Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Gary Goodman
Monday, July 27, 2020 10:17 AM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Shawn Christianson; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Ann
Ritzma; Paul Willis
hillsboroughcitizensalliance+web726@gmail.com
Public Comments for Town Council Meeting July 27th

Hillsborough City Officials,
The newly proposed cellular pole plan is in direct conflict with not only the design standards we so vehemently
worked on implementing 2 years ago, but also demonstrates a lack of leadership and creativity in this critical
time. The Hillsborough ordinance has emphasized the underground use of utilities because of sight lines,
eyesores and visual noise. The proposed pole at 3467 Ralston violates every esthetic standard that exists in our
city.
1) We have ZERO overhead utilities in our area.
2) The sight lines heading west while driving (up) Ralston will present a shocking monolith standing alone and
rising far above all existing trees and structures.
3) The oversized cabinet that houses the equipment is above ground (not buried) and will be highly visible at
eye level to cars traveling on Ralston in both directions.
4) All homeowners who built/remodeled homes in this area have been held to the standard of buried utilities
and height restrictions.
5) No story pole has been constructed (or planned) to demonstrate the impact/context of the proposed pole.
What has this Mayor and City Council done to investigate cellular technology that is either underground and/or
cosmetically compatible with surrounding landscaping?
The California cities of Rancho Palos Verdes and Montecito have successfully achieved underground methods
(through Crown Castle) to hide equipment. Why is the Ralston Avenue location unable to do the same?
We are in FAVOR of quality cell coverage and we are not against poles if they are the only viable option. What
we are against is a shroud of secrecy for something so important to our community, especially after the
widespread outcry from hundreds of our citizens looking for a better solution.

Respectfully submitted,

Gary and Lynn Goodman
3480 Ralston
25 year residents
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Duncan Beardsley
Monday, July 27, 2020 11 :30 AM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Shawn Christianson; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Ann
Ritzma; Paul Willis
Public Comments for Town Council Meeting July 27

I wish to support the proposed resolutions scheduled for discussion on Monday, July 27th.
Regarding the first proposed resolution on Cell Tower design standards, I strongly ENCOURAGE you to
APPROVE THE amendments to existing design standards passed last year. The new design guidelines improve
the chances to maintain the aesthetic values in our town at a time when the FCC has given the wireless
companies extraordinary rights regarding the placement of cell towers.
I wish to thank the town staff, legal team and WCAC for all of their work in the development of these more
refined standards.
Thank you.
Duncan Beardsley
1898 Floribunda Ave.

Miyuki Yoko yama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rajesh Parekh
Monday, July 27, 2020 11 :33 AM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Shawn Christianson; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Ann
Ritzma; Paul Willis
hillsboroughcitizensalliance1@gmail.com
Re: Public Comments for Town Council Meeting July 27

I am writing to you regarding the proposed resolutions up for discussion on Monday, July 27th. This is a
modified comment, so please use this for the record and I wish to read my comment live during public
comment to ensure it is included in the public record. Thank you
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We live on 3465 Ralston Ave - which is exactly next to the proposed tower at 3467 Ralston.
Regarding the first proposed resolution on Cell Tower design standards, I strongly urge you to reject any
amendments to existing design standards - a law that was passed just last year with overwhelming community
support and that balances wireless connectivity and our aesthetic values. The entire process has been not
transparent and ignores feedback and comments from most directly impacted parties.
We received no notice of any WCAC meetings or how to join them - the simple fact that no one besides the
WCAC members joined the deliberations, suggests that despite town's intentions, somehow these were not truly
public meetings that sought input from most directly impacted parties.
In particular we urge reconsideration of the complicated setback policies as well as the policy on scaffolding
and other ways to minimize the visual impact on the area we live in. The proposed tower on 3467 Ralston will
be 30 feet from our son's bedroom (see attached photo). Given how many homes in HB have a lot more
setback from the street, we are really not sure why Crown Castle will select sites with limited setback and poles
less than 30 feet from bedrooms.
Also our entire street is underground with no poles or above ground equipment. Town should insist that much
more consideration be given to undergrounding and alternate sites in Hillsbrough.
Regarding the second proposed resolution on public comment during COVID-19, I support Option 2
with the following additions: allow citizens to provide comment by phone, in real-time by email, or via
the Zoom chat feature - and have those comments read aloud by the clerk. Also, the public should be
allowed the chance to speak more than once if to respond to questions or to rebut misinformation.
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Thank you.
Rajesh Parekh
3465 Ralston Avenue

On Sat, Jul 25, 2020 at 1 :38 PM Rajesh Parekh wrote:
I am writing to you regarding the proposed resolutions up for discussion on Monday, July 27th.
We live on 3465 Ralston Ave - which is exactly next to the proposed tower at 3467 Ralston (an address that
actually does not exist).
Regarding the first proposed resolution on Cell Tower design standards, I strongly urge you to reject any
amendments to existing design standards - a law that was passed just last year with overwhelming community
support and that balances wireless connectivity and our aesthetic values. The entire process has been not
transparent and ignores feedback and comments from most directly impacted parties. We received no notice of
any WCAC meetings or how to join them - the simple fact that no one besides the WCAC members joined the
deliberations, suggest that somehow these were not truly public meetings that sought input from most directly
impacted parties.
In addition to aesthetic value, there are unresolved questions on safety when placing towers so close to houses.
The proposed tower on 3467 Ralston will be 30 feet from our son's bedroom (see attached photo, with citation
from American Cancer society around open questions on long-term safety). We strongly urge the town to
reconsider the setback standards and look for alternate sites that are not right next to houses with limited
setback from the street. There are plenty of other options that can be considered.

