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AGENDA

THURSDAY, MAY 20, 2021
5:00 PM SPECIAL CITY COUNCIL MEETING
On March 17, 2020, the Governor issued Executive Order N-29-20 suspending certain provisions of the Ralph M. Brown
Act in order to allow for local legislative bodies to conduct their meetings completely telephonically or by other electronic
means. Pursuant to the Shelter-in-Place Order issued by the San Mateo County Health Officer on March 16, 2020, and
which was updated and extended on March 31, 2020, April 29, 2020, May 15, 2020, and May 28, 2020, the statewide
Shelter-in-Place Order issued by the Governor in Executive Order N-33-20 on March 19, 2020, and the CDC’s social
distancing guidelines which discourage large public gatherings, the Council Chambers will not be open to the public for
this Town of Hillsborough Special City Council meeting.
The Town of Hillsborough will be conducting the City Council meeting via Zoom which is an independent platform not
owned or controlled by the Town. Any member of the public joining the City Council meeting by Zoom should familiarize
themselves with Zoom’s various data and privacy policies which can be found at Zoom.us.
Members of the public may view the meeting by logging onto the Zoom meeting listed below.
https://zoom.us/j/98948160372?pwd=cE9Fb0RjVGExcHVGUVBhb2ZrSmJydz09
Meeting ID: 989 4816 0372
Passcode: 697790
Dial by your location
+1 669 900 9128 US (San Jose)
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
+1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)
+1 646 558 8656 US (New York)
+1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC)
+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
Meeting ID: 989 4816 0372
Passcode: 697790
Find your local number: https://zoom.us/u/ab1P0NpZ3T
Members of the public may provide public comments via the Zoom platform by using the “raise hand” feature or, if calling
in by phone, by pressing *9 on the telephone keypad. If a member of the public wants to provide public comment on a
consent calendar item, agenda item, or non-agenda item during the general public comment portion, they shall request to
speak by using the “raise hand” feature on Zoom or, if calling in by phone, by pressing *9 on the telephone keypad prior
to the consent calendar being heard, or prior to the close of the public comment period for agenda items or non-agenda
items. In response, the Town will unmute the speaker and allow them to speak up to three minutes. All members of the
public will be limited to one comment per consent calendar item, one comment per agenda item, and one comment for
non-agenda items. The Town encourages all members of the public to limit any comments that might be repetitive of
comments provided by other speakers on the same item.

I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

ROLL CALL
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III.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

IV.

PUBLIC COMMENT I:

V.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST

VI.

PUBLIC HEARING:

This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons wishing to address the City Council on any matter not on the agenda.
Members of the public may provide comments via the Zoom platform by using the “raise hand” feature or, if calling in by
phone, by pressing *9 on the telephone keypad. In response, the Town will unmute the speaker and allow them to speak on
any topic for up to three minutes. If there appears to be a large number of speakers, speaking time may be reduced to no less
than 2 minutes, at the discretion of the Mayor. Members of the public are limited to one comment at this time. State law
prohibits the Council from discussing or acting on non-agenda items, and generally limits the ability of the Council to respond
to any public comments made regarding non-agenda items.

This portion of the agenda is for Councilmembers to disclose any conflict of interest related to any item on the agenda. Any
Councilmember who has confirmed a conflict of interest or has reason to believe they have a conflict of interest should
disclose the conflict for the record and abide by the disqualification requirements contained in FPPC regulations.

1.

CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AND ADOPT RESOLUTION SETTING
HEARING PROCEDURES FOR CROWN CASTLE’S 13 WIRELESS APPLICATIONS
AND TO DIRECT STAFF ON SCHEDULING PUBLIC HEARING DATES FOR
CONSIDERING THE MERITS OF THOSE APPLICATIONS

VII.

PUBLIC COMMENT II:

VIII.

ADJOURNMENT

This portion of the meeting is reserved for persons wishing to address the City Council on any matter not on the agenda.
Members of the public may provide comments via the Zoom platform by using the “raise hand” feature or, if calling in by
phone, by pressing *9 on the telephone keypad. In response, the Town will unmute the speaker and allow them to speak on
any topic for up to three minutes. If there appears to be a large number of speakers, speaking time may be reduced to no less
than 2 minutes, at the discretion of the Mayor. Members of the public are limited to one comment at this time. State law
prohibits the Council from discussing or acting on non-agenda items, and generally limits the ability of the Council to respond
to any public comments made regarding non-agenda items.

SPECIAL ACCOMMODATIONS:

If you need a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to participate in the City Council
meeting, or if you need an agenda in an alternate form, please contact the City Clerk’s Office at 375-7412 at least 24 hours before the
scheduled City Council meeting.

ADDRESSING THE CITY COUNCIL:

Members of the public may provide written comments to the City Council regarding any item on the agenda up to two hours before the
meeting to lnatusch@hillsborough.net or by mail/in person at 1600 Floribunda Avenue, Hillsborough, CA 94010. Any writings or
documents provided to a majority of the City Council regarding any item on this agenda prior to the deadline, except as exempt from
public disclosure under applicable law, will be available for public inspection on the Town website, and in the City Clerk’s Office at 1600
Floribunda Avenue, Hillsborough, CA 94010, during regular business hours.

AUDIO / VISUAL ADVISORY:

Those persons who wish to use PowerPoint or other mediums when presenting to the City Council will be required to submit media
items to the City Clerk by 12:00 p.m. on the day of the meeting. Media items can be emailed to lnatusch@hillsborough.net.

AUDIO OR VIDEO RECORDINGS:

Please be advised that under the Brown Act, any person has the right to record the City Council meeting, including the audience in
attendance, using an audio or video recording device subject to certain exceptions. Please be aware that by attending a City Council
meeting, you may be audio or video recorded.
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Hillsborough, CA 94010
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PUBLIC HEARING
CITY COUNCIL MEETING
MAY 20, 2021

AGENDA STAFF REPORT
ITEM SUBJECT: CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AND ADOPT RESOLUTION
SETTING HEARING PROCEDURES FOR CROWN CASTLE’S 13 WIRELESS APPLICATIONS
AND TO DIRECT STAFF ON SCHEDULING PUBLIC HEARING DATES FOR CONSIDERING THE
MERITS OF THOSE APPLICATIONS
SUMMARY: As the City Council is aware, on Tuesday, March 23, 2021, the Town of Hillsborough
received 13 wireless communications facilities (WCF) applications from Crown Castle. The
proposed WCFs would be used by Verizon Wireless. The applications were submitted pursuant to
the approved settlement agreement that the Town entered into on June 8, 2020 that related to
Crown Castle’s lawsuit contesting the Town’s 2018 denial of 16 WCF applications. The Town
would also be under an obligation to consider the applications under FCC regulations, even if there
were no settlement agreement. The City Council is now being asked to:
•
•

Hold a consolidated public hearing to consider and adopt a resolution setting procedures
for the hearings on the merits of the applications, and
Direct staff on the schedule of future hearing dates where the City Council will consider the
merits of the various applications and take final action.

For background, staff will provide the context for these applications, including the wireless litigation
with Crown Castle and the settlement agreement, as well as the legal standard applicable to
review and final action on these applications.
BACKGROUND: The Town of Hillsborough has been in litigation with Crown Castle on various
wireless siting applications for nearly a decade. A general timeline of these legal disputes is
detailed below:
2006 – Hillsborough first adopted a wireless communications ordinance to regulate the
location of wireless communications facilities (WCFs) in the Town.
2012 – the Town learned that Newpath Networks (now, Crown Castle) intended to install a
distributed antenna system of 13 new wireless antenna nodes in the Town’s rights-of-way
for use by Verizon Wireless. Without notice to the Town, the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) staff gave Crown Castle permission to construct the system for
Verizon Wireless and determined the project qualified for a CEQA exemption. Crown Castle
then submitted an application for a WCF Permit to Hillsborough for the installation of 4 of the
13 antenna nodes for the system pursuant to the Town’s 2006 Wireless Communications
Facilities ordinance. The Council adopted a moratorium on the processing of all WCF
applications to develop a new Town wireless ordinance. Crown Castle attempted to submit
an additional application for a WCF Permit for the remaining antenna nodes, which staff did
not process due to the moratorium. Crown Castle filed a lawsuit against the Town in the San
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Mateo Superior Court alleging the wireless ordinance and moratorium were unenforceable.
The lawsuit sought a court order compelling the Town to approve the applications. The
Town separately filed suit in the San Francisco Superior Court to set aside the CPUC
approval and later filed a request with the CPUC for reconsideration of the CPUC staff
approval of the project and the CEQA exemption
2013 – While the lawsuits remained pending, the Council conducted informational
discussions during its regular meetings in order to help develop meaningful and effective
rules and policies for how wireless services should be deployed in the community. All
members of the public were invited to attend and participate in these meetings.
2014 – the Council introduced an amended wireless ordinance, held two hearings and
adopted the amended wireless ordinance. The Council also introduced an ordinance to
repeal the moratorium ordinance, held two public hearings and repealed the moratorium
ordinance. The litigation settled. The prior Crown Castle applications were deemed
withdrawn, and any application fees refunded. Crown Castle agreed that future applications
for its facilities should be processed under the amended wireless ordinance.
2017 – A different Crown Castle entity submitted 16 applications to install and operate new
wireless communications facilities (WCFs) in the Town’s public right-of-way pursuant to the
2014 wireless ordinance. After reviewing all of the evidence, including extensive public
input, the City Manager denied all 16 applications. That decision was appealed by Crown
Castle to the City Council.
2018 – After holding a public hearing, the City Council upheld the City Manager’s decision
and took final action denying the 16 applications. Crown Castle then sued the Town in the
United States Court of the Northern District of California for violations of federal law related
to the denial and in state court related to the application review fees. After some preliminary
motions, the federal case entered mediation.
January 2019 – in response to changes in federal law, specifically the adoption of the FCC’s
Small Cell Order and another order expanding on earlier FCC orders and banning
moratoria, and after extensive consultation with the community, the Town once again
updated its wireless regulations by amending its ordinance and adopting a policy with
standards for wireless facility design and location.
June/July 2020 – as a result of the mediation, the City Council approved a settlement
agreement with Crown Castle in the pending federal case. The settlement did not dismiss
the litigation; instead, it temporarily paused the litigation to allow Crown Castle to apply
under the Town’s new 2019 wireless regulations for 13 sites substantially in conformance
with the facilities described in the settlement agreement. The settlement did not approve or
pre-approve any of the designs or locations described in the settlement agreement. Instead,
it required the Town to provide to Crown Castle by July 31, 2020 a list of submittal
requirements for the applications including a form of agreement for use of Town-owned
property (which the Town sent on July 31, 2020), and it required Crown Castle to submit its
applications by March 30, 2021 or dismiss the pending litigation with prejudice. The
settlement also contemplated that if Crown Castle submitted applications, the litigation
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would end or continue, in whole or in part, depending on the action the Town takes on the
13 applications.
March/April 2021 – Crown Castle submitted the current 13 WCF applications pursuant to the
approved settlement agreement. The Town issued notices of incompleteness for all 13 WCF
applications.
May 2021 – Crown Castle submitted responses to the notices of incompleteness for all 13
WCF applications. The Town submitted additional questions to Crown Castle and Crown
Castle provided additional information to supplement its WCF applications.
During this same 10-year period there have also been numerous limits placed on local authority
over wireless siting. Due to state and federal law changes, the Town updated its wireless
ordinance in 2014 and in 2019 as mentioned above. Similarly, the Town considered, but ultimately
did not adopt, further amendments to its wireless regulations in 2019 and 2020.
In addition to adopting local rules and regulations, the Town has also been involved in litigation in a
coalition with other localities challenging the legality of some of these FCC orders. Notably, in
2020, this coalition was successful in convincing the Ninth Circuit to vacate a portion of the limits
on local regulation of aesthetics contained in the FCC’s Small Cell Order, and in March of 2021,
the coalition filed a petition for certiorari to the United States Supreme Court asking the court to
review portions of the Ninth Circuit’s decision that upheld other aspects of the FCC Small Cell
Order that were not beneficial to local governments such as the Town. No action is expected on
that petition before the end of June.
Processing the Applications Submitted Pursuant to the Settlement Agreement
Under the terms of the approved settlement agreement, there is a negotiated shot clock to
consider and take final action on the applications. Under the settlement agreement, the Town was
provided one opportunity to issue a notice of incompleteness within the first 10 days after submittal
of the applications, and Crown Castle is provided one opportunity to correct any incompleteness.
The limitation in the settlement to one notice of incompleteness and one resubmittal does not
prevent the Town from denying one or more of the applications on the ground such application was
incomplete. The Town issued timely notices of incompleteness for all 13 applications on April 2,
2021. Because the notices of incompleteness were issued, the Town has 60 days to process and
take final action on the applications from the date Crown Castle responds to the notices. Crown
Castle submitted responses to the notices on May 3, 2021 which means the final decision should
be made on or before July 2, 2021. On May 7, 2021, the Town submitted additional questions to
Crown Castle about its resubmittals. On May 14, 2021, Crown Castle submitted additional
information to supplement its WCF applications.
In processing the applications, the Town has followed the requirements of the Town’s Code and
wireless regulations. Under the circumstances of this case, it has been recommended that the City
Council take up the matter directly for public hearing and decision.
Because the Council will make the final decision, there is no formal role for the Wireless
Communications Advisory Committee (WCAC). As the City Council is well aware, the WCAC is a
staff created ad hoc committee designed to advise the City Manager in her consideration of
applications when the City Manager is making a decision on the merits of the applications. The
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WCAC is not a Council advisory committee and there are legal constraints that made it inadvisable
in these circumstances to formally involve the WCAC. Nonetheless, the members of the Wireless
Communications Advisory Committee (WCAC) were provided the applications and the responses
to the notices of incompleteness and were encouraged to review them and submit comments to
the City Council at the public hearings on the applications just like other members of the
Hillsborough community.
In regard to public noticing, on or about March 24, 2021, Crown Castle posted a storyboard at
each of the proposed WCF locations pursuant to HMC Section 15.32.060(E). On March 25, 2021,
the Town mailed notices of the WCF applications to owners and occupants of real property within
five hundred feet of the proposed WCF locations pursuant to HMC Section 15.32.060(B). On May
3, 2021, the Town mailed notices of a City Council special meeting to hold a public hearing on May
20, 2021, to set the hearing procedures and schedule for the public hearings on the merits of the
13 WCF applications to owners and occupants of real property within five hundred feet notice of
the WCF applications pursuant to HMC Sections 15.32.060(B) and 1.20.010, and published the
notice in San Mateo Daily Journal newspaper.
Further, though not required by the wireless regulations, the Town has also taken steps to ensure
that the broader community is aware of the WCF applications. The initial applications, the public
notices, the City Manager’s referral letter to the City Council, the notices of incompleteness, and
the responses to notices of incompleteness have all been posted on the Town’s website within
days of receipt or issuance. The Town allowed the public to access paper copies of the
applications at Town Hall consistent with COVID-19 safety procedures. The Town has also sent eannouncements to the community about the status of the application processing. The Town has
alerted residents that they can submit written comments on the applications, either by mail to Town
Hall, or by email to wirelesscomments@hillsborough.net. The written comments will become part
of the administrative record for the applications, along with comments and evidence attached to
staff reports and received at the public hearings. The written comments received through May 13,
2021 are attached as Attachment 2 hereto. As the public hearings on the merits of the applications
move forward, the comments in Attachment 2 will be supplemented. So, at the first hearing on the
merits, the staff report will include the comments in Attachment 2 along with any written comments
received after May 13, 2021, and so on in future public hearings that remain open.
Under the terms of the settlement agreement, the City Council must make its decisions on the
applications by applying the requirements of the current existing wireless regulations. This is also
consistent with FCC rules upheld by the Ninth Circuit, which require decisions to be based on rules
and regulations published prior to the submission of the applications. If the City Council were to
approve all 13 applications, Crown Castle is obligated to dismiss the pending federal court case
filed against the Town with prejudice, meaning they could not re-file the lawsuit. If the City Council
were to deny all 13 applications, then Crown Castle would have the right to sue on the denial of the
13 applications or continue to pursue its original lawsuit on the 2018 denial of the 16 applications.
Finally, if the City Council approves some but not all of the 13 applications, Crown Castle could
continue with its original lawsuit on the denial of the 16 applications, accept the approved
applications and dismiss the original lawsuit, or sue the Town on the denial of some of the 13
applications. Crown Castle cannot accept any approval and continue to pursue the original lawsuit.
ANALYSIS: The City Council will need to consider the following:
•

