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DECLARATION OF RICK HIRSCH

I, Rick Hirsch, hereby declare and attest as follows:

1. | am an independent contractor for Permit Me, Inc. responsible for obtaining land
use permits for telecommunications carriers, including ExteNet Systems (California) LLC
(“ExteNet”). I work at 5957 Keith Avenue, Oakland, CA 94618.

2. | make this Declaration in support of ExteNet’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction
in the above captioned action. Unless otherwise indicated, |1 know the following of my own
personal knowledge, and if called as a witness in this action, | could and would testify
competently to these facts under oath.

3. | have worked in the telecommunications industry since September 2008 and have
been an independent contractor with Permit Me, Inc. (“Permit Me”) since that time. Prior to my
work with Permit Me, | was a City Planner with the City of Millbrae and worked with Pacific
Municipal Consultants prior to that (a company that provides contract planning services for
California jurisdictions). For approximately the first 10 years of my career, | worked on behalf of
local California governments in a contract current city planner role, in an effort to ensure that
development applications complied with all adopted and applicable plans, regulations, and
ordinances.

4, | obtained a Bachelor of Arts in Social Sciences Field Major - Urban Studies,
from the University of California at Berkeley in May 1993. | attended the University of
Wisconsin at Madison for graduate school and obtained a Master of Science Degree in
Geography in May 1996 and a Master of Science in City Planning in May 1998.

5. In mid-June 2010, | was asked by Permit Me to manage the permit submittal and
review process for ExteNet’s Burlingame Distributed Antenna System (“DAS”) network. As part
of that permit submittal and review process, my job is to interface with City of Burlingame
(“City”) staff and manage the application submittal and review process on behalf of ExteNet.

6. ExteNet’s DAS system is proposed in an area of the City that is a completely
“built out” residential neighborhood from a development standpoint. There are significant

existing overhead utility lines and poles in the locations of the proposed DAS nodes.
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Specifically, primary and secondary power lines, telephone lines, and cable television lines are
located in the subject areas. There are also existing equipment cabinets and cable vaults in close
proximity to a number of the nodes; however, | do not know their exact locations.

7. On Wednesday, June 23, 2010, | attended a meeting with representatives from the
City Department of Public Works (“DPW?”) along with Patricia Ringo (commonly known as
Patti Ringo). The purpose of this meeting was to describe to the relevant City officials what
ExteNet was planning to do in the City and familiarize the City with the fundamentals of DAS.
The City informed us that they had an “encroachment permit process,” but that they wanted to do
some internal research to determine the appropriate entitlement process for ExteNet. The City
told ExteNet at this meeting that no discretionary permits would be required and that the City’s
Planning Staff would not be reviewing the project. Planning Department Staff confirmed this
statement on that same day. The City indicated that they would like ExteNet to submit drawings,
photo-simulations of the proposed nodes, and a written statement describing the scope of work.
The City also indicated that they would like to see evidence of ExteNet’s membership in the
Northern California Joint Pole Association (“JPA”). The City also indicated that they would like
to see a detailed drawing of the overall system of micro-trenching proposed by ExteNet that
would be needed to run some of the proposed fiber optic cable. Finally, the City indicated that
they were unsure of the appropriate fee structure.

8. On July 9, 2010, the City asked me to submit a “pre-application package” of
materials discussed at our June 23, 2010 to enable Staff to internally discuss the project and
familiarize themselves with the fundamentals of DAS generally and ExteNet’s proposal
specifically. ExteNet agreed to provide the requested information to the City and | was tasked
with the assignment of gathering and submitting this material to the City.

9. On August 3, 2010, | sent a pre-application submittal package to the City for their
preliminary review. The package consisted of a sample set of drawings, a sample set of photo-
simulations, and a map which showed the general locations of all of the proposed nodes in the
Burlingame DAS. The City indicated to me that they wanted to review a pre-application

submittal package from ExteNet prior to the submittal of formal Encroachment Permit
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applications.

10.  Subsequent to the submittal of these materials, | placed multiple phone calls to
City Staff inquiring about the status of the City’s review of ExteNet’s pre-application submittal
package. On August 23, 2010, City DPW employee Bill Lowrie left me a voice message stating
that he was trying to set up a formal meeting with DPW, legal counsel for the City and ExteNet
to further discuss project details, permitting and to determine appropriate fees.