Regarding the second proposed resolution on public comment during COVID-19, I support Option 2 with the
following additions: allow citizens to provide comment by phone, in real-time by email, or via the Zoom chat
feature - and have those comments read aloud by the clerk. Also, the public should be allowed the chance to
speak more than once if to respond to questions or to rebut misinformation.
Thank you.
Rajesh Parekh
3465 Ralston Avenue
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephanie Cantwell
Monday, July 27, 2020 12:06 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama
Cell Towers

Please do not subject our town to the eyesore, and potential fire hazard that they towers present. Residents chose
Hillsborough for the natural beauty. Please not make a decision that would significantly de-value the properties
in close proximity to those towers.
Best,
Stephanie and Jonathan Cantwell
933 Jackling Drive
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jaime Rupert
Monday, July 27, 2020 12:10 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Shawn Christianson; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Ann
Ritzma; Paul Willis
HCA3@gmail.com
Please respond, Public Comments for Town Council Meeting July 27

Hello Hillsborough Town Council,
I am writing to you regarding the proposed resolutions up for discussion on Monday, July 27th. I would
appreciate an email back by each of you as to why you have taken the position that you are recommending such
a disastrous solution for the cell towers.
We have been living in Hillsborough since 1966 and the design standards are of utmost importance in our
community. You have residents jump th.rough hoops for building and design. You should ask nothing less of
companies wanting to do business in our community. Please do not be bullied by the corporations who will not
live up to our standards and want us to lower them to the detriment of the beauty of Hillsborough. We are at the
heart of innovation as members of the San Francisco Bay Area. There must be other solutions rather than what
is in the best interest of companies rather than residents.
Regarding the first proposed resolution on Cell Tower design standards, I strongly urge you to reject any
amendments to existing design standards - a law that was passed just last year with overwhelming community
support and that balances wireless connectivity and our aesthetic values.
Regarding the second proposed resolution on public comment during COVID-19, I support Option 2 with the
following additions: allow citizens to provide comment by phone, in real-time by email, or via the Zoom chat
feature - and have those comments read aloud by the clerk. Also, the public should be allowed the chance to
speak more than once if to respond to questions or to rebut misinformation.
Thank you.
Jaime Rupert
430 Remillard Dr.
Hillsborough, CA 94010
650-274-2273

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amy Wang Liou
Monday, July 27, 2020 12:28 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama
Public Commentary for 7/27/2020 Council Meeting re: Policy No. 19-01

I ask that the City Clerk read my public comment below live during the meeting and that the comment
be entered into the public record as well. Thank you.

Council, please address a critical point raised by Vice Mayor Royse on 7 /13 when he questioned the Proposed
Change to Setbacks from Residential Dwellings. He importantly stated that residents including himself would
like to see a minimum 40 foot distance in setback. There's a proposed tower on Ralston located 30 feet to a
child's bedroom. Please imagine if that were YOUR child and home.
The American Cancer Society states:

" ..... RF waves from cell phone towers have [not] been proven to be absolutely safe....more
research is needed to help clarify this, especially for any possible long-term effects."
Council cannot dismiss the potential dangers of locating cell towers near young children and families. A
minimum setback and further protection is crucial.
Vice Mayor Royse also questioned the complicated calculation using a 500 foot radius. In order for Council to
assess the reasonableness of this number, the WCAC should provide various examples of actual calculations
(not just show a map of the radius). If it's too cumbersome, that is important to consider. The Resolution should
not be passed without Council's clear understanding of this formula, and its effects.
Council should hold off on adopting the resolution as it currently stands since it lacked important public input
and discussion. The WCAC confirmed there was no public involvement at their meetings. The WCAC should
be inclusive, and work closely with residents who may be directly affected by current proposals. Does the
committee include a diverse group of residents representing neighborhoods with proposed cell towers near
their homes? Council should hold off and allow for more direct public involvement - a community meeting with
the WCAC should be established to fully address the town's interests.
The Council should hold off on passing the Resolution and allow for further due diligence of these important
issues.

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amy Wang Liou
Monday, July 27, 2020 12:31 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama
Re: Public Commentary for 7/27/2020 Council Meeting re: Policy No. 19-01

Apologies, I forgot to sign my name to the below commentary as:
Amy Wang, resident since 2006.
On Mon, Jul 27, 2020 at 12:28 PM Amy Wang Liou wrote:
I ask that the City Clerk read my public comment below live during the meeting and that the comment
be entered into the public record as well. Thank you.
Council, please address a critical point raised by Vice Mayor Royse on 7/13 when he questioned the
Proposed Change to Setbacks from Residential Dwellings. He importantly stated that residents including
himself would like to see a minimum 40 foot distance in setback. There's a proposed tower on Ralston located
30 feet to a child's bedroom. Please imagine if that were YOUR child and home.
The American Cancer Society states:

" ..... RF waves from cell phone towers have [not] been proven to be absolutely safe .... more
research is needed to help clarify this, especially for any possible long-term effects."
Council cannot dismiss the potential dangers of locating cell towers near young children and families. A
minimum setback and further protection is crucial.
Vice Mayor Royse also questioned the complicated calculation using a 500 foot radius. In order for Council to
assess the reasonableness of this number, the WCAC should provide various examples of actual calculations
(not just show a map of the radius). If it's too cumbersome, that is important to consider. The Resolution
should not be passed without Council's clear understanding of this formula, and its effects.
Council should hold off on adopting the resolution as it currently stands since it lacked important public input
and discussion. The WCAC confirmed there was no public involvement at their meetings. The WCAC should
be inclusive, and work closely with residents who may be directly affected by current proposals. Does the
committee include a diverse group of residents representing neighborhoods with proposed cell towers near
their homes? Council should hold off and allow for more direct public involvement - a community meeting with
the WCAC should be established to fully address the town's interests.
The Council should hold off on passing the Resolution and allow for further due diligence of these important
issues.