Hearing Procedures for the Hearings on the Merits;
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•
•

Setting Dates for the Hearings on the Merits; and
Legal Standard and Findings Applicable to the Applications.

Resolution Adopting Hearing Procedures for the Continued Hearings on the Merits
Staff has prepared a draft resolution detailing hearing procedures for the City Council to use in
conducting the continued public hearings and considering the merits of the individual applications.
Like any standard public hearing, the City Council should conduct the hearings on the merits as
follows:
1. Staff presentation (15-20 minutes) (Council is free to ask clarifying questions of staff).
2. Open the continued public hearing
a. Applicant speaks first (15 minutes) (Council is free to ask clarifying questions of the
applicant after the applicant speaks).
b. Public comment (up to 3 minutes per speaker) (Council is free to ask clarifying
questions of any public comment speaker).
c. Applicant rebuttal time (5 minutes)
3. Close the public hearing
4. Council is free to deliberate, discuss and direct staff to prepare a resolution for final
decision.
Staff is recommending that the City Council adopt the resolution to confirm the hearing procedures.
Setting Public Hearing Dates
Staff is recommending that the City Council conduct public hearings on the merits for the various
applications on the following dates based on the type of application submitted as follows:
•

Thursday, May 27, 2021: 5:00 p.m. Hearing (Steel pole sites in ROW: H05, H07, H08, H19,
H20, H21, H28, H31)

•

Thursday, June 3, 2021: 5:00 p.m. Hearing (Continue steel pole sites in ROW, if needed)

•

Saturday, June 12, 2021: 9:00 a.m. Hearing (Wood pole sites in ROW: H30, H32)

•

Thursday, June 17, 2021: 5:00 p.m. Hearing (Town Owned Property sites: H02, H12, H27)

•

Saturday, June 19, 2021: 9:00 a.m. Hearing (Continue Town Owned Property sites, if
needed)

•

Monday, June 28, 2021: 5:00 p.m. Hearing (Adopt resolutions of decision for all sites)

If the City Council is in agreement, staff requests that by motion, the City Council continue the
public hearings for the respective applications to the various dates listed above.
Applicable Legal Standard and Findings
The City Council should apply its current existing wireless regulations in reviewing and acting on
the applications. Those regulations require approval of applications where denial would violate
federal law and regulations or is otherwise preempted by state or federal law.
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For All Applications
As an initial matter, the City Council must determine whether any of the applications should be
disapproved due to incompleteness under HMC Section 15.32.080(B) or alternatively have met the
requirements under HMC Section 15.32.080(A) to be considered for decision on the merits. The
Town must also consider whether any exceptions contemplated in the design standards are
justified.
In addition, the City Council will have to make determinations as to whether denial of the
applications would prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless
services within the meaning of 47 U.S.C. section 332(c)(7), or whether Town authority to deny the
application is otherwise preempted by state or federal law. This issue was directly raised by Crown
Castle in its applications.
For Sites in Public Rights-of-Way
For applications that are determined to qualify as a small WCF in the public right-of-way, under
HMC Section 15.32.080(H), the City Council shall approve an application, if, on the basis of the
application and other materials or evidence provided in review thereof, it finds the following:
a. The facility is not detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare;
b. The facility complies with this chapter and all applicable design and development standards; and
c. The facility meets applicable requirements and standards of state and federal law.
For other applications for WCFs in the public right-of-way, under HMC Section 15.32.080(C), in
determining whether to grant, deny or condition an application, the City Council may consider the
following and such other matters as the City Council may be entitled or required to consider as a
matter of law:
1. Whether the WCF and support structure additions and modifications proposed are consistent
with the general plan and will not adversely affect the policies and goals set forth therein or alter
the rural character of the community;
2. Except where the town is prohibited from considering it by law, whether the applicant has shown
that denial of the proposed WCF would result in an effective prohibition of personal wireless
services or telecommunications services, or that denial is otherwise preempted by state or federal
law;
3. Whether the WCF and support structure modifications and additions proposed, comply with the
design standards herein, and other applicable provisions of the code and in applicable city council
resolutions;
4. Whether the WCF and support structure modifications and additions proposed comply with
applicable safety codes and laws (including without limitation the ADA);
5. Whether the WCF and support structure modifications and additions interfere with the public's
use of rights-of-way, or create undue risks to persons or property;
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6. Whether the applicant has made the required affirmation regarding compliance with the FCC's
RF regulations, as the same may be amended;
7. Whether the applicant is authorized to file the application;
8. Whether the applicant has or will have necessary local, state or federal regulatory approvals
required in connection with the WCF (including but not limited to necessary CEQA approvals, if
any; and approvals for utility box design under the HMC, or for structures on private property under
Section 2.12); and
9. Whether alternative designs or locations would be more consistent with the general plan and
otherwise minimize the impact of the WCF and support structure modifications and additions
required.
For Sites on Town Property
The same provisions of either HMC Section 15.32.080(H) for small WCFs, or HMC Section
15.32.080(C) for other WCFs, would apply, except that in analyzing factor b, or factor 3 above, the
City Council Policy 19-01 would not apply.
Additionally, pursuant to the settlement agreement, for sites on Town Property, the City Council
must decide whether to approve a communications license agreement for the site.
FISCAL IMPACT: The Town is anticipated to spend costs in processing the applications for which
a deposit amount from Crown Castle has been collected.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Resolution Setting Hearing Procedures
2. Written Public Comments Received
PREPARED BY: Christopher J. Diaz, City Attorney
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the City Council:
1. Open the public hearing to consider the hearing procedures and schedule for the hearings
that will address the merits of Crown Castle’s 13 wireless applications, receive comments;
2. Adopt a resolution setting hearing procedures for Crown Castle’s 13 wireless applications;
and
3. By motion, continue the public hearings for the respective applications to the dates below at
which time the applications will be considered on the merits:
•

Thursday, May 27, 2021: 5:00 p.m. Hearing (Steel pole sites in ROW: H05, H07, H08,
H19, H20, H21, H28, H31)

•

Thursday, June 3, 2021: 5:00 p.m. Hearing (Continue steel pole sites in ROW, if needed)

•

Saturday, June 12, 2021: 9:00 a.m. Hearing (Wood pole sites in ROW: H30, H32)
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•

Thursday, June 17, 2021: 5:00 p.m. Hearing (Town Owned Property sites: H02, H12,
H27)

•

Saturday, June 19, 2021: 9:00 a.m. Hearing (Continue Town Owned Property sites, if
needed)