11. | telephoned Mr. Lowrie multiple times between late August and the end of
September asking about the status of the pre-application materials, inquiring as to what submittal
materials were needed for formal applications, and to determine the necessary encroachment
permit fees. Mr. Lowrie did not respond to numerous voicemails I left for him between late
August and late September 2010. Upon discussion with Patti Ringo, ExteNet authorized me to
file Encroachment Permit applications with the DPW. On September 28, 2010, | personally
submitted formal “Special Encroachment Permit” application packages to DPW to initialize
ExteNet’s project with the City. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of one of the
eight Special Encroachment Permit applications (without attachments) that | submitted to the
City. Each package contained the following exhibits: (1) DAS network node map, (2) Aerial
Fiber Optic Route Map, (3) 5 Sets of Stamped Engineer Signed Drawings, (4) Five reduced sets
of the same drawings, (5) Five sets of Stamped, signed structural calculations, (6) California
Public Utility Commission Regulatory Documentation and (7) Evidence of JPA membership.
Mr. Victor Voong, an associate engineer with the DPW, accepted the eight Encroachment Permit
application packages and the application forms were date stamped as received by DPW
administrative staff at the counter on September 28, 2010. | also had a blank ExteNet check in
my possession at the counter in anticipation of paying the required fees. However, Mr. VVoong
stated that he could not accept a check from me to pay for the fees at that time, as Staff had not
yet determined the appropriate fee amount for the encroachment permits. Mr. Voong stated that
he would email or call me when the fees had been determined, however, | did not receive
correspondence or a phone call from Mr. VVoong in response to ExteNet’s permit applications or

the required fees.
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12. On October 11, 2010, I was contacted by Bill Lowrie and was told that ExteNet
would need to obtain a business license. ExteNet filed a business license application, and a
license was issued on November 18, 2010.

13.  On November 18, 2010, Patti Ringo, Robert Jystad (ExteNet’s outside legal
counsel) and I met with City officials to discuss ExteNet’s Encroachment Permit applications
that had been submitted at the DPW counter on September 28, 2010. This meeting was attended
by me, Patti Ringo, Art Morimoto, Robert Jystad and City Attorney Gus Guinan. The City
presented ExteNet with a new draft regulatory document entitled, “Permit, Location, Design and
Public Notification Requirements Associated with Telecommunications Provider’s Placement of
Facilities On Utility Poles Located Within City Right-of-Way” at this meeting. Staff indicated
that they wanted ExteNet to follow the new regulatory review process for wireless
telecommunications facilities located in the public right-of-way, and solicited our comments and
suggestions on the draft policy at that meeting. The City indicated that ExteNet would not be
required to submit new or additional permit applications to the City and that the application
packages submitted on September 28, 2010 were sufficient for processing under the new draft
review process they had created. As part of this process, the City required ExteNet to provide
notice to all residents within an approximately 300-foot radius of each proposed node location.
On a subsequent date, the exact date of which | cannot recall nor have record of, DPW Staff
made a decision to also require some level of Notice be provided to residents within
approximately 300 feet of selected guy-wire anchors.

14. On November 22, 2010, | e-mailed City Staff, including City Attorney Gus
Guinan, and included a draft “public notice” form that could be used in the public notice process
contemplated under the City’s new review process.

15. Pursuant to the new review process implemented by the City, | was tasked with
preparing the required public notice packages for ExteNet’s proposed project. The notice
packages were to consist of the following: 1) the Public Notice, 2) a site plan indicating the
location of the node, with a vicinity map inset , 3) a color photosimulation showing the before

and after conditions, and 4) a separate color photosimulation showing the equipment boxes in
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close-up detail.

16. A process of numerous exhibit revisions and back-and-forth dialogue began on
November 22, 2010, when | sent the draft public notice to City Attorney Gus Guinan and other
City Staff for their review and comment. Between November 22, 2010 and mid-July 2011, |
worked closely with the City on perfecting the required noticing package for each of ExteNet’s
eight permit applications. During this process, the City asked for numerous revisions to the
noticing materials. Upon each request for modifications or edits, | would implement the changes
to the materials requested by the City. Each time, City Staff requested additional modifications
and edits or expressed dissatisfaction with the resulting exhibits.

17. On November 23, 2010, Gus Guinan replied to my November 22, 2010 e-mail
stating that the 300-foot address mailing lists for the notices would need to be provided by the
City’s Planning Department. | therefore contacted Mr. Bill Meeker of the Planning Department
to submit this request. Mr. Meeker responded that day with information and fees required to
generate the mailing lists and referred me to Department Secretary Connie Rihm. | worked with
Ms. Rihm to pay the fees and obtain the mailing lists and corresponding radius maps in early
December 2010. Some of the maps required minor adjustments, and the last of the mailing lists
and maps were provided between January 13 and January 18, 2011. These mailing lists and
corresponding maps were all sent by email to DPW Staff immediately upon receipt from the
Planning Department.

18. On December 22, 2010, Art Morimoto provided his initial comments to me on the
draft public notices as an email attachment. | asked for clarification and more detail on Mr.
Morimoto’s comments, including what kind of map he wanted ExteNet to provide in conjunction
with the public noticing process. The next day, on November 23, 2010, Mr. Morimoto responded
to my inquiry, stating that the maps should clearly identify to a resident where the proposed DAS
node would be located.

