From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

nicole koblis
Wireless Comments
Public Comments 5/20
Sunday, May 30, 2021 10:10:19 AM

Hi, my name is Nicole Koblis(
) and I made comments at the 5/20 public
hearing for the proposed cell tower H07m2 on Easton Drive. I had submitted photos in
advance, showing the unique and complicated traffic pattern along this road during certain
times of the day. Unfortunately, when I spoke, not all the photos were shared. I want to make
sure my concerns are clearly communicated, and am requesting the board to review these
photos, as well as have them made part of the public record.
Please let me know if you need me to submit them again. Thank you so much for your time.
Best,
Nicole
Get Outlook for iOS

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

Rajesh Parekh
Wireless Comments; Al Royse; Christine Krolik; Marie Chuang; Sophie Cole; Larry May
Gary Goodman; Jean Parekh
Alternate sites for cell tower node H31m2
Sunday, May 30, 2021 7:21:26 PM
H31m2 - Alternate sites.pdf

Dear Mayor Royce, and Council members Krolik,Chuang,Cole, May
Thank you for taking into consideration our concerns with the location of H31m2. As we
pointed out in the hearing on 5/28, the tower is about 22 feet from an ADU located on 492
Pullman. This is simply too close and would set a dangerous precedent for the town.
Overall we think you should simply deny the applications and will summarize our arguments
in a separate memo. However, if your collective judgement leads you towards approval, we
suggest making the approval conditional on moving the tower to alternate site H31m5 - which
was already identified in the Crown Castle application as an acceptable site. This site meets
Crown castle's coverage objectives, and also is at least 74 feet away from the nearest
residential dwelling. It will also reduce the undue risk with the current proposed site's soil
quality - the geotechnical engineer we consulted does not think you can simply drill deep past
a high perched water table.
Please find attached exhibits which include CrownCastle's slides on the alternate sites and
google map based estimate of the setbacks of the alternate site H31m5.
Hope you had some time to relax over the memorial day weekend and we look forward to
constructive discussion on 6/3 hearing.
Sincerely,
Rajesh and Jean Parekh (
Gary and Lynn Goodman

)

Crown Castle had explored 3 alternate sites for H31m2
(from exhibit 9.06 from application)
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Alternate location H31m5 (ASA3) meets coverage objectives as well as has greater setback
(from Exhibit 9.06 of the application)

Node

Latitude

Longitude

H31m2

37.556445

-122.368700

Proposed Node

-122.369032

Viable location meets the coverage objective. New
steel pole in public ROW. Does not meet design
standards due to proximity to intersection.

H31 (ASA 1)

37.556155

Description

H31m1 (ASA 2)

37.556261

-122.368960

Viable location meets the coverage objective. New
steel pole in public ROW. Does not meet design
standards due to proximity to intersection.

H31m5 (ASA 3)

37.556201

-122.369103

Viable location meets the coverage objective. New
steel pole in public ROW.

Tower setback from H31m2 - 492 Pullman ADU is 22.5 feet
Tower location given as

in in application rec’d 29-April-2021

20. 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.

Alternate Tower H31m5 setback from nearest residence (3550 Ralston) is 74.5 feet
Tower location given as
in application rec’d 29-April-2021

Two Homes within 100’ of Alternate Tower H31m5
Average distance from tower is 78.4’

Tower setback 74.5 feet

Tower setback 82.3 feet

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Hina Maheshwari
Wireless Comments
This is NOT the right cell tower plan for our town
Monday, May 31, 2021 4:52:24 PM

Dear Council,
As a Hillsborough resident who lives in an area where there is ZERO cell signal, I understand the
importance of having service. But this plan is not the right one. It is only for Verizon carriers, what about
the others? And it won't function in an emergency?? We need a better design that will serve all carriers,
not just one.  
Let's do this the right way. Don't be pressured by Crown Castle and people outside of the town to make
the decisions for us.
Hina Maheshwari

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dennis Gribben
Wireless Comments
Crown Castle
Monday, May 31, 2021 7:10:29 PM

It appears that their proposal is deficient in many areas and I would ask that you not approve
these cell towers.
Dennis Gribben

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

STEVEN DUGONI
Wireless Comments
Cell phone towers
Monday, May 31, 2021 10:07:08 PM

Hello,
Once again I am writing to stand in an opposition to the Crown Castle applications for cell phone towers in our
community. I would like to add to my previous comments including:
Verizon customers are the only ones who will benefit from installation of these cell phone towers. If these towers
are approved, Hillsborough will be required to allow AT&T and T-Mobile to install another thirty or more 35’
towers around Town. Federal law requires all three carriers receive the same accommodations. The towers under
consideration each violate up to seven of our design standards and are as few as 23 feet from homes. If we approve
them, it will be legally impossible to stop other carriers from installing similar designs so close to homes. No
Emergency service: Crown Castle verified that these towers do not have backup power. During PG&E shutoffs and
natural disasters, these towers will not function. Retrofitting: These towers, and any others that will be installed by
AT&T and T-Mobile, will probably require bulky generators added at some point. This is the only way to meet
CPUC's excellent July 2020 regulation requiring 72 hours of backup power. Crown Castle hid this fact from the
Town until a savvy resident questioned how the towers would meet the regulation. Crown Castle knowingly
submitted a design that doesn't meet current California safety regulations. Hillsborough deserves a plan that: 1.
Provides access to all three carriers 2. Will function in an emergency 3. Will not leave us open to AT&T, Verizon,
and T-Mobile installing more 35 foot towers as close as 23 feet from homes 4. Will serve Hillsborough for the
next 20 years 5. Will not deliver surprise design changes soon after installation
Best regards,
Steven Dugoni

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Manjiv Vohra
Wireless Comments
Cell Towers
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 6:45:23 AM

Dear Council,
I am a Hillsborough resident and have been following the Crown Castle plan for cell towers
for Verizon cell service in Hillsborough. At this point, the plan is inadequate and significant
issues remain, including backup power for the towers in case of a natural disasters and the
inability of these towers to collocate other carriers’ cell equipment.
I strongly recommend that Hillsborough adopt a thoughtful plan that works for our residents,
and to, at a minimum, postpone any decision on the current proposal. I would be very
comfortable with you rejecting the current plan outright as well.
Please contact me if you would like to discuss any of this.
Best wishes,
MANJIV

Manjiv S. Vohra, PE, DBIA
President & CEO
ECC
www.ecc.net

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sangeetha Raghunathan
Wireless Comments; Ashok Ramani
Cell Tower Proposal for Hillsborough
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 7:35:46 AM

We are the residents of
, Hillsborough, CA and we SUPPORT the
cell tower proposal. We need improved cell service and any progress is better than
the current stalemate.
Thank you,
Sangeetha Raghunathan & Ashok Ramani

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Zabrina Adas
Wireless Comments
Cell towers
Tuesday, June 1, 2021 11:36:32 AM

I urge you to reject the Crown Castle Applications! Put an end to this terrible plan.
Listen to the residents of Hillsborough; it's obvious this is not the right thing for our
Town!
Kind Regards,
Zabrina Adas

