From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Cheryl Enright
Wireless Comments
Crown Castle - wireless needs
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 9:35:12 AM

Hillsborough City Council,
Please do everything you can to support the upgraded wireless proposals. Our community
CANNOT afford to listen to the ignorant, emotional, and irrational voices that are continuing
to rail against upgraded wireless needs in Hillsborough. Safety should and MUST be our first
consideration. Currently, there is little to no service located at the North/Crocker schools (not
sure about the other schools). What happens when a true emergency comes about and we
cannot make a call? This almost happened to me while driving on the Crocker campus. A
child ran into my car while rushing to class. I thought he was hurt as he stumbled. I slammed
on my brakes but fortunately he continued on to his class. I tried 9 times to call the school ( I
was located in front of the MPR) which is 100 feet from the office. I had NO cell service. Had
this child been injured, I could NOT have even called 911. Not to mention what do we do if
the unthinkable happens on our schools campuses like is happening all across the country.
Fire season is upon us. There are so many dead zones in Hillsborough, one could not even
make a call in many places if they were to see an emergency. Our home is one of those places.
We have to maintain a landline as our cell service is unreliable.
PLEASE PLEASE, do the right thing and let Hillsborough upgrade the infrastructure so
we can have a safer environment for all. Dependable wireless is no longer a luxury but a
NECESSITY. It’s as important as water, electricity and gas.

Cheryl
Cheryl Enright-Muzzi

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mike Folgner
Wireless Comments
in support of improved cellular coverage
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 11:55:45 AM

Hello,
In advance of this week's meeting discussing cellular coverage, I wanted to voice support for
the town taking immediate action to improve coverage. The lack of coverage especially at
schools is a danger in our community. Our inability to communicate in a fire, earthquake or
other emergency is a disaster waiting to happen. Thank you,
Michael Folgner
Hillsborough

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Tal Simon
Wireless Comments
Hillsborough Cellular
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 11:38:24 AM

Dear City Council Our family is in strong support to approve the recent plans submitted by Crown
Castle/Verizon.  
We live and work from home from Oakdale Road where we have no cellular reception. We
have 3 children in the Hillsborough schools (North and Crocker) where there is no cellular
reception. We are often driving and our children are often walking or biking around town
where there is no cellular reception. THIS IS A SERIOUS SAFETY ISSUE!
The town has spent too much time and resources caving to the delay tactics of the vocal
minority that opposes cellular on the basis of aesthetics. The recent plans were actually
thoughtful and aesthetically pleasing, but nothing will please a constituency that will simply
oppose change at any cost (thankfully we already have roads and electricity, though no
sidewalks).
With the increasing fire risk (and this fire season is expected to be one of our worst) there is
even more sense of urgency to act on finally bringing our town's cellular infrastructure into the
modern era.
Thank you for your service.
The Simon Family

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paul Longhenry
Wireless Comments
Rhoda Longhenry
Hillsborough Wireless Applications
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 2:34:23 PM

Dear City Council,
As a family, Rhoda, Storm, Breeze and I would like to express the strongest possible support
for approval of the wireless tower applications now under evaluation and consideration.
Having lived in Hillsborough for 10 years now, the lack of modern mobile infrastructure has
always baffled and frustrated us. When we're away from home - with the kids at North /
AYSO & Little League games and practices / simply out for a local run or bike - we are
perpetually out of coverage. At home we have WiFi-based coverage...unless the internet is
down or the power is out of course...then we're completely without communications access.
This is crazy to say in 2021.
I'm sure you've all considered this, but sadly we're looking at what is likely to be another
horrible wildfire season. The idea that PG&E blackouts are going to again leave us without
communications when there are potential wildfires in the area is so dangerous, and God forbid
something happen that could have so easily been avoided.
Thanks for all that you're doing to ensure this is a carefully and responsibly considered
proposal and we sincerely hope you all stick with this until it reaches a positive conclusion.
Thanks,
The Longhenry Family

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Aaronson
Wireless Comments
Support for better cell phone coverage
Tuesday, May 18, 2021 6:49:18 PM

