph 8, strike as follows: VVinston ffiOl'e to deny the appeal, and st'lotJid be 
prof)erly. Seconded by llavvkins. [STENOGRAPHER'S NOTE: This language should be stricken because 
these are my notes which inadvertently were not omitted. The formal motion follows.] 

MOTION: Rachel Winston moved, seconded by Douglas Maahs, to approve the minutes of the meeting of 
December 18, 2012, as amended. 

VOTE: The motion was approved unanimously on a voice vote. 

E. FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS: 

1. CASE #2012-51. APPEAL KURT GILBERT AND ELICIA MONTOYA 
2. CASE #2012-99. APPEAL KURT GILBERT AND ELICIA MONTOYA 
3. CASE #2012-121. 944 OLD PECOS TRAIL SPECIAL USE PERMIT 

The Findings of Facts and Conclusion of Law in Case #2012-51, Appeal, Kurt Gilbert and Elicia 
Montoya, Case #2012-99, Appeal, Kurt Gilbert and Elicia Montoya and Case #2012-121, 944 Old Pecos 
Trail Special Use Permit, are incorporated herewith to these minutes collectively as Exhibit "1 ." 

MOTION: Rachel Winston moved, seconded by Douglas Maahs, to approve the Findings of Fact and 
Conclusions of Law in Case #2012-51, Appeal, Kurt Gilbert and Elicia Montoya, Case #2012-99, Appeal, 
Kurt Gilbert and Elicia Montoya and Case #2012-121, 944 Old Pecos Trail Special Use Permit as 
presented by staff. 

VOTE: The motion was approved unanimously on a voice vote. 

F. OLD BUSINESS 

There was no old business 
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G. NEW BUSINESS 

1. CASE #2012·126. ASHLEY FURNITURE SIGN VARIANCE. LIAISON PLANNING, 
AGENT FOR BILL JOHNSON, OWNER, REQUESTS A VARIANCE TO ARTICLE 14·8· 
10(G)(8)(a)(d) SFCC REGARDING SIZE, HEIGHT, AND SETBACK TO ALLOW 
SIGNAGE FOR A NEW RETAIL ESTABLISHMENT. THE PROPERTY IS ZONED 
GENERAL COMMERCIAL (C-2/PUD) AND IS LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF 
CERRILLOS ROAD, NORTH OF THE SANTA FE AUTO PARK. {DAN ESQUIBEL, 
CASE MANAGER) 

A Memorandum dated January 2, 2013, for the January 14, 2013 Board of Adjustment meeting, 
with attachment, to the Board of Adjustment, from Daniel A. Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior, Current 
Planning Division, requesting postponement of this case to February 5, 2013, is incorporated herewith to 
these minutes as Exhibit "2." 

This case is postponed to the Board of Adjustment meeting on February 5, 2012. 

2. CASE #2012-133. APPEAL. STEVEN COCA, ON BEHALF OF THE SOUTHWEST 
BELLAMAH NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION, APPEALS THE ISSUANCE OF 
BUILDING PERMIT #12·1902 FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A NEW 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS TOWER AT 3294 CERRILLOS ROAD (BAILLIO'S). 
{KELLEY BRENNAN) 

A Memorandum dated January 4, 2013, for the January 14, 2013 Meeting of the Board of 
Adjustment, with attachments, to the Board of Adjustment, from Kelley Brennan, Assistant City Attorney, is 
incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit "3." 

A statement read into the record by Arthur Firstenberg, entered for the record by Arthur 
Firstenberg, is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit "4." 

A color photograph of a cell tower located in another area of the City in a C-2 Zone, entered for the 
record by Peter Dwyer, is incorporated herewith to these minutes as Exhibit "5." 

Two color simulation photographs showing the tower from Richards Avenue and from Cerrillos 
Road, entered for the record by Kelley Brennan, Assistant City Attorney, are incorporated herewith to these 
minutes collectively as Exhibit "6." 

Staff was sworn 
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Staff Report 

The staff report was presented by Kelley Brennan which is contained in Exhibit "3." Please see 
Exhibit "3" for the specifics of this presentation. 

Staff Recommendation: For the reasons stated in the Memorandum [Exhibit "3"], the City 
Attorney's Office recommends that the Board deny the Appellant's appeal. 

Chair Friedman explained the process of an appeal before the Board of Adjustment. He said 
comments will be limited to a maximum of 3 minutes for those testifying. He gave the Appellant and the 
Appellee each a maximum of 10 minutes to present their case. 

Public Hearing 

Presentation by the Appellant 

Steven Coca, 1117 Camino Consuela, Vice President, Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood 
Association, Appellant, was sworn. Mr. Coca said, "I am a little sad I have to be here. I have to 
represent my little neighborhood in front of everyone because we haven't been given a fair shake, but 
before I start, I just want to note in the Board of Adjustment Exhibits here." He said there are two Exhibit 
A's, one on 15 and one on 92 which is completely different. He said he will be referring to these different 
exhibits. He said there are two Exhibit F's, one on page 115 and on 151, Exhibit G's on pages 117 and 
155. He said he will be referring to these exhibits during his presentation. 

Chair Friedman said perhaps it would be easier for Mr. Coca to just give the page number to which 
he is referring when there are two exhibits with the same designation. 

Mr. Coca said, "I am Steve Coca from the Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood Association. I am 
not here to interfere, or prohibit or impede the interstate or intrastate telecommunications. And I'm not 
here to talk about radio frequencies and the effect on human beings. That's not why I'm here. I just want 
to make sure that is clear to everyone. I am here because the esthetics of the proposed tower are so 
horrendous that they need to be addressed. I understand a C-2 Zoning District allows for a cell phone 
tower. I understand that, that's fine, and I understand it's 75 feet. It just so happens that the cell phone 
tower is right next to our neighborhood." 

Mr. Coca continued, "The Applicant never asked us for our opinion. In fact, the information 
meeting held as a courtesy, was limited to discussion. The Applicant has years and years of experience 
building cell phone towers, and the only thing they wanted to discuss was a fake pine tree, disguised as a 
cell phone tower. They have years of experience building cell phone towers. They should have imparted 
their years of experience and knowledge with us, but they did not. The applicant never spoke about 
internally versus externally mounted antennas. I had to do my own research. The obligatory courtesy 
ENN informational meeting was at best a joke." 
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Mr. Coca continued, "What I would like for you all to think about right now, is about the cell phone 
tower. There is no careful design, there is poor sighting, there is minimal landscape screening and there is 
no innovative, camouflaging techniques. It is a basic cell phone tower that could be anywhere in the 
country. The courtesy ENN informational meeting was a disingenuous attempt to satisfy those who 
attended. Not once after the courtesy ENN informational meeting did the Applicant contact the residents. 
They never asked us what we wanted, and I would not be here today if they had. They never followed 
through with our comments at the ENN informational meeting, and it was clear that they never intended to. 
This is sad, because we care about our neighborhood and we take pride in our neighborhood." 

Mr. Coca continued, "In the past, we've been involved with Baillio's, Del Norte Credit Union and 
Walmart as they were being built. We're concerned about graffiti, noise, trash and the condition of our 
parks, just to name a few. For example, I'd like you to look at Exhibit F on page 152. If you look on the 
right hand side, under Proposed Walls and Landscape Plan, I'd like to read you a couple of comments 
here. Under Proposed Walls, at the very end, Peter Dwyer writes: 

'If the City has some specific idea about what they would like, AT&T will consider that request but 
there is nothing in the Code which would apply specifically to landscaping or screening walls for 
this site.' 

Go down two paragraphs, Landscape Design, Peter Dwyer writes: 

'As stated above, there is nothing in the Code that requires a landscape plan or explains how to 
effectively screen a screening wall. If the City will describe what it wants, we can consider that 
request.' 

My objection is, instead of asking the City what they wanted, why not ask us. We were at the informational 
meeting, we live 100 feet away from this, and they never asked us what we wanted. You heard City staff 
say there was plenty of discussion between the City and the Applicant, but we were never included. We 
have to look at the cell phone tower." 

Mr. Coca continued, "In regard to Claim 3 and Claim 4, that speaks to less visual impact, putting 
the tower in front of Baillio's, or on the east end of Walgreen's, or even behind Walmart would have a less 
visual impact, because it would then be out of direct sight of most residents. The current location of the 
cell phone tower fortunately, or unfortunately, that's what residents see from their back yard and living 
room and dining room, and even bedrooms. A landmark or monument or flag pole would be less invasive. 
We were never shared that information. The only option we were given was a fake pine tree. The 
Applicant never considered State property at the end of Richards Avenue. They never considered locating 
this at the Genoveva Chavez Center. They never took any of our recommendations for location." 

Mr. Coca continued, "Claim 5, speaks to noise. If you look at Exhibit G on page 155, I would like 
for you to note that the document isn't dated, and there is no point of contact regard noise. If there were 
noise, the City would not know who to contact to abate it. If I were to call the Applicant and complain about 
noise, there is no point of contact. Actually, there is no remedy and there is no point of contact. I don't 
know who to call. If I had complaints about noise, they'd fall upon deaf ears. Exhibit G on 155, I think, is 
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incomplete. It's missing a point of contact. It doesn't tell me where I would call -Albuquerque, Phoenix, 
Santa Fe- and it makes me wonder is there a person at AT&T who is in charge of graffiti abatement and 
noise abatement. I don't know. That's not clear. So I think Exhibit G was misleading. It doesn't provide 
enough information for the residents or for the City." 

Mr. Coca continued, "Claim 6 speaks to the actual building permit. If we look at Exhibit 0 on page 
173, by Peter Dwyer's own admission, the building permit, the actual physical building permit, is all over 
the property depending on the day of the week, and depending on the day and even depending on the 
hour of the day. It's not been secure, or it was not secure, I should say. It was a haphazard attempt to 
post the building permit. In fact, it couldn't be seen on ... when I went over there. And unfortunately, my 
exhibit that's in your document isn't very clear. But in essence, I found the building permit face up on the 
sidewalk and you couldn't see it from Richards Avenue and you certainly could not see it from Cerrillos 
Road." 

Mr. Coca continued, "Claim 7 speaks to notification with 24 hours of the application. I'd like you to 
look at Exhibit Bon page 39. The first complete paragraph, last sentence, was written by Peter Dwyer, 
and it states, 'Notice pursuant to 14-6.2(E)(10) will be provided promptly (within 24 hours) as required by 
the Code.' As far back as September 2011, the Applicant knew they had to inform residents within 200 
feet of the tower." 

Mr. Coca continued, "Now, if you look at Exhibit P, and that's toward the very end, and that starts 
on page 177, City staff is saying that there was proper notification. But if you look at these certified mail 
receipts, and you look to the right hand side of each one, they're not stamped. The Post Office would have 
stamped every single certificate, but the Post Office did not. I don't know if these were sent. They 
certainly were not sent within 24 hours, and they obviously weren't taken to the Post Office. There is no 
notification within 24 hours. And because of that, that's the reason why I'm here. Our neighborhood never 
had a fair chance to speak with the Applicant and let them know what we thought. We have to see this 
every single day. Why is it that in California, Florida, individuals, neighborhoods have cell phone towers 
that masks as other things- as buildings, monuments, landmarks. And sure, it's easy to get a cell tower 
up in a C-2 District, and it's easy to think that neighbors weren't going to complain, but we did. And here 
we are. Thank you very much. I appreciate your time." 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. Coca to present his witnesses at this time. 

Presentation of witnesses by the Appellant 

Mr. Coca said, "My first witness, I'd like to call Carmen Vigil." 

Mr. Coca said, "Carmen, can you tell us where you live." 

Carmen Vigil, 3265 Lorraine Street [previously sworn]. Ms. Vigil said, "It is adjacent to Lorraine 
Street and Richards Avenue. And my backyard faces Baillio's and that tower, so I would be looking at that 
tower morning, noon and night, realizing that we were never told about that. We were never advised of 
anything. It's like we just don't exist, and I think that that's not the right way for Americans to behave 
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against Americans. I have lived there since 1963, I think that totals to forty something years, I don't think 
that we have ever had any problems whatsoever, prior to the time that all these people came to our back 
yard. And that's not everything. Now I have everybody's trash back there. I have to clean everybody's 
trash, Baillo's trash and I can imagine the rest. I do not have the money to be paying for it, and they won't 
listen anyway. You talk to them, would you clean your garbage here, but they won't do it. So if we face 
this now, I can imagine what we'll face with that tower there. Not to mention the fact, that it's really health 
hazardous to have that tower there. There's so many other places. I don't know why choose it on us 
there. Is it because we're elderly, or what. But, we're not all elderly. They have to understand that. And 
I'm sorry to say that I'm totally opposed to that tower there." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Carmen, did you ever get notice, a certified letter or a certificate letter from the 
Applicant regarding the application for a cell phone tower." 

Ms. Vigil said, "I did not." 

Mr. Coca said, "Thank you." 

Ms. Vigil said, "Thank you very much." 

Mr. Coca said, "My next witness. Could you please introduce yourself and tell us where you live. 

Margie Segura, 3237 Lorraine [previously sworn]. Ms. Segura said, "My name is Margie 
Segura and I live at 3237 Lorraine Street." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Can you tell me what effect ... actually, how long you have lived at your house." 

Ms. Segura said, "I've lived at my house since 1963." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Are you the original owner." 

Ms. Segura said, "I am." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Tell me what your view would be from your living room and dining room and 
bedrooms." 

Ms. Segura said, "I will be looking at this tower from my living room, from my dining area every 
day." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Did anyone ever ask you about what you like, or may not like, in regard to the 
cell phone tower." 

Ms. Segura said, "Never." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Did anyone ask you about camouflaging or landscaping." 
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Ms. Segura said, "Never." 

Mr. Coca said, "Thank you." 

Ms. Segura said, "Thank you." 

Chair Friedman thanked Ms. Segura. 

Mr. Coca said, "And I have one more witness." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Can you tell us who you are and where you live. 

Arthur Firstenberg [previously sworn]. Mr. Firstenberg said, "My name is Arthur Firstenberg, I 
live at 247 Barela Street." 

Mr. Coca said, "I have asked Arthur to come by today. I asked him to do some legal research 
about notification upon neighborhoods. Can you tell us what you found." 

Mr. Firstenberg said, "Yes. I'm addressing Assistant Attorney Kelley Brennan's Memo regarding 
Claim 7, about notification of neighbors." 

Mr. Firstenberg then read his Memo into the record, and provided the statement for the record. 
Please see Exhibit "3," for the text of this Memorandum. Mr. Firstenberg concluded his statement saying, 
"According to all of these precedents, the remedy for failure to notify is nullification of the approval. AT&T 
must file a new application, and undergo a new review process after proper notification of the neighbors." 

Presentation by the Appellee 

Peter Dwyer, Attorney for Appellee, AT&T, [previously sworn as to his testimony on the 
facts of this case]. John Schmutz and Scott September were sworn. 

Mr. Dwyer said, "My name is Peter Dwyer, and I'm an attorney representing AT&T in this matter. I 
would like to first start off by saying that this is an application in a C-2 Zone, for a pole structure with a 
series of antennas at the top. I'll get testimony from my witnesses here in a minute to tell you more about 
what it is we're trying to do here." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "But the appeal, in particular, is really ... what happened is that was an 
administrative review and approval, a building permit issued and then construction began, and then there 
was an appeal during the construction period of the issuance of the building permit. So, I want to 
reemphasize that really what's being scrutinized here today, is the staff's decision to issue that building 
permit, because that's the phase in the process that it got to before it was stopped by the appeal." 
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Mr. Dwyer said, "I wanted to say that this is a C-2 Zone, so I'm not sure how familiar you all are 
with the Telecommunications Ordinance. It has changed over the years, but under the City Code, and I'll 
defer to the City Attorney present, in terms of if I get the law wrong, but my reading of the City Code is that 
a C-2 Zone is one of the few zones in the City where these facilities are preferred to be located. So, this is 
considered to be an application in the most desirable place to place these, and that may not be agreeable 
to the neighboring property owners, but that's the designation under the Zoning Code. And I also wanted 
to provide you some copies of a facility that's in a C-2 zone in another part of the City just so you can see 
the esthetics of the existing facilities as compared to what's being proposed in this application [Exhibit "4"]. 
I'll give the Appellant a copy as well. May I approach." 

Chair Friedman said yes. 

Mr. Dwyer said, "I just wanted to provide this to you so you could have a sense of what's out there 
on the ground right now. This is an existing C-2 Zone facility. I printed out a zoning map of the City that 
shows the area. It's at the Airport Road/Cerrillos Road intersection, is the tower that's there. If you drive 
by you can see it quite visibly. So this is C-2. I believe it could be in the 1-1 adjacent, but I believe it's on 
the C-2 designated property there, comparable to the property that we're dealing with tonight. And I just 
wanted to show it to you, to show that we have made a good faith effort to ameliorate the esthetic impacts 
of telecommunications facilities in C-2 Zones, because we're not proposing to build this. This is not what 
we're trying to build. We're trying to build lower impact things that are lower visibility." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "In addressing a few other points, I would say that what we're proposing is 
appropriate for a C-2 Zone. You are allowed to go, under the Telecommunications Code, up to 100 feet in 
a C-2 Zone. The initial proposal as set out in the Staff Report was for 75 feet and for a Mono-Pine design. 
That was rejected by the staff. There was a very iterative process. I'll have the witness testify as to how 
that went. It took two years. If you look in your packet at page, let me get the page number. There's a 
timeline that the staff prepared that sets forth how we came to this point today. Yes, it starts on page 4 
and goes onto page 5. And you can see that the first day of the timeline is October 25, 2010, and the last 
date is October 30, 2012. So that's two years, and I would not agree that it was in any way easy. It was 
difficult. And you can see, if you read through that timeline, why I say that. I'm not saying it to be difficult 
to myself. I'm just saying that there were multiple iterations of design that were gone through here during 
the review process." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "The initial application was for a Mono-Pine. The initial design was right on 
the property line. The Code changed during the process. There were administrative approvals allowed, 
but they were only allowed if you sited the facility with a 1 foot setback from the property line, which means 
that in order to get administrative approval the site had to be moved at least 75 feet from the property 
boundary in towards the property. Subsequent designs actually changed the facilities, and actually the 
final construction would be at 70 feet which is less than the 100 feet allowed under the Code. So we tried 
in a couple of ways, both through our design and also through the iterative sign process and also through 
reducing the height to the maximum extent we can to try to reduce the impact on the neighborhood. 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "As for the ENN process. The ENN doesn't apply to an administrative 
approval. It is triggered by special exceptions. And one of the witnesses testified about the special 
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exception process. That... well, I'll just say Mr. Firstenberg is in litigation presently with the City of Santa 
Fe and AT&T on that specific issue. Our responsive pleading in the mandamus case is actually due 
tomorrow. So we're litigating the issue as to whether special exceptions are generally required for any kind 
of change. Of course, our contention is no, and the City agrees with us, but that's something that's not in 
this case, but it tangentially touches on the case because of the fact that... I want you to understand that 
we went through a voluntary process of meeting with the neighborhood, even though the Code wouldn't 
require it of us under the new Code provisions." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "In terms of follow-through on the ENN process, we did follow through. I 
think that's in the record. There's a couple of emails from me to Steve Coca, directly, immediately 
following the ENN meeting. He requested additional information and documents, and you can see the 
emails are in the record showing that I responded promptly and provided those documents to them. There 
were several phone calls from the neighborhood following the ENN meeting. And I call it an ENN meeting, 
but please be advised that this was not truly an ENN meeting. It was just a voluntary ENN-Iike process. I 
did follow up with adjacent property owners on alternative locations, but they weren't willing to lease the 
space to us, so we did try to take the steps that were requested of us at that meeting. And I'll ask Scott to 
testify more as to that when he gets up here." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "In terms of locations, it's important to understand, and again Scott will testify 
to this that you can't cover the City of Santa Fe with one site. And the search ring for this site doesn't go 
all the way to the properties that were mentioned. Again, it's included in the packet I believe. The search 
ring, and if you look at the search ring you'd see that, you know, you don't have a limitless number of 
potential sites. It's on page 112. You'll see it's a dotted line there and it's fairly small, the circled area that 
we were looking in. That's where, when we're assigned to try to find a new telecom site, it needs to go into 
a place where there is a significant gap in coverage. You wouldn't build a site unless you needed better 
coverage. And so our engineer tells you, this is the area where you should be looking. And if you start 
looking at sites outside of that ring, you're really not achieving the whole purpose of the construction. So, 
it's important to understand that too, to recognized that it's not a free-for-all where we could just move it 
any old place and it would be fine. If it doesn't fall inside the ring, there's no point in building it." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "In terms of contact for follow-up, my address is listed on that document. 
Steve Coca has my email. I've emailed him before. If anybody wanted to contact me, I'm a local law 
practitioner. I live and work here in Santa Fe and I can be contacted. And of course, when it comes to 
noise abatement, the City has enforcement officers who do specifically that and you can contact them and 
they'll enforce under the Noise Ordinance." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, 'The posting was done as best as possible, but it's correct in saying the sign 
was down frequently. We had to go back and put it up several times. Mark Basham who's the senior 
partner in our law firm, did the initial posting. We had subsequently put it up a couple more times. It was 
on the ground several times. We can't really keep the sign up if people want to keep taking it down. So if 
it keeps coming down, we keep putting it up. And we had to come to the City. We got additional copies of 
the sign. We were vigilant. We did check. But the important part about the notification is I think, made by 
the staff in the Memo which is the real notice is so we could have this hearing here tonight, so that people 
know that they have an appellate right and that they can exercise that, and that's happening here. 
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Obviously, we're here tonight, so clearly they had notice. Clearly they did understand that they had 
appellate rights and they're exercising those." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "The Post Office and the date stamps. Let me just tell you a little bit about 
that, because that's kind of a problem in this case in that they aren't stamped, but it's going to be a 
problem in all future cases, because they won't stamp them. The City changed the Code to try to make 
notification by the applicants easier, by doing this registered mail, rather than certified mail on the 
assumption that it would be cheaper and easier. Unfortunately, the postal service here in Santa Fe has 
not been cooperative in that regard. What you're supposed to be able to do is list the number of 
addresses that you want the letters mailed to on a single sheet, and they even have a federal form. And 
then they're supposed to do all that, the certification based on the sheet that you give them. They won't do 
that. They won't accept the sheet. My staff has to fill out each one of those little labels individually, which 
was part of the purpose of changing the ordinance was to get away from that. The postal office just simply 
won't follow their own regulations and there's nothing we can do about that. So, I do encourage you to, if ... 
I know the postal issue has been in front of the City recently and things like that, what you can do, 
whatever you can do to encourage them to follow the process, that would be great, but really, we are 
powerless to tell them what to do with the U.S. Mail. So we did make, you can see from the documents in 
the file, we did make a good faith effort to follow the notification requirements." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "I said already, that I don't agree that the characterization of this process is 
easy, it's been somewhat laborious. In terms of views. Views aren't regulated under the 
Telecommunications Ordinance. They are regulated by the City under the Escarpment Ordinance and 
there are other view corridors from the City that are established where views are regulated, but there's no 
general view regulation in the City. So that's really not a zoning issue that is in front of you tonight. It's a 
question under the Telecommunication Code of whether the building permit should have issued or should 
not have issued." 

Presentation of witnesses by the Appellee 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "So, having said all that, I think that hits the high points in terms of what it is 
we're trying to do here, but I think at this point, I'd just like to call Scott as my first witness and have him 
testify as to what we're proposing here." 

Scott September, Site Acquisition Manager, AT&T Mobility, Desert Southwest Area, 20830 
North [inaudible] Boulevard, Suite 400, Phoenix, Arizona 85050 [previously sworn]. 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Scott, can you tell the Board of Adjustment what it is that we're building here." 

Mr. September said, "AT&T is developing a wireless communication facility that is part of a network 
of communication facilities here in the Santa Fe area to provide coverage to our customers." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "And can you explain a little bit about how this site works, particularly in relation 
to other sites." 
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Mr. September said, "The way a cellular network works, is as users are traveling within the 
network, each cellular communications site is subbed back to a main switching office, and as the user or 
customer is traveling within the network, each site communicates back to the hub and says that the 
customer is getting closer or farther to one site or the other, and a hand-off takes place when traveling 
through the network. And this hand-off happens at the speed of light. The customer is unaware of it or 
when it happens, and what happens with the signal that's communicating with each customer, transfers 
from one site to another site." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "And can you tell me a little about why we need this particular site." 

Mr. September said, "AT&T is trying to fill a significant gap in coverage in this area. AT&T has 
experienced a significant increase in usage in our data network." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Can you tell us what's the order of magnitude in the change in demand for data 
over the last 5 years." 

Mr. September said, "In the last 5 years, with the introduction of Smart Phone products, AT&T has 
experienced a 20,000% increase in data usage." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "So that means that the existing infrastructure needs to be upgraded to 
accommodate that." 

Mr. September said, "It does. And in addition, as AT&T's wireless network continues to mature, 
the lapses in coverage become very critical and very specific. When AT&T first started developing their 
network back in the late nineties, search areas were significantly larger. The threshold for where a site 
could be located was ... there was more leeway in where you could place a site. But today, as the network 
has matured over the years, the search areas have become very small and very specific." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "I didn't ask you at the beginning, but can you state for the record what your job 
title is." 

Mr. September said, "I'm the Site Acquisition Manager for AT&T Mobility." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Can you explain why we want a site at 70 feet." 

Mr. September said, "This particular site is 70 feet high. And one of the reasons for the required 
height of any cellular communications site has to do with the surrounding topography, the surrounding 
morphology, the trees, manmade obstructions and clutter, buildings, structures. What's important for each 
site is that the signal can propagate into an area at an angle, at a downward angle into a specific area. 
That allows the network engineers to control the signal so that they can angle the antennas at a downward 
angle, so that the signal doesn't go too far to interfere with other cell sites. So, it's in a controlled area. 
And it also allows the signal to penetrate into those areas so it's effective. If the elevation of the antennas 
is too low, the signal simply skips across the tops of tree lines and roofs and it won't be able to penetrate 
into buildings and into the places where our customers are." 
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Mr. Dwyer asked, "And is AT&T's band width and signal different from other providers." 

Mr. September said, "Every wireless provider is issued frequencies, or they purchase frequencies 
now days from the FCC. And each carrier's frequencies are different. There are some carriers that have 
carriers that are in a lower frequency range, and some that are higher in the frequency range. So every 
carrier has different frequencies, which also translate into different demands on their networks, different 
performance characteristics. The lower the frequency the better the frequency propagates through block 
and through wood and into buildings and structures where customers are. The higher the frequency, the 
more difficult it is for that frequency to penetrate through trees and rocks and brick and wood. If you think 
about it, light is the highest frequency that we know of, for the most part. And you can block light with a 
piece of paper, so the higher you go in the frequency spectrum, the more difficult it is for a frequency to be 
usable." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Does that mean that AT&T has different requirements from other providers." 

Mr. September said, "We do. Some of our competitors are fortunate to have lower frequencies in 
the 850 MH range. AT&T, for many years, has been using frequencies that are higher, in the 1900 
frequency range." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "How long have you been involved in this application review process." 

Mr. September said, "A long time. Since the beginning, 2010." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "And did you attend the voluntary ENN meeting that was mentioned earlier." 

Mr. September said, "I did." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Did you ask at that meeting for feedback." 

Mr. September said, "We did ask for feedback from the community." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Do you recall what kind of feedback you got." 

Mr. September said, "It's been so long ago, my recollection is, most of the feedback was that we 
would have to look at it, we didn't want it, and then I think one person wanted a Christmas tree." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "But you did attend that meeting and we did solicit some feedback." 

Mr. September said, "We did." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "I think that's all the questions for you Scott." 

Mr. September said thank you. 
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Mr. Dwyer said, "My next witness, Jonathan Schmutz." 

Jonathan Schmutz, 100 North Guadalupe [previously sworn]. 

Mr. Dwyer said, "Jonathan, can you tell me about your qualifications." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "Yes. I've been involved in architecture for 13 years, focusing mainly in 
commercial and residential. For the past 3 years in Santa Fe, I've designed more than 25 
telecommunications sites. And this one, in particular." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "What was your role in this particular site." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "I helped design it. We submitted the drawings, the original drawings and 
revised them due to the property line issues. Then once we submitted, we changed from a Mono-Pine to a 
Mono-Pole. The City requested that we give them multiple design options, so we submitted a lattice 
structure, a Mono-Pine and a Mono-Pole design. And the City eliminated the Mono-Pine and then 
requested that they give color options. And so we chose a tan to kind of blend in with the vernacular of 
structures, a, blue to blend in more with the sky and then just a natural gray, kind of a metal color. And the 
City agreed that the metal and the Mono-Pole probably would have the less visual impact and added a 
concealment shroud around the top of the Mono-Pole, shielding the antennas." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Okay. Can I go to the beginning of the process. The first application was for a 
Mono-Pine you say." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "Yes." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Can you describe that for the Board." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "A Mono-Pine is an antenna that is made to look more like a tree, with limbs. 
They can make them oak, or palm or Mono-Pine. This one just happened to look like a pine tree." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "What's the point of making it look like a pine tree." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "To disguise that it's a telecommunications site and, I guess not to be obtrusive 
visually." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "So that first application for the Mono-Pine was rejected by the City. Correct." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "Correct." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "And Why was that. Do you know." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "I think the City has ... there's been a few Mono-Pines submitted throughout 
town and they're not appealing." 
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Mr. Dwyer asked, "So you think they're that that they would reject it on a site [inaudible]. 

Mr. Schmutz said, "Correct." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Okay. And then the subsequent designs ... " 

Mr. Schmutz said, "It was a lattice structure and a Mono-Pole, which is just a pole with the 
antennas on top. And a lattice structure is either 4 legs or 31egs, a triangle shape and it goes to a top.' 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Okay. In doing the iterative design process, what was the goal." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "For the most visually pleasing, or less obtrusive structure." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "In the final design, did you do anything to achieve that goal." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "I think we did. We tried playing with color, with different construction types and 
I think this structure disappears with site faster than others." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "What about specifically is the sheathing over the antennas." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "It's just a ... it's gray. It just covers the antenna." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "What was the point in covering the antennas." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "The antennas can be visually undesirable." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "So the shroud was to try to ameliorate the visual impact." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "Correct." 

Mr. Dwyer asked, "Is your testimony that you've tried through alternative designs, paint colors and 
through screening materials to try to mitigate the visual impact.". 

Mr. Schmutz said, "Yes. I will add that of the 25 sites I've done, this is the only one where we've 
had to submit multiple designs through the process." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "Okay, I don't think I have any more questions." 

Mr. Schmutz said, "Thank you." 

Chair Friedman thanked Mr. Dwyer and asked if he has further witnesses, and Mr. Dwyer said no. 

Chair Friedman asked Dwyer if he has questions of the Appellant and Mr. Dwyer said no. 
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Appellant's Questions of Mr. Dwyer/Appellee 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. Coca if he has questions of Mr. Dwyer or his witnesses. 

Mr. Coca said, "I do. For Scott September." 

Chair Friedman reminded Mr. Coca that he is directing the questions through the Board. 

Mr. Coca said, "My question for him is you never spoke about camouflaging, landscaping, or 
including the neighborhood, even though there was a courtesy ENN-type meeting. Why didn't you follow 
through. Why didn't you call us. Our Neighborhood Association is registered with the City. Homes abut 
the property. You could have walked down there, so that's my question to you." 

Chair Friedman asked, "Do you want to respond." 

Mr. September said, "Sure. AT&T when went to the community, even though it wasn't part of the 
process, it was something we wanted to do to reach out to the community to get their feedback, and we felt 
that that was a good opportunity at that time for the community to share any input that they might have 
had, with respect to the design elements of the site that we were proposing. And we also knew that we 
would be working with the City staff and the design elements that they would impose on this as part of the 
administrative process. Staff has the administrative review authority to impose design elements that they 
see fit. And so, through both the neighborhood meeting that we had and through the administrative 
process, we tried to give the neighborhood the opportunity to have input." 

Chair Friedman said, "Okay. Mr. Coca. Question." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Did you notify the residents that an application had been submitted." 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. September if he wants to respond. 

Mr. September said, "We followed the process and procedures with respect to notification that the 
City has established." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Have you seen Exhibit P. That starts on page 177." 

Mr. September said, "I have now seen Exhibit P." 

Mr. Coca asked, "And where it says postmark here, what do you see." 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. September if he is going to answer that question. 

Mr. September said, "I see a place where it says 'postmark here,' and it's a square." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Does this indicate to you that it was mailed within 24 hours." 
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Chair Friedman said, "Go ahead." 

Mr. September said, "I doesn't know when it was mailed." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Does it indicate to you that it was ever mailed." 

Chair Friedman said, "I think he's answered that question. Go ahead. Next question." 

Mr. Coca said, "I think that's alii have. Thank you." 

Chair Friedman thanked Mr. Coca. 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. Coca if he has questions of City staff. 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. Dwyer if he will have questions of City staff and Mr. Dwyer said no. 

Appellant's Questions of City staff 

Mr. Coca said, "I do have questions fo anyone from the City to answer. Does City staff ever 
include forward mail call or otherwise address the residents regarding landscaping, camouflaging, what 
they may or may not like- color schemes, for example." 

Chair Friedman said, "Go ahead. Who wants to answer that. Ms. Baer." 

Ms. Baer said, "No, typically we do not. That authority, as Mr. September pointed out, resides with 
the City. And so, although there are lengthy discussions at the City on those matters, we do not typically 
bring in, we wouldn't necessarily know whom to bring in. We don't bring the public into that discussion." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Did you notify for the final application." 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. Coca to restate his question. 

Mr. Coca asked, "Did you notify the residents of the final application." 

Ms. Baer said, "Mr. Chair, we followed the notice procedures per the Code. The residents and the 
neighborhood association were notified when there was administrative approval of the application. Once 
the building permit application is submitted, the notice for that is by posting at the site. There's not a 
mailing for that aspect of the application required." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Are you aware of the Neighborhood Bill of Rights." 

Ms. Baer said, "Yes." 

Mr. Coca asked, "Did you follow them." 
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Ms. Baer said, "Mr. Chair, we followed the notice procedures in the Code." 

Mr. Coca said, "My question was did you follow the Neighborhood Bill of Rights." 

Chair Friedman asked, "For my edification, what is the Neighborhood Bill of Rights. You can 
summarize it quickly, that would be fine." 

Mr. Coca said, "It allows the residents' neighborhood to participate in the legal process regarding 
development." 

Ms. Baer said, "The Neighborhood Bill of Rights was passed by Resolution and it's superceded 
actually by the Ordinance. We followed the letter of the Ordinance and the intent. And I would just add 
that the ENN process in general speaks to neighborhood notification and participation. And in this case, 
the Applicant did hold meetings with the neighborhood that met that intent." 

Mr. Coca said, "And I do realize that the Neighborhood Bill of Rights is a Resolution, but why did 
you not go beyond what was minimally required." 

Chair Friedman said, "You can answer that if you want Ms. Baer." 

Ms. Baer said, "Thank you Mr. Chair. I believe in this particular instance, both the City staff and 
the Applicant for the permit went way beyond what was required as evidenced by the lengthy 
documentation of the iterative process back and forth, and which took over a year." 

Mr. Coca said, "It was back and forth. Who was the back and forth between. Did you care to 
include the residents of the neighborhood." 

Ms. Baer said, "We were not directly contacted by the residents, and it's not something we typically 
do, is to ask residents to comment on applications which are under the purview of City staff." 

Chair Friedman asked if there was someone from City staff in attendance at the ENN meeting. 

Ms. Baer said, "I can't answer that." 

Mr. Dwyer asked if he could approach, and the Chair said yes. 

Mr. Dwyer said, "I believe that staff did not attend because it wasn't an official ENN and they didn't 
want to give it the imprimatur of the City when they weren't actively moderating the proceedings. So they 
were notified and they were aware that we were going forward with that request. It was actually at the 
request of a couple of the City Councilors because the Code was being changed at that time, and they 
wanted to make sure that the constituents in their Districts still had input, regardless of whether the change 
in the Code would have eliminated the ENN. So it was held, but it was not a formal City ENN." 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. Coca if he has further questions and he said no. 

Minutes of the meeting of the Board of Adjustment: January 14, 2013 Page 18 



Speaking in Favor of the Appeal 

Everyone speaking was sworn en masse 

Chair Friedman said he will take testimony from those who didn't provide testimony, and gave 
each person 3 minutes to speak to the Appeal. 

John McPhee, 2712 Sol y luz, Plaza de Castillo 87505 [previously sworn], said he is here as 
private citizen, but he is a regulatory expert and has some questions. He said the "big one coming up now 
was the continuing discussion and controversy over cell towers." He said, "There was a Supreme Court 
ruling that even a fear of a cell tower would be cause for a possible and potential depreciation of real 
estate, which of course would impact all of the private residences and not the commercial buildings, but the 
residences to the south of the proposed location of the cell tower. The compatibility of the sign codes. 
The representatives showed us a picture of the gigantic tower at the corner of Cerrillos and Rodeo Road 
has no compatibility whatsoever with the Sign Code that you, and others on the City Council and staff have 
worked arduously on for 20 years. Cerrillos Road has never looked better. All the fast food signs and 
everything have been diminished in size and are very attractive, in addition to the curbing and so forth. I 
just don't feel it is compatible at all." 

Mr. McPhee continued, "There is a question too of demonstration of need. Yes, there's been a 
dramatic increase in the requirements and demand on AT&T. However, one reference made by them was 
to the traveling location. I thought perhaps if we were discouraging the accommodation of people traveling 
in automobiles using cell phones because of the Ordinance of the City. In the proposed ordinance, I think 
they may be looking to the Legislature. The incredible amount of distraction and distracted driving we are 
experiencing due to both texting and calling on phones. And they made reference to driving down Cerrillos 
and connecting from one tower to another. Also the effect is we already discourage people, I'm also a 
safety expert, we discourage people from using cell phones in the car because it increases the amount of 
radiation as it's trying to reach from tower to tower, when they really shouldn't be engaging it for purposes 
of driving or exposure of radiation. Thank you." 

Dennis Segura, grew up on lorraine Street [previously sworn]. He said, "It was a 
neighborhood you could take pride in and it was a neighborhood that had esthetics to it. It is a place that I 
was proud to be a part of. My mother still resides at that residence and has been there since the home was 
originally build. The questions I would like to present to the Board for their consideration is simply a couple 
of things. Did the petitioner go ahead and follow the protocol for noise remediation. Meaning that right 
now, the residents don't know what to expect, and what assurances do the residents who reside in that 
area whether it's going to be tolerable or intolerable. That has not even been presented to them, and in all 
fairness, I think it should have been. The health issue that was just raised with radiation, I guess we were 
asked not to bring that up, because of health concerns and it was outside the purview of the Board. And I 
don't believe it's outside the purview of the Board. I think it's something that certainly within your purview 
whenever we're talking about health." 
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Mr. Segura continued, "One of the other things I would like to go ahead and ask is, with the 
number of cell towers already in existence, why the City does not impose an ordinance that requires cell 
providers to use joint towers and reduce the total number of cell towers that are required. They have 
different frequencies that they just spoke about, so therefore there shouldn't be any interference from one 
frequency to another. So, my question is, was that given consideration. Lastly, that I would like to go 
ahead and address is, I know that my mother went ahead and offered the name of property owners at 
adjacent commercial lands that would have been, had they been contacted, could have offered another 
site for the proposed tower. There again, it may have been something at a higher lease value, but what is 
cost when we are talking about peoples' livelihoods and peoples' lives. AT&T is a Fortune 500 company 
which could well afford a lease at another site. So I would like to go ahead and find out whether or not 
those considerations were clearly demonstrated to the City and to the residents that in fact another site 
was not an alternative. Thank you for your consideration, Chairman." 

Arthur Firstenberg [previously sworn] said, "I just wanted to read from page 14 of the Assistant 
City Attorney's Memo as follows: 

Mailing labels for the Application were provided to the Applicant by LUD staff in April 2011 for 
residents and addresses with 200 feet of the property. The Applicant has provided to the LUD 
Director, copies of Certified Mail Receipts for those residents and addresses, which are attached 
at Exhibit P." 

Mr. Firstenberg said people are being confused that have spoken here today. Exhibit Pis the Certified 
Mail Receipts that were sent in advance of the second early neighborhood notification meeting in April 
2011, as it says on page 14. These are not the claims notifications that were sent notifying neighbors that 
the application had subsequently been filed which was required by Ordinance and which was never sent to 
any neighbors. There is no evidence of it here. Neighbors testified that they never received it. The 
purpose of the notification of the early neighborhood notification meeting was so that the neighbors could 
give their input to AT&T. The purpose of AT&T subsequently notifying neighbors within 24 hours that the 
application has now been submitted is to give the neighbors the opportunity now to give their input to the 
Land Use Department during the review of the previous process. They never got that chance. They were 
deprived of the required notification which was never sent to them." 

Kelley Brennan said, "I'm sorry for the confusion. I believe the incorrect date is the April date. If 
you will look at my Footnote 19 on page 14, which says: 

Although the Certified Mail Receipts are not dated, since they were generated by the Applicant's 
representative in its office, the Applicant has provided returned (incomplete delivery) notices for 
addresses for which there is a Certified Mail Receipt that shows they were mailed on September 
14, 2011. Copies of those documents are included at the end of Exhibit P. 

That is on page 201. It got mixed up in the shuffle. You will see on page 201, there is a return receipt 
dated September 14, 2011." 
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Mr. Dwyer said, "I just want to point out that I have all the originals with me from the file. It's true 
that they're not stamped, just as they are in your packet. They're not stamped by the postal service. Like I 
said earlier, that's not right, but that's something the postal service does. I don't do that. But, I do have all 
the returned envelopes from all the people who didn't get them and they, of course, have information about 
them being returned on September 141

h, the letter is dated September 141
h. I have indications of the time of 

the mailing and the original mailing of things, and I can submit the originals into the record if it will help, but 
I can't really help you with the postal service portion of that." 

Chair Friedman said, "You testified of those facts. I think that's sufficient." 

Virginia Miller, 125 Calle Don Jose [previously sworn], said she doesn't leave near the cell 
tower. She thinks the process has been flawed and she is opposed to any cell towers and antennas being 
located near residential areas and schools. She said she wants to register that "I cannot and will not 
tolerate a cell tower near my home." She understands how the woman feels who is having this tower built 
practically in her back yard without being notified. She said the cell tower near Capital High just appeared 
overnight, and people are working on that. She said this has been undermined by the 1996 Federal law 
which prevents all of us from bringing up health issues and environmental issues in talking about this, in 
terms of where a cell tower should be located. She said she believes that there is enough evidence that 
these are causing serious harm to people, and we need to be careful. She asked why there is a federal 
law that we can't talk about health and environmental issues if it is so safe. She has been reading and 
learning more and more about it and she is concerned. She said they are just beginning to understand 
that the electromagnetic activity in our body which we depend on for physical health is being interrupted by 
all these man made frequencies that are accumulating and building up. 

Bill Bruno, Los Alamos [previously sworn] said he was assigned to Los Alamos for 20 years. 
Last summer he taught physics at Kansas University. The summer before that, he was asked to serve on 
an expert panel on the radio frequency effects on human health, hosted by the Electric Power Research 
Institute in Palo Also, California, which is a major funder of research in this area. He said he is not here to 
talk about health effects tonight, although that's being disputed in lawsuits because there is a double 
standard. It is the responsibility of local authorities to make sure that things are healthy, but we're not 
allowed to look at this one issue. The reason he thinks it's relevant is that there is a right to notification and 
there are questions of notifications. He said it seems clear that the head of the Neighborhood Association 
was caught by surprise by this application. He said if he wasn't notified, there is precedence in New 
Mexico everything has to go back to square one. He said if he owned a house in the area he would want 
notification so he could be prepared. He said he met a lot of people during his service on the expert panel, 
and said everyone there agreed on two things. One, is that there is something they cal the microwave 
hearing effect that strong pulse microwaves can be heard. And the other is that microwave frequencies 
which are used by cell phone, using a cell phone before going to bed, will change your brain waves 
subsequently during the night. There is very good evidence of this now. There is good evidence of other 
types of effects on animals. He said it isn't considered a health hazard right now, because the changes in 
brain waves are still within the normal range. He said everybody had been working to this point on the 
assumption that the [inaudible] effect was impossible. Now that they see it's real do they need to rethink 
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everything they've been saying. He said the World Health Organization just list listed cell phone radiation 
as a possible carcinogen last year. Thank you." 

Janice Simmons, 4452 Paseo del Sol [previously sworn], said she lives 1 ,000 feet away from 
the Capital High School tower which went up overnight without notification because it is on State land. 
This is the 3rd cell phone tower that's been build in her area. She has lived in Santa Fe for 25 years, and 
has a real different feeling about Santa Fe at this point. It is very unattractive to her. She doesn't 
appreciate cell phone towers on every block. She said Section 6-4-09 which is the Wireless Facilities 
Deployment Act of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012, was signed on February 22, 
2012, and allows any corporation to allow other corporations to add onto their towers. The tower on her 
street is a fake pine tree which is ugly, horrible, and embarrassing how the tower stands out in her 
neighborhood. All the corporations will now add antennas, antennas and antennas making it more intense, 
uglier and more effective to human beings and children. It's right next to Capital High School. 

Ms. Simmons continued, "So I'm opposed to more cell phone towers in Santa Fe." She said she 
used to come to "these meetings a lot," and there was such a strong feeling in the City of protecting 
neighborhoods and Santa Fe, and it felt really like home to here. She said now, people are bending over 
backwards for the telecommunications industry and will do anything. She said we're giving up the ethics of 
neighborhoods, and people have lived here and owned homes all their lives before the telecom industry. 

Ms. Simmons continued, "If there's a gap on Cerrillos Road, big deal. Okay. There's a gap, but if 
we build cell phone towers every time there's a gap, you can imagine what this City is going to look like in 
a couple of years Anyway, I'm totally against that tower. I'm totally against the one I'm living next to. I 
have also signed an appeal against that tower with the High School Principal of Sweeney Elementary and 
the Gonzales Community School. And the neighbors are totally against it." She said there is a huge 
uprising. People don't want these towers, and said let's think about the people and the town and not the 
industry. 

The public testimony portion of the public hearing was closed 

Ms. Winston said she has a question of Peter Dwyer. She said, "There has been concern here 
tonight, or a desire expressed for fewer towers, but then also not having multiple antennas on a single 
tower. Am I right. If you want fewer towers you have to mount more antennas on a single tower." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "Right. Well, the City's Ordinance and again I'll defer to your own legal counsel on 
this, but I'm pretty familiar with it. And what it says is that co-siting is preferred and it's required to be 
allowed on all new facilities in the City of Santa Fe. So this pole, like any other new facility in the City 
would have to allow another provider to come and attach onto it. And that is, I believe, in the best interest 
of the community as a whole because it stops proliferation of multiple towers like you were talking about, 
because it requires that this pole, once built, other providers, if they wish to, could come on and co-site on 
it. Co-siting is the term within the industry for multiple providers going on the same facility. So that's 
required in the Code. It's permitted on this site, and it is generally deemed to be a good thing, unless 
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you're opposed to the technology as the whole, then I could see that you wouldn't see that as a good 
thing. As the testimony showed, there is a huge demand for telecommunication services. I'm sure that the 
iPod and the iPad, those things are the biggest selling devices in America. It's been a huge change in the 
way people conduct their lives now, so there's a huge demand for these services, and of course you have 
to have facilities to serve them. So yes, there probably will be more telecommunications applications made 
to the City for more facilities and the desire is to place them, as much as possible, on sites in C-2 Zones, 
existing sites to the extent possible. How that will evolve, completely remains to be seen. It's an 
application by application process." 

Ms. Winston said concern was expressed tonight about alternate sites not being explored, and she 
believes Mr. Dwyer mentioned that alternate sites had been explored, and asked Mr. Dwyer to speak to 
that. 

Mr. Dwyer said, "Sure. We looked at this site, and different sites on this site. We looked at the 
vacant land across the street, because one of the people at the ENN meeting said there's vacant land 
behind McDonald's across the street. Why don't you contact them. They had a big sign. It was for lease, 
the land. I called that number multiple times, tried to talk to the Realtor who's trying to lease it. They never 
returned my phone calls. I did return the phone call to the neighbor who had asked me to make those 
calls, just told her they were being non-responsive and we weren't hearing anything back from them. 
Honestly, putting it across the street on vacant land behind the McDonald's would have put it up against 
the neighborhood on the opposite site of Cerrillos Road." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "So although we tried to go into these commercial and industrial zones, 
you're never going to fully escape the reality, which is that that facilities will be always near to someone, 
and so we do our best. And we've tried to ameliorate the visual impacts and we try to limit them, but the 
other alternatives did not appear to be any better. The Home Depot was contacted, but they have a 
corporate wide policy of no. They just basically ... the core business model does not include leasing to 
telecos for siting on them. You go through as many of the sites in the area as you can where there is 
commercial activity already existing. You approach them, but if they don't want to lease their land to you, 
that ends that right there. So you can only go where your lease is. As a matter of fact, from this site, one 
of the constraints was the size of the leasehold area. It restricts your design options. So you lease from 
the landlord, then you try to figure out well, what can we build in the leasehold area that will accommodate 
the technological needs, but try to mitigate the visual impacts, and those are all controlling factors in site 
selection." 

Ms. Winston asked, "I believe a speaker spoke about the possibility of having the tower made into 
a flagpole. I understand that there was at one point, from reading the packet, a desire to try to put the 
antennas within the pole, but that would have made the diameter much larger and visually impactful. And 
so the antennas have moved outside." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "Right.' 

Ms. Winston said, "I'm just wondering is the flagpole an option, given ... " 
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Mr. Dwyer said you can do flagpole options, but what he always says when talking about a 
flagpole is "but please understand we're talking about a 3 foot thick flagpole." It's not going to look "skinny 
as a rail," it will be kind of awkward. He said from a distance it will look like a huge Navy flagpole if it's 75 
feet tall and you fly a flag on it, but it's much thicker, because basically what you're doing is stacking 
antennas on top of each other which is not desirable in the first place. And then you're putting them inside 
of a sheath that's 3 feet in diameter, because the panels are about 2 feet wide, so you're putting a sheath 
around them and stacking them on top of each other. It's not a good design and it's not very successful. 
He said the City has asked them, AT&T, for the future, to look at multi-pole designs where you do multiple 
poles or art objects. He said this is the first application under the new Ordinance and we can and have 
looked at new alternatives, but this is what they developed for this site after a great deal of effort to "could 
you do this or could you do that." They tried a lot of different things, and putting a sheath over the antenna 
so it doesn't bristle and using a simple stem pole instead of a lattice tower and then painting it. This was 
the resolution for this case, and it could be different in the future. 

Chair Friedman asked on what page is the final design located. 

Mr. Dwyer said it isn't in the packet. He asked to approach with a copy of the final plan, and the 
Chair said that would be fine. The members of the Board inspected the final design document provided by 
Mr. Dwyer. [STENOGRAPHER'S NOTE: A copy of the final design was promised but was not provided for 
the record by Mr. Dwyer.) 

Chair Friedman asked if the neighborhood has seen the final design. 

Mr. Coca's said, "I have not see the final design. This is news to me." 

Ms. Winston asked, "Do carriers have to pay more for low frequency band width, or are they all 
priced the same." 

Mr. Dwyer said AT&T got into the business of wireless communications later than the other 
providers. The best band width was auctioned off by the FCC for billions of dollars 25 years ago, and then 
progressively, to balance the budget, Congress has decided to auction more and more bandwidth, and 
"you get what you get." He said you have to make your technology work based on what you're licensed to 
use, because you can't interfere with other peoples' signal. He said for 4G systems they have a high band 
which is much higher than the competitor in the community. He said people will sometime ask why we 
can't do exactly what the other provider does. And the testimony was to explain to you why, which is 
because we have different band width, therefore we need more height and we have more problems with 
things blocking the signal than other providers do. He said it is extremely technical. He said they would 
not build to a height higher than they need. 

Ms. Hawkins said, "Despite all the back and farthing there has been about notification, what was 
required, what was done, what the timeframe was. I'm still quite unclear as to whether or not the 
neighborhood was notified as required by law or by Code." 
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Chair Friedman asked staff to address notification requirements and how the Applicant complied, if 
so. 

Ms. Baer said, "There is no ENN required first of all as of the new Ordinance which was effective 
May 25, 2011. The application came in September 12, 2011, so no ENN was required. The first notice 
that's required is when the application is submitted, and that's when there's a mailing within 200 feet." 

Ms. Hawkins said it says that has to be done within 24 hours, and asked if there was compliance 
with that provision. 

Ms. Brennan said, "The notice was mailed based on the receipts furnished by the Applicant. The 
stamp is September 14, 2012. Well, that is not 24 hours after it provides notice to the people, and is 
sufficient notice. And some of the ... on page 202 you'll see there is a certified mail receipt from Margaret 
Segura. On page 199, there is a mail receipt for Carmen Vigil, Trustee of the Carmen Vigil Trust. Part of 
the problem, and one of the reasons that the City has moved from certified mail receipt to first class mail, is 
that more people receive the notice. Very often, certified mail is not picked up and is returned within a set 
period of time. So we do believe notice was sufficient." 

Chair Friedman said, "So when you say it was sufficient, you mean substantial." 

Ms. Brennan said, "Yes. Meeting the New Mexico standard of notice." 

Chair Friedman said, "Even though you're saying it wasn't within the 24 hours." 

Ms. Brennan said, "It appears to have been within 48 hours, but it depends what time the 
application was submitted on September 12th and what time it was mailed on September 14th." 

Chair Friedman said, "Once again, I'm going to stop comments from the audience. If you want to 
stay here, please comply with that request. Thank you." 

Ms. Baer said the additional notice is the posting of the sign at the location which she believes was 
done within 24 hours -A sign shall be posted at the location, that such an application has been submitted. 

Ms. Winston asked, "Am I correct that the standard which you alluded to is substantial 
compliance." 

Ms. Brennan said this is correct. 

Chair Friedman asked the date the application was submitted, and Ms. Baer said September 12, 
2011. 

Chair Friedman said the City adopted the new Ordinance prior to that in May 2011, and Ms. Baer 
said it was adopted on May 25, 2011. 
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Chair Friedman said there had been previous applications, but this was a new application. 

Ms. Baer said, "Not for this site. It is the first application for this site." 

Chair Friedman said, "So this was submitted, notification was sent out within 24-48 hours, is what 
we're saying. And then when was the neighborhood meeting. When did that occur." 

Ms. Baer said, "The neighborhood meeting, which was not required was April16, 2011, so it was 
prior to the submittal of the application.' 

Chair Friedman asked if staff received written communications from the neighborhood regarding 
the application after the mailings had gone out. He said, "I'm just curious as to what kind of feedback we 
got.'' 

Ms. Brennan said, "On page 4, you will see an email from Mr. Coca to Mr. Dwyer, dated October 4, 
2011, saying: 

Hi Peter. Have you responded to the City and their concerns regarding the Bail/a's cell tower. If 
so, can you please send me an electronic copy of your response. 

