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Larry Friedberg
Wireless Comments; Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Larry May; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Ann Ritzma; Paul Willis;
Lisa Natusch; Christopher Diaz; Sarah Fleming
Opposed to 8 Monopoles in Hillsborough
Wednesday, May 26, 2021 7:59:18 PM

Mayor Royse, Vice Mayor Krolik, Council Members and Staff,
Before I get to the (minimum) 41 municipal code violations the eight proposed right of way
monopole cell tower applications represent, I wish to express my vehement opposition to the
proposed applications for 13 cell towers in Hillsborough.
1. If you approve these applications, you will, in fact, be violating the laws that you
passed  January 14, 2019. You should be DEFENDING OUR LAWS and not cherry
picking the ones you wish to defend. (Specific municipal code violations for these proposed
applications enumerated below)
2. The Crown Castle plan would allow Towers to be placed as close as 25' from
homes, hurting property values by between 10% - 20% based on testimony given by
Hillsborough's top realtors. Los Altos Hills whose topography is quite similar to that of
Hillsborough has 200' setbacks from homes. A plan created by an expert in cell technology
and equipment would allow towers in Hillsborough that are a minimum of 150' from homes.
Crown Castle's desire to keep its costs down should NOT come at the expense of Hillsborough
residents who are drawn to a town that for over 100 years has prided itself on ensuring its
rustic charm. Council Member Cole is correct when she says (5/20/21 Council Hearing)
"Hillsborough is not Los Altos Hills." No town is identical. But the topographies and lot
sizes are, in fact, far more similar than they are dissimilar and the comparison is a most worthy
one.
3. City Councils throughout the years have insisted over and over again that their "hands are
tied." That federal law requires them to let Crown Castle to install these cookie cutter towers
and oversized equipment. This is a most convenient UNtruth. Thanks to the decision of the
9th Circuit in the Portland v FCC case, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 allows for
subjective criteria including aesthetics. Yet, you have refused to strengthen our standards.
You can and you should strengthen our design standards.
4. The Crown Castle plan would put cookie-cutter towers (seven of them are identical despite
being in different neighborhoods) too close to our homes (as close as 25'), resulting in
irreparable harm to property values (anywhere from 10% - 20% impact based on public
comments from leading Hillsborough realtors) and unsightliness.
5. If these towers are allowed to go up, they will NOT come down. Furthermore, their
installations pave the way to a propagation of more cookie cutter towers throughout
Hillsborough. This is not hyperbole. It is a simple reality because the Town will have
established a precedent that other carriers will cite as they bring their same cookie-cutter poles
into our town. Even a new law attempting to bar them would be unlawful because Federal law
says towns and cities cannot employ different standards among each of the carriers.
6. While on the campaign trail last year, Mayor Royse, Vice Mayor Krolik and Council
Member Cole all pledged a "reset" on the wireless issue. Were those merely worthless
words? Another convenient untruth used to placate an angry group of citizens? On March 9,
Mayor Royse pushed forward a plan to hire a neutral third party to facilitate a public meeting
in order to hear from all sides related to the cell tower issue in Hillsborough. Was this a
cynical ruse designed to be reassuring at a moment when just a couple hours later during the
same Council meeting when it was clear most citizens had left the Zoom meeting, Attorney
Diaz announces new applications are coming in from Crown Castle.

THE CROWN CASTLE PLAN IS BAD FOR HILLSBOROUGH TODAY, TOMORROW
AND FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS OF RESIDENTS. If you approve these applications,
you will be remembered as the ones to would not, could not hold the line. There is a better
way for better coverage in Hillsborough. We've seen it. You should see it, too. Rescind the
settlement agreement now. At the very least, delay the settlement agreement so that the reset
can happen. This is really your only opportunity. If you don't, not only are those towers going
up and never coming down, you are going to set an irreversible precedent. We cannot treat
other carriers any differently. AT&T and TMobile will come in with their towers that look
just like these and they will be installed within too close to homes.
In addition to my general opposition to the Crown Castle - Larry May plan, I oppose the
applications for monopoles at the addresses below which, in aggregate, represent a minimum
of 41 municipal code violations as outlined below.
H05 - Chateau/Laurent - at least 7 violations of our municipal code
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E9:
5. Shall use flat-rate electric service or other method that obviates the need for a separate
above-grade electric meter. If flat-rate service is not available, applicants may install a
shrouded smart meter. The city manager shall not approve a separate ground-mounted electric
meter pedestal.
E10:
6. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
7. Likewise, new infrastructure and/or associated equipment shall not prevent the planting or
replanting of a street tree in the future.
H07 - Easton - at least 2 violations
E6:
1. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
2. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced. - NO ARBORIST REPORT WAS INCLUDED. THE APPLICATION