I’m a doctor and depend on my phone to communicate for patient care. I live at
and my calls drop and the quality of the connection is poor. I strongly support the plan to
improve cell phone signal.
Thanks for listening to my concerns
Best regards
Dr. Dave Aaronson
-David Aaronson
cell:
work: 510-752-6987
work email: david.s.aaronson@kp.org

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Jean Parekh
Wireless Comments
Lisa Natusch
To be included in the public record for May 20th meeting
Wednesday, May 19, 2021 1:27:14 PM

Please remove address information. thank you.
Dr. Jean Parekh

Jean Parekh, Ph.D
Hillsborough, CA 94010
May 18, 2021
Hillsborough Mayor Al Royce and Councilmembers
1600 Floribunda Avenue
Hillsborough, CA 94010
Dear Mr. Royce and Hillsborough City Councilmembers,
Please make the right decision tonight: do not approve the suggested process to review Crown Castle’s
applications for 13 towers in Hillsborough. If you approve the proposed schedule, with the flawed
process that was used, you will open the door to towers from any wireless company being installed with
no regard for the Town’s aesthetics.
I have spoken with an independent consultant who works at a Crown Castle competitor. His professional
assessment is that:
•
•
•

The proposed towers will not provide sufficient coverage for all three carriers, and are not
powerful enough to allow co-location of equipment.
If we approve Crown Castle’s applications, the door will legally open for AT&T and T-Mobile to
install 30 or more towers at various locations around the Town.
Having allowed so many design exceptions in this current plan, the Town will have great
difficulty maintaining any semblance of control over the decision process.

The consultant’s company will be happy to work with us once you nullify the Crown Castle settlement
agreement. He can help us develop a plan that will improve Hillsborough’s cell coverage for all three
carriers while maintaining aesthetic control of the process.
Approving Crown Castle’s applications will unfortunately open the town to further legal action and
distract from the work of making our town safe and beautiful.
Please make the right choices:
1. Do not approve the proposed process, which is rushed and does not allow appropriate time for
dialogue and finding better solutions.
2. Deny the Crown Castle applications.
3. Nullify the settlement agreement.
4. Commit to working with a third party to create a solution that will get better cell coverage in
Hillsborough while maintaining aesthetics.
If you approve these applications, AT&T and T-Mobile will certainly use these towers as leverage to
install their own sets of towers. Please do the right thing for Hillsborough: work with an outside party to
create the best plan for Hillsborough.
Sincerely,

Jean Parekh

Lisa Natusch
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Rajesh Parekh
Wednesday, May 19, 2021 1:44 PM
Wireless Comments
Comments for special city council meeting on 5/20
Hillsborough wireless comment letter 5-18-21.pdf

Please find attached my letter that I would like to be included in the packet and administrative record for Town’s hearing
on setting the procedures as well as for the application for node H31m2.
Thanks
Rajesh Parekh
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Rajesh Parekh
Hillsborough, CA 94010
May 19, 2021
Via E-mail
Lisa Natusch
Clerk, Town of Hillsborough
lnatusch@hillsborough.net
Christopher J. Diaz
Best Best & Krieger
2001 North Main St., Ste. 390
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

Christopher.Diaz@bbklaw.com

Re:

May 20 Meeting re: Crown Castle Wireless Applications
Comments on Hearing to Set Procedures and Schedule and for
application for node H31m2

Dear Ms. Natusch and Mr. Diaz:
I am the Hillsborough resident at
, which is directly
adjacent to proposed site for node H31m2. I am writing as a concerned town
resident to raise several objections prior to the Town’s May 20 meeting regarding
the Town’s procedure and proposed plans for review of individual cell tower
applications. Please place a copy of this letter in the administrative record for the
applications for the Town’s hearing on setting the procedures as well as for the
application for node H31m2.
To be clear upfront, I am in full support of better cell coverage in
Hillsborough. We all want better coverage. However, I think Town residents
deserve a process that is transparent, allows for real debate and consideration of
impacted residents’ concerns, and above all looks for technical solutions that
improve coverage while not putting cell towers only a few feet away from homes.
In this letter I will summarize the problems I see with the overall process.
We will submit a separate letter with additional details specific to the H31m2 site
application in due course.
I encourage the Town Council and staff to consider the following issues:
1. The current Crown Castle applications are incomplete. As such, the
process to review individual tower applications should not go ahead with the
proposed schedule laid out by the town staff. All applications should again be

