From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

DOROTHY L FLETCHER
Wireless Comments
Arlene Bernstein
Fwd: CELL TOWERS IN HILLSBOROUGH NO!
Thursday, June 17, 2021 8:46:25 AM

To Whom It May Concern
My name is Dorothy Fletcher and I live in Hillsborough very near the proposed cell
tower site on Chiltern and Ridgeway. This is my second letter, and I am strongly
urging you not I repeat not to install a cell tower at the above named location or at
any location where you violate the town guidelines. If the town persists with installing
the towers as currently proposed you will be in violation of your own guidelines which
is criminal. For more details please see the attached copy of my first letter which you
can read further down on this page.
In addition I use Verizon and have no difficulty with connecting now, nor have I
ever had difficulties over the past 15 years or more.
SO THERE WILL BE NO DOUBT AS TO MY MEANING DO NOT ALLOW THE
CELL TOWERS AS PROPOSED TO BE IMPLEMENTED.
Thank you,
Dorothy Fletcher
,
---------- Original Message ---------From: DOROTHY L FLETCHER
To: "WIRELESSCOMMENTS@HILLSBOROUGH.NET"
<WIRELESSCOMMENTS@HILLSBOROUGH.NET>
Date: 06/08/2021 7:12 PM
Subject: CELL TOWERS IN HILLSBOROUGH
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN
My name is Dorothy Fletcher (generations of my family have lived in
Hillsborough for over 80 years) and I am very upset about the proposed
cell towers in Hillsborough. Granted wireless communication is a
necessity, however, it should not be granted at the expense of our town
principles and guidelines. Why bother to have guidelines and laws if we
ignore them when they become slightly inconvenient? In my view the city
Council can either be honest and abide by guidelines or be corrupt and
ignore them.
For example, the proposed tower on Chiltern at Ridgeway, if placed on the
designated telephone pole WILL EXCEED THE TOWN GUIDELINES
FOR HEIGHT AS WELL AS SIZE. Such a placement will also IGNORE
Hillsborough GUIDELINES FOR DISTANCE FROM HOME.
Again, why bother to have laws and guidelines etc. if they are to be

summarily ignored? I strongly urge the City Council to support our town's
mandates.
SO THERE WILL BE NO DOUBT AS TO MY MEANING DO NOT
ALLOW THE CELL TOWERS AS PROPOSED TO BE IMPLEMENTED.
Thank you,
Dorothy Fletcher

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

Josh B
Wireless Comments
Sophie Cole; Marie Chuang; Christine Krolik; Larry May; Al Royse; Lisa Natusch
Vote to deny the application for H27m3: setbacks, lot sizes, aesthetics, General Plan, design standards and more
Thursday, June 17, 2021 9:26:02 AM
Deny application H27m3.

Dear City Council & Staff I write to request the denial of the proposed application H27m3 related to a new wireless
installation on the Marlborough water tank site for the following reasons:
1.
This tower is too close to homes at 48 feet from the nearest home, and despite the
smaller setbacks in this area, the proposed installation fails the 500 foot average
setback rule by 15% (54 feet). In addition the Town was previously concerned about a
proposed Crown Castle tower 200 feet from The Bridge School and request it be
moved, but yet feels comfortable placing installation only 50 feet from homes with
school-aged children.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

The Marlborough water tank site is one of the smallest parcels in town in general, is
already jammed full of 2 massive water tanks, 2 accessory buildings and more, all
situated in a tightly packed residential area, making it a poor candidate for another
large piece of infrastructure.
As well, this tank site has terrible aesthetic elements in place, which coupled with the
current and proposed wireless installations at the front of the tank site along the road
and minimal to no visual screening, even if just compared to all the other water tank
sites, you will make an already industrial looking parcel even less aesthetically
appropriate.
The Town is twisting community feedback around the prioritization of wireless
installations in town-owned property, using the prioritizations to cram installations
among homes on their tiniest parcels vs. leveraging a slightly larger portion of the 267
acres it controls.
Despite claims by Town Staff, the town’s General Plan in fact supports the denial of
this application based on key aesthetic priorities, which in fact aligns with the City
Manager’s use of the General Plan as a point to support denial of Crown Castle’s
proposed 16 tower plan previously.
As well, Town Staff’s claim that the 19-01 design standards do not apply to townowned property is incorrect, as noted by the attempt to formalize its exclusion from the
design standards via City Council attempt to modify the standards in 2020, and in

reviewing the design standards, H27m3 violates up to 61% of applicable design
standards.
Please see below (or attached for better formatting) for a much more detailed analysis of the
6 points supporting denial listed above.
Regards,
Josh Burns

This tower is too close to homes! Also, Town staff indicated that 200 feet from a
school was too close for a proposed wireless installation in town, but current sites
less than 50 feet from our home are okay?
CTC’s report notes that the proposed tower at the Marlborough water tank site is only 48 feet
from 1635 Marlborough Rd, a home with 3 young children.
Using the town’s preferred average front yard setback calculation for homes within 500 feet,
the proposed site does not comply, as the average front yard setback is over by 15% at 55
feet.
In 2016, a memo from a Crown Castle representative notes that related to the originally
proposed 16 wireless sites, specifically H12m2 near North School, that a memo from town
staff was “recommending an alternative to the node proposed across the street from the
Bridge School. Moving node east to Floribunda Ave or Brookvale Rd should be considered.”
Note that The Bridge School was over 200 feet from the proposed wireless site; why is town
staff concerned about a site being 200 feet from a school but with the current plan, nearly all
of the 13 proposed Crown Castle sites are within a much smaller distance than 200 feet from
homes, many with young children?