So, Mr. Coca appears to have had notice, certainly within a short period of time after notice was mailed, 
and [inaudible] responding directly with the Applicant which is not typical. More often, people come to the 
City and ask to see documents. And certainly people have submitted a number of public records request 
documents. I can't attest whether they are in the neighborhood or not, but we regularly provide documents 
to Mr. Firstenberg, for instance, who looks every two weeks for these. So Tamara can talk to whether 
she's had direct communications from the neighbors." 

Chair Friedman said that would be great. 

Ms. Baer said, "Not to my recollection. I know I've spoke with Mr. Coca on several occasions, but 
the gist of those conversations have been procedural, in other words, when something would happen or 
how to submit an application. I don't remember discussing the merits of the applications ever with Mr. 
Coca. I did on occasion, discuss the merits with Mr. Firstenberg who was asking about the actual shroud 
surrounding the antennas. Because in one of the earlier drawings, it appeared there was a gap in the 
shroud and you could see the antennas. And actually the drawing showed the antennas behind the 
shroud and it was his concern it wasn't actually a shroud, it was maybe a screen that you could see 
through. And I assured him that wasn't the case, so we did have that conversation, but the shroud was in 
fact opaque and its purpose was to hide the actual antennas.'' 

Chair Friedman said when we discuss the application which was submitted, we're talking about an 
application for a building. 

Ms. Brennan said no. 
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Chair Friedman asked, "Or are we talking about an application that was previous to the building 
permit." 

Ms. Brennan said, "The mailed notices required in relation to an application for administrative 
approval of the facilities and that is a prerequisite for an application for a building permit. The notice of the 
building permit is provided by posting." 

Chair Friedman asked when that was done. 

Ms. Baer said the permit was obtained on October 30, 2012, and the permit would have been 
posted soon thereafter. And just for the record, people post their permits sometimes a little late. We 
always start the appeal period running when the permit is actually posted as opposed from the date of 
issuance, because that's when the public has notice of the building permit issuance." 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. Coca if he saw some of the various ideas for designs that had been 
talked about between the City and the Applicant. 

Mr. Coca said no. 

Chair Friedman asked Mr. Coca if he ever went to the City and asked what kinds of designs were 
being discussed and offer alternatives with any of the City staff. 

Mr. Coca said no, because they were told at the unofficial ENN meeting that this was our choice
either a pine tree or a traditional looking antenna - those were our only options. 

Mr. Maahs asked, "We were just discussing the dates of notice being sent, and I want to 
understand correctly that in one sentence it's supposed to be within 24 hours, but it was done with 48 
hours, depending on the time of day for each event to have happened." He asked Ms. Brennan to restate 
this for him so he can understand it- that it met New Mexico standards. 

Ms. Brennan said that is correct. 

Mr. Maahs said, "And yet it states. I just want to be clear that if it states 24 hours, where is it 
stated that there is a New Mexico standard that different than that, so that I'm clear on that, please." 

Ms. Brennan said, "That is in case law and I believe I cited to some of it in my Memo too. The 
New Mexico Supreme Court has found substantial compliance to be sufficient notice." 

Chair Friedman said, "One of the neighbors brought up the issue of noise remediation. Can you 
address that, and what's going to be done. What kind of noise decibels. Is that a legitimate concern for 
the neighborhood, and if so, how are you going to address it." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "I consider all the concerns of the neighborhood to be legitimate, so yes, it's very 
legitimate. What we did, thus far, and I think it was pointed out previously to the Board, is that we said we 
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would comply with the City's Noise Ordinance, and I did a certification which I signed myself, saying if 
there's any problems with landscaping or with sound or noise, we would rectify that. But that we certified 
that this, of course, would meet the City's sound restrictions. I'm trying to find the page where the 
certification is." 

Ms. Brennan said it is on page 155. 

Mr. Dwyer said, "We've certified that if there were we would fix them. But the truth is that I have no 
doubt in my mind that between the box that houses the electrical switching equipment, the wall that 
surrounds that box and the ambient noise from Cerrillos Road and from the surrounding properties, that 
this is not going to generate any noise that will be audible to the neighborhood in the area. When in the 
past we have looked into these things, the road noise far exceeds the noise from the equipment. So I 
have no doubt that we'll comply with the City Code, that we will meet all the noise requirements, and the 
noise is not going to be an issue." 

Chair Friedman asked, "Where exactly is the tower going up in relationship to Baillio's and the lot 
lines that I assume are behind Baillio's." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "You have to be familiar with the lot, but what it is, if you think about Cerrillos Road 
and then Richards tees off Cerrillos Road. So to get to Baillio's, you take the tee down Richards Avenue, 
and you go past the lot that's on the corner, and then you come to the Baillo's lot. As you're going in 
toward Baillio's, the store is on your right. It's a typical big box, parking straight in front of you. The 
parking straight in front of you is of course the most choice parking, it's not there. If you go further, there is 
additional parking past the actual structure. If you're facing Baillio's it's straight ahead of you and to the 
right. And it's past the store, and it's in one of the parking medians in the parking lot. It was set back from 
the property lines to meet the setback requirements, so it's more than 75 feet from the property lines." 

Chair Friedman asked how many feet it is from the property line. 

Mr. Dwyer said it is more than 100 feet from any property lines, noting there are 4 property lines 
and the property is not a perfect rectangle. He said, "The utilities that are located on the ground on the 
compound are not where the pole is. There is actually a conduit that goes under the parking lot. The 
utilities where the switches are located are in a compound, which is on the border of the property toward 
the Los Alamos Bank toward the Cerrillos Road side. That's where those are and then the conduit goes 
under the parking lot to the pole which is in the middle of the parking lot coming out of one of the medians 
in the parking lot." 

Ms. Hawkins said, "I'm sorry Mr. Dwyer, I'm, still unclear. If you're standing with your back to 
Cerrillos Road and you're looking at Baillo's. Where is the pole." 

Mr. Dwyer said, "On your left there is a parking area that goes the length of the building on your 
left. The early designs were changed because of the setback." 
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Ms. Brennan said she has some color photo simulations which will help people to locate the pole 
[Exhibit "6"]. 

Chair Friedman asked that the record reflect that Ms. Brennan is providing simulation photos of the 
tower for the record. 

Ms. Brennan said, "For the record, the setback requirement of the Code is at least 100% of the 
height of the tower, which moved the tower to its present location as opposed to being on the other side of 
the buildings." 

Chair Friedman said that is a minimum requirement which has been met by the location. 

Ms. Brennan said, "It's a requirement of the Code, yes." 

Ms. Winston asked staff to speak to the burden of proof in this case, or who has the burden of 
proof, what is the evidentiary standard. 

Ms. Brennan said, "The Appellant has the burden of proof to show, and I believe I outlines the 3 
bases for appeal in my Memo. The final action appealed from does not comply with Chapter 14, or the 
Statute; Chapter 14 has not been properly applied; and the decision appealed from is not supported by 
substantial evidence. So the Appellant has the burden of showing that the application does not comply 
with Code requirements or the Code was improperly applied to the application, or that the decision made 
by the City was not based upon substantial evidence. 

Chair Friedman said he will give the parties the opportunity to make final comments, and asked the 
Appellant to go first, noting each person will have a maximum of 5 minutes to comment. 

Wrap-up by Appellant 

Mr. Coca thanked the Board for "bearing with us tonight." He said, "I have a couple of comments 
to make here, the most important one being that notice was not given within 24 hours. City staff admits to 
that. Peter Dwyer admits to that, and that's the letter of the law. It wasn't followed. Secondly, I'm not 
asking for a lot. I'm not asking for AT & T to be good corporate neighbors. I'm just asking for them to listen 
to us, to include us, which we have not been. Landscaping camouflaging, we were only given two options. 
That doesn't seem equitable." 

Mr. Coca continued, "I'm here tonight trying to do the right thing for our little neighborhood, and by 
finding that this application is deficient will do that. That will give us the opportunity to speak with AT&T, 
they can get to know us, realize what we have to look at every day, and rather Marty Segura moreso than 
me. We walk up and down the streets. It's a neighborhood. We take pride in our neighborhood. Help us 
take pride in our neighborhood. It's something as simple as that. Include us, because a lot of us have 
lived there close to 50 years, the original owners and we were never included. Thank you very much." 
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Wrap-Up by Appellee 

Mr. Dwyer said, "I'd just like to clarify the notice point first. If you got to page 170 of your packet, 
Exhibit L, you'll see that in fact, the Land Use Department considers the application date on this to be 
September 151

h. I don't know if they enter these things the day after the application is made, or how they 
determine the actual formal application date, but based on my own personal appearance and recollection, I 
can tell you that we mailed those letters. They have certified return receipts on them, but they're not 
certified return receipts, they're actually done by the mailing system that was required, and they were 
mailed on the exact same day as the application was made. What I would conclude from page 170 of your 
packet, is that the letter from me with the application was written two days before the application was filed 
with the City. It was filed on the fourteenth. I mailed all those mailings on the fourteenth, and then the City 
entered it into the system on the fifteenth. So we were vigilant in our notification." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "I would point out two other issues on the notification issue. One. This 
appeal is not of the administrative approval. It is of the building permit. That's what's being appealed. 
And two, the point of notification is to give due process, to give people an opportunity to know what's going 
on, and to take action. And I believe that has been substantially achieved. We've been here for over two 
hours and they've had an opportunity to contest whether this is right or not right. I'm not sure that a 
notification is really a decisive issue here since we're all here tonight, so clearly there was notification. 
Clearly they didn't know that this was being constructed, and it has in fact been stopped. So I don't know 
that notification issues even would be the foremost issue in this particular case, because the real question 
is should it be built. We all know that there's an appeal. Here we are." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "So notification. I think it was fine. I think it was done according to hoyle. I 
think you'll find that that's correct." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "In terms of the site. The only reason I shared with you the 185 foot tower at 
the intersection of Cerrillos Road and Rodeo Road is because I wanted to show you that we're not trying to 
make things unpleasant for people. We're not trying to do things that are bad for the neighborhoods. We 
would like to be good, responsible corporate neighbors, so we try to do our designs. Jonathan who 
testified previously, designed the St. John's Methodist Church. If you drive by, I encourage you go there. 
That's the Pumpkin Church on the corner of Old Pecos Trail and Cordova Road. It's on that corner, and if 
you look at that site, I think you'll agree that it looks pretty good. It's basically just the logo of the church on 
a chimney. And that's it. Well, there is no church on this site. We couldn't integrate it into some existing 
architectural element, so you have to deal with what the site provides. This is a C-2 Zone site with a big 
parking lot. So yes, it's not as nice I'd say as the one at St. John's Methodist Church, but it's as nice as we 
could make it on the site. We didn't build a 185 foot lattice tower. We tried to sheath it, we tried to paint it 
different colors. We tried to do whatever the City staff requested of us." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "I understand the neighborhood's point which is they would like to be directly 
involved. And I know that there have been proposals over the years to transform the ENN process into 
that, a negotiation between neighborhoods and developers on projects in the early stages of the projects. 
But really, the whole point of ENN at present is to have a meeting, present what's being done and take 
feedback and comments. And then you can, if you're wise, of course you'll listen to some of that feedback 
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and comments, and I though we did, but obviously it wasn't satisfactory to the neighborhood. I understand 
that. Quite honestly, I'm not what would be satisfactory to the neighborhood. We went through an iterative 
process with the staff. We tried different things, saying, well would this be better, would that be better. 
Didn't like the Mono-Pine, I understand. There's no other trees there. Fine, not a Mono-Pine. That was 
what was in your packet, that was what was originally proposed. It evolved from there. Can you do three 
poles. No, we don't have room for 3 poles. Can you do one pole and make it uniform. We can, but it will 
be 3 feet wide and it will be taller and it probably won't accommodate co-siting. Okay, then you can do one 
pole, but it has to be colored properly and it has to be sheathed. That's the process that fundamentally we 
went through and it's not perfect." 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "I don't think there's going to come a point in time when the staff is going to 
be able to invite in the community to every administrative approval here, because I don't even know you 
would want do that. How you would invite people to an administrative approval, because fundamentally 
what they're trying to do is enforce the Code requirements. And if you deny this appeal, you would be 
supporting the staff and their decision that the Code requirements through this process have been met. " 

Mr. Dwyer continued, "So I would encourage you to deny the appeal and say we understand that 
there are concerns and the design is an iterative process and difficult and challenging, but we also 
understand that if you met the Code requirements. If you've gone through the process, if you've met with 
the staff, if you've done multiple iterations, if you've made multiple attempts and this is the best you can 
come up with, at some point, that's the best you can come up with and it should be approved. It's a 
needed service. Believe me, this is a service that nobody in this country, well very few people in this 
country are willing to live without nowadays. Thank you." 

Ms. Winston expressed appreciation to the Appellant and the Appellee for their presentations, and 
said she shares the neighbors' concerns about esthetics, as well as that this is the first time she really 
understood the restrictions that certain towers face based on band width in terms of diameter and height 
and number of towers. These were two very excellent presentations. 

Chair Friedman thanked everyone for their attendance, and courtesy and cooperating during the 
hearing. He said he realizes these are difficult issues for residents and neighbors, especially when you've 
lived in a neighborhood for so many years, and an expectation of what you will see every dat and expect to 
see in the future. 

MOTION: Rachel Winston moved, seconded by Patricia Hawkins, with respect to Case #2012-13, Appeal. 
Steven Coca, on behalf of the Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood Association, appeals the issuance of 
Building Permit #12-1902 for construction of a new telecommunications tower at 3294 Cerrillos Road 
(Baillio's}, to deny the appeal on the basis that the Appellant has failed to meet its burden of proof with 
respect to each of its seven claims, that the Land Use Director's issuance of the permit complied with 
Chapter 14 requirements, that Chapter 14 was properly applied and that the issuance of the permit was 
supported by substantial evidence. 

VOTE: The motion was approved unanimously on a voice vote. 
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H. STAFF COMMUNICATIONS 

Ms. Baer said she distributed the most recent meeting schedule for 2013, noting the Board will be 
meeting on the first Tuesday of the month, and the next meeting will be February 5, 2013, at 6:00p.m., in 
the Council Chambers. 

I. MATTERS FROM THE COMMISSION 

Chair Friedman thanked the members of the Board for "your very perceptive and insightful 
questions and discussion." He said the Board did a fine job this evening. 

J. ADJOURNMENT 

There was no further business to come before the Board. 

MOTION: Rachel Winston moved, seconded by Patricia Hawkins, to adjourn the meeting. 

VOTE: The motion was approved unanimously on a voice vote, and th 
approximately 8:30p.m. --J I -

Gary Friedman, Chair 
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City of Santa Fe 
Board of Adjustment 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

Case No. 2012-51- Appeal of Construction Permit #12-338 
1240 Camino Cruz Blanca Fence 
Appellants - Kurt Gilbert and Elicia Montoya 
Appellees- James and Jennifer Day 

THIS MA TIER came before the Board of Adjustment (Board) for hearing on December 18, 
2012 (the Hearing), upon the appeal (Appeal) of Kurt Gilbert and Elicia Montoya (Appellants) of 
the issuance by the City of Santa Fe (Qi!y) Land Use Department Director (Director) of 
construction permit #12-338 (Permit) to James and Jennifer Day (Applicants) to construct a 
fence at 1240 Camino Cruz Blanca (Lot 2_). The Permit was issued on April20, 2012 and the 
appeal was filed on April 25, 2012. 

The record on the Appeal (Record) includes the following documents: 

1. The Verified Appeal Petition (Petition) filed on April25, 2012; 
2. The Memorandum to Board Members from Kelley Brennan, Assistant City Attorney, via 

Geno Zamora, City Attorney, regarding Case No. 2012-51, Appeal of Construction 
Permit No 12-338, 1240 Camino Cruz Blanca Fence, dated November 13, 2012 for the 
November 20,2012 Meeting of the Board, with Exhibits A through C; 

3. Letter to the Board from John F. McCarthy, Jr., Cuddy & McCarthy, regarding Case No. 
2012-51 and Case No. 2012-99, dated December 14,2012, submitted for the Record at 
the Hearing; 

4. Slides from a Power Point presentation made to the Board at the Hearing and submitted 
in writing for the Record after the Hearing; and 

5. The relevant portion of the minutes of the December 18,2012 Board meeting. 

After conducting a public hearing and having reviewed the Record and heard from the 
Appellants, the Applicants, City staff and members of the public interested in the matter, the 
Board hereby FINDS, as follows: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1 The Board heard reports from staff and received testimony and evidence from the Appellants, 
the Applicants and members of the public interested in the matter. 

2. The Board has authority under Santa Fe City Code (SFCC) §14-2.4(C)(1) "[t]o hear appeals 
offmal actions ofthe [Director] applying the provisions of[Chapter 14] ... " 

3. Under SFCC §14-3.17(A)(1)(c), "[f]inal actions ofthe [Director] include the written issuance 
or denial of a permit or other approval within the [Director's] jurisdiction." 

4. The issuance of the Permit constituted a final action of the Director subject to appeal to the 
Board. 
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5. SFCC § 14-3.17(A)(2) provides for the filing of an appeal "[t]o contest noncompliance of a 
final action with Chapter 14 or §§3-21-1 through 3-21-14 NMSA 1978; .. [t]o contest the 
application of Chapter 14; or to appeal a decision lacking substantial evidence to support it." 

6. SFCC §14-3.17(H)(4) provides that the Appellants have the burden of proving that the 
issuance of the Permit did not comply with Chapter 14 requirements; that Chapter 14 
requirements were improperly applied in the issuance of the Permit; or that the issuance of 
the Permit was not supported by substantial evidence. 

7. The Permit allows the construction of a 6-foot high coyote fence within Lot 2, which is 
shown on a plat of survey entitled "Lot Split Plat of Survey Prepared for Stewart L. Udall of 
Lands within the Santa Fe Grant, City of Santa Fe, Santa Fe County, New Mexico", prepared 
by Richard E. Smith for Smith Williamson & Associates and dated during the month of 
February 1990 and approved by the City's Development Review Committee, now known as 
the Planning Commission, at its meeting on July 12, 1990 and recorded on July 23, 1990 in 
plat book 212, page 019 in the records of Santa Fe County (Plat). 

8. The Plat shows 4lots identified as Lots 1 through 4. Lot 2 shares a common boundary with 
Lot 4 to the south (Lot ,1:), which is owned by the Appellants. 

9. The southern portion of Lot 2 is labeled on the Plat "Building Restricted Area". There are no 
other notations on the Plat relating to the Building Restricted Area. 

10. The Director does not issue construction permits for work that would obstruct or otherwise 
interfere with rights that are unambiguously shown on a recorded plat or other document that 
was reviewed and approved by the City prior to recordation, e.g., the Director will not issue a 
construction permit for a wall that would block an access easement shown on a recorded plat 
approved by the City. 

11. The word "Building" as used on the Plat can be interpreted to mean either a thing, e.g., a 
house, or a process, e.g., constructing a bridge. Thus the words "Building Restricted Area" 
could mean either "no buildings may be constructed in this area" or "no construction may 
take place in this area". As a result, the meaning of the words "Building Restricted Area" 
cannot be determined without reference to sources outside the Plat. 

12. The Director consulted the definition of"building" contained in SFCC §14-12.1 to determine 
the meaning of the word "building", and finding that the word encompassed only structures 
"covered and connected by a permanent roof', concluded that the Fence was not a building 
and issued the Permit. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the Hearing, the 
Commission CONCLUDES as follows: 

1. The Board has the power and authority to hear and decide the Appeal. 
2. The words "Building Restricted Area" shown on the southern portion of Lot 2 on the Plat are 

ambiguous in that they may permit or prohibit the construction of the Fence within that area. 
3. Neither the Director nor the Board has the authority to interpret the meaning of the words 

"Building Restricted Area" as shown on the Plat by reference to sources outside the Plat, 
except the SFCC or records of the City that are contemporaneous with the Plat and that 
unequivocally demonstrate that the City has an interest either in permitting or in prohibiting 
construction in such area. 
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4. The Fence is not a building within the meaning ofSFCC §14-12.1. 
5. None of the records of the City contemporaneous with the Plat introduced by the Appellants 

at the Hearing unequivocally indicated that the City has an interest either in permitting or in 
prohibiting construction in the "Building Restricted Area". 

6. The Appellants have not met their burden of proof. 

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE OF JANUARY 2013 BY THE 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE: 

That the Appeal is denied. 

Gary Friedman 
Chair 

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK: 

Yolanda Y Vigil 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Kelley Brennan 
Assistant City Attorney 

Date: 

Date: 

Date: 



City of Santa Fe 
Board of Adjustment 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

Case No. 2012-99- Appeal of Construction Permit #12-1337 
1240 Camino Cruz Blanca Gates 
Appellants- Kurt Gilbert and Eli cia Montoya 
Appellees- James and Jennifer Day 

THIS MATTER came before the Board of Adjustment (Board) for hearing on December 18, 
2012 (the Hearing), upon the appeal (Appeal) of Kurt Gilbert and Elicia Montoya (Appellants) of 
the issuance by the City of Santa Fe (Q!y) Land Use Department Director (Director) of 
construction permit #12-1337 (Permit) to James and Jennifer Day (Applicants) to construct two 
gates at 1240 Camino Cruz Blanca (Lot,2). The Permit was issued on July 18,2012 and was 
revised on August 1, 2012. Tthe Appeal was filed on August 2, 2012. 

The record on the Appeal (Record) includes the following documents: 

1. The Verified Appeal Petition (Petition) filed on August 2, 2012; 
2. The Memorandum to Board Members from Kelley Brennan, Assistant City Attorney, via 

Geno Zamora, City Attorney, regarding Case No. 2012-99, Appeal of Construction 
Permit No 12-1337, 1240 Camino Cruz Blanca Gates, dated November 13,2012 for the 
November 20,2012 Meeting of the Board, with Exhibits A through C; 

3. Letter to the Board from John F. McCarthy, Jr., Cuddy & McCarthy, regarding Case No. 
2012-51 and Case No. 2012-99, dated December 14,2012, submitted for the Record at 
the Hearing; 

4. Slides from a Power Point presentation made to the Board at the Hearing and submitted 
in writing for the Record after the Hearing; and 

5. The relevant portion of the minutes of the December 18, 2012 Board meeting. 

After conducting a public hearing and having reviewed the Record and heard from the 
Appellants, the Applicants, City staff and members of the public interested in the matter, the 
Board hereby FINDS, as follows: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1 The Board heard reports from staff and received testimony and.evidence from the Appellants, 
the Applicants and members of the public interested in the matter. 

2. The Board has authority under Santa Fe City Code (SFCC) § 14-2.4(C)(1) "[t]o hear appeals 
offmal actions of the [Director] applying the provisions of[Chapter 14] ... " 

3. Under SFCC §14-3.17(A)(1)(c), "[f]inal actions ofthe [Director] include the written issuance 
or denial of a permit or other approval within the [Director's] jurisdiction." 

4. The issuance of the Permit constituted a final action of the Director subject to appeal to the 
Board. 

'fl ,. 
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5. SFCC §14-3.17(A)(2) provides for the filing of an appeal "[t]o contest noncompliance of a 
final action with Chapter 14 or §§3-21-1 through 3-21-14 NMSA 1978; ... [t]o contest the 
application of Chapter 14; or to appeal a decision lacking substantial evidence to support it." 

6. SFCC §14-3.17(H)(4) provides that the Appellants have the burden of proving that the 
issuance of the Permit did not comply with Chapter 14 requirements; that Chapter 14 
requirements were improperly applied in the issuance of the Permit; or that the issuance of 
the Permit was not supported by substantial evidence. 

7. Lot 2 is shown with three other lots identified respectively as Lot 1, Lot 3 and Lot 4 on a plat 
of survey entitled "Lot Split Plat of Survey Prepared for Stewart L. Udall of Lands within the 
Santa Fe Grant, City of Santa Fe, Santa Fe County, New Mexico", prepared by Richard E. 
Smith for Smith Williamson & Associates and dated during the month ofFebruary 1990 and 
approved by the City's Development Review Committee, now known as the Planning 
Commission, at its meeting on July 12, 1990 and recorded on July 23, 1990 in plat book 212, 
page 019 in the records of Santa Fe County (the Plat). 

8. Lot 2 shares a common boundary with Lot 4 to the south. Lot 4 is owned by the Appellants 
and is accessed via a driveway easement that enters Lot 2 at the northeast corner and passes 
through Lot 2 and Lot 1 to the boundary between Lot 1 and Lot 4 (the Relocated Easement). 

9. Access to Lot 4 was originally across an asphalt driveway also serving the existing residence 
on Lot 2 and passed through Lot 2 and Lot 1 to the boundary between Lot 1 and Lot 4 (the 
Original Easement). 

10. Both the Original Easement and the Relocated Easement benefit Lot 4 and burden Lot 2 and 
Lot 1. 

11. The Permit allows the construction of two gates (the Gates) parallel to Camino Cruz Blanca 
on Lot 2, one across the Original Easement and the second across the Relocated Easement. 

12. The Director does not issue construction permits for work that would obstruct or otherwise 
unreasonably interfere with rights that are unambiguously shown on a recorded plat or other 
document that was reviewed and approved by the City prior to recordation, e.g., the Director 
will not issue a construction permit for a wall that would block an access easement shown on 
a recorded plat approved by the City. 

13. The Director did not believe that the Gates would obstruct or unreasonably interfere with the 
Appellants' access to Lot 4 and therefore issued the Permit. 

14. Construction of the Gates in accordance with the Permits would unreasonably interfere with 
the Appellants' access to Lot 4, in that they would be forced to exit the car to open and close 
the Gates; while they did so, the car would stand on Camino Cruz Blanca and would be at 
risk of accident; if one of the Appellants was traveling with a child in the car, they would be 
required to take the child out of the car with them, in order to prevent potential injury to the 
child in the event of accident; elderly parents and guests would be forced to exit their cars to 
open and close the Gates, with the same risks; and in the event of inclement weather, the 
inconvenience and risk of accident and injury would be exacerbated. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the Hearing, the 
Commission CONCLUDES as follows: 

1. The Board has the power and authority to hear and decide the Appeal. 
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2. Construction of the Gates would unreasonably interfere with the Appellants' access to Lot 4. 
3. The Appellants have met their burden of proof. 

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE OF JANUARY 2013 BY THE 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE: 

1. That the Appeal is granted. 
2. That the Director revoke the Permit based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact and 

Conclusions ofLaw. 

Gary Friedman 
Chair 

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK: 

Yolanda Y Vigil 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Kelley Brennan 
Assistant City Attorney 

Date: 

Date: 

Date: l 
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City of Santa Fe 
Board of Adjustment 

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

Case #2012-93- 994 Old Pecos Trail Special Use Permit 
Owner/ Applicant- Mark A. Hogan 

THIS MATTER came before the Board of Adjustment (Board) for hearing on December 18, 
2012 (Hearing) upon the application (Application) of Mark Hogan (Applicant). 

The Applicant seeks a special use permit for an office use at 994 Old Pecos Trail (Property) for 
the time that the Applicant owns the Property. The Property is zoned RAC (Residential Arts and 
Crafts). 

After conducting a public hearing and having heard from staff and all interested persons, the 
Board hereby FINDS, as follows: 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Board heard reports from staff and received testimony and evidence from the Applicant 
and members of the public interested in the matter. 

2. Pursuant to Code §14-2.4(C)(2) the Board has the authority to hear and decide applications 
for special use permits as provided in Santa Fe City Code (Code). 

3. Pursuant to Code §14-3.6(B) the Board has the authority to hear and decide applications for 
special use permits in accordance with applicable provisions of Code Chapter 14; to decide 
questions that are involved in determining whether special use permits should be granted; 
and to grant special use permits with such conditions and safeguards as appropriate under 
Code Chapter 14; or to deny special use permits when not in harmony with the intent and 
purpose of Code Chapter 14. 

4. Pursuant to Code §14-6.l(C) Table 14-6.1-1, entitled "Table ofPermitted Uses", business 
and professional offices excluding medical, dental and financial services are permitted uses 
in RAC districts if reviewed and approved as special use permits in accordance with the 
review procedures of §14-3.6. 

5. The Property is located in an RAC district. 
6. Code Section 14-3.6(C) sets out the procedures to be followed prior to the grant by the Board 

of a special use permit, including: 
(a) Approval of a site plan and other site development drawings necessary to demonstrate 

that the Project can be accomplished in conformance with applicable Code standards 
[Section 14-3.6(C)(l)]; 

(b) Submittal of an application indicating the Code section under which the special use 
permit is sought and stating the grounds on which it is requested [Section 14-3.6(C)(2)]; 
and 

(c) That a special use permit is limited to the specific use and intensity granted, requiring a 
new or amended special use permit if the use is changed or intensified [Section 14-
3.6(C)(3)]. 
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7. Code Section 14-3.6(0)(1) sets out certain findings that the Board must make to grant a 
special use permit, including: 
(a) That the Board has the authority to grant a special use permit for the Project [Section 14-

3.6(D)(1)(a)]; 
(b) That granting a special use permit for the Project does not adversely affect the public 

interest [Section 14-3.6(D)(1)(a)]; and 
(c) That the Project is compatible with and adaptable to adjacent properties and other 

properties in the vicinity of the Project [Section 14-3.6(D)(1)(c)]. 
8. Code Section 14-3.6(0)(2) authorizes the Board to specify conditions of approval for a 

special use permit to accomplish the proper development of the area and to implement the 
policies of the general plan. 

9. Code Section 14-3.l(F)(2)(a)(viii) requires an ENN for special use permits and Code Section 
14-3.1(F)(4)-(6) establishes procedures for the ENN, including: 
(a) Compliance with the notice requirements of Code Section 14-3.1(H) [Section 14-

3.1(F)(4)]; 
(b) Timing for the ENN meeting and the principles underlying its conduct [Section 14-

3.1(F)(5)]; and 
(c) Guidelines for the conduct of the ENN meeting [Section 14-3.1(F)(6)]. 

10. Notice was properly given in accordance with the notice requirements of Code Section 14-
3.1 (H)(1 )(a)-( d). 

11. An ENN meeting was held at 5:30p.m. on October 2, 2012 at the Unitarian Universalist 
Church at 107 West Barcelona Road. 

12. The ENN meeting was attended by the Applicant, City staff, and other interested parties, and 
the discussion followed the guidelines set out in Code Section 14-3.1(F)(6). 

13. The Applicant submitted a site plan and an application indicating the Code section under 
which the special use permit was being sought and stating the grounds for the request. 

14. Board staff provided the Board with a report dated December 11, 2012 for the December 18, 
2012 Board Meeting (Staff Report) evaluating the factors relevant to the proposed special use 
permit and recommending approval by the Board of such special use permit, subject to the 
conditions set out in the Staff Report (the Conditions). 

15. Granting the special use permit for the Project will not adversely affect the public interest in 
that the Property has been used continuously since 2006 for an office as a City-approved 
Home Occupation and the special use permit is only required to continue the existing office 
use because the Applicant no longer resides at the Property and thus the office use no longer 
qualifies as a Home Occupation; the office use will not result in any material change to the 
Property; existing parking and ingress and egress is sufficient to serve the office use; and the 
use will be permitted only for the period that the Applicant owns the Property. 

16. The office use is compatible with and adaptable to adjacent properties and to other properties 
in the vicinity in that it is a continuation of a long-term existing use and will not result in any 
material changes to the Property. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Under the circumstances and given the evidence and testimony submitted during the Hearing, the 
Commission CONCLUDES as follows: 

l 
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1. The Board has the power and authority under Code §§14-2.4(C)(2) and 14-3.6(B) and Code 
§14-6.1(C) Table 14-6.1-1 to grant the special use permit applied for. 

2. The special use permit was properly and sufficiently noticed via mail, publication, and 
posting of signs in accordance with Code requirements. 

3. The ENN meeting complied with the requirements established under the Code. 
4. The granting of the special use permit will not adversely affect the public interest. 
5. The Project is compatible with and adaptable to adjacent properties and to other properties in 

the vicinity of the Project. 
6. The special use permit granted herewith is granted for the specific use of the Property and 

intensity applied for and no change of use or more intense use shall be allowed unless 
approved by the Board under a new or amended special use permit or as otherwise permitted 
by applicable Code. 

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED ON THE OF OCTOBER 2012 BY THE 
BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT OF THE CITY OF SANTA FE: 

1. That the special use permit for a business and professional office use excluding medical, 
dental and financial services is approved, subject to the Conditions. 

2. The special use permit granted herewith shall expire if (a) it is not exercised within three (3) 
years of the date these Findings ofFact and Conclusions of Law are adopted by vote of the 
Board, subject to any right of the Applicant under applicable Code to request an extension of 
such time or (b) it ceases for any reason for a period of one hundred eighty {180) days. 

Gary Friedman 
Chair 

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK: 

Yolanda Y Vigil 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Kelley Brennan 
Assistant City Attorney 

Date: 

Date: 

Date: 



DATE: 

TO: 

VIA: 

FROM: 

January 02, 2012 for the January 14, 2013 Board of Adjustment Meeting 

Board of Adjustment 

MatthewS. O'Reilly, P.E., Director, Land Use Department~ 
Tamara Baer, Planner Manager, Current Planning Divisi~ 

Daniel A. Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior, Current Planning Division 

ASHLEY FURNITURE SIGN VARIANCE 

Case #2012-126. Ashley Furniture Sign Variance. Liaison Planning, Agent for Bill Johnson, 
Owner, requests a variance to Article 14-8-10(G)(8)(a)(d) and (e) SFCC regarding size, height, 
and setback to allow signage for a new retail establishment. The property is zoned General 
Commercial (C-2/PUD) and is located on the east side of Cerrillos Road, north ofthe Santa Fe 
Auto Park. (Dan Esquibel, Case Manager) 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Applicant is requesting postponement of this case to the February 05, 2013 Board of 
Adjustment meeting. (Reference Exhibit A) 

Ashley Furniture Sign Variance - Board of Adjustment: January 14, 2013 Page 1 of1 
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ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hello Dan, 

Dolores Vigil <liaisonplanning@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, January 02, 2013 1:01 PM 

ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. 

Bill Johnston; JDreskin@studioswarch.com; Jeff Seres 
Ashley Sign Variance 

I'm concerned that all of the parties required to make a final decision on the sign design are not available at this 
time. This is a very important factor to the applicant. I would like to postpone our hearing until February, in 
order to finalize the revised application. 

Thank you for all your assistance. Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Dolores I Vigil 

Liaison Planning Services Inc. 

P.O. Box 1835 

Santa Fe, NM 87504 

505.920.6839 

EXHIBIT A 
BOA 1/14/12 
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To: 

From: 

Via: 

Re: 

City of Santa Fe, Ne-w Mexico 
200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909 

David Coss, Mayor 

Memorandum 

Members of the foard 2'-..Adjustment (Board) 

Kelley Brennan ljf.YJ 
Assistant City Attorney 

GenoZamora 
City Attorney 

Appeal of Steven Coca, President 
Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood Association 

www.santafenrn.gov 
-----=---=-----~~~v~~~~ 

Councilors: 
Rebecca Wurzburger, Mayor Pro Tern, Dist. 2 

Patti J. Bushee, Dist. 1 
Chris Calvert, Dist. 1 
Peter N. Ives, Dist. 2 

Carmichael A. Dominguez, Dist. 3 
Christopher M. Rivera, Dist. 3 

Bill Dimas, Dist. 4 
Ronald S. Trujillo, Dist. 4 

from the October 30, 2012 Issuance of Construction Permit #12-1902 
for a Telecommunications Tower at Baillo's, 3294 Cerrillos Road 
Case No. 2012-133 

Date: January 4, 2012 for the January 14, 2013 Meeting of the Board of Adjustment 

The Appeal 

On November 13, 2012 Steven Coca, President of the Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood 
Association 1 {Appellant) filed a Verified Appeal Petition (Petition) appealing the October 30, 
2012 issuance of Construction Permit #12-1902 (Permit) for construction of a 75-foot high 
telecommunications tower carrying 12 antennas and related equipment (Proiect) at Baillo's at 
3294 Cerrillos Road (Property) by a contractor for AT&T (Applicant). A copy of the Petition is 
attached as Exhibit A. The Property is set back from Cerrillos Road behind Walgreens and the 
Del Norte Credit Union on the northwest and is bounded by Richards A venue on the southwest 
and is zoned C-2 (General Commercial). 

1 It appears that Mr. Coca is appealing as President of the Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood Association 
(Association) rather than individually, although there is no indication that the appeal was authorized by the 
Association's members; however, Mr. Coca may be appealing individually. 

---==-=----------=---=------------~-=~B~O~A~1/~1~~~12~---~-~~/~-r--.~-.~_--/o~~~~~--~==--===&===~=~-
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Appeal from Issuance of Construction Permit # 12-1902 
Baillio's Tower and Antennas (AT&T) 
Page 2 of 12 

History ofthe Case 

The Permit was issued after the Land Use Department (LUD) Director approved the Project 
administratively (the Project Approval) in accordance with Santa Fe City Code (SFCC) §14-
6.2(E)(3)(a)(iii) which permits the LUD Director to review and approve applications for "new 
towers or antennas in C-2 ... districts". 

A "tower" is defined in SFCC § 14-12.1 as " ... any structure that is designed and constructed 
primarily for the purpose of supporting one or more antennas used for telecommunications 
services, including self-supporting lattice towers, guyed towers, or monopole towers .... " The 
Project as initially applied for included construction of a new 75-foot high "monopine"2 to 
support twelve antennas and the installation of equipment at grade screened by a wall. Because 
the Project is for a new telecommunications tower and antennas in a C-2 district, administrative 
approval in accordance with SFCC §14-6.2(E)(3)(a)(iii) was appropriate. 

· The administrative review process was extended and comprehensive, and included a number of 
meetings between the Applicant and LUD and City Attorney's Office (CAO) staff, as well as at 
least two telephone discussions with the Applicant's technical consultants relating to the design 
ofthe monopole. Both the Applicant and City staff acknowledged that because the Application 
was the first under the City's amended3 Telecommunications Facilities ordinance, SFCC §14-
6.2(E), (the Ordinance), the review process was likely to be a learning experience for the 
Applicant and City staff. A chronology follows: 

October 25,2010 Although the Applicant was not required to conduct an Early 
Neighborhood Notification (ENN) meeting for the Project under the 
Ordinance in effect on the date the Application was filed, the Project was 
addressed at an informational meeting held by the Applicant on October 
25, 2010. 

September 12, 2011 The Applicant filed its application (Application) for administrative 
approval for the Project. A copy of the Application is attached as Exhibit 
B. 

September 20, 2011 The LUD Director responded to the Applicant identifying thirteen 
deficiencies (each, a Deficiency, collectively, the Deficiencies) in the 
Application (the 9/20 City Memo). A copy ofthe 9/20 City Memo is 
attached as Exhibit C. 

October 3, 2011 The Applicant responded by e-mail to the 9/20 Memo, attaching a letter 
dated September 27, 2011 (the 10/3 Applicant Response), addressing 

2 A monopine is a monopole camouflaged to look like a pine tree. 
3 SFCC §14-6.2 (E) was amended by Ordinance No. 2011-16on May 25,2011, which repealed and replaced the 
former ordinance. 

BOA 1/14/12 
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some of the Deficiencies and disputing others. A copy of the 10/3 
Applicant Response is attached as Exhibit D. 

November 9, 2011 The LUD Director replied to the 10/3 Applicant Response (the 11/9 City 
.&mJy) answering some ofthe questions raised by the 10/3 Applicant 
Response and clarifying the nature and extent ofthe information sought by 
the City pursuant to the Ordinance. A copy of the 11/9 City Reply is 
attached as Exhibit E. 

May 11, 2012 The Applicant responded to the 11/9 City Reply (the 5/11 Applicant 
Response) with additional information as requested. A copy of the 5/11 
Applicant Response is attached as Exhibit F. 

May 15, 2012 The Applicant submitted supplementary information in follow up to the 
5/11 Applicant Response (the Supplementary Information). A copy of the 
Supplementary Information is attached as Exhibit G. 

May 22, 2012 Having rejected the monopine design as inappropriate for the Property, 
City staff advised the Applicant by e-mail (the 5/22 City Email) that the 
proposed monopole design (with externally mounted antennas) was not 
satisfactory and provided an additional example of a preferred design. A 
copy of the 5/22 City Email is attached as Exhibit H. 

May 23, 2012 The Applicant responded by e-mail (the 5/23 Applicant Email) to the 5/22 
City Email disputing the reasonableness of the City's request for design 
alternatives to the monopole with externally-mounted antennas. A copy of 
the 5/23 Applicant Email is attached as Exhibit I. 

May 31, 2012 The LUD Director wrote to the Applicant (the 5/31 City Letter) to advise 
that there were two issues remaining to be addressed, the monopole design 
and proposed lighting. A copy of the 5/31 City Letter is attached as 
ExhibitJ. 

August 1, 2012 The LUD Director wrote to the Applicant administratively approving the 
Project (the Approval). A copy of the Approval is attached as Exhibit K. 

October 30,2012 The Permit issued. A copy of the Permit is attached as Exhibit L. 

Basis of Appeal 

The Appellant cites the following bases for appeal: 

1. The Project does not comply with a stated purpose of the Ordinance set out in SFCC § 14-
6.2(E)(l)(d)(ii) because it does not minimize adverse land use impacts oftowers and 
antennas by requiring collocation of antennas, minimizing new tower sites, and encouraging 

BOA 1/14/12 
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the use of minimally visually intrusive technology to the maximum extent technically 
feasible (Claim 1). 

2. The Project does not minimize the visual impact upon adjacent lands, public rights-of-way 
and residentially zoned property in accordance with the criteria set out in SFCC § 14-
6.2(E)(5)(c)(ii) (Claim 2). 

3. The Applicant did not provide sufficient information for the LUD to assess the feasibility of 
alternative antenna configurations at the proposed site (the Site) and in the vicinity that might 
result in less visual impact in accordance with SFCC §14-6.2(E)(6)(b)(viii) requirements 
(ClaimJ). 

4. The Applicant did not provide sufficient information for the LUD to assess the feasibility of 
alternative sites to the Site, including the potential for collocation in accordance with SFCC 
§ 14-6.2(E)( 6)(b )(vii) requirements (Claim 1). 

5. The Applicant did not minimize noise as required by SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(g) by choosing a 
site further from residences (Claim 2). 

6. The Applicant did not properly post the Permit as required by SFCC §14-3.11 (Claim§). 
7. The Applicant did not properly notify either property owners and addresses within 200 feet 

of the Site or the Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood Association as required by SFCC §14-
6.2(E)(lO)(a)(i) (Claim]). 

Discussion 

SFCC §14-3.17(A)(2) provides that an appeal can only be filed if: 

(1) the final action appealed from does not comply with SFCC Chapter 14 (Chapter 14) or 
§§3-21-1 through 3-21-14 NMSA4 (the Statute); 

(2) Chapter 14 has not been applied properly; or 
(3) the decision appealed from is not supported by substantial evidence5

• 

Pursuant to SFCC § 14-3.17(1)( 4), the Appellant has the burden of proving the validity of his 
claim. That is, in order to prevail, the Appellant must show that the issuance of the Permit 
was erroneous in at least one of the foregoing three ways. Unsupported statements are not 
sufficient. For the reasons set out in the responses to the individual claims below, the City 
Attorney's Office does not believe that the Appellant has met its burden of proof. 

The purposes ofthe Ordinance set out in SFCC §14-6.2(E)(1) include, generally, compliance 
with state and federa11aws relating to the provision of telecommunications services; regulatory 

4 Section 3-21-8 B. NMSA 1978 provides in pertinent part: "Any aggrieved person ... affected by a decision of an 
administrative ... commission or committee in the enforcement ofSections 3-21-1 through 3-21-14 NMSA 1978 or 
ordinance, resolution, rule or regulation adopted pursuant to these sections may appeal to the zoning authority .... ,, 
s A ruling by an administrative agency is arbitrary and capricious if it is unreasonable or without a rational basis, 
when viewed in light of the whole record. Rio Grande Chapter of Sierra Club v. New Mexico Mining Com 'n., 133 
N.M. 97, 61 P. 3d 806 (2002) There must be a rational connection between the facts found and the choices made, 
taking into account all relevant factors. Atlixco Coalition v. Maggiore, 125 N.M. 786, 965 P.2d 360 (1998). The 
decision must be supported by substantial evidence. Substantial evidence supporting administrative agency action is 
relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion. Dick v. City of 
Portales, 118 N.M. 541,883 P. 2d 127 (1994). 
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certainty; minimization of adverse land use impacts oftowers and antennas by encouraging their 
location in nonresidential districts to preserve the character of Santa Fe neighborhoods; requiring 
collocation and the use of minimally visually intrusive technology; requiring careful design, 
siting, landscape screening and camouflaging techniques, including tower alternatives; and 
enhancing the ability oftelecommunications providers to provide services to the community 
quickly, effectively and efficiently. 

Claim 1. The Project does not comply with a stated purpose of the Ordinance set out in SFCC 
§14-6.2(E)(J)(d)(i) and (ii) because it does not minimize adverse land use impacts of 
towers and antennas by requiring collocation of antennas, minimizing new tower 
sites, and encouraging the use of minimally visually intrusive technology to the 
maximum extent technically feasible. 

Response: SFCC §14-6.2(E)(l)(a) through (e) state the purposes of the Ordinance. As such the 
section outlines generally the goals of the Ordinance, rather than creates standards to be applied 
in evaluating applications. Those standards are set out elsewhere, including in SFCC § 14-
6.2(E)(5) and (6) and will be discussed in more detail below. Pursuant to SFCC §14-6.2(E)(12), 
the LUD Director " ... has the authority to interpret {the Ordinance] in accordance with its 
purposes and shall administer and enforce its provisions." Thus the Ordinance's purpose 
provisions are intended to assist in interpretation of its standards, rather than to operate as 
standards themselves. 

In addition, SFCC §14-6.2(E)(l)(d) is only one of five stated purpose provisions. Other 
Ordinance purposes include "{compliance} with applicable state and federal laws and 
regulations regarding the provisions of telecommunications services" [SFCC § 14-6.2(E)(l )(a)] 
and "{enhancing] the ability of telecommunications providers to provide telecommunications 
services to the community quickly, effectively and efficiently." [SFCC §14-6.2(E)(1)(e)] 

One of the federal laws the City must comply with in administering the Ordinance is the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 (TCA), which specifically bars state or local regulations that 
prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the ability of an entity to provide interstate or intrastate 
telecommunications services [See 47 U.S.C. 253(a)]. The TCA also prohibits the City from 
regulating the placement, construction and modification of telecommunications facilities on the 
basis ofthe environmental (including health) effects of radio frequency emissions (RFEs) to the 
extent the facilities comply with applicable FCC emissions regulations [See 47 U.S.C. 
§332(c)(7)(B)(iv)]. Finally, the TCA requires the City to act on applications" .. . to place, 
construct, or modify personal wireless servici facilities within a reasonable period of time after 
the request is duly filed ... " [See 47 U.S. C. §232(c)(3)(B)(7)(ii)] The FCC has interpreted a 
"reasonable period oftime" to mean 90 days for collocation applications and 150 days for 
applications for new facilities. 

6 Personal wireless services generally include wireless telecommunications services that are interconnected with the 
public telephone network and are offered commercially to the public. Examples include cellular and similar 
services, such as Personal Communications Service (PCS) and paging services, dispatch services and services that 
use wireless technology to provide telephone service to a fixed location such as a home or office. 
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Thus the City, in reviewing tower and antenna applications, must find a balance between 
reducing land use and visual impacts as much as possible while facilitating the ability of 
providers to meet the telecommunications needs of the community, all without 
discriminating among providers and within f"Ixed time limits. The balance is achieved by 
applying the standards set out in the Ordinance. For example, SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(a) requires 
that telecommunications facilities be sited (1) on existing structures, (2) in nonresidential 
districts and (3) in C-2, I -1 and I -2 districts, to the maximum extent technically feasible. 

Technical feasibility is thus a critical factor. For example, since wireless telecommunications 
rely on line-of-sight technology, it is not technically feasible to install them underground, as 
might otherwise be required by SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(c)(i)7

• And while some related equipment 
might be susceptible to undergrounding, the cost compared to installing it above ground may be 
so high as to become prohibitive in violation of the TCA8

• In addition, line-of-sight technology 
requires an unobstructed path from antenna to user. Thus height must exceed the highest 
structural and topographical features in the vicinity. Height is also critical in maximizing service 
coverage. For example, the Applicant submitted as part of the Application a 35-foot9 and a 71-
foot coverage map, attached as Exhibit M and Exhibit N respectively. Comparing the two, it is 
easy to see that the 71-foot mount provides significantly greater coverage. As a result, fewer 
towers are needed to serve the larger area. Thus permitting a higher tower minimizes new 
tower sites while enhancing the provision of telecommunications services to the community. 

The Project tower is 75 feet high in a C-2 district where the Ordinance permits towers as high as 
100 feet [SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(b)] 10

• The Applicant addressed height in the Application, noting 
the C-2 zoning and the 1 00-foot pennitted height and its efforts to mitigate visual impact as 
much as possible while maximizing coverage by building to only 75 feet. The Applicant also 
noted that in order to comply with the setback and separation distance requirements ofSFCC 
§14-6.2(E)(5)(k)11

, the Project tower could not be sited further from adjacent residential 
properties. Nevertheless the City sought additional information relating to the proposed tower 
height in the 9/20 City Memo 12

• In its 10/3 Applicant Response, the Applicant expanded on the 
information contained in the Application. In the 11/9 City Reply the City continued to press for 
additional information relating to height. The 5111 Applicant Response included radio frequency 
(RF) propagation maps showing the relationship between tower height and coverage and with the 
5/11 City Letter, the City advised the Applicant that the information indicated that the tower 
height was warranted. 

7 
" ••• telecommunications facilities shall be installed underground to the maximum extent technically feasible ... " 

s In Qwest's 2000 lawsuit against the City, Qwest prevailed by arguing that the increase in fees under the City's 
1998 telecommunications facilities ordinance was so "massive" that it effectively prohibited the provision of 
telecommunications services in the City in violation of the TCA. 
9 The given height is at the center of the antennas, which are eight feet high; tower height is thus approximately four 
feet higher. 
10 

" ••• in C-2, 1-1 and 1-2 districts the height limit of telecommunications facilities shall be one hundred feet." 
11 "All towers shall be set back a distance equal to at least one hundred percent of the height of the tower from any 
adjoining lot line, measured from the base of the tower ... " 
12 See 9/20 City Memo, Deficiency 12. 

BOA 1/14/12 
p,.n,. It nf 71\d. 



Appeal from Issuance of Construction Permit # 12-1902 
Baillio's Tower and Antennas (AT&T) 
Page 7 ofl2 

In addition, the technical feasibility of siting the Project antennas on an existing structure 
(collocation) was the subject of extended discussion between the Applicant and LUD staff. In 
fact, LUD staff identified as Deficiency 2 in the 9/20 City Memo the Applicant's failure to 
explain why it was not locating the tower and/or antennas on an existing structure. The issue 
was addressed by the Applicant in the 10/3 Applicant Response and the 5/11Applicant Response 
and by the City in the 11/9 City Reply and the 5/31 City Letter, when the City indicated that the 
matter had been sufficiently addressed. 

The Ordinance also establishes aesthetic requirements as a means of minimizing the adverse land 
use impacts of towers and antennas. In fact, SFCC §14-6.2(E)(l)(d)(iii) identifies " ... careful 
design, siting, landscape screening and innovative camouflaging techniques" as an effective a 
way to reduce tower and antenna impacts. These aesthetic requirements include undergrounding, 
concealment, screening, camouflaging, the retention of natural land fonns and landscape 
features, the prohibition of permanent lighting, and the use of color, materials, texture, shape, 
size and location to minimize the visual impact of telecommunications facilities [SFCC §14-
6.2(E)( 5)( c)]. 

The Applicant originally proposed a tower camouflaged as a monopine. However, LUD staff 
believed that the visual impact of a single 75+-foot ''pine" in the center of a commercial parking 
lot was more visually intrusive13 than a monopole painted a neutral pale blue-gray14

• In 
response, the Applicant proposed a monopole with exterior-mount antennas. City staff pressed 
for a monopole with interior-mount antennas. When discussions with the Applicant indicated 
that a monopole with interior-mount antennas would be at least 6 feet in diameter, City staff 
agreed that it would be more visually intrusive than a 2-foot diameter monopole with exterior
mount antennas. The parties also discussed a grouping of three smaller monopoles, one for each 
antenna sector with interior-mount antennas, but the Project lease site was not big enough to 
accommodate the design. Ultimately, the Applicant agreed to cover the antennas with a 
concealing screen. 

Finally, while the City can "[encourage] the use of minimally visually intrusive technology'' such 
as wireline (fiberoptic cable) on existing utility poles or underground in conduit or a wireless 
distributed antenna system (DAS) using more, but smaller, antennas, the City cannot mandate it 
or prohibit the use of wireless technologies like the Project. 

To minimize something means ''to reduce [it] to the smallest possible amount or degree15
." It 

does not mean to eliminate it entirely. The Ordinance establishes standards to achieve the five 
stated purposes, which all must be considered. Here, the Appellant points to only one of the five 
purposes, and to only one part of that purpose's three subparts, while ignoring the other four 
purposes. As a result, the Appellant's conclusion that the Project does not comply with SFCC 
§14-6.2(E){l)(d)(i) and (ii) is fundamentally biased, as it does not take into consideration the 

13 See 9/20 City Memo, Deficiency 5. 
14 In discussions with the State Historic Preservation Office about a similar site, SHPO agreed that a plain monopole 
design was preferable to a monopine. 
15 Dictionary.com 
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other, and equally important, provisions of the purpose section, while inappropriately treating the 
cited purpose as a standard. 

The Appellant states that "[t]he horizon of at least fifty residents will be obstructed. Currently 
most residents have a clear view of the horizon. There is nothing in the neighborhood of this 
height. The antenna/tower will be at least tJW to three times taller than anything else around." 

·While this is of understandable concern to these residents, the Property is commercially zoned 
and towers up to 1 00 feet are permitted. In fact, maximum building height in C-2 districts is 45 
feet and buildings can be constructed as close to residential property lines as 15 feet, as long as 
the 15 feet is landscaped to provide a buffer for the residential use. The Project will not block 
light or views as a 45-foot-high building set 15 feet from a lot line might. Photographic 
simulations submitted with the Application illustrate the relationship between various 
tower/antenna configurations 16 and the surrounding built environment. While each extends 
above the horizon, none of them can reasonably be described as obstructing the horizon. There 
is no provision of the SFCC that protects private views. 

The Appellant has not met his burden of proof with respect to Claim 1. 

Claim 2. The Project does not minimize the visual impact upon adjacent lands, public rights
of-way and residentially zone property in accordance with the criteria set out in 
SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(c)(ii). 

Response: See the response to Claim 1 above. The criteria set out in SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(c)(ii) 
are the aesthetic requirements addressed under Claim 1. The Appellant's conclusory statement 
that the Project does not minimize visual impact is not supported by the record. The Project 
Approval and issuance ofthe Permit were in accordance with SFCC and other applicable 
requirements oflaw and were supported by substantial evidence on the record. 

The Appellant has not met his burden of proof with respect to Claim 2. 

Claim 3. The Applicant did not provide sufficient information for the LUD to assess the 
feasibility of alternative antenna configurations at the proposed site and in the 
vicinity that might result in less visual impact in accordance with SFCC § 14-
6.2(E)(6)(b)(viii) requirements. 