IS ACTUALLY INCOMPLETE.
H08 - Skyfarm - at least 5 Violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
H19 - Hayne/Mosely - at least 5 Violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
H20 - 1180 Marlborough - at least 5 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation

shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
H21 - El Cerrito/Sierra - at least 6 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
E16:
6. Shall not be placed within any sight distance triangles at any intersections.
H28 - 1090 - 1110 Hayne - at least 5 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
H31 - Ralston/Pullman - at least 6 violations
C3:

1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E9:
5. Shall use flat-rate electric service or other method that obviates the need for a separate
above-grade electric meter. If flat-rate service is not available, applicants may install a
shrouded smart meter. The city manager shall not approve a separate ground-mounted electric
meter pedestal.
E10:
6. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
Respectfully Submitted,
Larry Friedberg

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sriram Viswanathan
Wireless Comments
Opposed to 8 Monopoles in Hillsborough
Wednesday, May 26, 2021 8:27:46 PM

Mayor Royse, Vice Mayor Krolik, Council Members and Staff,
Before I get to the (minimum) 41 municipal code violations the eight proposed right of way
monopole cell tower applications represent, I wish to express my vehement opposition to the
proposed applications for 13 cell towers in Hillsborough.
1. If you approve these applications, you will, in fact, be violating the laws that you passed  January
14, 2019. You should be DEFENDING OUR LAWS and not cherry picking the ones you wish to defend.
(Specific municipal code violations for these proposed applications enumerated below)
2. The Crown Castle plan would allow Towers to be placed as close as 25' from homes, hurting
property values by between 10% - 20% based on testimony given by Hillsborough's top realtors. Los
Altos Hills whose topography is quite similar to that of Hillsborough has 200' setbacks from homes.
A plan created by an expert in cell technology and equipment would allow towers in Hillsborough
that are a minimum of 150' from homes. Crown Castle's desire to keep its costs down should NOT
come at the expense of Hillsborough residents who are drawn to a town that for over 100 years has
prided itself on ensuring its rustic charm. Council Member Cole is correct when she says (5/20/21
Council Hearing) "Hillsborough is not Los Altos Hills." No town is identical. But the topographies and
lot sizes are, in fact, far more similar than they are dissimilar and the comparison is a most worthy
one.
3. City Councils throughout the years have insisted over and over again that their "hands are tied."
That federal law requires them to let Crown Castle to install these cookie cutter towers and
oversized equipment. This is a most convenient UNtruth. Thanks to the decision of the 9th Circuit in
the Portland v FCC case, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 allows for subjective criteria including
aesthetics. Yet, you have refused to strengthen our standards. You can and you should strengthen
our design standards.
4. The Crown Castle plan would put cookie-cutter towers (seven of them are identical despite being
in different neighborhoods) too close to our homes (as close as 25'), resulting in irreparable harm to
property values (anywhere from 10% - 20% impact based on public comments from leading
Hillsborough realtors) and unsightliness.
5. If these towers are allowed to go up, they will NOT come down. Furthermore, their
installations pave the way to a propagation of more cookie cutter towers throughout Hillsborough.
This is not hyperbole. It is a simple reality because the Town will have established a precedent that
other carriers will cite as they bring their same cookie-cutter poles into our town. Even a new law
attempting to bar them would be unlawful because Federal law says towns and cities cannot employ
different standards among each of the carriers.
6. While on the campaign trail last year, Mayor Royse, Vice Mayor Krolik and Council Member Cole
all pledged a "reset" on the wireless issue. Were those merely worthless words? Another
convenient untruth used to placate an angry group of citizens? On March 9, Mayor Royse pushed
forward a plan to hire a neutral third party to facilitate a public meeting in order to hear from all
sides related to the cell tower issue in Hillsborough. Was this a cynical ruse designed to be
reassuring at a moment when just a couple hours later during the same Council meeting when it was