•

Monday, June 28, 2021: 5:00 p.m. Hearing (Adopt resolutions of decision for all sites)
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ATTACHMENT 1
RESOLUTION NO. 21RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH
SETTING HEARING PROCEDURES FOR CROWN CASTLE’S
13 WIRELESS APPLICATIONS
WHEREAS, at its June 8, 2020 regular meeting, the Hillsborough City Council
approved a proposed settlement agreement of the lawsuit filed against the
Town by Crown Castle in 2018 challenging the Council’s denial of the
applications for 16 wireless communication facility (WCF) sites.
WHEREAS, the settlement agreement identified thirteen WCFs and locations, and by
entering into the settlement agreement, the Town itself did not approve
any of the thirteen WCFs nor did the settlement agreement mandate that
the Town approve any of the thirteen WCF applications; instead the
parties agreed to pause the lawsuit to give Crown Castle the opportunity
to apply for the thirteen WCFs under the Town’s current wireless
regulations and the settlement agreement specified the circumstances
under which the pending lawsuit would be dismissed, restarted or
modified, depending on the outcome of the Town’s review and final action
on the thirteen WCF applications.
WHEREAS, on March 23, 2021, pursuant to the settlement agreement, Crown Castle
submitted thirteen WCF applications for the Town’s consideration.
WHEREAS, on March 24, 2021, the City Manager, pursuant to Hillsborough Municipal
Code (HMC) Section 15.32.080(E), referred the applications to the City
Council for final determination because the applications cannot be denied
without a determination on the federal law effective prohibition issue.
WHEREAS, on or about March 24, 2021, Crown Castle posted a storyboard at each of
the proposed WCF locations pursuant to HMC Section 15.32.060(E).
WHEREAS, on March 25, 2021, the Town mailed owners and occupants of real
property within five hundred feet of the proposed WCF locations notice of
the WCF applications pursuant to HMC Section 15.32.060(B).
WHEREAS, on April 2, 2021, the Town issued timely notices of incompleteness to
Crown Castle for all thirteen WCF applications.
WHEREAS, on May 3, 2021, Crown Castle submitted responses to the notices of
incompleteness, and as a result, pursuant to the settlement agreement,
the Town must take final action on the thirteen WCF applications by July
2, 2021.
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WHEREAS, on May 3, 2021, the Town mailed notices of a City Council special
meeting to hold a public hearing on May 20, 2021, to set the hearing
procedures and schedule for the public hearings on the merits of the
thirteen WCF applications to owners and occupants of real property within
five hundred feet notice of the WCF applications pursuant to HMC Section
15.32.060(B) and 1.20.010, and published the notice in San Mateo Daily
Journal newspaper.
WHEREAS, in order to meet the timeline for action on the applications in an orderly
manner and to establish consistent hearing procedures in the
consideration of the merits of the applications, the City Council is now
being asked to approve hearing procedures to follow in considering the
merits of the thirteen WCF applications as detailed in this resolution.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the Town of
Hillsborough hereby approves and sets the following hearing procedures in its
consideration of the merits of the thirteen WCF applications submitted by Crown Castle
with such hearing procedures to be as follows:
1. Staff presentation (15-20 minutes) (Council is free to ask clarifying questions of
staff).
2. Open the continued public hearing
a. Applicant speaks first (15 minutes) (Council is free to ask clarifying
questions of the applicant after the applicant speaks).
b. Public comment (up to 3 minutes per speaker) (Council is free to ask
clarifying questions of any public comment speaker) (The City Council will
not allow for the ceding of time from one speaker to another).
c. Applicant rebuttal time (5 minutes).
3. Close the public hearing.
4. Council is free to deliberate, discuss and direct staff to prepare a resolution for
final decision.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the Town of Hillsborough hereby
affirms that it will endeavor to take public comment at a public hearing first from those
speakers who own or occupy real property within 500 feet of the location where the
WCF that is under consideration is proposed to be located. The City Council will use
best efforts, but in the event public comment is taken first from a speaker who is not
within 500 feet, such action shall not constitute a violation of any federal, state, or local
law.

Mayor of the Town of Hillsborough
Attest: City Clerk

2
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This resolution was adopted by the City Council of the Town of Hillsborough at its
special meeting held on the 20th day of May 2021, by the following vote of the members
thereof:
AYES:

Councilmembers

NOES:

Councilmembers

ABSENT:

Councilmembers

ABSTAIN:

Councilmembers

2
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ATTACHMENT 2

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Wireless Comments
In favor of building the wireless infrastructure we need
Wednesday, March 24, 2021 6:04:14 PM

Hello,
I am a Hillsborough resident and homeowner. I have no commercial or financial interests in any
wireless business or communications company. I have seen the storm over the installation of
wireless communications (cell) towers and am very saddened by the lack of understanding of both
the technology and the need to improve cell service in many parts of Hillsborough. Our cell service is
pretty poor as it is. With higher frequencies and bandwidths coming (5G), users need to be even
closer and line of sight to cell towers. We have very poor coverage in Hillsborough as it is. Many of us
use our cell phones as the primary telephone, including for emergency services. I rely on my cell
phone for 911 calls and yes I have had to make a few.
The technology is well proven and I believe safe to use and to be around. There are similar
technologies in use in industry and hospitals all over the world. I don’t know if its fear or the not in
my backyard about putting up cell towers but we need to find a solution. There is a lot of open space
in Hillsborough and cell towers don’t have to be ugly and intrusive.
I hope we can have an intelligent and calm consideration of how to achieve what we know we need
to have eventually and not the horribly divisive discourse I have seen the last time this came up.
Thank you for trying to balance the interests of all HB residents going forward. These are difficult
times and this has become a difficult subject.

Richard Reeves
Hillsborough, CA 94010

Virus-free. www.avg.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Norman Fong
Wireless Comments
Wireless Comment
Wednesday, March 24, 2021 7:52:20 PM

I’ve seen the battle for years over these towers.
NIMBY is alive and thriving here.
1) My cell phone reception has been horrible for decades, it will never improve unless upgrades are done.
2) With all the fires every year, cell service is absolutely crucial infrastructure for public safety.
3) 5G is here (iPhones, Samsung Galaxy...), all the techies who live hear ever see it here? We are paying for 5G
access already.
4) At some point, the carriers will just give up. Google around and you will find other areas where the town had to
pay for upgrades because the carriers found it not worth it. You reap what you sow.
Find some common sense and do something.
Thanks,
Norman
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Arlene BERNSTEIN
Wireless Comments
wireless
Wednesday, March 24, 2021 8:21:53 PM

Citizen viewing on Tuesdays from 2 - 4 seems like viewers suppression
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

timallenrealtor
Wireless Comments
Wireless towers- NO!
Thursday, March 25, 2021 9:50:28 AM

We do not need more wireless cell towers in our neighborhood! Next to our residential homes is no place for cell
towers! This is unsafe as it has unknown health risks from EMF waves. Also, it will reduce the value of your home
if it’s anywhere nearby your property. Let crown castle go somewhere else, our cell reception is good enough.
Hillsborough residents have already spoken on this matter a few years ago! We all said NO to any new Cell Towers
in Hillsborough!!! Reject these Cell Tower Applications!
Best Regards, Tim
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Lisa Natusch
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

TO

Frank K Kappler Ii
Friday, March 26, 2021 11:07 AM
Wireless Comments
Fwd: Cell phone towers

Hillsborough Town Council

RE Proposed Verizon cell phone towers

DATE March 26, 2021
Having just been informed of Verizon's current application to construct 13 cell phone towers
throughout Hillsborough, we are writing to encourage the Town to reject the application.
Below is the full list of “adjacent to” or “across from” locations: 1. 720 Chateau Dr 2. 2812 Easton 3. 2400
Skyfarm 4. 1335 Hayne Rd 5. 1180 Marlborough Rd 6. 660 El Cerrito 7. 1110 Hayne Rd 8. 105 Belle Vista
Dr 9. 3465 Ralston Av 10. 920 Chiltern 11. 400 El Arroyo Rd 12. 510 Eucalyptus Av 13. 1650 Marlborough
Rd
We oppose cell phone towers in Hillsborough from any provider on numerous grounds outlined in
earlier communications, among them aesthetic, health, and diminution of property values. In addition,
and perhaps of critical importance, the Town may not be aware that the future of wireless
communication may depend on satellite connectivity (Elon Musk and Amazon are already racing to
provide such service - see Wall Street Journal articles below) that would eliminate the need for
unsightly, intrusive, potentially gargantuan ground-based towers.
Please respect the wishes of what I am certain is the majority of Hillsborough residents and at the
very least refrain from approving any cell towers until the telecommunications industry is allowed to
mature and offers less invasive, more efficient and effective service options.
Thank you.
Frank & Peggy Kappler
From The Wall Street Journal, March 20, 2021...

Elon Musk and Amazon Are Battling
to Put Satellite Internet in Your
Backyard
1
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For rural homesteaders and suburbanites alike, no matter where they live on the
globe, fast, reliable internet connectivity is on its way—from outer space

Brian Jemes' Starlink satellite dish continued receiving an internet signal while it was
covered with snow and ice at his home near Moscow, Idaho.

PHOTO: BRIAN JEMES

By
Christopher Mims
March 20, 2021 12:00 am ET
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Cybersecurity specialist Luke McOmie lives entirely off-grid on the side of a
mountain in Colorado, where there’s no cell service or landline broadband
internet. Yet he recently gave a talk at a convention hosted in Japan on the
lethality of drones. He was live via satellite—his own personal satellite internet
connection, that is.
With a constellation of hundreds of satellites, and speeds comparable to U.S.
broadband, the Starlink service lets Mr. McOmie do his job despite being in the
middle of nowhere. He and his wife Melanie McOmie are living the sort of
lifestyle that pandemic-weary, deskbound urbanites might envy: raising
chickens, watching out for mountain lions, and taking in an expanse of unsullied
forest.
The McOmies are part of a beta testing program for a new kind of internet
service fromElon Musk’s rocket company SpaceX. Their experience has been
phenomenal so far, they say. They regularly get download speeds of 120
megabits per second, and because the antenna gives off a fair amount of heat,
they’ve been able to stay connected through most winter weather. They did have
to clear it after a recent blizzard, however.
It’s not clear what kind of speeds Starlink will offer to millions of people, versus
the more than 10,000 now testing in the U.S., Canada and the U.K. Depending
on how many people SpaceX signs up, future users could have internet speeds
that are only a fraction of what’s available during this demo period. And even if
Starlink and its soon-to-deploy competitors work as advertised, there are many
other potential challenges to their viability, let alone profitability. They include the
headaches of shared wireless spectrum, and the threat of space debris.
But with at least three other serious, deep-pocketed contenders in the internetfrom-space race—including Amazon, OneWeb and longtime operator Telesat—
getting fast, reliable internet service from any place on earth with a clear view of
the sky could soon seem no more miraculous than a cell signal. It also might not
be much more expensive: Current pricing for Starlink is $499 upfront and $99 a
month for service.

3
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How internet from space works: Internet-connected ground stations communicate with
satellites through radio signals. In the near future, those satellites will communicate with
each other through lasers. Then the signal is sent to the antenna on a home.

PHOTO: ILLUSTRATION BY MARIO ZUCCA
Internet from space has obvious implications for potentially closing the
rural/urban digital divide, not only for Americans but also the rest of the world. It
could also encourage new ways of working and living, untethered from cable and
fiber-optic internet connections. And giving huge swaths of homes a wider
choice of internet service providers, irrespective of their geography, could mean
a shift in users, revenue and value away from traditional telecom companies.
Nick Buraglio lives just outside Champaign, Ill. He has plenty of wired and
wireless broadband options. Yet, as a professional network engineer, he’s
testing Starlink out of curiosity.
Unlike established internet providers that handle installation, Starlink requires
you to do it yourself. But that was “mind-numbingly easy,” Mr. Buraglio says. He
connected the pizza-size Starlink antenna to the provided router, and power, and
then followed along in the Starlink smartphone app. Since it needs an
4
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unobstructed view of the sky, free of overhanging trees, he decided to mount it
permanently on his roof. That, along with running the antenna’s data-and-power
cable into his home, was the hardest part. Still, he says, it was no more
complicated than installing a rooftop television antenna back in the day.
Anyone wishing to reproduce this experience will have to get in line, however:
The waiting list for Starlink is now up to a year.
The experiences of Starlink beta users are enabled by the 1,000 or so satellites
that its parent company has launched. While that makes SpaceX owner of about
a third of all active satellites orbiting Earth, it’s only the beginning: Starlink has
received approval from the FCC to launch nearly 12,000 satellites.
So many satellites are required because each one passes overhead very
quickly, and is relatively close to Earth’s surface, up to about 1,200 miles, in
what’s known as “low earth orbit.” The advantage of this orbit is that signals can
travel swiftly from earth to a satellite and back, which is why Starlink is able to
offer service with low “latency”—the time it takes a signal to make a round trip.
The McOmies say they are able to use their Starlink service to blast opponents
simultaneously on the demanding, fast-twitch online first-person shooter “Apex
Legends.”
Traditional telecom and earth-observing satellites generally hover much farther
from Earth, in what’s known as geosynchronous orbit, about 22,000 miles above
the equator. This allows them to reach much more of the planet at once, but the
round-trip signal time is so long that applications like internet telephony, video
chatting and most types of gaming are virtually impossible.
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One of the contenders in the internet-from-space race is U.K.-based OneWeb, which
was founded in 2012 and went bankrupt in 2020. It was recently relaunched by a
consortium including the British government and Bharti Global. The company has
already launched 110 satellites out of a planned 648.