Response: See the response to Claim 1 above. The 9/20 City Memo identified as Deficiency 11 
the Applicant's failure to submit an " ... analysis assessing the feasibility of alternative antenna 
configurations such as roof mounts, monopoles, omni directorial, antenna mounts on existing 
towers in the area etc., both at the proposed site and in the surrounding vicinity that might result 
in less visual impact, including an explanation of why other antenna configurations -were not 
selected ... " The 10/3 Applicant Response referred LUD staff to pages 8-9 of the Application for 
the information and pointed to the limited nonresidential siting opportunities within the 

16 Simulations were provided showing a monopole with exterior mounted antennas. a monopine and a lattice tower, 
each from Richards Avenue and Cerrillos Road (See Exhibit B). 
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geographical area where the Applicant is seeking to expand and improve its coverage (the Search 
Ring). The 11/9 City Reply sought additional information17 from the Applicant and in the 5/11 
Applicant Response the Applicant pointed out, among other things, that there were no structures 
on the Property high enough to achieve the required coverage, that constructing a stealth facility 
on the Baillio's building would not only present significant engineering challenges, but would 
have a greater visual impact than a monopole, and that, in any event, the lessor had not agreed to 
lease space on the building roof The Applicant also stated its beliefthat the Site" . .. does not 
lend itself to false chimneys, steeples, or other false structures ... " and that "[c}onstruction of a 
more massive structure such as a clock tower or landmark signage would only make the 
[Project] more obtrusive and implicate other prohibitions in the code such as signage and 
lighting limitations." Over the 7-month period that this correspondence took place, the City also 
met with the Applicant multiple times to discuss Project compliance with SFCC requirements. 
With the 5/31 City Letter, the City indicated that it was finally satisfied with the Applicant's 
responses. The Appellant's conclusory statement that the Applicant did not provide 
sufficient information for the City to assess alternative antenna configurations at the Site 
or alternative locations within the Search Ring is not supported by the record. The Project 
Approval and issuance of the Permit were in accordance with SFCC and other applicable 
requirements of law and were supported by substantial evidence. 

The Appellant has not met his burden of proof with respect to Claim 3. 

Claim 4. The Applicant did not provide sufficient information for the LUD to assess the 
feasibility of alternative sites to the Site, including the potential for collocation in 
accordance with SFCC §14-6.2(E)(6)(b)(vii) requirements. 

Response: See the response to Claims 1 and 3 above. 

The Appellant has not met his burden of proof with respect to Claim 4. 

Claim 5. The Applicant did not minimize noise as required by SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(g) by 
choosing a site further from residences. 

Response: SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(g) requires that "[a]ll telecommunicationsfacilities ... be 
designed, constructed and installed in such a manner as to minimize noise to the maximum extent 
feasible, but in no event shall noise exceed the standards set forth in [the City 's noise 
ordinance]." First, the provision requires that operating (permanent) noise be minimized 
through design and that (temporary) noise associated with the construction and installation of the 
facilities also be minimized to the maximum extent feasible. The provision does not require that 
noise be minimized by locating the facilities as far from residences as possible and indeed, given 
other requirements of the Ordinance, including the setback requirements of SFCC § 14-
6.2(E)(5)(k), the Project could not have been sited further from residences. Second, the City's 
noise ordinance regulates noise on the Property now and will continue to do so when the Project 
is complete and operating. The Appellant states that "[s]ome residents, whose front doors and 

17 See paragraphs 2 and II. 
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living room windows will directly face the tower, are only 100 feet away and will be subject to 
equipment noise twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week." However, the Appellant has 
provided no evidence that this is true or that any noise generated from Project operations or 
construction will exceed noise ordinance standards. 

Finally, City staff addressed noise concerns with the Applicant in the 9/20 City Memo and the 
1119 City Reply and after the Applicant submitted the Supplementary Information, the City 
indicated in the 5/31 City Letter that the Applicant's response was sufficient. 

The Appellant's conclusory statement that the Applicant did not minimize noise by 
locating the Project further away from residences is not based upon SFCC requirements 
and is not otherwise supported by evidence on the record. The Project Approval and 
issuance of the Permit were in accordance with SFCC and other applicable requirements of 
law and were supported by substantial evidence. 

The Appellant has not met his burden of proof with respect to Claim 5. 

Claim 6. The Applicant did not properly post the Permit as required by SFCC § 14-3.11. 

Response: The Permit issued on October 30,2012. Pursuant to SFCC §14-3.11(8)(5), 
construction permits are required to be posted " ... within twenty-four hours after issuance ... " and 
to " ... be prominently displayed, readable from each public and private road abutting the 
property, and securely placed ... " According to the Appellant, "The only road abutting the 
property is Richards Avenue." The Appellant claims that on November 12, 2012 the Permit 
poster" . .. was posted in the middle of the rear parking lot where it was not visible from Richards 
Avenue" and that "[o]n November 13, 2012 it was laying/ace up on the sidewalk on Richards 
Avenue." The Appellant attaches a photograph of the Permit poster face-up on the ground. 

The Applicant states that the Permit was posted on October 30 in accordance with SFCC § 14-
3.11 (B)(5) requirements, that on November 5 the Applicant replaced it after noticing that it had 
become detached from its supporting post, that it was still in place on November 9, that on 
November 13, after reviewing an e-mail indicating that the Permit had been removed, the 
Applicant went to the Property and discovered that the Permit had been moved from its street
side location to the construction site and arranged for the Permit to be returned to its original 
location and secured with rocks at its base, that on November 20 the Applicant found that the 
Permit was nowhere in sight and on November 21 obtained a replacement from the LUD and had 
it posted again. A copy ofthe Applicant's November 27, 2012 e-mail outlining these events and 
supporting photographs are attached as Exhibit 0. The Appellant does not dispute that the 
Permit was properly posted on October 30, but merely states that it was lying face-up on the 
sidewalk on Richards Avenue on November 13. It often happens that permits and other notices 
are blown off their supports by strong winds or destroyed by rain or even defaced or tom down. 
Generally, ifthey are appropriately posted in the first instance and replaced, posting is 
considered sufficient. 
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But even if there were a deficiency in posted notice, the Appellant had actual notice of the 
Permit. "'Actual notice' refers to information that was communicated directly to or received by 
a party." Pollock v. Ramirez, 117 N.M. 187 (Ct. App. 1994}. ''Actual notice ... is sufficient and 
dispenses with statutory notice." Acceptance Corp. of Sante Fe v. Valenci~ 70 N.M. 307, 309 
(1962}. See also, Bennett v. City Council for City ofLas Cruces, 1999-NMCA-015, 126 N.M. 
619, 621 ("Our Supreme Court has held that 'substantial compliance ' with notice and 
publication is sufficient to satisfy statutory requirements . ... stating that while 'some courts have 
held that even a minor defect in notice will invalidate an action taken by the zoning authority, 
New Mexico does not take such a strict view ... '" (citations omitted}}. 

The photograph ofthe poster lying face-up on the ground on November 13, together with the 
timely filing of this appeal, are clear indications that the Appellant had actual notice of the 
Permit. As the President of the Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood Association (the 
Association} it can be presumed that the Appellant, as a fiduciary, notified Association members 
of the issuance of the Permit. 

The Appellant cannot now with this appeal raise failure of notice as a reason to overturn the 
LUD Director's decision to issue the Permit. In any event, we know that the poster was visible 
from Richards Avenue on November 13, 2012, when the Applicant photographed it after re
erecting it. Had there been a failure of notice, the remedy would be to start the 15-day appeal 
period on that day, which would mean that it would terminate on November 28, 2012. As of the 
date of this memorandum, no appeals other than this appeal have been filed. 

The Appellant has not met his burden of proof with respect to Claim 6. 

Claim 7. The Applicant did not properly notify either property owners and addresses within 
200 feet of the Site or the Southwest Bel/amah Neighborhood Association as required 
by SFCC §14-6.2(E)(IO)(a)(i). 

Response: See the response to Claim 6 above. The Application was filed on September 12, 
2011. Pursuant to the notice provisions ofSFCC §14-6.2(E}(lO}(a}(i} in effect at the time18

, the 
Applicant was required within 24 hours of submitting the Application to " ... provide notification 
by certificate of mailing, proof of which is submitted to the [LUD] director ... to all property 
owners and addresses within two hundred (200) feet of the proposed site, exclusive of right of 
way, and, if the proposed site lies within the boundaries of a neighborhood association that has 
been listed with the [LUD] director, to such neighborhood association ... " 

The "old ordinance" provided for administrative approval of new towers in nonresidential 
districts [§14-6.2(E) (5)(b}(iii)] and required notice " ... by certified mail, return receipt 
requested ... to all property owners within JOOfeet of the subject property." [§14-6.2(E}(5}(b)(v)] 

18 The Appellant states that the Applicant " ... failed to fulfill its notice requirements under either the old or new 
ordinance." SFCC § 14-6.2(E) was repealed and a new § 14-6.2(E) created by Ordinance No. 2011-16, which was 
adopted on May 25, 2011, several months before the Application was submitted. As a result, the notice 
requirements currently in effect apply to the Application. 
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Mailing labels for the Application were provided to the Applicant by LUD staff in April2011 for 
residents and addresses within 200 feet ofthe Property. The Applicant has provided to the LUD 
Director copies of Certified Mail Receipts for those residents and addresses, which are attached 
as Exhibit P 19

• While the Association is listed with the LUD Director, the Property is located in 
a C-2 district and thus the Site does not lie within the boundaries of the Association. The notice 
requirements ofSFCC §14-6.2(E)(lO)(a)(i) have thus not only been met, but have been exceeded 
by the Applicant. Notably, these notice requirements relate to the filing ofthe Application. 
Neither the Application nor the LUD Director's August 2, 2012 Project Approval are appealable 
fmal actions. Instead, the appealable final action here is the October 30, 2012 issuance of the 
Permit, for which, as noted in the response to Claim 6 above, there was actual notice. 

In addition, as early as April13, 2011, five months before the Application was filed, the 
Appellant wrote to the Applicant asking for copies oflocation maps at the prior night's meeting 
for" .. . a handful or residents in the neighborhood who do not have computers ... " and promising 
to" .. . share this information with them." The Applicant responded that same day and later that 
day the Appellant agreed to pick them up at the end ofthat week. On October 4, 2011, just three 
weeks after the Application was filed, the Appellant wrote to the Applicant asking if the 
Applicant had " ... responded to the city and their concerns regarding the Baillio 's cell tower ... " 
It is clear that the Appellant, both individually and as President of the Association, had actual 
notice of the Application both well before and soon after its filing and that he was acting on 
behalf of''residents in the neighborhood". Copies of e-mail correspondence relating to the 
Project between Mr. Coca and the Applicant dated Aprill3, 2011 and October 4, 2012 are 
attached as Exhibit Q. 

The Appellant has not met his burden of proof with respect to Claim 7. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above, the City Attorney's Office recommends that the Board deny 
the Appellant's appeal 

If the Board agrees that the LUD Director's issuance of the Permit complied with Chapter 14 
requirements, that Chapter 14 was properly applied, and that the issuance of the Permit was 
supported by substantial evidence, the Board should deny the appeal. 

u: however, the Board finds that the LUD Director's issuance of the Permit did not comply with 
Chapter 14 requirements, or that Chapter 14 was applied improperly, or that the decision of the 
LUD Director was not supported by substantial evidence, the Board should grant the appeal. 

19 Although the Certified Mail Receipts are not dated, since they were generated by the Applicant's representative in 
its office, the Applicant has provided returned (incomplete delivery) notices for addressees for which there is a 
Certified Mail Receipt that shows they were mailed on September 14, 2011. Copies of those documents are 
included at the end ofExhibit P. 
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D Other Final Determination of LUD Director 

Commission (specify): 0 Planning Commission D Board of Adjustment D BCD-DRC D HDRB 

Basis of Standing (see Section 14-3.17(B) SFCC 2001): . 
Basisfor / 

___Ap.E_~aJ:. _____ O_JJ~e fact~ were incorr:_~_9tly det~fl!!!ned _____ .IB::'"_Qr:9ina_r:)~~-~!!aws '!!_ere vioiC!!_~~..!lr:t9/P~ mi~~p~esented __ ·--·-

Description of the final action appealed from, and date on which final action was taken: 

:;;sr~f lStu/~ (&.rm;f-1 t?c/Pbw-so/ d..t>f').. 
EXHIBIT 
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Verified Appeal Petition 
Page 2of2 

.... ,_, . , ... · .. ··· _·.-I 
:. ~ : .-i.· .i- . : ·: -

Describe the harm that would result to you from the action appealed from (attach additional pages if necessary): 

Please detail the basis for Appeal here (be specific): 

1 hereby certify that the documents submitted for review and consideration by the City of Santa Fe have been prepared to meet the 
minimum standards outlined in the Land Development Code, Chapter 14 SFCC 2001. Failure to meet these standards may result in 
the rejection or postponement of my application. I also certify that I have met with the City's Current Planning staff to verify that the 
attached proposal is in co~irce with the City's zoning requirements. 

Appellant Signature: SM ~ Date: 1(--/s-d-o 1::( 
Agent Signature: ~tA ~ Date: j/ -/3- :lo/ :::t 

State of New Mexico 

) ss. 

County of Santa Fe 

1/We ~fAI-Ut Gc u--- . being first 
duly sworn, depose and say: 1/We have read the foregoing appeal petition and know the contents thereof and 
that the same are true to my/our own knowledge. 

Petitionerls: . 

~~ 
Signature Signature 

Print Name 

My commission expires: 

s-Jl-tr' 
BOA 1/14112 
P<~nA1Rnf,n4 



ATTACHMENT 1 

The horizon of at least fifty residents will be obstructed. Currently most residents have a 
clear view of the horizon. There is nothing in the neighborhood of this height. The 
antenna/tower will be at least two to three times taller than anything else around. Some 
residents, whose front doors and living room windows will directly face the tower, are 
only 100 feet away and will be subject to equipment noise twenty-four hours a day, seven 
days a week. 

See attached petition from neighbors to this project. 

BOA 1/14/12 
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A IT ACHMENT 2 

Basis for Appeal 

1. 14-6.2 (E) (1) (d) (ii)- Failure to minimize adverse land use impacts of 
towers and antennas by: requiring co-location of antennas, minimizing new 
tower sites, and encouraging the use of minimally visually intrusive 
teclmology to the maximum extent technically feasible. 

2. 14-6.2 (E) (5) (c) (ii)- Failure to minimize the visual impact upon adjacent 
lands, public rights-of-way and residentially zoned property. 

3. 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (viii)- Failure to sufficiently assess the feasibility of 
alternative antenna configurations, both at the proposed site and in the 
surrounding vicinity, that might result in less visual impact. 

4. 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (vii)- Insufficient reasons for not siting tower/antenna 
elsewhere. Failure to sufficiently assess the feasibility of alternative sites to 
the one proposed, including the potential for co-location. Failure to explain 
why other sites further from residences were not selected. 

5. 14-6.2 (E) (5) (g)- Failure to minimize noise by choosing a site further from 
residences. 

6. 14-3.11 (B) (5)- Failure to post construction permit along Richards Avenue. 
This section requires the posting, until construction is completed, of a 
construction permit that is "securely placed" and "readable from each public 
and private road abutting the property." The only road abutting the property is 
Richards Avenue. On November 12, 2012 the construction permit was posted 
in the middle of the rear parking lot where it was not visible from Richards 
Avenue. On November 13,2012 it was laying face dGW&on the sidewalk on 
Richards Avenue. See photo (Attachment 3). fA(' s.c.... 

7. 14-6.2 (E) (10) (a) (i)-Failure to notify neighbors within 200 feet and the 
Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood Association. "Within twenty-four hours 
of submitting an application to the land use director, the applicant shall 
provide notification by certificate of mailing, proof of which is submitted to 
the land use director to be included with the application, to all property 
owners and addresses within two hundred (200) feet of the proposed site, 
exclusive of right of way, and, if the proposed site lies within the boundaries 
of a neighborhood association that has been listed with the land use director, 
to such neighborhood association." 

BOA 1/14/12 
P::on"' 1 R nf ?1\A 



Further explanation of number 6: The ordinance regarding notification has 
changed, and the applicant has failed to fulfill its notice requirements under 
either the old or the new ordinance. 

Under the old ordinance, after the submission of an application for a Special 
Exception, a public hearing was required before the Board of Adjustment. 
Section 14-6.2 (E) (3) (i) required notice of the public hearing to be mailed to 
neighbors and Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood Association. If a Special 
Exception was not required, Section 14-6.2 (E) (5) (v) still required the 
applicant to notify neighbors and the neighborhood association by certified 
mail after submission of its application, and prior to issuance of administrative 
approval. 

Under the new ordinance, after the submission of an application for 
Administrative Approval, Section 14-6.2 (E) (10) (a) (i) requires an applicant 
to mail notice to neighbors and Southwest Bellamah Neighborhood 
Association within 24 hours of submitting the application. 

Neighbors and the neighborhood association received no notice of the 
submission of this application prior to the granting of a building permit. 

BOA 1/14112 
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
P.O. BOX 909 

~ANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-v909 

* * * * * * * B U I L D I N G P E R M I T * * * * * * * 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Application Number 
Property Address 

12-00001902 Date 10/30/12 

Application type description 
Subdivision Name 
Property Zoning . 
Application valuation 

Owner 

BAILLIO, JACK 

3294 CERRILLOS RD 
TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER 

GENERAL COMMERCIAL 
90000 

Contractor 

CALTROP CONSTRUCTION 
3766 HAWKINS 1265 BONA TERRA LP NW 

ALB, NM ALBUQUERQUE NM 87109 
(602) 330-5150 

Structure Information 
Construction Type 
Occupancy Type 

000 000 NEW TELECOM POLE W/ ENCLOSURE FOR UTILI 
UPDATE 

Flood Zone 

Permit 
Additional desc . 
Phone Access Code 
Permit Fee 
Issue Date 
Expiration Date 

(OLD CODE) UPDATE 
MIN. FLOODING/OUTSIDE 500 

BUILDING PERMIT COMMERCIAL 

1055888 
973.75 

10/30/12 
10/28/14 

Plan Check Fee 
Valuation 

Special Notes and Comments 

692.81 
90000 

I, THE OWNER OR AGENT FOR THE OWNER HAVE 
RECEIVED THE FOLLOWING REVIEW SHEETS. I 
UNDERSTAND I AM TO COMPLY WITH ALL 
CONDITIONS INDICATED ON THE REVIEW 
SHEETS. INITIALS ~~ 

-- -·----------------------~--- ---------- -- ----------- ---- ----- ---- -- h- ----

Fee summary Charged Paid Credited Due 

---------------------------------------------------------------·-------------
For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS 
for scheduling inspections! Call in by 3:00 PM for a next-
day inspection (based on avai~~y) . 955-6110 
APPROVED BY I 2.-------- DATE 
APPLICANT )~ r DATE 

? 

By my signature above I hereby agree to abide with all the laws of the City of Santa Fe as well as wilh all the conditions stated above. I further state that I understand lhatthis 
is not a permit to construct anything in violation of the codes adopted by the State of New Mexico. Further. I understand that this pennit may be appealed within thirty (30) days 
of its issuance (the 'appeal period') pursuant to 14-7.4 SFCC (1987) and in the event an appeal is upheld this penni! may be revoked. I hereby agree that any grading. building. 
otlteration. repairing or any other construction done pursuant to this permit during this appeal period is done at my own risk and without reliance on the issuance of this permit. I 
also agree that in the event an appeal is upheld and this permit is revoked I may be required to remove any building, grading, alterating. repairing 01 any other construcbon done 
during the appeal period. I hereby certify that I have read the foregoing and unders~O'Ahfl•~nd by my signature assent to the terms staled herein. 
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
P.O. BOX 909 

uANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-v~09 

* * * * * * * B U I L D I N G P E R M I T * * * * * * * 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------

Application Number 

Permit Fee Total 
Plan Check Total 
Grand Total 

973.75 
692.81 

1666.56 

12-00001902 

973.75 
692.81 

1666.56 

.00 

.00 

.00 

Page 
Date 

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS 
for scheduling inspections! Call in by 3:00 PM for a next-

2 
10/30/12 

.00 

.00 

.00 

day inspection (based on avai~_9.b-iT'"~j_.·--- 95_?-6110 -------_, ., 
APPROVED BY ___ l __ - ._----·-··---- DATE~b ~~-~--,/ .::.:._ 
APPLICANT __ Q~--------/___ _ _DATE Jc7); &_< 

..- I / 

By my signature above 1 hereby agree to abide with all the laws of the City of Santa Fe as wett as wtth all the condihons stated above. t lurlher stale that I understand that this. 
iS not a permit to construct anything in violation of the codes adopted by the Stale of New MexiCO. Furlher. I understand that this permit may be appealed within th<rly (30) days 
·or its issuance (the "appeal period") pursuant to 14-7.4 SFCC (1987) and in the event an appeal ts upheld this permit may be revoked. thereby agree that any gtading. building. 
;JIIeration, repairing or any of her construction done pursuant to this permit during this appeal periOd is done at my own risk and without reliance on the issuance olth•s penni!. I 
1fso agree that in the event an appeal is upheld and this permit is revoked I may be requorod lo remove any building. grading. alterating. repairmg or any other r.onslruclion done 
juring the appeal period. 1 hereby certify that I have read the foregoing and unders'St1Ah,~nd by my signature assent to the terms stated herein 

P"no ?? nf ?1\4 



* * * * * * 

CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
P.O. BOX 909 

uANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-v~09 

* B U I L D I N G P E R M I T * ****** 
-----------------------------------------------------------------· ----------

Application Number 
Property Address 
Application description 
Subdivision Name 
Property Zoning 

12-00001902 
3294 CERRILLOS RD 
TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER 

GENERAL COMMERCIAL 

Page 
Date 

Seq 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

Permit 

Additional desc 
Phone Access Code 

Insp 

BUILDING PERMIT COMMERCIAL 

1055888 

Required Inspections 

Phone 
.Insp# Code Description 

103 F007 FOUNDATION 
406 EL06 ELECTRICAL, UNDER SLAB 
301 POOl PLUMBING, DWV ROUGH 
110 SOOl SLAB, ON GRADE 
102 BOOl BOND BEAM 
412 EL12 ELECTRICAL, GROUND REBAR 
413 EL13 ELECTRICAL, UNDERGROUND 
408 EL08 ELECTRICAL, TEMP POLE UNDERG 
200 HV04 RADIANT HEAT, ROUGH 
105 S002 SLAB, MONOLITHIC 
104 SLAB SLAB 
402 EL02 ELECTRICAL, ROUGH 
403 EL03 ELECTRICAIJ, PRE-FINAL 
411 ELll ELECTRICAL, LOW VOLT ROUGH 
302 P002 PLUMBING, TOP OUT 

Initials 

----------
-------

--------
------·---
--------
---·------

--------
----------· 
-----··--·--
----- ---------
·----------
------- -----------·-·-

For permits issued AFTER 08IOll2009, you MUST use VIPS 
for scheduling inspections! Call in by 3:00 PM for a next
day inspection (based on availability) . 955-6110 
APPROVED BY DATE 

3 
10130112 

Date 

I I - -
I I -·- --
I I - -I I 
I I - -I I - -I I --1-I 

-~~-

I I - -I I - --
I I 

-
--
-
-
-
-
--
--
-

--
I -~--- - --
I I --- ·- --I I -- -- ----
I I -·- --- -----· 
I I -- -- -

-·-----APPLICANT _________ __ DATE 

By my sjgnature above I hereby agree to abide with all the laws of the C1ly of Santa Fe as well as wrth all the conditions slated at>ove I further state that I understand that lhis 
is not a permit to construct anythmg in VIolation of the codes adopted by the State of New Mexrco. Further, I understand that this permo! may be appealed WlthNl Jh11ty (30) days 
of its issuance (the "appeal period") pursuant to 14-7.4 SFCC (1987) and in the event an appeal•s upheld th•s permrl may be revo~ed. I hereby agree that any grading. building. 
<!Iteration, repairing or any other consti\Jction done pursuant lo this permit during this appe111 penod is done at my own risk and without reliance on the issuance of lhis permit. t 
also agree that in the event an appeal is upheld and this permit is revoked I may be required to remove any buildrng, grading, alterating. reparring or any other construction done 
during the appeal period. I hereby certify that I have read the foregoing and unden!iiQI.u1.l'l41a:land by my signature assent lo the terms stated herer'l. 
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
P.O. BOX 909 

~ANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-u~09 

* * * * * * * B U I L D I N G P E R M I T * * * * * * * 
---------~------------------------------------------------------------------

Application Number 

Application Number 
Property Address 
Application description 
Subdivision Name 
Property Zoning 

12-00001902 

12-00001902 
3294 CERRILLOS RD 
TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER 

GENERAL COMMERCIAL 

Permit BUILDING PERMIT COMMERCIAL 

Additional desc 
Phone Access Code 

Insp 

1055888 

Required Inspections 

Page 
Date 
Page 
Date 

Seq 
Phone 
Insp# Code Description Initials 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

599 
307 
499 
308 
309 
321 
322 
320 
202 
203 
303 
315 
425 

G002 
P007 
EL04 
P008 
P009 
SE03 
SE04 
SEOl 
TMGS 
TMHT 
BFPl 
POlS 
EL25 

GRADING & DRAINAGE, FINAL 
PLUMBING, IRRIGATION 
ELECTRICAL/ FINAL 
YARD LINE 1 GAS 
YARD LINE 1 WATER 
SEWER/ LATERAL 
SEWER, PRIVATE SEPTIC SYSTEM 
SEWER, SEWER CONNECTION 
TEMPORARY HEAT FOR GAS 
TEMPORARY HEAT FOR HEATING 
PLUMBING 1 BACKFLOW PREVENTION 
PLUMBING, TOP OUT ROOF/DRAINS 
ELECTRICAL, TEMP POLE OVRHD 

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS 
for scheduling inspections! Call in by 3:00 PM for a next
day inspection (based on availability) . 955-6110 

4 
10/30/12 

5 
10/30/12 

Date 

APPROVED BY ________ ~------------·---------------- DATE ____ __ 
APPLICANT ________________________________________ DATE ______ _ 

By my signature above 1 hereby agree to abide with all the laws of the City ol Santa Fe >IS well >IS with altthe condlloons staled above. I further stale that I understand thallh•s 
is not a permit to construct anything in violation of the codes adopted by the Stale of New Mexir.o. Further. I understand that thos pennit may be appealed within thirty (30) days 
of its iswance (the "appeal period") pursuant to 14·7 4 SFCC (1987) and in the event an appeal is upheld this permil may be revoked. I hereby agree that any grading. build•ng, 
;JIIeralion, repaoring or any other constructoon done pursuanllo this permrt durong this appeal period os done at my own nsk and wothoul reloance on the issuance of this permo!. I 
also agree that in the event an appeal is upheld and this permit is ravoked I may be rcouored lo remove any building. wading. alteratong. repamng 01 any other coostrucbon done 
dunng the appeal penod. 1 hereby certify thai I have read lhe foregoing and underMC5:a 1.\'FiiiJJH and by my sognalure as!\enl ro lhe term:; staled herem. 

p,.n,. ?A nf ?nA 



CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
P.O. BOX 909 

vANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87504-0~09 

* * * * * * * B U I L D I N G P E R M I T * * * * * * * 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

Application Number 12-00001902 
Page 
Date 
Page 
Date 

6 
10/30/12 

7 
10/30/12 Application Number 

Property Address 
Application description 
Subdivision Name 
Property Zoning 

12-00001902 
3294 CERRILLOS RD 
TELECOMMUNCATION TOWER 

GENERAL COMMERCIAL 

Permit BUILDING PERMIT COMMERCIAL 

Additional desc 
Phone Access Code 1055888 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------

Seq 
Phone 
Insp# 

Required Inspections 

Insp 
Code Description Initials Date 

-------------------------------- ----------------------------------- ---------
10 415 ELlS ELECTRICAL, CEILING ROUGH 
10 419 EL19 ELECTRICAL, LOW VOLT FINAL 
10 417 EL17 ELECTRICAL, ROOF ROUGH 
10 418 EL18 ELECTRICAL, GROUND RING 
10 126 FR26 FRAME, FIRE WALL 
10 127 FR27 FRAME, POCKET ROOF 
10 504 LD01 LANDSCAPE 
10 M006 MECHANICAL, ROUGH UNDERGROUND 
10 205 HVOS RADIANT HEAT, FINAL 
10 210 M010 MECH, SOLAR HEATING FINAL 
10 209 M009 MECH, SOLAR HEATING ROUGH 
10 319 P019 PLBG, SOLAR WTR HEATER FINAL 
10 318 P018 PLBG, SOLAR WTR HEATER ROUGH 

For permits issued AFTER 08/01/2009, you MUST use VIPS 
for scheduling inspections! Call in by 3:00 PM for a next-
day inspection (based on availability) 955-6110 ____ __ 
APPROVED BY DATE -----
APPLICANT DATE -----

By my signature above I hereby agree to abide with all the laws of the City of Santa Fe as well as with all the conditions stated above. I further state that I undetstand that this 
is not a permit to construct anything in violation of the codes adopted by the State of New Mexico. Further, I understand thai this permit may be appealed within thirty (30) days 
of its issuance (the "appeal period") pursuant to 14-7.4 SFCC (1987} and in the event an appeal IS upheld this permit may be revoked. I hereby agree that any grading. building. 
Qlteralion, repairing or any other construction done pursu;mt to this permit during this appenl period 1s done at my own risk and Wtthoul reliance on the issuance of th1s permit. I 
also agree that in the event an appeal is upheld and th1s permit is revoked I may be reQuired lo remove any bUitdirog. qrad1ng. atterating. repa1ring or any other construCiion done 
during the appeal period. 1 hereby certify thall have read the foregoing and underB'6~ ~'J1171'J and by my sognature assent to the terms staled herein. 
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CITY OF SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 
P.O. BOX 909 

.._,ft.NTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87S04-LJ909 

* * * * * * * 8 U I L D I N G P E R M I T * * * * * * * 

Application Number 

Application Number 
Property Address 
Application description 
Subdivision Name 
Property zoning 

12-00001902 

12-00001902 
3294 CERRILLOS RD 
TELECOMML~CATION TOWER 

GENERAL COMMERCIAL 

Permit BUILDING PERMIT COMMERCIAL 

Additional desc 
Phone Access Code 1055888 

Required Inspections 

Page 
Date 
Page 
Date 

Seq 
Phone 
Insp# 

Insp 
Code Description Initials 

8 
10130112 

9 
10130112 

Date 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------

10 729 RW02 RAIN WTR HARVEST, G&D FINAL I I -- -10 728 RWOl RAIN WTR HARVEST, G&D INTERIM I I 
10 .......... SE06 SEWER, GRAY WATER SYSTEfviS -,-,--

~.G~ _1 I 
10 324 SE07 SEWER, RAIN WATER SYSTEMS I= I= -----·----- -
10 422 EL22 ELECTRICAL, SOLAR FINAL I I 
10 421 EL21 ELECTRICAL, SOLAR PRE-FINAL --· ~--·~-

10 420 EL20 ELECTRICAL, SOLAR ROUGH -
~~=~--- 1-1000 199 COOl BUILDING, FINAL I ---·------·- -- -·-

3y my signature above 1 hereby agree to abide with alii he laws of the City of Santa Fe as well as with all the conditions staled above. I further slate that I understand that this 
s not a permit to construct anything in violation of the codes adopted by the State of New Mexrco Further. I understi'!nd that this perrnil may be appealed within thirty (30) days 
.Jf its issuance (the "appeal period") pursuant to 14-7.4 SFCC (1987) and in lhe event an appeal is upheld thrs permit may be revoked. 1 hereby agree that any gradrng. burlding. 
alteration, repairing or any other construction done pursuant to this permit durrng this appeal period rs done at my own risk and without reliance on the issuance ollhis permit. I 
also agree that in the event an appeal is upheld and this petmil is revoked I may be required to remove any building. grading. alleraling, repairing or any other construction done 
Juring the appeal period. I hereby certify !hall have read the foregoing and understand the same and by my signature assent lo the terms stated herein. 

BOA 1/14/12 
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Date: // LJ_ () L/11 
~ 7 

PETITION AGAINST CELL TOWER AT BAILLIO'S 

We, the undersigned, oppose the placement of the proposed 75-foot cell tower 
in the parking lot at Baillio's Appliances and Electronics, 3294 Cerrillos ~oad. 

So.ca.b CDvJ'.Qoc..)Sb ·~lliJ~ 
Printed Name Signature ~~ 

~~c.e Lov-rC:.,Nd s+. Sro+v-.\e ~~ ~5-- S/7-~ 
Address Phone 

Printed Name 
c:u1 m~L 
s~ 

-=3=-=:2=-"3~(q~u4J.-~l&:::J_Cu_O \.1-L, o...u;e_L-1 -==~~t---=S=:..t...E_· .!..::..N.:.._YY]-'-~- s &L.- , , (p ~-
Address Phone 

Printed Name 

3~S /Ju £A 'IV~ s7 
Address Phone 

Printed Name Signature "'" 

3 )!Js Lou !LA ;vt.· <;/ 
Phone 

Signature 

5tre.~-r-

Et!Cfi-
Printed Name 

Phone 

BOA 1/14/12 
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Date: .d1_vtub.W 10, .)o I ;t_ 

PETITION AGAINST CELL TOV'JER AT BAILLIO'S 

We, the undersigned, oppose the placement of the proposed 75-foot cell tower 
in the parking lot at Baillie's Appliances and Electronics, 3294 Cerrillos Road. 

~-VNPJ? ~~ 
Signat e / Printed Name 

) )6 J d{w.""""- )L{- ) f 
Phone Address 

Address Phone 

'-:~~J2C/ EYJL~ CY;;;;rx_ 
Printed Name 

;oo? lktuviz _,;(Y6. ___ ,JoS: ;La (-/~BCJ? 
Address Phone 

~-JJeLAuw ~ ··-
Printed Name Signature 

~,:Jd'6 Lby MW ..v !!Auk, ~ 9& uy y u 
Address Phone 

Printed Name 

3V-/ 0 AoP~/1 r~'b 
Address 

Signtr ~~-~~-. --
5tJ) -1(7Cf- s-s;J(_ 

Phone 

Printed Name Signa 

\\ 

Address Phone 

BOA 1/14112 
p,.,.,. ,It nf ,1\4 
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PETITION AGAINST CELL TOWER AT BAILLIO'S 

We, the undersigned, oppose the placement of the proposed 75-foot cell tower 
in the parking lot at Baillio's Appliances and Electronics, 3294 Cerrillos Road. 

Mef~hle 1hr~\\ ~ ~ 
Printed Name Signature 

3~loo ~ 5+.> :SF 
Address Phone 

Printed Name 
~-

Signature 

31Lt<(- lo~ s-t L\-1~ ~q(p?} f' 
< 

Address Phone 

Printed Name 

3d-3;;2_~~ 
Address 

~ n: Iii~ S. n\z.l"-- /\Lh'o'"- S:J "-~~ 
Printed Namp ~lJtle . · 

·s_,£~.£--7.1....4ct---b-cl....£=-b-2c_V (___:"""''"=--~ • .l.L-tr__;::C:....-!..\·~«---=ee_=------ soJ1117~7z __ 
Address Phone 

M~lM!S Qpfl5YifiS titJf& ~ ~ 
Printed Name " S~ 

»;;z 1 itJumrAf.e_.5f: :5-f tf7r-J~ ~Oz 
Address Phone 

3;)otf ~~ lJ-7;--Lf-/d 
Address Phone 

BOA 1/14/12 
p,.",. ~n nf ?1\4 



PETITION AGAINST CELL TOWER AT BAILLIO'S 

We, the undersigned, oppose the placement of the proposed 75-foot cell tower 
in the parking lot at Baillio's Appliances and Electronics, 3294 Cerrillos Road. 

Printed Name 

Address 

Printed Name Si~ture 

t 1-tl . 6 1) b 
Address Phone 

Printed Name 
~~-A-r'/L; 

Signature ./ 

;11o Q. s;g;tJ~() ?vJ 
Address 

;_jl f}Jj-L.t2..j I LV¢-=- 4~ ; :~~~f~ ~m 
Printed Name Signature " \) 

-] 2- 5" k Lo't;)[L!k-t sv/7_ Lf7/ II} 1 
Address Phone 

BOA 1/14/12 
P:anA"l1 nf'JM 
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Address 

Address 

---------

PETITION AGAINST CELL TOWER AT BAILLIO'S 

BOA 1/14112 
P::onA '1, nf ,n4 
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PETITION AGAINST CELL TOWER AT BAILLIO'S 

We, the undersigned, oppose the placement of the proposed 75-foot cell tower 
in the parking lot at Baillio's Appliances and Electronics, 3294 Cerrillos Road. 
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Printed Name 

3-zU( 
Address Phone 

fcan o s co Her V\O.OOez: 
Printed Name 

(OS"- '-{'1 I - I 4 LO 

Phone 

Printed Nam~ 

~c s-os-sLo-""21 oc:_ 
Address Phone 

--------

Prinledv=

------'!d8;:_:._--.......... -- _1 _C=-.;ec.....:.....( r:~· {'--b __ S -~-t-t:-.I::::D;;;ol------ 'So~ lf 1-/-I it;) 0 
Address Phone 

Printed Name 

~~/ 
Signature liP 

___;:;"D""""'"Ch-I.<C---!.-·1 __ L'-V-0_,_r~r:-=:c;i~)..J...:n--:......::.tt~_. -~'"""'"-S:~•hv--""----'<"'-'1=<--·· ___ szo-- 6 ? a -e 1 fP 
Address Phone 

~fctm.~._ L f!ordoVt<-- ~a ~tL 
Printed Name Si , ture 

:3U/ 1-oortiJIU!Si- '3zo/tLK,P1z?u7 5o5 -I/Z8-Y311[p 
Address Phone 

BOA 1/14/12 
P2nA U nf ?tl4 



PETITION AGAINST CELL TOWER AT BAILLIO'S 

We, the undersigned, oppose the placement of the proposed 75-foot cell tower 
in the parking lot at Baillio's Appliances and Electronics, 3294 Cerrillos Road. 
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City of Santa Fe 
Cashiers Office 
Santa Fe. NM 87504 
{ 505 )955-4333 

11/13f2012 4:44:32 PM 
Your cashier was LEONA 
8002202112318 T5 

Development Review 
STEVEN COCA 
11001.431470 

Total 

Visa xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 1402 

Change 

Thank you! 

Customer Signature 
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$100.00 

$100.00 

$100.00 
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City of Santa Fe 
Cashie.rs Office 
Santa Fe. NM 87504 
( 505 )955-4333 

11/1312012 4:44:32 PM 
Your cashier was LEONA 
8002202112318 T5 

Development Review 
STEVEN COCA 
11001.431470 

Total 

Visa xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 1402 

Change 

Thank you! 

Customer Signature 
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BASHAM & BASHAM, P.C. 

City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

September 12,2011 

Re: AT&T Antenna S243 Building Permit Application at 3294 Cerrillos Road 

Dear Sirs: 

Attached is AT&T's application for a building permit for telecommunications facilities to be 
located at 3294 Cerrillos Road. Although an ENN meeting.is not formally required for 
administrative approvals of telecommunications facilities the Applicant has had several 
meetings with the neighboring property owners. It has become apparent d1.at those in 
attendance did not concur that the site should be used for telecommunications facilities and 
were generally opposed to the use. However, due to the C-2 zoning, the need for a new 
facility and the lack of better alternatives, all as indicated in the application, AT&T has 
chosen to proceed with this application. Notice pursuant to 14-6.2 (E) (10) will be provided 
prompdy (within 24 hours) as requited by the code. 

I am fully aware that the approval and construction of telecommunications facilities 
represents a unique set of circumstances that do not always fall squarely under established 
zoning and construction parameters. If you have any questions, require additional 
information or simply wish to discuss the application please contact me. 

Endosed for your review are: 

The Indexed application form. 
Exhibits A furough H 
The check for $500.00 for administrative approval under Resolution 2011-34 

It is my understanding d1at there will be a subsequent fee for building permit plan review 
and yet another fee for d1e actual building permit itself. Please correct me if I atn not 
correct I realize this is the f1tst such application under the new telecommunications 
ordinance and, although I have worked with d1.e City Attorney's Office and staff to attempt 
to meet all code requirements I realize that the first application may be a bit of a learning 
process for all parties. 
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I have also reviewed the online Building Permit Application Checklists and realize that j 
additional information including the following · that may be requited at the time the . 1 

administrative approval review is complete. lfiJ•.-IIIEX~H~IB!!IT!!II•~ 

2205 MIGUEL CHAVEZ ROAD, SUITE "A" • SANTA FE, NEW M I 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 • FAX: (505) 992-6170 
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Title Page 
Building Permit Application 
Check for Permit Fee 
Plat showing legal lot of record 

-2- September 12, 2011 

If there are other additional items to be included at the time of Building Permit submission 
please let me know. The Commercial New Construction Checklist is different from the 
City's old telecommunications checklist and includes such as landscape plans, grading and 
drainage plans, slope analysis, erosion control plans, floor and roof plans, plumbing plans 
and solid waste plans. These items do not seem pertinent in the context of this application 
but if I am wrong please let me know. 

The plans have been prepared so as to be reasonably legible. Upon inquiry with the City I 
was informed that the plans would be accepted as long as they are legible. I note d1at tl1e 
Building Permit Application Checklist has specific scale requirement. Due to the nature of 
the facilities and d1e size of d1e properties I am not sure if these scales are appropriate. If 
the attached plans need to be printed in a larger format or rescaled please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

P.O. BOX 1654 • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87504-1654 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 

BOA 1/14/12 
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Application for New CinguJar PCS, LLC 

Baillio's 

3294 Cerrillos Road, Santa Fe, NM 87507 

Site# S243 

September 2011 

Basham & Basham, PC 

' 
2205 Miguel Chavez Rd. 1 

j 

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505-1111 

Mark Basham- (505) 988-4575 
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A. Narrative regarding general compliance with §14-6.2 (E) {5) and other pertinent code 

provisions is as follows. 

§14-6.2 (E) (5) (a) The site is located in a C-2 district which is contemplated as a "preferred" zone 

for siting telecommunications facilities as it is designated as one of three districts in which 

administrative approval of towers and antennas with heights of up to 100' is permissible. 

§14-6.2 (E) {5) {b) The proposed pole height is 75'. The height limit in C-2 zones is 100'. 

§14-6.2 (E) (5) (c) As explained in the general EMF information under subsection Q of this 

application, wireless phone and data are transmitted using a line of site between the user's handset and 

the antenna. Therefore it is not technically feasible to place the facilities underground: The proposed 

facility has been designed as a "Monopine" meaning it will be disguised to look like a large pine tree. It 

will be visible from public rights of way and residentially zoned property. Every effort has been made to 

mitigate the visual impact of the site. AT&T is open to suggestions on aesthetic mitigation as it is a very 

subjective analysis and different communities have had very different ideas about what is preferable. 

No disruption or alterations to the natural land forms and landscape of the property will be required. 

The pole itself will be located within a parking lot median area and the ground utilities will be enclosed 

in a walled compound on the boundary of the site. No permanent lighting will be placed upon the 

facilities. 

§14-6.2 (E) (5) (d) The site is located within the 11Suburban" designated areas of the City's 

Archaeological Review Districts. The code describes this area as "Land within the suburban 

archaeological district has a moderate potential of containing significant cultural remains, and is not a 

part of the historic downtown or river and trails districts." 14-3.13 (b) states that a permit in this district 

is only required for "other development requiring approval by the Planning Commission, having over 

10.000 acres." The proposed application neither exceeds the 10 acre area requirement nor requires 

Planning Commission review. 

§14-6.2 (E) (5) (e) The facilities will only have such safety signage as is required by law. 

§14-6.2 (E) (5) (f) The applicant agrees to maintain its facilities in accordance with the provisions 

of this section. 

§14-6.2 (E) (5) (g) The applicant agrees to design and maintain its facilities in accordance with 

the provisions of this section. The primary source of noise will be from the ground utilities which are 

contained within metal containers and are further insulated against noise impacts by the presence of a 

surrounding wall. 

§14-6.2 (E) (5) {h) The applicant agrees to design and maintain its facilities in accordance with 

the provisions of this section. 

3IPage 
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§14-6.2 (E) (5) (i) The facilities are not located in the airport area. The height of the structures 

is beneath the levels requiring FAA compliance. 

§14-6.2 (E) {5) (j) The facility is designed to mitigate visual impacts through reduced height 

below the 100' permitted in the zone. Due to the reduced height there are limited opportunities for co

siting on the pole. However, to the extent that other providers seek to utilize the site for co-location the 

applicant agrees to permit on a nondiscriminatory basis, to the maximum extent technically feasible, the 

co-location for other antennas upon commercially reasonable terms. 

§14-6.2 (E) {5) (k) The proposed pole meets the setback and separation requirements as 

indicated on the site plan. While every effort was made to mitigate the visual impact upon residential 

properties the 100% set back requirement limits the mitigation possible on all sites. Due to this setback 

requirement the pole cannot be pushed back away from residentially zoned property and needs to be 

sited more centrally within the site. 

§14-6.2 (E) (5) (I) Structural integrity certification will be provided as required. 

Applicant asserts that all other provisions of the City Code have been met by this application. 

B. Application Letter.§ 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (i) 

See attached Exhibit A for the formal application letter. 

C. Scaled Site Plan. § 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (ii) 

See Attached Exhibit B. for the scaled site plans. They have been submitted in regular and large 

formats for your convenience in filing and reviewing the plans respectively. 

D. Setback Distances§ 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (iii) 

All setback distances are indicated on the site plan. The applicant conferred with the staff prior 

to making application and verified that setbacks are only required for the pole and antenna and are not 

required for the ground utilities. There is no tower within the prescribed radius. 

E. Map and Inventory of Existing Sites.§ 14-6.2 {E) (6) {b) {iv} 

AT&T sites are presently on a City GIS system rna p but the map requires updating. A copy of the 

current City map is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

Three sites indicated on the map 5253, 5256 and S207 appear to be incorrectly listed as existing 

AT&T sites. 

The proposed sites are listed currently but some or all may or may not be constructed due to 

leasing, zoning and other issues beyond AT& T's control. Current updated information on the present 
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planned sites is indicated in the chart below and the City may wish to update its map with the data 

provided. 

Status of the site mapping is indicated on the charts below. A specific map of the listed sites 

can be provided in the form and format requested or the data can be provided so that the City's GIS can 

update the current map. Some sites may not be on the current City map due to the map scale. The 

new telecommunications ordinance requires listing of all sites within 3 miles of the City. AT&T will work 

with GIS to get a three mile boundary line map and have all the data corrected an updated as a 

condition of approval on this application. 

Height data is required by the ordinance. However the heights normally are tracked by the 

industry based upon the center point of the antenna delivering the signal.· Due to the possibility of co

siting multiple antennae on a single tower or structure it is unclear whether the City wishes to track 

antenna heights or top of tower heights. Please note that the top of a tower or pole will generally be 

higher than the center point for any antenna sited on the tower or pole. 
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E. Inventory of Existing Sites 

Existing ATI sites in City of Santa Fe 
Site 
ID Lat Long Structure Type Street Address City GIS Map Status Height 

0310 35.295228 -106.211042 Wooden Power Pole Need Data 

0315 35.071298 -106.208654 Stealth Cactus Need Data 

0500 35.544992 -105.862989 Wooden Pole Need Data 

0501 35.596048 -105.775266 Monopole Need Data 

0540 35.558183 -105.82221 Wooden Pole Need Data 

5204 35.521051 -106.167936 Monopole Need Data 
1686 Paseo de las 

S205 35.688883 -105.978879 Lattice Tower Vistas Incorrectly labeled 

S206 35.588606 -106.063879 Mono Pole - Stealth 216 East Frontage Road Need Data 

S208 35.637968 -106.020155 Lattice Tower 2502 Camino Entrada Indicated 

5210 35.639604 -105.96224 RoofTop 1474 Rodeo Road Indicated 

5211 35.658327 -105.95799 RoofTop 2009 South Pacheco Indicated 

S212 35.673383 -105.954824 RoofTop 1100 Saint Francis Drive Indicated 

5213 35.687662 -105.934934 Lattice Tower 210 Marcy Street Indicated 

S214 35.662466 -105.936544 RoofTop 1605A Old Pecos Trail Indicated 
1214 Camino Carlos 

S215 35.656881 -105.985715 Monopole- stealth Rey Indicated 

S218 35.546999 -105.893209 Platform Need Data 

S220 35.583322 -105.897962 Power Pole Need Data 

S221 35.613603 -105.913602 Water Tank- Side 25 Puye Road Indicated 

52 Old Las Vegas 
S222 35.632562 -105.922872 Stealth Pine Tree Highway Indicated 

S223 35.666933 -106.014387 Lattice Tower 4679 West Alameda Indicated 

S232 35.763216 -105.945959 Light Standard 1 Opera Drive Indicated 

5238 35.609774 -106.07011 Stealth Pine Tree 195 Mutt Nelson Road Indicated 

S244 35.667974 -105.96695 Monopole 102 Taos Street Indicated 

74A Waldo Canyon 

S284 35.516934 -106.213323 Monopole road Need Data 

S285 35.566624 -106.07254 Water Tank -Side 47 Bataan Boulevard Need Data 

S286 35.632804 -106.06649 Monopole - Stealth 7510 Airport Road Indicated 
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E. Proposed New Sites 

Proposed 2011 build plan for City of Santa Fe 
Site 

10 Lat Long Structure Type Status Address Map Status Height 
School For the Deaf 

S239 Monopine Approved 4851 Paseo Del Sol Indicated 100' 
Baillie's 

S243 Monopine Applied 3294 Cerrillos Road Indicated 75' 
St. John's Methodist 

Church 
S246 Stealth Chimney Approved 1200 Old Pecos Trail Indicated 54' 

Veterans Memorial 
Highway & Nth St Francis 

5251 Unknown Pending Drive Indicated 
Stealth Quail Run 

5254 Penthouse Pending 3101 Old Pecos Trail Move to Quail Run 

St. John's College Move to Saint John's 
5255 Monopine Pending 1160 Camino Cruz Blanca College 

S287 Unknown Pending 2706 Senda Jarosa Indicated 

Stealth 
5289 Penthouse Pending PERA Building Need Data 

Hotel Santa Fe 
5290 Stealth Facade Pending 230 West Manhattan Indicated 

Burger King 
5291 Monopole Pending 100 St. Francis Drive North Move to Burger King 

S927 Existing Tower Pending Existing Qwest Tower Indicated 

Santa Fe Community 
College 

S928 Monopole Pending 6401 Richards Avenue Need Data 

S929 Unknown Pending Agua Fria Fire Station Need Data 

5931 Unknown Pending Tano Road and US84/285 Indicated 
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F. RF Coverage Maps.§ 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) {v) See attached Exhibit D radio frequency coverage 

map. Search rings are indicated by the dotted black lines. The signal strength is indicated under 

"Outdoor RSCP." Please note that RF coverage maps only indicate the outdoor reception and do not 

comprehensively address the needs of the consumer. People want to use their phones indoor as well, 

they do not want the service interrupted or dropped calls when passing into zones where there is a high 

{;all volume and the current market demand is trending toward increased data, video and graphics 

services which have higher capacity demands upon the system. The goal of the project is to improve the 

existing yellow zone so that there is better coverage, fewer dropped calls and higher quality service. 

G. Search Ring.§ 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (vi} See attached Exhibit D for the search ring. 

H. Site Selection Analysis.§ 14-6.2 (E) (G) (b) (vii) The site was selected because it is an existing 

commercial property within a C-2 zone and within the search ring. In selecting site's the applicant must 

consider· a number offactors to determine whether a particular site is suitable. First, the site must be 

within the search ring. Second, the site must allow sufficient height to effectively send and receive 

signals to and from the antenna to consumers carrying mobile devices. Third, the owner of the site 

must be willing to enter into a lease on terms that are sufficiently secure to warrant the large capital 

investment associated with the construction and maintenance of new sites. Many sites are not viable 

because the owner of the land is not interested in leasing land for a site or is unwilling to provide terms 

which justify the expense. The search typically focuses on property owners within a ring who are 

responsive when contacted, agreeable to terms of a lease, and are willing to work through the site 

acquisition, design, zoning and construction issues; Many owners are simply unwilling to take these 

steps. 

In this case the site was initially selected some time ago when AT&T had begun a program of 

construction for the area in 2007. Other sites considered were a PNM pole at Executive Auto, and Los 

Alamos National bank. The PNM pole would require multiple leases one with the City and another with 

the landowner for ground utility space. The los Alamos bank building is very new and the landlord had 

serious reservations about the design and construction of a new facility that would change the 

appearance of the newly designed building. Also, at the request of neighbors we explored the option of 

leasing vacant land across Cerrillos behind the McDonalds. The agent for that land was called multiple 

times at the number listed on a sign posted on the property and never returned the calls. Due to the 

responsiveness and willingness to lease of the proposed site's owner and the non-responsiveness of the 

other property owner the current site was deemed more appropriate. 

It should be noted that on the City's C-2 (and industrial) zoning is predominately limited to the 

major highway corridors and is typically bordered by residentially zoned property. (See Exhibit E) In the 

present case the Cerrillos Road corridor has residentially zoned properties adjacent to the C-2 zoned 

properties on both sides of the road. Although some members of the community have asked that AT&T 

move the site across the street that would only mean that that the site was closer to those residential 

areas to the North rather than the present neighborhood to the South. The current site is the best 

commercially available property within the search ring. 

BOA 1/14/12 
P::onA 4R nf ?04 

SIPage 



Upon examination of the existing telecommunications sites in Santa Fe, there is no existing 

facility within the search ring that can be used for co location. Cricket has sites to the Northeast but they 

are on the periphery or outside the ring. There is no major tower in the area and there are no tall 

buildings, or structures in the area. AT&T has established agreements in place with some other carriers 

and pole companies that make co-siting a quick and desirable process wherever feasible. No such 

opportunity exists in this case. 

I. Visual Impact Analysis. § 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (viii) The current technology requires use of 3 sector 

antennae in order to insure a combination of good coverage in all directions while also allowing the 

provider to adjust and fine tune the signal strength to make sure that the coverage is seamless between 

zones and does not interfere with other antennae signals (including AT& T's own signal from other sites 

which are using the same bandwidth. The configuration selected is specifically to meet this balanced 

coverage requirement. It should be noted that by dividing the antennae into sectors the provider is able 

to limit the watts of emission to strictly the signal strength that is needed in a given direction. 

Furthermore, with antennae divided by sectors the provider is able to gather more specific data about 

where coverage is lacking. Overall, the three sector antenna design is an industry standard that 

optimizes functionality. The visual impact of an alternative design seems unlikely to yield a different 

aesthetic response. The eye is drawn to telecommunications structures principally due to their height 

and not due to any particular configuration of the antennae upon the structure. The monopine design 

proposed will mitigate visual impact by blending the antennae into the branches of the tree thus making 

the entire length of the pole appear more uniform and less top-heavy. But the best way to "hide" a 

telecommunications antennae is very debatable. Some people prefer a large monumental object 

(notably one community asked that the pole be made to appear like a giant pencil). Some people prefer 

that the facility simply be painted a neutral color so as not to draw attention. There are many variations 

of "stealth" antennae AT&T is willing to provide whatever visual mitigation the City deems appropriate. 