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jeff McFadden
Monday, July 27, 2020 1 :50 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama
Shawn Christianson; Marie Chuang ; Charlotte McFadden
Escaping the unending cellular debate

My name is Jeff McFadden and I live at 1220 Southdown Road with my wife Charlotte. I am new to this
debate, but whenever I see a lot of smart, well-meaning people argue stridently in favor of what I'll call option
A, while a lot of equally smart, well-meaning people are argue vehemently in favor of option B, I've found its
worth looking for Option C.
I think I found one. It would take more than 3 minutes to explain this idea in a way that would help you make
an informed decision about it, but I wrote it down for you on my blog here. My proposed Option C involves
just two key steps.
1) Tell Verizon that the Town cannot accept the currently proposed settlement due
to overwhelming opposition by residents, who appear ready to trigger not only a noisy Verizon boycott, but also
the very first protest march in our Town's 110-year history.
2) Invite all carriers to accept the Town's invitation to join a new task force comprised of city staff, residents,
and a cellular infrastructure expert commissioned by the Town, whose mandate is to create a
Telecommunications Master Plan that accomplishes 5 objectives:
a. Ensure that Hillsborough residents will first-class cell phone service;
b. Construct an infrastructure plan whereby the location, height and appearance of towers avoids or
substantially minimizes any reduction in the value of Hillsborough residents' homes
c. If some homeowner impact is unavoidable, find a way to reasonably compensate them for their loss.
d. Ensure the infrastructure it is shared by all carriers to minimize the amount required.
e. Put all carriers on a level playing field
This plan will take some backbone, but a lot of us have your backs.
Jeff McFadden
Linkedln
facebook
Twitter: @jeffmcfadden
Blog: Always Make New Mistakes

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sawan Tivakaran
Monday, July 27, 2020 2:24 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Shawn Christianson; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Ann
Ritzma; Paul Willis
HillsboroughCitizensAlliance+hca3@gmail.com
Public Comments for Town Council Meeting July 27

I am writing to you regarding the proposed resolutions up for discussion on Monday, July 27th.
Regarding the first proposed resolution on Cell Tower design standards, I strongly urge you to reject any amendments to
existing design standards - a law that was passed just last year with overwhelming community support and that balances
wireless connectivity and our aesthetic values.
Regarding the second proposed resolution on public comment during COVID-19, I support Option 2 with the following
additions: allow citizens to provide comment by phone, in real-time by email, or via the Zoom chat feature - and have
those comments read aloud by the clerk. Also, the public should be allowed the chance to speak more than once if to
respond to questions or to rebut misinformation.
Thank you.
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Max Shevyakov
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:06 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama
Please install more towers for better cell coverage

Dear Hillsborough Council Members,
My family is in strong support of approving the recent Crown Castle settlement, and taking the necessary steps towards finally allowing wireless carriers to
install cellular infrastructure in our town. We are pleased with the thoughtfulness of the proposed sites. We do not have cellular service at our house or at North
where my children attend on a daily basis.
Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,
Max Shevyakov
1124 Barroilhet Ave
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Miyuki Yoko yama
Tim Guleri
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:16 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Shawn Christianson; Larry May; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang
Public Comment for Old Business Item 17 for todays 6pm meeting

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Miyuki and City Council Members,
Please see attached my comments with respect to today's 6 pm meeting. These comments below
supersede my written comments from Mon, Jul 13, 2020
Please put them into the written record. I will also present a subset of these comments live this
evening at 6pm
My name is Tim Guleri, and I reside at 2805 Churchill Dr. I'm a tech executive, engineer
and co-founder of Hillsborough Citizen Alliance. I want to clearly state
I am for responsible cell coverage, I am for working with our city government in achieving
that goal but I will not stand for "one-way door" decisions that gut our existing standards,
and produce a sub-optimal outcome for our town and do not represent the will of the
citizens of Hillsborough.
I have specific comments on "Exception to Resolutions 11. New Section S." which
proposes the new "EXCEPTIONS PROCESS"
•

MOST DANGEROUS CHANGE PROPOSED: It allows for Telecom to ask for
an exception to any standard by making the case that its "minor" and then
opens the door for them create pressure and to sue the city to force them to
agree. We might as well not have a design standard! We will be left with an
outcome whereby exceptions to our standards will be the norm.
Exceptions will swallow the rules !

•

"MINOR" VARIATION BASED EXCEPTIONS: Allowing Telecom to debate
what is Minor or not is ambiguous and fraught with risk as "what is minor to
them could be major to us". Its a slippery slope and our goal should be to
keep our standards "cut and dry" with NO room for misinterpretation.