19. On January 14, 2011, Mr. Morimoto sent me an e-mail stating that the vicinity
maps provided by the City’s Planning Department needed to be revised so that they were clearer

and suggested that we revise one notice for initial review rather than revise them all at once. On
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January 15, 2011, | submitted a draft noticing package for one proposed node location at 2536
Hayward to the City DPW including the Notice form, the photo-simulation, and the site/vicinity
map. On January 19, 2011, Mr. Morimoto responded with comments about that particular node’s
noticing package. On January 19, 2011, | submitted noticing packages to City Staff via email for
all eight (8) proposed nodes in the City. On January 21, 2011, Mr. Morimoto indicated to me that
he would have comments “next week.”

20. During the week of January 24, 2011, | personally submitted revised hard copy
draft site/vicinity maps for all eight proposed node locations to the DPW counter for Staff
review, comment and approval to ensure that Staff had the latest versions of the maps.

21. On January 28, 2011, | telephoned Mr. Morimoto asking for a status update on his
review of our submitted maps and other noticing materials. On February 4, 2011, | left Mr.
Morimoto a voicemail asking for a status update on the notice packages and for any additional
comments to be conveyed. Mr. Morimoto replied to my voicemail with an email on February 4,
2011, stating that he had received the drawings. He stated he was unclear if the drawings were
meant to be revised drawings that would be sent out with the notices or sketches for Staff review
and stated that “nevertheless, we will have comments on these drawings and the photosims to
make the proposed facilities more clear to the residents receiving the notices.” | responded by
email that the submitted draft hard copy maps were intended to be sent out with the notice
packages, and asked when he expected to have additional comments, to which no reply was
given.

22. | left voicemail messages and sent emails to Mr. Morimoto again on February 7
and February 8, 2011 requesting notice package status and comments. Mr. Morimoto responded
via e-mail on February 8, 2011 stating that “the City has been in contact with PG&E to receive
their feedback on your facilities prior to noticing these to the public. We are currently waiting
for their response. Additionally we will provide specific comments on each site individually.
The current noticing does not have enough information to clearly show a member of the public
what is proposed (such as before and after heights and clearly identified visuals of all new

facilities). Also, the ‘revised’ location maps that you provided did not show the appropriate level
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of professionalism required for a proposal of this significance in the City (hand marked edits on
the “final’ notice). You should receive additional comments on the first site by the end of the
week. In order to address your urgency to move forward, a thorough re-submittal after receiving
City comments would be helpful.”

23. On February 11, 2011, | again telephoned Mr. Morimoto asking for a status
update. The next day, on February 12, 2011, Mr. Morimoto responded via e-mail stating “I do
not believe that we will have all comments ready for you by next Wednesday.” Based on the
lack of progress, upon authorization from Patti Ringo, | asked for a sit down meeting with
representatives of DPW, which took place on February 17, 2011. After that meeting, |
memorialized my observations as follows:

e DPW Staff was continuing to review the Noticing site plan/vicinity map for
appearance, and Mr. Morimoto provided more comments.

e Patti Ringo agreed to have the project architect provide location map exhibit as a
polished professional graphic.

o City Staff expressed that they were not aware that they had 21 calendar days, per
their draft “Telecommunications Right-of-Way Guidelines” document, in which
to review the application materials and provide consolidated City comments to
ExteNet.

e We asked for, but were not provided with, consolidated official Staff comments.

o ExteNet representatives at that meeting stated a sense that as of February 17,
2011, it appeared that Staff had not yet reviewed the actual node design. It was
distressing to the ExteNet team to hear that Staff now had design-related changes
at this late date in the process.

e City legal counsel appeared surprised that DPW Staff had not yet undertaken
more of their required responsibilities to date, and assured us that from here on
out, things would be done more efficiently and expeditiously.

e City Staff requested that we submit a $10,000 check to establish a deposit account

for application processing purposes. We submitted a check at that meeting for this
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amount.

24.  On March 8, 2011, Mr. Morimoto requested more revisions to the drawings and
site/vicinity maps by email. Mr. Morimoto stated, “The photosims look good. We do have the
following comments that would apply to all: When the pole length is being increased, also point
out the existing pole height (similar to how the pole height is identified). The new equipment on
the poles tends to blend into the darker backgrounds. Please distinguish these to make more
clear (the new equipment can be made a different color for emphasis or lightly outlined). The
arrows fall short in many cases and should extend to the object they are pointing to. There are no
comments on the site maps. The City has considered the Encroachment Permit applications as a
whole with all parts necessary to implement the mobile system. With the applications we
received for the fiber connections, it appeared as though there are additional significant impacts
from that work that was not made evident before. We have been informed that there are 40+-
anchors/guy wires that will need to be placed for this aspect of the work. We will be visiting
these sites to determine if additional noticing will be required (or not) due to the impact of these.
We would like to understand the full scope of work for the project before the noticing begins.” |
had the architecture firm implement the requested additional notice exhibit revisions and sent
these to Mr. Morimoto in an email on March 16, 2011 in which | also requested that we be
allowed to proceed with the noticing at that time as we felt we had complied with all of City
Staff’s numerous and disjointed requested exhibit changes to date.