PHOTO: ROSCOSMOS AND SPACE CENTER VOSTOCHNY|, TSENK
U.K.-based OneWeb, which was founded in 2012 and went bankrupt in 2020,
has recently been relaunched by a consortium including the British government
and Bharti Global. The company has already launched 110 satellites out of a
planned 648. The idea is for 588 to be active at any one time, says Chris
McLaughlin, OneWeb’s chief of government affairs. He projects that by the end
of this year, the company’s network will offer internet coverage to northern
latitudes, with full global coverage next year.
Another competitor is Canadian satellite company Telesat. Unlike the others, it
has more than 50 years of experience operating satellites, says Chief Executive
Dan Goldberg. Telesat doesn’t want to give everyone an antenna, like Starlink
and OneWeb do. Instead, it would provide connections to ground stations owned
by telecom companies, which would then connect to end users in conventional
ways such as cellular or long-range Wi-Fi networks. Users wouldn’t have to
6
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worry about how they got the internet connection they were enjoying, and could
use their phones and other mobile devices instead of specialized equipment.
Telesat will start launching its new constellation of 298 low-earth-orbit broadband
satellites in 2023, and plans to have full coverage of the globe by 2024, adds Mr.
Goldberg. One reason its constellation is smaller than those of its competitors is
that each of its satellites is bigger and orbits at a higher (but still low-earth)
altitude, he says. Should the company’s plans bear fruit, Telesat’s satellites will
also have high-speed, laser-based interconnections between each other, so they
can pass internet traffic between themselves, in space, before sending it back to
earth closer to its intended destination. (Starlink is also testing laser-based
communication between its satellites.)
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A view of Telesat’s planned broadband satellite constellation.

PHOTO: TELESAT
Amazon’s Project Kuiper, about which the company has remained relatively
tight-lipped, has announced that it is committing $10 billion to launch a network
which, by all appearances, is very much like Starlink’s. While the company has
not announced its satellite design or launch timetable, it will have to launch half
of its intended network, or approximately 1,600 satellites, by July 2026 to comply
with its FCC license.
In the future, there are yet more potential entrants into the space-internet race:
China announced it intends to launch its own network of 10,000 low-earth-orbit
8
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satellites, and the EU is contemplating building one as well. Hardly a month goes
by in which yet another startup doesn’t announce an attempt at some slice of the
market, including more than a dozen startups aiming to use small satellites to
connect the “Internet of Things.”
It’s not clear that all of these companies will successfully launch their networks,
or survive once they do, says Chris Quilty, a partner at Quilty Analytics, which
tracks the space industry from a financial perspective. His own analysis of the
viability of Starlink, for example, finds that its moneymaking prospects depend
heavily on slashing the cost of the sophisticated and expensive ground-based
antennas that it sends to customers. The $499 upfront fee to join Starlink doesn’t
cover the $2,000 to $2,500 that Mr. Quilty and other analysts estimate is the
actual cost for each antenna.
That said, the FCC in December announced its intention to give Starlink $885
million to connect homes in the U.S., if the company meets certain requirements,
as part of the Rural Digital Opportunity Fund.
Countless other headaches await Starlink and its competitors. Among them are
the rights to the wireless spectrum satellites use to beam data to earth.
OneWeb, SpaceX and another satellite communications company argue they
should be granted senior rights to a certain wireless band in the U.S. This might
mean satellites from one of these companies—or their future competitors—
would have to modify their transmissions when they detect possible interference,
says Mr. Quilty.
Then there is the dreaded Kessler syndrome, depicted in the movie “Gravity,”
where orbiting space debris leads to a runaway space pileup. At present, there
are recommendations but few binding rules about how Earth’s low earth orbit is
used.
Until the space junk-pocalypse comes, Brian Jemes, network manager at the
University of Idaho, plans to continue enjoying his Starlink system. At his home
near Moscow, Idaho, satellite service has been 20 times faster than it was with
his local ISP, which connected over long-range Wi-Fi.
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Mr. Jemes, who spent 18 years at Hewlett-Packard and has been building
networks for 32 years, is glad to be part of the Starlink beta. Still, he knows that
whether he continues to enjoy such fast internet speeds will depend on how
many satellites Starlink puts into the sky, and how popular the service becomes.
“It’s how cable internet was at first,” he says, “until your whole neighborhood was
on it.”
—For more WSJ Technology analysis, reviews, advice and headlines, sign up
for our weekly newsletter.
Write to Christopher Mims at christopher.mims@wsj.com
Copyright ©2020 Dow Jones & Company, Inc. All Rights Reserved.
87990cbe856818d5eddac44c7b1cdeb8
Appeared in the March 20, 2021, print edition as 'The New Space Race That Is Landing in a
Backyard Near You.'

Cities Want 5G, But Not Like This
U.S. Municipalities, citing aesthetics and specious health
concerns, are wrestling with the FCC and telecoms over the
new wireless technology
By Christopher Mims
Aug. 24, 2019 12:03 am ET

Jack Tibbetts, a member of the Santa Rosa, Calif., city
council, knew he had a problem. It was early 2018, and he’d
started getting calls from constituents at opposite ends of the
political spectrum. The common thread: cellular antennas
going up next to their homes, causing concerns over property
values and health.
10
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The weight of evidence suggests that if radio-frequency
emissions have any effect on humans at all, it is, according to
the World Health Organization, about on par with
other “possibly carcinogenic” substances, including coffee
and pickles. The Federal Communications Commission, citing
input from the Food and Drug Administration, recently
declared that existing limits on the amount of radio-frequency
energy these antennas put out make them safe. A senior
FCC official said there is nothing unique to 5G networks that
poses additional health risks.
None of this has stopped the social-media-fueled conspiracy
whirligig that allows health scares to thrive on the internet.
Cities and towns throughout Northern California are issuing
ordinances that would exclude new 5G cell sites from
residential areas, citing supposed health concerns. Residents
of Portland, Ore., and Whitefish, Mont., have also cited these
beliefs while lobbying for restrictions. Legislators in four
states including New Hampshire have proposed bills that
would mandate further study of health effects or else urge
Congress to do so, and Congressman Thomas Suozzi (D.,
N.Y.) wrote to the FCC echoing these concerns.
SHARE YOUR THOUGHTS

How would you feel if a new small-cell tower went up in your
neighborhood, adjacent to your house? Join the conversation
below.

For Mr. Tibbetts, it didn’t matter whether or not these new
“small cell” antennas—which are used for 4G networks but
can be upgraded for 5G—going up in Santa Rosa were
actually dangerous. Some were attached to utility poles a
mere 20 feet from people’s bedroom windows, and residents
complained Verizon had put them up without notifying them.
What mattered was that his constituents didn’t want these
ungainly chunks of public infrastructure anywhere near them.
“I don’t like the idea of someone being in their home and it’s
supposed to be a place of security, and they are having that
feeling of insecurity,” Mr. Tibbetts says. “I won’t be surprised
11
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if in 10 years there’s no evidence of cancer from these
towers, but my job is not to protect Verizon, it’s to protect
people in their houses.”
Whatever the basis for residents’ objections to new cell
towers, Mr. Tibbetts—as well as countless mayors, governors
and council members across the country—have little or no
power under current rules to act on their constituents’ wishes.
Nor do they have the leeway they once did to set pricing for
cell sites, a lucrative source of funding for civic initiatives.
Those who do take action are creating ordinances that put
their cities at risk of being sued by the telecoms, as happened
this month in Rochester, N.Y.
Billed as the key to the future—of telecommunications, of
global competition, of innovation and even of municipal
infrastructure—5G has instead become a bone of contention.
In addition to upgrading existing towers, it will require an
estimated half-million new towers and small-cell sites on
utility poles, lampposts and buildings. Experts also anticipate
a long rollout period, potentially of a decade or more.
Most cities want 5G, but they don’t want to be told how, when
and at what cost. Rules the FCC has already passed, meant
to expedite 5G’s rollout, might well be creating acrimony that
serves to do the exact opposite.
YOU MAY ALSO LIKE
UP NEXT

0:00 / 4:59
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Five Myths About 5G, Debunked
There are a lot of myths about what the fifth generation of wireless connectivity can and can’t do. WSJ’s
Spencer MacNaughton debunks five common 5G myths. Photo: Associated Press

Fast and Furious
“My personal reason for doing this is I believe that humanity
is threatened,” says Sandi Maurer, a member of the activist
group EMF Safety Network, which lobbies to reduce people’s
exposure to electromagnetic fields.
Partly as a result of such activism, many towns in Marin
County, Calif., have passed ordinances or resolutions that
limit 5G cell sites in residential areas. Towns like Mill Valley
specify zones where towers aren’t permitted, and may also
require them to be a certain distance from each other. In
2018, Verizon withdrew its application to install two small
cells in Sebastopol, Calif., rather than sue the city or refer the
matter to the FCC.
But since then, the FCC has rolled out its 5G Fast plan
requiring cities and states to approve new 5G antennas within
60 or 90 days. It also limits what government leaders can
charge carriers for the real estate on which the new
infrastructure will hang—be it a utility pole, streetlight or even
building facade.
Carriers love this plan. A spokesman for AT&T referred to a
statement lauding the FCC’s new rules, saying they “will help
ensure that, through tried and true free-market incentives, all
Americans no matter where they live will enjoy the benefits of
jobs, investment, and economic growth this new technology
will foster.” A Verizon spokesman said, “We’re looking for
reasonable access and reasonable prices so that we can
deploy 5G effectively and promptly to communities and the
people who live and work in them.”
13
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FCC chairman Ajit Pai and President Trump have both
said that widespread deployment of next-generation 5G
wireless networks is critical to winning the race with China. A
spokesman for the FCC referred to previous statements by
the agency: “To enable broadband providers to enter new
markets and deploy high-speed networks, access to poles
must be swift, predictable, safe and affordable.”
City leaders say their power to zone and regulate
infrastructure is being abridged. More than 90 cities and
counties have joined together in a lawsuit, currently before
the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, arguing that the FCC has
overstepped its authority. A decision could happen as early
as in the spring, but it could also take much longer.
San Jose, Calif., has already permitted 596 small-cell sites,
all of which can be upgraded to 5G, says Shireen
Santosham, the city’s chief innovation officer. When that
rollout began, San Jose signed agreements with telecoms for
between $750 a pole and $2,500 a pole for the new small-cell
sites. If the cities lose their suit against the FCC, San Jose
might be forced to charge less than the lowest amount it had
previously charged per pole.
An AT&T 5G small-cell setup hangs on a pole in Atlanta. Some cities have challenged carriers on the
size and shape of 5G cells. PHOTO: MELISSA GOLDEN FOR THE WALL STREET JOURNAL

The city very much wants a 5G rollout, says Mayor Sam
Liccardo. But like other cities, San Jose wants to be able to
charge higher prices for use of its infrastructure, not only to
fund staffing to expedite permits for new sites but also to
supply the $1 million to $2 million needed to support a
program to deliver broadband access to poor households.
“If we lose the money, the program pretty much grinds to a
halt,” says Ms. Santosham. “Deployment will slow down, and
the money to close the digital divide goes away.”
This sort of thing could happen in other cities, despite FCC
rules that say permits are automatically approved after 60 or
90 days, says Mr. Liccardo. “There are lots of ways for local
14
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bureaucracies to make it difficult even when the federal
government says they must,” he adds.
Blair Levin, a fellow at the Brookings Institution and a former
chief of staff for FCC chairman Reed Hundt, said, “What the
wireless guys are asking is for cities to treat them totally
different than every other entity asking for construction
permits. I think it will backfire because, in the fullness of time,
instead of a cooperative relationship you’ll get a hostile
relationship.”
The prime example is Rochester, which was on the receiving
end of a lawsuit filed by Verizon on Aug. 8. Verizon claims the
city’s code violates FCC rules by “imposing upon wireless
providers non-cost-based fees on the deployment and
maintenance of small wireless facilities.” Translation: Verizon
thinks the city is charging too much rent for space on its utility
poles where 5G antennas would be installed. A city
spokesman says the fees are in line with what other providers
pay and calls the suit frivolous.
“The federal framework calls for nondiscriminatory access at
cost-based rates, and that is what we are seeking,” said a
Verizon spokesman. “That means the federal rules prohibit
special treatment.”