rejected with notice of incompleteness. I will draw your attention to few specific
areas.
a. Design standards laid out in 19-01 requires that towers “Shall not be
permitted in any location that is closer to any residential dwelling than the average
front yard setback for properties within 500 feet from the proposed site.” I am
unable to find any document that has been submitted as part of the application
with the required calculations.
b. 19-01 clearly states that any request for exception under “effective
prohibition” should be supported by “objective, fact-based evidence set forth in a
feasibility study that compliance with a requirement of the policy would be
technically infeasible and the proposed WCF complies with the requirements of
this policy to the greatest extent technically feasible”. I find no evidence of any
such objective feasibility study nor how this proposed WCF complies with the
requirements of the policy to the greatest extent feasible, or indeed, in any way. All
we see is a blanket assertion suggesting meeting the design standards would
imply effective prohibition. There is literally no discussion of alternative designs or
site placements further away from homes and the tradeoffs involved.
2. The hearing procedure neither allows nor encourages consideration
of alternative solutions to improve cellular coverage in town. Since 2017
many residents have raised the idea that town should hire its own independent
experts to develop potential solutions to improve cellular coverage. No such
action has taken. At the same time, we have seen town residents who are experts
in technology/telecom attempt to independently develop alternatives, without
support or feedback from the Town.
One of the experts showed a preliminary plan that would allow towers to be
150 feet away from homes and still be the similar vicinity as currently proposed 13
towers. Imagine the possibility: both improving coverage and keeping towers
away from homes! And Hillsborough would not the first town to do this.
For example, Los Altos has requirements that cell towers should be at least
200 feet away from houses. Why should residents in Hillsborough settle for
towers that in some cases are less than 30 feet from residential dwellings? I
strongly encourage town to hit a pause and explore potential alternatives before
rushing to hold hearings on the 13 proposed towers. If you rush through and
approve the current applications, the Town will forever lose the opportunity to
control its own destiny with cell tower placement.
3. The Town’s actions and process so far raise serious questions on
transparency and governance. Rushing through this application process will
only create more uncertainty and doubt amongst residents. This is very much
against the commitment to “reset the process” which three town council members
(Royce, Cole, Krolik) committed to during the recent election. I will draw your
attention to few specific areas

a). Initial applications from Crown Castle had clear references to
“Preapproved design”, “design exceptions approved under settlement agreement”.
Now, after the fact, both Crown castle and Town are claiming a misunderstanding.
This seems very hard to take seriously as a misunderstanding. Given Crown
Castle fully recognizes its applications violate Hillborough’s design standards
(including for the H31m2 node), it is reasonable to believe they would be
submitting applications only with understanding that they are pre-approved in
some form. Given the real doubt this flip flop has created in action of Crown
Castle and the Town, the Town should avoid compounding the harm by rushing
through the process of approving these towers.
b) The Town appears to have changed the process from a two-step process
with a chance to appeal to City Council to a single-step review with no chance to
appeal. This change in process seems created for expediency and not actually in
order to come up with the right solution for the Town and its residents. I encourage
you to consider keeping the two-step process to protect the potential for appeal.
We will raise additional objections regarding H31m2 node application during
the site-specific hearing process that the Town sets out at the May 20 meeting. In
the meantime, I strongly encourage the Town to reconsider the process and
timeline, put the burden on Crown Castle to provide the full information required its
applications, and modify the process to reflect the Town code and maintain the
Town’s ability to consider alternative solutions.
Sincerely,

Rajesh Parekh
cc:

wirelesscomments@hillsborough.net

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gallant Chen
Wireless Comments
Support for Crown Castle Proposal
Wednesday, May 19, 2021 9:38:48 PM