25. On March 18, 2011 Mr. Morimoto replied to Patti Ringo and me in an email that
the City was requesting Patti Ringo to act as the single point of contact for all project related
issues. He also stated that the $10,000 deposit we had submitted to the City for processing was to
cover all components of the project.

26. On March 22, 2011, |1 emailed Mr. Morimoto stating that “per your request at our
last meeting, on March 17th | had provided to you revised photosims and drawings. The revised
drawings reflect your request for us to raise our equipment to 8 feet. It is now done. You had
previously stated that the actual Notice and the revised site plans/vicinity maps are approved, so

that is done as well. The only items left for your consideration and approval prior to noticing are
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the two photosims per each node. We have made the changes you requested. Please let me know
if the photosims are now acceptable. If they are, | cannot see why we would not be given the
green light to conduct the noticing next week. Please let me know if we can move forward with
noticing for the 8 antenna/equipment nodes starting next week.”

27. On March 25, 2011, Mr. Morimoto replied in an email that, “We would like to
deal with one “responsible” person to facilitate all aspects of the project from your end. Your
project has been assigned Project No. 82790. Please reference this number on all submittals for
your project in the future. This will assist us in tracking your project costs. Currently we are
including the following work under your application: Joint pole and City streetlight noticing
requirements. Overhead fiber work and anchors. Are there other items of work that we should
include in this? As | said before, we are evaluating the necessity for noticing properties for the
anchoring required on the overhead fiber work. You definitely will need to provide noticing for
some sites. The big storms that hit this week had spread our resources thin which limited our
ability to evaluate anchor sites. We currently have received a numbered listing from you of the
anchor sites with corresponding addresses. We request that the list be updated with additional
information to include the type of anchor, whether an existing anchor is present and a detail
drawing of the proposed anchors. Also, it would be helpful to begin creating photosims on the
anchor sites that are most impactful. Please do not distribute noticing for the poles until all
details for the anchors have been provided and reviewed as they are clearly an integral part of the
project.”

28. On April 10, 2011, Mr. Morimoto e-mailed Patti Ringo and copied me with
extensive additional comments about the anchor noticing and that he would not authorize
ExteNet to send out the public notices for the pole nodes until Staff review was completed.

29. On April 15, 2011, Art Morimoto emailed Patti Ringo and copied me stating,
“After review and approval of the photosims and noticing for the anchors, we should be ready to
authorize you to begin noticing.”

30. On May 6, 2011, Art Morimoto emailed Patti Ringo and copied me stating, “The

photosims that were sent for the anchors were fine except for the brightness of the image. Some
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were dark and difficult to see. Please adjust accordingly. Regarding the noticing for the anchors,
we can limit to the 2-6 adjacent properties. The location map that accompanies the notice can be
simplified since we are limiting the noticing. We can set up a call time next week to discuss. |
am available Monday or Tuesday afternoon or Wednesday morning. The last issue to address for
the antenna locations is regarding bullet two in the e-mail below. This was not addressed in the
last photosims we received. Please advise if we are overlooking a submittal that reflected this
comment. When we talk next week we can discuss final details to begin the noticing.”

31. On May 9, 2011 Mr. Morimoto asked for revisions to the photo-simulations that
were prepared (citing concerns about the ‘brightness.”) Each time Mr. Morimoto asked for
revisions to the materials, the changes were made and revised exhibits submitted for Staff
review. Mr. Morimoto requested numerous separate iterations of each exhibit, and had additional
new comments on the exhibits each time new versions were submitted.

32. On May 20, 2011, Mr. Morimoto stated in an email that “Photosim 205A showed
no change based on comment below. New equipment blends in with the background and does
not clearly show the impact of new equipment. Photosim 102 and 134A depict existing and
proposed pole heights the same even though elevations stated is different. Which is correct?
Otherwise the others photosims look fine.” | asked the architect to make revisions and reconcile
based on Mr. Morimoto’s comments.

33. On May 21, 2011, I told Mr. Morimoto by email that we were currently working
on the requested changes, but noted that the architect had already made the requested change.

34. On May 25, 2011, Mr. Morimoto again requested that ExteNet revise the height
of its equipment. This change was implemented and on May 31, 2011, final notices packages
were sent to City Staff for final review. Again, the City did not offer their comment or give the
go ahead to issue the Public Notices.