clear most citizens had left the Zoom meeting, Attorney Diaz announces new applications are
coming in from Crown Castle.
THE CROWN CASTLE PLAN IS BAD FOR HILLSBOROUGH TODAY, TOMORROW AND FOR FUTURE
GENERATIONS OF RESIDENTS. If you approve these applications, you will be remembered as the
ones to would not, could not hold the line. There is a better way for better coverage in
Hillsborough. We've seen it. You should see it, too. Rescind the settlement agreement now. At the
very least, delay the settlement agreement so that the reset can happen. This is really your only
opportunity. If you don't, not only are those towers going up and never coming down, you are going
to set an irreversible precedent. We cannot treat other carriers any differently. AT&T and TMobile
will come in with their towers that look just like these and they will be installed within too close to
homes.
In addition to my general opposition to the Crown Castle - Larry May plan, I oppose the applications
for monopoles at the addresses below which, in aggregate, represent a minimum of 41 municipal
code violations as outlined below.
H05 - Chateau/Laurent - at least 7 violations of our municipal code
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the base
of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume or any
antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation shall include the
antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting hardware and any shroud
or radome .
E9:
5. Shall use flat-rate electric service or other method that obviates the need for a separate abovegrade electric meter. If flat-rate service is not available, applicants may install a shrouded smart
meter. The city manager shall not approve a separate ground-mounted electric meter pedestal.
E10:
6. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
7. Likewise, new infrastructure and/or associated equipment shall not prevent the planting or
replanting of a street tree in the future.
H07 - Easton - at least 2 violations
E6:
1. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume or any

antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation shall include the
antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting hardware and any shroud
or radome .
E10:
2. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed, damaged
or displaced. - NO ARBORIST REPORT WAS INCLUDED. THE APPLICATION IS ACTUALLY INCOMPLETE.

H08 - Skyfarm - at least 5 Violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the base
of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume or any
antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation shall include the
antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting hardware and any shroud
or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed, damaged
or displaced.

H19 - Hayne/Mosely - at least 5 Violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the base
of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume or any
antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation shall include the
antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting hardware and any shroud
or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed, damaged
or displaced.
H20 - 1180 Marlborough - at least 5 violations

C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the base
of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume or any
antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation shall include the
antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting hardware and any shroud
or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed, damaged
or displaced.

H21 - El Cerrito/Sierra - at least 6 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the base
of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume or any
antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation shall include the
antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting hardware and any shroud
or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed, damaged
or displaced.
E16:
6. Shall not be placed within any sight distance triangles at any intersections.

H28 - 1090 - 1110 Hayne - at least 5 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the base
of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .

3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume or any
antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation shall include the
antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting hardware and any shroud
or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed, damaged
or displaced.
H31 - Ralston/Pullman - at least 6 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the base
of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume or any
antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation shall include the
antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting hardware and any shroud
or radome .
E9:
5. Shall use flat-rate electric service or other method that obviates the need for a separate abovegrade electric meter. If flat-rate service is not available, applicants may install a shrouded smart
meter. The city manager shall not approve a separate ground-mounted electric meter pedestal.
E10:
6. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed, damaged
or displaced.
Respectfully Submitted,
-Best Regards
Sriram Viswanathan
, Hillsborough, CA

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Stacy M. de Cossio
Wireless Comments
Cell Towers in Hillsborough
Wednesday, May 26, 2021 10:18:18 PM