The proposed monopine design was simply the design proposed when meeting with neighbors to 

discuss the possible site and it was thought wise to stick with that design unless and until a request for a 

different configuration comes forward. It should be noted that the neighboring property owners have 

been contacted along with the neighborhood association and that when asked about alternative designs · 

. they stated a simple preference that nothing be built or that it be built on property near other 

residential neighborhoods. 

J. Height. § 14-6.2 {E) {6) {b) (ix) 

The height needed for a specific antenna is always site specific. A common misconception is 

that higher is always better. Because the signal from an antenna often uses the same bandwidth as 

other antennas within a system it is very important that the signal not bleed over into the areas already 

covered by another site. This is not to say that the antennas can be kept very low to the ground. If they 

are too low they do not propagate their signal at all due to interference from existing solid objects. It 

should be noted that common objects such as buildings, trees, hills and other structures that block the 

line of site between the antenna and the user will interfere with the signal and defeat the whole 

purpose of the site. In order to function properly the antenna must be high enough to send a signal past 
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the parapet, roof or surface of the structure it is mounted on. It also must have clear site lines in three 

directions for the three sectors. Therefore, height is a function of the specific surrounding topography. 

In the present case the height of 75' (for the pole) was chosen by a radio frequency engineer 

based upon the need for coverage in the area. By submitting this application AT&T asserts that it has 

consulted with a duly trained and accredited radio frequency engineer regarding the height needed for 

this site and has attempted to mitigate the visual impact of the site by keeping the height to the 

minimum amount needed to address the yellow areas indicated on the RF map. Please note that by 

limiting height to 75' in a zone where 100' is permitted there are some limitations on potential 

subsequent co-location. The applicant has done its best to mitigate visual impacts rather than to 

maximize co-location opportunities because the expressed opinion of neighboring property owners 

indicated that they did not ~ish to have any site at all. 

K. Certifications§ 14-6.2 (E) {6) (b) (x) 

See attached Exhibit F. 

L. Traffic Control Plan§ 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (xi) 

All construction will be done on site within an existing overflow parking lot. Arrangements have 

been made with the property owner to ensure that construction is performed during non-peak season 

when the parking area affected is vacant. No construction or equipment will be located on or obstruct 

the public rights of way. 

M. Construction Drawings § 14-6.2 (E) (6} (b) (xii) 

The Construction Drawings are attached hereto as Exhibit B and are included along with the site 

plan. 

N. Public Record Acknowledgment§ 14-6.2 (E) {6) (b) (xiii) 

The applicant hereby acknowledges that the application and related submittals will become 

public record. Further acknowledgement is indicated on the Construction Drawings. 

0. Other Information § 14-6.2 (E) (6) {b) (xiv) 

The applicant agrees to submit such other information as may be reasonably required. In 

addition the applicant has provided a copy of the "Optional Checklist for Determination of Whether a 

Facility is Categorically Excluded." (See attached Exhibit G) Also included are information on general 

EMF, technological requirements for wireless technology and Santa Fe specific information. 

P. § 14-6.2 (E) {7) and Resolution 

The application fee check in the amount of $500.00 for the administrative review process pursuant to 

Resolution 2011-34 is attached hereto. 
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EMF INFORMATION SHEET 

\"\1=\Vatts 
m\"(l=MilliWatt or 1/1000 of a \'V'att 

Power Levels 
Maximum 1\ntcnnn Power 5-10 \VI per channel 
Average Microwave Oven power 500-700\XI 
Typicnl Urban Area Rncliated Power per channel .5-1 \Y/ 
(Note: pro,•idcrs REDUCE power in urb:tn area due ro increased number of sires) 

Exposure Limits 
FCC Standard for Anr.cnnas 
Microwa\'C ovens Leakage limit 
Average microwave 0\•cn leakage 

Background Exposure Levels 
Large Cit)• Average Background Rr 

Sources: 

1.0 mW/cm-sq. 
Sn1 \"(//em-sq . 
. 2m\V/cm-sq. 

.050 tn\V/ /m sq. 

htQJ! //ww,¢fc:c.gov /Bureaus/Engineering Tcchpqlngy/Dncumcnr~/hullcrins /oet56/oct56t;4.pdf 

)lnp: //ww~'?scnntcch 7 .com I form!\ /R J4'Dfn2!l&%20EMF%20Snfct;y%20Leycls%20Compnrnt:iyc%2Q 
Gujde%20REY%20A.pdf 

http:/ bV\V\V.ccobs.ca/oshnnswers /phys ngenrs/ micrnwn\•e ovcns.html 
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FCC/LSGAC Loeal Official's Guide to RF 

Dlustratlon 5 

Personal wireless sentice antennas typically do not emit high levels ofRF eneray directed above 
or below tho hodzo~ plane of tho antenna. Although the precise amount of enol'IIY traasmltted 
outslclo the horizontal plane will depend upon the~ of antenna used, we are aware of no· 
wireless 8llfelmas that produce significant non-horizontal transmissions. Thus, exposures even a 
small dlstanco below the horizontal plano of these antennas would be significantly less than in 
the horizontal plane. As discussed above, tho tables and figures in Appcmdfx B abow distances in 
the horizontal plano ftom twicalaatennas at which exposures could potentially exceed tho 
guidelines. anumtng "worst case'' operatlnJ conditions at maximum possible power levels. In 
any direction other than horizcm.tal, lnclucUng diagonal or straight down, dtese ~'worst curl' 
distances would bo slgniticantly less. 

Where unidiJectional antennas arc used. exposure levels within or outside the horizontal piau in 
directions othertbm those where the antennas are aimed wiD typically be Insignificant. In 
additicm. many now antennas am beiDg designed with shielding capabiUties to minimize 
emissions in undesirecl direotlons. 

c. Multiple Faelllty Sites. 

Wlun muldplo faciUties arc located at a single sito, the FCC's ntles aequile tho to1al oxposwe 
from all f'acllitles to fall within the guideline limits, unless 8ll BA Is filed and appmvecl. In auoh 
cases, however, caloulatlons of predicted exposure levels 8lld overall evaluation of tho site may 
become much more complicated. Por example. cllfterent transmitters at a site may ojJerate 
cUffotat numbers of channels, or tho operating power per channel may vary ftom Cransmltter to 
1r88111Dltter. 1\'ansmiUoza may also oporate on different fi'equenclea (for example, ono IDieDDa 
811'aymay bDioqto a PCS operator, wblle the other beloDgS to a cellular operator). A 1qe 
number of variables such as these make the calculations mom time consuming, 8JlCI make it 
difBcult to awly a simple ruJe.of-1hmnb test. See the following Wus1ration. 
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FCC/LSGAC Local OMclal's Guide to RF 

Table B 1·2. Bsdmated "wont case" horizoncal• distances that should be mainealned &om a single, 

Eft"ective Radiated Power Eft"ectlve Isotropic . Horizcmtat• distance (feet) 

(watts) per ohannel based on Radiated Power (watts) per that should be maintained 
maximum total of'21 channel based on ftom a single sectorized 
channels per sector maximum total of21 ceUular antenna 

channels per sector 

0.5 0.82 1.6 

1 1.6 2.3 

s 8.2 s 

to 16.4 7.1 

2S 41 11.3 

50 82 16 

100 164 22.6 

•n. cUIIIMel..ollacd Oil fdtPOIIIII at 111110 lovol u tho aateaaa. lwCIUIIIple. oa a100ftop or Ia aiMIIIdJoa clhectly ICIOSI 

&am at! It die IIID!sefaht U dJo llllaUII. 

Noll: liMioeedaJalaiiO "'worst-, • annmJaaaiCCIOIIr.ed IDII:IIIIalllila 11 do,..,.., Jttf&oS)'JIIml• Ullq &Mr 

ch!I!!Mk. tlloiCtlil borfloldal clkaacalbdmutllll......,.., wm .. tou. Cellullr~ ...... tiiiiiiDIIIIIGftl or 

lea ~DIIItdlla:dol&om dle.._la abodroltddllectloa adtriDSDik leladva1111UleaM~~~Ydisectb' COWUd the ptiiDIL 

11aeaelbro. tboso cfbcaca • eva moll eouervadve l'or "'l!b~~oJmrlr.onlal" 4btaacel, fW example, *'""'"'n 4Uecd.Y 11ctow 
aaa~cm~~. 
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American Radio Relay League: www.arrl.org 

American National Standards lnsUtute: www.ansl.org 

Bloe/ectromagnetlcs Society: www.bloelectromagnetlcs.org 

COST 244 (Europe): www.radlo.far.hr/cost244 

DOD: www.brooks.af.mlf/AFRL (select radlofrequency radiation) 

European 8/osleatromagne~cs AssoclaUon: www.ebea.org 
Electromagnetic Energy Association: www.elocenergy.com 

Federal CommunlcaUons Commission: www.fcc.gov/oetlrfsafety 

/CNIRP (Europe}: www.lcnlrp.de 
IEEE: www.leee.org 
IEEE Committee on Man & RadlaUon: www.saas.upann.edu/-kfostarlcomar.hbn 

lntamatlonsl Microwave Power Institute: www.lmpl.org 

Microwave News: www.mlcrowavenews.oom 

J.Moulder, Med.Coll.of Wise.: www.mcw.edu/gcrclcop/ceii·Phone·h~alth-FAQitoc.html 

National ~ounc:ll on Radiation Protection & Measurements: www.ncrp.com 
NJ Dept Radiation Prptectlon: www.state.nj.usldep/rpp (select non-Ionizing 

radiation) Richard Tell Associates: www.radhaz.com· 
US OSHA: www.osha-slc.gov/SLTC (select subject: radlofrequency radiation) . . . 
wireless Industry (CTIA}: www.wow-coin.com 
Wlmlsss Industry (PCIA): www.pcla.com 

World Health OrganlzaUon EMF Project: www.who.ch/peh-emf 
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How do mobile network 
operators decide where 

, .. ·. '7·' to site base stations? 

.. :;_--.-.·-.:·, ..... : . .. ;._; .. : 

What do base stations look like? 
Base stations usually consist of a smaH equipment cabinet or hut, and 
antennas mounted on a support structure. 

.... : ~ : 

The antenna support structure can vary considerably. Typical examples are: 

Buildings /light poles I Towers or masts 

Base station antennas are usuaUy located on the most suitable structure in 
the area for example an existing building, tower or structure. Sometimes a 
new tower or mast is required if there are no existing structures. Each basa 
station Is connected to the main telephone network either via a microwave 
link using a small dish antenna, or via optical Rbre cable. 

To provide a good quality mobfte service, base 
stations need to be located where people use 
U'lelr mobile phones. A mobile network is typically 
designed on a "cell grid" basis covering a 
geographic area. Base stations aro located either 
In the centre of each cell or on the comer of 
a .group of cells. The number of base stations 
required lor a given area wiV dopGnd on the terrain 
and number of people using mobHe phones. 
The radio signals that base station antennas 
transmit are prlman1y transmitted from the centre 
of the antenna outwards. This means that ·the 
antennas need to be placed in locations where 
there are no obstructions, such as building rooftops 
and masts. 
In built-up and mountainous areas with many 
buildings, trees and obstructions, it Is likely that 
more base stations will be required to provide 
service to the local community. In rural areas 
with fewer obstructions, less base stations will 
be required. 

l 
l 

1 

l 
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How many base stations are required in a given area? Should base stations be located 
Mobile networks have a finite capacity which means the abl&ty to cater for near homes and schools? simultaneous phone calls. lhe more people using mobile pllones, U1e more 
capacity is required and this usually means more basl~ stations closer together. TOday's sQGiety relies on mobile phones working 
Mobile networks must be designed accorqing to the local population and everywhere Including at home, at ·school and at 
number of people using the network. work. When base stations are located close to 

users, the transmitter power required by the mobRe 
phone and the base station to communicate is 

What different types of base stations are there? relatively low. If base stations were located rurther 
away, the power required is generally higher, and 

Base stations are broadly divided into the foUowlng categories thls means a higher EMF. 
Macro cells Plcocells Therefore to provide good reception and minimise 
- towers, masts and poles providing - very smoll antennas providing EMF. base. stations need to be located close to wide are coverage dedicated coverage-spots 

users and where we live. Micro cells In Building Systems 
- small antennas at street level - smaB antennas inside a building 

providing local area coverage providing decicated coverage 

How strong are the environmental EMF levels Are base stations safe - Is it safe 
near a base station? · to live near a base station? 
Base stalion transmitters use relatively tow power ancl environmental EMF Base stations operate at low power. Independent 
surveys conducted in many countries around tt1e world have shown surveys demonstrate U1at the background EMF 
background EMF levels to be equany very low. level in the community from base stations is very 
The World Health Organisation has reviewed the background EMF levels low, and similar to environmental EMF levels from 
from wireless systems broadcast radio and televisioo. 
and says, 

The World Health Organisation monitors scientific •Recent su1veys have shown that the RF exposures from base stations 
range from 0.002')6 to 2% of the levels of international exposure research into EMF and condudes, 

guidelines, depending on a variety of factors sucll as the proximity co tire 
"Considering the very low antenna and the surrounding environment. This is lower or comparable 

to. RF exposures from radio or .television broadcast transmitters' exposure levels and research 
Specifically on EMF levels In public areas the WHO says, 

'Recent surveys have Indicated that RF exposures from base stations results collected to date, there 
and wireless technologies in publicly accessiblo t~reas (including schools is no convinCing scientific 
and llospitals) are normaHy thousands of times below international evidence that the weak RF standards. ·• 

signals from base stations and 
wireless networks cause 

Do base station EMF levels vary? adverse health effectsn 
Mobile networks are specifically designed to use the lowest possible power 
from base stations and mobile phones necessary to quality voice or data 
services. The network automatically adjusts the base statioo ttansmiltcr 
power according to how far away the mobile 'phone users are. 

With the optimal network design, base stations are located close to mobile 
phooe users and produce the lowest possible EMF. 

The further away base stations are located from mobile phone users, 
the higher the power required resulting in higher EMF levels. 

-
Cun-ent VVF-10 advice TllG .worlci Health 01 gilnisatiOil mlv·sos 'Cons'del i'l9 1118 voy b:i e> [)OSU'C levels m:c1 

resBmchresulls colle:terl to dille, 1llere IS no conv1nci1>9 sc entitle e<lrience ti,ul t11e 
http://www.wllo.int/peh-emf/en/ weak RF signals !rom base st;:;t1ons und w·rc:less netv,-orKs caus0 ad;e,se r-ea!:tl e:ls:ts." 

- - -



Human Exposure To Radio Frr"•-•ency Fields: Guidelines For Cellular l'- PCS Sites Page 1 of3 

FCC Federal . 
(«· _•>!) Comm~nr.catlons 

- - Comrn1SS1on 

Search I RSS I Upd 
I E-Fillng I Initiatives I 

Consumers I Find 

Consumer & Governmental Affairs Bureau 

Human Exposure To Radio Frequency 
Fields: 

Guidelines For Cellular & PCS Sites 

Background 

FCC 
Consumer Facts 

Primary antennas for transmitting wireless telephone service, including cellular and Personal 
Communications Service (PCS), are usually located outdoors on towers, water tanks, and 
other elevated structures like rooftops and sides of buildings. The c_ombination of antenna 
towers and associated electronic equipment is referred to as a "cellular or PCS cell site" or 
"base station." Cellular or PCS cell site towers are typically 50~200 feet high. Antennas are 
usually arranged in groups of three, with one antenna in each group used to transmit signals 
to mobile units, and the other two antennas used to receive signals from mobile units. 

At a cell site, the total radio frequency (RF) power that can be transmitted from each 
transmitting antenna depends on the number of radio channels (transmitters) that have been 
authorized by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and the power of each 
transmitter. Although the FCC permits an effective radiated power (ERP) of up to 500 watts 
per channel (depending on the tower height), the majority of cellular or PCS cell sites in 
urban and suburban areas operate at an ERP of 1 00 watts per channel or less. 

An ERP of 1 00 watts corresponds to an actual radiated power of 5-10 watts, depending on 
the type of antenna used. In urban areas, cell sites commonly emit an ERP of 10 watts per 
channel or less. For PCS cell sites, even lower ERPs are typical. As with all forms of 
electromagnetic energy, the power density from a cellular or PCS transmitter rapidly 
decreases as distance from the antenna increases. 

Consequently, normal ground-level exposure is much less than the exposure that might be 
encountered if one were very close to the antenna and in its main transmitted beam. 
Measurements made near typical cellular and PCS cell sites have shown that ground-level 
power densities are well below the exposure limits recommended by RF/microwave safety 
standards used by the FCC. 

Guidelines 

In 1996, the FCC adopted updated guidelines for evaluating human exposure to RF fields 
from fixed transmitting antennas such as those used for cellular and PCS cell sites. The 
FCC's guidelines are identical to those recommended by the National Council on Radiation 
Protection and Measurements (NCRP), a non-profit corporation chartered by Congress to 
develop information and recommendations concerning radiation protection. The FCC's 
guidelines also resemble the 1992 guidelines recommended by the Institute of Electrical and 
Electronics Engineers {IEEE), a non-profit technical and professional engineering society, 
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Human Exposure To Radio Frr~•mncy Fields: Guidelines For Cellular f· PCS Sites Page 2 of3 

and endorsed by the American National Standards Institute (ANSI), a non-profit, privately
funded, membership organization that coordinates development of voluntary national 
standards in the United States. 

In the case of cellular and PCS cell site transmitters, the FCC's RF exposure guidelines 
recommend a maximum permissible exposure level to the general public of approximately 
580 microwatts per square centimeter. This limit is many times greater than RF levels 
typically found near the base of cellular or PCS cell site towers or in the vicinity of other, 
lower-powered cell site transmitters. 

Calculations corresponding to a "worst-case" situation (all transmitters operating 
simultaneously and continuously at the maximum licensed power) show that, in order to be 
exposed to RF levels near the FCC's guidelines, an individual would essentially have to 
remain in the main transmitting beam and within a few feet of the antenna for several 
minutes or longer. Thus, the possibility that a member of the general public could be 
exposed to RF levels in excess of the FCC guidelines is extremely remote. 

When cellular and PCS antennas are mounted on rooftops, RF emissions could exceed 
higher than desirable guideline levels on the rooftop itself, even though rooftop antennas 
usually operate at lower power levels than free-standing power antennas. Such levels might 
become an issue for maintenance or other personnel working on the rooftop. Exposures 
exceeding the guidelines levels, however, are only likely to be encountered v·ery close to, 
and directly in front of, the antennas. In such cases, precautions such as time limits can 
avoid exposure in excess of the guidelines. Individuals living or working within the building 
are not at risk. 

For More Information 

For more information on this issue, visit the FCC's RF Safety Web site at 
www.fcc.gov/oeVrf~f~.!Y.· For further information about any other telecommunications-related 
issues, visit the FCC's Consumer & Governmental Affairs Bureau Web site at 
httP-:llwww.fcc.g.Qyjcgb/, or contact the FCC's Consumer Center by a-mailing 
fccjnfo@fcc.gov; calling 1-888-CALL-FCC (1-888-225-5322) voice or 1-888-TELL-FCC (1~ 
888-835-5322) TTY; faxing 1-866-418-0232; or writing to: 

Federal Communications Commission· 
Consumer and Governmental Affairs Bureau 

Consumer Information and Complaints Division 
445 12 St. SW 

Washington, DC 20554. 

For this or any other consumer publication in an accessible format 
(electronic ASCII text, Braille, large print, or audio) please write or 

call us at the address or phone number below, or send an e-mail to E.G..CP..O~fcc.gQJL. 

11/08/07 

To receive infonnation on this and ot11er FCC consumer topics through 
the Commission's electronic subscriber service, click on 

b1Jn.:li:N!t!Jtt..fcc,gq¥b;g~QI$/. 

This document is for consumer education purposes only and Is not intended to 
affect any proceeding or cases involving this subject matter or related issues. 
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COST 244bis Shc, •• Term Mission on Base Station Ex:p ..... sure Page8 

30 200 400 600 800 1000 

I* I * I I I * I I I I I 1~ 

1000 1200 1400 1600 

I I I I I 

~ Radio,television 

[] Communication 
radio etc. 

~ Radio navigation, 
sea, air etc. 

* ISM, amateur radio 

1800 2000 

I ~ 

~ Mobile telephony 

~ Satellite commu
~ nication etc. 

Figure 2. Allocation of frequencies between 30 MHz and 2 GHz (Swedish data, 
from www.pts.se). Some emerging telecommunication systems such as UMTS 
will also utilise frequencies above 2 GHz (not shown in figure). 

Mobile telephony specific emissions are limited to bands around 450 MHz 
(analog system), 900 MHz (a second analog system now being phased out, and 
digital systems/GSM), 1800 MHz (further GSM services) a8 well as 1900-2200 
MHz (the coming UMTS). (GMS = Global System for Mobile Telecommunica
tion, UMTS =Universal Mobile Communications System.) 

As indicated in figure 2, and verified by measurements in several European 
countries, emissions from mobile telephony systems corresponds to only a part 
of the total radiofrequency exposure (see further discussion below on broadband 
vs. frequency specific measurements). 

Description of the mobile telephone system 

The mobile (cellular) phone system works as a network containing base stations. 
Within each cell, a base station (with an antenna) can link with a number of 
handsets (mobile phones). The mobile phones and the base stations commu
nicate with each other, sharing a number of operation frequencies. Other 

BOA 1/14/12 
P.an,. R~ nf ,OA 

' l 
. l 

j 



1 
! 
' 

1 
J 

1 

J 

1 
j 

1 

COST 244bis Sholl Term Mission on Base Station ExpL~.:lure Page9 

transmission links connect this base station with switches connecting to base 
stations in other cells, or with switches connected to conventional phones. The 
cell exists in order to permit re-use of frequencies - the same frequency can be 
used in different cells (given a sufficient distance). The links (uplink from 
handset to base station, downlink fi·om base station to handset) employ high 
frequency electromagnetic fields. Figure 3 outlines this structure. 

.. :·· .. · ..... 
• •• ··Qown link 

• • • 
Up linlt· •• ::" ~ 

• Mobile 
- phone 

icrowave link or 

To other systems 

Figure 3. The structure of the mobile telephone system (here with three cells). 

The outdoor base station antennas may be mounted on the roof or walls of 
buildings or on free standing masts. The size of the cells may vary, from several 
kilometres (in rural areas with low traffic density) down to some 10-100 meters 
(in high traffic density areas in cities). Small indoor cells occur, using either 
normal mobile telephone systems such as GSM, or systems for cordless 
telephony (e.g. DECT). 

A particular base station may operate several channels (typically 2 or 3), where 
each channel uses a specific set of frequencies, one for the uplink and one for 
the downlink. Depending on technique, each channel can (at the same time) 
handle communication from one or several active handsets. In an analogue 
system such as the NMT or the TACS, one call is handled in each channel, 
which - with the fast increase in traffic - has been found incapable of sufficient 
capacity. In order to increase the capacity, digital systems such as the GSM 900 
and GSM 1800 were introduced in 1992 and 1993, respectively. In these 

BOA 1/14/12 
P2nA 1;4 nf ?IIA 



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, 3kHz to 300 GHz" (IEEE C95.1-l991), was issued in Aprill992 and subsequently adopted by 
ANSI. A revision of this standard (C95.1-2005) was completed in October 2005 by SCC 39 the lEEE 
International Committee on Electromagnetic Safety (ICES). Their recommendations are similar to the 
NCRP recommendation for the maximum permissible exposure (MPE) to the public PCS fi·equencies 
(950 uW/cm2 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 assess environmental exposures are those of the NCRP (i.e., maximum public continuous 
exposure at PCS frequencies of 1,000 uW/cm2 

). 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 pennissible 
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 ANSI/IEEE or NCRP standard, figure one. 

The FCC standards "Guidelines for Evaluating the Environmental Effects of Radio frequency 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 a null 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 hannful effect. 
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Summary & Conclusions 

The analysis of the AT&T wireless facility described in this report is representative of the highest likely 
RF exposure from the facilities planned for Santa Fe, NM. This "worst case" projection will no doubt 
overestimate the typical public exposures that would be expected from these wireless facility during 
routine operation. Nevertheless, even this "worst case" projection, as specified above, will be in full 
compliance with FCC RF public safety standards. PCS and cellular transmitters, by design and 
operation, are low-power devices. Even under maximal exposure conditions in which all the channels 
from all antennas are operating at full power, the maximum RF exposure will not be in excess of 1.0% 
of the public safety standard at any publically accessible location. This maximum exposure is more than 
100 times lower than the FCC public exposure standards for these frequencies. A chart ofthe 
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 PCS and cellular 
telecommunications systems in perspective. 

It is important to realize that the FCC maximum allowable exposures are not set at a threshold between 
safety and known hazard but rather at 50 times below a level that the majority of the scientific 
community believes may pose a health risk to human populations. Thus, the previously mentioned 
maximum exposure from the site represents a "safety margin" from this threshold of potentially adverse 
health effects of more than 5,000 times. 

Given the low levels of radiofrequency fields that would be generated from this facility, and given the 
evidence on biological effects in a large data base, there is no scientific basis to conclude that hann:ful 
effects will attend the utilization of the proposed wireless telecommunications facility. 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 hannful 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 of the technical specification as 
provided by AT&T. 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, 

~y~ 
Jerrold T. Bushberg Ph.D., DABMP, DABSNM 
Diplomate, American Board of Medical Physics (DABMP) 
Diplomate, American Board of Science in Nuclear Medicine (DABSNM) 

Enclosures: Figures 1-3; Attachments 1, 2; Appendix A, and Statement ofExperience. 
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80010766 
700 MHz Dual Band 8', 65 Degree Antenna 

RET 
Kathrein's X-polarized antennas are designed for use In digital 

polarization diversity systems. 

• X-polarlzed (+45° and -45"). 

• UV resistant fiberglass radomes. 

• Wideband vector dipole technology. 

• DC Grounded metallic parts for impulse suppression. 

RET motor housed inside the radome and field replaceable. 

General specifications: 
Frequency range 698-894 MHz /1171 Q-2170 MHz 
Impedance 50 ohms 
VSWR <1.5:1 
lntermodulatlon (2x20w) 1M3:< ·150 dBc 

Polarization +45" and -45" 
Connector 4 x 7·16 DIN female {long neck) 
Isolation intrasystem >30 dB I/ Intersystem >40 dB 
See reverse for order information. 

IRT specifications: 
Logical Interface ex factory'' AISG 1.1 
Protocols AISG 1.1 and 3GPP/AISG 2.0 compliant 
Hardware intet1ace2' 2 x Spin connector acc.IEC 60130·9; 

accofding to AISG: 
- lATin (male): Control/ Daisy chain In 
- IRTout (female): Daisy chain out 

PoWer supply·- ·.- .. f~ov-- ............. ----· ., ...... ---
PowerCOriSlimPtion~--~1W.(standby); ~8~5\N (motor aCtivated)
Adjustment lime (ttiu range) -40 seconds· ·-- ·-· .. . . .. --
AdjuStment cycles .. -~-->so:ooo~-- ....... ··-.---·-··· . 
Certif!CCi~<_>n ·~-= ·· ·-=- Fcc: 1~~! 07 aass lf~~mputlng D~l~es 

Specifications: 
Gain 
Front-to-back raUo 

Maximum input power 
per input 

+45" and -45" polarization 
horizontal beamwldth 

698-SOGMHz 
16.4 dBi 
>30 dB (co-polar) 
34 dB (average) 
500 watts (at 50"C) 

sa• (half-power) 

+45" and -45° polarization 9.5" (half-power) 
vertical beamwidth 
Electrical downtilt 
continuously adjustable 
Min sidelobe suppression lor o· s• 1 o• T 
li!SI sidelobe above main beam 16 16 16 dB 
average 18 20 18 dB 

Cross polar ratio 
Main direction o• 
Sector ±60° 

e 
11225-FRO/c 
936.A2713/a 

RoHS 

~ 

25 dB (typical) 
>10 dB, 15 da (avg) 

824-894 MHz 
17dBi 
>30 dB (co-polar) 
34 dB (average) 
500 watts (at SO"C) 

ss• (half-power) 

8.5" (half-power) 

o•-1o· 

o• 5" 1o•r 
18 18 16 dB 
20 20 20dB 

20 dB (typical) 
>10 dB.-12 dB {avg} 

698-894 MHZ 

Horizontal pattern 
:t45" • polarization 

.... 
Vertical pattern 

:t:45"· polarization 
o•-1o• electrical downlllt 

171 0-2170 MHz 

.... 
Horizontal patlern 
±45"· polarization 

Vertical pattern 
:t45"· polarization 

0"-10" electrical downtitt 

''The protocol of the logical interface can be switched from AISG 1.1 to 
3GPP/AISG 2.0 and vice versa with a vendor specifiC command. 

Please note: If the Primary of the RETsyslem doesn't support the 
standard of the 'logical interface ex factory' ,the ACU must be switched 
to the appropriate standard of the Primary before lnsta!latlon. Please 
contact Kathreln lor further information. 

21 The lightning torque lor fixing the connector must be 0.5 - 1.0 Nm 
('hand-tightened'). The connector should be tightened by hand only! 

171Q-1755 MHZ 
18dBi 
>27 dB (co-polar) 
34 dB (average) 
300 watts (at 50"C) 

63" (half-power) 

5.8" (half-power) 

o•-1o• 

o· 5" 10"T 
18 18 18dB 
20 22 20dB 

25 dB (typical) 
>8 dB, 15 dB (avg) 

185G-1990 MHz 
18.5 dBI 
>27 dB (co-polar) 
34 dB (average) 
300 watts (at SO"C) 

62" (half-power) 

5.8° (half-power) 

o•-to• 

o· s• 1o·r 
18 18 17dB 
20 22 20dB 

30 dB (typical} 
>10 dB, 15 dB (avg) 

211o-21t0 MHz 
18dBI 
>27 dB (co-polar) 
34 dB {average) 
300 watts (at so•q 

63" (half-power) 

5.8" (half-power) 

o·-1o• 

o· s• 10"T 
18 18 18dB 
20 22 20dB 

25 dB (typical) 
>8 dB, 15 dB (avg) 

Kathrein Inc., Scala Division Post Office Box 4580 ~ 97501 (USA) Phone: {541) 779-6500 Fax: (541) 779-3991 
~nmn· r.nmrtlllnir.ations@ lts#;\miftn:~i?n.lflternet: www.kathrein·scala.com 



Mounting Brackets 
for use with 2-point mount antennas 
Mast dia. 2-4.5 inches (SQ-115 mm) 

Weight: 41b (1.8 kg) 

Mechanical Tilt Brackets 
for usa with 2-point mount antennas 

Weight: 13 lb (5.9 kg) 
(Model850 10007) 

Order Information: 
Model Description 

80010766 
700 MHz Dual Band 8', 65 Degree Antenna 

RET 

M~~hanl~~~- sp_~clficatlot:!:>..: ... _____ _ 
Weight 61.71b (28 kg) 
Dimensioos· ~------96 x 11 :ifx 6 lncties • --

Wmdload 
FronVSide/Rear 

(2438 x 300 x 152 mm) 
at 9-3 mph (150kph) _______ · 
286 lbf/61 lbf/ 335lbf 
(1270 N /270 N /1490 N) 

Wind surviWI rating*- ·---·1so mph(24cl"i<j)il)--
stii"ppingdimensions ... 99.9 ic 12:ilx-7.5fr\C:ties-

(2537 X 320 X 190 mm) 
. 75"ib(34 kg) --- - -------

. ··MOUnting hafdware. lrlclucle(i" fOr 2 to 4:6 iiich 
{50 to 115 mm) 00 masts. 

-1 
Jlo 

, 2.625 inches± 0.125 
r68mm:t4} 

oJ' 

99.41nches 
(2525 mm) 

KATHREIN 86010145 

97.6 inches 
(2478mm) 

Tested To Comply 
With FCC Standards 

llllsdo<lct~oawllhpattl5ollhl R:C Auln. 
Opolllllon Is""""' 10 thelollowing- condlll"""' 
(I)Thb-mrynciCIIVHI!onnlul-0. 
lftcl 121 thfl dOvlco nut oa:ept •nr tllltdetenco 
teceWod. lncMIIng lnlorftrtnco that mar cauM 
-td ioll. 

Note: Refer to part number 
860 10145 for the 
specifications of the 

96inches 
(2438mm) 

= 

remotejnlrolactuator.~•~ ~~~*.:) 

~1.8inctl~p 
H300mm) I 

IIIRCU i:! liRCU .!: 
11698-894 jl_ 698-894 

-45° +45" 1 ,710-217~ I 1710-2170 
-45. +45. 

_ 6_ .0. 
7·16~oogned1·16 

_o_ _o _ 
7·16b\g nedc7·16 

8pln male Opin female 
8 nfemale pi nmale 

80010766 Dualband antenna with mountlnl1 bracket 
0"-1 o• II 0"-10" electrical downtilt 

·Mechanical design is based on environmental conditions as stipulated 
lnTIA-222·G·2(0ecember2009)and/orETS300019+4whlchlnclude 
the static mechanical load imposed on an antenna by wind at maximum 
velocity. See the Engineering Section of the catalog for further details. 

800 1riiss K ---- --·- Duatband antema with · -------
mounting bracket and mechanical tift bracket 
0"-10"// 0"-10" electrical down1ilt 

All specifications are subject to change without notice. The latest specifications are available at www.kathrein-scala.com. 

Kathrein Inc., Scala Division Post Office Box 4580 Me<IRJ1A fil114fU01 (USA) Phone: (541) 779-6500 Fax: (541) 779·3991 
l=m,.it· rnmm•~n~tinnl\@kl'tthrflio.Aar~t1 .kllemet: www.kalhrein-scalacom 
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Appendix A 

Kathrein Scala model# 800-10766 
Exposure Calculation 6.0 ft AGL 

Antenna RF Center 40.0 ft 

ERP 5,232 Watts (1,955 and 1,990 MHz) 

BOA 1/14/12 
P:anA Jt? nf ?1\4 



' ' l 
j 

BOA 1/14/12 
P2n .. R~ nf ?n4 



I I

Maxgain I 
ARL .__3_4 __._(dBd}: . 16.37 Max exposure: I 0.009138751 mW!cm 2 

MaxERP 
(W}: 5232 Ant type: Kathreln 80010766 

Feet to Depress 
Ant. base angle 

0 90.000 
1 88.315 
2 86.634 
3 84.958 
4 83.290 
5 81.634 
6 79.992 
7 78.366 
8 76.759 
9 75.174 

10 73.61P 
11 72.072 
12 70.560 
13 69.075 
14 67.620 
15 66.194 
16 64.799 
17 63.435 
18 62.103 
19 60.803 
20 59.534 
21 56.299 
22 57.095 
23 55.923 
24 54.782 
25 53.673 
26 52.595 
27 51.546 
28 50.528 
29 49.538 
30 48.576 
31 47.643 
32 46.736 
33 45.855 
34 45.000 
35 44.170 
36 ·43.363 

Antenna 
gain 

-21.67 
-18.06 
-16.1~ 
-16.41 
-16.49 
-16.35 
-15.93 
-15.23 

-13.7 
-13.46 
-13.93 
-14.0~ 
-13.61 
-13.38 
-13.08 
-13.18 
-14.89 
-16.97 
-19.25 

-17.4 
-16.12 
-15.92 
-16.76 
-18.87 

4 18.5 
-18.99 
-20.89 
-19.12 
-14.59 
-11.83 
-10.91 
-11.64 
-13.96 
-17.78 
-17.78 
-21.35 
-20.09 

RF Exposure Level 
dB from Prop dist Act ERP 

maxERP 

-38.04 
-34.43 
-32.55 
-32.78 
-32.86 
-32.72 

-32.3 
-31.6 

-30.07 
-29.83 

-30.3 
-30.4 

-29.98 
-29.75 
-29.45 
-29.55 
-31.26 
-33.34 
-35.62 
-33.77 
-32.49 
-32.29 
-33.13 
-35.24 
-34.87 
-35.36 
-37.26 
-35.49 
-30.96 

-28.2 
-27.28 
-28.01 
-30.33 
-34.15 
-34.15 
-37.72 
-36.46 

in em inmW 

1036.32 821.6138 
1036.77 1886_5475 
1038.11 2908.4911 
1040.35 2758.4666 
1043.47 2708.1189 
1047.47 2796.8407 
1052.33 3080.8300 
1058.06 3619.6596 
1064.62 5148.3461 
1072.01 5440.8623 
1080.21 4882.7865 
1089.21 4771.6407 
1098.97 5256.1498 
1109.49 5542.0155 
1120.74 5938.3766 
1132,69 5803.2026 
1145.33 3914.4228 
1158.64 2424.7543 
1172.59 1434.3916 
1187.16 2196.1790 
1202.32 2948.9522 
1218.06 3087.9321 
1234.35 2544.8825 
1251.17 1565.5529 
1268.50 1704.7776 
1286.31 1522.8872 
1304.60 983.2586 
1323.34 1477.9772 
1~2.50 4194.3796 
1362.08 7918.9525 
1382.06 9787.4090 
1402.41 8273.0897 
1423.13 4849.1736 
1444.19 2012.1842 
1465.58 2012.1842 
1487.29 884.4387 
1509.30 1182.1368 

Apdx. A Page 1 
Kathreln 800-10766 

BOA 1/14/12 
P::>nA A.d. nf ?04 

Feet from site: 391 

Level 
mW/cm 2 

0.00026 
0.00059 
0.00090 
0.00085 
0.00083 
0.00085 
0.00093 
0.00108 
0.00152 
0.00158 
0.00140 
0.00134 
0.00145 
0.00150 
0.00158 
0.00151 
0.00100 
0.00060 
0.00035 
0.00052 
0.00068 
0.00070 
0.00056 
0.00033 
0.00035 
0.00031 
0.00019 
0.00028 
0.00078 
0.00143 
0.00171 
0.00141 
0.00080 
0.00032 
0.00031 
0.00013 
0.00017 

Precentof 
FCCSTD 

0.02556 
0.05864 
0.09017 
0.08515 
0.08310 
0.08517 
0.09295 
0.10803 
0.15176 
0.15818 
0.13980 
0.13438 
0.14540 
0.15042 
0.15796 
0.15112 
0.09970 
0.06035 
0.03485 
0.05206 
0.06816 
0.06954 
0.05580 
0.03341 
0.03540 
0.03075 
0.01930 
0.02820 
0.07775 
0.14260 
0.17119 
0.14054 
0.07999 
0.03223 
0.03130 
0.01336 
0.01734 



r-!Maxgain I 
ARL L.11_j(dBd): 16.37 Max exposure: l 0.009138751 mW!cm 2 

MaxERP 
(W): 5232 Ant type: Kathreln 80010766 

RF Exposure Level 
Feet to Depress Antenna dB from Prop dist Act ERP 

Ant. base 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 

J w angle gain maxERP in em mm 
42.580 -16.09 -32.46 
41.820 -12.07 -28.44 
41.082 -12.07 -28.44 
40.365 -8.82 -25.19 
39.668 -6.51 -22.88 
38.991 -5.03 -21.4 
38.333 -5.03 ·21.4 
37.694 -4.17 -20.54 
37.073 -4.17 -20.54 
36.469 -3.65 -20.02 
35.882 -3.28 -19.65 
35.311 -3.28 -19.65 
34.756 -3.03 -19.4 
34.216 -3.03 -19.4 
33.690 -3.08 -19.45 
33.179 -3.08 -19.45 
32.681 -3.67 -20.04 
32.196 -3.67 -20.04 
31.724 -5.03 -21.4 
31.264 -5.03 -21.4 
30.816 -7.52 -23.89 
30.379 -7.52 -23.89 
29.954 -11.79 -28.16 
29.539 -11.79 -28.16 
29.134 -11.79 -28.16 
28.740 -19.5 -35.87 
28.355 -19.5 -35.87 
27.979 -26.71 -43.08 
27.613 -26.71 -43.08 
27.255 ·26.71 -43.08 
26.906 -24.15 -40.52 
26.565 ·24.15 -40.52 
26.232 -24.15 -40.52 
25.907 -38.84 -55.21 
25.589 -38.84 -55.21 
25.278 -38.84 -55.21 
24.974 -11.77 -34.14 
24.677 -17.77 -34.14 
24.386 -17.77 -34.14 
24.102 -17.77 -34.14 
23.824 -10.48 -26.85 

1531.60 2969.3934 
1554.18 7493.2071 
1577.03 7493.2071 
1600.13 15836.8111 
1623.47 26956.7627 
1647.05 37902.4894 
1670.85 37902.4894 
1694.86 46202.7404 
1719.08 46202.7404 
1743.50 52079.6114 
1768.10 56711.0561 
1792.89 56711.0561 
1817.85 60071.3975 
1842.97 60071.3975 
1868.25 59383.7659 
1893.69 59383.7659 
1919.27 51840.3274 
1945.00 51840.3274 
1970.86 37902.4894 
1996.85 37902.4694 
2022.96 21363.2703 
2049.20 21363.2703 
2075.55 7992.2256 
2102.02 7992.2256 
2128.59 7992.2256 
2155.26 1354.1530 
2182.04 1354.1530 
2208.91 257.4351 
2235.87 257.4351 
2262.92 257.4351 
2290.06 464.1600 
2317.28 464.1600 
2344.58 464.1600 
2371.96 15.7640 
2399.42 15.7640 
2426.94 15.7640 
2454.54 2016.8228 
2482.20 2016.8228 
2509.93 2016.8228 
2537.72 2016.8228 
2565.58 10806.0690 

Apdx. A Page 2 
Kathreln 800-10766 

BOA 1/14112 . 
P::onA R~ nf ?n.t 

Feet from site: 391 

Level 
w, 2 m '!em 
0.00042 
0.00104 
0.00101 
0.00207 
0.00342 
0.00467 
0.00454 
0.00537 
0.00522 
0.00572 
0.00606 
0.00589 
0.00607 
0.00591 
0.00568 
0.00553 
0.00470 
0.00458 
0.00326 
0.00318 
0.00174 
0.00170 
0.00062 
0.00060 
0.00059 
0.00010 
0.00010 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00003 
0.00003 
0.00003 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00000 
0.00011 
0.00011 
0.00011 
0.00010 
0.00055 

Precent of 
FCCSTD 
0.04229 
0.10364 
0.10066 
0.20665 
0.34171 
0.46680 
0.45359 
0.53737 
0.52233 
0.57240 
0.60608 
0.58943 
0.60733 
0.59089 
0.56842 
0.55325 
0.47018 
0.45783 
0.32601 
0.31758 
0.17441 
0.16997 
0.06198 
0.06043 
0.05893 
0.00974 
0;00950 
0.00176 
0.00172 
0.00168 
0.00296 
0.00289 
0.00282 
0.00009 
0.00009 
0.00009 
0.01118 
0.01094 
0.01070 
0.01046 
0.05485 

l 
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r-!Maxgaln I 
ARL~(dBd): 16.37 Max exposure: I 0.009138751 mW/cm 1 

MaxERP 
(W): 5232 Ant type: Kathrein 8001 0766 

Feet to 

A b nt. ase 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 

Depress Antenna 

t angJe gam 
23.552 -10.48 
23.286 -10.48 
23.025 -10.48 
22.770 -6.75 
22.521 -6.75 
22.276 -6.75 
22.036 -6.75 
21.801 -4.97 
21.571 -4.97 
21.346 -4.97 
21.125 -4.97 
20.908 -4.68 
20.695 -4.68 
20.487 -4.68 
20.283 -4.68 
20.082 -4.68 
19.885 -5.74 
19.692 -5.74 
19.502 -5.74 
19.316 -5.74 
19.134 -5.74 
18.954 -7.81 
18.778 -7.81 
18.605 -7.81 
18.435 -7.81 
18.268 -7.81 
18.104 -7.81 
17.942 -9.15 
17.784 -9.15 
17.628 -9.15 
17.475 -9.15 
17.324 -9.15 
17.176 -9.15 
17.030 -9.15 
16.887 -8.43 
16.746 -8.43 
16.607 -8.43 
16.470 -8.43 
16.336 -8.43 
16.204 -8.43 
16.074 -8.43 

RF Exposure Level 
dB from Prop dist Act ERP 

max ERP l W ncm mm 
-26.85 
-26.85 
-26.85 
-23.12 
-23.12 
-23.12 
-23.12 
-21.34 
-21.34 
-21.34 
-21.34 
-21.05 
-21.05 
-21.05 
-21.05 
-21.05 
-22.11 
-22.11 
-22.11 
-22.11 
-22.11 
-24.18 
-24.18 
-24.18 
-24.18 
-24.18 
·24.18 
-25.52 
-25.52 
-25.52 
-25.52 
-25.52 
-25.52 
-25.52 

-24.8 
-24.8 
-24.8 
-24.8 
-24.8 
-24.8 
-24.8 

2593.49 10806.0690 
2621.46 10806.0690 
2649.48 10806.0690 
2677.56 25507.4906 
2705.69 25507.4906 
2733.87 25507.4906 
2762.10 25507.4906 
2790.38 38429.7656 
2818.70 38429.7656 
2847.07 38429.7656 
2875.48 38429.7656 
2903.93 41083.5284 
2932.42 41083.5284 
2960.96 41083.5284 
2989.53 41083.5284 
3018.14 41083.5284 
3046.78 32186.0540 
3075.46 32186.0540 
3104.18 32186.0540 
3132.92 32186.0540 
3161.70 32186.0540 
3190.52 19983.3243 
3219.36 19983.3243 
3248.23 19983.3243 
3277.13 19983.3243 
3306.06 19983.3243 
3335.02 19983.3243 
3364.00 14678.0288 
3393.01 14678.0288 
3422.05 14678.0288 
3451.11 14678.0288 
3480.20 14678.0288 
3509.31 14678.0288 
3538.44 14678.0288 
3567.59 17324.7803 
3596.77 17324.7803 
3625.97 17324.7803 
3655.19 17324.7803 
3684.43 17324.7803 
3713.69 17324.7803 
3742.96 17324.7803 

Apdx. A Page 3 
Kathrein 800-10766 

BOA 1/14112 
p,.,.. RR nf ,M 

Feet from site: 391 

Level Precentor 
/'I 2 mWicm FCCSTD 

0.00054 0.05368 
0.00053 0.05254 
0.00051 0.05143 
0.00119 0.11887 
0.00116 0.11641 
0.00114 0.11402 
0.00112 0.11170 
0.00165 0.16490 
0.00162 0.16160 
0.00158 0.15840 
0.00155 0.15528 
0.00163 0.16277 
0.00160 0.15962 
0.00157 0.15656 
0.00154 0.15358 
0.00151 0.15068 
0.00116 0.11584 
0.00114 0.11369 
0.00112 0.11160 
0.00110 0.10956 
0.00108 0.10757 
0.00066 0.06559 
0.00064 0.06442 
0.00063 0.06328 
0.00062 0.06217 
0.00061 0.06108 
0.00060 0.06003 
0.00043 0.04333 
0.00043 0.04260 
0.00042 0.04188 
0.00041 0.04117 
0.00040 0.04049 
0.00040 0.03982 
0.00039 0.03917 
0.00045 0.04548 
0.00045 0.04474 
0.00044 0.04402 
0.00043 0.04332 
0.00043 0.04264 
0.00042 0.04197 
0.00041 0.04132 



r--JMax gain r----1 
ARL~(dBd}: ~ Max exposure: 0.00913875 mW/cm 2 

MaxERP 
(W): 5232 Ant type: Kathreln 80010766 

RF Exposure Level 
Feet to Depress Antenna dB from Prop dist Act ERP 

A b ~ ERP l W nt. ase angle gam max mcm nm 
119 15.945 -8.06 
120 15.819 -8.06 
121 15.695 -8.06 
122 15.573 -8.06 
123 15.452 -8.06 
124 15.333 -8.06 
125 15.216 -8.06 
126 15.101 -8.06 
127 14.988 -9.98 
128 14.876 -9.98 
129 14.765 -9.98 
130 14.657 -9.98 
131 14.550 -9.98 
132 14.444 -9.98 
133 14.340 -9.98 
134 14.237 -9.98 
135 14.136 -9.98 
136 14.036 -9.98 
137 13.938 -16.54 
138 13.841 -16.54 
139 13.745 -16.54 
140 13.650 -16.54 
141 13.557 -16.54 
142 13.465 -16.54 
143 13.374 -16.54 
144 13.285 -16.54 
145 13.196 -16.54 
146 13.109 -16.54 
147 13.023 -16.54 
148 12.938 -20.02 
149 12.854 -20.02 
150 12.771 -20.02 
151 12.689 -20.02 
152 12.609 -20.02 
153 12.529 -20.02 
154 12.450 -20.02 
155 12.372 -20.02 
156 12.295 -20.02 
157 12.219 -20.02 
158 12.144 -20.02 
159 12.070 -20.02 

-24.43 
-24.43 
-24.43 
-24.43 
-24.43 
-24.43 
-24.43 
-24.43 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-26.35 
-32.91 
-32.91 
-32.91 
-32.91 
-32.91 
-32.91 
-32.91 
~32.91 

-32.91 
-32.91 
-32.91 
-36.39 
-36.39 
-36.39 
-36.39 
-36.39 
-36.39 
-36.39 
-36.39 
-36.39 
~36.39 

-36.39 
-36.39 

3772.26 18865.4746 
3801.58 18865.4746 
3830.91 18865.4746 
3860.27 18865.4746 
3889.63 18865.4746 
3919.02 18865.4746 
3948.42 18865.4746 
3977.84 18865.4746 
4007.28 12124.6088 
4036.73 12124.6088 
4P66.20 12124.6088 
4095.68 12124.6088 
4125.17 12124.6088 
4154.68 12124.6088 
4184.21 12124.6088 
4213.74 12124.6088 
4243.29 12124.6088 
4272.66 12124.6088 
4302.43 2677.1194 
4332.02 2677.1194 
4361.62 2677.1194 
4391.24 2677.1194 
4420.86 2677.1194 
4450.50 2677.1194 
4480.15 2677.1194 
4509.80 2677.1194 
4539.47 2677.1194 
4569.15 2677.1194 
4598.85 2677.1194 
4628.55 1201.3450 
4658.26 1201.3450 
4687.98 1201.3450 
4717.71 1201.3450 
4747.45 1201.3450 
4777.20 1201.3450 
4806.96 1201.3450 
4836.73 1201.3450 
4866.50 1201.3450 
4896.29 1201.3450 
4926.08 1201.3450 
4955.88 1201.3450 

Apdx. A Page 4 
Kathrein 800-10766 

BOA 1/14/12 
P"'n" R7 nf ?1\4 

Feet from site: 391 

Level 
m WA 2 em 

0.00044 
0.00044 
0.00043 
0.00042 
0.00042 
0.00041 
0.00040 
0.00040 
0.00025 
0.00025 
0.00024 
0.00024 
0.00024 
0.00023 
0.00023 
0.00023 
0.00022 
0.00022 
0.00005 
0.00005 
0.00005 
0.00005 
0.00005 
0.00005 
0.00004 
0.00004 
0.00004 
0.00004 
0.00004 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 
0.00002 

Precentor 
FC t CS D 
0.04429 
0.04361 
0.04295 
0.04230 
0.04166 
0.04104 
0.04043 
0.03983 
0.02523 
0.02486 
0.02450 
0.02415 
0.02380 
0.02347 
0.02314 
0.02281 
0.02250 
0.02219 
0.00483 
0.00477 
0.00470 
0.00464 
0.00458 
0.00452 
0.00446 
0.00440 
0.00434 
0.00428 
0.00423 
0.00187 
0.00185 
0.00183 
0.00180 
0.00178 
0.00176 
0.00174 
0.00172 
0.00169 
0.00167 
0.00165 
0.00163 
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r---JMax gain I 
ARL~(dBd): 16.37 Max exposure: I 0.009138751 mW/cm 2 

MaKERP 
(It\?: 5232 Ant type: Kathrein 80010766 

RF Exposure Level 
Feet to Depress Antenna dB from Prop dist Act ERP 

Ant. base I angle gain 
160 11.997 -13.92 
161 11.925 -13.92 
162 11.853 -13.92 
163 11.782 -13.92 
164 11.712 -13.92 
165 11.643 -13.92 
166 11.575 -13.92 
167 11.508 -13.92 
168 11.441 -13.92 
169 11.375 -13.92 
170 11.310 -13;92 
171 11.245 -13.92 
172 11.182 -13.92 
173 11.119 -13.92 
174 11.056 -13.92 
175 10.995 -18.52 
176 10.934 -18.52 
177 10.874 -18.52 
178 10.814 -18.52 
179 10.755 -18.52 
180 10.697 -18.52 
181 10.639 -18.52 
182 10.582 -18.52 
163 10.525 -18.52 
184 10.469 -18.52 
185 10.414 -18.52 
186 10.359 -18.52 
187 10.305 -18.52 
188 10.251 ·18.52 
189 10.198 -18.52 
190 10.146 -18.52 
191 10.094 -18.52 
201 9.601 -9.39 
211 9.154 -9.39 
221 8.746 0.8 
231 8.373 0.8 
241 8.030 0.8 
251 7.714 6.69 
261 7.422 6.69 
271 7.151 6.69 
281 6.899 10.64 

max£RP 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-30.29 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-34.89 
-25.76 
-25.76 
-15.57 
-15.57 
-15.57 

-9.68 
-9.68 
-9.68 
-5.73 

in em inmW 
4985.69 4894.0425 
5015.51 4894.0425 
5045.34 4694.0425 
5075.17 4894.0425 
5105.01 4894.0425 
5134.86 4894.0425 
5164.72 4894.0425 
5194.58 4894.0425 
5224.45 4894.0425 
5254.33 4894.0425 
5284.22 4894.0425 
5314.11 4894.0425 
5344.01 4894.0425 
5373.91 4894.0425 
5403.82 4894.0425 
5433.74 1696.9449 
5463.66 1696.9449 
5493.59 1696.9449 
5523.53 1696.9449 
5553.47 1696.9449 
5583.42 1696.9449 
5613.37 1696.9449 
5643.33 1696.9449 
5673.29 1696.9449 
5703.26 1696.9449 
5733.24 1696.9449 
5763.22 1696.9449 
5793.20 1696.9449 
5823.20 1696.9449 
5853.19 1696.9449 
5883.19 .1696.9449 
5913.20 1696.9449 
6213.51 13888.8963 
6514.24 13888.8963 
6815.33 145100.1079 
7116.74 145100.1079 
7418.42 145100.1079 
7720.35 563206.5998 
8022.50 563206.5998 
8324.84 563206.5998 
8627.35 1398516.9530 