35. On June 10, 2011, I sent Art Morimoto an email with exhibits indicating some
design changes to the proposed node at 2540 Valdivia. He responded by email to Patti Ringo of
ExteNet asking ExteNet to separate the notices packages into two.

36. On June 14, 2011, Patti Ringo responded back to Art Morimoto in an email
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7 stating that “[w]e will have sims and drawings for the meter pedestal shortly. All the other

noticing paperwork is ready to go pending your approval.” On June 15, 2011, revised photo-

simulations were sent to Mr. Morimoto. Thereafter, Patti Ringo of ExteNet resent the noticing

1| packages to Mr. Morimoto in an attempt to motivate Mr. Morimoto to act. On Jane 20, 2011, Mr.

Morimoto asked ExteNet to provide a public notice for a meter pedestal. | prepared the noticing
package for the meter pedestal. With the hope that ExteNet would finally be able to mail out the
public notices for the project, I send the mailing list to DPW, but received comments from Art
Morimoto on July 8, 2011.

37.  OnlJuly 12,2011, DPW Staff finally authorized ExteNet to send out Public

Notices for the project. In sum, it took almost eight months for the City to approve the public

noticing materials for ExteNet’s project notwithstanding the fact that ExteNet implemented all
requested revisions in a timely, expeditious manner, and repeatedly urged the City to act in an
expeditious manner consistent with the timeframes stated in their own review process.

38.  The notice packages were mailed by Ace Mailing House in San Francisco on July |
11, 2011, for delivery to residents on July 12,2011. The public comment period as prescribed in
the notices expired on August 2, 2011 at close of business.

39.  On August 1, 2011, I attended a meeting with approximately 20 interested
residents and Patti Ringo to answer questions about the project and address any resident
concerns. No representatives from the City attended this meeting.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America and the
State of California that, to the best of my knowledge, understanding and belief, the foregoing is

true and correct and that this Declaration was executed by me on September 29, 2011 in

Oakland, California. M

jzick Hirsch
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Exhibit No.

1

Exhibit List

Exhibit

True and correct copy of one of the eight special
encroachment permit applications

Page
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Node

SPECIAL ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

A.P. No.
Address of Proposed Encroachment_ 2 O (7] Easfornn Drive. ?\%\lﬁ:g{?
Lot No. __ Biock No. ___ Subdivision _— UO(AY

Applicant Extenet 3\/§4€xv1 S Phone §05 -404 -4 R0
Address 2020 Warrenv, (le RA 24D BestTimetocan__ &5 -5

LA&(@, 1L €532
Property Owner . J0int Pole. A s60ciatinPhone 425 - E81 - 0378
Address ‘%DO SU“HCF St #¥20 Best Time to Call_X -5

g O CA
Describe ncroac:(ﬁD ent (Attach add?tsﬁwggggs & skefch if applicable)

lnatall  Avetebuofed ondenna S\/&F@m (DAS>
Nnode. 6N __an €xl$+1n3 PEeE pole .

Give Reasons for Request __ I D _ | rprove dele Cz;mmumc_crfw ons /

Wireless ﬁP\_’nggg; IlezhstOl‘z Q@;Le=r&%& —)_G'"H'\l%

Bor U’V\i\’amg V\eA:c_zj(ﬂL:?DfL\D(DA 5

Date -28-(0 Signed QO 0 Q .
Property Owner(s)
ATTACH plans or drawings to show the dimensions, locations and heights of the encroachment.
PLEASE CALL (650) 558-7230 FOR INSPECTION.

by{SSOVbeﬁm.} - Feé:m‘é"SQ"?e»r'rn'anen{% ) ii:\!o éobhcﬁi A‘crt{o‘n -

Security Bond
{The bond wilt be returned after construction is finished) $276 Non-permanen Coungcil Action
Additional Right-of-way Userfee; ___ Fee & Bond Paid:

in addition, a $100 penalty fee will be added if work is completed without a permit.

inspected By: initials Date
Depariment By Date O Department By Date
Parks 1 Planning O
O Water Sewer O
O Engineering Others
'i R - e e £ !E%JFE\% ES
Date Council Approved Date sent to City Cierk
Record No. Date Record Copy to Owner ___-.-o 29 2oiq
REF: EFFECTIVE 7/1/06, CHAPTER 12.10 CITY CODE $:\A Public Works Directorny\FORMS\Ganeral Office Fonnﬁwc:ksm Wl e
City i uningame

Hirsch Decl-Exhibit 1
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node 14X

SPECIAL ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

A.P. No.
‘ . vbhea
Address of Proposed Encroachment ’ q OO Carmelrlzr, Avenue nth&F way

Lot No. _—__ Biock No. —___ Subdivision
Applicant Extenet Sy sems Phone 905 -4-04 - 432D

Address i D?CD Ware ez;\/; | (&54‘%4 O BestTimeto Call__S-5
5e, L 053 o _ .
Property Owner Joint Pole Associcchon Phone 9A5- &R1-0378

Address 1 X 00 Svtfer St ¥ €20 Best Time to Call _8-9
Concord . CA 944520

Describe Encroachment {Attach additional pages & sketch if applicable)
lnsstall  Avstboded andenna svsiemm (DAs)
f
(\DOQ& on  an ex{\sﬁ'w\f} PCs e ED(& .