Big and Ugly
The health argument is hard to take to court because the
FCC has sole discretion over whether the emissions of an
electronic device are safe, a right unquestioned by any
current court cases or pending federal legislation. A
different—and so far more successful—tack has been to
challenge carriers on the size and shape of the 5G cells.
In a legal challenge to the FCC’s current rules undertaken by
the United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians in
Oklahoma, the D.C. Circuit Court recently ruled against the
FCC, asserting, among other things, that 5G “small cells”
aren’t nearly as small as advertised.
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In its brief, the industry has said these new antennas are only
as big as a pizza box, and that in other respects they are
comparable to home Wi-Fi routers. But the court said that,
especially when they sit atop newly installed towers, they are
in fact big and obtrusive enough that they require a review of
their environmental impact, and that they are subject to
historic-preservation rules.
“Even if only 20% of small cells required new construction, as
one wireless company estimates and the FCC highlights in its
brief…that could entail as many as 160,000 densely spaced
50-foot towers,” writes the court.
Despite all this conflict, most cities remain eager for telecoms
to bring 5G to their streets, says Craig Moffett, founder and
senior analyst at MoffettNathanson, a communications
research firm. The industry is promising a veritable
cornucopia of fantastical technologies will flow from
ubiquitous, ultrafast wireless—a smarter city where your
autonomous car, your augmented-reality headset and your
self-emptying trash bin are always in constant contact.
“It may be in retrospect we look back and laugh at how silly
we all were at wondering what applications this will be used
for,” Mr. Moffett said.
—For more WSJ Technology analysis, reviews, advice and
headlines, sign up for our weekly newsletter.
Write to Christopher Mims at christopher.mims@wsj.com
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ryan Clark
Wireless Comments
El Cerrito Wireless Tower
Sunday, March 28, 2021 6:24:09 PM

Hi,
I just received notice of the proposed wireless tower on El Cerrito. Thank goodness. We don’t get
any cell phone coverage at our house (300 feet from the proposed facility), and this will be a very
welcome addition to the neighborhood. Thank you for supporting this – our family needs cellular
coverage at our house, on walks in our neighborhood, and for our kids who go to South Hillsborough
Elementary. Very pleased to see this and thank you!!!!!
Ryan Clark

Disclaimer
The information contained in this communication from the sender is confidential. It is intended solely for use
by the recipient and others authorized to receive it. If you are not the recipient, you are hereby notified that
any disclosure, copying, distribution or taking action in relation of the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful.
This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automatically archived.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Roberta Sherwood
Wireless Comments
Approve of location H21m3
Monday, March 29, 2021 11:41:24 AM

We are writing to voice our approval of adding the wireless communication facility H21m3
across from 660 El Cerrito.
We live at
and are in a blackhole for receiving cell phone service. We need to
use internet calling or rely on our cell booster to make phone calls. Even then, there are times
we have no service or our service is spotty. We rely on phone service to conduct our
businesses.
If we lose power, we are cut off from any communication and need to drive a few miles to get
a connection. We feel this causes a safety hazard for us at those times.
We are looking forward to getting better wireless service with the addition of these new
towers.
Thank you
Roberta and Richard Sherwood
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

sharon wienbar
Wireless Comments
wireless facility at 660 El Cerrito
Monday, March 29, 2021 2:52:50 PM

Hello
I live on Sierra Drive, near the proposed location of the wireless facility
I support having better wireless coverage in Hillsborough. It is frustrating to have calls drop
on El Cerrito, and to have little cell availability at our house. We only use cellphones, not our
"wired" phone, yet the poor coverage here makes calls unpredictable and frustrating.
Hillsborough should support modernizing this essential service
Thank you for listening
sharon
______________________________
Sharon Wienbar
Board leader & Angel Investor
@wienbar
LinkedIn
______________________________
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Beyer, Paul
Wireless Comments
Proposed wireless towers
Monday, March 29, 2021 6:43:52 PM
image581397.png

One of the proposed wireless towers is to be located at 500 El Arroyo Rd, a parcel that directly abuts
my property at
. I strongly object to this eyesore. Yes I assume it will improve
wireless communication, but I’m doing just fine with the current technology.
When is this battle going to end? It seems like the town decided not to allow these towers but we’re
debating it all over again.
Hillsborough has a unique feel that cannot be replicated on the peninsula, please don’t wreck it.
Paul Beyer


Paul F. Beyer Chief Executive Officer
1400 Industrial Way, Redwood City, CA  94063
O: 650.780.5504 / BeyerP@aclab.com
The information contained in this e-mail is legally privileged and confidential information, intended only for the use of the individual or
entity to whom it is addressed. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any viewing,
dissemination, distribution, or copy of this e-mail message is strictly prohibited. If you have received and/or are viewing this e-mail in
error, please immediately notify the sender by reply e-mail, and delete this e-mail from your system. Thank you.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dennis Moore
Wireless Comments
I oppose the proposed Crown Castle wireless coverage plan
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 9:08:06 AM

I am opposed to the proposed Crown Castle wireless coverage plan. The plan fails to:
1. protect our town's aesthetics
2. provide for coverage for many areas of the town
3. provide 5G support for our town
4. provide coverage for multiple carriers
Additionally, this plan was created without taking into account the many concerns raised by
our town residents, notably the HCA organization. There has been no robust, fair debate about
the plans, and no feedback outside a small circle has been accepted. I request a fair and open
process including a fair and open town meeting to air the issues our homeowners have with the
current proposal.
----Dennis Moore

Hillsborough, CA 94010
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Leung
Wireless Comments
coverage map
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 9:58:31 AM

HI, I am supportive of the proprosal, and I’ve heard one argument of the ANTI camp is coverage. I
know there are before and after maps of each individual proposed site, but is there a combined
before and after map so that we can see the impact of the project in its totality? Thanks.
This message may contain information that is confidential or privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the
sender immediately and destroy this email. See Victory Capital’s Privacy Statement at vcm.com/policies. Associate of Victory
Capital Services, Inc. For current mutual fund and ETF prospectuses or the 529 Plan Description visit vcm.com/prospectus.
Please visit vcm.com/email-disclosure for further information.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Stanley Lo
Wireless Comments
Denise Laugesen
Proposed Wireless Communications Facility Objection (H12m3)
Tuesday, March 30, 2021 12:11:22 PM

I am writing this email to strongly object and express my concerns
about a letter I received in the mail concerning the city’s intention to
build a proposed wireless communication facility less then 500 feet
from a house I own,
I have
several issues with this. First, I am always available by phone, you can
call me anytime. I always have my phone on me and respond to every
phone call promptly but received nothing from the city with these
plans. I should have received a phone call about this long before
receiving this letter. Second this tower will greatly diminish the
appearance of my property specifically the monumental gate I have at
the entrance just off the street. Why does this tower need to be built in
the first place, what is the purpose? This is going to devalue my
property. You are turning Hillsborough into a commercial landscape and
I object to this proposed site. Lastly, I am concerned that the high
frequency wavelengths emitted from the tower are going to be harmful
to the schools just across the street, both North School and Crocker
Middle School. These towers should not be built and I do not approve.
Please get back to me addressing these issues asap.

Regards,
Stanley Lo
Since Jan 2021 – Nearly $135 Million +/- Total Sales Volume
Ranked #1 Individual Agent in Northern California for 10 years in a row
OFFICE 650.373.0007 WEBSITE www.GreenBanker.com EMAIL stanleylo@greenbanker.com
Royal Service, Always Available & Real Estate Complex Problem Solver

  

  

  

Email Disclaimers: The ranking is based on total sales volume by REALTrends as advertised in the Wall Street Journal. This message contains confidential information
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and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender
immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or
error-free as information could be intercepted, corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses. The sender, therefore, does not accept liability
for any errors or omissions in the contents of this message, which arise as a result of e-mail transmission.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Carol Merryfield
Wireless Comments
Crown Castle tower at 1180 Marlborough Rd
Thursday, April 1, 2021 10:46:51 AM

Dear City Council:  
I am writing to vigorously protest the erection of a proposed cell tower adjacent to 1180
Marlborough Road. This is directly across from our house and less than 50 feet from our
entrance. Not only do we consider this to be a health hazard, particularly to seniors with
health problems, but it would also significantly reduce our property value and ruin our view of
San Francisco and the Bay. As I am now retired and home most of the day, this would be
damaging to my well being. I will do everything in my power to keep this from going
through.
Thank you for your consideration,
Carol Merryfield
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From:
To:
Date:

Cynthia McCormick
Wireless Comments
Thursday, April 1, 2021 12:34:21 PM

where are they going to be placed? C. McCormick
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Dennis Moore
Wireless Comments
Re: I oppose the proposed Crown Castle wireless coverage plan
Friday, April 2, 2021 7:12:58 AM
Crown Castle plan.xlsx

To add to my comment below:
I request that the following information be provided immediately by major carrier (AT&T, TMobile, Verizon), by band (3G or lower, 4G/4G LTE, 5G), and by neighborhood (e.g.,
Brewer/Upland, Carolands, Country Club Manor, H Heights, H Hills, H Knolls, H Oaks, H
Park, Homeplace, Lakeview, Parrott Dr, Ryan Tract, Skyfarm, Tobin Clark):
1. How many homes are in that neighborhood
2. How many homes in that neighborhood have good cell phone coverage (by each carrier, by
each band)
3. How many homes in that neighborhood have poor cell phone coverage (by each carrier, by
each band)
4. How many homes in that neighborhood have no cell phone coverage (by each carrier, by
each band)
5. With the Crown Castle plan, how many homes in that neighborhood will have good cell
phone coverage (by each carrier, by each band)
6. With the Crown Castle plan, how many homes in that neighborhood will have poor cell
phone coverage (by each carrier, by each band)
7. With the Crown Castle plan, how many homes in that neighborhood will no poor cell phone
coverage (by each carrier, by each band)
8. How many miles of streets are in that neighborhood
9. How many miles of streets in that neighborhood have good cell phone coverage (by each
carrier, by each band)
10. How many miles of streets in that neighborhood have poor cell phone coverage (by each
carrier, by each band)
11. How many miles of streets in that neighborhood have no cell phone coverage (by each
carrier, by each band)
12. With the Crown Castle plan, how many miles of streets in that neighborhood will have
good cell phone coverage (by each carrier, by each band)
13. With the Crown Castle plan, how many miles of streets in that neighborhood will have
poor cell phone coverage (by each carrier, by each band)
14. With the Crown Castle plan, how many miles of streets in that neighborhood will no poor
cell phone coverage (by each carrier, by each band)
With this information, our homeowners can judge for themselves how well the proposed plan
meets the needs of our town. Will we have good cell phone coverage in our neighborhood?
Will we be able to make and receive calls when driving or walking? Are there parts of our
town that are overlooked with this plan? I'm attaching a spreadsheet that should suffice to
providing the requested data - this data will allow Hillsborough homeowners to judge the
benefits of this plan. Many thanks,
----Dennis Moore
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On Tue, Mar 30, 2021 at 9:07 AM Dennis Moore
wrote:
I am opposed to the proposed Crown Castle wireless coverage plan. The plan fails to:
1. protect our town's aesthetics
2. provide for coverage for many areas of the town
3. provide 5G support for our town
4. provide coverage for multiple carriers
Additionally, this plan was created without taking into account the many concerns raised by
our town residents, notably the HCA organization. There has been no robust, fair debate
about the plans, and no feedback outside a small circle has been accepted. I request a fair
and open process including a fair and open town meeting to air the issues our homeowners
have with the current proposal.
----Dennis Moore

Hillsborough, CA 94010
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Neighborhood
Brewer/Upland
Carolands
Country Club Manor
Hillsborough Heights
Hillsborough Hills
Hillsborough Knolls
Hillsborough Oaks
Hillsborough Park
Homeplace
Lakeview
Parrott Dr
Ryan Tract
Skyfarm
Tobin Clark Estates
Total

Neighborhood
Brewer/Upland
Carolands
Country Club Manor
Hillsborough Heights
Hillsborough Hills
Hillsborough Knolls
Hillsborough Oaks
Hillsborough Park
Homeplace
Lakeview
Parrott Dr
Ryan Tract
Skyfarm
Tobin Clark Estates
Total

Total Homes

Good

0
Total Miles of Streets

0

AT&T 5G Now
Poor
None

0

Good

0

AT&T 5G Now
Poor
None

0

0
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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
0

AT&T 5G Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

0

0

AT&T 5G Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

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
0
0
0

AT&T 4G/LTE Now
Good
Poor
None

0

0

AT&T 4G/LTE Now
Good
Poor
None

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
0
0
0

AT&T 4G/LTE Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

0

0

AT&T 4G/LTE Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

0

0
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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
0

AT&T 3G or Lower Now
Good
Poor
None

0

0

AT&T 3G or Lower Now
Good
Poor
None

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
0
0
0

AT&T 3G or Lower Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None
Good
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

T-Mobile 5G Now
Poor
None

AT&T 3G or Lower Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None
Good
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

T-Mobile 5G Now
Poor
None

0

0

0

0
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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
0

T-Mobile 5G Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

0

0

T-Mobile 5G Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

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
0
0
0

By Homes
T-Mobile 4G/LTE Crown Castle
T-Mobile 3G or Lower Now
Good
Poor
None
Good
Poor
None
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
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
By Street Miles
T-Mobile 4G/LTE Now
T-Mobile 4G/LTE Crown Castle
T-Mobile 3G or Lower Now
Good
Poor
None
Good
Poor
None
Good
Poor
None
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
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
T-Mobile 4G/LTE Now
Good
Poor
None
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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
0