Apdx. A Page 5 
Kathrein 800-10766 

BOA 1/14112 
P:anA RR nf ?n.4 

Feet from site: 391 

Level Precentor 
mW/cm 2 FCCSTD 

0.00007 0.00658 
0.00006 0.00650 
0.00006 0.00642 
0.00006 0.00635 
0.00006 0.00627 
0.00006 0.00620 
0.00006 0.00613 
0.00006 0.00606 
0.00006 0.00599 
0.00006 0.00592 
0.00006 0.00586 
0.00006 0.00579 
0.00006 0.00573 
0.00006 0.00566 
0.00006 0.00560 
0.00002 0.00192 
0.00002 0.00190 
0.00002 0.00188 
0.00002 0.00186 
0.00002 0.00164 
0.00002 0.00182 
0.00002 0.00180 
0.00002 0.00178 
0.00002 0.00176 
0.00002 0.00174 
0.00002 0.00172 
0.00002 0.00171 
0.00002 0.00169 
0.00002 0.00167 
0.00002 0.00165 
0.00002 0.00164 
0.00002 0.00162 
0.00012 0.01202 
0.00011 0.01093 
0.00104 0.10437 
0.00096 0.09571 
0.00088 0.08809 
0.00316 0.31570 
0.00292 0.29236 
0.00272 0.27151 
0.00628 0.62775 



I!Maxgaln I 
ARL~(dBd): 16.37 Max exposure: I 0.009138751 mW/cm 2 

MaxERP 
(W): 5232 Ant type: Kathrein 80010766 

RF Exposure Level 
Feet to Depress Antenna dB from Prop dist Act ERP 

Ant. base angle JJain 
291 6.664 10.64 
301 6.445 10.64 
311 6.239 10.64 
321 6.046 10.64 
331 5.865 13.34 
341 5.694 13.34 
351 5.533 13.34 
361 5.380 13.34 
371 5.236 13.34 
381 5.100 13.34 
391 4.970 15.11 
401 4.846 15.11 
411 4.729 15.11 
421 4.617 15.11 
431 4.511 15.11 
441 4.409 15.11 
451 4.311 15.11 
461 4.218 15.11 
471 4.129 15.11 
481 4.043 15.11 
491 3.961 16.09 
501 3.882 16.09 
511 3.807 16.09 
521 3.734 16.09 
531 3.664 16.09 
541 3.596. 16.09 
551 3.531 16.09 
561 3.466 16.09 
571 3.406 16.09 
581 3.349 16.09 
591 3.293 16.09 
601 3.238 16.09 
611 3.185 16.09 
621 3.134 16.09 
631 3.084 16.09 
641 3.036 16.09 
651 2.990 16.37 
661 2.945 16.37 
671 2.901 16.37 
681 2.858 16.37 
691 2.817 16.37 

maxERP 
-5.73 
-5.73 
-5.73 
-5.73 
-3.03 
-3.03 
-3.03 
-3.03 
-3.03 
-3.03 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-1.26 
-0.26 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 
-0.28 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

in em mm w 
8930.02 1398516.9530 
9232.82 1398516.9530 
9535.76 1398516.9530 
9838.81 1398516.9530 

10141.97 2604160.4286 
10445.22 2604160.4286 
10748.55 2604160.4286 
11051.97 2604160.4286 
11355.47 2604160.4286 
11659.03 2604160.4286 
11962.65 3914422.8267 
12266.34 3914422.8267 
12570.07 3914422.8267 
12873.86 3914422.8267 
13177.69 3914422.8267 
13481.57 3914422.8267 
13765.49 3914422.8267 
14089.44 3914422.8267 
14393.44 3914422.8267 
14697.46 3914422.8267 
15001.52 4905324.4202 
15305.60 4905324.4202 
15609.72 4905324.4202 
15913.86 4905324.4202 
16218.02 4905324.4202 
16522.21 4905324.4202 
16826.42 4905324.4202 
17130.65 4905324.4202 
17434.91 4905324.4202 
17739.18 4905324.4202 
18043.46 4905324.4202 
18347.77 4905324.4202 
18652.09 4905324.4202 
18956.43 4905324.4202 
19260.78 4905324.4202 
19565.15 4905324.4202 
19869.52 5232000.0000 
20173.92 5232000.0000 
20478.32 5232000.0000 
20782.73 5232000.0000 
21087.16 5232000.0000 

Apdx. A Page 6 
Kathrein 800-10766 

BOA 1/14/12 
P::on<> RQ nf ,1\A 

Feet from site: 391 

Level Precentor 
mW/cm 2 FCCSTD 

0.00586 0.58592 
0.00548 0.54812 
0.00514 0.51384 
0.00483 0.48268 
0.00846 0.84586 
0.00797 0.79746 
0.00753 0.75308 
0.00712 0.71230 
0.00675 0.67473 
0.00640 0.64005 
0.00914 0.91387 
0.00869 0.86918 
0.00828 0.82769 
0.00789 0.78909 
0.00753 0.75312 
0.00720 0.71955 
0.00688 0.68817 
0.00659 0.65880 
0.00631 0.63127 
0.00605 0.60542 
0.00728 0.72823 
0.00700 0.69959 
0.00673 0;67259 
0.00647 0.64713 
0.00623 0.62308 
0.00600 0.60035 
0.00579 0.57884 
0.00558 0.55846 
0.00539 0.53914 
0.00521 0.52080 
0.00503 0.50339 
0.00487 0.48683 
0.00471 0.47107 
0.00456 0.45607 
0.00442 0.44177 
0.00428 0.42813 
0.00443 0.44276 
0.00429 0.42950 
0.00417 0.41682 
0.00405 0.40470 
0.00393 0.39310 
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r-!Maxgain j 
ARL ~(dBd): 16.37 Max exposure: I 0.009138751 mW/cm 2 

MaxERP 
(IN}: 5232 Ant type: Kathrein 80010766 

RF Exposure Level 
Feet to Depress Antenna dB from Prop dist Act ERP 

b I ER W Ant. ase angle gam max p in em mm 
701 2.777 16.37 
711 2.738 16.37 
721 2.700 16.37 
731 2.663 16.37 
741 2.627 16.37 
751 2.592 16.37 
761 2.558 16.37 
771 2.525 16.37 
781 2.493 16.37 
791 2.461 16.37 
801 2.431 16.37 
811 2.401 16.37 
821 2.371 16.37 
831 2.343 16.37 
841 2.315 16.37 
851 2.288 16.37 
861 2.261 16.37 
871 2.235 16.37 
881 2.210 16.37 
891 2.185 16.37 
901 2.161 16.37 
911 2.137 16.37 
921 2.114 16.37 
931 2.092 16.37 
941 2.069 16.37 
951 2.048 16.37 
961 2.026 16.37 
971 2.005 16.37 
981 1.985 15.97 
991 1.965 15.97 
1001 1.945 15.97 
1011 1.926 15.97 
1021 1.907 15.97 
1031 1.889 15.97 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

-0.4 
-0.4 
-0.4 
-0.4 
-0.4 
-0.4 

21391.60 5232000.0000 
21696.04 5232000.0000 
22000.50 5232000.0000 
22304.97 5232000.0000 
22609.44 5232000.0000 
22913.93 5232000.0000 
23218.42 5232000.0000 
23522.92 5232000.0000 
23827.43 5232000.0000 
24131.94 5232000.0000 
24436.46 5232000.0000 
24740.99 5232000.0000 
25045.53 5232000.0000 
25350.07 5232000.0000 
25654.62 5232000.0000 
25959.17 5232000.0000 
26263.73 5232000.0000 
26568.30 5232000.0000 
26872.87 5232000.0000 
27177.45 5232000.0000 
27482.03 5232000.0000 
27786.61 5232000.0000 
28091.20 5232000.0000 
28395.80 5232000.0000 
28700.40 523200().0000 
29005.00 5232000.0000 
29309.61 5232000.0000 
29614.22 5232000.0000 
29918.83 4771640.7115 
30223.45 4771640.7115 
30528.07 4771640.7115 
30832.70 4771640.7115 
31137.33 4771640.7115 
31441.96 4771640.7115 

Apdx. A Page 7 
Kathrein 800-1 0766 

BOA 1/14112 
P:anA an nf ?n.t 

Feet from site: 391 

Level Precentor 
mW/cm 2 FCCSTD 

0.00382 0.38199 
0.00371 0.37135 
0.00361 0.36114 
0.00351 0.35135 
0.00342 0.34195 
0.00333 0.33292 
0.00324 0.32425 
0.00316 0.31591 
0.00308 0.30788 
0.00300 0.30016 
0.00293 0.29273 
0.00286 0.28557 
0.00279 0.27866 
0.00272 0.27201 
0.00266 0.26559 
0.00259 0.25939 
0.00253 0.25341 
0.00248 0.24764 
0.00242 0.24205 
0.00237 0.23666 
0.00231 0.23144 
0.00226 0.22640 
0.00222 0.22151 
0.00217 0.21679 
0.00212 0.21221 
0.00208 0.20778 
0.00203 0.20348 
0.00199 0.19932· 
0.00178 0.17810 
0.00175 0.17452 
0.00171 0.17106 
0.00168 0.16769 
0.00164 0.16443 
0.00161 0.16126 



STATEMENT OF EXPERIENCE 
Jerrold Talmadge Bushberg, Ph.D., DABMP, DABSNM 

(800) 760-8414 jbushberg@hampc.com 

Dr. Jerrold Bushberg has performed health and safety analysis for RF & ELF transmissions systems since 
1978 and is an expert in both health physics and medical physics. The scientific discipline of Health 
Physics is devoted to radiation protection, which, among other things, involves providing analysis of 
radiation exposure conditions, biological effects research, regulations and standards as well as 
reconunendations regarding the use and safety of ionizing and non-ionizing radiation. In addition, Dr. 
Bushberg has extensive experience and lectures on several related topics including medical physics, 
radiation protection, (ionizing and non-ionizing), radiation biology, the science of risk assessment and 
effective risk communication in the public sector. 

Dr. Bushberg's doctoral dissertation at Purdue University was on various aspects of the biological effects 
of microwave radiation. He has maintained a strong professional involvement in this subject and has 
served as consultant or appeared as an expert witness on this subject to a wide variety of 
organizations/institutions including, local governments, school districts, city planning deparnnents, 
telecommunications companies, the California Public Utilities Commission, national news organizations, 
and the U.S. Congress. In addition, his consultation services have included detailed computer based 
modeling of RF exposures as well as on-site safety inspections and RF & ELF environmental field 
measurements of numerous transmission facilities in order to determine their compliance with FCC and 
other safety regulations. The consultation services provided by Dr. Bush berg are based on his professional 
judgement as an independent scientist, however they are not intended to necessarily represent the views 
of any other organization. 

Dr. Bushberg is a member of the main scientific body of International Committee on Electromagnetic 
Safety (ICES) which reviews and evaluates the scientific literature on the biological effects of non
ionizing electromagnetic radiation and establishes exposure standards. He also serves on the ICES Risk 
Assessment Working Group that is responsible for evaluating and characterizing the risks of non
ionizing electromagnetic radiation. Dr. Bush berg was appointed and is serving as a member of the main 
scientific council of the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurement's (NCRP). He is 
also a Scientific Vice-President of the NCRP, a member of the NCRP Board of Directors and chairs its 
committee on Radiation Protection in Medicine. In addition, Dr. Bushberg is a member of NCRP's 
scientific advisory committee on Non-ionizing Radiation Safety. The NCRP is the nation's preeminent 
scientific radiation protection organization, chartered by Congress to evaluate and provide expert 
consultation on a wide variety of radiological health issues. The current FCC RF exposure safety 
standards are based in large part on the recommendations of the NCRP. Dr. Bushberg was elected to 
the International Engineering in Medicine and Biology Society Committee on Man and Radiation 
(CO MAR) which has as its primary area of responsibility the examination and interpreting the biological 
effects of non-ionizing electromagnetic energy and presenting its findings in an authoritative and 
professional manner. Dr. Bushberg is also a member of a six person U.S. expert delegation to the 
international scientific community on Scientific and Technical Issues for Mobile Communication 
Systems established by the Federal Communications Commission. 

Dr. Bushberg is a full member of the Bioelectromagnetics Society, the Health Physics Society and the 
Radiation Research Society. Dr. Bushberg received both a Mastets of Science and Ph.D. from the 
Department of Bionucleonics at Purdue University. Dr. Bushberg is certified by several national 
professional boards with specific sub-specialty certification in radiation protection and medical physics. 
Prior to coming to California, Dr. Bushberg was on the faculty of Yale University School of Medicine. 
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BASHAM & BASHAM, P.C. 

City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

September 12, 2011 

· Re: AT&T Antenna S243 Building Permit Application at 3294 Cerrillos Road 

Dear Sirs: 

EXHIBIT 

Attached is AT&T's application for a building permit for telecommunications facilities to be 
located at 3294 Cerrillos Road. Although an ENN meeting.is not formally required for 
administrative approvals of telecommunications f~cilities the Applicant has had several 
meetings with the neighboring property owners. It has become apparent that those in 
attendance did not concur that the site should be used for telecommunications facilities and 
were generally opposed to the use. However, due to the C-2 zoning, the need for a new 
facility anq the lack of better alternatives, all as indicated in the application, AT&T has 
chosen to proceed with this application. Notice pursuant to 14-6.2 (E) (10) will be provided. 
promptly (within 24 hours) as requited by the code. 

I am fully aware that the approval and construction of telecommunications facilities 
represents a unique set of circumstances that do not always fall squarely under establi.c;hed 
zoning and construction parameters. If you have any questions, require additional 
information or simply wish to discuss the application please contact me. 

Enclosed for your review are: 

The Indexed application form. 
Exhibits A through H 
The check for $500.00 for administrative approval under Resolution 2011-34 

It is my understanding that there will be a subsequent fee for building permit plan review 
and yet another fee for the actual building permit itself. Please correct me if I am not 
correct. I realize this is the first such application under the new teleaommunications 
ordinance and, although I have worked with the City Attorney's Office and staff to attempt 
to meet all code requirements I realize that the first application may be a bit of a learning 
process for all parties. 

I have also reviewed the online Building Permit Application Checklists and realize that 
additional information including the following · that may be requited at the time the 
administrative approval review is complete. 

2205 MIGUEL CHAVEZ ROAD, SUITE .. A, • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87505 
PHONE: (505) 988-457 5 • FAX: (505) 992-6170 
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Tide Page 
Building Permit Application 
Check for Permit Fee 
Plat showing legal lot of record 

. ,·.,; 
September 12, 2011 

If there are other additio~al items to be included at the time of Building ~ermit submission 
please le~ me know. The Commercial New Construction Checklist is different from the 
City's old telecommunications checklist and includes such as "landscape plans, grading and 
drainage plans, slope analysis, erosion control plans, floor and roof plans, plumbing plans 
and solid waste plans. These items do not seem pertinent in the context of this application 
but if I am wrong please let me know. 

· The plans have been prepared so as to be reasonably legible. Upon inquiry with the City I 
was informed that the plans· would be accepted as long as they are legible. I note that the 
Building Permit Application Checklist has specific scale requirement. Due to the nature of 
the facilities and the size of the properties I am not ·sure if these scales are appropriate. If 
the attached plans need to be printed in a larger format or rescaled please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

P.O. BOX 1654 • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 875~~-1654 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 . ' I . 
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SCOPE Of WORK: 
SITE AODRESS: 
lATITUDE: 

UNMANNED TtlECOiolloiUN!CATIONS FACIUIY 
3294 CERRIU.OS 110AD. SANTA F'E, Nil 87507 
35' 38' S8.9" N (NADS3) 
10s- .Ga' SJ.z• w (NAC83) LONGITUDE: 

El.EVAliON: 
ZONING: 
JUR!SDICliON: 
oas'nNCI USE: 

6688.0' (IIAVDSII) . 
C2 
CITY Of" SAiii'A FE 
COMioltllCIAL 

PROPOSED USE: UNMANNEO TELECOMioiUNICAliONS FACIUTY WITH J. NEW MONOPINE 

2S471-Nif.A933.01 
25471-Nif.A933.02 
25471.fiM-A!J3a.03A 

~==~g 
25471-NM-A933oLS1 
254n-NII-A933-LS2 
25471-tl~ 

DmJiE' 25471 
z54n-Nif.A933.07· 

=~:=IM833.08 25471-N~ 
25471.fiM-A!I33'11 
2114n-NIM933-12 

J'IUUIA\aft.MIII'I 
IRING & GROUNDING PI.AN 

• 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
4 
1 
1 

' 1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

' DIRECTIONS: 

at&t 
Mobility 

SITE NUMBER: S243-AA 
CANDIDATE NAME: BAILLIQ•S 

3294 C.ERRILLOS· ROAD, SANTA FE, NM 87507 

AT&T (Rf'): 

AT&T (CONST.): 

AT&T (OPS): 

LANDLORD: 

LANDLORD:. 

FROM DOWNTOWN SANTA FE: H£AD £AS1' ON E SAN FRANC;ISCO ST 'IQWARO CAlliEORAI. 1'1., TURN RIGHI AT 
CATHEDRAl. PL. TURN RIGHr AT E AV.t.IEOA ST; TAKE THE ~D .LEFT QNTD DON GASPAR AVE. TAKE THE 3RD 
RIGHT ONTO PAS£0 DE PERAI.T~ SUCiil' l.£fT '10 STAY ON CEAAIU.OS RD - A u-TURN AT RICHARDS 
Avt, DESTINATION Will BE ON lliE RIGHT, (3294 CERRIU.OS RCWI) 
FROI.t DOWNTOWN AI.BUQUERQUE: IIERGE ONTO 1-25 N VIA THE RAIIP ON THE. WT TO SAiii'A F'E, TAKE iNruNAniW.i:" BUllOINO CODE 2006 AS A~NDED BY NEW MEXICO CID. 

DATt: 

DATE: 

DATE: 

EXIT 276 TO MERGE ONTO NM-14 N/CERRIU.OS RD/£1. CAMINO RUoL. CONTIHU£ TO FOU.OW HM-1• 

• • ... ------- ---- •....••••••• ···-:-· .--·- -······ -· __ , --,. ·• ·-·--·· • N/CERRIU.OS RD, DEST1IIATION WU. BE ON THE RIGHT, (3294 CERRIU.OS ROAD) ~~~ ~ROTEC'IION ASSOCIAliON (Nfli'A) 70 - 20011. NAliONAL. tlEClRICAL. CODE, 
•·• ~ - !JGHTNING PIIOTECliOH COO£: 

FROM BECHTEl. ODCUNENT NUMBER 
" -·· .... - ·••••-•••wo ~·~-.10 THE' IMPlEMENTATION or lHIS SITE DESIGN PACKAGE. 
~ ::iiiEfDiENCE STNIDARD NOTES sHEE'r. 
_, ~ENERAL NO DETAIL 1DOS - REV 0 
:> CONSTIIU!:IION NOTES DETAIL 1007 - REV 0 
IOo ·GR01.!f101i10 ·~ . DETAil IODS - REV 0 

tlEcrnucAL INSTA!.l.'liON NOll: DETAil 100~ - REV 0 

~·AND REINfOIICINO STEEl. NOTE: gg: lgg~ : ~ g 
SITE MlRI< GENERAL N DETAIL 1013 - REV 0 

I AlE DOCUMENT REVIEW STATUS I 

ACCEPTED - Willi. NINOR OR NO ~ CQ!jSTRUCliON IIAY PROCEED 

NOT ACCEPTEtl - PlEASE R£501.W: ColiiiiEins AND RESUBMiT 

ACCEPTANcE DOES HOT CONST1TUIE APPROVAL OF DESIGN DETAILS, 
CAI.CIJLATI()NS, ANAL.'t$15. TEST IIETHODS OR. MATERIALS DEVELOPED OR 
SEI.ECTED fir SUilCQNTIW:IOR Alii DOES NOT R[UEVE SUBCONTRACTOR 
FROII FUU. eDMPLIANCE WIIH CONTRI'CTIIAL. OBUOATION. 

lt5f CNl ..... .-o_ IWPC .tl7. KWPC. At ISIU 

BAIWO'S 
$243-AA 

3294 CERRILLOS ROAD 
SANTA F'E, NM 87507 

~
-~~ _.../ / (NFI'A 780- 2000, tiolfrNINO PROTEC110N CODE) 
~sT. 

;.ijlol StJI!CONTRACTOR'S WORK SHALL COMPI. Y Mlli 1liE LA TEST EDI119N OF 1liE rOLLOWING 
STANDIORDS. 

--- AMERICAN CONCRETE INSliTUTE (ACI) 318, ~G CODE REOUIREMENTS rOR STRUC1URAl 

A/fi. 

SAC 
RF 
PNM 
LANDLORD 

DONNA SANFORD 
JACK BAILLIOS 

PNM 

BAIWO'S 

M.T.S. 

802o3fl&.f567 

811!-311-3301 
505-2414301 
!IOS-81H900 

COHCR'ETE 
AMERICAN INSlllUTE Of" STEEl CONSTRUC1JON. {AISG), MANUAl. Of STEEL. THIRTEENni EotliON 
T£l£COMMUIIICA110NS INDUSlRY ASSOCIAliON (liA) 222-G, STRUClURAI. STANOAROS rOR STEEl. 
ANTENNA 'lOWER ANO ANTENNA SUPPOR'IlNC S'IJWCTURES; 
11A 607; COiolloltllCIAI. BUILDING oROUNOINO AND BONDlNG REQUIREMENTS FOR 
TEl.tCoWMtiNICATJONS 

'~.~~TRI.Jtto~~~ ~~ .. 8~t:S ~10; ~ou:l~~ EARTH 
RECOMMENDED PRACliCE FOR POWERING AND CROUNDINO or El.£CTRONIC 

l£tt C62.41, RECOIIMEND£1) PRACTICES ON SURGE VCI.TAGES IN LOW VCI.TAGE AC PO~R 
QRCuiTS· (FOR LOCAliON CATEGORY "C3• NID "ltiGH S'tSTEM EXPOSURE") 

71.311, FOR 7EI.ECOIII - DC POWER SYSTEMS - 7EI.ECOM, ENWIONMENTAL PROTECliON 

FOR AN't CONFtJCTS BETWEEN SECTIONS Of USTED CODES AND STANDARDS RECARDINO 

~J:~Jnt.DfJ. ':~~~~~~reb~~~~~f~m.ENT 
AND A SPECIFIC REOUIROIENT, lHE SPECIFIC REOUIREMENT SHAlL GOVERN. 

DETAIL t'1'00n 
'C:J 

AT&T MOBIUTY 

Tm.EIHEIT 



- .•. , ~•) '"~H"" '"-'~ .j :.... ..• ,, - - o_ -. :~ ~/ "ci·••-: :~-·- ',,,,,~,/ •• - -

• • GENERAL NOTES 
1. FOR THE PURPOSE OF CONSTRUCTION ORAMNC, lH£ FOlLOWING DEFINITIONS SHAlL N'PlY: 

OONTR.ICIOR - BECIITEL 
SUIICONT=:: ~~ (QlNSTR\ICTION) 

ODI - ORIGIIIoll. EOUIPIIEHT lotANUf"ACTURE 

2. PRIOR TO lHE SUBW15510N OF BIDS. lH£ IIIOOJNC SUBCONTRACTOR SHAlL Y1SIT 1HE CELL SITE To 
FAMiliARIZE YmH 1HE EXISTING CONDillONS AND TO CONF1RM THAT 1HE WORK C1AN BE .<CCOWPIJSHED 
AS SHOWN ON 1HE CONSTRUCT10N DRAWINGS. ANY DISCREPANCY FOUND SHAll BE BROUGHT lO 1HE 
ATTENTION OF CONTIIAC'IOR. 

3. AU. MATERW.S FURNISHED AND INSTAU.£0 SHAlL BE IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPUCAIIL£ 
CODE$, RECUIATIONS, AND ORDINANCES. SUBCONIRACTOR SHALL ISSUE Al.l APPROPRIATE NOTICES AND 
COMPLY WITH AU. lAWS, ORDINANCES, RULEs, RECUlATlONS, AND lAWFUL ORDERS OF ANY PUSUC 
AUTHORITY REGARDING 11-IE PERFORIIANC£ OF 1HI; WORl<. 

AU. WORK CARRI£D OUT SHAll COMPlY WITH AU. APPIJCAIIL£ MUNICIPAl. AND UTILITY COUPANY 
SPECIFICAllONS AND LOCAl. JURISDICTIONAl. CODE$, DRDIHANCES AND APPUCABL£ RECUlAllONS. 

4, DRAWINGS PROY1DED HERE ARE NOT TO BE SCALED AND ARE INTENDED lO SHOW OUTUNE ONI.Y. 

~- UNLESS NOTED 01HERW1SE, THE WORK SH/oU. INCI.UOE FURNISHING W.TEIIIAI.S, ECUIPIIENT, 
APPURltNANCES, AND lABOR NECESSARY TO CONPl£l£ AU. INSTALLATIONS AS INDICATED ON THE 
ORAW1NGS. 

6. 0El£TED, 

7. TH£ SUBCONTRACTOR SHALL INSTAI.I. AU. EOUIPMEHI AND MAlERIAI.S IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
MANUF..cnJRER'S RECOiotlltNOATIONS UNL£SS. SPEaf1c:Au.y SV.TED OTHERWISE. 

6, IF 1HE SPECIFIED EQUIPMENT CANNOT BE IHSTAI.l£0 AS SHOWN ON THESE DRAW1NGS, THE 
SUBCONTRACTOR SHALl PROPOSE Nl AI.TERN.t.TM: INSTALlATION FOR APPRfl'/AI. BY THE CON'IRACT.OR. 

V, SUBCONTRACl'CR SHALl DEYERMIN£ ACTUAL RCIUTINil_ OF CONDUIT; PowtR AND T1 CASLES, GROI.INOING 
CABlES AS SHOWN ON JHE POWER. GIIOIJNOING NCl TEU» PI.AII DRAW1NG. StiBCONTR.ICIOR SHAlL 
Ul1UZ£ DaS111G lRA'IS .AND/OR SHALl ADO NEW TRAYS AS NEC£Ss.vn', SU8CONTRACTOR SHALl 
CONFIRM 1HE ACTUAl. ROUTING WITH THE -CONTRAC'IoR. ROUTlNG OF 1RIJICHING SHALl BE- APPRO\IEII 
11'1 CONlRACIOR. 

10. 1HE SU8CO_NT1IACTOR SHAI.L PROTECT EXISllNG lii'I!OYEIIENts. PAYEMEI'JTS, ~ lANDSCAPING AND 
~~~ w =ED PART SHAll 8£ REPNRED AT SUBCON1RACTOR'S EXPENSE TO THE 

11, SUBCONI1W:TOR SHAlL LEGAU,.Y AND PROPERLY OISPOSE OF ALL SCRAP MATERIALS SUCH AS COAXIAL 
CABLES AND OTHER ITEIIS REMOIIED f'ROM THE EXISl1NG FACIUTY. ANTENNAS RDIOYED SHALl BE 
RE:IURNED TO THE OWNER'S DESIGNIITED LOCATION. 

12. SUBCONI1W:TOR SHALL I.EA\1£ PREMISES IN ClEAN CONDI110N. 

13. AU. CONCREI£ REPAIR WORK SHALL ~E DONE Ill AIXORDANCE WITH AMERICAN 'CONCRETE INSTITUTE 
(.ICI) 301, 

14, ANY NEW ~ROE NEEDED FOR THE CONSTRUCIIQH SHALL ·HA\1£ 40QO PSt STRENGTH AT 28 OAYS 
UNLESS .. OIHERWI$E SP£Cif1t0, AU. CONGRE!lNG - SHALL BE DONE IN ACC0R0ANc£ WITH 11(:1 318 
CODE II£QUIR£M£NTS, 

15. ALL STRUCI\JRAI. STEEL WORK SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WIIH AISC SPECIFICAllONS. 

16, CONSTRUCTIOII SHALL COMPLY WITH SPECIFICATION 2$741-ooa-JAPS-AOOZ-OOOOZ. ~ENERAI. 
CONSTRiJcmoN SEJMcts:." 

17. SUEICONTRACI'OR· SH.11.1. YERJN ALL EXISTING DIMQISIONS NID CONQITIOHS PRiOR TO COIIloiENCING ANY 
WORK. AU. DIMENSION$ Of' EXIS'IING CONSTRUCT10N SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS MUST BE: YERinED. 
SUBCONJRACTOR SHALl NOTIFY THE CONTRACTOR OF ANY DISCREPNICI!li- PRIOR TO ORDERING 
W.TERW. OR PROCEEDING WITH CONSTRUCTION. 

-21$1 tASI' lltQI.DIIiT R0trD. II.IJt 217. ftwt. AZ 1$212 

BAIWO'S 
S243·AA 

3294 CERRILLOS ROAD 
SANTA FE, NM 117~07 

:-:.~:'~?~~;r:;..· 
:··.)}' ~ .: 1• 

···:.·'~· 

I, ALL CONCREIE WORK SIW.I. BE IN ACCOROANCE WITH 1HE N:l 301, AQ 318, #CI 336, ASN 
A184, ASN A18~ AND 1HE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT10N SPECiflCATION FOR CAST-IN-PlACE CONCRETE. 

Z. ALL COHCREIE SHALl. HA\1£ A MINIMUM COMPIIESSM: STRENGTH OF 4000 PSI AT 28 OAYS, liNl£SS 
NOTED OTIIERW1St. 

3. REINFORCING STEEL SHALl CONFORII lO ASN A 815, GRADE 110. DEFORMED UNl£55 NOTED 
OlHERWIS£. WE1.DED WIRE FABRIC SHALL CONFORII TO ASTM A 18$ WEI.DED STEEL WlRE FABRIC 
UNl£55 NOTED 01H£RW1SE, SPLICES Slw.l.. BE CLASS "'I' AND AU. NOOKS SHALL BE STANOARO, UNO. 

4. THt FOUOWINC WNIWUiot CONC:RE'I1: CO'JER SHAU. BE PROYIOEO FOR 
REINFORCING STEEL UNLESS ~- OTHERW1SE ON DRAWINGS: 

CONCR£TE CAST AGAINST £,\RTH, ... -.3 IN. 

CONCR£TE EXPOSED TO EARTII OR WEATHER: 
fB AND lARGER - ...... __ ........ 2 IN. 
#5 AND SMAl.l£R 41 YNIF --.... 1 1/2 IN. 

CONCR£TE NOT EXPOSED TO EARlli OR YIEATHER OR NOT CAST AGAINST THE GROUND: 
SLAB AND WAU..---............ 3/4 IN. 
BEAMS AND COLUMNS ........... - 1 1/2 IN. 

5. A CHAMFER 3/4" SIW,.L BE PROY1DED AT ALL EXPOSED EDGES OF coNcRETE. UNO. IN ACCOROANC£ 
W1TH ACI 301 SECllON 4.2.4. . . -

8. POST INSTAI.J.ED ANaiORS SHALL 8£ PROI'IOtQ IN ACCORDoiNC:E WITH SPECIFICATION JGS-TI8-D0013 
~EI.ECTION, DESIGN, IIISTAI.LATION. INSPECTION- AND TESnNc OF ADHESIVE AND MECHANICAl. EXPANSION 
ANCHORS FOR WIIElESS SITE FACUIIES". NIONORS SHALl BE HllTI OR ~ROllED EQUAl. INSTAU.£0, 
INSPECTED AND TESTED AS SHOWN ON THE DESIGN DRAWINGS. NO REINFORCIIIO STEEL SHALL BE 
CUT W1THOUT PRIOR ENGINEERING APPROVAL. 

7. CONCRETE CYLINDER TEST IS NOT REQUIRED FOR SLAB ON GRAD£ WHEN CONCRETE IS l£SS THAN 50 
~UBIC' YAROS (IBC 190U.2) IN THAT EVENT THE FOI.LO'N!NG )!£CORD$ SIIAU. B£ PROVIDED BY 11-IE 
CONCREIE SUPPUER: . 

(A) RESULTS OF CONCR£TE CYUNDER TESTS PERFORMED AT THE 
SUPPUER'S PLANT, 

(B) C~TlON OF MINIIIIJM COIIPRESSM: STRENGTH FOR 

FOR GREA~ ~CRso~Jl~~~-Gc SHALL PERFORM THE 
CONCREIE CYUNDtR TEST, TAKING THREE C'IUNDERS FROM EACH TRUCK. 

DETAIL ~ 
tiTs \:::J 

GROUNDING NOTES 

1. THE SUBCONTRACTOR SHALL REY1£W. AND INSPECT THE EXISTING FACIU'IY GROUNDING SYSI'EII AND 
LIOHTNING PRDTECTIOH ~ (AS OESI!lN£11 AND INSTALlED) FOR STRICT' COMPUANCt' WITH THE Nt:C 
(AS AliOP'TED BY THE ARJ), THE SITE-SPECIFIC. (IJ1., L!'l. QR NFPA) UCI!IINC PROTEC110N COD£, Nl~ 
CEN£RAL COMPUI,NCE WITH TELCORDIA AND 'nA GROUNDING SIAIIDAROS. Till: S(ISCONTR.IoCTO SHALl 
REPORT .ANY YIOlAllONS OR AO\IERSE nNDINGS TO THE CONTRACTOR FOR RES0l.U110N. . 

2. ALL GROUND EUCTROOE SYSTEMS (INCLUDING TEL£COMiiUNICi.llON, fiADIO, UGHTNING PRqTEC'IK)N, 

~P~ ·=~~~~~B~ ~~~· ~ o:EC.BELOW GRADE, BY TWO OR MORE 

3, THE'SUBCOHTJ!ACTOR SHALl PERFORM ~ FAU.-OF-POTEHTIAI. RESISTANCE TO EARlli TESTING 
(PER IEEE 1-100 AND 81) FOR NEW GROUND ElECTRODE s:tSTEMS. 1HE SUBCON1RACTOR SHALl 
FlJRNISH AND INSTALl SUPPLEIIENTAI. OROUNO EL£CTRDDES- AS NEEDED TO ACHIEVE A '!,EST RESULT 
OF S OHMS OR lESS. TESTS SHALL BE PERFOR!oiED IN ACCORDANCE WITH . 
25471-000-3P5-EG00-0001, DESICN 41 TESTING or FACIUTY 'GROUNDING FOR CEll. SITES. 

•· =D~J,YPER~~~~ :t~~~IZ~~w~~c. 
SHALl B£ FURNISHED AND INSTAI.l£0 WITH TH£ POWER' QRCUITS TO BTS EOUtPMENT. 

S. tACH BTS CA6INET FRAME SHAlL BE DIRECTI.Y CONNECTED TO THE MASTER GROUND liAR WITH 
CREEN INSULATED SUPPLnltNTAI. EQUIPMENT GROUND W1RES, 6 AWO STRANDED COPPER OR lARGER 
FOR INDOOR BTS; 2 AWG STRANDED COPPER FOR OUTDOOR IJTS. 

6. EXOTHERMIC WELDS SHAI.L BE USED FOR AI.L GROUNDING CONNECTIONS BELOW GRADE. 

7. ~=:~~O.::.iW'~~Ng.ECO~~= CEL OR PASTE) SHALl. BE USED ON AU. 

8. ALUMINUM CONDUCTOR OR COPPER CLAD STEEL CONDUCTOR SHALL NOT BE US£0 FOR GROUNDING 
CONNECTIONS. 

t. ~~~:oW:~ ~r::-~~~ ~c~ SUPPDI 

10. METAl. CONOUII' AND TRAY SHALL BE GR0UHDED AND MADE ELECTIIICAI.LY CONTINUOus 
=DULBON~~~rNG~CO=~DISC!iNTINUITY WITH 8 AWO CO 

11. GROUND CONDUCTORS USED IN THE FACIU'IY GROUND AND I.IOHTNING PROTECIIOtl SY! 
SHALL NOT BE ROUTED .THROUGH METALLIC OBJECTS THAT FORM A RING AROUND 1HE 
CONDUCTOR, SUCH AS METAU.IC CONDUITS. METAl. SUPPORT Q.IPS DR SI.EE'IES TH110U 
WAI.LS OR FLOORS. WHEN IT IS REQU1RED TO 8£ HOUSED ·IN CONDUIT TO 11EEJ COO£ 
REDUIREMtNTS OR LOCAL CDNDI110NS, NON-METALLIC IIATERIAI. SUCH AS PVC P1AS11C 
CONDUIT SHAlL BE USED. WHERE USE OF METAl. CONDUIT IS UHAVOIOABL£ (E.G. 
NON-METALLIC CONDUIT PROHIBITED BY LOCAL CODE) THE CROUNO CONDUCTOR SHALL 
BONDED TO EACH END OF 1HE METAl. CONDUIT. 

12. ALL TOWER GRDUNDINO SYSTEMS SHAI.L COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMtNTS OF ANSI/Til 
FOR TOWERS BEING BUILT TO REV C OF lHE STNIOARD, THE W1RE SIZE OF THt BUf' 
GROUND RING .AND CONNECTIONS BETWEEN 1HE TOWER AND THE BURIED CROUNO Rill{ 
BE CHANGED TO 2 AWO. IN ADDITION. THE MIHIIIUM LENGTH OF THE GROUND ROOS &I 
INCREAS£0 FROM 8 FEET lO 10 FEET. 

DETAIL ® 
SITE WQRK GENERAL NOTES; 
1. THE SII8CoNmAcroR SHALl CONT.-cl UTIUl'l LOCATING SEIMOES· PRIOR Tel 1HE START 

CONSTRUCTION. 

2, AU. EXJST1I:IC ICTIV£ SEWER, WATER, GAS, EL£CTRIC, AND OTHER unu:n£S WHERE 
ENCOUNTERED IN THE WORK. SHAU. BE PROTECTED AT A1.L TJIIE!I, AND WHERE R~ 
FOR· THE PIIOPER EXECUTION OF THE ~. SHAI.L BE RELOCATED AS DIRECTED BY 
CONTRACTOR. EXTREME CAUTION SHOUI.O 8£ USED BY 1HE SUBCONTRACTOR ·WHEN 
EXCAVATING OR DRILUNG PIERS ARCUN!I OR NEAR UTILITIES. SUSCONTi!AcTOR SHALL 
PRCMDE SAFElY TRAINING FOR THE WORKING CREW. THlS WILl. INQ.UOE QUT NOT BE I 
TO A) FALl PROlECTION B) CONFINED SPACE C) ElECTRICAL SAFETY D) TR~ 41 
EXCAVATION, ~ 

3. AU. SITE WORK SHALL BE AS INOICAYED ON THE DRAWINGS AND PROJECT ~r@ 

4. IF N£CESS,t,RY, RUBBISH, STUMPS, DEBRIS, ST1CKS, STONES AND OTHER REFUSE ~ 
REIIOIIED FROM THE SITE' AND DISPOSED OF L£DAI.LY, ~ fi ..... 

S. AU. EXISTING IIIACl1V£ SEWER. WATER, OAS, ELECTRIC AND OTHER UTIUl1ES, ii 
WITH. _ Tl:IE EX!J)IIIION or THE WORK, SHALl BE REMOIIED AND/OR CAPPED, P 
01HERW1Sf;· DISCONTlNUED AT POINTS WHICH wtU. NOT INTERFERE WITH THE EX 
THE: WORK, SUIIJtCT TO 'DlE APPROVAl. OF CONTRACTOR, OWNER AND/OR LOCAl! 

8. SUilCOIITRACTOR SHAI.L MINIMIZE OISIURBANCE TO EXISTING Sll£ DURING CONSIRUcTIOI 

7. 1HE SUBCONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE SITE S1GNAGE IN ACCORDANCE WITH 'IH£ ATa<T 1.11 
SPECIF-ICATION' FOR SITE SIGNAGE. 

8. 1HE SITE SHALL il£ GRADED TO CAUSE SURFACE WATER TO now AWAY f'ROM THE BTS 
EQUIPMENT AND TOWER AREAS. 

t. NO nu. OR EWBANKMENT W.TERIAL SHAll BE PlACED ON FROZEN GROUND. FROZEN 
MATERIALS, SHOW OR ICE SHAlL HOT BE PlACED IN loNf FILL OR: EMBANKMENT. 

10. 1HE SUB GRADE SHALL BE COMPACTED .AND BROUOtir TO A SMOOTH UNIFORM GRAD£ 
TO nNISHED SURfACE APPLICATION. 

11, 11« AREAS OF 11-IE OWNERS PROPERTY DISTURBED BY 1HE WORK. AND NOT CO'iERED 
THE TOWER, EDUIPMENT OR DRIVEWAY, SHALl BE GRADED TO A UNIFORII SLOPE, AND 
STABILIZED TO PR!.VENT EROSION. 

12. SUBCONTRACTOR SHAI.L WINIIoii2E DISTURBANCE TO EXISTING SITE DURING COHSTRUCTK 
EROSION CONTROL MEASURES, II' REDUIRED DURING CONSTRUCTION, SHAI.L 8£ IN 
CONFORMANCE wirH THE LOCAL JURISDICTION'S GUIOEUNES FOR EROSION AND SEDIIoiE 

~ ~JlAIL(2) 



• • ELECTRICAL INSTALLATION NOTES: 

I, WJJIJNC. IIAC(WAY, AND SIJpPCifl' M£1HOO$ -AND M4TE111ALS 51W.1. COI.IPLY wmf TH£ lltOIJIRE!AtHIS 
or 1M£ NEC AND TELCORD~ 

2. SIJ8CONTRACTllR SHioll. WOOIN EXIstiNG c:A81.E TRAY SYSn:ll JS REQUIRED TO SUPPOI!T Rr AND 
TRNISPOI!T CA8UNG lD T"£ NEW !ITS EQUIPMENT. 5UIICOI'ITRACTDR 51W.1. SUBMIT WODIFICATIONS TO 
CONTRACIOR tOR APPROVAL. 

3. ALL CIRCIJIIS SIWJ. 8£ SECREGATED AND IWNTNN t.IINIIIUII CAa£ SEPARATION JS REQUIRED BY 
!HE NEC foHO TEI.COROIA. 

•• CAStEll" SH.IU. !lOT 8£ RQUTED THROUGH LIODER-sm£ CA8L! TRAY RUNGS. 

S, £ACH END or EVERY POWJER, DROUNOINO, AND T1 CONDUClOII AND CASU: SHioll. BE WELED W1TH 
COlOR-CODED INSIMTION OR EL!c:TRIC.Il TAPE (31.1 BRAND, 1/2 INCH PIAST1C EL!CTRICAL TAPE WITH IN 
~~~NST:,.~~~~r~TION IIElHOO SH.IU. CONFORM WITH NEC at OSHA. AND MATCH 

8. PQWER. PHASE CONDUCTORS (LC., IIOTS) SHALL BE v.aEI.ED W1TH COLOR-CODED INSUlATION OR 
El£CTRICAL TAPE (3M BRAND, 1/2 INCH PlASTIC EU:~ TAPE WITH W PROTECTlON, OR EQUAL). PHASE 
~DI;F~ C01.011 CODES SHioll. CONFORt.l W1TH THE NEC at OSHA AND MATCH EXISllNG INSTALlATION 

7. ALL ELE~ COIIPONtHIS SHALL BE CLeARLY WE1.ED MTH ENGRA'IED LAMACOID PlASTIC WlELS. 
ALL EDUIPI.IENT 5IW.I. BE WEL!D WITH THEIR WI.TAGt RAnNG,. PHASE CONFIGURATION, W)RE 
CONFIGURATION, POwER OR NAPfoCffY liAnNG. HID llRAiiCH CIRCUIT 10 NUMBERS Q.E., F'AI!IEI.IIOOil AND 
CIRCUif 10'$), 

8. PAN~ (1D NUMBERS) AND INTERNAL CIRCUIT BRrAKIRS (CIRCUIT ID NUMBERS) SHioll. BE 
CLeARLY WlEI.tD WITH EN<lRAvt:D IAMACOID PlASTIC WlELS. 

t. AI.L TIE WRAPS WHERE PERMITTED SHALL BE CUT FlUSii WITH APPRO'IED CUTT1NG TOOL lD REMOV£ SHARP 
EDGES. USE LOW PIIOF1LES TIE WRAPS. 

10. POWER, CONTROl, AND EOUIPIIENT OROUNO ·WIRING IN ~ OR CONDUIT SHioll. BE Slilau: CONIIIJCTOR 
(12 AWG OR LARGER), 1100 V, 011. RESISrANT THHN OR THWN-2, CLASS 8 STRANDED COPPER CABL! RATED 
tOR 90 'C !WET AAo llRY) OPERATioN; USTED OR LABElED tOR !HE LOCATION AND RloCf:NAY SYSTEM. U~, 
UHU:SS O!HI':RWJSE SPECiflED. . 

I 
all. SUPf'L!lltKTAI. touiPMENT OIIOU!«< WIRING LOCATED INDOORS 51W.1. BE SINGlE CONDuCTCI! (8 AWG OR 

U 0 INfGER), &00 Y, Oil RESISTANT THHN OR 'IHWN-2 GREEN INSut..i.TION, CLJSs 8 STRANDED COPPER CA8lE 
:1 > RATED tOR to 'C (WET AND OR'() OP£R.i.TJON; USTED Oli Wltu:D tOR THE LOCATION AND RAcEWAY SYSTEM 
D ~ USED, UNlESS OTHERWISE SPECif'IEl), --:12. SUPPU:M£NTAL EDUIPMENT GROUND WIRING LOCATED .OUTDOORs. OR 8£LOW CRACE, SHioll. BE SINGLE 
) :1:: CONDUClDR 2 1/110 S0UD TINNED COPPER CABLE, UIUSS OTHERWISE SPECIFlED. 
~ 

~. POWEll WIRINC. NOT IN TUBING OR CONDUIT, SIW1. BE "IIUL11-CONDUCTOR, lYPE TC CA8lf; (12 AWG OR 
LARCER).. &CO V, 014 RESiSTANT THI'tN OR l!MN-2; IX.ASS 8 ~ COPPER ~ RATED FOR 110 'C 
(WET· AND D~g"TIONt WITH "OUlER .lliCKET: USTED OR IAI!El!D fOR THE LO~liON USED, UHu:SS 
~. 

14. ALL POWEll ~ GROUNDING CONNECTIONS S1W.1: 8£ CRIIIP;..SlYLE, COMPRESSION WIRE LUGS AND 
W1RENUTS BY THQIIAS. AND BtrTS (OR EQUAl). LUGS AND WIRENUTS SHioll. 8E RATED FOR OPERATION AT 
NO U:SS THAN ?II'C (SCTC If' AYAIWIL£), 

16. RACEWAY AND CABu: TRAY SHioll. BE LISTED DR IAI!EL£1) FOR ElECTRICAl. USE IN AClCORDANCE WITH 
NEMA. ~L. ANSI/U:E. AND NEC. 

16. NEW RACEWAY OR ~ TRAY W1LL MATCH !HE txiSTING IISTAUATIOH WHERE POSSIBLE. 

17. Ei.ECTR1CAI. METAWC TUBING (an) OR RIGID NOIIMETAWC CONoulf (I.E., RIGID PYC SCHEOUu: <JO, OR 
I!JCID Pie SQIEIIUI.£ !II 1'011 LOCATIONS SUBJW TO PHI'SICAI. OAIIAGE) SHALL BE USED FOR EXPOSal 
INDOOR LDCAliONS. 

18. El£CTRICAL METAWC TUBING (an), ELECTRICAL NDN!AETAWC TUBIHC (EHT), OR RIGID NONMETALLIC 
CONDUif (RIGID PYC, SCHEOUU: 40) SHioll. BE ~ FOR CDNCEAim INDOOR LOCATIONS. 

18. ~YANZED STEEl INIEIIIIEDIATE METALLIC CONDUI! (IMC) SIWJ. BE USED FOR OUTilOOR LOCATIONS 
ABOVE GRAo£. 

20. RIQ10 NONMETAUJC CDNDU1T (I.E., RIGID PYC SCHEDUu: •o OR RICID PYC SCHEDULE 80) SHioll. BE 
USED UNDERGROLtiD; DIRECT liURI£0, IN AREAS OF OCCASIONAl, UGIIT llf:HICI.E TRAmC OR ENCJSED IN 
REINrORCED CONCRETE IN AREAS OF · H£A\IY VEH1C1.E liWFlC. 

21. UQUID-TIGHT rL!XIBU: METALLIC CONDUIT (UQUID-TITE F'L£X) SHioll. 8£ USED INDOORS AND 
OUTI)()ORS, WHERE VIBRAliON OCCURS OR rL!XIliiUTY IS NEEDED. 

22. CONDUIT AND TUIIING FlTTINGS SNALL BE THREADED OR CDIIPR£SSION-TYPE AND APPRO'IED FOR THE 
L~TION USED. smcREW FITTINGS ARE NOr ACCEPTABLE, 

~ 
~ 

2tt• eAS1' ~ IIOAO. sure ,,,, T£W(. .tZ u212 
VOICt: oHO.IOUIII ,111/t, 110.105..8111 
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23. CABIHETS. BOXES. AND 11'/REWAYS SHALL BE USTEQ OR L4I!ElED tOR ELECTRICAL US£ IN 
ACCORDINCE WITH NEMA, Ul. NISI/IE££, AND NEC, 

2.. CABINETS, BOXES. ANO WIREWAYS TO MATCH THE EXISTING INSTALlATION WHERE POSSIBI.E. 

25. WIREWAYS SHioll. BE EPOXY-COATED (GRAY) AND INCLUDE A HINGED COVEll. OESIGNED TO SWING 
OPEN DOWNWARD; SHioll. BE PANDUIT lYPE E (OR EQUAL); AND RATED NEliA 1 (OR BETTER) 
INDOoRS. OR NEliA JR. (OR BETTER) OUlDDORS. 

26. EQUIPMENT CABINEB. TERMINAL 80Xts, JUNCTION BOXts, AND PULL BOXES SHALL BE 
GALVANIZED OR EPOXY-cOATED SHEET STEEl. SHioll. MEET OR EXCEED UL SO, AND RATED NEliA 1 
(OR BETTER) INDOORs. OR NEliA 3R (OR BETTER) OUT1lOORS 

27. IIETAL RECEPTACL!, SWITCII, AND D£VICE BOXES SHioll. BE GAI.YANIZEO, EPOXY-COATED, OR NON
CORRODING; SHALL IIEET OR EXCEED UL 514A AND NEliA OS 1; AND RATED NEliA \ (OR BETTER) 
INDOORS. OR WEATHER PROTECTED (WP OR BETTER) OUTDOORS. 

28. NONMETALLIC RECEPTAClE. SWITCH, AND DEVICE BOXES SHALL IIEEJ OR EXCEED NEW.\ OS 2; AND 
RATED NEMA 1 (OR BETTER) INDOoRS, OR WEATHER PROTECTED (YIP OR BETTER) OUlDOORS. 

29. ~~ ~zv-= ~.o:::E~E=~~'S:l"P=.THE 
30. THE SUBCONTRACTOR SHioll. PROWl£ NI!OESSARY TAGGING ON Tl!£ BREAKERS, CABU:S AND 

DI$TRIBU1:1C/1 PANELS IN. ACCORDANCE WITH M APPIJCAIIl£ CODES NIP SW/tWIDS 70. 
SArEDUARD 1,GA1N5T lJFE AND PROPE!ffi'. 

WAIL~ 
STRUCTURAL .STEEL NQIES; 
I. ALL STm WORK SHioll. 8£ ~.UNTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PROJECT SPECIFlCATIONS AND 

IN ACCORDANCE; WI1'H JSTM A911'2 UHL!SS· OT~ERWISE HOTED. 

2. ALL WEI.DINC SHALL BE P~ USING E70i0c ELECTI!oOts AND. WELDING 'SHAI.L 
CONFoRiil TO .USC. WHERE F1LI.O WElD SlZ£5 AilE NOT SHOWN, PRCMDE THE iiiNIIIUM SIZE 
PER TABU: .12.• IN Tl!E AISC "'IANUAL OF STEEl COHSTRUCllON". PAINTED SURrACES 'SHAI.L 
BE TOUCHED UP. 

3. BOlTED CONNECTIONS SIWJ. 8£ JSTM A32S BEARING lYPE (3/4'') CDNNECTlONS AND 
'SHAI.L HAVE MINIMUM· OF 1WO BOlTS UNlESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 

4, NON-STRUGTURAL CONNECTIONS tOR STEEL ORATING MAY USE S/IJ' IliA. JSTM A 307. BOlTS 
Uilt.ESS NOTEQ. OTHERWISE. 

S.~T~~J~crJ.~.p=:N~=~ :~~ 
AND IIECIIANICAL EiCIWISioN - FOR WIRElESS SliE FACiliTIES'. NIC1lORS SHioll. BE 
HILn Oft· APPRCMJl EQUAl, INSTAU.Eb, INSPECTED AND TESTED AS SHOWN ON THE DESIGN 
DRAWINGS. NO REJNrORCING STEEl 5IW.I. BE CUT WITHOUT PRIOR tNG1IIE;Eli»>C APPRf1(N.. 

6. ~ =~IO~~~~~EaS:~~ESS~-::1 ~~.u:m-
II!ASHERS. 

SOil COMPACTION NOTES F'QR SLAB QN GRADE: 
1. EXCAVATE AS REDUIREO lD REMOVE V£0ETATION a TOPSOIL EXPOSE UNDISTURBED NATURAl 

SUBGRADE AND ~ CRUSHED STONE JS REDUIRED. 

2a. COMPACTION CERTIFICATION: AN INSPECTION AND 'IIRITTEN CERTIFICATION BY A QUAIJF1£D 
GEOTECHNICAL TECHNICIAN OR ENGINEER IS ACCEPTABu:. 

2b. JS AN ALTERNATM lD ITEM 2a. THE "UNDISTURBED SOIL' BASE SHALL BE COMPACTED M 
'coiiPACTION EQUIPMENT', USTED BElOW, lD AT LEAST !lOX MOOiflED PROCTOR IIAXII.tUiol 
DENSITY PER JSTt.l D 1557 METHOD C. 

2c. AS AN AI.TERNAnv.E TO ITEMS 20 AND 2b PROOrROLL !HE SUIIGRADE SOILS \WIH 5 PAS! 
OF A MEDIUII SIZED VIIIRAlDRY PlATE COMPACTOR (SUCH JS 80IIAG BPR 30/Je) OR 
HAND-OPERATED Sli>IDL! DRUII V18RATORY ROLLER (SUCH AS 80IIAG 8W 5SE), ANY SOrT 
AREAS THAT ARE ENCOUNTERED SHOULD BE ~AND REPLACED WITH A 'IIEU.-GRADE 

GRANUIAA FILL. AND COMPACTED JS STATED ABOVE. 

3. COMPACTED SU88ASE SHALL BE UNifORt.l 41 L£YEI.£D. PR<MOE 5' MINIMUM CRUSHED SI'OI 
OR GRAVEL COMPACTED IN 3' LIFTS ABDV£ COMPACTED SOIL. GRAVEL SHAI.L BE NATURAl. I 
CRUSHED wrriJ 10011 PJSSING 1' SIEVE. 

COMPACTION EQUIPMENT: 
HAND OPERATED DOUBt.£ DRUM, \1BRAlDRY ROLLER, VIBRATORY PlATE COMPACTOR OR JUioPI~ 
.JACK COMPACTOR. 