Why did town staff push Crown Castle to install one of the largest standalone wireless
installations in Hillsborough on one of the smallest lots in town?
The Marlborough water tank site is only 0.27 acres less than 50% of the minimum lot size in
Hillsborough and only 31% of the average parcel size in Hillsborough (1.06 acres). The
below chart illustrates the undersized nature of both the tank site and the much more
compressed layout of the neighborhood it is located in:

The Marlborough water tank site is smaller in size than 99% of parcels in the town of
Hillsborough and one of the 35 smallest non-easement parcels in town, residential or nonresidential.
The Marlborough water tank site is also crammed into a dense residential neighborhood with
much smaller lot sizes and shorter front yard setbacks as well as little buffer between the
side yard property lines vs. most areas of town, putting the tank site front and center in the
neighborhood.
The Marlborough water tank site is also the 4th smallest town owned parcel when excluding
easements and one of the smallest water tank sites by far:

Source: landgrid.com

The Marlborough water tank site is already by the far the weakest of the tank sites
aesthetically, making it a poor choice for additional industrial infrastructure.
From an aesthetic perspective, compared to all the other water tank sites, the Marlborough
site is the least aesthetically pleasing and most poorly integrated aesthetically with the
surrounding residential neighborhood.
Regarding screening, the majority of the screening exists solely along the eastern neighbor’s
property line; there is no meaningful screening along the front of the site, where the current
and proposed installations will be, and the single tree on western property line seen depicted
in Crown Castle’s photo simulations for the site is no longer there, meaning that nearby
residents and the high volume of auto traffic using Marlborough from 280 have a full view of
what is essentially an industrial site shoehorned into a residential area.
From the rear of the tank site, while there is some screening, it is minimal and neighboring
residences have full view of the tank site, including the current (60’+) and proposed (55’+)
wireless installations due to their height, that are and will be visible even from the top of
Tartan Trail Rd due to the lack of site screening. Compare this Marlborough tank site
screening with the extensive tree and other vegetation making the tank sites at El Arroyo or

Forest View comparatively invisible from frontage.
All of the current wireless installations sit at the front of the tank site, which would include the
proposed 55' tower, plainly visible through the transparent chain link fence, as well as from
the countless cars that use Marlborough via 280 to access other areas of the town; compare
this to the high quality, solid brown fencing at the Tournament Drive water tank site or the
other tanks sites that have solid slats in the chain link fencing to offer some partial
concealment.
Unlike the tanks at Darrell or Black Mountain Rd near Vista, which are both in the heart of
residential areas, but are also setback 100-200 feet from the street via long driveways to the
entrance, the Marlborough tank site has no setback from the street, exacerbating the lack of
screening or other aesthetic efforts and creating an industrial parcel look, which will only be
made worse with the visual clutter of the proposed 55' installation, in addition to the piles of
abandoned pipe that lay stacked at the front of the property and visible from the street.
I have shared numerous photos of the Marlborough tank site online here.

If the town owns 267 acres of land, why is staff’s interpretation of “town owned
property” as a primary location for wireless installations being limited to its tiniest
parcels?
The Town of Hillsborough owns 267 acres, or about 7% of land in Hillsborough. It therefore
seems like common sense that citizens would want to leverage the town’s vast acreage
(referring to the prioritized list of site types coming out of community meetings) to place
towers in areas where there are no homes nearby considering the scale of property
available.
Instead the town is using resident’s own wishes against them, cramming 2 proposed
wireless installations in two of the town’s smallest owned non-easement parcels
(Marlborough water tank site and the Gate House @ Eucalyptus).
While we understand the town cannot propose a tower in the middle of a vast open space
parcel, there needs to be a happy medium in which the town isn’t using the town owned
property prioritization as a loophole in placing wireless installations so close to homes on tiny
parcels in the middle of tightly packed residential areas.

The Town’s General Plan explicitly supports the denial of the application to build the
proposed wireless installation, not the approval of the application as Town staff try to
force fit. The Town’s General Plan was the primary point of reference that the City

Manager and City Council used in rejecting Crown Castle’s original 16 tower plan.
Town staff purports that the General Plan supports the approval of H27 and the two other
sites on Town owned property, having to go way, way down the list of items in the Land Use
Element section of the General Plan to find something, which was LU-4.8 (“Work closely with
providers of energy, communications and solid waste disposal in determining and meeting
the needs of the community for energy, communications and solid waste disposal.”).
In reality you can start at the top of the “E. Goals, Policies and Actions” section and quickly
identify many of the top level policies and goal H27 would violate, including:
“Goal LU-1 Provide for the preservation and enhancement of the Town’s unique
residential character.
Policy LU-1.1: Maintain the character of the Town’s neighborhoods.
Goal LU-2 Provide for orderly development in a manner compatible with the existing
character of Hillsborough.
Policy LU-2.2: Continue to review new development proposals to ensure that they do
not overwhelm their sites or their neighborhood."
While it seems to not require much explanation, the erection of a 55’ wireless installation
next to an already existing 60’+ industrial looking wireless installation on one of the smallest
parcel’s in the entire town with little visual screening that is sandwiched next to residences in
an area with significantly below average lot sizes does not “[p]rovide for the preservation and
enhancement of the Town’s unique residential character,” “[m]aintain the character of the
Town’s neighborhoods,” “[p]rovide for orderly development in a manner compatible with the
existing character of Hillsborough,” etc.
Additionally, while there is agreement that “placement of WCFs on Town-owned property as
opposed to in the public right of way (PROW) where possible is generally preferable,” it is a
misuse of intent to place the WCFs on the smallest town owned parcels considering the
Town has 267 acres at its disposal.
Staff also tries to argue that these tank sites have “similar infrastructure installed to which
the community has become accustomed,” which is untrue, as there is a massive aesthetic
difference between a low profile lattice tower vs. a brown 1 foot diameter wood utility pole
with a bunch of metal boxes and other equipment tacked on it in random places.
Regarding Staff’s claim that “no alternative designs or locations have been identified by Staff
that would be more consistent with the general plan and otherwise minimize the impact of

