
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From: m lee [mailto:marshaleemjl@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 9:05 AM 
To: PLG Comm-Brenden Kelly <bkelly@burlingame.org>; pgum@burlingame.org; PLG Comm-Sandy 
Comaroto <scomaroto@burlingame.org>; PLG Comm-Richard Terrones <rterrones@burlingame.org>; 
PLG Comm-William Loftis <wloftis@burlingame.org>; PLG Comm-Rich Sargent 
<rsargent@burlingame.org>; PLG Comm-Michael Gaul <mgaul@burlingame.org>; COUNCIL-Michael 
Brownrigg <mbrownrigg@burlingame.org>; COUNCIL-Emily Beach <ebeach@burlingame.org>; 
COUNCIL-Donna Colson <dcolson@burlingame.org>; COUNCIL-Ann Keighran 
<akeighran@burlingame.org>; COUNCIL-Ricardo Ortiz <rortiz@burlingame.org>; ATTY-Kathleen Kane 
<kkane@burlingame.org>; MGR-Lisa Goldman <lgoldman@burlingame.org>; CD/PLG-Kevin Gardiner 
<kgardiner@burlingame.org>; CD/PLG-Bill Meeker <wmeeker@burlingame.org>; CD/PLG-Ruben Hurin 
<RHurin@burlingame.org> 
Subject: Re: AT&T cellular CRAN projects (to PC on June 11, 2018) 
 
Dear Burlingame Planning Commission and City Council, 
 
I am unable to attend the June 11, 2018 Planning Commission meeting and provide the following 
comments for your consideration. 
 
The proposed CRAN cellular projects would be precedent setting. There are 28 proposed projects from 
Verizon and AT&T projects submitted, and many more applications will follow. 
 
After reviewing the staff report and project proponent responses I am disappointed that information 
requested by the Planning Commission was not provided. 
 
1.  The findings can not be supported. 
 
2.  There is no coordinated approach (Plan) for the implementation of the CRAN system for a variety of 
carriers.  Please provide some insights on how the city is approaching the cumulative effects of this roll-
out. A Categorical Exemption (CE) is not adequate under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The cumulative effects of the "entire" project were not reviewed. 
 
3.  The location preference and siting analysis is inadequate. Where is the "investigation for locations 
not visible" per the Planning Commission request?  Where is a discussion of why a macro site installed in 
the open areas (parks/fields) can't be used effectively to fill in the residential areas?  Why can't the 
easements that run around the neighborhoods be used?  Maybe construction is more costly but our 
neighborhood visual quality shall be maintained per the Burlingame Telecommunications Ordinance and 
General Plan. 
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The photos provided by the applicant show the existing clutter of power lines, boxes, cables, guy wires, 
already on the PG&E poles. They can't just keep adding--This is visual blight and the power poles have 
structural limits.  Adding more and more guy wires and larger poles to hold up all the wires and 
equipment is unacceptable. 
 
The City should be looking at undergrounding lines rather than adding more and more clutter. Please 
prepare a "prioritized list of streets to underground power lines" that could be used for the dollars that 
PG&E gives to the cities for this purpose. 
 
4.  The photo simulations are still inadequate since it is impossible to determine the visual impact.  10.3 
cubic feet of mass above ground and no overhead fiber connections identified.  A 3-dimensional scaled 
model (like architects models for buildings) would show government officials and residents what these 
structures (potentially occurring every 300 feet all over the city) will look like.  Will these look like the 
very poor example on Stanley and Peninsula Ave?  The applicant stated the industry has smaller support 
equipment. 
 
5.  The full PROJECT description is still not provided. Where are the overhead fiber cables located?  If all 
the CRAN sites need to be linked together, and the applications for the sites are submitted, what is the 
"confidential information" that the applicant can't show? 
 
It seems like a waste of staff time, residents time, and taxpayer dollars to bring these applications 
forward when all the required ordinance information is not provided.  I would be much more helpful if 
the staff reports for public hearing were available for public review for at least a week prior to meetings. 
Two days over a weekend is too difficult to adequately review. 
 