Ml 
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~All~ 

S)'MBQLS 

SOLID "GROUND BUS liAR 

SOUD NEUT1fAI.. BUS liAR 

SUI'f'LEIIENTAL CROUND CONDUCTOR 

2-POU: THERIW.-MAGNETIG 
CIRCUIT IIREAKER 

SINGLE-POl£ THERIW.-MAGNETIC 
CIRCUIT BREAKER 

CNEIIICAL GROUllD ROD 

GROUNO ROD 

DISCONNECT SWITCH 

METE1t 

CADIYELD lYPE CONNECTION 

COMPRESSION lYPE CONNECTION 

ABBREVIATIONS 
AGL MKNE GRADE L!YE1. 
8TS BASE TRANSCDVER STAnON 
(EJ EXISTlNG 
(N) NEW 
MIN IIINIMUM 

N.T.S. NOT TO seAL! 
REF REFERENCE 
Rr RACIO rREDUENcY 
T.B.D. lD BE DETERMINED 

T.B.R. lD BE RESOLVED 

'IYP 'IYPIC.II. 
REO REQUIRED 

EGR EOUIPIIENT CROUND RINC 

AWG A11tR1CAN WIRE GAliCE 

11GB MASTER GROUHD BUS 

EG EQUIPMENT GROUND 

7. ALL STRUCTURAL STEEl WORK SHioll. BE D£SICNED, rABRICATED AND ERECTED TO .USC 
SPEC1F1CATIONS AND STANDMO PRACTIC£5 FOR BUILDINCS; 

------ GROUNDING 'MAE 11CW BARE COPPER WIRE 

& STRUCIIIRAI. STEEl PLATES AND SHAPES CONFORM TO ASTU A-31. STRUCTURAL SI£EL PIPE 
SNALL CONFORI.I lD ASThl A-53 CRADE 'a'. STRUCTURAL STm TUBE· SHioll. CONFORM lD 
ASTU A-SOl. REINI'ORCING BARS SHioll. CONFORM TO ASTII A61S. STRUCTURAL STEEL 
W-BEAM SHioll. CONFORM TO ASThl A992, (rY•SO KSI). 

DETAIL "G;-OSW NTS _ 

......... 
§9 at&t 
~ 

ATatT MOiltUTY 
20830 N. TAIUM 8l VO. SUITE 400 

PHO£N1X, Al 850!>0 
PHONE: (480) 414-1829 -

SIAO SIIAI!1' INTEDRAGED ACCESS DlVICJ 
CEll GENERATOR 
IQR INTtRIOR GROUND RING (HALO) 
R8S JIA01Q BASE STATION 

ABBREVIATIONS & SYMBOLS 8-DSW 

:::::: .... -:::::. __ .J..:::::,~~:.J NM-S243-M-D3A 



_ '" '•c-~ ,' , , ~; <,,,,, ~") 5,, w. ~u. ••• ~c ..... -~ (.:.,,_,,) ~--" ~.· ·~··. ,,· - - - - -

• BUll QING COQE; 
2006 £001011 or THE INTERHIIllOI<Al 11U11.01HG CODE, WITH NEW MEXICO CIO At.t!:NDMENTS. 

SEE SIRUCIUI.Il. NOTES FOR NDNOPIN£ N10 rrs FDUN~llON PRCMD£D f1i DTHERS 

fOUNDATIONS· 

• 
I. SOILS REPORT B'l TERRACDN- PROJECT # 86115006cc, ~/11/11. 

FOR REQURDIENIS »>D FOR FOU~nDN BASE PREPARATION REFER TO SOil.$ REPORT. MINIMUM 
FROST DEPTH • 38' BELOW ORAD£. 

CONCRill· 

I. MECHANICAU.Y VIBRAli: All CONCRETE WHEN Pt.AC£1), EXCEPT THI.T SlABS ON GRADE NE£D BE 
VIBIWEIJ OII.Y AROUND UNDER-FlOOR DUCTS, ETC. IIAXINUM SLUMP 5' FOR CONCRETE WITHOUT 
PIASIICIZER. IF PlASTICIZER IS USED, A HIGHER ~ SLUMP MAY BE ALLOWED UPON 
STRUCIIIIW. ENGINEER'S M>PROiAL. UNLESS N'f'RfHED OTHERWIS£ Ill WRITING B'l THE RECORD 
£NOINEER, ALL CONCRETE SlABS ON GRADE SIW.I. BE BOUND BY CONTROL JOINTS (KEYED OR SAW 
CUI). AS SHOWN ON THE FOUN~liON PL»1. SUCH lltAT THE ENCLOSED ARFA DOES NOT txC£ED 
22$ SQIMR£ fEET. KEYED CONTROL .J9INTS NEED ONLY OCCUR AT EKPOSED EDGES DURIIIO 
POURING, ALL OTHER JOINTS MAY BE SAW CUT. FLy ASH - II' PERWTTED B'l OWNER THEN IT 
SIW.I. BE UIIITED TO· 20ll OF CEMENnnOUS MAlERIIt.S NIO SHALl. HAVE A REPLACE!IOO FAClOR 
or 1.2 RaAliiiE TO CEMENT REPLACED. 

MASONRY: 

I. HOU.OW CONCliElt MASONRY ltNJTS SIW.I. CONFORiol. TO ASTM C90, CIWlE N, T'tPE I, F'M • 1,500 
PSI. RUNNING BONO. MORTAR TYPE S. 1,800 PSI. OROI/T 2,000 PSI. MECN»>ICAI.I.Y VIBRATE CROUT 
IN 'IER1ICAI. SPACES IMIIEOIAli:LY AFTER PCURIIG NIO _,.. ABOUT 5 MINUTtS LATtA. PROVIO£ 
CIDNCluiS II' GROUT un EKCUiiS 4'-D' Ill BLOCK WALt.S. MAXoWM GROUT un SHALL BE 
8'-D', UIUSS NOTED OTHERWISE 011 THE PLANS, PLACE CONnROL .JOINTS IN MASONRY WALI.S 
SUCII -T NO snwoHr RUN or WALL EKCEEDS 24~ -0'. CONTROL .JOINTS SHALL NOT OCCUR AT 
WALL CORiDs, l!fTERSEOnON!;; EIIDS. WITHIN 24" or CGNCENTRiJEo POINTS OF BEARING OR 
o!AM95. OR OYER OPENINGS UNL£SS SPECIFICALLY SHO'NN ON THE STRUCTURAL DRAWINGS. ALL 
MASONR'I BELOw nNISH£0 Fi.ODR OR GRADE SHALL BE GROUTED SOUO. LAP SPUCES S1W.1. BE AS 
FOLLOWS: 

2. BAA ~ -----------,.-------------------- #4 f5 
SINGLE BAR PER CELL CENTERED (lt!CHES) -----------------2S' 32' 

YERJICAL REINFORCING; 

I. ~~~.fT5~~~~~~W~~ :..:~=N~:s.~:;u~D~~HT 
CDNIROL .101NJS NIO AT II('I[RVAt.S NOT TO £KCEED 48' O.C. UNLESS NOTED o'THERWISE. nE AT 
e•-o• VERIICAU.Y; WIIH -5~. WIRE. I.OOP nt B'l A.A. WIRE. PROOUCTS COMPANY. LAP SPUCES 
SHALL' cqNfORll TO THE SCHEOULE UNDER "MASONRY• SECllO.I.I. DOWEL ALL VERnCAL REIN~ORCING 
TO ~'liON WITH DOWELS: 1'o MATCH SIZE AND SPACIIG OF \IERliCAL REINfORCING. 

HORIZONTAL REINfORCJNG: 

I. PLAOE 2 I 5 IN II)NIMUiil a• DEEP .QROUli:O CONnNUOUS BONO BEAM AT (ELEVATED FLOORS AND) 
RODf\JNE. I #!l IN MINIMUiil a·• DEEP GROUTED .CONTINUOUS BONO BEAM AT TOP or PARAPET OR 
TOP or A FR[ESTNIOING WALL PLACE THESE BARS CONIINUoUS THRU CGNnROL JOINTS PER 
lYPtC.II. llETAIL. ~OE BENT BARS PER .. nPIQI.L DETAilS. TO .W.TCH HOI!IZONTAL BOND BEAM 
RDNFC)RCINC, AT CCiRNt/IS »>D. WALL IIITERSECTIOJj to ~AIN. BPND BEAM CONTINUITY. LAP 
SPLJCEs SHALl. BE M PER SCHEDUt.E UNOQI "MASONRY" StcnON. DO NOT SPUCE WllHIN 8'-0' 
or CONTROL JOINTS:. PLACE ST»>~ WEI/llrT (NO. I GAGE WUU) DIJR-D-)VAL OR DUR-o-WIRE 
(OR EDUIVAL£NT) LADDER T'tPE .JOiNT REINFORCDI~ AT 18.' O:C. IN .ILL MASONRY WALI.S. 

STONE VENEER WITH CMU BACKING (ADJUSTABLE WIRE); 

I. VENEER TIES ~ BE CiF 3/18" D1A. WIRE A!ID SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM AB2. TlES SHALL BE 
SUil'ICIENT LENIIlH SUCH THAT MINIMUM EIIBf:O!!ENT liTO CMU WALL AND MASONRY VENEER SIW.I. 

g~~~ ~A~\~.?t"rri TITh"~~E~EDBE1~~0DC~~~~~P= 
AND 24• D.C. MAlCIMUM HORIZONTAL ·SPACING AND SHAlL BE PLACED HORIZONTAL USING 
ADJUSTAI!l£ nts AS REDUIRED. 
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LAP SPLICES IN CONCRETE; 

I, LAP SPUCES, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. SHALL BE CLASS "B' TENSION lAP SPUCES PER LAli:ST 
EOIIlON OF ACI 318. LAP SPUCES IN CONCRETE COLUMNS SHAU. BE STAHDARO COMPRESSION LAP 
SPUCES. STAGGER SPIJC£5. A IIINIMUII OF ONE LAP L£NII1H. LAPS IN wnDED WIRE fABRIC SHIILL 
BE IIAD£ SO lltAT THE CMRIAP, MEASUAED BETWEEN OIIIERMOST CROSS WIRES or EACH FABRIC 
SHEET, IS NOT LESS THAN THE SPACING OF CROSS WIRES PLUS 2 INCHES. ALL WELDED WIRE 
FABRIC SHALL BE CIWRED TO ENSURE PROPER c:u:ARANCES. 

STRUcruRAL STEEL; 

I. ALL STRUCTURAL STEEL SHALL BE ASTM A912 (FY • SO KSI). ALL CHANNELs. ANGLES, AND PLATES 
SHALL BE ASTM A38 (FY • 3f KSI). AL~ PIPE S1i:EL SHAll. BE ASJII ASOI (FY • 38 I<SI) OR 
ASTM AS3. TYPE E OR S. GRA0£ 8 (1'1' • 3li KSI). (NOTE: ALL PLAli: IN MOMENT CONNECTIONS, 
BRACED fRAMES AND WHfiiE OTHERWISE N01i:O SHAll. 8E FY • 'D kSI STEEL). All TU8£ S1i:EL 
SHALL BE ASTM A50D (FY • 48 KSI). ALL BOLTS SHALL BE ASTM A307, UNLESS NOTED 11111£RW!SE. 
ALL CONSTRuc:TION PER LAli:ST A1SC HANDBOOK. . 

2. ALL EKP»>SION NIO EPOXY BOLTS TO HAVE lC.C. RATING FOR MATERIAL INTO WHICH INSTALLAnDN 
TAKES PLACE. ALL BOLTS, ANCHOR BOLTS, EXPANSION BOLTS, ETC. SIW.I. BE IISTALLED WITH S1i:EL 
WASHERS AT FACE OF WOOD OR AT SlOTTED' HOLES IN STEEL SEtnONS. ALL HICH STRENGTH 

=~~~~~AUf=~TES~=~:"R!iENT~:CEs~r 
TYPE or WELD sHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS OR IIOTES. CERTIFICATES SHALL BE THOSE ISSUED B'l »> 
ACCEPltD li:snNG AGENCY. ALL WELDINII QoNE BY £70 SERIES LOW HYOROGEN RODs UNLESS . 
NOTED OTHERWISE.. FOR GI!ADE 80 REIIIFDR<;ING BARS, USE EIIO SEI\IES, ALL WELDING PER ~TEST 
AMERICAN W!l.DING SOCifJ'o' STN«WWS, (EKCEPT ~ oJOtSTS IJII) JOISI' ~ SHALl. CI)MPI.Y 
WITH SJI STANOAROS). THlSE DRAWIIICS 00 NOT DISTINGUISH BETWEEN SHOP AND. FIELD. WEI.OS; 
THE ~ !lAY SHOP WELD OR FIELD WELD AT HIS OISCREikJN. SHOP WttDS NIO FIELD 

~~~w~~~~:~~~"!W~~~~~ 
~TH~~ ~ ~ ~:~~FIEf~~~&oPOI~~TERERE~,_ 
ON EACH SHIPPING ASSEMBLY OR IMPORTANT COIISTRUCTION COMPONENT, OVER ANY SHOP COAT or 
PAINT, PRIOR. TO SHIPMENT FROM THE FABRICATOR'S PLANT. 

3. ~N~~no~TC~u::&CT...J.O~"'W~J'Jr:~~.:'-~ANJ'~s PER 
T'IPICAio DETAILS. REINFORCING BAR SPACING GIVEN ARE loiAXIMUII ON CENTERs. ALL BARS PER CRSI 
SPECIFICATIQNS AND HANoSOOK, oowa All VERnCAL REIIIFDRCING TO ~liON WITH· STANIWID 
8o-DEGIIEE HOOKS UNLESS 1o101ED OTHERWISE. SECURElY nE ALL BARS IN LOCAnON BEFORE 
PLACINO· CDNCRE:IE. · 

DRYPACK: 
I. OIM'ACK SHALL BE MOD PSI NON-SHRINK GROUT, FiVE STAR OR EDUIVALENT. IISTALL DRYPACK 

UN0£R B~C PLATES BEFORE FRAIIING l.tfJofSER IS INSJAI.U:O. AT COLUMNS, INSTALL DAYPACk 
UNDER BASEPLATES N1ER COLUMN HAS BEEN PLUo.IBED BUT PRIOR TO FLOOR OR Jioof' 
INSTALLATION. 

EXPANSION BOLTS: 

I, CONTRACTOR. TO USE STAINLESS Sli:EL. KWIK BOLT TZ TYPE EXPANSION ANCHOR PROVIDED f1i Hl~n 
WHICH HAS ICC-ESR REPORT OR APPR<WED EOUAL. ALli:RNAli: PRODUCT. 

2. FOR IIINIMUW BOLT EMBEDMENT LENGTH SEE DETAIL. CON1RACTOR SHALL SUBMIT M»>UFACTURER'S 
SIZE AND STRENGTH DATA TO ENGINEER PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTKiN. IIISTI\LL ALL BOLTS AS OUTLiNED 
IN M»>UFACTURER~ SPECII'ICAnoN$, UTIUZlNG PROPER SlZE AND l'IPE or DRILL. CLEANING kOU:. 
ORMNG AND TIGHTENING BOLT. 

EPOXY ANCHORS IN MASONRY; 
I. INJECTABLE ADHESIVE SHALL BE UstQ r0R INSTALLATION OF R£1NFOI!CING STUI. 00WEt.S OR 

~:VRSO~~~~'::~~~ l:~ED 
B'1 SID£ PACKS WHICH KEEP COMPONENT A NIO COMP<lNENT B SEPARATE. US£ ONLY~ 
TOOLS N10 STAnt o.t1X1N!1 NOZZLES RECOMMENDED B'l MANUFACTURER. MANUFACTURER'S 
INStRUCTIONS SIW.I. BE FOLLOWED. INJECTION ADHESI'IE SIW.I. BE FORMUlATED TO INCWD( RES 
HARDENER. CEMENT N10 WAli:R m PRCMDE OPJIMAL CURING SPEED ~ WELL AS HIGH STRENG1t 
AND SIIF'FNESS. MAXIMUo.l RECOIIMENOED CI.JRING nME AT 68 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT SHALL BE 4e 
MINUli:s. CLFAN HOLE THOROUGH\.'!' WITH A WIRE BRUSH NIO COIIPRESSED AIR PRIOR TO 
Pt.ACEMENT OF ADHESIVE. 

2. INJECTION ADHESIVE SHALL BE HIT H'I'-ISO, AS FVRNISNED B'l HILn, INC., TULSA, OK, WITH 
APP1I(1olf1) ICC-ESR REPORT OR BETli:R. 

3. NOTE: A0HES1VE ANCHORS ARE NOT APPROIIED fOR USE IN FIRE - RATED CONSTRUCTION. CONT~ 
THE STRUCTURAL ~GINEER FOR ALTERHAli: »>CHORS. 

SHOp QRAW!NGS; 

I, SHOP DRAWINGS SHALL BE SUBMITTED FOR ALL STRUCTURAL ITEMS IN AODI!ION TO ITEMS REOUIR 
BY ARCHITECTURAL SPECIFICA'IiONS. 

2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REVIlW All SHOP DRAWINGS PRIOR TO SUBMITTAL. ITEMS NOT Ill 
ACCORDANCE W11H CONTRACT OOCIJIIENTS SHALL BE FLAGGED UPON HIS REVIlW• 

J. VERifY All OIIIENSIONS WITH ARCHITECT »>D All FlNISHED GRADE WITH CML ORAWIIIGS. 

4. ANY CHANGE$, suBsrnuriONS. OR DEVIAnONS FROII CONTRACT DOCUo.IENTS SHALL BE CLOUDED 
M»JUF~ OR FABRICATOR. ANY Of' THE AFOREMENTIONED WHICH ARE NOT CLOUDED DR 
FiAGc:ErJ' B'l SUBMITTING PARTIES. SHALL NOT il£ CONSIDERED APPROVED AnER ENCIIIEER'S R£VII 
UNLESS N01i:D ACCORDINGLY. 

5. THE ENGINEER HAS. JHt RICHT TO APPR(NE OR ~ ANY CHANGES TO CONTRACT 
OO<:UMEKTS AT »1YnME BEFORE OR N1ER SHOP DRAWING REVIEW. 

6. THE SHOP DRAWINGS DO NOT REPI.ACE THE c:an1IAGT OOCLJIIENTS, ITEMS OIIITTED OR SHOWN 
~Clt.Y ANQ ""' NOT FIACGEP B'1 THE STRUCIURAL ENGI~EER OR ARCHITtCT ARE. NOT TO 
COIISIOEIIEO CHANGES TO comRACI' 'DQcut.ltHTS. IT IS THE CONTRAC:rOR'S RESI!ONSI&IU!Y TO lfl 
~ ITlliS ARE CONSTRUCTED TO. cdlirlw:T· DOCUIIENTS. . c 

7. THE .<DE0UACr OF ENGINE£~ DESIGNS »>D LAYOUT PERf'ORWED BY OTHERS RESTS WITH~ 
DESIGNING OR SUBMITTING AUTHORITY. ~ C 

B. REVIEWINO IS INTENDED ONLY AS »> AID TO THE CONTRACTOR IN OBTAINING CO~RECT SltOI'l- !:; 
ORAWONiis. RtSPONsiBILllY !'OR CORRECINESS SHALL REST WITH THE CONTRACTOR. ;:: v 

. Q 
8. DEFERRED SUBMITTALS: (PER· ZOO~ IBC) ~ 5 
10. FOR THE P\lllPOSES or TillS smriiN.. DUERRED SUBMITTAl.$ ARE OUINED AS THOSE PO~ 

THi: DESIGII WHICH .ARE NOT SUIIMITTED· AT THE nllt OF THE APPIJCIInD~ AND WHICH ARE'To-8 
SUBMITTED. TO l'HE 'BUII.DING ()FFil;W. Wlll!lll A SPECJflEO PERIOD. 

11. DEFERRAL or ANY SUBMITTAL ITEioiS SHAU. HAVE PRIOR APPfi(NAL. OF THE BUILDING DmCIAL. ' 
ARCI!IIW OR· ENGII!EER OF RECORD SHALL UST THE OEFER!{f:D SUIIMITTAI.S ON THE PLANS 1 
~~R SHALL $liBMIT THE DEFERRED SUBMITTAL DOCUMENTS FOR REVIEW B'1 ' 

12. SUBMITTAL DOCUMENTS FOR DEFERRED SUWITTAl. ITEMS SIW.I. BE SUBMnTED TO THE ARCHil 
OR ENGINEER OF RECORD. WHO SHAU. REVIEW THEM AND FORWARD rHEM TD THE BUILDING 0!1K 
YmH A NOTATION INDICATING lltAT THE DUERl!ED SUBMITTAL DOCUMENTS HAVE BEEN ~£VIEWED 1 
lltAT. THEY IIIIVE. BEEN J'OuNQ. TO BE IN GENERAL CONFORMM!CE:· 'lilTH THE DESIGN or ' 
BUILDING. THE DlnRRED SUBMITTAL ItEMS SHALL NOT BE INSTALLED UNnL THDR DESIGN 1 
SUBMITTAL DOCUIIENTS IIIIYE 8EEH fJ'PROI/ED B'l THE BUILDING omc.w.. 

13. ENnRE CONfRACT DOCUMENTS SHALL BE USED' TO BUILD 8VII.DING. SOliE CRmCAL ITEMS REQUIR 
_B'I OTHER .DISCIPUNES MAY NOT BE SHaWN ON s'IRUCTURAL DRAWING (LE. WALL. FLOOR »10 RO 
OPENING. ARCHITECTURAL, MECHANICAL AND PLUMBINC ~ SUPPORT PLATES ETC.) 

AT&T MOBIUTY 



• 
14. rfEUS SHOWN lrl OTHER OISC1PIJNES Willi REFERENC£ TO STRUCliiiiAL DRAWING 8UT NOr SHOWN 

ON THESE STRIJCTURAL DOCUMENTS S1W..1. BE CONSIOER£0 DESIGN BUII.D 11015. CONTIIACTOR 
SHALL SUBMIT DE5IGH · lrl OTitERs FOR R£V1EW. 

15. THE STRUCIURAI. CONSTRUCIION DOCUMENTS REPRESENT THE I1NISHED STRUCnJRE. THEY DO NOT 
INDICATE THE METHOD OF CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SH.OU. PIIOIIOE ALL MEASURES 
NEC[SSARY TO PROTECT THE 5TRUCIUR£ DURIHC CONSTRUCT10H. SUCH IIEASUR£$ SIW..I. INCI.UOE, 

~ ~U:V~~:= ~~~~~ ~Eco~s~~~ 
TECHNIQUES. SEQUENCES FOR PIIOCEDUR£ OF CONSTRUCTION, OR THE WElT PRECAUTIONS AND 
THE PROGRAI.IS INCIDENT THERETO (NOR SHALL OIISERVA110N VISITS TO THE SITE INCI.UDE 
INSPEqTION or THESE ITEMS). CONSTRUCilON MATERIALS SHAlL BE SPREAD OUT F PIJICED ON 
fRAijED CONSTRUCT10H. LOAD SHAU. NOr EXCEED THE DESIGN uvt LOAD PER S0UARE FOOT. 

16. WHERE REFERENCE IS WADE TO VARIOUS TEST STANDARDS FOR MATERIAlS. SUCH STANDARDS SHALL 
BE THE LATEST EDITION ANO/OR AOOENOA. 

17. ESTABUSH AND VERIFY ALL OPENINGS AND INSERTS roR ARCHITEC1UIW.. MECHANICAL. PLIJMBING 
AND ELECTRICAL WITH APPROPRIATE TRADES. DRAWINGS AND SIJBCOIITRACTORS PRIOR TO 
CONSTRI.ICTION. 

Ill. OPTIONS ARE roR CONTRACJOR'S CONVENIENCE. IF HE CHOOSES AN OI'IION, CONTRACTOR SHALL 
BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL NECESSARY CIWIOES AND SHAU. COORDINATE ALL DETAIL$. 

19. NOTES AND OETAII.S ON DRAIVINGS SIW..I. TAKE PRECEDENCE CMR GENERAL ~ NOTES 
AND T'tPICAL DETAILS. ·WHERE NO DETAILS ARE SHOWN, CONSTRIJCTION S1W..1. CONroRII TO SIMILAR 
WORK ON THE PROJECT, 

20.~~00,,:',:~~~=~~ ~~c'is~~~£~~'f'oc.t.noH 
OF ALL rrEIIS SHALL BE DETERIIINED BY DIIIENSION$ OR NOTEs ONLY; DO NOT USE GRAPHIC 
APPEARANCE TO ASSUME SPECIFIC t.OC\l10NS. 

21. CONTRACTOR SW.LL BE RESPoNSIBLE rDR VERIFICAnON OF ALL OIMEHSIONS Willi ARCHITECTIJRAL 
ANO FINISHED GRADE WITH CMI. DRAWINGS PRIOR TO START OF CON5TRIJCTlON. RESOLVE Nrr 
DISCREPANCY WITH THE ARCHITECT. 

22. lYPICAL DETAILS MAY NOT HEC£SSARILY BE CUT ON PLANS, BUT APPLY UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. 

23. WHERE. DISCR[pANciES OCCUR ~ PLANS. DETM.S, GENERAL STRIJCTIJRAL NOTES AND 
SPECIFICAnONS. THE GREATER RECUIROIENTS SHALL QO'i[RN, 

24. N« ENGINEERING DESIGN, PROWl~ BY OTHERS AND SUBMITTED roR R£V1EW, SHALL BEAR THE 
SEAL or AN ENGINEER RECIS.!ERED IN THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO. 

25. SIJPPUER or ENGINEERED ~ CQMPOHENIS (Lt. STEEL .IOISTS, STAIR$. PRECAST ITEMS) 
SHALL BE RESPONSIIILE FOR COMPLPE DESIGN AND SH.IU. USE EHltRE CONT1IACT DOCUMENTS to 
INCI.UDE oiU. I.OADS ANO OEINL REQIMIEIIEHTS F'ROll ALL DISCIPLINES. SUPI'UER SHALL PReMO£ 
AQOmDNAL MATERIAL REOUIRID TO MEET AU. THEIR REQ\JIREIIEN'IS rDR INSTAU.Al10N (1.(, WIDER 
BEARING PLATES, SHIM$. ERECilOII IIOI.TS ETC.), 

26. STRUCTI:!I!AL STEEL SIJPPUER SHALL ruRNJSH BO~TS rOR OSHA CONNECTIONS (SEE DRAWINGS rOR 
DETAILS). 

27, WALL SHORING."SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO IIACKFlL.UNa BEHIND ALL 8IJI.DIHO RETAINING WALLS, 
1JNLESS ALL RESfllAiNING SlABS ARE INSfALLI;O; USE ~APPING ONI.Y. WHEN WITHIN 8~-o•, OR 
WITHIN HALr THE WALL HElCHT OF a.o.cKFlU.£0 WALL. 

28. CONnNUOIJS FOUNDAl10N OR.IIII PIPES (fRENCH· ~) OR W£E1' HOLES SHALL BE PROY.ID£0 
BEHIND ALL BASEMENT WALLS AHO ALL OOERIOR RETAINING WALLS THAT RETAIN MORE THAN 3' -o• 
OF SOIL WEEP HOU:S WHERE USED SHALL BE 2" IN DIAMETER AT 8'-D'" D.C. IIAlaMIJM. 

GENERAL: 

! BUILDING TOLERANCES; 

1, STANOARO TOLERANCES SHALL BE IMSEO ON THE REOUIR[IIENTS OF THE AISC CODE OF STANDARD 
PRACTICE AND ACI II 7, STANDARD SPECIFICAl10NS FOR TOI.ERANCES FOR C011CRE1E CONSTRUCTION 
AND MATERIALS. 

EXISTING STRUCTURE: 

I. EXISTING STRI.ICTIJRAI. Dlt.IENSIONS AHO MEMBER SIZES ARE rOR RUERENCE ONLY. CONTRACTOR 
SHALL VERIFY ALL DIIIENSIONS IN THE FIELD' PRIOR TO FABRICATION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL 
VERIFY THE ACTIJAL CONFIGUAA110N or EXISTING CONSTRUC110N AND THE CON01110N or THE 
STRlJC'IURE BEFORE BEGINNING WORK. ANY DISCREPANCIES OR UNSOUND CONOII10NS SHALL BE 
REPORTED TO THE ARCHITECT FOR RESOLVTION BEFORE BEGINNING WORK. REFER TO ARCHITECTURAL 
PLANS FOR OIWENSIONS, EMBEDIIENTS, AND OPENINGS NOT SHOWN. RUER TO MECHANICAl .AND 
ELECTRICAL PLANS FOR DUCTS. PIPING. EMBEDMENTS, AND OPENINGS NOT SHOWN. 

2. 1tiii'OIWI1 SHORING ANO BRACING WAY BE 11tCE$SA11Y IN OROER TO PEWORM THE NECES5AR'I' 
STRUCIURAL loiOOlflCAnONS TO THE EXlSI1NC STRUCTURE SHOWN ON THE STR\JCTIJRAL ANO 
NICHITECTI.IRAI. PLANS AHO DETAILS. THE C0NTR.0CT0R IIUST RETAIN A IJCENSEO STRUCTIJRAL 
ENGINEER WHO SHAU. INVESTIOATE WHERE THIS TEIIPORARY stiORING/BIIACING IS REOURED, AND 
SHALL DESIGN THIS TEIIPORARY SHORING/BRACING. 

SEQUENCING CONSJRUCJ!ON ANQ V.TtRAL STAB!L!JY; 

~ 
1. TNS SHOULD BE RETAJN£0 TO REVIEW THE CMl ANO STRUCTURAL ASPECTS II'- ACTUAl, . 

~~rcc: .. ~crJ:i'U~~1~~~ET:i~~&ro~ 
THESE DRAWINGS ARE 8A5EO 011 lHE ASSIAIPTION THAT THE STRIICTIIRAI./Cfllll -NEER or . 
RECORO Bt RETAINED DIJRING CONSTRIIC110N TO IIDNIIOR ALL THE .ICIM'IIES ASSOCio.TEO REOUIII 
FOR SP£OAL INSPECTION PER JIJRISDICT10N AND TO CONI'IRII THAT THE SITE CONOITTONs ARE 
Sliiii.AR TO THOSE ENCOIJN1tRED DURING OUR DESIGN SITE \IISrt, IF' WE ARE NOT RETAIN£0 FOil 
THESE SE1MCES. TNS CANNOT ASS.UIIE ANY RESPONSIBILITY rDR ANY I'OTENTIAl. CLAIIIS THAT MA' 

~W'~""re'~~J g~r,.gr~~E~~Jig".,.~~ 
NOT RETAIN£0 FOR THESE SERVICES AND/OR AT THE nilE ANOTHER CONSULTANT IS RETAINED ro 
FOllQW UP SER'IICE TO THIS CONSTRIJC110N SET. 

I. THE STRIICTURAL OOIIPONENlS BY THEMSnVES ARE A NOH-SELr-SUPPORTINO STRIJCTIJR£. LATERAL 
FORC£5 OUE TO WINO, EARTHOUAK£. OR SOIL ARE CARRIED BY THE R09F AND FLOOR OLIPHRACIIS 
TO THE LATERAL SYSTEM. CERTAIN ELEMENTS SHOWN ON OR LOCAL STABILITY OF OTHER ELEMENTS 
(SUCH AS BEAMs. COLUMNS, AND WALLS). IF, DIJE TO SEQIJ£NCING or CONSTRUC110N, THESE 
STAB.IJTY ELEMENTS ARE NOT IN PI.AC[, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL RETAIN A UCENSED STRUCTIJRAI. 
ENGINEER WHO SHALL IN\IEST1CATE WHERE TEMPORARY SHORING/BRACING IS REOIJIRED, AHO SHALL 
DE5IGH THIS TEMPORARY SHORING/BRACING. THE CONTR.ICTOR S1W..1. PROVIDE THIS SHORING/BRACING 
UNnl. THE REllUIREO STliUCTURAI.. nEMENTS AND THEIR CONNECTIONS HAVE BEEN INSTALLED AND 2. rr IS THE QWNER'S RE$PONSI8IUTY TO SEE THAT ALL PARTIES TO THE PROJECT 1NC1.VD1NG THE 

~~~~s~· r~~f~~~ =...:~No~~ REACH THEIR FINAL OESICN STREHCTHS. 

MISCELLANEOUS: 

I. =~~~~""'l'lRM~~sr:f~~'i".lcwo~T~~ ~OTNJ"~~'ZrzE ANO 
LOCA11QN OF CURBS. ECII/IPMOO HOUSEKEEPING PADS. WALL :AND FLOOR OPENI.NGS; Bl.OCICOIJTS, 
FLOOR DEPRESSIONS, SWPS; DRAINS, ANCHOR BOllS. EMB[DOED IT[WS, .IRcHITECTIJRAI. TREATIIEN'r, 
ETC. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY DIMENSIONS AND RESOLVE DISCREPANCIES OR CDNFUCTS PRIOR TO 
CDNSlTIUCTION. WHERE SECTlDNS ARE INDICATED ON THE PLAN BY ~ NUMBER AND A DRAWING 
NUI.IB£R THUS, 1/5. THE INDICATED SECTION (I) IS SHOWN ON DRAWING SHEET 5. 

SPECIAl INSpECTION: 

PER IBC SECTION 1101, SPECIAL INSPEC110N IS REOUIRED FOR THE FOLLOWING ITEMS: 

l. CONCRETE GRADE or 3000 PSI OR HIGHER (COHnNIJOIIS)' NO flo!SPEcnON OR BREAK TEST IS 
REOUIRED FOR SlAB ON GRADE CONCRETE POUR OF SO CIJBIC YARDS OR lESS 
A) DURING THE TAKING OF TEST SPECIMENS. 
B) DURING THE PLACEMENT OF ALL REINFDRC£0 CONCRETE, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE 

2. BOLTS IN CONCRETE AND HIGH STRENGTH BOLnNG (CONI1NIJOIJ$) 

3. REINFORCING STEEL (PEJtiODIC) 

4. WELDING (PEIUOOIC): 
A) VISIJAL INSPECIION OF ALL FIELD ~· 
B) NON-D£STR\ICTIIIE TESTING OF ALL COIIPLETE PENETRAnON WELDS 

S. A.W INSPECl10N REOUIRED rDR STRUCTURAl. OF EXISTING POLE PLEASE REFER TO DRAWINGS BY 
OTHERS. 

6. EXPANSION AND. EPOXY BOPS (CONTINUOUS): 
A) OIJR!No PLACEMENT OF ALL EXPANSION AHO EPOXY BOLTS, FOR VISI.IAL VERIFICAnON OF HOLE 
B) OWIETER AND DEPTH ANO I'LACENENT or BOLT AHO/OR EPOXY. 

7. IJNOERilROIJND CONOUrf INSPECTION TO BE PREroRMED IIY IJTILrrY COMPANY BEroRE BACKFILUNG 
l'RENCH. 

8. IIASONRY CoNSTRI.ICTION (PERIODIC) 

t. DUTIES AND RESPONS181unES OF THE SPECIAL INSPECTOR: 
A) THE SPECIAL JNSPEC'IOR SHALL 085ERYE THE WoRK ASSIGNEQ TO BE CERTAIN IT CONroRIIS WITH 

THE APPROVED DESIGN ORAWIJiiGS AND SPECIFICAnoN. 
8) THE SPECIAL INSPECTOR SHAU. ~ INSPEcnoN REPORTS TO THE BUILDING omc:w.. AND TO 

THE ENGINEER. 

c> l::.~~~~Cs0~':~ ~~En:;:~~~ ~~J&I!ffl ~s1:1N~E 
CONroRMANC£ WITH THE APPROVED P~ ANO SI'ECIFICAnONS AND THE APPLICABt.£ 
WORKMANSHIP PROVISIONS OF THE CODE. 

ORAWINGS rDR BIOOING PURPOSES SHOULD BE DONE AT THE CONIRACIIlR'S OPTION AND RISK. 
THE scoPE OF THE NEW CONSTRUCTION CHANGES F'ROll THAT otscRIBED IN THIS DRAWINO, 01JR 
1'1R11 SHOULD BE NOTIFIED. 

3. THIS CONSTRIICTION SET MAY BE USED ONLY BY THE CUOIT AND OljLY FOR lH£ I'URP05ES 
ST~T£0, WITHIN ~ REASONABLE nil£ rROII liS ISSUANCE. LANO US£. SITE CONOIIIONS (!K!Ill ON 
ANO OfTSITE;) OR OTHER FACIORII MAY CIWiG£ OYER" nME. c:tWIGES IN API'UCAIILE. SfNIDARDS 
oF PIW:TtCt CAN OCCUR AS A RESIII.T OF I.EQI$(A110N ANI7/olt THE BR!WiENINC OF 1<i1owU:oCJ 
FURTHERMORE. COMSTRIJCTION ISSUES WAY. ARISE THAT WERE NOT ..... PARENT AT THE nM£. or 01.11 
EXPlORAnON. N«. PARTY, OTHER TlliiN THE CUENT, WHO WISHES TO USE THESE CDNSTRIIOTION 
DRAWING SHALL HonFY TNS OF· SIJCH INTEND£0 IJSt. NON-COI.1PIJANC£ WITH ANY or THESE 

~=R.::~t g Wt~ C~=~=-~"k~H~IU~~ \J.IIIIt1N RESULT! 

4. OUR PROFESSIONAL SERI'ICES HAVE BEEN PERFORM£0 USING QEGREE AND SKII.L ORDINARILY 
EXERCISEO UNDER SIIIILAR CIRCUMSTANCE$. BY REPUTABi.E CML 4< STRuctURAL ENGINEERS 
I'RACTI¢1NO· IN THIS OR SIMILAR LOCAL.tnf;s. NEITHER THS NOR THEIR AGDns OR EMPL17YEES 
SHALL BE .!OlNTLY, S£11E(lALLY, NOR INDMOUAU.Y LIAIILE" TO. THE OWNER IN EXCESS or THE 
COMPENSAl10N TO BE PAID PURSUANT 10 '!HIS AOREEI,tE!fT, 8Y AJ:I( REASQH or ANY N:T OR 

~~~ B:~ ..e:=. ~~ :1:~.:e:_TO ~:'~~R 
oAAWINGs· SET WAS stAf:.ED AHO SICHED IN ACCORDANCE Wl'rH lftE GENERAU. V ACCEPTED STAN 
or PRACTICE IN NEw MEXICO AT THE 1111E THE DRAWINGS WfJIE .PRrPARED. N 

ll. THE CONSTRIJC110N LAYOUT, SPECIFICAl10NS, ANO DETAILS ARE IMSEO ON OIJR SITE VISit~.-J 
PROIIIDED li,\TA AND OUR IINDERSTANOING OF THE NEW CONSTRIJCTION. WE ARE NOT . 
FOR ~TA PRESENTED BY OTHEIIS. ;: 

6. DRAWINGS WILL BECOME PUBUC RECORD UPON FILINO WITH THE: RE'IIEWING JIJRISDIC110N. c( ! 
0 Cl mn 
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-A'WW 121 

IM'Dn4'W Ll2 

-

BAILLIOS 
S243·AA 

uoc-..: 
IINOIN -.... ,. ll4l'lni"W 
23&.14" ,.......... 
...... _ _... 
..... _.,'IIII'E 
12.00' SWWU'I: ,,.... IM'21'00'W ,,.... ....._... 
..... N4f'2t"W'' ...... 1l4l'lnn .... ,. ....--.. 

3294 CERRILLOS ROAD 
SANTA FE, NM 137SO~ 

5 

...., 
w 
U4 

LIS 

us 
1.27 

ue 
Ul .... 
1.14 

IM'I>IU 

IIIGIII OIAm10N 

17Lit• .... 03'31'1 

7.U S4S'A'On 
/ 

.. /· 
/ 

/ 

/ 

.' 
/ 

.. /· 
/ 

-AT1H£--rtiiAI0111ACT"tl 

....... ............ ... ,.. _...... .. / ./ 
/ / 

--10111H41-AIOIIOI1ES03_CAS\_ 

~ IOU1H 44- 01 IIIHUTES II -lOT. 22.00~~ --41 A101NU11103-WEST-

224.04' 

12.27' , ... ,. 
44.20' ..... 

4 

............ 
-~ ... 
M41"12~1--.....,...... 
SWS2'S1'E 

/ 
/ 

./· ,/· 

./ ./ 
'/ ./ 

/ 
/ 

.. /· 

at&t 
. AT&T 110811JTY 

20830 N. TA1UII lllW. SUilE -400 
PHOENIX. ~ 85050 

PHONE: (<480) 414-1829 

N 

20 20 .. 
SCAlE: 1"- ... 

J 1/1111 .tl:lCD toNIC H UHD UK N'O OH IN ., 
Z 3/14111 ..a 101.£ WSC • r::o.« tASEYEN1' CIH IN ID 
I >J»/11 ...... 1£1St._, __ Olt .. 10 

0 'l.f/81\0 -....rw,. C1H IN 1D 
1/2'1/11 IIDWIWCD Ust. orr c:aMJaS -·-

3 

--.. HEoosrccNOIII-Wf.22-oo 10'1HC ...... _..,_ 

1HE1<Ct: 10U1M 44 01110EES 01 11NJ1a 21 SEOONOS WEST, 44.20 RET """'" 

1HE NORtHDa..Y '"::~~SAID~~~~-= =:fa~ 
··~ Ju.=ra:..."": =.16?- 211 
~~ uc. IOU1H 46 ctG~UD a MIMES 03 

-_·It""~ 01- 16 -lOT. 4.12 FEET 10 1H£ 
IICTOF'~CII 

==~s=g:~~==~~~mll 
1HD1C1 SOUtH 11 CIEGRIES ~ ...... at IIOCINDI lEAST, 17&11 nrf TO 'nC 
POINTrti-

1HE --.a Ill' SAID EA!DIDif ARt ,. 1111RS£CT AT AU. AN0.E -IS, 10 
PROW)£ CON'IHIOUI lm1H 'IHRCUDHOUT. 

~ 
1H 80oiC-4;r:~ ~,.:'N '( 
""":1'=~5.&\'~T""$ C: 

.,..c: = _;::: :s;, :.or. s:=.:. 44.20 nET ;: ~ 
-- .. ---·----·--~.M~'1f~n 5 

----·--·-- m c. 
IOIIUTES21 

11£NCEIOU1M41011111GBAIOIIUTES06-IAST,U3~ 
'lltEHCliOUIH4411EGA£ESOIIOIIUTESIWSECOH011DT.II4.30 
lleCCI NOR1H 45 OEaREEI It UNJ'1E:S 18 stCOtOI = IL70 TO A 
~ 'IMAT IS 2.10 FD:T _,..,y 111011 1HE HORTHDI: UN£ OF SAID 1RACT 

,;,o.,; SCU1It 44 DrGRIU 071111U1U 21- ICT. UO IUT 
SOU1MIIILY rt1 NflJ PARAIJA liTH SoliD NORTH IJNt, 22U4 PUT! 
1HEMC1!: NCR1H 4Si D£CftUS 12 WINU'IES 31 S1EDC1C11 lOt. Z2.47 ntT 10 1Ht 
"""" "' ,_ Cll - ........... 
11<E SIO!ai£S Of' SAID EA!DIDif ARE 10 tfiiRSI:CT AT AU. ANO.E I'OIIIlS. 10 
PftC"ttOt CCH1INUOUS YdDtH 'MtOUCHOUT AND TO ~Att AT 11.10 NOft1H ...... 

·-cr-UONCII'IH£ 
LA111110t: :W >II 1&1" IICR1H (MADU) 
LCIIOI'IUIIIE 101' H' 113.2" WEST 
IUYATICII ....... 

AT&T MOBIUTY 

SITE DETAil. 

10-176 I NII-S243-l.S2 



-~-~~~;~~~-;---~~~/~~-~- ~~ 

• 

-I'SI EASt ~y A0M. SUY1: 21J'. 1EWL AZ IWU 
YO!tt: 410.JOI.eeet FAX; ~tQ5.11111 

---~~,. 

• 

L%0NIIIO: C2 I 
USE: GQI£RAL 

COUIIf:RCIAI. 

!ZONING: cz I 
USE: 0ENmAL 

COUIIERCIAI. 

BAIWO'S 
5243-AA 

3294 CERRIU.OS ROAD 
SANTA f'E, Nil 87SD7 

,.6~:- I zOHJNC. ¢2 I \ 
APPIIOJCJIWE lDCA'IION 01' DciS11NC USE: CENtRAL 
UNOf:RGROUND POWER LINE PER OHPOINf COMWERCIAI. ' . · ·' 

~~~-~ ..... ::··''(•' 
ot!> LOCAllOH PRIOR TO DIGGINC ~ 'X 
~ AI'PRoxii.IATE LOCAllON 01' EXISTING . ' . ' '· 

• ..._0111:1 )r ~NDEIIGROUND SEWER LINE PER OHPOINT ,,.' . ·. / ~-<»'V' # lmurt LOCA11Na SOMC£S. ORAWJNC • • 
(jV ,.1;/ REFERfNCE ''8AIUID'S 5243" VERIFY ~.' , ·· ' .lv 

- LOCAllOH PRIOR TO DIGGING ~·-• ,. • ,;r 
NEW ATI<T LEAS£ AREA----._ ...., .;'<: .... · .·, ~ 
PROPfft1Y UN£ -------"' ' .. ;"I. •' .. . . ~ ~~~ 

I ZONING' Rll2 I 
USE: HIGH DtNSITY 

RtSIOENlW. 

3' WID£ ATilT COAX 
/ //; 

·'- ' '. EASEW£NT ; < t', NEW NON-EXCLUSM: ATI:T 
TECH PARI<INO SPACE 

· .. 

-......... 
~ at&t 

All<! MOBILITY 
20830 N. TA TUiot BL \'(). SUIT( 400 

PHOI:NIX, AZ 85050 
PHONE: (480) 414-18211-

I ZOffiNFRn 
USE: LOW DtNSITY 

RESID£NTJAI. 

1 IGI/22./111 QDI' CDIYOR$ 

D IOI/t1/U(IisuED FDI ~ 
A I08/0111fJ ISStC 1'01 M\0 .... , -... _ .......... "' "" 

·.:~ 
.,i."J. 

·. -~ 

ZONING LEGEND 
c-z GtNERAL COIIIIERCW.. 
11M2 HIGH D£NSIIY R£lllllOIIW. 
R~ LOW DENSITY II£SID£N'nAL 

'lOWERs~ - :1:127' 
SDlllliE:AST :1:140' 
SDl/IHWEST :1:817' 

NO~-- _:1:12~' 

~ 
~c 
~ ... ..-c: 
;::'" 
< ~ g& 

OVERALL SITE PIAN 

O' 2~' 50' 100' 
I I L...._ ____ f 

SCALI:,. • tor 
(11"X11" SHEET ONI.Y) 

AT&T MOBILITY 

Nloi-5243-M- 04A 



POWER COMPANY: --- ...... ...,.,...., COWP.Nft fWIE: ..., ..... .-LWIIWIO SOilVi IIi tiio 
cnY, STATE. ZP 
fiHONt~ 

COHW:T: 

CIYY. STATt. ZIP -COH!ACfl 

AI.IUQU(AQU(.Ititi715i 
S0Ai0=120\ 

'""""""""" 

I. EI.ECTRICIL SUBCONTRACTOR SIW.J. CONTACT. UTIUTY COUPio.NIES 14 DAYS 
MINIIIUII PRIOR TO ACTtVAnON »10 NOTIFY IJTUTY COIIPANY 
REPRESENTATIVE or THE: EXACT DA'11: or ACWATION. 

2. VERifY AU. EXISTING UN0£RGROUNO UTltiT1ES. BE:FORE lRENCHING. THESE 
OAAWINGS HAVE NOT SEEN CONf'IRMEO WITH THE unl.llY COUPio.NIES DUE 
TO nME CONSllWNTS AND ARE INTENDED lo.S A GENEIW. GUIDE ONLY. 

3. ELECTRICIL SUBCONTRACTOR SHI.U. CONTACT '11:1.£. CO. ac POWER CO. TO 
VERIFY EXACT ROunNC/SIZES .t CONDITIONS BEFORE TRENCHING. 

4. I!ISTio.LL ALL CONDUITS 4c EDUIPUENT 1o.S SPECIFIED BY POWER 00. ol< 
TELEPHONE CO. 

5. nnD VERIFY EXACT UEio.SUREUEN'I or AU. NEW IJTUTY i'l:EDERS PRIOR 
TO 1l1D, DO NOT SCALE rROII THESE Pllo.NS. 

6. ccWrACT UTIUIY COMPANIES fOR UNOERGROutlo CONDUIT IHSPECTlONS 
PRIOR TO Blo.GKFTWNG TRENCH. 

7. IT IS THE ELECTRICAL SUBCONT 
WITH THE POWER AND TELEPHOne. YUM~"""''~ ""' lr'QUKt. 
CONDUITS .~. ~ ....... -. •• .... ·····- ·-·-· -~·-

I. HN<O DIG EXCAVATIONS NEAR EXISTING 
unLmES .t WHERE INDICio.TED ON SITE PIAN 

2. SUBCONTRACTOR TO UllUZE PIWA'11: UTILITY 
LOCATOR . ON NON-PUBLIC PROPERTY 

(:=J EXJSTING EOUIPI.tENT 

c:J NEW EOUIPMENT 
.---, FUTURE EOUIPUENT .__ .... 

EXIST. CABLE TRAY 
E::2] NEW CABLE TRAY 

CONDUCTORS AN[ RAC£WAY TO 
INSTALLED BY 

BAILLIO'S 
5243-AA 

~ 
~ 

,,., tAR ~y RCMO. sunt t11. 1GP£. AZ az82 

3294 CERRILLOS ROAD 
SANTA FE. NU 87~07 

~NEW STONE VEN£ER AT 
COMPOUND CORNERS 

.NEW. (5) fi'f .t (2) 4' 6Th 
CONDUITS STUB-UPS ~ 

-----NEW A~~T EoUIPIIENT j 
CASINOS DN-NEWffiil 
CONCRETE SlAB ~~ 

----NEW n:CH UCHr (lYp. or s)] 

~A., NEW 

" ' , ' 
~/ ', , ' , ,, 

,/ ', ,_-NEW AT.tT 12' WIO£ 

X
, ~ ~~s~~ 

/~ ',, ~ 
,~'' ",. '',, "~ 

,," " '',, ,,'' 
/ ~, ' , ,, "\ ',...,,' 

/ffi NEW AT.tT UNDERGROUND ;..._ 
/ ~ POWER RUN APPROX. 260'_," '-. ~ 

,," ,,r-,, " 
; , ' # ," ,, ',, ' 

, / ' ' ,, ,' ,, ", 
DETAILED SITE PLAN 

SCALE: 1/r • t'•O" 

/ 

.wm: 
I. PAINT COLORS SPECinED BY SNERWIN-WIL.IJI\115 OR 

APPROVED EOUAL. tHE nNio.L PAINT SPECIFlC\noN UUST 
BE APPROVED BY LANDLORD PRIOR TO liS APf'UCAnoN. 