——

Give Reasons for Request (o | MOVDye ‘k,(e.CDMMonig_a'ﬁbns/
uncefess ?L-ane, e ool Coverage, Yothis Bvr(?ngamL
V\P,{\S\/\EO"(\DO/& .

pate §-2&-(D signed
Property Owner(s)
ATTACH plans or drawings to show the dimensions, locations and heights of the encroachment.
PLEASE CALL (650) 558-7230 FOR INSPECTION.

SecurityBond _____ ($300min)  Fee:  $369 Permanent____ No Council Action __

(The bond will be returned after construgtien is finished) %278 Non-permanent Council Action
Additional Right-of-way UserFee: _______ Fee & Bond Paid:
in addition, 2 $100 penalty fee will be added if work is completed without a permit.
inspected By: initials Date
Department Bv Date O Depariment By Date
Parks ] Planning O
O Water Sewer ]
O Engineering Qthers
Date Council Approved  Date sent to City Clerk
Record No. Date Record Copy to Owner
REF: EFFECTIVE 7/4/06, CHAPTER 12.10 CITY CODE $:4 Public Works Directory FORMS\General Offie FornsENCRSPCLupd  ~ ™ 8550
Dept. of fuys i B
A 181 k
City of Burlingavrg; ®

Hirsch Decl-Exhibit 1
Page 14 of 20



Node.
SPECIAL ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION
A.P. No.

Address of Proposed Encroachment 2L 84 Summ{-f— Drive, r%*& .’i ; r

Lot No. ____ Block No. ____Subdivision
Applicant E“‘-"FQ"\@_( S ystem g Phone B0 S -F04-4D02

Address 3 O30 \/\Tav—ren\/! e Qoao\ Best Time to Call 3 -5
Svidle 34D Lisle, iC 60530

Property Owner 0 oint Brle. A scocsation Phone A5-681-037%

Address \SOO SU‘H&‘ St. # T30 Best Time to Call K’S
Concord, (A 94530

Describe Encroachmerit (Attach additional pages & sketch if applicable)

etz il distribofed conde ine S\/‘S“QW\ (DA%}
node on -ezq“s‘hﬁngﬁ J PA pele.

Give Reasons for Request_J l\mPro\)e, tele commonicabhons /
wgkone nehdork Coverage +o +his
Bur(fngamp V\ijb\bor(do&rga

Date fi-ZE -0 Stgned_zjé/‘) —

A e

r“m‘,

ATTAUI dimensions, iocations and helghts of the encroachment.

Fee: $359 Permanent No Councit Action

$276 Non-permanent____ Council Action

— 1
] En“ﬁm'\mrmﬁ Othars
Date Councii Approved _ Date sent to City Clerk . %}J
Record No. Date Record Conv to Ownaer PRCAY ‘«é ’
a Wi -
REF: EFFECTIVE 7/1/06, CHAPTER 12.10 CITY CODE s:4 Public Works DirectordFORMS\Genera! Office Fa.—ms\E%SPCL wpd o % T
v it
S
Oar‘\i‘é ot

"

Hirsch Decl-Exhibit 1
Page 15 of 20



Nede (34

SPECIAL ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

A.P. No.
uvbive

Address of Proposed Encroachment - 536 Ha«:,wcmct Drive - -31/1.1.0;: W 2y

Lot No. __ Biock No. —__ Subdivision ___

Applicant Exdenet S Y stems  phone 80S ~4 04 - 4203
Address 30;50 Warrewille KRd 340 Best Timeto cal_& -5

Property t)/v;n&e(reé Li&ni‘os 2%/6-‘&«/\5_* Phone K0S - 404 ~4202

Address 2030 Warcenville RA 240 BestTimetocal $-5

Iisle, 1L £053D o
Describe Encroachment (Attach additional pages & sketch if applicable)

lnefz U A:S"‘h“ou‘ltl?k andenina é\’/é‘(ﬂm CDAS)

node _en & nous Light- pole 1o be dodicatedt o City,
Give Reasons for Request __ 1 ;manm _delecommupni cations /
Wiceless ?\rlbne— nerwork Coverage ‘o this

Bu«-(énﬂ e VLu'\'&L»EafLDbo(-

Date 1-2&-(p Signedj QD C o

Property Owner(s)
ATTACH plans or drawings to show the dimensions, locations and heights of the encroachment.
PLEASE CALL (650) 558-7230 FOR INSPECTION.