•

WE HAVE A STRONG CURRENT STANDARD WHICH ALLOWS FOR
EXCEPTION HANDLING, only where the applicant can demonstrate that
a refusal to grant an exception would result in a violation of state or
federal law, such as an effective prohibition of personal wireless service. The
process we have in place places the burden onto the carriers to let us know if
our ordinances and resolutions are in violation of the law. If they are
determined to be in violation, we can make adjustments then and only then.
1

•

ANY EXCEPTION SHOULD BE HANDLED THROUGH A PUBLIC
LEGISLATIVE PROCESS. We should not try to circumvent democracy,
public comment/ participation. This is what we have now, and this is what we
should keep. The working model is to re-write of the design standards in Jan
2019 that involved all stakeholders with town community meetings and two
legislative hearings. Let's not forget, the town almost approved 16 illegal
towers until citizens surfaced issues just recently. We are stronger together
and the citizen voice should not be cut out of the process. This exception
process does exactly that.

•

CITY MANAGER / CITY COUNCIL IN AWKWARD POSITION TO PLAY
ARBITRATOR: It is irresponsible to make these important decisions through
a "single link in the chain", the city manager. It's not fair on the city manager,
they are not resourced properly and it will create inefficient behavior and
unintended consequence. Something this significant, should not be put
through a single individual or City Council.

•

THIS "EXCEPTION PROCESS" FAILS THE PORTABILITY TEST: Have you
taken a step back to consider why this exception process is not implemented
in any of the other city ordinances. Its only been proposed for the
Telecommunications effected ordinances. Why? Because it's not logical or
practical and you are being forced into it. How would you react as a
homeowner if a 7-11 popped up on the corner of Black Mountain Rd and
Wedgwood Drive or a 10-floor office complex on Floribunda and
Eucalyptus? We've got some open land there. What you are proposing is the
telecom equivalent to these examples. Our town will become a Parade of
Misfits.
I strongly urge you all not to bend to the will of the Telecom industry. I do want
better cell coverage for our town, but it needs to be done on our terms.
Regards
Tim Guleri

On Mon, Ju l 13, 2020 at 1 :09 PM Tim Guleri wrote:

Dear Miyuki and City Council Members,
Hope all is well
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Janet Manning
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:19 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Shawn Christianson; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Ann
Ritzma; Paul Willis
HillsboroughCitizensAlliance+hca3@gmail.com
Public Comments for Town Council Meeting July 27

I am writing to you regarding the proposed resolutions up for discussion on Monday, July 27th.
Regarding the first proposed resolution on Cell Tower design standards, I strongly urge you to reject any
amendments to existing design standards - a law that was passed just last year with overwhelming community
support and that balances wireless connectivity and our aesthetic values.
Regarding the second proposed resolution on public comment during COVID-19, I support Option 2 with the
following additions: allow citizens to provide comment by phone, in real-time by email, or via the Zoom chat
feature - and have those comments read aloud by the clerk. Also, the public should be allowed the chance to
speak more than once if to respond to questions or to rebut misinformation.
Thank you.
John and Janet Manning
Hayne Rd
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Paula Shi
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:22 PM
Shawn Christianson; Jay Benton; Al Royse; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Miyuki Yokoyama
Larry Friedberg; Paul Willis; Ann Ritzma
Public Comments for Town Council Meeting July 27

Town of Hillsborough Council Members,
We strongly urge you to reconsider your vote to weaken our current Wireless Design standards
to benefit the needs and wants of telco companies' profits. They notoriously prey on small towns
showing weakness and exhaustion from continued litigation that ultimately cave by accepting
their "common in industry," one-size-fits-all pole/cabinet equipment that will forever alter the
landscape and ruin the beauty of our beloved Town.
There is growing evidence, and experts in the industry will testify, that a SG small cell build-out
in Hillsborough does not work and will not improve our cellular coverage needs due to our
mountainous topography, as these signal does not travel far and is easily blocked by obstacles,
such as trees. SG networks are intended for streaming in dense urban areas and venues where
large numbers of people gather; not for a small, hilly, residential-only community where WiFi is
already available in homes.
There is no doubt our Town would benefit from improved cellular connectivity, and we
wholeheartedly welcome a provider with state-of-the-art, cutting-edge technology such as
satellite technology, that can realistically improve our signal deficiencies all the while preserving
the aesthetic values we cherish.
We are not NIMBYS; we simply greatly treasure our rustic, picturesque neighborhoods
surrounded by trees, and we care deeply about our community and each other. Please
think long and hard about this when you publicly advocate and support putting 35-, 50-, 90-,
even 145-foot tall cell towers in front of other peoples' homes. Think about the families that will
have to see and live with them every day of their lives, and know that you may one day be in
their shoes, staring at a pole and other unsightly, dated equipment cabinets from your own
living room window, with no better cell coverage.
PLEASE vote no to UPHOLD our current standards.
Respectfully,
Paula Shi and Van Duong
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Patrick Shannon
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:31 PM
Shawn Christianson; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Jay Benton; Al Royse
Miyuki Yokoyama
Public Comment for Item IV Old Business re WCF Design Standards July 27

Importance:

High

Dear Mayor Christianson and Council Members:
I would like to correct two statements made at the July 13, 2020 Council meeting and also make a recommendation.
One, staff misinformed the Council in saying the citizens wireless committee meetings have always been open to the
public. The opposite is the case. There has never been public notice. The public can't attend a meeting at an undisclosed
place at an unknown time. Worse yet, the City Manager refused to allow David Tennenhouse, a Hillsborough citizen and
FCC Technology committee member, to attend the December 18, 2019 meeting and the prior City Manager refused to
allow me to attend in 2018. As a member of the committee for the last two years, there has been no notice to and no
attendance by the public.
Two, the wireless committee chair gave the misimpression that the full committee backed the proposed amendments,
saying staff has "done an outstanding job of incorporating the consensus of the WCAC." The committee never even
received the final proposed amendments to review, much less approved them by acclamation. No vote or even polling
of the members was ever taken. There were deep divisions among the members of the committee for and against
specific amendments and no consensus.
The original charge was for the WCAC to be the proponent of the citizens. To take public testimony. To interview the
carriers. And to report to the City Council.
Now the WCAC has been downgraded- to a debating society. No votes. No recommendations. No report. And confined
to questions the City Manager poses which can be completely ignored or filtered.
Because the WCAC is not the proponent of the citizens, I urge you to hold a community meeting on the design standards
so the Council can hear from the citizens directly and unfiltered.
Sincerely,
Patrick Shannon
P.S. Miyuki please enter my written comments into the public record. I also intend to offer public comment at the
Council meeting tonight.

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Valerie Corradini
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:36 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama; HillsboroughCitizensAlliance@gmail.com
Public Comment on City Council Policy 19-01 and Public Comment Items

Hi I've been a Hillsborough resident for 13 years. Regarding the two items to be addressed
at tonight's meeting, I would like to voice my preference for:

*
*
*

Underground equipment
Maintaining and enforcing current pole height and setback standards
Equal treatment independent of whether the land/property is privately or publicly
owned
* Scheduling a community meeting for open discussion
* Option 2 for public comment via virtual and safe videoconference, phone and/or email
with comments read aloud
Thank you.
Valerie Corradini
175 Rizal Drive

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Marlena
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:41 PM
Shawn Christianson; Larry May; Al R oyse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang; Miyuki Yokoyama; Ann
R itzma; Christopher Diaz
hillsboroughcitizensalliance@gmail.com
My Public comment for 7/27/20 city council meeting agenda item #1

Please enter these comments into the public record:

Mayor Christianson & City Council,

My name is Marlena Lavrich and I am 14 years old. I attend school in Hillsborough and live next to the
Marlborough water. I am a bird watcher and I volunteer at the Humane Society Wildlife Rescue Center. I love
bird watching at the water tanks because they are a White-Tailed Kite nesting site and an active roost for the
American Bald Eagle. I would like to read a passage from the "Mayor's Message" that is posted on
Hillsborough.net. Your letter states:

"Hillsborough strives to maintain the rustic character and rural charm that are the hallmarks of our town. We are
dedicated to preserving our history, natural beauty, architectural heritage and small town atmosphere that
contribute to the essential character of our community and make it a wonderful place in which to live and raise a
family." These are your words Mayor.

If this is how you feel, then why on 7/13 did you vote in favor of relaxing our town's wireless design standards
and exempt town-owned property from them? As a result of your actions there is an application for a 90 foot
cell tower at the water tanks that will loom over my home. A tower on Marlborough will disrupt the nesting
Kites and the Bald Eagle which are an irreplaceable part of our neighborhood. The tower will destroy the
"rustic character and rural charm" that you claim to strive for.

Cell towers should never be placed on small lots near homes, at our schools or at our parks. How, in good
conscience, can you vote to allow a giant cell tower to be placed next to my house on a small 100 foot lot and
still claim you are dedicated to preserving our natural beauty?

Mayor and members of the city council, please do the right thing. DO NOT approve the amendments to the
wireless design standards. And ABOVE ALL DO NOT remove the standards that protect town-owned
property. Please do not destroy my town, my neighborhood, my birds, and my home.

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Joyce Molinelli
Monda y, July 27, 2020 3:42 PM
Miyuki Yokoya ma ; Hillsboroughcitizensalliance@gmail.com
July 27, 2020 Hillsborough Town Meeting

Would you advise prior to the meeting if the applicant received a special exemption from the wireless standards for cell
towers and if so, in view of so much opposition to the towers, why? Thank you.
Joyce and James P. Molinelli
I ask that the City Clerk read my comment live and that it be entered into the Public Record.

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Steve Duvernay
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:46 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Christopher Diaz
Bradley Benbrook
Town of Hillsborough; Public Comment - Agenda Items 1 & 2
2020-07-27 HCA Public Comments (July 27 Council Meeting).pdf