the proposed WCFs,” 5 different alternative locations were provided to City Council this
week, all of which are many times more consistent with the General Plan’s aesthetic
emphasis as well as offering superior coverage and opportunities for collocation, and in
following improved welfare and safety of residents.
Most importantly though, we must refer to the City Manager’s rejection reasoning for Crown
Castle’s initial 16 tower plan, rejection reasoning that was approved unanimously by a City
Council that still composes a majority of the current City Council. The first point cited in her
rejection reasoning was that “based on the record, the City Manager finds that the Applicant
has not shown that the WCF and support structure additions and modifications proposed are
consistent with the general plan. Applicant has also failed to show that its proposal will not:
(a) adversely affect the policies and goals set forth in the general plan; or (b) alter the rural
character of the community” when evaluating Crown Castle’s plan around “whether the WCF
and support structure additions and modifications proposed are consistent with the general
plan and will not adversely affect the policies and goals set forth therein or alter the rural
character of the community.”
If Town Staff and City Council used the general plan as the #1 reason for rejecting Crown
Castle’s initial plan 4 years ago, a plan that is nearly identical in tower location and design to
the current 13 tower plan, and the General Plan has not been updated since then, how can
City Staff be so bold as to try to use the General Plan to advocate for the approval of
H27m3 or any of the proposed 13 applications?

Despite attempts to claim otherwise by Staff, the “DESIGN STANDARDS FOR
INFRASTRUCTURE DEPLOYMENTS” (19-01) does apply to WCFs on town-owned
property and do not apply exclusively to WCFs on private property or the right of way.
19-01(A) states that this “policy identifies preferences and requirements for the location and
design of WCFs, both on private property and within the public rights-of-way,” but does not
make the claim that the “preferences and requirements” in 19-01 only apply to WCFs on
private property and within the public rights-of-way or that the “preferences and
requirements” do not apply to WCFs on town-owned property or any other type of location.
Town staff knows the above to be true, which is why in July 2020, the attempt was made to
modify 19-01(A) to add the following language: “WCFs on public property outside the public
rights-of-way shall require a license from the Town in addition to a WCF permit; provided,
however, that such WCF (1) shall not be subject to the aesthetic design requirements in this
policy but (2) shall be subject to all health and safety requirements in this policy and (3) shall
be subject to all applicable conditions of approval in this policy. Aesthetic design
requirements for WCFs on public property outside the public right-of-way shall be specified
in the applicable license agreement,” however the version of 19-01 with this revised

language is not in effect.
Since policy 19-01 does apply to the proposed application for the H27m3 site, we must
review this policy for compliance, compliance which is extremely lacking with H27m3
violating up to 61% of the applicable design standards (please see the appendix for an
exhaustive list of all design standard violations).

Appendix
19-01 DESIGN STANDARDS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE DEPLOYMENTS violation list for
H27m3

C1 requires that “a WCF or any other infrastructure deployment shall not be permitted on
any new, non-replacement wood poles, unless the wood pole is integrated into a fully
concealed pre-approved design pursuant to Section R of this policy.” H27M3, a “new, nonreplacement wood pole“ does not comply, as it is not based on a “pre-approved design
pursuant to Section R.”
C3 requires “applicants that propose to install a WCF on a new, non-replacement pole must
install a support structure that fully conceals the equipment from public view and blends with

the surrounding environment.” H27M3 does not comply, as it stands starkly against the
bright green background of the pair of massive water tanks due to its brown color and lack of
any concealment by shrubbery or otherwise, leaving the entire pole and equipment plainly
visible from the street through the chain link fence of that secures the parcel.
C3 requires that “the centerline of the new pole shall be consistent with the location of other
existing poles or street trees relative to the edge of the paved road,” H27M3 does not comply
as it not placed along the centerline created by either of the existing lattice towers if viewed
from the street.
C3 requires that “pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level
adjacent to the base of the pole,” therefore H27M3 does not comply since the entire pole
structure is 55’ high.
C5 requires that “equipment placed above ground, whether pole-mounted or groundmounted , shall be placed so as to avoid, to the extent technically feasible, prominent
visibility from the driveways, entryways and windows associated with residential dwellings.”
As the applicant did not provide any tangible evidence that it would be technically infeasible
to place H27M3 in a location where it does not have “prominent visibility from the driveways,
entryways and windows associated with residential dwellings,” H27M3 does not comply
since it is prominently visible from the driveway of 1640 Marlborough Rd, as well as other
residential dwellings.
F2 requires that “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure deployment
on a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall, whether on private
property or within the public the rights-of-way…[b]e consistent with the size and shape of
pole-mounted equipment installed on utility poles near the WCF or other infrastructure
deployment,” however the shroud box mounted on the pole is over 9 cubic feet on its own,
and massively bigger than any of the pole mounted components on the nearby PG&E poles
to the site, therefore meaning that H27m3 does not comply.
F4 requires that “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure deployment
on a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall, whether on private
property or within the public the rights-of-way…[b]e placed and oriented to minimize the
overall visual profile when viewed from properties that abut the public rights-of-way,”
however due to the poor screening of the parcel and the proposed pole’s prominent position
near the front of the parcel, the pole mounted components are clearly visible from both
properties (1635 Marlborough & 1655 Marlborough), and therefore H27m3 does not comply.
F4 also requires that for “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure
deployment on a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall,
whether on private property or within the public the rights-of-way, ...[if] all orientations would
be equally visible from abutting properties as determined by the city manager, and no

