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Deny H27 Cell Tower on Marlborough Water Tank Site
Thursday, June 17, 2021 2:59:42 PM

Dear Mr. Mayor and Councilmembers:
My family and I reside at
, near the townowned water tanks and the proposed H27 tower.
Like others, I understand and appreciate the goal of achieving
better cell coverage. But there is a better way of achieving that
goal than the plan before you.
As was noted at a previous meeting, some residents are
“burdened” while others "benefit" from the applicant's
proposal.  There is a better way. The solution is a plan that
benefits everyone.
But to achieve that solution, requires pushing back on people
who give reasons why something can’t be done, and making
them give you solutions and not excuses.
The H27 tower is flawed for a number of reasons:
It violates up to 68% of applicable design standards.  It’s too
close to homes at 48 feet from the nearest home. That violates
the average setback rule.  And it will reach a height of 55 feet.
That far exceeds the current height limit of 32 feet.
The Marlborough water tank site is one of the smallest parcels in
town, and is already jam-packed with two large water tanks, two
accessory buildings and assorted equipment.  It’s not a viable
location to add more infrastructure.  Intensifying the use of this
already over-burdened lot will only exacerbate an already
unattractive and aesthetically displeasing facility.  The
surrounding residents are already burdened with this facility, and
adding to that burden will make it even worse.  Further,
approving that tower will pave the way for other companies to
come in, intensifying the use even more.  That is a totally

unacceptable outcome for your constituents.
Please don’t listen to the advice that the design standards do not
apply to town-owned property.  The intent of the design
standards is to protect and preserve the natural beauty of our
town, regardless of whether the use is on town-owned property
or not.  Design standards should be applicable to all properties.
The impact on surrounding properties is the same. Allowing all
residents to benefit from the design standards is the right thing to
do.
Further, exceptions should not be granted. Existing design
standards are legally sufficient and do not constitute “an effective
prohibition.”
The H27 tower will be obtrusive and unsightly, and will intensify
the use of an already burdened parcel.  
A better outcome would be to restart the process and prepare a
responsible plan that benefits everyone.  That plan should
include a thorough study of alternative locations at least 150 feet
from homes.
As elected officials, you have the discretion to change the
direction of these proceedings.  
You have the authority to deny the applications based on
aesthetics, to adopt less intrusive sites and to develop a
comprehensive plan that meets the needs of all the people. I
urge you to do so.
Sincerely,
Mark Church
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Dear Mr. Mayor, Ms. Vice Mayor and City Council Members,
We wish to object to the proposed cell tower at 935 Chiltern Road. A tower at this specific
location is not in the Town's best interests. I can appreciate that it's a preferred site from
Crown Castle's perspective, but it's a terrible location for our Town.
First, this is a busy 3-way intersection with 5 homes under 100ft away (with several much
closer). My home is ~80 ft away and directly faces the site; the tower would be starkly visible
from my living room and 2 kids rooms. I heard discussion of relocating to the island, but that's
not a good alternative as it's still very close to the impacted homes and aesthetically more
intrusive.
Second, this would damage the beauty of the neighborhood, a quality that attracted many of us
here, my family included. it's not going to be possible for a 35' tower to blend in at this site.
The natural landscaping is quite open due to the nature of the intersection, with surrounding
plants primarily being shrubs and smaller trees. See first satellite image below that highlights
both proximity to multiple homes and absence of tall trees to blend with.
Several of our neighbors have similar concerns. I've also heard an alternate site at 825 Chiltern
has been suggested - this is just down the street from the original location (0.2 mi away), yet
allows for 200ft+ setbacks from any nearby home (see second satellite image below). Crown
Castle has likely already done research on alternate sites in addition to this, but has no
incentive to change course unless the town rejects the current proposal.
It's possible to achieve better cell service without sacrificing the beauty of our Town and the
value of our homes. Please reject H-32 and do the right thing for our Town.
Satellite image 1: Original proposed location, showing numerous homes nearby (for reference
Google distance shows ~79ft to my home). Landscape is open and lacks tall trees.

Satellite image 2: Alternate location near 825 Chiltern, where the closest nearby home is at
least 200 ft away (measured using Google Maps) and an abundance of tall trees that could help
mask a tower.

Thank you,
Jennifer Marvitz and Kushal Gandhi, homeowners at