Mayor Royse, Vice Mayor Krolik, Council Members and Staff,
Before I get to the (minimum) 41 municipal code violations the eight proposed right of way
monopole cell tower applications represent, I wish to express my vehement opposition to the
proposed applications for 13 cell towers in Hillsborough.
1. If you approve these applications, you will, in fact, be violating the laws that you
passed  January 14, 2019. You should be DEFENDING OUR LAWS and not cherry
picking the ones you wish to defend. (Specific municipal code violations for these proposed
applications enumerated below)
2. The Crown Castle plan would allow Towers to be placed as close as 25' from
homes, hurting property values by between 10% - 20% based on testimony given by
Hillsborough's top realtors. Los Altos Hills whose topography is quite similar to that of
Hillsborough has 200' setbacks from homes. A plan created by an expert in cell technology
and equipment would allow towers in Hillsborough that are a minimum of 150' from homes.
Crown Castle's desire to keep its costs down should NOT come at the expense of Hillsborough
residents who are drawn to a town that for over 100 years has prided itself on ensuring its
rustic charm. Council Member Cole is correct when she says (5/20/21 Council Hearing)
"Hillsborough is not Los Altos Hills." No town is identical. But the topographies and lot
sizes are, in fact, far more similar than they are dissimilar and the comparison is a most worthy
one.
3. City Councils throughout the years have insisted over and over again that their "hands are
tied." That federal law requires them to let Crown Castle to install these cookie cutter towers
and oversized equipment. This is a most convenient UNtruth. Thanks to the decision of the
9th Circuit in the Portland v FCC case, the Telecommunications Act of 1996 allows for
subjective criteria including aesthetics. Yet, you have refused to strengthen our standards.
You can and you should strengthen our design standards.
4. The Crown Castle plan would put cookie-cutter towers (seven of them are identical despite
being in different neighborhoods) too close to our homes (as close as 25'), resulting in
irreparable harm to property values (anywhere from 10% - 20% impact based on public
comments from leading Hillsborough realtors) and unsightliness.
5. If these towers are allowed to go up, they will NOT come down. Furthermore, their
installations pave the way to a propagation of more cookie cutter towers throughout
Hillsborough. This is not hyperbole. It is a simple reality because the Town will have
established a precedent that other carriers will cite as they bring their same cookie-cutter poles
into our town. Even a new law attempting to bar them would be unlawful because Federal law
says towns and cities cannot employ different standards among each of the carriers.
6. While on the campaign trail last year, Mayor Royse, Vice Mayor Krolik and Council
Member Cole all pledged a "reset" on the wireless issue. Were those merely worthless
words? Another convenient untruth used to placate an angry group of citizens? On March 9,
Mayor Royse pushed forward a plan to hire a neutral third party to facilitate a public meeting
in order to hear from all sides related to the cell tower issue in Hillsborough. Was this a
cynical ruse designed to be reassuring at a moment when just a couple hours later during the
same Council meeting when it was clear most citizens had left the Zoom meeting, Attorney

Diaz announces new applications are coming in from Crown Castle.
THE CROWN CASTLE PLAN IS BAD FOR HILLSBOROUGH TODAY, TOMORROW
AND FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS OF RESIDENTS. If you approve these applications,
you will be remembered as the ones to would not, could not hold the line. There is a better
way for better coverage in Hillsborough. We've seen it. You should see it, too. Rescind the
settlement agreement now. At the very least, delay the settlement agreement so that the reset
can happen. This is really your only opportunity. If you don't, not only are those towers going
up and never coming down, you are going to set an irreversible precedent. We cannot treat
other carriers any differently. AT&T and TMobile will come in with their towers that look
just like these and they will be installed within too close to homes.
In addition to my general opposition to the Crown Castle - Larry May plan, I oppose the
applications for monopoles at the addresses below which, in aggregate, represent a minimum
of 41 municipal code violations as outlined below.
H05 - Chateau/Laurent - at least 7 violations of our municipal code
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E9:
5. Shall use flat-rate electric service or other method that obviates the need for a separate
above-grade electric meter. If flat-rate service is not available, applicants may install a
shrouded smart meter. The city manager shall not approve a separate ground-mounted electric
meter pedestal.
E10:
6. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
7. Likewise, new infrastructure and/or associated equipment shall not prevent the planting or
replanting of a street tree in the future.
H07 - Easton - at least 2 violations
E6:
1. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
2. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,

damaged or displaced. - NO ARBORIST REPORT WAS INCLUDED. THE APPLICATION
IS ACTUALLY INCOMPLETE.
H08 - Skyfarm - at least 5 Violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
H19 - Hayne/Mosely - at least 5 Violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
H20 - 1180 Marlborough - at least 5 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume

or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
H21 - El Cerrito/Sierra - at least 6 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
E16:
6. Shall not be placed within any sight distance triangles at any intersections.
H28 - 1090 - 1110 Hayne - at least 5 violations
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
H31 - Ralston/Pullman - at least 6 violations