existing signage can conceal the attachments, the default orientation will be away from the
view of oncoming traffic on the side of the street where the installation is proposed,” however
all the pole mounted components are facing the street as seen in View #1 in the application
schematics and therefore not “away from” the view of oncoming traffic proceeding east on
Marlborough Rd, so H27m3 does not comply.

F6 also requires that “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure
deployment on a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall,
whether on private property or within the public the rights-of-way,...[s]hall be centered on the
pole and no wider than1.5 times the diameter of the pole,” however the pole mounted radio
shroud is 22 inches wide, which is 122% of the allowable width since the pole is 12 inches at
its widest point, so H27m3 does not comply.
F7 also requires that “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure
deployment on a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall,
whether on private property or within the public the rights-of-way,...[s]hall be mounted so that
the lowest portion of the lowest attachment is no less than eight feet above the established
grade,” however the button of the pole mounted meter is only 7’ 6” off the ground, so H27m3
does not comply.
G3 requires that for “[t]he ground-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure

shall, whether on private property or within the public the rights -of-way…[w]henever
possible, above ground equipment components should be placed behind landscaped
features in the right-of-way to further conceal the equipment and blend in with the
surroundings,” however the entire ground mounted utility poleis clearly visible and through
the chain link fence of the Marlborough tank site, as it is not properly positioned to even be
concealed partially by the shrubbery along the front of the tank site in the right of way, so
H27m3 does not comply.
H requires that “[u]nless it is determined that there is no more preferred and technically
feasible alternative or it is determined that the town is legally required to approve an
application , the city manager may not approve an application for a support structure whose
highest point would be more than thirty-five feet above surrounding ground level” unless as
outlined in H1, it is an “existing support structure,” which H27M3 is not, as it is a new wood
pole or as outlined in H2, “[t]he support structure and all attachments thereto will be
concealed, whose height and design is consistent with the surrounding features it mimics,”
which H27m3 does not, as its massive 55’ height towers over the surrounding PG&E poles,
so therefore H27m3 does not comply.
J requires that “WCFs and other infrastructure deployments shall be designed and located to
minimize the impact on the surrounding neighborhood, and to maintain the character and
appearance of the town , consistent with other provisions of the Code and this policy. To that
end, WCFs and other infrastructure deployments should.”
J1: “Employ the smallest and lowest profile equipment,” however we know from
H30m1 that smaller 2.3 cubic foot antennas are available (vs.the 4.7 cubic foot
antennas in H27m3) as well as the radio shroud box comes in a much smaller size
(model SHRD52-107) from the same manufacturer.
J1: be “placed in the least conspicuous location when viewed from properties from
which the WCF is visible,” however the proposed installation is planned for the front of
the water tank site, making it visible from at a minimum 1635, 1640, 1650 and 1655
Marlborough Rd.
J3: “[b]e consistent with the general plan,” however the “E. Goals, Policies and
Actions” lists the goals and policies:

“Goal LU-1 Provide for the preservation and enhancement of the Town’s unique
residential character.”
Policy LU-1.1: Maintain the character of the Town’s neighborhoods.

Goal LU-2 Provide for orderly development in a manner compatible with the
existing character of Hillsborough.
Policy LU-2.2: Continue to review new development proposals to ensure that
they do not overwhelm their sites or their neighborhood.
A 55’ wireless installation next to an already existing 60’+ industrial wireless
installation on a parcel with little visual screening that is sandwiched next to
residences in an area with significantly below average lot sizes does not “provide for
the preservation and enhancement of the Town’s unique residential character,”
“maintain the character of the Town’s neighborhoods,” “Provide for orderly
development in a manner compatible with the existing character of Hillsborough,” etc.
Based on the above points of non-compliance, H27m3 does not comply with J, J1 or J3.
K requires that “without limiting the foregoing, all portions of a WCF or other infrastructure
deployment affixed to a support structure shall be designed to blend in or be screened from
view in a manner consistent with the support structure 's architectural style, color and
materials, when viewed from any part of the town,” however the proposed wood pole and
mounted equipment is not screened in any way and does not blend in against the bright
green backdrop of the water tanks, so therefore H27m3 does not comply.
P requires that “all new wireless towers and base stations shall be concealed. The
installation of an unconcealed wireless tower or base station is prohibited.” Hillsborough
Municipal Code section 15.32.020 (Definitions) notes that a “"Camouflaged or concealed
WCF" means a wireless communications facility that (i) is integrated as an architectural
feature of an existing structure such as (but not limited to) a cupola, or (ii) is integrated in an
outdoor fixture such as (but not limited to) a flagpole; or (iii) uses a design which mimics and
is consistent with nearby natural, or architectural features, or is incorporated into or replaces
existing permitted facilities (including but not limited to stop signs or other traffic signs or
freestanding light standards) so that the presence of the WCF is not readily apparent.”
H27M3 does not comply, as the design of the proposed installation is not such to ensure the
“presence of the WCF is not readily apparent,” as it stands starkly against the bright green
background of the pair of massive water tanks due to its brown color and lack of any
concealment by shrubbery or otherwise, leaving the entire pole and equipment plainly visible
from the street through the chain link fence of that secures the parcel.