Mr. Diaz and Clerk Yokoyama,
Below are public comments from the Hillsborough Citizens Alliance regarding agenda items I and 2 at
tonight's City Council meeting. A copy of the comments is attached.
The Hillsborough Citizens Alliance incorporates the points in its previous letters to the Town (dated July 13,
July 17, and July 24, 2020) opposing the Council's efforts to adopt new guidelines for the placement and
character of cell towers by resolution.
ITEM 1: Proposed Resolution Amending City Council Policy 19-01
Changing The WCF Design Standards By Resolution Is Unlawful
Adopting these changes by resolution is unlawful under Government Code section 65850 and City of Sausalito
v. County ofMarin, 12 Cal.App.3d 550 (1970), because the guidelines operate as zoning standards. For the
same reason, the guidelines adopted in January 2019 are unlawful as well. For thirteen years, the Town
regulated design standards by ordinance, including making several amendments by ordinance. The Town
abruptly changed course last year, when it gutted the previous detailed design standards and purported to
delegate that authority to the council to adopt by resolution.
As recognized in City ofSausalito, a zoning ordinance can only be amended by another ordinance - with formal
notice and public participation - and not by a mere resolution. 12 Cal.App.3d at 563-64.
Fm1hermore, Section 65850 requires that zoning regulations like the proposed design standards be passed by
ordinance. That these "design standards" operate as zoning standards is no surprise: When the Town first
adopted Policy 19-01, it deleted several pages of similar standards that were codified in the WCF law.
The Town's rush to pass changes while cutting the public out of the process also troubles HCA's
members. Time and again, the Council has acted to shield its actions from public scrutiny, all to benefit cellular
ca1Tiers - even to the point that it short circuited the Town's own wireless communications committee. These
backroom tactics must end now.
ITEM 2: Policy Regarding Virtual Public Comment During COVID-19
The Town Must Adopt Procedures That Ensure Meaningful And Direct Public Participation
Neither of the two proposals to remedy the Council's violations of the Ralph M. Brown Act, as drafted, satisfy
the public comment requirements set forth by statute. The first proposal, which would allow comments by e
mail only, does not allow a meaningful opportunity "for members of the public to directly address the
legislative body" on a matter under consideration. Gov. Code § 54954.3(a). Requiring citizens to submit public
comment by e-mail, which will then be read aloud by a staff member, does not provide a full opportunity for the
public to provide comment in real time. And by filtering comment through the e-mail system, there is a
substantial risk that comments will not, in fact, be read at a meeting and instead will be buried in a written
record published after the Council's action is taken.
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

arthur michael
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:53 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Miyuki Yokoyama; Ann Ritzma; Paul Willis; Larry Friedberg; dean icardi;
Mark Molumphy
Wireless Communication Facilities

"I ASK THAT THE CITY CLERK PLEASE READ MY COMMENT LIVE AND HAVE THE COMMENTS
ENTERED INTO THE RECORD."
As a 50 year resident of Hillsborough, I'd like to first thank each of you for serving on OUR town and striving to keep it the beautiful
place I grew up in, and chose to raise my children.
50 years ago my father and my uncle built two homes next door to each other on Fawn Court, which my cousin and I still own
today. We were extremely disappointed to receive notification last week that AT&T has proposed building a massive 15 story tower
overlooking our homes. Along with the massive tower, they're proposing to store a 190 gallons of diesel fuel and install a generator
only 70' away from my property - in a high fire hazard area, with NO fire supression system.
They are also proposing a 90' tower in the Marlborough water tanks, very near other homes as well.
I understand that the Town has provided height limits on these towers of 35' in the public right of way, but for some reason has
allowed a 145' tower to be proposed on town owned prope1ty just 70' away from us. This should not be the case. I would think the
town should apply those same "good neighbor" standards to town owned property as well.
If we used the 500' radius rule that's applicable to towers built in the public right of way, and applied that same standard to town
owned prope1ty - The AT&T tower would have a 294' setback instead of the insufficient 70' they've proposed.
The AT&T applications also violate the requirements for replacement trees, shrouding and numerous other town
ordinances.
Did you realize that AT&T has proposed "screening" their 15 story tower with a 6' tall chain link fence?
We must have wireless standards on town-owned property to ensure that carriers like AT&T don't cause irreparable harm
to our town.
lf my math is correct, it looks like the town owns about 300 acres of vacant land that if necessary, can be used for these very large
towers (proposed for Fawn Court & Marlborough). The town owns over 40+ acres right next door to Fawn Court's water tanks.
Surely there are alternate locations within the town's inventory of large vacant parcels that would keep these HUGE towers a safe
distance from all of our homes.
I think my family and many of our neighbors might be able to live with the proposed town standards ... IF in fact you would make
sure -that those very same standards - APPLY to Town owned properties as well ...
PLEASE Don't allow AT&T to build a 15 story tower only 70' away from our property.

Art & Cindy Michael
Dean & Debbie Michael lcardi

•

Miyuki Yokoyama
Lesley Lavrich
Monda y, July 27, 2020 3:55 PM
Shawn Christia nson; Larry Ma y; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chua ng; Miyuki Yokoya ma ; Ann
Ritzma ; Christopher Diaz
My Public comment for July 27,2020 Hillsborough City Council meeting agenda item #1

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mayor, City Council and my fellow residents,
I would like to remind everyone that these revisions that dilute our wireless standards are being presented by
staff at the direction of the city council. They are being billed to the general public as "required
enhancements" yet NOT ONE of the amendments is for the benefit of us, the residents. In fact most residents
will be irreparably harmed by these changes which will permit larger cell towers as tall as 145 feet right next to
homes.
Why is the city council interested in passing legislation that works against the welfare of its residents?
•

•

•
•
•
•

th

On June 8 2020 The City Council settled a lawsuit out of court with crown castle in private closed
door mediation. The settlement terms included special considerations for the 13 tower Crown Castle
deployment.
On July 1, 2020 The Town received applications to LEASE space to AT&T for 2 towers one 90-foot and
one 145-foot. The towers are not in open space but RIGHT NEXT TO HOMES. This lease would
generate gratuitous revenue for the town at the cost of its residents.
Neither of these projects were permissible under the 1/14/19 design standards. So...
th
On July 13 the town voted unanimously to approve the modifications to our standards which allow
both AT&T and Crown Castle to proceed with their planned deployments.
th
And less than 3 days later, on July 16 residents were noticed about the 90 and 100 foot AT&T towers.
This is outrageous, un-democratic and an assault on our town