Security Bond _____ ($300 min)  Fee:  $350 Permanent

'~ No Coundil Action ___
(The bond wikt be returned after constructior is finished) $276 Non-permanent_ Council Action
Additional Right-of-way User Fee: Fee & Bond Paid:

In addition, a $100 penalty fee will be added if work is compieted without a permit.

inspected By: Initials Date
Department By Date O Department By Date
Parks U Planning O
O Water Sewer O
(1 Engineering Others
Date Council Approved _Date sent o City Clerk
Record No. Date Record Copy to Owner 9

-

REF: EFFECTIVE 7/1/08, CHAPTER 12.10 CITY CODE s4A Public Works Director\FORMS\Genera! Office Forms\ENCRSPCL wpd
» De'r;‘l'\
\. Gty
|2

w
&)

Hirsch Decl-Exhibit 1
Page 16 of 20



~ede X0

SPECIAL ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

A.P. No.
oblie

Address of Proposed Encroachment 1458 P A LVV\ Drive ﬁ(ﬁ\/\*onaY

Lot No. —_ Block No. _—_ Subdivision _
Applicant Extenet Sysfﬁmﬁ Phone £ 05 - 404A-420D

i+
Address 50‘30 Warceavitle. BA 24D Best Time to Call_ o —5
Lisle, |L 60539 | ‘
Property Owner _soint Fole Associathon Phone G5~ €81 - 0378

Address )gDD Sutler St #E3D  BestTimetocal_85-5
Describe%?cggﬁrn%n% (A%?h adﬁiggr:saﬁ)agges & sketch if applicable)
Install distriboted amenna system (DAS)
node ot an exwting PG EE  pole.

«—

Give Reasons for Request l o iMPr*o\)e_, "\'ﬁl&commom n’ca‘fﬁbn&/

wiveless phone retwovik coverage ~fo Hals
BUF L\\f\jamé mub\ntoorkooz& .

Date 9-22-(> Signed QQ Q Q .

Property Owner(s)
ATTACH plans or drawings to show the dimensions, locations and heights of the encroachment.
PLEASE CALL (650) 558-7230 FOR INSPECTION.

Security Bond ______($300 min.) Fee:  $350 Permanent ____

' No Council Action __
(The bond wili be returned after construction is finished) $276 Non-permanent Council Action
Additional Right-of-way User Fee: Fee & Bond Paid:

In addition, a $100 penalty fee will be added if work is completed without a permit.

Inspected By: Initials Date
Department By Date O Department By Date
Parks O Planning
OWater Sewer

O Engineering Qthers

~ Date Councii Approved " Date sentto City Clerk .
Record No. Date Record Copy to Owner __ "~ < J /i

[n? .
G o e

REF: EFFECTIVE 7/1/06, CHAPTER 12.10 CITY CODE s:\A Public Works Directory\FORMS\Ganeral Office Fomsxaggogagég'

Hirsch Decl-Exhibit 1
Page 17 of 20



Node 365

SPECIAL ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

A.P. No.

Address of Proposed Encroachment___| 3 Baresi Lhet Aven ye f;;k;#jp 1y
Lot No. _—_Block No. _~__Subdivision
Applicant_Extenet Sysfems Phone B80S - 04— 4202
Address 2020 _Warcenw'tle Ritf%—() Best Time to Call__¥ -5
Property gc;fé%&ﬂg ; ‘Qg]g‘sz zs@gg +on Phone 925- 6 81- 037 R
Address | JD0 Suvter St 42D Best Time to Call __3-5

_ C@ﬁcﬁrd ,CA 94520 _ .
Describe Encroachment (Attach additional pages & sketch if applicable)

lnestad  distabuted antenna sy &fewm (DA
00&4— ot aw ext\sﬁﬁ‘w\ﬁ Po S‘E PD(GJ.

Give Reasons for Request TD f m prove, 4e(a Comwmont catbous /
wireless "oimene— nefle ok Cmver Qge o s
%v(“ ngo me_ V\O&io}‘r\!:cfhé)@)s) .