Dear City Council & Staff I write to request the denial of the proposed application H27m3 related to a new wireless
installation on the Marlborough water tank site for the following reasons:
1. This tower is too close to homes at 48 feet from the nearest home, and despite the
smaller setbacks in this area, the proposed installation fails the 500 foot average setback
rule by 15% (54 feet). In addition the Town was previously concerned about a proposed
Crown Castle tower 200 feet from The Bridge School and request it be moved, but yet
feels comfortable placing installation only 50 feet from homes with school-aged children.
2. The Marlborough water tank site is one of the smallest parcels in town in general, is
already jammed full of 2 massive water tanks, 2 accessory buildings and more, all
situated in a tightly packed residential area, making it a poor candidate for another large
piece of infrastructure.
3. As well, this tank site has terrible aesthetic elements in place, which coupled with the
current and proposed wireless installations at the front of the tank site along the road
and minimal to no visual screening, even if just compared to all the other water tank
sites, you will make an already industrial looking parcel even less aesthetically
appropriate.
4. The Town is twisting community feedback around the prioritization of wireless
installations in town-owned property, using the prioritizations to cram installations among
homes on their tiniest parcels vs. leveraging a slightly larger portion of the 267 acres it
controls.
5. Despite claims by Town Staff, the town’s General Plan in fact supports the denial of this
application based on key aesthetic priorities, which in fact aligns with the City Manager’s
use of the General Plan as a point to support denial of Crown Castle’s proposed 16
tower plan previously.
6. As well, Town Staff’s claim that the 19-01 design standards do not apply to town-owned
property is incorrect, as noted by the attempt to formalize its exclusion from the design
standards via City Council attempt to modify the standards in 2020, and in reviewing the
design standards, H27m3 violates up to 61% of applicable design standards.
Please see below for a much more detailed analysis of the 6 points supporting denial listed
above.
Regards,
Josh Burns
1635 Marlborough Rd

This tower is too close to homes! Also, Town staff indicated that 200 feet from a school
was too close for a proposed wireless installation in town, but current sites less than 50
feet from our home are okay?
CTC’s report notes that the proposed tower at the Marlborough water tank site is only 48 feet
from 1635 Marlborough Rd, a home with 3 young children.
Using the town’s preferred average front yard setback calculation for homes within 500 feet, the
proposed site does not comply, as the average front yard setback is over by 15% at 55 feet.
In 2016, a memo from a Crown Castle representative1 notes that related to the originally
proposed 16 wireless sites, specifically H12m2 near North School, that a memo from town staff
was “recommending an alternative to the node proposed across the street from the Bridge
School. Moving node east to Floribunda Ave or Brookvale Rd should be considered.”
Note that The Bridge School was over 200 feet from the proposed wireless site; why is town
staff concerned about a site being 200 feet from a school but with the current plan, nearly all of
the 13 proposed Crown Castle sites are within a much smaller distance than 200 feet from
homes, many with young children?

Why did town staff push Crown Castle to install one of the largest standalone wireless
installations in Hillsborough on one of the smallest lots in town?
The Marlborough water tank site is only 0.27 acres less than 50% of the minimum lot size in
Hillsborough and only 31% of the average parcel size in Hillsborough (1.06 acres). The below
chart illustrates the undersized nature of both the tank site and the much more compressed
layout of the neighborhood it is located in:

1

Memo dated December 22, 2016 from Crown Castle Representative Greg Guerrazzi to Paul Willis,
Director of Public Works

The Marlborough water tank site is smaller in size than 99% of parcels in the town of
Hillsborough and one of the 35 smallest non-easement parcels in town, residential or
non-residential.
The Marlborough water tank site is also crammed into a dense residential neighborhood with
much smaller lot sizes and shorter front yard setbacks as well as little buffer between the side
yard property lines vs. most areas of town, putting the tank site front and center in the
neighborhood.
The Marlborough water tank site is also the 4th smallest town owned parcel when excluding
easements and one of the smallest water tank sites by far:

Source: landgrid.com

The Marlborough water tank site is already by the far the weakest of the tank sites
aesthetically, making it a poor choice for additional industrial infrastructure.
From an aesthetic perspective, compared to all the other water tank sites, the Marlborough site
is the least aesthetically pleasing and most poorly integrated aesthetically with the surrounding
residential neighborhood.
Regarding screening, the majority of the screening exists solely along the eastern neighbor’s
property line; there is no meaningful screening along the front of the site, where the current and
proposed installations will be, and the single tree on western property line seen depicted in
Crown Castle’s photo simulations for the site is no longer there, meaning that nearby residents
and the high volume of auto traffic using Marlborough from 280 have a full view of what is
essentially an industrial site shoehorned into a residential area.
From the rear of the tank site, while there is some screening, it is minimal and neighboring
residences have full view of the tank site, including the current (60’+) and proposed (55’+)
wireless installations due to their height, that are and will be visible even from the top of Tartan
Trail Rd due to the lack of site screening. Compare this Marlborough tank site screening with the

extensive tree and other vegetation making the tank sites at El Arroyo or Forest View
comparatively invisible from frontage.
All of the current wireless installations sit at the front of the tank site, which would include the
proposed 55' tower, plainly visible through the transparent chain link fence, as well as from the
countless cars that use Marlborough via 280 to access other areas of the town; compare this to
the high quality, solid brown fencing at the Tournament Drive water tank site or the other tanks
sites that have solid slats in the chain link fencing to offer some partial concealment.
Unlike the tanks at Darrell or Black Mountain Rd near Vista, which are both in the heart of
residential areas, but are also setback 100-200 feet from the street via long driveways to the
entrance, the Marlborough tank site has no setback from the street, exacerbating the lack of
screening or other aesthetic efforts and creating an industrial parcel look, which will only be
made worse with the visual clutter of the proposed 55' installation, in addition to the piles of
abandoned pipe that lay stacked at the front of the property and visible from the street.
I have shared numerous photos of the Marlborough tank site online here.

If the town owns 267 acres of land, why is staff’s interpretation of “town owned property”
as a primary location for wireless installations being limited to its tiniest parcels?
The Town of Hillsborough owns 267 acres, or about 7% of land in Hillsborough. It therefore
seems like common sense that citizens would want to leverage the town’s vast acreage
(referring to the prioritized list of site types coming out of community meetings) to place towers
in areas where there are no homes nearby considering the scale of property available.
Instead the town is using resident’s own wishes against them, cramming 2 proposed wireless
installations in two of the town’s smallest owned non-easement parcels (Marlborough water tank
site and the Gate House @ Eucalyptus).
While we understand the town cannot propose a tower in the middle of a vast open space
parcel, there needs to be a happy medium in which the town isn’t using the town owned
property prioritization as a loophole in placing wireless installations so close to homes on tiny
parcels in the middle of tightly packed residential areas.

The Town’s General Plan explicitly supports the denial of the application to build the
proposed wireless installation, not the approval of the application as Town staff try to
force fit. The Town’s General Plan was the primary point of reference that the City
Manager and City Council used in rejecting Crown Castle’s original 16 tower plan.

Town staff purports that the General Plan supports the approval of H27 and the two other sites
on Town owned property, having to go way, way down the list of items in the Land Use Element
section of the General Plan to find something, which was LU-4.8 (“Work closely with providers of
energy, communications and solid waste disposal in determining and meeting the needs of the
community for energy, communications and solid waste disposal.”).
In reality you can start at the top of the “E. Goals, Policies and Actions” section and quickly
identify many of the top level policies and goal H27 would violate, including:
● “Goal LU-1 Provide for the preservation and enhancement of the Town’s unique
residential character.”
● Policy LU-1.1: Maintain the character of the Town’s neighborhoods.
● Goal LU-2 Provide for orderly development in a manner compatible with the existing
character of Hillsborough.
● Policy LU-2.2: Continue to review new development proposals to ensure that they do not
overwhelm their sites or their neighborhood.
While it seems to not require much explanation, the erection of a 55’ wireless installation next to
an already existing 60’+ industrial looking wireless installation on one of the smallest parcel’s in
the entire town with little visual screening that is sandwiched next to residences in an area with
significantly below average lot sizes does not “[p]rovide for the preservation and enhancement
of the Town’s unique residential character,” “[m]aintain the character of the Town’s
neighborhoods,” “[p]rovide for orderly development in a manner compatible with the existing
character of Hillsborough,” etc.
Additionally, while there is agreement that “placement of WCFs on Town-owned property as
opposed to in the public right of way (PROW) where possible is generally preferable,” it is a
misuse of intent to place the WCFs on the smallest town owned parcels considering the Town
has 267 acres at its disposal.
Staff also tries to argue that these tank sites have “similar infrastructure installed to which the
community has become accustomed,” which is untrue, as there is a massive aesthetic
difference between a low profile lattice tower vs. a brown 1 foot diameter wood utility pole with a
bunch of metal boxes and other equipment tacked on it in random places.
Regarding Staff’s claim that “no alternative designs or locations have been identified by Staff
that would be more consistent with the general plan and otherwise minimize the impact of the
proposed WCFs,” 5 different alternative locations were provided to City Council this week, all of
which are many times more consistent with the General Plan’s aesthetic emphasis as well as
offering superior coverage and opportunities for collocation, and in following improved welfare
and safety of residents.
Most importantly though, we must refer to the City Manager’s rejection reasoning for Crown
Castle’s initial 16 tower plan, rejection reasoning that was approved unanimously by a City
Council that still composes a majority of the current City Council. The first point cited in her

rejection reasoning2 was that “based on the record, the City Manager finds that the Applicant
has not shown that the WCF and support structure additions and modifications proposed are
consistent with the general plan. Applicant has also failed to show that its proposal will not: (a)
adversely affect the policies and goals set forth in the general plan; or (b) alter the rural
character of the community” when evaluating Crown Castle’s plan around “whether the WCF
and support structure additions and modifications proposed are consistent with the general plan
and will not adversely affect the policies and goals set forth therein or alter the rural character of
the community.”
If Town Staff and City Council used the general plan as the #1 reason for rejecting Crown
Castle’s initial plan 4 years ago, a plan that is nearly identical in tower location and design to the
current 13 tower plan, and the General Plan has not been updated since then, how can City
Staff be so bold as to try to use the General Plan to advocate for the approval of H27m3 or any
of the proposed 13 applications?