T-Mobile 3G or Lower Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None
Good
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Verizon 5G Now
Poor
None

T-Mobile 3G or Lower Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None
Good
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Verizon 5G Now
Poor
None

0

0

0

0
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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
0

Verizon 5G Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

0

0

Verizon 5G Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

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
0
0
0

Verizon 4G/LTE Now
Good
Poor
None

0

0

Verizon 4G/LTE Now
Good
Poor
None

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
0
0
0

Verizon 4G/LTE Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

0

0

Verizon 4G/LTE Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None

0

0
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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
0

Verizon 3G or Lower Now
Good
Poor
None

0

0

Verizon 3G or Lower Now
Good
Poor
None

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
0
0
0

Verizon 3G or Lower Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Verizon 3G or Lower Crown Castle
Good
Poor
None
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Vesna Swartz
Wireless Comments
Wireless Towers
Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:54:24 AM

I was away and unable to participate in the first Zoom discussion on this topic, but saw the public notice about
installing the wireless tower on Ralston Ave. Will this tower be disguised as a tree? It would blend into the
environment.
Vesna Swartz
Hillsborough

Vesna Swartz
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Amy Graziano
Wireless Comments
Fwd: Opposing H07m2
Thursday, April 8, 2021 4:24:44 PM

To whom it may concern,
>
> There is a very large number of neighbors in our community that are greatly opposed to the proposed wireless
communications facility identified as H07m2 and we have every intention of fighting this every step of the way. It is
absolutely terrible that this is being proposed so close to Hoover elementary school, and in a community with so
many young families.
>
> Amy Graziano
>
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Lisa Natusch
From:
Subject:

Wireless Comments
FW: Crown Castle WCF application

Begin forwarded message:
From: Allan Jin
Date: April 12, 2021 at 5:10:09 AM MST
To: Al Royse <ARoyse@hillsborough.net>, Christine Krolik <ckrolik@hillsborough.net>, Marie Chuang
<MChuang@hillsborough.net>, Sophie Cole <scole@hillsborough.net>, Larry May
<LMay@hillsborough.net>
Subject: Crown Castle WCF application

Dear Mr. Mayor, Madame Vice Mayor and Councilmembers
Regarding Crown Castles applications for 13 Wireless Cellular Facilities (WCFs).
AGAIN, I must ask these applications be denied. I have expressed my opposition to these WCFs
in 2017, 2019 and now in 2021. I have attended City Council public meetings, spoke during the
3 minute public hearings, written emails to the Mayor and Councilmembers expressing my
opposition to these WCFs.
My argument has been, and has not changed, these WCFs are not needed in the town of
Hillsborough.
Crown Castle has claimed WCFs are needed to improve Cell Service within Hillsborough. Crown
Castle implies WCFs are needed, so
Hillsborough residents can improve their Cell Service signal strength while residing at their
homes. Crown Castle implies the residents of Hillsborough should be kept aware of emergency
situations via their cell phones. Crown Castle believes, WCFs are the only available solution to
accomplish this task.
Crown Castle statements are incorrect.
There are approximately 4000 homes in Hillsborough. Most ,if not all, homes have Internet
access. Each home has wireless routers which allow WiFi access within the home. Larger
homes may have MESH Network systems ($200‐$600) which allow greater WiFi signal strength
within the home. Cell phones normally utilize cell towers to access their service providers
(Verizon, ATT, T‐Mobile etc.). But cellphones can and do utilize WiFi signals for cell service. If
the WiFi signal strength within your home, is stronger than cell tower signal, cell phones will
access their service provider via WiFi.
There is no need for the installation of any WCFs. The WCF signal strength will be less than the
WiFi signal strength. The WCFs will
become redundant and unnecessary.
1
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SPECIFICALLY.
I am talking about WCF H19M3 at 1335 Hayne Road and WCF H28M3 at 1100 Hayne Road.
According to Google Maps, these 2 WCFs are 0.5 miles apart and automobile travel time is 1
minute. These WCFs may improve signal strength for 0.25 mile radius at each site.
Approximately 20 homes per WCF. 20 homes for a single service provider. If you are Verizon,
you get improved service. No improvement if you are ATT or T‐Mobile. 20 homes now become
7 homes.
Additionally this Hayne Road corridor is at a low point, with homes in higher elevation both
North and South. The placement of WCFs at these 2 low‐elevation locations would not improve
signal strength to homes at the higher elevations. Resulting in fewer homes with increased cell
tower signal strength. Increased WCF signal strength which would compete against stronger
WiFi signal strength.
Why should we allow Crown Castle to install 13 WCFs within Hillsborough ?
It will not improve cell phone signal strength beyond WiFi signal strength.
Real Estate professionals (Stanley Low and Jim Arbeed) have stated property values will
decrease with a WCF in their front yard.
Hillsborough residents do not want these WCFs installed anywhere within the town. During
2017 and 2019 Town Council meetings, residents expressed their opposition to any WCFs
installations.
Please deny all Crown Castle applications for installation of any WCFs.
Thank You.
Allan Jin

2
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Kristin Torres Mowat
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 8:41:18 PM

Hillsborough City Council,
I request as I have in the past, that Hillsborough City Council NOT move forward with the
Crown Castle wireless application hearings and does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, twoway dialogue with citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by
the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny any non-confirming wireless installation
applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until these code updates
are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of
property values, as do similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via
setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and 1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular
technology and equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while
minimizing the total number of wireless installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic
beauty!
Thank you.
Kristin Torres Mowat,
Hillsborough Resident
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Bob Pietila
Wireless Comments
Proposed Wireless cell tower H08m2 Skyfarm Drive - across from 25 Cottonwood Court
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 2:03:43 PM
Hillsborough - Cell tower & View 04-13-21.pdf

Dear City Clerk,
We are concerned with the potential negative impact to our view, at
, with regards to proposed installation of wireless cell tower H08m2 Skyfarm
Drive. Please see attached.
Sincerely,
Bob Pietila
Hillsborough, CA 94010  
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April 13, 2021

Town of Hillsborough
Attn: City Clerk
1600 Floribunda Avenue
Hillsborough, CA 94010
RE: Proposed Wireless cell tower H08m2 Skyfarm Drive Across from
Dear Hillsborough,
I am concerned about my view with regards to the proposed wireless cell tower H08m2
Skyfarm Drive Across from
Here is view of proposed tower location from deck of our house

:

It appears that attempts to minimize impact to Skyfarm Dr neighbor positions tower front and
center to my view. This is not acceptable as understood.
Sincerely,

Bob Pietila
Hillsborough, CA 94010
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jon Ross
Wireless Comments
Cell phone towers
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 4:39:25 PM

Dear Members of the Town Council,
Thank you for soliciting comments about the cell phone tower planned for erection at
1180 Marlborough Road, This is exactly across the street from our property-. My objection is very strong related to the unsightly nature of the
device directly in the way of the lovely view of San Francisco and the Bay. I show the
expansive view to both friends and casual visitors--even to workmen and delivery
persons. Essentially without exception, they tend to be delighted by the City standing
out like Oz twenty miles distant. The Sales Force building now shines impressively at
sunrise and sunset. This view is a prized feature of the property.
There will be major adverse affect on our property value if this tower is located as
proposed. The first comment from any potential buyer is likely to be: "It is really sad
to see that nasty tower in the way of the view. When on earth was that built?" The
debated health effects of microwave radiation will be another factor degrading
property value. The scientific analysis of this problem is less important than the
psychological one. Many people fear these things, and the the very close location to
our home is going to alarm buyers. I would anticipate substantial and unshakable
concern from a lot of people.
There must be less impactful alternative sites. We want to see the evidence that this
has been carefully considered and the process opened to scrutiny by those of us so
strongly adversely affected. It is clear that the Council has previously recognized
these problems for the entire town, as it seems the whole project was litigated several
years ago. 5G is all well and good, but damage that is so substantial has to be
avoided, in my opinion.
These considerations must be well known to the members of the Council, who I
imagine are quite sympathetic.
I hope to be able to attend the Council meeting regarding this matter.
Respectfully yours,
Jon C. Ross, MD
Hillsborough homeowner
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kristie Felton
Wireless Comments
Proposal for new wireless towers in hillsborough
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 8:08:41 PM

Hi Hillsborough Counsel Members,
I am writing to state my support for the proposal of 13 new cell towers in town. I have
reviewed the information on the locations and feel the placement of the structures is strategic
and has little impact on the town aesthetics. Around our neighborhood and specifically at our
house, there is no cell service (without wifi assistance) which is a significant concern during
power outages and emergency situations like a wildfire. We have never had a landline at our
house. We urge the town to adopt the proposal to improve cell coverage and ensure residents
can be reached in emergencies.
Thank you for your consideration.
Kristie and Paul Felton
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Neil Schaefer
Wireless Comments
HB needs wireless coverage
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 8:30:28 PM

Dear City Council and Members of the Community,
My family is in strong support of allowing wireless carriers to install additional cellular
infrastructure in our town. We live in South Hillsborough and do not have ANY cellular
service on our property and within a several hundred yard radius beyond, and have
poor reception at South school, where our children attend.  
Without cell coverage, we are entirely reliant on our home's internet connection for
voice and data communication, which requires power to function. In the event of a
power outage, we would have NO WAY to contact emergency services
without running out of the house and down the block to find a signal.
Additionally, because of our poor cell service, our home alarm system is only
sporadically able to communicate with central monitoring without the benefit of a
functioning internet connection.
No good-faith argument opposing an improvement of cellular infrastructure
in Hillsborough could trump the public safety issues brought about by the status quo.
Without an improvement in this infrastructure, people's lives and property, including
my family's, will remain at risk.
Arguments about the degradation of aesthetics and property values of our community
are short-sighted, selfish, and hyperbolic. The mock-ups of the communication
equipment indicate that they will blend into their surroundings and generally be
unobtrusive, far less than existing utility poles and overhead wires.
Strong wireless infrastructure is CRITICAL for public safety purposes and should be a
welcomed improvement to our town.   
Thank you for your consideration.  
Neil Schaefer
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Reid Stephenson
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 8:56:15 PM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
Thank you.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tina Fong
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 9:02:44 PM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
Thank you.
Tina Fong
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

William Trevor
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 9:18:07 PM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
Thank you.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Leung
Wireless Comments
Supporting WIreless
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 9:42:30 PM

I’m writing to support the wireless proposal. Our inability to get basic wireless coverage over
the past decade plus has been a classic example of a vocal and litigious minority making
perfect that enemy of good, and using perfect as unreasonable goal posts in a bad faith
negotiation effort. Our town cannot make progress on this essential infrastructure unless we
take the first steps and deploy the first elements of this effort. I started a petition a few weeks
ago and have over a hundred signatures that agree.
https://www.change.org/p/hillsborough-city-council-support-wireless-communications-inhillsborough
Please don’t let the vocal minority hijack and derail this effort again. It’s too important to the
future of our community.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Emily M. Chan
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 9:44:39 PM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
Thank you.
Emily and Edward Chan

-66-

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Jaret Butler
Wireless Comments
In support of cell towers
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 9:52:00 PM

To whomever it may concern at Hillsborough City Council;
       I am strongly in support of adding cellular towers to the town of Hillsborough. Lack of cellular coverage is a
tremendous safety risk to our community. We all know how critical is cellular communication during times of
emergency for our children, the elderly, and the parents among us. In this day and age, prioritizing aesthetics over
safety is just unconscionable.   I hope that those who are making the decision will consider how they, and others,
will feel the first time someone is gravely harmed because we, as a community, prevented adding towers for reasons
that are trivial compared to the safety of our neighbors.
Sincerely,
Dr. Jaret Butler
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Melissa Farris
Wireless Comments
Jim Farris
In support of cell towers
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 9:59:48 PM

Hello: just wanted to send a quick note to voice our total support of getting more cell towers in Hillsborough! In this
day, more than ever, we need to be able to use our devices. It’s so ridiculous that in Hillsborough we have the best
of everything and yet we are still so behind in our cell coverage. Don’t let the voice of some noisy folks make you
feel like the majority of the town isn’t in favor of being able to get a hold of our kids or do work calls without
dropping all the calls. I want to live in the 21st century please!
Sincerely,
Melissa and Jim Farris
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jennifer Yiu Mei Lum-Yee
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Tuesday, April 13, 2021 10:38:44 PM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
Thank you.
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Curtis Raff
Wireless Comments
Wireless Permit Support
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 7:38:37 AM
image002.png
image003.png