C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E9:
5. Shall use flat-rate electric service or other method that obviates the need for a separate
above-grade electric meter. If flat-rate service is not available, applicants may install a
shrouded smart meter. The city manager shall not approve a separate ground-mounted electric
meter pedestal.
E10:
6. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
Respectfully Submitted,
Stacy de Cossio
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Toni Bones
Wireless Comments
Please do not approve Castle proposal
Wednesday, May 26, 2021 11:02:08 PM

There are other alternatives that should be considered. Please take more time to listen to the
HCA.
-Warm Regards,
Toni Bones
1515

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Oscar Yee
Wireless Comments
Feedback on Crown Castle WCF applications in Hillsborough
Wednesday, May 26, 2021 11:41:31 PM

My wife and I have been residents in the Town of Hillsborough for 23 years. We recently
received notification from the Town regarding plans to erect wireless facilities, H19m3 on
1335 Haynes Road - which is very near our property.
We are completely against this proposal for the following reasons:
1. The City Council and Planning Department need to represent the interests of the residents in
our community with respect to the wireless facilities applications.  There was a town meeting
on these WCFs a while ago, but we see no plan changes that addresses the residents' concerns
expressed from that meeting. These applications from Crown Castle are for the same
locations proposed a number of years ago. Why wasn't the time during 2016-2020 better spent
updating the design requirements such as adding a larger setback and working with Crown
Castle for alternate locations of these cellular facilities?  
2. We noticed that the WCF is close to our neighbor's residence. There is an insufficient
setback (50Ft) from the house with this installation. Property values around the WCF sites
will be affected significantly. There are better options to place some of the WCFs. There are
numerous power transmission towers that run parallel to the I280 highway. Why not utilize
these towers for some of the WCFs? Also, there are many open spaces in the town that can
serve as WCF sites.
3. Are you assuming that Crown Castle plans are thorough and 100% accurate? What are the
findings from your wireless expert on the engineering assessment of the coverage
improvements and location alternatives. For instance, we noticed that two WCFs(H19m3 and
H28m3) on Hayne Road are 0.5 mile apart. What engineering calculations were made to place
two WCFs within short proximity? Moreover, Hillsborough has hilly terrain and much of the
cellular signal transmission will likely be attenuated by placing the WCFs along the hillside.  
Let's not rush to approve these plans without better options and design requirements that the
residents support. It should be done with caution and much community input - especially from
residents who are directly impacted by the WCFs. We want to have better cell coverage in
the area, but let's do it right to preserve the beauty of this town.
Sincerely,
Oscar and Jennifer Lum-Yee
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To:
Subject:
Date:

STEVEN DUGONI
Wireless Comments
Re: 660 El Cerrito Avenue proposed wireless communications facility
Thursday, May 27, 2021 6:27:13 AM

Hello,
I also want to add the following to my comments I submitted earlier this month. Placement of
the pole at 660 El Cerrito Avenue would violate at least six of the municipal code can you
pass on January 14, 2019.
C3:
1. The pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level adjacent to the
base of the pole.
2. The pole diameter shall not exceed 18 inches .
3. and any base enclosure shall not exceed 24 inches
E6:
4. Shall not be permitted with any individual antenna that exceeds three cubic feet in volume
or any antennas that cumulatively exceed six cubic feet in volume. The volume calculation
shall include the antenna, any radios physically integrated with the antenna, any mounting
hardware and any shroud or radome .
E10:
5. Shall not permanently displace any landscaping or cause any street trees to be trimmed,
damaged or displaced.
E16:
6. Shall not be placed within any sight distance triangles at any intersections.
I stand vehemently opposed to placing this cell phone tower within 60 feet in my home. A
new location could be found and we must strive to have 200 feet setback from
HILLSBOROUGH residence homes.
Sincerely,
Steven Dugoni

On May 7, 2021, at 10:35 AM, STEVEN DUGONI
wrote:
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