2. TOWER IIANUI'ACTURER HAS SPECifiED 1WO TYPES OF 
FOUNDI.TIONS. DRilLED PIER FOUNDAnON ANO IIAT W/ 

/ .. / 
/ 

~~~·~ENtk""\..'f~~ ~~~ 
LEASE AREA. tHIS IIAT SIZE WITH LEASE AREA CONFLICT 
UUST BE RE\'IEWED AND APPROVED BY AncT/BECKTEI. 
lo.NO ENCINEER OF RECORD IN WRITINC PRIOR TO ANY 
WORK. ALSO THE IIAT fOUNOAnON 11\JST BE CHECKED 
fOR LOADING F'ROM VEHICULAR L.DI.DING. fOR THt 
EXTENSION or PIER ~ GRADE. PLEASE REfER POL£ 
UANUI'ACTURER'S DRAWINGS. 

// 
/ 

~ 
I' 

N"' 

~~ .-c -~ ... ~ 
a 

o· 2' •· a• 
liiil-l;;;iJ I 



r--l .CJ ,..,.--
1' ,. r---'1 _, t. .. J , 

.tUUa;. 

1. PAIHT COUlftS SP£CF1m f1f SHERWIN-WIU.IAIIS OR 
,oppRCJVED EQUAl. lHE F1NA1. PAINT SPEaFICATION MUST 
8£ APPRCM;D 11V 1.AND1.0R0 PRIOR TO ns APPUCATION. 

2. STRUcTIJRAI. ~'rSIS ANO D£SKJN OF" NEW MDNOPIN£ 
AND FDIJN0411DH IS PROinOED f1f OTNERS 

,-----NEW FOUR (4) AT4<T ANTDINAS PER S£CJ'DR ON 3 
SECTORS (tOTAl. OF" 12 ANTENNAS, S 'RIA'S AND 
8 RRH's), IIOUNIEII TO NEW IIONOANE ANO FUU.Y 
CCMR£0 f1f IIDNOPIN£ FOUN;f; 

- . 

. 

.•;..o• AGI. :U7'35.0' AIISI. ,. 

------~-%t~F:. 

EAST ELEVATION 
ICALI:t/1r.I'O" 

BAIWO'S 
8243-AA 

3284 CERRILlOS ROAD 
SANTA F£, NM 871107 

~ 
lo.;_. __ t~ ... • J 

.----, 
~ 

SOUTH ELEVATION 
IOAI.EI l/1 .... , .... 

T.O. NEW CMU WAI.L .&. 
s'-o'~i6674~o· AMSl ,. 

f1NISH£0 llAADE .&. 
()'"'0" 'l.ilC :1:6$66.0' ANSL 1' 

~ 

~ at&t 
AT4<T MOBILITY 

20830 N. TAIUiol BLIID. SUIT( •00 
PHOENIX, AZ 85050 

PHONE: (480) 41 •• 1821 

~~ 
~'c":. c~; C'';"] 

1 1:11/U/11 ClPf CIOIGDf11 

0 01/11/11 IISU£0 fUA COf«S1RUCnCCH 
A~111Su£0f'Oillla'O' 

~ 

SCALE: 11tr • ".,. 
o• 2" •' a• 16" llfU-oM I 
(11"X1r SHm ONLl) 

.... -~ ~~-DCDQIED 1M ON IIWiftl 1M oc 

_...., 
} ' 
~---· '; 

_____ .. , 
_i 

tli 
~ 

~J 

:-:·--l ~----..., --...., 
·/ • 

.rmt£: 
MOUNTING EOUIPI.ttNT 
SUPPLI£0 W/ ANTENNA 
INSTAI.L PER 
IWIUf'ACTUR£R'S 
SPECIIlCIJlONS. 

REMOTE RADIO HEAD (RRH) 
MAN\If"ACTltBE!t 

ANTENNA 
MAN!!fACl!/BQ!• 
t<A1HREIN ALCATEL-UJCENT 

,.PART#: 1«<2 

AN1EIIIA DETMS 

~r~ 

PARt#: 80D-10761!K 
WEIOHTt 11,7 lBS (W/ BAACI<m) 

-·· 

'J>. MONOPINE 30" ~ 
ANOOFF ASSEIASt.Y N "' 

... c 

"'"' ..-c -.. ..- G 
c( c: 
0 n 
IOQ 

FOUR ANTENNA PER SECTOR WITH 
STANDOff HORIZONTAL SEPARATION 

CONFJGURAT!ON MONOPINE MOUNTING 

DETAIL ~ 
NTS -

.tllllil 

~~E=.J"~o 
SUPPIJfl) f1f AT4<T/ BECHTEL AlONG W11H 
ANTENNA ATTACHMENTS 

_., ... 
Af&TMOBIUTY 

NM-5243~•.05 ==-=--



.. 2) 

INTERSECTION 
2) 

1. MASONRY WAll.. 
Z.IIC»>IS£NotR£JNI'ORCIHC. 
:S. cavo BARS SAllE SIZE: ANO 

SPAQNC AS HORIZOHTAl 
REN'IIRCIMC - IN' POl G.S.H. 
(24" IIIHIIM!~ 

-l1St EAST ~T AC».0. SUit£ 217, lEWE. AZ 16212 

li
CMUWAU. 

:::t"' 
1 1/4"f HOlE 
IN MOUNT 
ANal£ FOR 
COAX CABL£ 

$EC:DON X- X 

tiQlES;, 

3" 

I, LOCA110N 01' AN'ItNIIA MUST HA'IE CI.EAR III£W 
or SCU1HOIH SI<V AND CANNoT HA'IE ANY 
!ILOCICAGI:S l:lCCEf;DINC 25·" 01' THE SURFACE 
AREA or A. HD11$PHERE AROLM> THE GPS 
AN1DINA. 

2.~~~ ="'~=-~~IN~'tr 10 
FOUR ·(4) SAlWJIES. YERFY YoiTH IIANCHELD 
CPS (CARWIN V W/ WASS OR EQVIVAltHl) 
BUORE fiNAL I.OCA11011 01' GPS AN'ItNNA IS 
SEJ.EeltD. 

3.1H£ MlGHT 01' THt AN'ItNNA MOUNT IS 7.5 l8S. 

4, LSc3 1{2c1/4 (IJ.H) MAY BE USED r11R t.KlUNT 
ANGI£ TO EXIDID llftACICET ~ DRIP EDGE. 

5. ;:'~ =\~'~NTINO P•E/BRACKET 

[911 ces N![fNNA CMU WAll IMAX HEIGHt s·-o· 
A8Q\IE CRAPE) MQJ JNin:fG OfW! 

BAIWO'S 
&243-AA 

32~4 CERRILLOS ROAD 
SANTA f'E. Nil 87507 

ca:ua1 liln::o~5u!.!:l 

BILL OF MATERIALS 

IIDI/ OESC:AIPTION 

<D 1 1/4" NOIIINAl DIA (UG ACTUAl 0.0.) c 
2'-0" LC. GAI.V STEEL PIP£ 

0 ~.3 J~~J Jg,.; ~[ 0~ ... ~ 

7/l&"f HOlE 
(2 PlCS) 

BOLT 

~ 

I i 

I l 
@ HIL11 KSII J/B"f W/ 4 1/2" MOl, EloiSED .~ 

. (ZINC_ ~'!,A TED CARBON SltEI.L K'MK J!.Q!.JL _ 

.EBlllil...)l£. 

I" so. WROUGHT 

3" 50. W,L TUBE POST 

3-HEAVV DUTY HINOE$. WELDED. 

2" 50. WROIJCHT IRON TUBE FRAil£ 
W/ 2" 50. W.L DIAGOHAL SUPPORT 

IRON TUBE PICl<ET5 '« 7i 

POL£ ------1 

.m£..'llfYI 

~mD~' 
4ij1> q 

ANGLES • :<= • 

~ 
~'C :;! -.. .- G 

c 
& 



,..._ 
[ ________ ' 

_'MPER 
f8lliii TO MAIN 

COAX 
TMAIMHA MOUNTING 

r::::J 

il/lt .JUioiP£R TO 
ANtENNA 

, __ METAL S1RAP 

SU8COHlRACTOR 
TO PROVIOE: (TIP) 

NA/IoiHA· ANlENNA· 
IIOUN11NO 

GROUND \\IRE 
TO ANlEHNA· 
CROUNO BAR 

PPt: (T'IP) 

Jlllt 

TMA/MHA MOUNTING 

DETAIL ill1\ 
NTS '\J 

11! 

~ ~ £:1 t::::l 

NOm PROVIDE PROPER BENOINC 
RADIUS FOR CONDUITS AS REQUIR£0 
BY THE COAXIAL CABLE MFR. 

'I 

L_.~J [___ _ __] L_.J r::::.'l 

8" o.o. SCH 40 
CN.V. PIPE (t'IU 
WITH 2000 PSI 
CONCRElE)-----.. 

'b ,:. 
FINISHED GRADE 

~~ }l·i>S-%~ 
<~~\f II J>%<'' :. 

'") 1 r r-,..· ;!. 

g 

c:3 

CASI.ECOAXCCINIJU!IlETMS """' Ill I t I 110UAAD IJEOOL Dlllml2 

110Cit0Etlll. 

- ' 

. 

2111 fAST ~ fiOAD. ILftt 117. 'ftWt. AI ISZIZ 
YOCCD ~ DX:.fOCI.tos.ll.ll. ---

tiQIEo 

TRENCH BACI<FU. SHAll 
8£ COMP<!CTEO TO ~ll 
PRIOR TO DRESS ROCK· 
INSTAllATION NEW MASONRY WAIL~~~---

COAX CABL£S ....._ 

1 5/8' UNIS1RUT CHANNEl 
Sl'/oC£0 AT 36" O.C..-----.. 

S/8' EXPANSION ANC>lOR IN SOliD 
OROUTED CEiJ. 0 38" O.C. 
HORIZONTAU.Y, II' CEIJ. IS HOU.OW USE 
Hlln 5/8"• HSS 1!0DS W/ Hlln HY20 
1c APPROPRIATE SIZEO SCREENS 

.....-. • I 4 I WALL IIOUHIED COo\X CollllE OEtlll. 

SAIWO'S 
$243-AA 

3294 CERR1U.0S ROAD 
SANI'A F£. Nil 87507 

HOlE: RIGID STE£1. COHOUIT MAY NOT 
BE USED Willi COAXIAL ANTENNA 
CASt£. USE FYC SCHEDULE 40 PIP£. 

PVC SCHEDULE 40 
SIZE IS SHoWN ON 
LA 'lOIII'S 

UNDERGROUND CONDUIT STUB-UP 

..... 111$15 

~ 

~ at&t 
AT&T MOBILITY 

20830 N. TATUM BLVO. SUIIE 400 
PHOENIX, AZ 85050 

,. .. PJ<Or:llit:,480) 414~1829 

WAIL® 

• 01/Jl/1 ' CUENr COWW£tm 
0 Olf/11/11 ISSI.G 1'011 ~ 
A 06/01111 ISSUEO fOR llt\'0 ..,. -......... DbiGNED l'r: CM 

l~--~J 

~ 

,..----, 
'----....J c::1 

3 3/8" 3 

r---., 
l._.____;j 

~ 1/,16" 

: ... J c:::J 

6 .l/j" 

!0 I 62 11/16" • 27 ~/B" ll 27 S/8" ll 27 5/B" I !2• S/8" 

:0 
~ NOK. 

~~ '---=!. ;& .t. fir-
'lo 
~ 
Sl 

~ 
'lo 1;; 

., . 
$ 
1;; 

... 
~ 
:;j 

EllUIPIIENf AHCIIIJfttC PIN! 

.. 

_.., ... 

, II 
'-IJ 

® CONCRElE SlAB\ 

"'-HEW AT&T OUTOOOR 
EQUIPMENT CABINETS 
1/2"• Hll.li-KWIK 801.T T2 
W/ MIN. 3-1/2' El.IBEOMENT 
CESR-1917) (T't'P.) 

~ 

SUBCONTRACTOR TO I/EIIIFY 
E~T BOLT HOU: 
SPACING lc BOLT SI2E WITH 
MANUf'ACTURER'S SPEI;:S. 

~ 
~Ill( 

..-c -... .... Q 
< c 

/2"f Hll n-K'IotK 80~ T TZ W/ MIN. ~ & 
· 3-1/2" EMBEilMENT (ESR-1917) (TYP.r 

N) CABINET BASE f'R4ME 

· . 
. . . 

SUBCONTRACTOR TO VERIFY 
EQUIPMENT 801. T HOLE 
SPACING .t BOLT SI2E W11H 
loiANUf AClURER'S SPECS. _ ... 
AT&T MOBILirY 

DeTAilS 

NM-$243-AA-07 



• 
PCWr JD f'Oit{f M1M:IO I'Dit SWQil1 CJtlQM CALCCAAIJONS AS I..LUSf'JU.lrD 
WfJUSSJWI~IIUaJClflQHAltlfSPOIG. 

1 kA , : oW\tA&t SHDftl' CltCUr Q.IMlWT IJIOW uranr • JO.DOO A 

ftc:AJ: 
~ 

AHa' • ud::IJ'}ffP • 0.11 

FIND t1 • * .0.10 

fHOilT ClltCUt CUIMIN7' AT I'NCL 'PON" • M Jt AlWtAa£ S.C. 
l•toofA. 

~~=:=v= ON M CDCIRIOtrlf'H ~IN~ lmf 
ICC NmCU tiUI A" ~ 

f'DI NLC. 110.U 

NEW 251<VA 120/240¥ 1PH 

~:BY PHil----( 

, ... , • 10,000A-----~ 

NEW 200\ 120/240 1 PH 
seMC£ IIEIER Pel PN11 
IISlllliEIAJfiS (WEIIR 10 BE 
PRCMII£llml~BYGC: 

~~t;~~~· ·~ 

• tlQIEl!: 
1. POWER CABINET INSTALLER SKIU. IIAKE ALL fiNAL TERMINATIONS AT POWER CABINET. 
2. EOVIPI.IENT CABINET INSTALLER SHAU. IIAKE ALL fiNAL TtRJ.IINAnONS AT EQUIPMENT CABINET. 
3. POWER CABINET INSTALLER SKIU. PROWl£ AND INSTALL BRIDGE KIT FROM POWER CABINET TO EQUIPMENT CABINEI. 
4. POWER CABINET INSTALLER SKIU. PROWl£ AND INSTALL DC POWER CABLES READY FOR fiNAL TER1.11NATION. DC 

DISTRIBUilON CABI.£S SKIU. 8E (2)-3/0 AWG. 
A. /oSSOC"TED CIRCUT BREAKER FOR DC DISTRIBUTION CABLES SHALL BE LEFT OPEN AND PROVIDED W/ A 

REWO\IAIII..E LOCICING DLVICE OR TAG SO -T THE BRFAI<ER CAN NOT BE CLOSED. 
8. DC CABLES SIW.L 8£ RHH/RHW AND CABLE TRAY (CT) RATED. 
C. EQUIPMENT CABINET INSTAI.U:R TO PROVIDE DC etSfRieunoN CABL£5 LUGS. 

S. POWER CABINET INSTALLER SKIU. PROWl£ AND INSTALL TELCO CABLE CDS DAT..COM PART IC00411484 COtl.£D 
AND READY fOR fiNAL 1IRII!No\110N. 

5. POWER CABINET INSTALLER SKIU. PROVIOf: AND INSTALL CDS DATACOM ALARM CABLE PART fC02510J13 COILED 
AND READY FOR flNAL 1ERIIINAliON. 

7. ALL CONDUCTORS SHALL BE OI:SIGNED AND INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE W/ N£C AND LOCAL CODEs. 
B. SUI'fiCIENT SLoiCK SHALL 8E PRDVID£D TD PERMIT EOUIPMENT CABINET iNSTALLER TO TERMINATE ALL CABLES. 
9. ALL C:AilL£ ENOS AT THE £0UIPIAENT CAiliNETS SHALL BE DENTiflED AND TAPED. 
10. GC TO COIL sumc:r£NT LENGIH OF TELCO CABLE FOR FlNAL TERMINATION BY POWER CASINET INSTALLER. 
11. SUBCOIITIIACTOR To INSTALL GROUND ROOS IN ACCORDANCE WitH N.E.C. ARTICLE 250. 

2" CONDUIT W/ 25001 MULE TAPt 
OR COPPER 

4" CONDUIT (flBER IIOUTE) 

HEAII'I' DU1'r Ntw. 3lt lotAIN 
DISCONNECT. 42K A.LC. 
RATED. SUITAIII..E FOR US£ 
/oS SERVICE £0UIP1oi£NT. 
MARKED TO 10ENllFY IT /oS 
A SEIMCE DISCONNECT P£R 
N.E.C. 230.66 

IT 4" CONDUIT (COPPER ONI.'I) 

~2 GND BCW 

~~~ I~ 

NEW 3-H/0 de 1-12 (G), 
THWN, 2" ROS CONDUIT 

38"x36"x10" TELCO BOX 
Ntw. 3 W/PLYWOOO 
IIACKIIOARO PROIIIDED AND 
INSTAIJ.EI) BY CC. NIU 
PROVIDED AND INSTALLED 
BY LllCAL UTRJ1Y COMPN« 

4o----4" CONCUIT (ETNERNET ROUtE) 

."x48"lc10" TELCO BOX NOlA 4 
W/PLYWDOD B.ICKSOARD 
PROVIDED AND INSTAI.LED BY CC. 
SIZE AS R£0UIREO BY LOCAL 
U1lUlY COIIPANY 

1" CONDUIT (DC POWER) 

AC POWER PANEL - ND. "pepg• (NEIM JR) 
120/240 VOLTS, I-PHASE, 3-WIRE. 20DA. 42KAIC, W/ 42K AIC RATED MAIN BRKR (NDTE 1) 

ON 

REC11FIER ND. 1 

RECnflER No. 2 

REcnFlER No. 3 

R£CTIF1£R No. 4 

REcnflER No. 5 

RECnFIER No. 6 

RECnflER No. 7 

PANEL "POPB" CAPACITY (kVA): 

PANEL LOACINC (W/125!1 CONTINUOUS LGAil(UilH11NG)): 

48.0 

46.7 

48.7 PANEL LOADING (TOTAL) (kVA): 

THIS CAL.CULA1l0 LOAD DOES NDT EXCEED PANEL CAPACITY 

~ 
1. PANELBDARD UL USTED SUITAIII..E FOR SERVICE DITRANCE. 
2. PANELBDARD IS A IAODUI.AR UNIT Willi LOAD CENTER. 1\'5$ de WJN BREAKER W/ TRANSFER SWITCH. 
3. BREAKER FOR TELCO BOX RECEPTACLE IS A CfCI TYPE. 
4. RECnflER LOADING IS BASED ON COROEX" 24V, 3.1 kW RECTiflERS. 
6. TM1 AND T«D CABINET lo/C IS NOT 1NCLU0ED /oS If IS NON-coiNCIDENTAL Willi BTS CABINET HTRS. 
e. RECTIFIER QUANTITY IS BASED ON 4 GSiol CABINETS AND 2 UIIIS CABINETS. CO NDT INSTALL RECTIF1ERS 

SUPPUED FROM BREAKERS LABELED "fUTURE" UNLESS A NEW POWER LDADINC IS PRtPAREO. 

AC PANEL SCHEDULE - "po:rr @j-DSW-M 

MECH. INTERLOCKED 20DA lolAIN 
BREAKERS (BOTH BREAKERS 
SHALL 9£ 42K AJ.C. RATED)~ 

200A CAioH.OK PANEL 
(GENERATOR RECEPTACLE) 
PROVIDED W/ POWER CABINET 

2DDA OISTRIBUTlON PNIEL 
"POPS" (NEldA 3R) 
(PROYICED W/ POWER .CABINET) 

(;,~~ITETH£RNET ROUTE) --1-----------..j. 
W/ MULE TN>£ ONLY. 14 GA WIRE 
3 AMP Gill FUSE- PREWIRE. PLACE 
FUSE IN NOlA BOX UPON 
COIAPL£11011 Of INSfALL D.f;TAIL (}; 

N•• 

Ji!llia; + I ~R~~ f:.~Jox WITH 
1. ALL 4" CONDUIT CfCI RECEPTACLE 

CONTAINS (2) EA 1-1/4" 

::'lit:~ W/ 2&00# 
2. ALL TELCO 60X£S MUST 

11'.1/E A LA'ICII -T 

;:sDAR'r"~ ~1~. ~----------.:::===================----)-1"'> • 9004 A. 

2111 PSI' lllOotrDW4'i' ~ 1L11E 117. 1DIP£. It% 15212. 
\1Xts ...O.toUih FAX: 480.105.11tl 

BAIWO'S 
8243-AA 

J294 CERRILLOS ROAD 
SANTA FE, N1A 87507 

• at&t 
AT&T r.AOSIUTY 

20830 N. TA1UM BLVI), SUITE 4CO 

PH~~~~stJZ .~1g29 

1 101122/Uia.t:NT C01A11N11 
0 01/11/11 ISStD fOIII: CONII'ItUC1ION 
A N/bl/11 ISSUED fQft ~ 

.... -
~ -:_;t_:".l:.- tsQtU: 14 SMMN • DeiONED 1M Ctf 

.., 
~ 

--!..-- ...... ·5243-M-08 

~ 
~'( 
~:! _ ... 
.- G 

~ 5 mQ 



£:::j c:::J p r::::J ~ ~ 1::1 E::J c:J c:::J t::::3 c:J. t::::1 c:::l c:::J CJ C.~J [ ____ j 

/1.11CCONDLII' r,o-vc 1/D .... """"""'· I=- ....... I ~~~&am ~ -:.; . ..;;;. -· 2 vr IIIC (NOra , .. :a) 

~-lK l•!·~· v-~ Cf'Q (:2-11 ,.. "'"" ,_,. . 1-"'ft --CIIIl I v:--- \ I ·J ·~· ~ coer (N01U • • 10) 

r:- fiOWDt OUf.CI: Jllla'tll::hON- rr-OR-'IIC-CFOR .......... l;v -.. CEI'TACI.E .................. u• 11C F01t CA8INET POWER ... 
~ ........... rcr-· 2"' IC FOR TELCO 

(1m> ,_ ... lOCI) I" rc ,.. ....,.. (F ""'DI 

l ~,....., 

:m= ~ ··~ y. .... CA81Cflt00£JI = '\ 1/11 OCI'~7·1) 
.. .. .. .. . . . ··-·· .. . . 

11 l.@"' H£41til (lr IO£<X)) 

= r--· ·~= ~ ~~ . /CABIN£1-Y ~ 10 DC JIOWCR lt-..&.BLOa< 

f~~':'7)--~ - -··-··-··-··- ""l 
. l_J, ....... 

~v 
. ! . 

~ :1 :: ! ..._@101CA'IIIt(IFOIO'D) ! ,. HFAtDI (IF .... ) 
(!5) "' Tl 

~ r r r I· II 
~r-<1-' :j ..,;: l: ~~ ~ ~~ = ~~~~- ~~~~~~~~-~ !: ::-~..:M., 1}; to GROUND WO • • ~ TO OROUHO WO 

_:·6110 ...... 
. ~ '100" Nm II) C5) 10 Tl .......... ~~1-"'·- (+2..., 1:!:: ~ti:l\10 n 

ltCO'I) :1 II ....... (-I<V)-=1 II 
~ - . 

1-1--t-i .... oc...,._,.... :j II 

----------------------1T-- ........ nwm: """"' ... ""'""' ~-- ..... , Jh-~ k -·- weD« wrs CMINtl' 1 
=.r~~ I ==y~ ... CoiiOCf I 

.... """'""',~ R<CURED) (l<O!t7) (Halt I) 

a 1 · (NOR: I>) :1 ~I IlliG NSUl.AtED IXlll"""" I ... _ 
CAt • Tt Cia£ • I cauPM'IUENT t (NOtE I) 

..:a~ (SNG.DEo) t'--N01t t4 :' 

, ........ -.. ~ il • ..... MOIUS 

POW£I ANO 1UCO • • ' ....._~T 5 T1 CAlL£$ 
CIC-IN;) •• • ••-••-••--•.~ (IY IISTIWII) 