Town of Hillsborough,
I would like to express 100% support for Crown Castle’s latest permit application.
When we moved into Hillsborough 17 years ago, I was surprised and dismayed by the lack of mobile
coverage in so many areas, including surrounding our property. But to have our safety, well-being,
and access to a needed utility still lacking 17 years later is egregious. My family and friends are
extremely frustrated that a small group of residents, ignoring science, federal law, and touting
misinformation have jeopardized our safety and livelihood so effectively. Our family has been
significantly negatively impacted in business and education with the lack of wireless coverage. There
is simply no acceptable solution but to improve wireless coverage in our town.
Thank you for your consideration.
Curtis Raff, DDS
Hillsborough, CA 94010

Curtis D. Raff, DDS
1233 Taraval St.
San Francsico, CA 94116

415.564.7525
  
Email + Confidentiality Policies
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Beim, Carter
Wireless Comments
Crown Castle
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 8:02:17 AM

I am writing in support of the Crown Castle proposal to install cell towers in our Town. The fact that
we are still having this debate is an embarrassment. I have three children under the age of 11 in this
community each participating in school and extracurricular activities in various locations throughout
the week. Our ability to connect with our children is critical for their safety. We are also unable to
reach teachers and coaches should a need arise. Additionally, With Covid pushing more workers out
of the office we have a critical need for connectivity.
Over the last 2 weeks I visited the locations of many of the tower and viewed the photos on the
boards. I did not find them offensive or intrusive. I do not believe these will negatively impact
property values. In fact, I believe strong connectivity will only serve as a value-add.
I have a suggestion for those that oppose this very basic infrastructure upgrade…give up your cell
phones.
I also believe members of this City Counsel will be under considerable campaign pressure for failure
to advance this agreement.
Thanks,
Carter

Carter L. Beim
Executive Vice President
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mark van Ryswyk
Wireless Comments
Wireless tower application
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 8:14:05 AM

To the City Council,
I would ask that you approve the application for additional cell phone towers to increase our
cell coverage. In my neighborhood our connection is spotty at best. My family, as well as
most residents in my neighborhood rely on quality cell phone coverage not just for day to day
but for emergencies as well. In today's day and age, having a quality signal is not a nice to
have but a requirement for us to work, stay connected and respond in times of crisis. This is
no longer a discussion of aesthetics but first and foremost is an issue of safety and
communication.
Thanks,
Mark van Ryswyk
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tedra Wrede
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 8:18:15 AM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
Thank you
Tedra Wrede
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 9:00:38 AM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application
hearings and does not approve Resolution 21. Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design
standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like
aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny any non-confirming wireless
installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until these code updates
are executed through an open and democratic process. Ensure that new wireless installations are at least
150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which
protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and 1100 feet for schools. Work with
citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of
wireless installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty! Thank you.

Peter Roepke---

Peter H. Roepke
Gavilan, Kennett, Roepke Food Brokers
533 Airport Boulevard, Suite 400
Burlingame, CA 94010
Phone: (650) 348-1487
Fax: (650) 348-1590
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Kathryn Toms
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 9:01:26 AM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
If other communities can do this, there is absolutely no reason we shouldn’t be able to! Please continue to fight for
the interests of this unique and special community!
Kathryn Maugg Toms
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jeremy P. Goldstein
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 9:19:11 AM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
Thank you.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jennifer Salma
Wireless Comments
Riyad Salma
Upcoming Castle Proposal
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 9:34:21 AM

Dear Town Council members,
I have read some of the emails from both citizen groups on this issue.
Some of the proposed tower sites- those away from housing and parks- seem acceptable.  
HOWEVER, several proposed sites are very close to homes (Chateau and Marlborough), and
the tower proposed for Ralston/Eucalyptus is WAY TOO CLOSE to North school and to
the field where thousand of hours are spent playing soccer, baseball, running, walking, etc.
Thank you for considering our opinion.
Sincerely,
Jennifer and Riyad Salma
Hillsborough, CA 94010
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Andrew L
Wireless Comments
Crown Castle - Critical Improvements
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 9:46:12 AM

To our City Council members,
I live in Hillsborough at
. Please support the Crown Castle upgrades.
The cellular network is completely unreliable in our area. From frequent dropped calls, to
waiting 10-20 seconds for a connection and running to a window to avoid losing a call.
I believe we must upgrade our system for health and safety reasons as well as practical and
reliable use of our communications systems. We are at the cusp of negligence and security
risk rather than simply convenience on this issue.
Please support this. We are living in such strange times of exaggerated negative claims and
conspiracy theories, I really hope we can be practical and see the forest through the trees in
Hillsborough.
Thank you,
Andrew
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gopal kandalu
Wireless Comments
Support for Better Cellular Coverage
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 11:02:51 AM

Hi
I am resident of Hillsborough living at
, CA - 94010. I have lived here for 1.5+ yrs now and
from my experience, the cellular coverage is non-existent in and around my home as well as pretty bad
cellular coverage in Hillsborough areas that I frequent - black mountain road, Vista park, Crocker school,
etc. If there is power outage, my communication channels become non-existent - I can't even call PGE. It
is that bad in my home. When I am driving within Hillsborough, I have never a had that does not drop off
due to bad cellular coverage!
Thus,
I am supportive of infrastructure improvements that would increase cellular coverage in
Hillsborough
I am supportive of it even if it does not immediately benefit my home in this phase of work
Nice to have: It would be nice to have better aesthetics - within reasonable cost
Feel free to reach out to me if you have any questions.
Thanks, Gopal

, Hillsborough, CA - 94010
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

s
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 11:23:13 AM

We agree with the statement below. While we wish to provide good wireless connections for all of our
citizens we are not sure that all of the options have been carefully considered.    Joe and Barbara Gurkoff
I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application
hearings and does not approve Resolution 21. Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design
standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like
aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny any non-confirming wireless
installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until these code updates
are executed through an open and democratic process. Ensure that new wireless installations are at least
150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which
protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and 1100 feet for schools. Work with
citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of
wireless installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty! Thank you.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

wilson Rosario
Wireless Comments
Beth Rosario
Cell tower request
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 1:22:30 PM

Our Family at
Hillsborough, as well as countless friends and neighbors, is
in favor of providing a reliable, consistent cell signal throughout our house and all around
Hillsborough.
This type of reliable service is so essential to our community as a whole in order to enhance
our safety and maintain a level of self reliance. This is particularly necessary when broadband
and cable services are down due to power outages, maintenance or emergency. A reliable cell
coverage will even negate the need to add broadband and could cut costs for some folks.
Our ability to reach each other in or out of our house including our kids and our elderly
parents is essential, and we will be vulnerable without having a reliable and consistent good
cell service. Moreover, it is essential for us to have this service to ensure a predictable life
work schedule, particularly as more of us are now working remote, and will continue to do so
in the years to come.
Thank you for your consideration.
Rosario household
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tony Ling
Wireless Comments
Wireless Permit Support
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 1:39:27 PM

Dear Hillsborough City Council,
I am writing in support of the Crown Castle tower proposal. Cell phone coverage is critical
for public safety in emergencies, reaching staff at school when other communications go
down, and online education. Having the new towers will enable a safer and better quality of
life for Hillsborough residents, and I hope that the City Council will approve the proposal.
Sincerely,
Tony Ling
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

John McIntire
Wireless Comments
Support for Crown Castle Tower Proposal
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 1:58:52 PM

Hillsborough City Council,
It's time for us to enter the modern age! I'm a resident at
and I fully support
moving forward as proposed. Not only for safety reasons, but also to support 21st century
standards for a viable communications infrastructure. This is something we need to do -- must
do, in fact.
John McIntire
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Max Shevyakov
Wireless Comments
writing in strong support of the new cellphone towers
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 2:01:54 PM

Hi,
I am writing in STRONG support of the new cell phone towers. It's crazy that we live in
Hillsborough, Silicon Valley, Bay Area and don't have cell coverage in 2021. We've had an
emergency in our household and could not get coverage, so had to drive to Burlingame in the
middle of the night to make a call. This is absolutely ridiculous.
Please approve this, get the cell towers built and let's get past this archaic problem.
Cheers,
Max

Hillsborough
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Susie Roos
Lisa Natusch
Please approve the Crown Castle tower proposal
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 2:21:28 PM

I am writing to the City Council to let them know that we
strongly support the effort to improve cell service in
Hillsborough. The fact that we live in one of the most
expensive areas of the country and can’t make a cell call
is truly embarrassing, frustrating and frankly, not safe.
Many of us no longer have land lines, and even if we do,
with the reoccurring power outages, we can lose the
ability to communicate. The “new normal” demands that
we have the best connectivity, which is sorely lacking
now. And we are continually feeling the impact during
WFH. I really hope the Town will approve the plan to add
the additional towers!! Thank you so much.
Susan and John Roos
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Laurence Frank
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 2:50:44 PM

I live on Reservoir Rd. and am appalled to learn that Crown Castle
intends to put a cell tower on San Mateo Creek at the corner of El
Cerrito and Sierra. The creek is the jewel of Hillsborough and
blighting it with a totally unnecessary structure is grossly
irresponsible. Further, that tower is also right next to homes;
although I certainly don't buy into the more extreme theories about
health risks of cell radio frequencies, there is sufficient concern
about the possibility that it makes no sense to site towers near homes.
In a more general vein, I oppose blighting our beautiful town with
unnecessary structures which serve only to further enrich Big Business.
Thank you for your attention; I hope you take the concerns of
citizens more seriously than evidenced in the current plan.
Laurence Frank
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gordon Chaffee
Wireless Comments
Support for Hillsborough mobile coverage
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 3:16:30 PM

To whom it may concern,
I'd like to voice my support for the Crown Castle tower proposal to improve mobile coverage in Hillsborough.
Currently, Hillsborough stands out for its poor coverage, and there are many dead spots in the town including, in my
experience, near the Hillsborough North / Crocker schools. In today's world, I feel it is important to be able to
communicate effectively, particularly in the event of emergencies. With power outages becoming a regular part of
our summers and an increasing risk of fire due to climate change and, it is even more important to have a reliable
mobile communication service.
I don't feel the vocal opponents of expanded mobile infrastructure reflect the opinions of most town residents, so I
hope my note provides some additional support to the proposal under consideration.
Thanks,
Gordon Chaffee
Hillsborough
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Clark Westmont
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 8:57:31 PM

Hi there! Seems reasonable to ask for 150 feet setback for a tower. Hope you will consider
these ideas. Thanks! Clark W.
I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless
application hearings and does not approve Resolution 21. Instead, focus on strengthening
Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with citizens, that
allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court
decision. Deny any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13
proposed Crown Castle applications, until these code updates are executed through an open
and democratic process. Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from
homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which
protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and 1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular
technology and equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while
minimizing the total number of wireless installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic
beauty! Thank you.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Michael
Wireless Comments
Cell Towers
Wednesday, April 14, 2021 11:00:50 PM

It is incomprehensible that I am unable to receive dependable cell signal at home. As with
many, I now work from home & depend on my clients & business associates connecting with
me via cell phone.
I urge Hillsborough to consider the plight of its constituents who depend on cell service asa
necessity.
Thank you.
Michael Seigel

Sent from my IPad
Michael Seigel
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Joseph Toms
Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Lisa Natusch; Ann Ritzma
Citizens before corporations. Stop the Crown Castle hearings.
Thursday, April 15, 2021 11:30:39 AM

I request that Hillsborough City Council not move forward with the Crown Castle wireless application hearings and
does not approve Resolution 21.
Instead, focus on strengthening Hillsborough’s design standards through a transparent, two-way dialogue with
citizens, that allows for subjective criteria like aesthetics, as reinforced by the 2020 9th Circuit Court decision. Deny
any non-confirming wireless installation applications, including the 13 proposed Crown Castle applications, until
these code updates are executed through an open and democratic process.
Ensure that new wireless installations are at least 150 feet from homes to avoid erosion of property values, as do
similar towns, like Los Altos Hills, which protects its citizens via setback requirements of 200 feet for homes and
1100 feet for schools.
Work with citizens to develop a wireless master plan using independent experts in cellular technology and
equipment that offers the best wireless coverage for our town while minimizing the total number of wireless
installations. Respect Hillsborough’s aesthetic beauty!
Thank you.
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Glen Evans
Wireless Comments
Crown Castle Tower Proposal
Thursday, April 15, 2021 3:42:24 PM