Despite attempts to claim otherwise by Staff, the “DESIGN STANDARDS FOR
INFRASTRUCTURE DEPLOYMENTS” (19-01) does apply to WCFs on town-owned
property and do not apply exclusively to WCFs on private property or the right of way.
19-01(A) states that this “policy identifies preferences and requirements for the location and
design of WCFs, both on private property and within the public rights-of-way,” but does not
make the claim that the “preferences and requirements” in 19-01 only apply to WCFs on private
property and within the public rights-of-way or that the “preferences and requirements” do not
apply to WCFs on town-owned property or any other type of location.
Town staff knows the above to be true, which is why in July 2020, the attempt was made to
modify 19-01(A) to add the following language: “WCFs on public property outside the public
rights-of-way shall require a license from the Town in addition to a WCF permit; provided,
however, that such WCF (1) shall not be subject to the aesthetic design requirements in
this policy but (2) shall be subject to all health and safety requirements in this policy and (3)
shall be subject to all applicable conditions of approval in this policy. Aesthetic design
requirements for WCFs on public property outside the public right-of-way shall be specified in
the applicable license agreement,” however the version of 19-01 with this revised language is
not in effect.
Since policy 19-01 does apply to the proposed application for the H27m3 site, we must review
this policy for compliance, compliance which is extremely lacking with H27m3 violating up to
61% of the applicable design standards (please see the appendix for an exhaustive list of all
design standard violations).
2

Memo titled “Discussion of Bases for Part V of City Manager’s Decision, Crown Castle’s 16 Applications
for Proposed Wireless Facilities,” Date: December 20, 2017

Appendix
19-01 DESIGN STANDARDS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE DEPLOYMENTS violation list for
H27m3

C1 requires that “a WCF or any other infrastructure deployment shall not be permitted on any
new, non-replacement wood poles, unless the wood pole is integrated into a fully concealed
pre-approved design pursuant to Section R of this policy.” H27M3, a “new, non-replacement
wood pole“ does not comply, as it is not based on a “pre-approved design pursuant to Section
R.”
C3 requires “applicants that propose to install a WCF on a new, non-replacement pole must
install a support structure that fully conceals the equipment from public view and blends with the
surrounding environment.” H27M3 does not comply, as it stands starkly against the bright green
background of the pair of massive water tanks due to its brown color and lack of any
concealment by shrubbery or otherwise, leaving the entire pole and equipment plainly visible
from the street through the chain link fence of that secures the parcel.
C3 requires that “the centerline of the new pole shall be consistent with the location of other
existing poles or street trees relative to the edge of the paved road,” H27M3 does not comply as

it not placed along the centerline created by either of the existing lattice towers if viewed from
the street.
C3 requires that “pole height shall not exceed 32 feet in overall height above ground level
adjacent to the base of the pole,” therefore H27M3 does not comply since the entire pole
structure is 55’ high.
C5 requires that “equipment placed above ground, whether pole-mounted or ground-mounted ,
shall be placed so as to avoid, to the extent technically feasible, prominent visibility from the
driveways, entryways and windows associated with residential dwellings.” As the applicant did
not provide any tangible evidence that it would be technically infeasible to place H27M3 in a
location where it does not have “prominent visibility from the driveways, entryways and windows
associated with residential dwellings,” H27M3 does not comply since it is prominently visible
from the driveway of 1640 Marlborough Rd, as well as other residential dwellings.
F2 requires that “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure deployment on
a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall, whether on private
property or within the public the rights-of-way…[b]e consistent with the size and shape of
pole-mounted equipment installed on utility poles near the WCF or other infrastructure
deployment,” however the shroud box mounted on the pole is over 9 cubic feet on its own, and
massively bigger than any of the pole mounted components on the nearby PG&E poles to the
site, therefore meaning that H27m3 does not comply.
F4 requires that “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure deployment on
a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall, whether on private
property or within the public the rights-of-way…[b]e placed and oriented to minimize the overall
visual profile when viewed from properties that abut the public rights-of-way,” however due to
the poor screening of the parcel and the proposed pole’s prominent position near the front of the
parcel, the pole mounted components are clearly visible from both properties (1635
Marlborough & 1655 Marlborough), and therefore H27m3 does not comply.
F4 also requires that for “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure
deployment on a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall, whether
on private property or within the public the rights-of-way, ...[if] all orientations would be equally
visible from abutting properties as determined by the city manager, and no existing signage can
conceal the attachments, the default orientation will be away from the view of oncoming traffic
on the side of the street where the installation is proposed,” however all the pole mounted
components are facing the street as seen in View #1 in the application schematics and therefore
not “away from” the view of oncoming traffic proceeding east on Marlborough Rd, so H27m3
does not comply.