Date T-2&-(( Signed QQOO s

Property Owner(s)
ATTACH plans or drawings to show the dimensions, locations and heights of the encroachment.
PLEASE CALL (650) 558-7230 FOR INSPECTION.
Befow This Line Is for City Use Only

Security Bond ($300 min.) Fee:  $359 Permanent No Council Action
(The bond will be returned after construction is finished) $276 Non-permanent Council Action
Additional Right-of-way User Fee: Fee & Bond Paid:
In addition, a $100 penalty fee will be added if work is completed without a permit.
Inspected By: Initials Date
Department By Date O Department By Date
Parks O Planning
0 Water Sewer
O Engineering QOthers
, Authorization
Date Council Approved Date sent to City Clerk : o
Record No. Date Record Copy to Owner ro 0 L

REF: EFFECTIVE 7/1/06, CHAPTER 12.10 CITY CODE s:\4 Public Works DirectorAFORMS\General Office Fonns\EN%beﬁé#

SR

g

Hirsch Decl-Exhibit 1
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Nde RO

SPECIAL ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

A.P. No.

‘ vb\Wie
Address of Proposed Encroachment |2 6‘ Cr€$C6ﬂ+ Avenue, ﬂgl"* oF “)AY

Lot No. _—__Block No. ____ Subdivision
Applicant Ex tene + Systems Phone £05 -404- 4202

Address 5030 \/\’arranv;l \& QLL %O Best Time to Call__ & -5

Lisle, L ¢os532
Property Owner Soint Pole Asscociathon Phone 495 - 6RI - 0378

Address 1 800 Sutdes St 4 €2p Best Time to Call_&-5

Concord , CA 94520
Describe Encroachment (Attach additional pages & sketch if applicable)

Vasta ) distriboted antennol &\_/S-f-e;m (DA S)

(\F‘)Ae at an ex&“&'(-w'vxﬁ Pe 8\. E PD(& i

Give Reasons for Request To L prove te le Common icat ons /

Wirefess QL\DY\L ehoork Coveraﬁa ~+o H s
Burl\mame, (\&\G‘\'\‘o()r‘/\oofi

Date_7-25-1O Signed Qﬂ C) e

Property OWnar(s)
ATTACH plans or drawings to show the dimensions, locations and heights of the encroachment.
PLEASE CALL (650) 558-7230 FOR INSPECTION.

oy
Ff ot 1oy

PRy TR f TETis £ g ot
Ruaf Gwdi Tl G4 GseT Ul R Aucis

Security Bond ($300 min.) Fee:  $359 Permanent No Councal Action _____
(The bond will be returned after construction is finished) $276 Non-permanent Councif Action ____
Additional Right-of-way User Fee: ____ Fee & Bond Paid:

in addition, a $100 penalty fee will be added if work is completed without a permit.

Inspected By: Initials Date
Department By Date 0 Department Bv Date
Parks [J Planning O
0O Water Sewer A

O Engineering Qthers

Date Councii Approved te sent to City Clerk
Record No. Date Record Copy to Owner

REF: EFFECTIVE 7/1/06, CHAPTER 12.10 CITY CODE s:\A Public Works Director\FORMS\General Office Forms\ENCRSPCLaypd.

Hirsch Decl-Exhibit 1
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node¢ \39

SPECIAL ENCROACHMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

AP. No.
Address of Proposed Encroachment 1457 Drake Avenue fg\/ﬁg‘\;y
Lot No. —___ Block No. ____ Subdivision
appiicant Exttendt Systems Phone £05 -4D4-4203

AddreSS%DBD WMF@"“’“ e RA 240 Best Time to Call__J — 5

( L L0532 o
Pmp%r‘tysﬁgner ;LS'QW\%* Pole. Asspcahon Phone QX5-¢ 8- H2T7E

address | X 0D Sodder St # K30 BestTimeto Call_&8~5

-~ Concord, CA 94530 o
Describe Encroachment {Attach additional pages & sketch if applicable)

lnstr il distabuded antenna system (DAS)
nede. o on existing TG dE ecle

Give Reasons for Request __| p ‘im;‘m—nggg de le crmmuni caions /

network C,a\)&ra.qe, ‘f‘o ‘H'\ls

%Urh NQANL.  NE 4 air\ bocheed .

Date G-2R8—{ () Signed Q/O OO o

Property Owner(s)
ATTACH plans or drawings to show the dimensions, locations and heights of the encroachment.
PLEASE CALL (650) 558-7230 FOR INSPECTION.

_($300min)  Fee: $350 Permanent____ No Counci Action ___

Security Bond _
{The bond will be returned after construction is finiched) $278 Non-permanent Council Action
Additional Right-of-way User Fee: Fee & Bond Paid:
In addition, a $100 penalty fes will be added if work is completed without a permit.
inspected By: Initiais Date
Department By Date 0 epariment By Dat
Parks O Planning T
O Water Sewer o e § e
[ Engineering QOthers Pl
g ) i
Date Council Approved _ Date sent to City Clerk - e
Record No. Date Record Copy to Owner e O s

REF: EFFECTIVE 7H/06, CHAPTER 12,10 CITY CODE 514 Public Works DirectorFORMS\General Office Forms\ENCRSPCL wpd

'I
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