Hello. I wanted to send a note in strong support of the recent Crown Castle wireless proposal.
As a resident of Hillsborough I don't have much to complain about. We have fantastic schools,
well maintained roads and infrastructure as well as beautiful parks and landscaping thanks to
HBF and of course a wonderful community. However, the one thing that frustrates myself and
my family is the lack of cellular signal that allows us to make mobile phone calls and access
mobile data. This is the only neighborhood in the Peninsula that I am aware of that has such
issues.
I can not make or receive phone calls from my home unless I am connected to wifi. This is
also true in many other places within town including North School where my two younger
sons attend. Recently with Covid the school has required parents to show "proof of non Covid
exposure or symptoms" via the Ambry App. Unfortunately, I've shown up to school and
forgot. Normally this would be no problem as I could just login and access via my phone. But
not when I have no cell signal. So instead I need to make sure I do so at home when connected
to wifi and take a screen grab before dropping the boys off at school.
It's not that uncommon for Comcast our internet provider to go offline or for PGE power to go
out. In those cases we have no internet. With no cell signal as a backup we have no options in
our home. As a result I have had to drive 1.5 miles to Burlingame to be able to take Zoom
calls from my car while connected to my mobile phone hotspot.
Most importantly, proper cell coverage is critical for safety! In an emergency if our Comcast
internet is down we have no way of being notified of emergency alerts. With the upcoming
fire season it is likely there will be planned or unplanned power outages which will
exacerbate this issue. In addition, as the father of a teenage daughter I worry about her safety
when walking around Hillsborough. She enjoys biking and walking to her friend's homes
which I very much support. While she has a phone to call in case of emergency it is likely that
she won't have service if there ever was an issue.
Thanks for reading my statements. I strongly support the Crown Castle proposal to improve
our wireless infrastructure in Hillsborough!
Gallant
Gallant Chen

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Bob Pietila
Wireless Comments
Proposed Wireless cell tower H08m2 Skyfarm Drive - across from 25 Cottonwood Court - comments for 05-20
5PM meeting
Thursday, May 20, 2021 9:21:12 AM

Dear City Clerk:
With regards to 5/20/21, 5pm city council meeting:
We remain concerned about the negative impact upon our view with regards
to proposed installation of wireless cell tower H08m2 Skyfarm Drive. Revisions to
application changed nothing. It would be an eyesore, front and center, to our view
from all valley facing windows. Please see attachment and below.

Sincerely,
Bob Pietila

----- Forwarded Message ----From: Bob Pietila
To: wirelesscomments@hillsborough.net <wirelesscomments@hillsborough.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 13, 2021, 02:03:37 PM PDT
Subject: Proposed Wireless cell tower H08m2 Skyfarm Drive - across from 25 Cottonwood Court

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  

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

Lisa Natusch
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Jeanine Acosta
Thursday, May 20, 2021 11:46 AM
Wireless Comments
Mark Molumphy; James P Molinelli
Crown Castle Cell Tower Application H05m2 (Intersection of Laurent Road and Chateau Road)
2021-05-20 Ltr To Town of Hillsborough.pdf

Please see the attached correspondence from Mr. Molumphy. The original is being hand
delivered.
JEANINE H. ACOSTA
Legal Secretary to Mark C. Molumphy,
Karin B. Swope, Elle D. Lewis and Tyson Redenbarger

COTCHETT PITRE & McCARTHY LLP
A LITIGATION LAW FIRM – SAN FRANCISCO, LOS ANGELES, NEW YORK

840 Malcolm Road, Suite 200 | Burlingame, CA 94010
Tel: (650) 697-6000 | Fax: (650) 697-0577 | Email: jacosta@cpmlegal.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. Sections 2510‐2521. This
email and any documents accompanying this email contain legally privileged and confidential information belonging to the
sender. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this email
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify us immediately by telephone or email
and permanently delete the email, any attachments, and all copies thereof from any networks, drives, cloud, or other storage media
and please destroy any printed copies of the email or attachments. Neither this email nor the contents thereof are intended to nor
shall create an attorney‐client relationship between Cotchett, Pitre & McCarthy, LLP and the recipient(s), and no such attorney‐client
relationship shall be created unless established in a separate, written retainer agreement or by court order.
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Lisa Natusch
Subject:
Attachments:

FW: Crown Castle's 13 Wireless Communications Applications
2021 05 20 Letter to City Council.pdf

From: Debbie Downing <ddowning@wittwerparkin.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2021 1:24 PM
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>
Cc: William Parkin <wparkin@wittwerparkin.com>; Christopher Diaz <Christopher.Diaz@bbklaw.com>; Ann Ritzma
<aritzma@HILLSBOROUGH.NET>
Subject: Crown Castle's 13 Wireless Communications Applications
Dear Mayor Royse and Members of the Council:
Please see attached letter in connection with the above referenced applications.
Very Sincerely,
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May 20, 2021

VIA EMAIL
The Honorable Alvin L. Royse and City Council
Town of Hillsborough
1600 Floribunda Avenue
Hillsborough, CA 94010
Re:

Crown Castle’s 13 Wireless Communications Applications

Dear Mayor Royse and City Council:
This law firm represents John Lavrich and Josh Burns regarding the above referenced
applications.
Our clients object to the Town’s approach and consideration of the three Wireless
Communication Facilities (WCF) that are proposed on Town-owned property. First and
foremost, Crown Castle’s assertions that the any denial by the Town of its WCF Application for
tower H27M3 violates the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and California Public Utilities Code
section 7901 are not only overblown, but are wrong with respect to facilities proposed on the
Town’s own property. The Town’s control over its own property is the same as a private
landowner’s rights with respect to WCF. No resident in Hillsborough can be forced to accept
WCF on his or her own property to facilitate Crown Castle’s commercial endeavors. Likewise,
the Town is not preempted from prohibiting WCF on its own property. (See for example,
Calguns Foundation, Inc. v. County of San Mateo (2013) 218 Cal.App. 661.) Indeed, the Town
has to grant a lease or license to the Crown Castle to operate WCFs on its own property. No
federal or state law can usurp the Town’s interest in its property. Therefore, we urge the Town
to deny any application for WCF on its own property. The Town has an unfettered right to deny
such applications.
Second, our clients are concerned that the Town will not carefully review the WCF on its
own property pursuant to the Town Code and Town policy. It is noteworthy that the WCF on the
Town’s own property are not exempt from HMC Chapter 15.32. The only exemption for Townowned property is found in HMC section 15.32.130, which states that “WCFs installed or
operated at the direction of the town for the sole use of the town, regardless of where located in
the town, shall be exempt from this chapter, but as a matter of policy, shall be designed and
located consistent with the design requirements of this chapter.” If the Code intended to apply to
commercial WCF such as those proposed by Crown Castle, then this exemption would say so
under basic principles of statutory construction: expressio unius est exclusio alterius, meaning
when one or more things of a class are expressly mentioned others of the same class are

Mayor Royse and City Council
Re: Crown Castle Applications
May 20, 2021
Page 2
excluded. And even these exempt city facilities have to be consistent with the design
requirements of Chapter 15.32.
Third, HMC section 15.32.070(D) states that “The city council shall adopt design and
development standards for WCFs, consistent with the requirements of this section.” The City
Council has adopted Resolution 19-03 to implement Policy 19-01 for this section. It has been
asserted that this resolution does not apply to the Town-owned properties. However, the
resolution does not explicitly exclude Town-owned properties. Moreover, if the resolution does
not apply, then the Council is violating HMC section 15.32.070(D) for failure to adopt design
standards that apply to Town property.
Finally, pursuant to the California Public Records Act, we are requesting copies of any
agreement with Crown Castle, including but not limited to any lease or license agreement, with
respect to the WCF on the Town-owned properties, including but not limited to any agreement
for the proposed tower at H27M3. If you have them in electronic form, you can provide them
via email at wparkin@wittwerparkin.com.
Thank you for your attention and consideration.
Very truly yours,
WITTWER PARKIN LLP

William P. Parkin
cc: clients
Christopher Diaz, Esq. (via email at Christopher.Diaz@bbklaw.com)
Ann Ritzma, City Manager (via email at aritzma@hillsborough.net)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Annie Pong
Wireless Comments
Verizon cell tower across 1650 Marlborough Rd
Thursday, May 20, 2021 1:40:33 PM