lii.CO BOX GND t (NOTE t2) 
(lm>CH_,_., IIYift 

~~~~-- ~ 
NOrD: ·TaCO~ occ: .!M~:r' 

1. DC POWGt CAIU: StW.L 1£ tlftl ftfSetfN«. 
Mt1..C1G!N-1RU. LOW SMOKE. 1M\ CQPfiiR C01RA 
COI'-II.ZXIOOCI.Nl<lii.EQASSI,OII......_ a.= ~'f/'"J~TO~ (ei.U 
ltTWEDf OC PCIWD: PUMr AND GSW CMitC'r). FOR 
OBI'NCQ 8£1WtOt DC POwER PVHI' OSN CA11G 
DCIPtfG 47 n .. CONT...:r DC~rGR~NG toft 
I!£JOWIIDII. 

1 == ~~'fff'"JO:,~: (rl&l 
llriWED<OCI'OWPIPUIITNIOIIIIICAIIIC!),FCII 
DIITANCtl ltTWUN DC POWEll: PUHI' Ullll CA8IN£I' 
EXCIEDINO 31 n .. CONI'N:I' ENOIGRNl FDR -t. PNC8C1AD stW.1 IC f'1llltleC 10 ~ 'tii!H(2)11o\,.,,_,.......,._,.,..,.... 
• c•J .... •• .......,. POll WCDrr ..., ower 
':f:V ,w~~-SHILI.,..L,.~-

s. AU CCNOUITIIIIWJ. 1£ ~ P1R 11!C 
.... 1RD1£H11, 

2111 ...., - IIIWI. IU!t m. """" .: aw 
'«JJIXz 4IO.IOUNI INC 410.101.1111 

BAIWO'S 
S243-AA 

3294 CERRILLOS R<Wl 
SANTA FE, Nlol 87507 

L =::5~£-tt)~~fDR~=~ 
~--.:(I'« TO). 1/0 ...... 

10. ft.=Jll. -~rolt..:fHIEIJIC[Nf rmHtr 
NIL11-COICIUOICI .,... ~ (m'C IC), 1/0 IMWV. 

11. 1U111 CAKE S PROWlED f'M-TEMI*t!D 'W11H THE 
ARtNS T1141 POWER CAalfCr, GSM KnNJ.DI: ltW.L 
TtJUtM1t CABLE AT 1HE 11'1 CABINEI'. 

11·=.&='=~~~ 
Cl4 1Ht NtCUS TM1 POWiR MG IQIROir Coii*EI'. 

13. KUfi'AIN r ..... IAI SEJI'MATION 8£1WEXH IC POtftR DC 
POWER iiiiJ n CML!S. ALNtY CWUS IMY IE QROUHD 
-nCAII.II. 

14. SEE DEL\1. 780-DSW FOR AlARM CAaE IXI'DISION 
IIEr'VIDt II &OCICI lfrl TELCO ecac; AND MGI.S IIOWI:A 
CONI'N!IIIDIT. 

1$. 

S!Nct E-LINE DIAGRAM 
FQR NQK!A CSM OUIQQOB UL.TBAS!lJ' k LUCM IMACRQ) UMTS 

WITH ARGUS 21.Y QC powtB CAetNEJ 

P!f»IL ®DSW-1.1 

• at&t 
. AT&T IAOil!UTY 

20830 N. TATUI.t BLVD. SUITE 400 
PHOENIX, AZ 85050 

PHONE: (41!0} 414-1829 

(T'IPICAIJ 

,--
r- T 

,.t. .t., 
• 10 liND :.0U.., RING 

LEGEND 
fru-- ,...,. .. l>t1iRWI!ii> 

(H) • JEW CRCII • CELL MF'EftDICE 
t:xlmHC COhtO£ei1CHS I EQUIP. ......, "'" 

Ntw CCNICI1CHS I EQUIP, 

fVIIIII£CCNIIIC110NI/IXIUP.-----
bBnNGI OROI.IONO - .... - .... -

NtWOIIIO!..IOHC -··-·•-

I;XJS'TJNQCIOtfHECtiONS. -·--·-CAal: AHD ECUPWENT ,.._ 
--- <D--

... CH 

~~_ .. ..,..] 

~ 
~( 

~~ 
;::~ 
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66-BLOCK & ALARM WIRING 

BAIWO'S 
5243-AA 

3294 CERRIU.OS ROAD 
SANTA rE, NM 87507 

lYPICAL MONOPOLE SITE GROUNDING PLAN 
SCALE N.T.S. 

DETAIL 
NTS 

111m! 
IZ COPPER WIRE OR GRCATER 
fOR THE GROUNDING Of THE 
evss BAR 

~· 
C\ 

~'C 
:;CIC .,...c 
;::~ 
~ ~ mil 

..... -~:.: . ,,~.. :~ .. :, .. ~·.:--.-~. :~. ':;( .. :·; :~.:~~~~-:~~~~~~~~~~\~ 

-------------- -



[:=J [___j. c-·· J [::_:_] L ... J L_J 

6 AWIJ STMNOED Cu ~ 
WIRE WITH GRaN, 600'1, 
THWN INSUlATION OR 
BLACK MARKED AS 1----.....,, 
REOUIRED 8'T NEC 

2 AWO SOLID BARE TINNED COPPER GROUND 
CONDUCTOR. EXO'IMERIIIC WEUl TO BURIED 
GROuND RINO AND GROUND BAR (2 REDUIR£D FOR 
BOTTOM GROUND BARS). 

INSTALLATION Of GROUNQ WIRE TO 
COAX CABLE GROUNQ BAB 

BONDING BUSHING· 
SET SCREW 

DETAIL ~ 

DETAIL ® 
DIRECTIONS: 
1, MOUHT BONDING BUSHING ONTO CONDUIT 
2. TIOHTEN BONO BUSHINO SET SCREW 
3. INSERT COPPER CONDUCTOR INTO LUC 
4. 1'lllHTEN LUC CONGUCTOR S<:REW 
S. 110HTEN BONDING WG SCREW 

HOI[: 80NDtNO BUSHING, str SCREW, LUG, 
LUC SCREW, COND. LUG S<:REW, -N 
AS COMPlETE UNIT. 

IIStNI'-IIOOO.IILI!Eit7,1DI'f.loZIW2 
WICt.l .. 10.105.1111 FAX: 410.10U&tl ,...,.~ 

BAIWO'S 
S243-AA 

3294 CERRII.LOS ROAD 
SAATA FE. Nil 87!107 

' "1 
I " ~:.--., __ J L:J c::J t::l 'LJ 

INSPEC110N HAND HOLE 
INSPECTION HA.NO 
HOLE COVER 

COIICRETE:----~ 
OR PVC ~ 

~ 
~ CABLE TO ROD t I' :-o SAND FILL~ . 

RING CROUND1-----.....1 
1}--oROUND ROO 

NOTE: INSPECTION HAND HOLE MAY BE CONCRETE OR PVC 
AND SHALL 8£ A IIINIIAUII OF 6' IN WIOTH,/DIAI.1Emt 

GROUND ROQ WITH ACCESS AREA 

WAIL® 

ORAOE\ 

[---- -
RING GROUND 2 AWO 
BCW SOUO, TINNED 

~ 
CROUNO ROD COPPER 
ClAD STEEL ROO W/MIN. 
5/B'oxa'-0' LONG 

1, GROUND ROO SHALL BE DRIVEN VERTICALLY, NOT TO EXCEED 
4S DECREES FRDII THE VERTICAL 

GROUNQ ROD 

WAIL® 

~ 
• at&t 

t::::l c::::J c.:J L.J L . .J L-.J L .. .J l.....:J 

2 AWG 8CW SOUD TINNED 
GROUND RING :1' 1 Ill lY -·- 2 AWO 8CW SOUD TINNED 

-.............. 

NOTES: 

EXOTHERMIC WELD TO 
IIONOPDI.£ BAS£ PLATE OR -/-L" · 

1
. LUGS PROVIDED FOR THE 

I I PIJRl>OSE. 3 EQLW.l.Y 
- - ----1 SPACED CONNECTIONS REQUIRE!) 

EXOTH£RNIC W£I.D ('riP.) 

1. NUMBER OF GROUND BAAS MAY VARY DEPENDING ON THE TYPE OF 
MONOPOLE, ANTENNA LOCATION AND CONNECTION ORIENTATION. PROYIO£ AS 
REQUIRED. 

2. EXOTHERMIC WELDS ON TOWER PERMITml ONLY W1TH EXPRESS APPROVN.. OF 
TOWER IAANUFACTURER OR CONTRACTOR'S STRUCTUR\1. ENGINEER. Uil WGS 
PROVIDED FOR !HE PURPOSE. 

3. N...l. TOWER GROUNDING SYSTEIIS SHALL COMPLY W1TH THE REDUIREIIENTS OF 

::~{~ m: = moeu.Ji1 ~f"coM~,:i =~·~E 
TOWER AND THE BURIED GROUND RING SHALL BE 2 AWO TINNED COPP£11 WIRE. 
IN ADDITION. THE IIINIUUM LENGTH OF THE GROUND RODS SW.U. BE INCREASE!) 
FRDII 8 FEET TO 10 FEET. 

ANTENNA CABLE GROUNDING - MONOPOLE 

DETAIL ® 

.!"'l_..ll 
iNT':Oi 

l:iRIIoMt 11'1': CH 

AT&TMOBIUTY 

-,_ NM-$243-M- 11 

~ 
!:!c 
~a ,...c 
~~ 
~ ~ mo 

... 



• 
NEWlON INSTRUMENT COIIPANY, INC. 
8UTNER. N.C. OR APPRO\IED EQUAL 

NO. REQ. PIRf NO. DESCRIPTION 
1 1 1/4"114'\o:sO" SOUD CNO. 8AR 

2 2 A-eo58 WAI.I. lrnl. 11100". 

2 30111-4 INSULATORS 

4 4 3012-1 5/l"-llx1" H.H.C.S. 

® 4 3015-1 5/8 LOCKWASHER 

;ren °/WJI:Ii~NCjl,\tll.rll£@J;Jjff~ifl~J!'HegJJ'}%'ff~ 
WI Will IQEtfi!Et ITS QB!QIN bNQ QE$DNA)Km 

Sfl:DQN •p• - $f tBGE PRQIEGTORS 

001.£ ENTRY POR1S (~TCH PLAtES) (2 AWG) 
GDIERATOR FRAIIEWOAK (IF AVAILABLE) (2 AWO) 
TELCO GROUND BAR (2 AWG) 
COI.IMERCIAI. POWER CDMIIOH N£UTRAI./GROUNO BOND (2 AWG) 
+24V POWER SUPPLY RE11JRN BAR (2 AWO) 
Rm~~:LY RE11JRN BAR (2 AWG) 

COAX SUPF'AESSION 

sgcnoN •A• - S!JQ Aft'SOBBERS 

INTERIOR GROUND RING (2 AWG) f 
EXTERNAL" ~TH GROUND FIELD (BURIED GROUND RING) (2 ) 
METALUC COLO WATER PIPE (11' AVAILABLE) (2 AWG) 
BUILDING STEEL (If AVAIWLE) (2 AWC) --

SECTION ,. - 1$01 AIED QIH)UHQ ZQNf 

li ALL COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT FRAIIES. 
. ISDLA"IEO GROUND BAR - 1GB (2 AWC) 

DETAIL NOTES: 

1, EXOTHERI.IICAI..LY WELD 2 AWC BARE TINNED SOUO COPPER 
CONDUCTOR TO GROUND BAR. ROUTE CONDUCTOR TO BURI!D 
GROUND RJNC NollJ PR0'.10E PARALLEL EXOTHERMIC WELD. 

2. USE PERIIANENT MARKER TO DRAW lliE UNES BETWEEN EACH 
~~c;ro~ LABEL EACH SECTION ("P", "A", "lj WITH 1" 

(RyB) REFERENCE GROUND BAR - DETAIL 

DETAIL ® 

2151 fM1' ~ 1DD. UTE lt7. 10ft. A% IS282 
wa:t 4eO.ICIUIIt rAil ....... 1. 

• TO TOWER MOUNTED 
AIIPUFIER IJMIIS (TI&O) 
(WHEN REQUIRED) AND 

RECOil[ ANTENNA 

~ 

TO TRANSMIT 
N<TENNA 

I 

CONNECTOR 
WEATHERPROOFING KIT 
(TIP.) 

NOTE: 

mOMTMA \\ 
(WHEN REOUIRED) 

CONNECTION OF GROUND WIRE TO 
GROUNDING BAR (CIGBE) 

TQWER/MONOPOLE/ROOfTQP 

DETAIL ® 
ANTENNA CABLE 

~TH.:'t~NO KIT I 

CABLE GROUND KIT -----' 
6 o\WG Sl"Ro\NOED Cv WIRE WITH 
G~EEN, 600\1, 11iWN INSULATION OR 
SLACK, MARKED AS REOUIRED fir 
THE NEC (CRDUNOEO TO GROUNO 
BAR) (SEE NOlES 1 & 2) -----' 

CONNECTION Of CABLE GROUND 
KIT TO ANTENNA CABLE 

.t:I.Qru; 

ANTENNA CABL£ 
TOBTS 
(TIP.) 

2 AWG Cv STRANDED 
WIR£ WITH GREEN, 600V, 
lHWN INSULATION BONDED· 
TO TOWER STEEL OR 
I40NOPOLE, DOWN CONDUCTOR 
TO CROUNO NOT REQUIRED. 

1, DO NOT INSTALL Co\8UE O~UND KIT AT A SEND .<NO N..WAYS 
OIRECT GROUND WIRE OOWN TO GROUND BAR. 

2. OROUNDINO KIT S~ BE l'tPE .<NO PART NUMBER AS 
SUPPUEO OR R£COIAMENOED 8Y CABLE MANUrACTURER. 

J. WEATHER PR00F1NC SHALL BE CIYPE AND PIRf NUMBER) AS 
SUPPUEO OR R£COIAMENDEO ~ CABLE MANUFACTURER ANO 
APPROVED 8Y COHTRACTDft. 

DETAIL ® 
BAJWO'S 
S243-AA • at&t 

. ..; ; AT&T IAOIIIUTY 32V4 CERRILLOS ROAD 
SANTA FE, Nil 87:507 20830 N. TATUII BL\10. SUITE 400 

PHOENIX. o\2 85050 
PHONE: ( 480) 414-1829 ._-.,.,. ....... ..,"' :4~-M-12 
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Cell Sites 
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BASHAM & BASHAM, P.C. 
EXHIBIT 

City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

September 12, 2011 

Re: AT&T Antenna S243 Building Permit Application at 3294 Cerrillos Road 

Dear Sirs: 

This letter is to certify compliance with City Code § 14-6.2 (E)(6)(b (x) that: 

Co-location,· to the maximum extent technically feasible and upon commercially reasonable 
terms, will be permitted on a non-discriminatory basis if the application is approved, or 
(applicant will provide) an explanation of why co-location is not technically feasible; 

To the extent that the proposed telecommunication facilities are located in the historic, 
escarpment or south central highway corridor overlay district or do not comply with the 
priorities set forth in § 14-6.2 (E)(5)(a) that the applicant has investigated alternative siting 
and that no other practicable alternative exists; 

That the proposed telecommunications facilities comply with all applicable federal, stte and 
local requirements, including without limitation, radiofrequency radiation exposure limits set 
ou int 47 C.F.R. 1.310Table 1(A) and (B), building codes and al other safety standards, 
National Historic Preservation Act requirements for the siting of facilities that are listed or 
are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and all franchises, leases and 
other contracts, if any, for the use of real property required by_ any regulatory body with 
jurisdiction, for· the construction and/ or operation of telecommunications faCilities in the 
City have been obtained; 

F 

That the Proposed telecommunications facilities are necessary to close a defined and 
significant gap in service coverage (including in that definition .reliable service from the 
consumer point of view) based upon actual signal strength data for the area where the gap is 
claimed and for the type of gap claimed and the proposed facilities are the least intrusive 
method to do so; 

That the applicant will remove the proposed telecommunications facilities- if required 
pui:suant to § 14-6.2 (E) (11) and that- if the applicant fails to do so, the City may remove 
such facilities at the applicant's expense and such expense, if unpaid upon demand, shall 
constitute a lien upon the property where such facilities are located: In the event that the 
applicant is not the owner of such facilities and the property, the applicant shall provide 
certification to this effect by the owner of such facilities and such property; 

. 2205 MIGUEL CHAVEZ ROAD, SUITE/.~A" • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87505 . 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 • FAX: (505) 992-6170 
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... · .. ; 

-2- September 12, 2011 

That the proposed telecommunications facility will be completed and will be used to provide 
telecommunications services within 180 days of the date the application is finally approved, 
or if a building permit is required, the date the building permit issues. 

Please note that I am acting as an agent for the applicant in the zoning process and that I 
rely upon the representations of various employees, vendors, contractors and other parties in 
giving this certification. 

·~ 
Peter A. Dwyer 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF SANTA FE ) 

SUBSCRIBED TO AND SWORN to before me this f.;)_.Jt,.. day of September, 2010, b:r 
·Peter Dwyer. 

NOT. Y PUBLIC 
My commission expires: 

9/?-?--(¥>1~ 

~........ OFFICIAL. lllAL 

•

... KRISTIA. WAREHAM 
~ ~ NOTARY PUBUC -STATE OF ~MEXICO 
"~o.o ..... W My Commission Expires: fJt:rpol~ 

·'- P.O. BOX 1654 • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87504-1654. 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 

BOA 1/14112 
P<>n<> 111'; nf ?nA 



FCC/LSGAC Local Official's Guide to RF 

EXHIBIT 
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APPENDIX A 

Optional Checklist for Determination · 

Of Whether a Facility ~ CategoricaUy Excluded 
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FCC/LSGAC Local Official's Guide to RF 

Optional Checklist for Local Government 
To Detennine Whether a Facility is Categorically Excluded 

Purpose: The FCC has determined that many wireless facilities are unlikely to cause human 
exposures in excess of RF exposure guidelines. Operators of those facilities are exempt from 
routinely having to determine their compliance. These facilities are termed "categorically 
excluded." Section l.l307(b)(l) of the Commission's rules defines those categorically excluded 
facilities. This checklist will assist state and local government agencies in identifying those 
wireless facilities that are categorically excluded, and thus are highly unlikely to cause exposure 
in excess of the FCC's guidelines. Provision of the information identified on this checklist may 
also assist FCC staff in evaluating any inquiry regarding a facility's compliance with the RF 
exposure guidelines. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. Facility Operator's Legal Name: __._A_._"T..;.__-\.!...T-'-----:--~--------:---:------
2. Facility Operator's Mailing Address: '<..o ~Ha IV: T"~"'"" g,.,p · S~h lJ<S-o 
3. Facility Operator's ContactNameffitle: P~~ rJy~ye.-- 1 1\-l-~Mt/k,.,M= 
4. Facility Operator's Office Telephone: _ ___,_(..L.C~o~6'1L)_1.uf~..:~:._----!'1~r..!.7~£----------
5. Facility Operator's Fax: · G,rl Cf~Z..- C.Jio 

6. Facility Name: -~S=-=t::_~'"""---~-~---------------------
7. Facility Address: '1"2..'\.Lt c.cv..-;\l<~l ~1. 
8. Facility City/Community: ---'~=:!"':.::h.'-----lh.t..:::-_--'V~J'\.---------------
9. Facility State and Zi~ Code::..,-......;&-~7-L:S"o~'JL------------------
10. Latitude: 31° 38 S'G-1 \ ~. 
II. Longitude: los • $ q ' 53-l v.t 

BOA 1/14/12 
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FCC/LSGAC Local Official's Guide to RF 

Optionar Local Government Checklist (page 2) 

EVALUATION OF CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION 

12. Licensed Radio Service (see attached Table 1): Pu-r~ {,.,"'-.tr•: c ...... lr-.~,.J fevv','t.c.S 
13. Structure Type (free-standing or building/roof-mounted): Fr-<c ~!Aj;~j -. 
14. Antenna Type [omnidirectional or directional (includes sectored)]:_A.,..·...,n."""ch:=:~="'-.:"'-:..:..r--c::;.;s'""'Sc=c:=+t..;;.Y..;.....-s_, 
15. Hejght above ground of the lowest point of the antenna (in meters): ~IS~-.-·.sol.._· .:...M_·:...._;(,...·. (.::..!...) ..L.6...,f"~~\-._ 11) 
16. iZJ' Check if all of the following are true: . 

(a) This facility will be operated in the Multipoint Distribution Service, Paging and 
Radiotelephone Service, Cellular Radiotelephone Service, Narrowband or Broadband 
Personal Communications Service, Private Land Mobile Radio Services Paging 
Operations, Private Land Mobile Radio Service Specialized Mobile Radio, Local 
Multipoint Distribution Service, or service regulated under Part 74, Subpart I (see 
question 12). 

(b) This facility will not be mounted on a building (see question 13). 
(c) The lowest point of the antenna will be at least 10 meters above ~e ground (see question 

15). 

If box 16 is checked, this facility is categorically excluded and is unlikely to cause exposure in 
exceSs of the FCC's guidelines. The remainder of the checklist need not be completed. If box 
16 is not checked, continue to question 17. 

17. Enter the power threshold for categorical exclusion for this service from the attached Table 1 
. in watts ERP or EIRP* (note: EIRP = (1.64) X ERP): 

18. Enter the total number of channels if this will be an omnidirectional antenna, or the 
maximum number of channels in any sector if this will be a sectored antenna: 

19. Enter the ERP or EIRP per channel (using the same units as in question 17)·------l 
20. Multiply answer 18 by answer 19·.__ ___________________ , 
21. Is the answer to question 20 less than or equal to the value from question 17 (yes or no)? 

If the answer to question 21 is YES, this facility is categorically excluded. It is unlikely to cause 
exposure in excess of the FCC's guidelines. 

If the answer to question 21 is NO, this facility is riot categorically excluded. Further 
investigation may be appropriate to verify whether the facility may cause exposure in excess of 
the FCC's guidelines. 

*"ERP" means "effective radiated power" and "EIRP" means "effective isotropic radiated power 
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FCC/LSGAC Local Official's Guide to RF 

TABLE 1: TRANSMITIERS, FACILITIES AND OPERATIONS SUBJECT TO ROUTINE 
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

Experimental Radio ·services· 
(part 5) 

. Multipoint Distribution Service 
(subpart K of part 21) 

Paging and Radiotelephone· Service 
(subpart E of part 22) 

Cellular Radiotelephone Service 
(subpart I:I of part 22) 

power> I 00 W ERP (164 W EIRP) 

non-building-mounted antennas: height above 
ground level to lowest point of antenna < 1 0 
m and power> 1640 W EIRP 
building-mounted antennas: 
power> 1640 W EIRP 

non-building-mounted antennas: height above 
ground level to lowest point of antenna < 10 
m and power> 1000 W ERP (1640 W EIRP) 
building-mounted antennas: 
power> 1000 W ERP (1640 W EIRP) 

non-building-mounted antennas: height above 
ground level to lowest point of antenna <" 1 0 
m and total power of all channels > 1 000 W 
ERP ( t 640 W EIRP) 
building-mounted antennas: . 
total power of all channels > 1 000 W ERP 
(1640 W EIRP) · 

BOA 1/14/12 
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FCC/LSGAC 

TABLE 1 (cont.) 

Personal Communications Services 
(part 24) 

Satellite Communications 
(part25) 

General Wireless Communications Service 
(part 26) 

Wireless Communications Service 
(part 27) 

Radio Broadcast Services 
(part 73) 

-------------- ... ·-· . -

Local Official's Guide to RF 

(1) Narrowband PCS (subpart D): 
non-building-mounted antennas: height 
above ground level to lowest point of antenna 
< 10 m and total power of all channels > 1000 
W ERP (1640 W EIRP) 
building-mounted antennas: 
total power of all channels > 1000 W ERP 
(1640 W EIRP) 

(2) Broadband PCS (subpart E): 
non-building-mounted antennas: height 
above ground level to lowest point of antenna 
< 10 m and total power of all channels > 2000 
W ERP (3280 W EIRP) 
building-mounted antennas: 
total power of all channels > 2000 W ERP 
(3280 W EIRP) 

all included 

total power of all channels > 1640 W EIRP 

total power of all channels > 1640 W EIRP 

all included 
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FCC/LSGAC 

TABLE 1 (cont.) 

Experimental, auxiliary, and special 
broadcast and other program 

distributional services 
(part 74) 

Stations in the Maritime Services 
(part 80) 

Private Land Mobile Radio Services 
Paging Operations 

(part 90) 

Private Land Mobile Radio Services 
Specialized Mobile Radio 

(part 90) 

Local Official's Guide to RF 

subparts A, G, L: power> 100 W ERP 

subpart 1: 
non-building-mounted antennas: height above 
ground level to lowest point of antenna < 10 
m and power> 1640 W EIRP 
building-mounted antennas: 
power> 1640 W EIRP 

. ship earth stations only 

non-building-mounted antennas: height above 
ground level to lowest point of antenna < 10 
m and power> 1000 W ERP (1640 W EIRP) 
building-mounted antennas: power> 1000 W 
ERP ( 1640 W EIRP) 

non-building-mounted antennas: height above 
ground level to lowest point of antenna < 10 
m and total power of all channels > 1000 W 
ERP (1640 W EIRP) 
building-mounted antennas: 
total power of all channels > 1000 W ERP 
(1640 W EIRP) 

BOA 1/14/12 
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FCC/LSGAC 

TABLE 1 (cont) 

Amateur Radio Service 
(part 97) 

Local Multipoint Distribution Service 
(subpart L of part 101) 

Local Official's Guide to RF 

transmitter output power> levels specified in 
§ 97.13(c)(1) ofthis chapter 

non-building-mounted antennas: height above 
ground level to lowest point of antenna < 10 
m and power> 1640 W EIRP 
building-mounted antennas: power> 1640 W 
EIRP 

LMDS licensees are required to attach a label 
to subscriber transceiver antennas that: (1) 
provides adequate notice regarding potential 
radiofrequency safety hazards, e.g., 
information regarding the safe minimum. 
separation distance required between users 
and transceiver antennas; and (2) references 
the applicable FCC-adopted limits for 
radiofrequency exposure specified in § 
1.1310 ofthis chapter. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

VIA: 

FROM: 

e o 
Prepared September 20, 2011 

Peter A. Dwyer, agent for New Cingular (AT&T) PCS, LLC 

MatthewS. O'Reilly, P. E., Director, Land Use Department~ 
Tamara Baer, Planning Manager, Current Planning Divisi~ 

Dan Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior ~ 

3294 CERRILLOS ROAD (SITE S243 
TELECOMMUNICATION FACILITY 

BAILLIO'S LOCATION) AT&T 

Case #2011-111. 3294 Cerrillos Road. New Cingular PCS, LLC, d.b.a. AT&T applicant, 
Basham & Basham PC agents, request an administrative review and decision pursuant to 
Ordinance 2011-16 creating a new Section 14-6.2(E) SFCC 1987 Regarding 
Telecommunications Facilities outside public rights-of-way. The application is for a 75 foot high 
Mono-Pine Telecommunication tower with related equipment in a C-2 District. (Dan Esquibel, 
case manager) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The Land Use has identified deficiencies in the application. The following items are required to 
complete staff review: 

1. Proof of legal lot of record 
2. Reason for not placing antenna on existing structures (14-6.2(E)(5)(a)(i)) 
3. Reason for not placing related antenna facility equipment underground (vault) (14-

6.2(E)(5)(c)(i)) 
4. If technical response to item 3 above is to place above ground the Method to reduce visual 

impacts to facility equipment structure including but not limited to proposed walls. (14-
6 .2(E)( 5)( c )(ii)) 

5. Analysis for proposing mono-pine verses architectural structure that better blends with the 
surrounding area. ( 14-6.2(E)( 5)( c )(ii)) 

6. Landscape plan to off set reduction of Baillo 's existing and approved I 
6.2(E)(5)(c)(iii)) 

Case #201/-11 3294 Cerrillos Road Telecommunication Facility 
Administrative review: September 20, 2011 

EXHIBIT 

~ 
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7. Specify any proposed lighting within the facility equipment area If proposed submit 
required analysis pursuant to 14.8~9. (14~6.2(E)(5)(e)) 

8. Proposed method of maintenance for all structures and landscaping including responsible 
party. (14~6.2(E)(5)(f)) 

9. Provide information of any generators with Noise analysis. (14~6.2(E)(S)(g)) 
10. Submit scaled plans with labeled setbacks to property lines. (14~6.2(E)(6)(b)(ii)&(iii)) 
11. Submit analysis assessing the feasibility of alternative antenna configurations such as roof 

mounts, mono~poles, omni directorial, antenna mounts on existing towers in the area etc., 
both at the proposed site and in the surrounding vicinity that might result in less visual 
impact, including an explanation of why other antenna configurations were not selected. 
(14~6.2(E)(6)(b)(vii) & viii) 

12. Technical information supporting the proposed height ofthe proposed antenna mount (14~ 
6.2(E)( 6)(b )(ix)) 

13. New Notarized document per (14-6.2(E)(6)(b)(x)(D)) correcting spelling for "State" 

CONCLUSION: 

The applicants are proposing to develop a telecommunication facility (Base Station) at the 
Baillo's retail property. The facility.design will comprise a three sector (four antennas per sector) 
120 degree cell site constructed on a 75' mono~pine tower. 

The proposed mono-pine design and height will not blend in with the surrounding area to 
achieve any visual mitigation. The type of tree proposed is not present in the area thereby 
creating an anomaly drawing attention to itself. The proposed cabinet equipment is not 
landscaped to help mitigate appearance. Additionally, while not cost effective, cabinet equipment 
can be placed in underground vaults to help mitigate visual impacts in the area. The purpose of 
the Ordinance encourages careful design, siting, landscape screening, innovative camouflaging 
techniques; the application currently does not meet this goal. 

Case #2011-11 3294 Cerrillos Road TelecommuniJMJMI]t~?i~j, 
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ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Peter Dwyer [pdwyer@bbpcnm.com] 
Monday, October 03, 2011 9:59AM 
ESQUIBEL, DANIEL A. 
Letter on S243 

Admin Approval 
Respose Letter ••.• 

As you can see AT&T does not agree that the application is deficient in all 
the identified areas but is willing to supplement the application. It was not clear to 
AT&T whether the application was being approved, denied, approved with conditions or 
subject to further consideration in light of the required additional information. 

Peter A. Dwyer, Esq. 
Basham & Basham, P.C. 
pdwyer@bbpcnm.com 

1 
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BASHAM & BASHAM, P.C. 

City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

September 27,2011 

Re: AT&T Antenna S243 Building Permit Application at 3294 Cerrillos Road 

Dear Sirs: 

I am responding to your September 20, 2011 memo. I will address the 13 identified items 
below. Although some issues may be addressed through the supplemental information 
herein, the larger issue is the City's apparent delay and expense tactics. 

The code allows administrative approval of towers in C-2 zones (14-6.2 (E) (3)). My reading 
of the code is that there are three zones (C-2, I-1 and I-2) in the City where a traditional 
tower structure remains permitted. (14-6.2 (E) (3) (a) (iii) The code even provides that the 
tower can be up to 1 00' in these zones 14-6.2 (E) (5) (b) presumably because these relatively 
limited areas of the City are preferred locations for telecommunications towers and are 
better suited to development of towers d1an the predominant residential zones covering the 
majority of the community. However, your memo does not acknowledge this portion of the 
zoning code and in fact seems to give unfavorable analysis of the proposal for construction 
of a commercial facility in. a commercial zone. 

It is not at all clear what you have decided. On the one hand you list 13 items that you 
describe as "deficiencies" and "items ... required to complete staff review." On the other 
hand d1e "Conclusion" section does not state that the application is incomplete, approved or 
denied as required by 14-6.2(E) (3) (d). 

While AT&T understands d1at the ordinance is new and d1e implementation may require 
some getting up to speed, it is not clear whether responding to the 13 items is designed to 
move the application toward approval. The Conclusion section suggests, to the contrary, 
that the City has already decided it does not intend to permit commercially reasonable uses 
of the property. The conclusion critiques the design wid1out suggesting alternatives, fails to 
state why a new tower 25' lower than d1e permitted height is not acceptable, and implies that 
the City will require unprecedented and expensive placement of ground utilities in an 
underground vault. If the City intends to deny the application based on its subjective 
analysis of the aesthetic impacts upon an existing commercial parking lot then any request 
for further information can only be intended to increase costs and cause delay at the 
applicant's expense. 

Specific responses to d1e 13 criteria are as follows: 

2205 MIGUEL CHAVEZ ROAD, SUITE "A" • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87505 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 • FAX: (505) 992-6170 
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-2- October 3, 2011 

1. Proof of Legal Lot of Record. This was specifically required under the old 
telecommunications ordinance Section 14-6.2 (E)(6)( b)(ii) but is no longer required by 
either 14-6.2 (E)(S) or (6). The ordinance gives a lengthy list of required items and the 
deletion of this item between the old and new ordinance clearly indicates it was considered 
and rejected. Notwithstanding the fact that this is no longer required by the code, I have 
attached the title report on the property. AT&T notes that the imposition of additional 
requirements immediately following the deletion of those same requirements from the code 
indicates that the City is intentionally imposing unwarranted expense and delay tactics when 
reviewing the application. 

2. Existing Structure. The proposed height of the facility is 75'. None of the existing 
structures on the site are 75'. The reason AT&T is applying to build a tower (above existing 
structure height but below the height limits of the zone) is fully explained elsewhere in the 
application. Existing structure analysis is limited, as are all applications, by the availability of 
leasable space. The applicant cannot place facilities on land it does not own or lease and the 
City is well aware of the applicant's efforts to utilize existing structures where possible such 
as S927. 

3. Underground Facilities. The existing application gives a full response to this item 
with respect to the tower and antenna. Nothing in the code, the legislative history of the 
telecommunications ordinance or tl1e historical approval process suggests or implies that the 
City intended or required that the electrical switching equipment is required to be placed in 
an underground vault. This would be very expensive and would make it difficult for 
maintenance personnel to service the equipment. The proposal addresses aesthetics by 
shielding the equipment from public view with a wall tl1at will be painted and textured to 
match surrounding buildings and facilities. A similar facility was just approved by the City at 
S246 in a residential zone in the historic districts. The Board of Adjustment, Historic 
Design Review Board, City Council, City Staff and general public never suggested tl1at a 
yard wall around tl1e facilities was not sufficient to address aesthetic concerns at that site. 
The fact that the staff is now raising the prospect of undergrounding tl1e same facilities in 
the parking lot of an existing commercial property in a C-2 zone strongly indicates tl1at the 
staff is not even attempting to address aesthetic concerns. Clearly tl1.e City's intention at this 
point is simply to interpose cost, delay and expense to prejudice the application. 

4. Proposed Walls. Either the staff has not reviewed the application or tl1ey are once 
again imposing delaying tactics. Sheets 04B, OS, and 06 give detailed drawings of the walls. 
They note: "New stone veneer at compound corners." and "New 8'-0" tall emu wall 
enclosure stucco & paint 'sw7533 khaki shade' or equal. Decorative stone veneer on (4) 
corners of enclosure" and "Corrugated metal to match existing gates." The code expressly 
provides for these forms of aestl1.etic mitigation in section 14-6.2 (E)(S)(c )(ii) which states 
that "Acceptable methods of minimize visual impacts shall include, but not be limited to: 
concealment, screening, camouflaging, color, materials, texture, shape, size and 
location." 

P.O. BOX 1654 • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87504-1654 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 
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-3- October 3, 2011 

5. Monopine. This is already addressed in existing application section I. Visual 
Impact Analysis. § 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (viii). It is unclear if staff did not read the 
application or simply requires a redundant response in this section. Particularly problematic 
is the staff's mention of an "architectural structure that better blends with the surrounding 
area." First of all, this is a commercial facility in an existing parking lot in a C-2 zone. It is 
not clear why a simple monopole design does not meet code objectives for this zone. 
Second, while AT&T wishes to do its best to mitigate the visual impacts it appears that the 
staff has an inchoate concept of what ''better blends with [the] surrounding area." If the 
City wants something different d1ey need to say what they want. AT&T is flexible on its 
design but due to the subjective nature of aesthetics it is impossible to definitively say what 
is "better." If, what the City really want is an endless succession of applications without any 
specific guidance that is simply a delaying tactic. 

6. Landscape Plan. While AT&T remains open to whatever landscaping the City 
may require the staff memo misrepresents the requirements of the code. The memo states 
the application should "offset reduction of Baillie's existing and approved landscaping." 
Section 14-6.2 (E)(5)(c )(iii) does not require a landscape plan. In fact what it states is that 
"consideration shall be given to minimize disruption to or alteration of the natural land 
forms and landscape." If anything this section is admonishing applicants from changing 
the landscape at all; not requiring them to do so. But it is astonishingly disingenuous to even 
raise this section. The "natural land forms and landscape" in question is a parking median 
and a strip of flat bare un-vegetated land between a road and a parking lot. The code seems 
to contemplate preservation of natural landscape features but this site has none. 

7. Lighting. It is not clear what the staff is referring to here. The citation is to the 
code's general outdoor lighting standards and the telecommunications ordinance's signage 
requirement. Sequentially the code section on lighting is 14-6.2 (E)(5)(c)(iv). But that 
.section only deals with "Permanent lighting" and the application clearly states that there is 
no permanent lighting. There are detailed drawings of the facility equipment area in the 
application. Once again the staff seems to be inventing issues where there are none. 

8. Maintenance. The staff memo implies rl1at section (f) requires some sort of plan 
for the "method of maintenance." The code does not require any such plan but 
affirmatively states that the facilities "shall be maintained." The application states they will 
be maintained. Once again the staff is creating barriers for the applicant that are not 
contained in the code. The property is subject to the same obligations as any other property 
in the City and rl1e imposition of additional req1.1irements above rl1e maintenance required of 
all other properties is unwarranted. 

P .0. BOX 1654 • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87 504-1654 
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9. Noise. As with the prior section the code is simply reiterating the need to comply 
with existing city-wide noise standards. The application states that it will comply and how 
the cabinets and walls will mitigate noise. There is no requirement in the code for a "noise 
analysis" as stated in the staff memo. It is notable that the City appears to be attempting to 
impose more stringent application requirements on AT&T than other similarly situated 
applicants. This section and the preceding section regarding weeds, trash and graffiti are 
general City code requirements handled routinely through code enforcement. Yet the City 
appears to be assuming that this applicant will violate the City code (despite the applications 
assertion that AT&T will comply) without providing any bases for this assumption. 
Speculation by the City that the applicant will violate its codes at some future date is neither 
legitimate nor a legitimate basis for delaying approval of an application. I note that the 
substantive provisions of the City code are quasi-criminal in nature and that the applicant is 
entided to the same due process protections as any other citizen. 

10. Setbacks. The applicant provided dus information on sheet 04A with the scale 
on bottom left, the setbacks on the body of the diagram and even a chart of setback 
distances on top right. Furthermore, d1e applicant diligendy inquired about setback 
requirements in the zone for the walled facilities and was informed by the staff prior to 
applying that there is no setback requirement. Once again the staff has either failed to 
review the application or is interposing delay tactics. 

11. Alternatives. The memo cites to code provisions dealing with site analysis 14-6.2 
(E)(6)(b)(vii) and antenna configurations 14-6.2 (E)(6)(b)(viii) and ironically asks why we did 
not consider such options as a "monopole." The application is in fact for a monopole 
concealed to look like a pine tree (a.k.a a monopine). The application spends nearly two 
pages on this topic from pages 8-9. Prior to making application I spent a great deal of time 
meeting with the City Attorney's Office on dlls requirement. My notes from those meetings 
indicate that we should address these requirements in the application by showing what 
efforts were made to locate and utilize other sites and configurations. That is what the 
current application contains. If there is some specific information about the technology, 
how it works, or why we selected this site that is not in the current application d1en please 
specifically state what it is you want. I have already provided what I think is ample 
information. If the City's. response is "give me more" information then I need to know 
"more" of what? 

The City itself collects data on sites and locations throughout the City and the application 
affirmatively asserts the need for a site within the search ring. I am not sure what else d1ere 
is to say about site alternatives beyond what is in the current application. The property is 
clearly in a preferred city zone and the use is consistent wid1 d1e goals of locating facilities in 
co1n1nercial zones. I do not think d1e City seriously wants the applicant to look at 
alternatives in residentially zoned areas so it is difficult to understand what a preferable 
alternative might be. 
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12. Height. Again, the existing application deals with dus issue at great length. It 
is unclear what additional information the City wants. The applicant has already provided a 
RF propagation map showing the need for a better signal in this area. That is the "technical 
information" that causes AT&T to look for, lease, design and build the site as proposed. 
The height of the proposal will meet our coverage needs, which in simple terms means it 
will make the yellow areas on the map pink. 

We have also provided data on our other sites so you can see the whole matrix of sites 
throughout the City and surrounding area. As explained in the application the height 
requirement is a product of the specific relationship between multiple sites and the existing 
coverage. Height is established by the radio frequency engineer to meet the coverage goals 
that drove AT&T to initiate the project in the first place. 

Furthermore, the City is ambiguous in its height goals and limita.tions. On d1e one hand ilie 
code allows 1 00' towers in ilie zone and encourages co-siting; dlis means that potentially we 
should build a 1 00' tower so that as many providers as possible can go at the site. Tllis site is 
in a preferred, C-2, zone and therefore a good place to put a new facility for future co-siting. 
On the other hand the City code seeks to nlitigate d1e visual impact, the principle cause of 
which is height. 4 l 

The City needs to state affirmatively which goal tl1ey want this site to achieve. We can 
"support" either application within d1.e meaning of 14-6.2 (E)(6)(b)(ix). If we build higher 
we can potentially provide more co-siting. Typically the separation distance between 
providers is about 1 0' and, as explained in the application, the precise height desired is a 
variable depending on d1e provider, technology and existing coverage. If we build to a 
lower height (such as the 75 feet applied for) then there are less co-siting options on tlus site 
for future users. 

If ilie City wants more technical information ilien pleas~ state wiili specificity not only what 
information you want but how it should address the code~ 100 foot height provision. 

13. See attached certification (labeled F for uniformity) correcting typographical errors. 

Very truly yours, 

Peter A. Dwyer 
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City of 

November 9, 20 II 

Peter A. Dwyer, Esq. 
Basham & Basham, P.C. 
2205 Miguel Chavez Road, Suite A 
Santa Fe. NM X7505 

Rc: AT&T Telecommunications Facility 
3294 Cerrillos Road -Site S2j3 

Dear Mr. Dwyer: 

Councilors: 
Rd.,o:c-c~ V\iur::l>urger. Mayor ProTem. Di~t. 2 

l'arti J. Bush..:;._ Dis;. I 
Chris C:;tlvnt, I )ist. I 

Rosemary Romero. Dist. 1 
;\·ligut"! :\·\. Chav..:::. Uist. ;; 

C:<trmichao:l .-\. Domingut? .. Uist. ;_; 
\>\au he'.\' E. Ortiz. l:ii:-t. ·l 
tz,n;dd : •. ·rrujillc .. (1;:;: .. ; 

We arc writing in response to your letter oi'Scptember 27. 2011 addressed to the City of Santa 
Fe. The comments that lollow arc numbered to correspond to the numbered paragraphs in your 
letter. General comments tC.11low those. 

I. Legal lot oLrccor~!- Prooi'oflcgallot ol'rccord ftlr the subjcd property is required as a 
mntter of long-standing City practice at the time any applicat inn is tiled with the Land lsc 
Department. By assuring that the subject property is a legally-created lot. both the City :md the 
applicant are assured that processing the application will not waslt: cithcr party's time and 
money. We do not agree that the request imposes an unwarranted or unn:asonuhlc burden on the 
applicant. and deny absolutely that the request constitutes a "delay tactic'". Please nnlc Lhalthc 
title reJXH1 referred to in your September 27 letter was nnt attached to that letter and as a result 
we cannot verify legal lot of record. 

2. Existing structure. The proposed telecommunications li.lcility (Facility) site is )ot;atcd in a C-
2 district and thus complies with Santa Fe City Code 19X7 (SFCC) ~14-6.2(E)l5)(a)(ii) and (iii). 
We understand li·01n Exhibit 1-1 to your September 12. 2011 application letter (Application) that 
AT&T identified mulliple potential locations fi1r siting the Facility bct(uc settling nnthe Baillo's 
site. We also understand that it also cxplon:d the possibility orlocating the Facility on the 
Baillo's building. but that the loe.alion was not li.::asiblc.:. 'We arc seeking a shurt sli.ltcmcnt li.>r lht: 
written record selling li.Hth the circumstances that led to the r~jcction ol'thc building as a location 
to ucldn.:ss Lhc siting preference expressed in SFCC *I.:J.-(1.2(E)(5)(a)(i). You should address 
roof-mounted and tiH,:ade-mount<.xl options, including th~.: inlegration ol'the antennas into existing 

EXHIBIT 
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Peter A. Dwyer. Esq. 
AT&T Telecommunications Facility- 3294 Cerrillos Road- Site S243 
November 9, 2011 
Page 2 of3 

architectural features of the building or the addition to the building of architectural features 
specifically to camouflage the antennas. 

3. Underground facilities. SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(c)(i) requires telecommunications facilities to 
be undergrounded to the extent technically feasible. "Telecommunications facilities" is broadly 
defined. We understand that undergrounding some telecommunications facilities, like antennas, 
is functionally impossible and that at some point due to the nature of certain other kinds of 
facilities the cost ofundergrounding becomes prohibitive and that other considerations, such as 
difficulty in servicing, make undergrounding technical1y infeasible. We are seeking a short 
statement for the written record setting forth the circumstances that mitigate against 
undergrounding. While your September 27 letter generally addresses the issue, you should 
verify that AT&T specifically explored undergrounding and the reasons it was deemed 
infeasible. While it is true that the City approved above-ground facilities at AT&T Site S246, 
that approval was based upon a number of aesthetic considerations specifically related to the site. 

4. Proposed walls. We acknowledge the detail provided with respect to the walls proposed to 
screen the above-ground equipment. However, in accordance with SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(c)(ii) we 
are seeking screening of the wall itself with plantings in order to mitigate the visual impact from 
Cerrillos Road. 

5. Monopine. We understand that AT&T presented the Facility as a "monopine" in meetings 
with neighboring property owners. However, as noted in Application Exhibit I, the best way to 
conceal a telecommunications tower is debatable. Given the character of the Baillo's site, we 
believe a monopole painted a neutral color or a flagpole or light pole design would distract the 
eye less than the proposed monopine design. We would therefore like to consider those 
possibilities, or other suitable designs utilized by AT&T in other similar locations. Photo 
simulations of each (including the monopine) as viewed from Cerrillos, Richards and adjacent 
neighborhoods will assist us in evaluating what design has the least visual impact. We have 
enclosed photographs of a number of"stealth'' telecommunications facilities that we hope will 
clarify for you the City's concept of how visual impact can be mitigated through facility design. 
Not all of these are successful- we note specifically the fully-branched monopine surrounded by 
a block wall in an area without trees of similar height. 

6. Landscape plan. As noted above in paragraph 4, we are seeking landscaping to mitigate the 
visual impact of the walls screening the above-ground equipment from Cerrillos Road. We are 
requiring a landscape plan in accordance with SFCC §14-6.2(E)(6)(b)(xiv) showing how AT&T 
will address this visual impact. 

7. Lighting. We understand that the Application does not include permanent lighting. Please 
identifY emergency lighting, if any. 

8. Maintenance. We acknowledge that SFCC §14-6.2(E)(5)(f) does not require submittal of a 
maintenance plan. However, pursuant to SFCC §14-6.2(E)(6)(b)(xiv) we are requiring a 
maintenance plan because ofthe high visibility of the walls and concerns about graffiti and 
landscaping materials loss. We are seeking information as to who will be responsible for 
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Peter A. Dwyer. Esq. 
AT&T Telecommunications Facility-- 3294 Cerrillos Road .. Site S~43 
November 9. 201 I 
Page 3 of3 

monitoring the Facility. a schedule indicating the fi·cqucncy with which the Facility will be 
monitored and how and by whom issues idcntiticd as a result or that monitorinc. will be 
addressed. ~ 

9. Noise. Please indicate whether the Application includes generators and if so. please provide 
specifications relating to noise. 

I 0. Setbacks. We arc seeking scalublc plans that can be read. Reduction and duplication of the 
plans provided made it dillieult to apply the scale to the plans with accuracy. We hclicvc that 
18" by 24" should he sufficient I(H· this purpose. 

II. Alternatives. 'vVe arc seeking information relating to altcmativc ''stealth" options to the 
monopine, not to the site. As noted above in paragraph number (J. photo simulations orthe 
monopole without camoul"lagc and camouflaged as a monopinc, nagpolc nnd lighting Jixture or 
other similar "stealth'' application that AT&T has used successfully in other similar settings will 
help us evaluate and determine which is most suitable lc1r the ::;it e. 

12. Height. We understand generally that the height ol"thc Facility rclat~.:s to existing conditions 
on the property and to other AT&T sites. However. we arc seeking the technical inf{mnation 
relied upon by AT&T in determining the proposed height ofthc antenna mounts. \\'hik we 
understand that height relates to function and safety, it also relates to visual impact. i.e .. if 
reduced height would mitigate visual impact without impairing l'lmctionality or \'iolating sai'Cty 
requirements, a reduction in height might be called l<.1r. 

13. Ccrtitication. We acknowledge receipt of the corrected ccrti/icution. 

We hope this clarif-ies the City's intent with rcspcd to the Application and look l(wward to 
receipt ofthe inf(mnation identified above. Ify()u feel it would be productive to meet to discuss 
these outstanding items, please contact me at 505.955.65R7 to schedule a date and time. 

Very truly yours:--,,, 

·;:1;/J) 
Dan Esquibel 
Land Use Planner Senior 

c. Matthew O'Reilly, Land Usc Department Director 
Greg Smith. Division Director, Current Planning 
Kelley Brennan. Assistant City Attorney 

BOA 1/14/12 
P2nA 1 'Y. nf ?1\4 



·~ 
II 

u 
1-w 

···w· . . . 

. . . -·.· ... z··.·. 
:- --.:·· . . · . 
.. :" . :. ·.,_. ... · .· ··n. 
0 
z 
0 
~ 
~ 

BOA 1/14112 
P::anA 1 ~!; nf ?1\4 

' j 

] 

\ 
... 
----.. -'! 

~ .·• -- -·. 

. ' 
.. \\ 

___ ,_,. 

i 

\. 
._·_,. 

/·" ·. I . 

·'· 

. ) 



U) 
··w·; .. : .··-
•.: . 

. . . ·- ' .. z .-. 
.c. . 

. ,~··o-·· . . ·· - .·. . 

. . 

z 
0 
:::e-·· 

; . 

.'• 

.l 

BOA 1/14/12 
P:anA 1 ~R nf ?nA 



· .. ·.·· 

.. ~· .. _ > .·. ·.· . . 

(f) 
,w 
... ~. 
··~ 

a.. 
0 

.:z···.'· .. 
. . .~: 

. . 

·.o·· 
·.·~· 

BOA 1/14112 
p.,,. .. 1~7 nf ?n4 

'~ 

I 
. j 

l 

l 
,J 

] 



(/) 
w 
w ·[t···. . . ~ . . . 

. . 

·~---· 
. ' 

... 

·o 
z 
.o 
:E. 
·~ 
· IJi ,I 
·,~-~ 

J: 
1--
0 

BOA 1/14112 
p,.n., 1 ~R nf ,nA 



Ill' 

Ill" 

Ill 

0 
z 
-o--- . 

--~ 

:·. :.-

.\ 

.• · 

. 1• 

. - '· .:~ . 
...... ...:.· 
· .. 

. (•• 

'· 

0 .~ 

.·: ~ .. 
:· ... .... 

. ··~ ' 

·:.•.: 

·\_ . 

BOA 1/14/12 
p,.,. .. 1 ~Q nf ?04 

] 

~1. 
' 

-..... · 

J 

:J 



U) 
~ 
·u·· .· .. . ·-:· 

. . 
. . . 
·. . 

.. .:···o··: ... 

;~ 
·B 

li 

•• 

0 
z 
0 
-~ 

,/:;:~,,~ 
. ... _._:..t.~:; ... ~:}· .. ;;· .. · ~·. 

BOA 1/14/12 
P:onA 141\ nf ?n4 

... 
•.· 

'· 

I,: . 

·.·.i· 

. -~-

_,.· . 

. __ ._·-_ 

,< . 

. . . '~
!•·'•;'· 

I ,· ·, .,. 

; . . ' 
..J· 
_.,_ .... 

J ~}/·.? 
·' 
·, 

-•: 

·-· · .... · .• ··:·-

.I : ·~ 



-..... · ··:··.. . .: .. : 

BOA 1/14/12 
P:onA 1&1 nf ?1\A 

1 

1 
. 1 

' l 
j 



w 
c 
<(• 
(_)·'.: .. 

··<!:···.··.~·· 
LL 

t5:J zo 
2i :E 

.. '. ·~ ~- .•. . •. ··:_ . 

~ :.·.,······:. 

5 
aJ 

BOA 1/14112 
p,.,_1.4?nf?M 



.• . 

BOA 1/14112 
P"'nA1.4~ nf ?M 

' 1 
. l 

.J 
' 1 ,_, 



BOA 1/14/12 
P::onA 1.44 nf ?04 



en 
W.· 

. . 
: --:·· 

-~-.:<:;_,. 
~ ,.. ; .. _: . 

. . _;·:: 

0 
... ft~.-

·~~a~~aa· 

··.··m<·. ; . ·-
·_ :- . ---~ .. -~- ·. -... <:( 

--1 
LL 

] 

~.-·] . . . 

>· 

l 

1 

BOA 1/14112 
P:onA 1.41;; nf ?1\4 



'' "-'. ·-~· 
·w·· . . . 

. ..~·· 

J: 
1-
<( 

BOA 1/14/12 
p,.no 1.41; nf ?0.4 



.... 

. . · ... :#1,\: . 
... _.v·JI· 
···-~.--.·_.·· 

:I: 
.. ··,: 

··_ .. -~.~ 
·J -..J._____~ 

... •, .. ·· .··t--· .. ttl i_r%~·.·· .•.• ~~;•t~}~·-. iWTV. ~~~ 
.. · ... ::,..,··.· 
. . . . ·Liii.· 

. . . . 1- .>:.· • .. · 

(f) <' 

BOA 1/14112 
P:>n<>147 nf ?n.t 

l 
. l 

J 
] 

_] 

] 

j 

J 
:1 

' I 
> ..i 



··-. . . ' . 

. ·.N\ 
····llr&il 
.·<(·· ... ·-, : 

·' . 

0 

...... 
:::> _,., 
V· 

·w···· . . 

BOA 1/14/12 
P2nA 14A nf ,(14 



UJ r-----r--.----.-~ .· .. :e. 
·:'W 

..J. 
··m··· 

·. . : :·a·· ... · .. ~ .. · ·. . :..----
. ·:· .· : . . . . -O::?~-·~-:;---LJ. 
· .. a.· 
·w . .. ,: . ·o:·. ....... 

. . .. 
. · ..... 

·z~: 

<( 
.. ·.-z· w·: 

1-
z·. 
111111111111111·.· 

. ·.··<C· 
:e 

BOA 1/14/12 
p,.,... 14Q nf ?1\4 

1 
' j 

~1 

] 

n 
J 
'1 

1 
i 

. l 



.,., •· 

;: __ , ... 

·-<(·_ .. :- :··.-. . . . 

. -- -
- . 

·-w·-_ •. 

·---~ 
.:·.;('' .·-. ·:·_ ... ·. . .·· .. 

- -. 
- . . 

··· .. · ·-·. 

~~ft 
--\all 

z 

BOA 1/14/12 
p,.n,. 1 ,;n nf ?IIA 



BASHAM & BASHAM, P.C. 

City of Santa Fe 
200 Lincoln Avenue 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 

May 11,2012 

Re: AT&T Antenna S243 Building Permit Application at 3294 Cerrillos Road 

NEW APPLICATION FORM 

I have completed the most recent application form. I note that the form was developed 
during the pendency of this application. 

·EXISTING STRUCTURES 

Building a roof mounted structure would impose additional costs, difficulties with 
maintenance, renegotiation of the site lease, and delay. The code allows administrative 
approval of monopoles in C-2 zones (14-6.2 (E) (3)). My reading of the code is d1at there 
are three zones (C-2, I-1 and I-2) in the City where a monopole structure remains permitted. 
(14-6.2 (E) (3) (a) (iii) The code even provides d1at d1e tower can be up to 100' in these 
zones 14-6.2 (E) (5) (b) presumably because d1ese relatively limited areas of the City are 
preferred locations for telecommunications towers and are better suited to development of 
towers than the predominant residetl.tial zones covering the majority of the community. The 
proposed height of the facility is 75'. Since a monopole of this height is permitted in dus 
zone it was deemed appropriate. When entering into lease negotiations AT&T seeks to 
nlinimize the impact on existing landlord uses and d1erefore a ground build aclueves both 
code objectives and landlord objectives. 

None of the existing structures on d1e site are 75'. A fas:ade placed on the top of the 
existing building would be far too high. If the fas:ade extended the entire perimeter of the 
roof line it would present significant engineering challenges due to extreme height and wind 
load. It would also significantly alter the appearance and massing of the suucture creating a 
greater visual impact d1an the pole. 

The land lord has not agreed to lease space on the roof and that is why we are applying for 
the monopole as a ground build. 

EXHIBIT 

' 1 

j 

.·~] i 
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UNDERGROUND FACILITIES. The antennas simply cannot go underground because 
they require line of sight to work. The ground utility equipment needs to be near to the 
tower. The farther away it is the more massive the tower becomes because you need to use 
larger and larger cables to connect d1e antennas to the ground utilities. Therefore the 
ground utilities for telecom sites are either placed inside a building near the monopole or in a 
compound with a yardwall. Some ground utilities such as switches cannot be placed direcdy 
on the ground because they can be damaged by water. Placement underground would also 
expose them to sinUlar risks. The portions of the facilities that can be placed undergrow1d 
such as the cables connecting the antennas to the switches, power and phone lines are placed 
underground as has been shown on the drawings. Placement of all ground utilities 
underground would be commercially impracticable. Placement of all ground utilities 
underground would also create access and safety risks for the personnel required to maintain 
d1e facilities. The ground utilities need regular maintenance and when selecting sites d1e 
provider needs to ensure that there is safe and convenient access between the designated 
parking area for the service vehicle and d1e facilities. In summary, the facilities that can go 
underground such as the wires and cables do go underground. 

PROPOSED WAILS It is not at all clear how a provision on screening is being interpreted 
to require screening the screening. There is no express code provision regarding screening 
of walls with pL'lnting and the section cited initinlly was 14-6.2 (E) (5) (c) (ii) which does not 
even mention landscape plans. The subsequent letter of the City cites provision (14-6.2 (E) 
(6)(b)(xiv) which provides does not mention landscape plans and does not address 
requirements for additional work. It only states that d1e City can require additional 
information. The pertinent section -of the Code is 14-8.4 (B) (1) (d) which exempts this 
project from landscaping requiretnents. If d1ey city has so1ne specific idea about what they 
would like AT&T will consider that request but d1ere is nothing in the code which would 
apply specifically to landscaping or screening walls for this site. 

MONOPINE AT&T proposes to simply build a monopole. The monopine design is more 
visually obvious than a simple pole. We have attached multiple design photosims to show 
what a lattice tower, a monopole and a monopine would look like from Richards Avenue and 
from Cerrillos Road. The photosims show options in multiple configurations and colors. 
The aesthetics of a given site are completely subjective. However, it is AT&T's contention 
d1at a simple pole design will have d1e least visual impact. This application has been pending 
for some time. During d1at time design alternatives for a monopine design have been 
specifically critiqued as obtrusive in comments AT&T received from City staff and the State 
Historic Preservation Office. We agree that the monopole design is the best option. 

LANDSCAPE PLAN. As stated above there is nothing in the code that requires a 
landscape plan or explains how to effectively screen a screening wall. If the City will 
describe what it wants we can consider that request. 

LIGHTING. There is nothing proposed for construction other than d1e facilities indicated 
on the detailed plans. 

2205 MIGUEL CHAVEZ ROAD, SUITE "A" • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87505 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 • FAX: (505) 992-6170 
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MAINTENANCE. There is no code provision requiring a maintenance plan. The cited 
section 14-6.2 (E) (6) (b) (xiv) reads "Such od1er infonnation as may reasonably be required 
by d1e Land Use Director." It does not say anydling about providing maintenance services 
for ilie landlord or d1e City and it is unclear why dus section would be used to impose 
substantive obligations that are nowhere described in ilie code. 

The information regarding maintenance of an as yet unapproved and unbuilt 
structure is as follows. The facility will be monitored on a regular basis in order to ensure 
that d1e telecommunications equipment is working properly. There is no regular schedule 
for this maintenance at present as the site is not even in operation. Agents who monitor d1e 
site normally have a letter provided from the landlord to show authority to enter onto ilie 
site as needed and may go to the site at any time in order to perform maintenance. The 
maintenance would include any structure or facility on the site built by d1e applicant but 
would not extend beyond d1e leased area or to non-AT&T facilities. For example if anod1er 
provider co-sites on the pole then they would maintain d1eir own equipment. 

NOISE. There is noiliing proposed for construction other ilian the facilities indicated 
on d1e detailed plans. 

SETBACKS. I have attached one full size set of plans and provided them on CD as well. 
The setbacks are dearly indicated. 

ALTERNATIVES. See attached photo simulations. I note that the City permits lattice 
towers in various locations around the community and that the monopole design is, in our 
opinion, preferable. The monopine alternative has been specifically proposed and rejected. 
Other stealth applications are not being proposed because the site is a parking lot in a C-2 
zone and is a ground build lease. This sort of site does not lend itself to false chimneys, 
steeples, or other false structures. The City specifically permits monopoles and they are 
appropriate in tlus zone. Construction of a more massive structure such as a clock tower or 
landmark signage would only make the site more obtrusive, and implicate other prohibitions 
in d1e code such as signage and lighting limitations. The best alternative for dus site is a 
monopole. 

HEIGHT Attached are Radio Frequency (RF) propagation maps. They show before and 
after coverage as well as coverage at various heights. The application is for a pole that is 25 
feet lower d1an the zone's height limit. The City's code and prior response imply that there is 
some absolute measure of height requirements. As previously stated in the application this 
is a false assumption. The relationship between height and coverage is shown in the 
attached RF maps. You can see that the lower the height is the worse the coverage. AT&T 
is trying to provide better coverage and tl1erefore seeks the height proposed in the 
application. It is not arbitrary. It is less than the zone pernuts. It is warranted in this case 
as shown by the attachments. 

2205 MIGUEL CHAVEZ ROAD, SUITE "A" • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87505 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 • FAX: (505) 992-6170 
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S243 Baillios 

Proposal for lands aping, maintenance, graffiti and sound abatement. 

Although AT&T does not agree that d1ese substantive requirements are contained in or required by 
d1e City Code AT&T offers the following proposal to ensure processing of this application. 

1. Landscaping. AT&T will undertake such planting within the leased area of the premises as is 
reasonably required by the City to ensure that the yard wall for the ground utilities is as attractive as 
reasonably achievable given the limitations of the leased area, the access to utilities and the overall 
site design. 

2. Maintenance. AT&T will maintain any and all facilities, property, plants or other materials within 
the leased area including removal of any graffiti, repair of any walls or other structures, removal of 
litter and debris and upkeep of the facilities shown on the plans. 

3. Noise Abatement. AT&T will ensure that all noise from the cabinets and equipment meets the 
applicable standards for noise under the City Code. By means of tlus Proposal AT&T, by and 
through its agents of record, Basham & Basham, P.C. represent d1at rl1ere will be no generators 
placed upon the leased property and that rl1e yard walls and equipment cabinets will reduce the noise 
generated by the equipment to levels below the ambient traffic and road noise. AT&T will test tlus 
representation if the site is approved and built and will provide tl1e City with said test results. In the 
event that the noise from the facilities is excessive and viobtes any requirement of the City Code 
AT&T will abate the noise through baffling and noise containment structures or equipment. 

Peter A. Dwyer 
Attorney and Agent for Applicant. 
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-4- May 11, 2012 

Very truly yours, 

Peter A. Dwyer 

2205 MIGUEL CHAVEZ ROAD, SUITE "A" • SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO • 87505 
PHONE: (505) 988-4575 • FAX: (505) 992-6170 
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-z2o2I04 City of Santa Fe Land Use Department 
Project General Information 

5/16/12 
11:46:04 

Project number . . . 
Project description 

npplication date 
Project type . . 
Project status . 
ayment Receipt Number 
elated Project Number 

Planner assigned . 
Accounting project nbr 
.. umber of dwelling units 
otal square footage . . 
uilding Permits notify 

Permit Process 

.ress Enter to continue. 
FJ•Exit F12•Cancel 

11 00000111 Pin number 5477 
3294 CERRILLOS ROAD AT&T ANTENNA (ADMIN 
REVIEW) 

9/15/11 
ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL 
ACTIVE 
B002202111256T2 

DAN ESQUIBEL 

1 
1 

0 
0 

Blank-None, 1=Notify, 
!=Application entry 
2-Permit print 
3=CO issuance 

BOA 1/14/12 
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PZ820101 City of Santa Fe Land Use Department 
Project Fees Inquiry 

Project number 11 00000111 
Project description 3294 CERRILLOS ROAD AT&T ANTENNA 
Deposit balance 

Description 
MISCELLANEOUS - $50.00/HR 
POSTER - LARGE PUBLIC NOTICE 

Fee Totals . . . . 

.00 

Amt Charged 
500.00 

30.00 
530.00 

Credited 
.oo 
.00 
.00 

(ADMIN 

Paid 
.00 
.oo 
.00 

5/16/12 
11:47:22 

Bal Due 
500.00 

30.00 
530.00 

+ 

Press Enter to continue. 
F3-Exit F7=Receipts display Fa-credit transaction display Fl2-Cancel 
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BAER, TAMARA 

From: BAER, TAMARA 

Sent: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 10:36 AM 

To: 'Peter Dwyer' 

Cc: BRENNAN, KELLEY A.; OREILLY, MATTHEWS. 

Subject: Baillio's Monopole 

Good morning Peter- I am following up on the AT&T cell tower application for the Baillie's site, S-243, at 
3294 Cerrillos. 

In the City's letter of November 9, 2011, we discussed the issue of visual impact under item 5., 
"monopine". That letter states, in part, " ... we believe a monopole painted a neutral color or a flagpole or 
light pole design would distract the eye less than the proposed mono pine design." We also provided 
images at that time illustrating various flagpoles, athletic lights and street lights, to show you what we had 
in mind. Your response letter and submittal of May 11, 2012 state that "the monopole design is the best 
option," and "that a simple pole design will have the least visual impact." However, the design you have 
submitted, with externally mounted antennas is not the simple monopole that we envisioned, nor 
comparable to the visual examples we provided. 

I am attaching another example of a simple monopole design with internally mounted antennas. This is 
the sort of design we prefer and that we believe would have the least visual impact both on this site and at 
the Burger King site on St. Francis. I have numerous other examples of this type of installation, which I 
am happy to share with you if you would like. If there is some technical reason AT&T cannot provide this 
type of monopole or flagpole design we would like to know what that is and may need to seek technical 
expertise to advise us on this matter. 

Also, I understand your firm has requested a standing meeting with the City Attorney's office and with me 
to discuss and keep abreast of ongoing applications. We are happy to accommodate this request and will 
speak with you in the near future to establish a mutually convenient time and location. 

In the meantime, you are welcome to call or email me or Assistant City Attorney Kelley Brennan to 
discuss our concerns on the proposed Baillie's site. Best regards -Tamara 

Tamara Baer, ASLA 
Manager, Current Planning Division 
Land Use Department 
City of Santa Fe 
505-955-6580 
tbaer@santafenm. gov 

EXHIBIT 
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BAER, TAMARA 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Peter Dwyer [pdwyer@bbpcnm.com] 

Wednesday, May 23, 2012 9:56AM 

BAER, TAMARA 

Subject: RE: Baillio's Monopole 

Tamara: Thanks for the response. I may have to ask that the RF expert come meet with us so he can 
explain why he requires the type of facilities that we are designing. 

I understand the concern about aesthetics. We have tried to explain many times why a thin pole that is 
not massive due to stealth facades (which would greatly increase the profile of the structure} is the best 
alternative. I honestly do not understand why the City won't process our application for a pole. This 
Site is in a parking lot in a C-2 zoned area of the City and a pole structure is clearly permissible. From my 
perspective it seems like the City is saying that regardless of the zoning and the law we are going to be 

prohibited from building a commercial facility comparable to what is already existing in Santa Fe. The 

code permits towers of up to 100 feet. Rather than build to 100 feet and using a lattice tower like other 
existing providers we have submitted for a monopole design at a lower height. Other providers have 
built out their infrastructure and we just want a chance to do the same. We are only seeking a very 
commercially reasonable use in a C-2 zone and yet I continue to get the impression that the City wants 
to impose extraordinary requirements upon AT&T's uses simply because the public comes out in large 
numbers to oppose the sites on grounds that we all agree are federally preempted. 

The code requires we look at alternatives which we have done. So far we have proposed a monopine, a 
lattice tower, a monopole and multiple paint schemes. All of these are permitted under the code. We 
should be able to apply for what we want to build and not be held captive to a perpetual process of 
submitting new alternatives. 

Providing more design alternatives is just a fool's errand. It is very clear that the vocal elements of the 
community object to anything and everything based on perceived health impacts. We have done ENN 
or ENN like meetings at least twice on this site and no one made any serious comments about design 

alternatives. I believe there were some facetious remarks by a member of Why-fry about making it look 
like a Christmas tree or something like that. But there was no principled or rational dialogue about 
design alternatives notwithstanding my express request for suggestions or comments. The persons 
involved were very clear that they wanted absolutely nothing. 

Again last night on 5291 that was the bottom line position of the entire group. They did not request or 
suggest any design alternatives. They did not even discuss the principle visual impact issue which is 
height. All the focus was on simply not having a site at all. It is therefore, very unclear to me why the 
City continues to want more design alternatives since each and every alternative has been and 
continues to be objectionable for reasons that have nothing to do with design. 

The bottom line is if you are simply telling us you will not permit a monopole (which is a very standard 
design and perfectly appropriate in a commercial area) then please give us some kind of written denial 
of our application. This has been pending for 8 months and we need to move forward one way or 
another. We would prefer to work with the City toward an agreeable resolution particularly in light of 

the fact that past experience has shown that we are likely to both be sued and end up defending~th·e·llll!~~lllll .. •• 
cases jointly regardless of what gets approved. EXHIBIT 
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City of~ Santa Fe, Nevv Mexico 
200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909. Santa Fe, N.M. 87504-0909 

www.santafenm.gov 

David Coss, Mayor Councilors: 
Rebecca Wurzburgcr, Mayor Pro Tcm, Dist. 2 

Patti J. Bushee. Dist. 1 

Chris Calvert, Dist. I 
Peter N. lves. Dist. 2 

Carmichael A. Dominguez, Dist. 3 
Christopher M. Rivera. Dist. 3 

Bill Dimas, Dist. 4 

Ronald S. Trujillo. Dist. 4 

May 31,2012 

Peter A. Dwyer, Esq. 
Basham & Basham, P.C. 
2205 Miguel Chavez Road, Suite A 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 

RE: AT&T Telecommunications Facility 
3294 Cerrillos Road (Baillio's)- Site 5243 

Dear Mr. Dwyer, 

Thank you for your May 11, 2012 response to our request for additional information per Dan 
Esquibel's letter to you dated November 9, 2011: There are two remaining issues that we would 
like you to address before we can state that the application meets the Administrative Approval 
requirements of 14-6.2 (E){3){a){iii) and the required approval criteria of 14-6.2 (E)(5) and (6) 
per Santa Fe City Code 1987. These issues relate to the design of the structure (see items 5 and 
11 below) and the proposed lighting (see item 7 below). 

The following comments address the issues raised in Mr. Esquibel's 11/09/llletter: 

1. Legal lot of record. The material submitted is sufficient to establish legal lot of record. 
Specifically, the Lot Line Adjustment Plat of Tract B-1 and B-2-B-1(A), with City 
signatures, in the records of Santa Fe County Book 327, Page 12, on February 15, 1996, 
as Instrument No. 935027. 

2. Existing structures. Your letter of 5/11/12 addresses the impracticalities of co-location at 

this site. 

3. Underground facilities. Your letter of 5/11/12 addresses the impracticalities, prohibitive 
costs and safety problems that would be associated with placement of the utility 
cabinets underground at this site. 

4. Proposed walls. Your letter of 5/11/12 addresses the appearance and the purpose EXHIBIT 
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screening wall. We do not require further screening of the wall. J _J 
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Peter A. Dwyer, Esq. 
AT&T Telecommunications Facility- 3294 Cerrillos Road- Site 5243 
May 25,2012 

Page 2 of 3 

5. Monopine. Please see Tamara Baer's email to Peter Dwyer on 5/22/12. In the City's 
letter of November 9, 2011, we discussed the issue of visual impact under item 5., 
"monopine". That letter states, in part, " ... we believe a monopole painted a neutral 
color or a flagpole or light pole design would distract the eye less than the proposed 
monopine design." We also provided images at that time illustrating various flagpoles, 
athletic lights and street lights, to show you what we had in mind. Your response letter 
and submittal of May 11, 2012 state that "the monopole design is the best option," and 
"that a simple pole design will have the least visual impact." However, the design you 
have submitted, with externally mounted antennas is not the simple monopole that we 
envisioned, nor comparable to the visual examples we provided. 

We are attaching another example of a simple monopole design with internally 
mounted antennas. This is the sort of design we prefer and that we believe would have 
the least visual impact both on this site and at the Burger King site on St. Francis. We 
can provide numerous other examples of this type of installation, which we are happy to 
share with you if you would like. If there is some technical reason AT&T cannot provide 
this type of monopole or flagpole design we would like to know what that is and may 
need to seek technical expertise to advise us on this matter. 

6. landscape plan. See item 4 above. We agree that the ordinance does not require 
additional landscape screening. 

7. lighting. Your letter of 5/11/12 states "There is nothing proposed for construction other 
than the facilities indicated on the detailed plans." However, it is not clear from those 
plans what type of lighting, fixtures, or illumination levels are proposed, or when this 
lighting would be used. The "Tech lights" shown inside the walled area are not further 
described. Are these lights only to be used for non-daylight servicing of the equipment 
and not otherwise illuminated? Please provide additional information on this subject. 

8. Maintenance. Your supplementary submittal of May 15, 2012 states that "AT& Twill 
maintain any and all facilities, property, plants or other materials within the leased area 
including removal of any graffiti, repair of any walls or other structures, removal of litter 
and debris and upkeep of the facilities shown on the plans." This suffices to commit 
AT&T to maintaining the facilities in good repair. 

9. Noise. Your supplementary submittal of May 15,2012 states that "AT&T will ensure that 
all noise from the cabinets and equipment meets the applicable standards for noise 
under the City Code. By means of this Proposal AT&T, by and through its agents of 
record, Basham & Basham, P.C. represent that there will be no generators placed upon 
the leased property and that the yard walls and equipment cabinets will reduce the 
noise generated by the equipment to levels below the ambient traffic and road noise. 
AT&T will test this representation if the site is approved and built and will provide the 
City with said test results. In the event that the noise from the facilities is excessive and 
violates any requirement of the City Code AT&T will abate the noise through baffling 
and noise containment structures or equipment." 

BOA 1/14/12 



Peter A. Dwyer, Esq. 
AT&T Telecommunications Facility- 3294 Cerrillos Road- Site 5243 

May 25,2012 
Page 3 of3 

10. Setbacks. Your May 11, 2012 submittal sufficiently describes the setbacks as requested. 

11. Alternatives. See item 5., 'Monopine" above. We are agreed that a monopole option is 
acceptable at this location. However, there is not agreement on the definition of 
'monopole', by which we mean a single pole with interior mount antennas. 

12. Height. Your submittal of May 11, 2012 includes Radio Frequency propagation and 
coverage maps, which indicate that the proposed pole height is warranted. 

Finally, please ensure that subsequent design changes are reflected in the design drawings and 
construction documents. 

Completion of the Administrative Review process will allow you to apply for construction 
permits, which will be subject to all applicable city codes and ordinances, including 2009 IBC, 
NEC and 2009 IFC. We look forward to your response and to the completion of this 
administrative review process. 

Sincerely yours, 

{\ A 
! ' !' I(\ 
, .... ~ G' . 
. & .. /! . :;; .. ,_, ,· / 1 

\ . ! y :: . I _: 

-~,~·-, 
MatthewS. O'ReiUy" \ 
Land Use Department Director 

cc: Kelley A. Brennan, Assistant City Attorney 
Dan Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior 
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City of Santa Fe, New- Mexico 

David Coss, Maror 

200 Lincoln Avenue, P.O. Box 909, Santa Fe. N.M. 87504-0909 

www.sant a fen m.gov 

Councilors: 

August 1, 2012 

Rebecca Wurzburger, Mayor ProTem, Dist. 2 

Patti j. Bushee, Dist. 1 
Chris Calvert, Dist. 1 
Peter N. lves. Dist. 2 

Carmichael A. Dominguez, Dist. 3 

Christopher M. Rivera. Dist. 3 

Bill Dimas, Dist. 4 
Ronald S. Trujillo, Dist. 4 

Peter A. Dwyer, Esq. 

Basham & Basham, P.C. 
2205 Miguel Chavez Road, Suite A 
Santa Fe, NM 87505 

RE: AT&T Telecommunications Facility 
3294 Cerrillos Road (Baillie's)- Site 5243 

Dear Mr. Dwyer, 

Thank you for your response to our request for additional information. We are satisfied that the 
application now meets the Administrative Approval requirements of 14-6.2 (E)(3)(a)(iii) and the required 
approval criteria of 14-6.2 (E)(S) and (6) per Santa Fe City Code 1987. You are authorized to submit your 
construction permit application. Please present a copy of this letter with that application. 

Two outstanding issues had been exterior lighting and compliance with the Aesthetic Requirements of 14-
6.2 (E)(5)(c). 

Lighting 
Your letter of 5/11/12 stated that per the submitted plans there will be no light fixtures outside the 
walled equipment area. "Tech lights" shown inside the walled area shall only be used for non-daylight 
servicing of the equipment and shall not otherwise be illuminated. 

Aesthetics 
We understand that you have contracted for a limited ground space/leased area within the Baillio's 

site. We discussed with you and the AT&T RF Engineer the possibility of providing three narrower 
individual poles, possibly of varying heights and also of different but related colors in order to give 

visual interest and aesthetic appeal to the installation. Your several emails on this subject explained 
why this would not be possible given the limited ground space under your control. You further 

indicated that such an alternative installation might be possible for future applications in the City of 

Santa Fe. 

As you know, the City of Santa Fe is well known for the arts and is a city in which arts-based tourism Ia s 
a significant role in the economy. We believe it is both possible and irnportant to acknowledge th#Jiii~E!!IIXI!IH~IBIIIIIII!IITII!II•-. 
aesthetics in the economic and cultural life of our community and we encourage AT&T- and all 
telecommunications providers- to be sensitive and responsive to this concern. We look forward I ~ 

P:onA 11:A nf ?IIA 



Peter A. Dwyer, Esq. 
August 1, 2012 
Page 2 of2 

taking these considerations into account when negotiating leases or similar arrangements and planning 
for future sites in the City. 

cc: Kelley A. Brennan, Assistant City Attorney 
Dan Esquibel, Land Use Planner Senior 
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PZ202I04 City of Santa Fe Land Use Department 11/14/12 
Project General Information 09:40:29 

Project number . . . 
Project description 

Application date 
Project type . . 
Project status . 
Payment Receipt Number 
Related Project Number 
Planner assigned . 
Accounting project nbr 
Number of dwelling units 
Total square footage • . 
Building Permits notify 

Permit Process . . •• 

Press Enter to continue. 
F3=Exit Fl2=Cancel 

:r:li 00000~ Pin number 5477 
:~94 CER~S ROAD AT&T ANTENNA (ADMIN 

REVIEW) 

9/15/11 
ADMINISTRATIVE APPROVAL 
ACTIVE 
B002202111256T2 

DAN ESQUIBEL 

1 
1 

0 
0 

Blank=None, l=Notify, 
!=Application entry 
2=Permit print 
3=CO issuance 

2=Hold 

~ 

\~~- - ' 

. . ~~~u,w o\l~_~LJI1lL~ili_~ 
'c:Di: .& ~Qluurt-lvQcth '\hili \J~. 

~ ~QldULQ____/ 
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BRENNAN, KELLEY A. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Peter Dwyer (pdwyer@bbpcnm.com] 
Wednesday, November 28, 2012 12:18 PM 
BRENNAN, KELLEY A. 

Subject: FW: Photo-building permit 

photoJPG (2 MB) Untitled attachment _AVG 
oooso.txt ... tification_.txt (227 1 

Here is the history of the posting along with the most 
recent picture. I will bring other pictures and SHPO materials tonight. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Mark Basham [mailto:mbasharn@bbpcnrn.corn] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2012 2:10 PM 
To: Peter Dwyer 
Subject: FW: Photo-building permit 

This is the replacement sign that was posted on November 21, 2012. 

I originally posted the sign on October 30, 2012 and sent you three photos of it. It was "1 
single post with the BP being stapled on to it. 

On November 5, 2012 as I was driving to Walgreens I saw that the post was up but the BP 
was not attached. I located the BP carne to the office located a rectangular box and taped 
the BP to it. I then and went and placed it on the post through the holes that I had cut 
in the box and secured it at its base with river rocks. 

On November 9, 2012 I confirmed that the BP was still up. 

On November 13, 2012 I was reviewing an e-mail which indicated that BP had been moved. 
went to the site and saw that the sign had been moved to the actual construction site. 
went over and met a worker who returned it to its original site. He put on the post. 
secured it with river rocks at its base and with river rocks on top of the box. This 
thing was not going anywhere. I sent you three pictures of it being posted. 

Based on the appeal, on this same date, November 13, 2012, the Appellant includes a 
photograph of the sign that had just been posted laying on the sidewalk face up. 

On November 20, 2012 as I drove by the site I saw the BP box laying on the sidewalk. I 
parked and went to go re-post it. The BP, however, had been ripped off the box and was 
nowhere to found. 

I 
I 

He 

On November 21, 2012 I obtained a replacement BP from Denise and had Steve Rivera go post 
it. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Steve Rivera [mailto:rivers2305@corncast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 2:57 PM 
To: mbasharn@bbpcnrn.corn 
Subject: Photo-building permit 

Mark, 

I 
j 

.1 
- } 

i 
~ Building permit posted at Baillo's 2:50 prn. 

Steve Rivera --....... 111111111--' l EXHIBIT 

1 
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14, 2011 

~ approval pursuant to SFCC § 14-6.2 (E) 
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rnade application for administrative approval 
~d at Baillie's 3294 Cerrillos Road. The 
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BRENNAN, KELLEY A. 

From: Peter Dwyer [pdwyer@bbpcnm.com] 

Sent Thursday, November 29,2012 9:12AM 

To: BRENNAN, KELLEY A. 

Subject: FW: Maps 

From: steve Coca [rnailto:stevecoca@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2011 3:55 PM 
To: Peter Dwyer 
Subject: RE: Maps 

Hi Peter, 
I will be out of town on business Thursday-tomorrow. I'll pick them up Friday moring if that's okay. 

Thanks, 
Steve 

From: pdwver@bbpcnm.com 
To: stevecoca@hotmail.com 
Subject: RE: Maps 
Date: Wed, 13 Apr 201115:15:01 -Q600 

Page 1 ofl 

I will print the four map sets now but the large format printer takes a while to print so please come by to 
pick them up tomorrow morning or thereafter I will leave them at our front desk with Dorothy. 2205 
Miguel Chavez is behind the University of Phoenix off of Siringo Rd. near St. Mikes. 

From: Steve Coca [mailto:stevecoca@hotmail.coml 
Sent: Wednesday, April 13, 2011 3:07 PM 
To: pdwver@bbpcnm.com 
Subject: Maps 

Hi Peter, 
I'm contacting you as I said I would during last nights gathering. There are a handful of residents in the 
neighborhood who do not have computers. I am requesting at least four sets of the same sized maps 
that you brought to the gatering last night. I will share this information with them. I appreciate the 
effort. Just let me know when they are available. 

Thank You, 
steve Coca 
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BRENNAN, KELLEY A. 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Peter Dwyer [pdwyer@bbpcnm.com] 

Thursday, November 29,2012 9:13AM 

BRENNAN, KELLEY A. 

Subject: FW: 5243 (Baillio's Application and Response) 

From: Steve Coca [mailto:stevecoca@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 04, 201110:48 AM 
To: Peter Dwyer 
Subject: RE: 5243 (Baillio's Application and Response) 

Hi Peter, 
Have you responded to the city and their concerns regarding the Bainio's cell tower? If so, can 
you please send me an electronic copy of your response? 

Thanks, 
steve Coca 
670-6926 

>From: pdwver@bbpcnm.com 
> To: stevecoca@hotmail.com 
>Subject: S243 (Baillio's Application and Response) 
> Date: Tue, 27 Sep 2011 09:22:50 -Q600 
> 
>Steve: 
> 
> I am sending what I have saved electronically which is the core 
>application. There were a bunch of attachments that I submitted in hard 
> copy so this is not the complete application materials. 
> 
> I also sent the City's response. 
> 
>Peter A. Dwyer, Esq. 
>Basham & Basham, P.C. 
> pdwyer@bbocnm.com 

1 'llf\A /'lf\1 'l 
BOA 1/14/12 
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Steve Coca asked me to do some legal research and help him respond to the City Attorney's 
No. 

response to his Claim 7 about notification of neighbors. This is on page 11 of Ms. Brennan's 
f\. 

memo. 

Lee 
Fir~ me address ike iR'8FB ift Ms. Brennan's memo: The memo states correctly that the old 

ordinance provided for administrative approv.al of new ~~wers in nonresidential districts under 
o'~l~lnC\ \\'} 

certain circumstances. However, this site was not one or' those circumstances. The City was 
1\ 

' 
originally going to require AT&T to apply fo~ a Special Exception at this site under t~e <..vd 

o~ foY~ O..ff~i/1.9 /t-1'+ T v.,--GUl ~ 
requirements of Section 14-6.2(E)( 6). The fiFStx:eqYitem-t t<ir a Special Exception was to hold 

' . ,Jf\ 

an Early Neighborhood Notification meeting.~ neighbors and neighborhood associations 

within 200 feet of the site were required to be notified of the ENN meeting by Certified Mail. 
~ s-) 

This ENN meeting occurred in October 2010. After that ENN meeting, AT&T did not file an 
1\ 

application for a Special Exception as planned, and the neighbors assumed that the project had 

been abandoned. 

Then, on ._ April 6, 2011, AT&T sent out a second certified mailing, inviting 

neighbors to a second ENN meeting. The Certified Mail Receipts for the letters t);la~~~ T &T sent . ~) 
oY'-~ \-r7 Cw f.ILf 0/~ r~ 

out in April2011 are included in your packet as Exhibit Ji. Let me point out that tliesd'receipts 
1\ 

are not postmarked and they are not dated. However, I have been told that these letters were 

received by the neighbors on about April 7, 2011, telling them to come to the ENN meeting. At 

this second ENN meeting on April1'l, 2011, which I attended, AT&T told the neighbors that this 

OJ.;.-Qc.zu_~to--A 
second ENN meeting was not required, but was being held ill the interes~ neighborhood • 

~ ~~ -~~ -~~l fF --t=elatiGRs. Perhaps it was not required because A Ti;i a ;;, h!J ~~!!:ft~ 



But nothing came of this second meeting either. AT&T again failed to apply for a permit 

after the meeting. Again, the neighbors assumed that the project was not going to happen. 

Then, on May 25,2011, the City adopted a new Telecommunications Ordinance, under 

which Special Exceptions were no longer required for any telecommunications facilities, and 

which streamlined the application and approval process in numerous ways. 

On September 12, 2011, under the new ordinance, AT&T applied for Administrative 

Approval at this site. Under new Section 14-6.2(E)(IO)(a)(i), within 24 hours after it submitted 

its application, AT&T was required to send all neighbors within 200 feet notification of that fact 

by certificate of mailing. AT&T failed to send the required notification. As a result, the 

neighbors only found out that an application had been filed after it had already been approved, · ( 
')> 

by seeing the construction begin. Steve Coca, w~o fil_ed thi~ apl'eal, also pnly foun~ out about it · lj 
~JV.-1 tv~ L~.J4.7v«Jl._ r~~ - ,-~ 

after it had been approved,,becaus~ I ~happened to call h~ru.]aqd ask )lim if he as_~l:~epfit,._and J~. ~ 
1(- N<-~~ w-V'LL c~~~~ ;i fflL 4' ~ ~j -fM evA_ 

he told me he was not. ; 1,r~p.:l ~ tL- L_._.t""'\ ~se, ""'r~ kQ.Q_ 
1 

'-vQ
11

A • wli.-'di..,; /~ b / i._s~j 
N~ tlbt.~-t uG-~7/v~ Afl\ Ne_wr ,-,e_fJC:O ~t_,-Q._ e_s:---rq ~ 

rNow tlre ease law is N@-W Me~dee is v;ell riettled-that the remedy for failure to notify is 

nullification of the approval. All actions that occur subsequent to a failure to notify are void. 

"Where substantial compliance with mandatory publication requirements is not met, the 

action of the zoning authority is invalid." Hopper v. Board of County Commissioners, 84 N.M. 

604, 506 P.2d 348, cert. denied, 84 N.M. 592, 506 P.2d 336 (1973) "[T]he failure to give the 

notice required by statute rendered all subsequent acts void." Nesbit v. City of Albuquerque, 91 

N.M. 455, 459, 575 P.2d 1340 (N.M. 1977). "[F]ailure to comply with statutory notice 

requirements in a water well permitting proceeding deprived the State Engineer of the authority 

to act on an application for a change in the location of a water well." (Martinez v. Maggiore, 133 

N.M. 472,64 P.3d 499 (N.M.App.,2002), citing) Eldorado at Santa Fe, Inc. v. Cook, 113 N.M. 



33, 37, 822 P.2d 672 (N.M.App.,1991). "[A]dministrative proceedings conducted subsequent 

to ... defective notice are invalid." Martinez v. Maggiore, 133 N.M. 472, 64 P.3d 499, 503 

(N.M.App.,2002). According to all of these precedents, the remedy for failure to notify is to 

nullification of the approval. AT&T must file a new application, and undergo a new re"fEWial- r 12 v • e UJ 

process after proper notification of the neighbors. 