City Council, you have made a wise choice to revisit your 7/13 decision tonight. It is not too late to redeem
yourself in the eyes of your citizens. We can achieve better wireless coverage without compromising our
town's aesthetics and without placing towers next to homes. Reject the proposed amendments and work
collaboratively with residents to establish responsible wireless standards for town-owned property that
keeps wireless infrastructure away from our schools and homes.
Sincerely,
Lesley Bastian

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lilli Rey
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:55 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama
Larry Friedberg
Cell Towers

Dear Miyuki,
I wish to read my comment live during public comment to ensure it is included in the public record. Thank you.
I am whole heartedly opposed to the installation of new cell towers that appear to be very close to getting
the approval to go up across our town. I am so surprised it has come to this. Everyone who lives here, and those
who are driving through, enjoy the beauty of mature landscapes and beautiful trees. The building codes and
restrictions are very strict here in Hillsborough. We have an excellent Building and Planning Department,
including a dedicated ADRB, who are in place specifically to enforce codes, requirements, and to preserve the
integrity and beauty of Hillsborough. How then are these cell towers justified? If I should want to put an art
installation in my back yard that is as tall as these towers can I now expect this precedent will allow me to do
so? Please look at alternatives to putting up multiple ugly tall towers in this town, with no limit on how many
there might be! It is very important to preserve the beauty of this town, allowing these cell towers will reduce
the beauty and the experience of being and living here. Let's not make a deal with the devil, we will never get
our town back. Thank you. Lilli Rey
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Importance:

John Lavrich
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:57 PM
Shawn Christianson; Larry May; Al Royse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang; Miyuki Yokoyama; Ann
Ritzma; Christopher Diaz
hillsboroughcitizensalliance@gmail.com
Please enter my comments below into the record for the 7/27/20 city council meeting agenda
item #1.
High

Please enter my comments below into the record for the 7/27/20 city council meeting agenda item #1.
Mayor and City Council Members,
I am speaking out in opposition to the proposed amendments to the wireless design standards and in particular the
exemption for town-owned property which poses the greatest risk to the rural character of our town.
As a result of your 7/13 amendments there are now applications for a 90-foot tower at Marlborough Road and a 145foot tower at Fawn Court. The 1/14/19 standards jointly developed by residents and the town apply to all WCFs
including town-owned property, if not expressly then by default.

The wireless standards, as written, cover town-owned land and would prohibit these giant towers from being placed
next to homes like mine.
As evidence:
The language in 15.32 that regulates WCFs on private property and within the rights of way was not part of the
ordinance itself - it was the "legislative findings" in the preamble. It does not say Section 15.32 excludes regulating WCF
on public property.
Section 15.32.010 (E) says that 15.32 applies to all towers subject to 15.36 "to the extent ... may be used to support
WCFs" which covers towers on town-owned land.
WCF on town-owned property were not excluded from Section 15.32 or the design requirements. By contrast,
municipal facilities were exempted expressly, since WCFs on town owned property were not called out so there is no
exception for them.
While I can site many more sections of our municipal code, they all point to the same conclusion. Town-owned property
always was and for the moment is covered by our 1/14/19 standards.
We need a responsible plan for wireless in Hillsborough that includes a set of design standards for wireless
infrastructure on town-owned land. The Hillsborough Citizens Alliance and I urge you to hold a community meeting for
the town staff to work with residents to develop a set of standards for town-owned land. The standards should both
protect our town and enhance wireless coverage in Hillsborough appropriate manner. Some key elements of the
standards should be:
Banning towers from schools and parks
Ensuring towers are placed in open spaces and not on small town-owned lots amongst homes
Establishing large enough setbacks to protect the residents from giant towers on town-owned land.

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Josh B
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:58 PM
Shawn Christianson; Jay Benton; Al Royse; Marie Chuang; Larry May; Miyuki Yokoyama
Larry Friedberg; Paul Willis; Ann Ritzma
Public Comments for Town Counc il Meeting July 27th

I wish to read my comment during public comment to ensure it is included in the record.
Dear Mayor and Council Members,
Voicing my opposition to "RESOLUTION AMENDING CITY COUNCIL POLICY NO. 19-01 ".
Despite being a new resident, I have first-hand experience with the town's suffocating focus on aesthetic design,
having recently completed a renovation. As well, attending the July 13th council meeting clearly reinforced to
me the town's deep-rooted focus on design standards, with nearly 30% of a 6+ hour meeting spent on the design
review of 2 homes.
Additionally, the last few months the town rejected our application to construct an 8 foot fence within 50 feet of
where the proposed 60-90 foot Verizon/AT&T towers are planned because it didn't fit the "character of the
neighborhood."
It is therefore preposterous to me that the already fairly lax design standards for wireless infrastructure
developed in previous meetings with citizens are being further relaxed with this resolution, setting aside that
fact that the public was never notified or even allowed to comment on these amendments before being put to a
vote.
Are design standards important or are not? The town's actions are quite conflicting. Will the mayor's message
on the town website be updated to remove the text around the town striving to "maintain the rustic character and
rural charm that are the hallmarks of our town"?
Now more than ever it is critical that citizens are allowed to voice their comments. The wireless infrastructure
topic is incredibly complex.. For example, while the town's design standards allow for a height of 32-35 feet,
based on FCC rule 6409(a), any tower can be extended by I 0-20 feet without further engagement, meaning that
the 32-35 foot limit immediately becomes a 42-45 foot limit.
Josh Burns
1635 Marlborough Rd