F6 also requires that “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure
deployment on a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall, whether
on private property or within the public the rights-of-way,...[s]hall be centered on the pole and no
wider than1.5 times the diameter of the pole,” however the pole mounted radio shroud is 22
inches wide, which is 122% of the allowable width since the pole is 12 inches at its widest point,
so H27m3 does not comply.
F7 also requires that “the pole-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure
deployment on a streetlight, traffic signal, utility pole or similar support structure shall, whether
on private property or within the public the rights-of-way,...[s]hall be mounted so that the lowest
portion of the lowest attachment is no less than eight feet above the established grade,”
however the button of the pole mounted meter is only 7’ 6” off the ground, so H27m3 does not
comply.
G3 requires that for “[t]he ground-mounted components of a WCF or other infrastructure shall,
whether on private property or within the public the rights -of-way…[w]henever possible, above
ground equipment components should be placed behind landscaped features in the right-of-way
to further conceal the equipment and blend in with the surroundings,” however the entire ground
mounted utility poleis clearly visible and through the chain link fence of the Marlborough tank

site, as it is not properly positioned to even be concealed partially by the shrubbery along the
front of the tank site in the right of way, so H27m3 does not comply.
H requires that “[u]nless it is determined that there is no more preferred and technically feasible
alternative or it is determined that the town is legally required to approve an application , the city
manager may not approve an application for a support structure whose highest point would be
more than thirty-five feet above surrounding ground level” unless as outlined in H1, it is an
“existing support structure,” which H27M3 is not, as it is a new wood pole or as outlined in H2,
“[t]he support structure and all attachments thereto will be concealed, whose height and design
is consistent with the surrounding features it mimics,” which H27m3 does not, as its massive 55’
height towers over the surrounding PG&E poles, so therefore H27m3 does not comply.
J requires that “WCFs and other infrastructure deployments shall be designed and located to
minimize the impact on the surrounding neighborhood, and to maintain the character and
appearance of the town , consistent with other provisions of the Code and this policy. To that
end, WCFs and other infrastructure deployments should.”
● J1: “Employ the smallest and lowest profile equipment,” however we know from H30m1
that smaller 2.3 cubic foot antennas are available (vs.the 4.7 cubic foot antennas in
H27m3) as well as the radio shroud box comes in a much smaller size (model
SHRD52-107) from the same manufacturer.
● J1: be “placed in the least conspicuous location when viewed from properties from which
the WCF is visible,” however the proposed installation is planned for the front of the
water tank site, making it visible from at a minimum 1635, 1640, 1650 and 1655
Marlborough Rd.
● J3: “[b]e consistent with the general plan,” however the “E. Goals, Policies and Actions”
lists the goals and policies:
○ “Goal LU-1 Provide for the preservation and enhancement of the Town’s unique
residential character.”
○ Policy LU-1.1: Maintain the character of the Town’s neighborhoods.
○ Goal LU-2 Provide for orderly development in a manner compatible with the
existing character of Hillsborough.
○ Policy LU-2.2: Continue to review new development proposals to ensure that
they do not overwhelm their sites or their neighborhood.
A 55’ wireless installation next to an already existing 60’+ industrial wireless installation
on a parcel with little visual screening that is sandwiched next to residences in an area
with significantly below average lot sizes does not “provide for the preservation and
enhancement of the Town’s unique residential character,” “maintain the character of the
Town’s neighborhoods,” “Provide for orderly development in a manner compatible with
the existing character of Hillsborough,” etc.
Based on the above points of non-compliance, H27m3 does not comply with J, J1 or J3.
K requires that “without limiting the foregoing, all portions of a WCF or other infrastructure
deployment affixed to a support structure shall be designed to blend in or be screened from view
in a manner consistent with the support structure 's architectural style, color and materials, when

viewed from any part of the town,” however the proposed wood pole and mounted equipment is
not screened in any way and does not blend in against the bright green backdrop of the water
tanks, so therefore H27m3 does not comply.
P requires that “all new wireless towers and base stations shall be concealed. The installation of
an unconcealed wireless tower or base station is prohibited.” Hillsborough Municipal Code
section 15.32.020 (Definitions) notes that a “"Camouflaged or concealed WCF" means a
wireless communications facility that (i) is integrated as an architectural feature of an existing
structure such as (but not limited to) a cupola, or (ii) is integrated in an outdoor fixture such as
(but not limited to) a flagpole; or (iii) uses a design which mimics and is consistent with nearby
natural, or architectural features, or is incorporated into or replaces existing permitted facilities
(including but not limited to stop signs or other traffic signs or freestanding light standards) so
that the presence of the WCF is not readily apparent.” H27M3 does not comply, as the design of
the proposed installation is not such to ensure the “presence of the WCF is not readily
apparent,” as it stands starkly against the bright green background of the pair of massive water
tanks due to its brown color and lack of any concealment by shrubbery or otherwise, leaving the
entire pole and equipment plainly visible from the street through the chain link fence of that
secures the parcel.
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Ashvini Bhave
Wireless Comments
Deny the current Crown Castle"s 13 tower proposal
Thursday, June 17, 2021 9:35:42 AM

Hello,

I am a Hillsborough resident (
). As much as I want to get 5G network in
the area, I would like the council to deny the current proposal by Crown Castle’s 13 tower
applications. The council needs to work with residents and outside technical advisors to
create the right plan for Hillsborough.
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
Thank you for paying attention to resident's needs and a long-term vision for the town of
Hillsborough.
Ashvini