Hello,
My name is Glen and I live in Hillsborough. I have been looped in on the cell tower discussion
and I am surprised it has become such a debated topic. I moved here two years ago and cannot
believe we have to worry about communications during emergencies, power outages, etc. How
can I reach people during emergencies if there is no/weak cell service? How can I reach my
children's school if there is an emergency? The fires last year alone should be a wake up call to
everyone. What if there is a large earthquake or something else? I would have expected a town
with our sophistication and resources to have the kind of technology and foresight to get with
the times. I also cannot think of reasons to not have modern service and it is extremely
disappointing that our town's elected council continues to bend to the complaining and loud
opposing voices. The people in favor of this also pay their taxes to live here and deserve to
have a safe place to raise their families. Having modern cell coverage will be a big step in the
right direction.
I hope the elected officials do the right thing and push back on the people who have
nothing better to do than fight inevitable change that will make us ALL safer.
Thank you,
Glen
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Andrew Oliff
Wireless Comments
IN SUPPORT OF CROWN CASTLE
Thursday, April 15, 2021 10:26:08 PM

As a community of over eleven thousand people, it would be ambitious to expect us to

unanimously agree on a single idea or issue, but as neighbors I am hoping we can find
consensus on a few things- We all want to live in a safer and more secure town. We want
our children to be educated to their highest potential at our Hillsborough schools. We want
our homes to be places where we can work efficiently and effectively. And we want those
that keep us safe- our first responders and our own friends and family members that serve
in the medical community to have access to fast and reliable communications whether they
are fighting fires or on-call for emergency surgery.
Having access to better cellular service can help get us closer to all of these worthy goals.
Will more steady and reliable cellular solve all of this town’s problems? No. Will it be
perfect? No. But does that mean it’s not worth doing? No.
Cell service, wifi and high speed internet should be considered a public utility and assured
to all citizens of Hillsborough. If and when Crown Castle’s applications are in compliance
with our own town’s design and development standards as well as the requirements of
state and federal law, let’s work together to take the first step towards improving the welfare
of Hillsborough and move forward with this proposal.
Respectfully submitted,
Andrew J. Oliff

-92-

Lisa Natusch
Subject:

FW: Cell towers

From: D Payne
Sent: Sunday, April 18, 2021 7:38 PM
To:
; Christine Krolik
Cc: Sarah Fleming <sfleming@HILLSBOROUGH.NET>
Subject: Cell towers

Al Royse

This email is in response to the proposed construction of cell towers in the Town of
Hillsborough. Although the Hillsborough Town meeting has been cancelled, do want to communicate
some concerns and the need for setbacks, preserving community aesthetics, and having a
community approved master plan in place before any further cell towers are considered.
The cell tower proposed on Easton, for example, is in the vicinity of an easement located between
Baileyana and Summit Drive. We want to be assured that there are no future plans to expand cell
towers in the easement which runs adjacent to the Easton location where a ~150-year-old heritage
oak tree (arborist estimate), as well as an enormous redwood reside, not to mention other trees in
and along the easement. We have already seen damage to the neighborhood from cell work on
Fawn Court just up the street where a majestic redwood was cut down and removed in the summer of
2020 with little consideration for the neighborhood or the wildlife. That redwood was a good 100+
years old. It provided a home for wildlife in the area and was a surprise to neighbors that such a
beautiful tree would be approved for removal. Plus, in the process a neighbor on Fawn Court was
denied entry to her property that day because of the removal. Other redwoods (part of a grove) have
been removed in recent years along Summit. This area is identified as the Hillsborough Oaks. Yet
there are fewer and fewer grand trees. We need to preserve our community’s heritage including
glorious ancients that continue to stand watch in our community lending shade, homes for wildlife,
and natural beauty.
Cell towers are ugly no matter what height, size or shape. The cell tower at the top of Summit and
Skyline is an example of a hideous cell tower that replaced beautiful trees that have been a mainstay
of our Hillsborough Oaks community. Cell towers stick out and are readily apparent. You cannot
hide these things. A master plan is needed with standards that fit into the Town’s overall aesthetic
and the natural "country setting" that Hillsborough has always esteemed.
I feel for neighbors in the immediate vicinity of cell towers. Who wants to look out their window or sit
in their yard looking at such an eyesore. They interfere with the natural beauty that residents expect
in Hillsborough.
These cell towers are close to homes. From a health perspective there are many research citations
related to cell towers and health. Why take a chance on jeopardizing the well being of the Town's
citizens. Cell tower providers will eschew how these are safe. But there is research on both sides of
the safety issue. Establishing setbacks of at minimum 200 feet from homes help to ensure the safety
of residents.
Please deny these cell tower applications.
1
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Thank you.
Sincerely,
Deborah Payne
Hillsborough, CA 94010

2
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Curtis Raff
Wireless Comments
Wireless Support
Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:41:32 AM
image002.png
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Maybe due to the extremely high winds, our power went out yesterday for many hours. We were
then cut off from all communication, being there is no wireless coverage on our property.
Additionally, Comcast continued to be out until this morning. Our landlines are VoIP, so we could
not work, school, or receive any communication. As a doctor, there would be no way for staff or
patients to reach me. The need to approve the proposed Crown Castle permit could not be more
clear.
Thank you for your attention.
Curtis Raff, DDS

Curtis D. Raff, DDS
1233 Taraval St.
San Francsico, CA 94116

415.564.7525
  
Email + Confidentiality Policies
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Arlene BERNSTEIN
Christopher Diaz; Ann Ritzma; Lisa Natusch
Cell tower H-32
Wednesday, April 21, 2021 8:47:04 PM
Arlene cell 4-21-21.docx

Please see attached letter. Please come to our home to view cell tower H-32 from
our backyard. This should not be happening to any citizen.  
Regards.
Arlene Bernstein and Dr. Philip Bernstein
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April 21, 2021
To: City Council, City Attorney, City Manager and Clerk
From: Dr. and Mrs. Philip Bernstein
Subject: Cell Tower H-32
In the NOI to Crown Castle H-32 is referred to as a “37’ Existing Wood Pole”. That is incorrect.
H-32 is an existing 28’ (27’ 10”) wood pole located directly over our backyard. The proposal is
now to add 9’ to the existing wood pole – an increase of 30%!! This is 2’ more than the
proposal presented in 2020, which was a 25% increase in pole height. Some town ordinances
only allow a 10% increase)
This pole is over our backyard, very close to our living space. The photos on the design board
misrepresent our property. The shadows hide our living space – chairs, lounges, dining table,
etc…. That photo is dated 2017 and the others were taken before the foliage was pruned and
thinned. Furthermore, the large, unsightly “equipment box is above 8’ while our wall is only 6’.
The box is said to emit no “mechanical noise” but it is not quiet. The humming will be heard in
our yard. (the box at 228 Ridgeway hums).
Before making a decision that will devastate our family and decrease our property value PLEASE
come to our home to view this pole from our yard. A drive-by on Chiltern will not show you the
impact on our home.
I sent photos on 9-9-20 and letters on 8-3-20, 8-27-20 and 3-16 21
Please call or email to arrange a “viewing” - this is a good time

Regards,
Phil and Arlene Bernstein
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Bill Freeman
Wireless Comments
Strongly in favor of wireless installation H21m3
Wednesday, April 28, 2021 1:24:05 PM

To whom it may concern,
I have lived at
for the past 28 years (my property backs onto El Cerrito Road) and
want you to know that I am strongly in favor of the installation of the proposed wireless tower at location
H21m3 (corner of El Cerrito and Sierra), which is a few hundred yards from my house. Wireless reception
in the neighborhood is nearly non-existent and this facility is needed to bring reception up to an
acceptable level.
The proposed tower is not problematic from an aesthetic standpoint. There are already above-ground
utility poles and wiring along that entire stretch of El Cerrito, which don't seem to be bothersome to
anyone.
Please forward my comments to anyone who may be interested. I would be happy to follow up if it will
help bring this project to completion.
Sincerely,
William S. Freeman
, Hillsborough
cell:
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Stacey Raff
Wireless Comments
SUPPORT Crown Castle tower proposal
Friday, April 30, 2021 7:16:41 PM

To Whom It May Concern,
I am writing to STRONGLY support the Crown Castle tower proposal.  
While adding any structure to our beautiful city may detract from the natural setting, it is
necessary if we are going to live here. We build buildings/houses, have electrical/phone lines,
but we do not have the support for all of Hillsborough to have mobile reception.  
At our house, we have very spotty mobile reception. Driving through town on a dark night, I
often worry what will happen if my teenage daughter is in one of these "no coverage" zones
and cannot reach someone. What if someone is having a heart attack and can't call due to the
lack of mobile coverage?
This past week, we had our power and internet services down for an afternoon and not
available until the following morning. With internet service down, this also meant that our
home phone line was NOT available. Due to the unreliable, spotty signal, we could not do
work from home nor online school. Not to mention the worst possible scenario...what if we
really did have an emergency? We would NOT be able to reach anyone.
I strongly support the addition of mobile towers to enhance our mobile coverage throughout
Hillsborough.
Sincerely,
Stacey Raff
Hillsborough
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Marsha Plimpton
Wireless Comments
Proposed tower at 1170 Marlborough Rd
Friday, May 7, 2021 8:32:12 AM

Dear City Clerk,
I am writing to strenuously object to the location of Crown Castle's proposed tower
at 1170 Marlborough Rd. in our town.
My property is within 500 feet of it, which is not great....but what is not at all
acceptable, is that it is to be positioned only a small number of feet from my best friends,
Dr. Merryfield's, and Dr. Ross's second floor Master Bedroom where they sleep!
It is simply not proven to be safe to be placed this close to where people spend
so many hours of the days.
There are plenty of other places that are not that close to where people sleep!
Thank you, in advance, for your action to fix this!
Respectfully and sincerely,
Marsha & Herbert Plimpton
, Hillsborough, CA 94010
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

STEVEN DUGONI
Wireless Comments
660 El Cerrito Avenue proposed wireless communications facility
Friday, May 7, 2021 10:36:02 AM

Hello,
I am in favor of wireless communication improvement within our community but stand opposed to a steel pole site
within 60 feet of my home. The steel pole could be located on the south side of the creek and it would be over 150
feet from any homes. This pole location south of the creek would only be about 30 feet from the proposed pole
location.
Having a steel pole 35 feet tall and this close to my home will reduce my property value. Estimates for reduced
property value are approximately 20%.  
I urge that the proposed site for placing a pole be moved to the south side of the creek or further north or south on El
Cerrito Avenue away from my home.
Please contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Steven Dugoni
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Davis, Roger L.
Wireless Comments
Annette Davis
Crown Castle application for Wireless Communication Facilities
Sunday, May 9, 2021 6:00:56 PM

My wife and I, residents of Hillsborough at
, strongly object to the
proposed location H12m3 Across from 510 Eucalyptus. The effects of these facilities are
not com[lately understood, especially where kids are concerned. This site is located at the
nexus of the largest collection of kids in the area. North Hillsborough School and Crocker
Middle School are right there. Kids are coming and going and playing on the playground all
day, even on week-ends, with no protection. This is singularly the worst location for these
facilities that can be found in Hillsborough.

NOTICE TO RECIPIENT | This e-mail is meant for only the intended recipient of the transmission, and may be a
communication privileged by law. If you received this e-mail in error, any review, use, dissemination, distribution, or copying
of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. Please notify us immediately of the error by return e-mail and please delete this message
from your system. Thank you in advance for your cooperation.
For more information about Orrick, please visit http://www.orrick.com.
In the course of our business relationship, we may collect, store and transfer information about you. Please see our privacy
policy at https://www.orrick.com/Privacy-Policy to learn about how we use this information.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

AA
Wireless Comments
5G
Thursday, May 13, 2021 9:58:46 PM

I do not feel that this city needs to experiment with such an unknown technology for the sake
of “better” cellular coverage.
Another thing if human radiation is not a concern for you is the effect it will have on wildlife.
“The radiation from 5G mobile phones might be harmful for animals

and birds too; for example, high-frequency electromagnetic waves are said
to alter insects' body temperatures and impair their ability to orient
themselves.”
Published at the link here: https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/E-9-2020001204_EN.html

You have to work/live here as well, why would you want to damage your own health for a
corporation that doesn’t care about any of us and will move onto the next city wo skipping a
beat.
Thank you,
Armen Sadakian
Hillsborough 94010
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