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

kim.rupert
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:59 PM
Shawn Christianson
Miyuki Yokoyama
Cell tower discussion

Dear Shawn and Miyuki,
Please excuse my informality. This is a note regarding the upcoming discussion on cell towers
and their designs. I live in a gully on Remillard and Hayne, and as much as I would like better
reception here, I would more prefer a thorough review of wireless infrastructure and designs .
We live in a beautiful city and I find a lot of the towers an eyesore. And I would not like one
located near my property. I would also hope that there is a uniform set of guidelines and
standards for future implementation. I hope to join on tonight's call, but I do not want to
speak. But if you could add my note to the record, I would appreciate it.
Regards,
Kim Rupert
430 Remillard Dr.

Miyuki Yokoyama
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

MARK CHURCH
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:58 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama; Larry May; Shawn Christianson; Al R oyse; Jay Benton; Marie Chuang
Ann R itzma; pwillis@hillshorough.net; HillsboroughCitizensAlliance@gmail.com
Reconsideration of Resolution July 27 Council Meeting

Dear Madam Mayor and Honorable Members of the Council:
I reside with my family at 1630 Marlborough Road, which is in close proximity to the proposed 90-foot
tower at the water tank site.
We support better cellular coverage, but we do not support better coverage at the expense of
destroying our town's natural beauty.
Improved coverage should be achieved in a responsible way with towers and other wireless
infrastructure that blend in with the town's rural character and are located away from homes.
Just last year, you adopted reasonable design standards with extensive community input. Those
standards preserve the charm and unique characteristics of our beautiful community. They should not
be discarded now solely to accommodate the carriers.
Unfortunately, the proposed standards in the resolution before you were not vetted by the community
as a whole. This matter deserves, at the very least, a community meeting so the residents could
better understand the impacts and provide comments.
Also, there is no rational basis to distinguish between property owned by the town or a resident. The
standards should be the same. A tower on a residential parcel such as the water tank site will have
the same effect on the surrounding homes. There is no express exemption in the current standards
for town-owned property, and one should not be granted now.
The proposed AT&T Tower at the water tank site will be built with no setback requirements from
homes, at a height of 90 feet which is almost three times existing height limitations, a noisy generator
and a non-conforming eight foot block wall abutting Marlborough Road. I don't think anybody would
want that near their home. It will be unsightly and unacceptable.
I urge you not to accept the carriers' argument that the existing standards will somehow prevent them
from effectively accomplishing the objective of improved coverage. There are other viable locations
that will accomplish the same goal. What about the Junipero Serra rest stop on Highway 280, for
example? A mega tower could be erected on that site and no one would care. But the carriers want
the path of least resistance and expense.
Massive wireless facilities near our homes and schools will be an eyesore, and will have an adverse
impact on property values. It will make the Town a less desirable place to live.
Please vote NO on the Resolution.
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Miyuki Yokoyama
From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:

Jean Parekh
Monday, July 27, 2020 3:59 PM
Miyuki Yokoyama
Statement to be read tonight at Hillsborough City Council meeting

I would like to read my statement live tonight.
I have timed myself and am able to read it in under 3 minutes.
Thank you.
Jean Parekh
Good evening.
I'm Jean Parekh, the homeowner at 3465 Ralston, one of the proposed installation sites.
While I agree cell service should improved, I urge you to reject resolution 19-0 I and create a better plan for Hillsborough and its
residents.
In two years, why is the main change the town made to Verizon's plan removing a tower from the site of a WCAC member's home?
In 2017 when Verizon's plan was announced, there was a huge uproar. Citizens made clear the plan was not suitable.
One citizen took the lead on revising the plan. I appreciated his leadership and donated $2500 to his organization. The communication
was sparse, but positive.
We were told the city was working on a plan to improve cell coverage without impacting residents so severely.
I felt we were in good hands and didn't worry.
Then suddenly 19-0 I was on the July agenda, without proper notice. In that meeting, we learned of WCAC meetings that were never
announced and were NOT open to public. Don't you think my husband and I would have attended knowing the risk to our home's
value?
WCAC member names were finally published, they include a billionaire socialite in her 80s, and citizens with no expe11ise in cell
coverage. You have one engineer, who is 87! Why were the people tapped to be on the WCAC completely unqualified? I can name
two Hillsborough residents with expertise in cell technology and another who's a cancer researcher at UCSF. With the wealth of
knowledge in this town, why did you include only unqualified individuals to make these important decisions?
Why was the main change to Verizon's plan to remove a tower from the property of the WCAC member who was heading up the
resistance effo11? This lack of substantive change shows that the WCAC is a sham committee without the necessary expertise to make
a plan to serve Hillsborough.
Why in two years have you done nothing? Why didn't you hire a consultant to help us develop a better plan, which is what we were
told was happening?
When I heard two weeks ago that the resolution had been passed, 1 thought, ugh. There goes our house price. At least I'll know that
the Luddites who devalue our house have no scientific basis.
Yes, data show our house will be devalued by this tower.

1