I am writing to oppose letting Verizon build a cell tower across from 1650 Marlborough Rd. At that site, there are
already 2 giant water tanks, a tall Hillsborough emergency cell towers. Adding another tall 50 feet Verizon tower is
going to scar the neighbourhood even more.
Put the tower on Black Mountain Road in the open space. A better location.
So I am very much opposed to putting a Verizon tower near the water tanks across from 1650 Marlborough Rd
Annie Pong
Please excuse typos

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gary Goodman
Wireless Comments
H31m2/Special City Council Meeting
Thursday, May 20, 2021 2:11:38 PM

Frustration, disbelief and anger would best describe how we feel about the proposed cell tower (H31m2) adjacent to
3465 Ralston Avenue.
I would estimate that no less than 10 times over the past 4 years we have written letters to the City Manager and/or
Council Members expressing our opposition to the location of the Ralston Avenue cell tower. We fully understand
that cell service needs improvement in parts of Hillsborough, but we cannot comprehend the lack of both
imagination and technical understanding demonstrated by our city government. To our knowledge, not a single city
official has sat down with local residents and Crown Castle to find a more acceptable location for a pole site that
would have far less impact on so many homes.
As we have pointed out multiple times, this will be far more than a “local” eye sore. The pole is set to be placed on
one of Hillsborough’s most highly traveled streets (Ralston Avenue) and as such, will be unavoidably noticed every
day by cars heading both east and west. This goes far beyond just a nuisance in our neighborhood, as it will forever
impact the bucolic nature of a part of Hillsborough that is 100 percent underground at this time. There are NO
power lines or phone lines above ground in this part of Hillsborough. The proposed pole will stand out as the most
visible non-residential structure in our section of the Carolands.
The town has received letters from virtually every top producing real estate agent in Hillsborough who have
unanimously warned that cell towers have a major detrimental impact on home values. The closer to a home….the
worse the impact….just common sense. The proposed Ralston Avenue pole is extremely close to multiple homes.
From my home alone, the cell pole will be visible from the windows of 3 rooms in our home and will always be
visible from our front yard. The proposed pole in our neighborhood could not be placed in a worse spot for not only
us, but our neighbors as well.
Under protest of the town’s impulse to approve the Crown Castle cell tower applications, hundreds of residents went
to the trouble of speaking publicly, forcing the establishment of critical set back distances and esthetic guidelines.
Apparently, the ordinances established by the Town were somehow circumvented by Crown Castle as the current
application is virtually unchanged from several years ago. We feel that the city has given a “shrug of the shoulders”
as if they are somehow at the mercy of Crown Castle and the federal law. In doing so, they agreed to a private
settlement agreement that has caused citizens to seek their own legal representation. The most generous view of the
city would be that they ignored it’s citizens to avoid being in legal contention with Crown Castle.
We feel the Town of Hillsborough has squandered precious time over the past 4 years to address neighborhoods
impacted by proposed cell poles. Crown Castle is (and will always be) acting on behalf of it’s clients to accomplish
the goal of additional coverage in the most cost effective manner (the cheapest way possible). The various council
members (both past and present) have unfortunately hidden behind federal law (which permits cell tower placement)
as a means to disengage from understanding the potential technological alternatives to the placement of poles that
are close to many homes. What is most disappointing, is that the town has fully relied upon a "self-serving"
applicant to furnish data in support of their permit goals.
As a result of the Town’s inaction with respect to the cell tower plan, a group of citizens worked with a cellular
technology expert who gave us several alternatives to the current plan. In doing so, we have discovered that putting
cell towers 150 feet away from hones and a maximum of 35 feet in height is highly feasible. While the Town, thus
far, appears totally indifferent to potential solutions, we are now highly confident that a win-win solution exists and
we are asking that this application be rejected so that an actual process can begin to find a more suitable location.
As 26 year residents of Hillsborough, it is beyond disappointing to feel ignored or abandoned by city government
for an issue that could have such a major impact on our homes and our Town.

Respectfully submitted,
Gary and Lynn Goodman