Burlingame's Telecommunications Ordinance aims at protection of Neighborhood aesthetics, promoting 
the city's quality of the environment, and preserving aesthetic traditions.  Please keep this in mind and 
do not move these 2 projects forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
Marsha Lee marshaleemjl@gmail.com 
Brian Lee 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: Stephanie Stephens-Litke [mailto:senoramaldonado@icloud.com]  
Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 1:27 PM 
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org> 
Subject: Cell sites in Burlingame residential neighborhoods 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I understand that ATT is proposing cell sites in multiple Burlingame neighborhoods. I recently moved my 
family, including an infant, down to Burlingame in part to get away from the cell sites and other tech 
over population that is rampant in SF. 
 
I ask that you seriously consider and fight these applications as you did with Extenent in 2015. 
 
Our specific concerns about these applications include:  
 
1. No Progress in Design. The applications are unfortunately similar in placement and appearance to 
those proposed by Extenet, which the City blocked and fought in court.  
 
 2. Worst Locations. The proposed locations are the least-desirable specified in the ordinance. The 
ordinance makes it clear that the City prefers non-residential placements, stealth installations such as 
within public buildings, use of Easements, co-locating with existing wireless services, and camouflaged 
installations. These applications fit none of these.  
 
3. Bad Design and Technology Choices. We believe the carriers can use better technology choices to 
reduce the visual effect. AT&T has yet to provide realistic photos or 3-D models that would show how 
each pole would look. The additions to each pole add up to 7.8 cubic feet (1.8 cu.ft. for the antenna and 
pole extensions, 3.4 cu.ft. for the control boxes, and 1.6 cu.ft. for the conduits). There will also be 
additional fiber and power lines to run the sites, which are not included in the applications. We know 
there are alternative technologies that would mount the electronics within the pole, and advances in 
miniaturization of circuit boards should lead to smaller boxes than we saw six years ago. 
 
 4. Lack of Master Plan. If there will be many dozens of wireless facilities in Burlingame over the next few 
years, we want to see a master plan rather than one-off applications. We believe the citizens of 
Burlingame deserve to see the total effect. And with a master plan we believe there will be better 
opportunities to identify better locations, co-locate facilities, and other steps to reduce the blight of 
these towers.  
 
Thank you for your time and diligence. 
 
Have a wonderful week. 
 
Stephanie, Oscar & Eva Jane 
 
Sent with minimal typos from my iPhone 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Lynn Israelit [mailto:lisraelit@att.net]  
Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 4:19 PM 
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org> 
Subject: Proposed Cell Antenna Installations 
 
Dear City Council Members, 
 
I would like to voice my concern about the proposed ATT cell antenna installations. I feel that we need 
to continue to push cell service carriers to come up with better-appearing equipment that is less visually 
imposing. I also feel we need a master plan as each provider applies for installation of their own 
equipment on the utility poles of our attractive suburban streets. I know the council has taken a strong 
and reasonable stand on this issue so far, and I support your efforts in continuing to consider how these 
installations will affect the Burlingame community. 
 
Best wishes, 
Lynn Israelit 
1560 Columbus Ave 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Stewart Perry [mailto:andersonnative@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 5:58 PM 
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org> 
Subject: Re: Neighborhood Cellular 
 
Hi Planning Commissioners, 
 
Just wanting to write in support of additional cell towers in the neighborhood. I know there are 
campaigns in opposition. The opposition claims to not be opposed to additional towers and raises all 
sorts of concerns. Bad site selection. Bad technology. Lack of Community involvement. Etc…. 
 
I believe their ultimate goal is to be as restrictive as possible. 
 
The current cell coverage in Burlingame is inadequate. I often get only 1 bar reception. Sometimes none 
at all. And rarely work with more than 3 bars.  
 
The lack of coverage is not only frustrating but also dangerous. Of course it is frustrating to have to “step 
outside” to take calls sometimes. I worry about the potential of dropped calls in emergency situations. I 
also notice that some people express concerns about cell signals on health. I believe the studies show 
that there can be a adverse impact on health from too much exposure to cellular technology. But the 
studies indicate that the biggest risks are using them when they are struggling to get a signal. The best 
defense against that is good coverage. 
 
So I hope that the planning commission will not allow a few well-intentioned but misinformed citizens 
obstruct reasonable and necessary technological infrastructure improvements in the area. 
 
Regards, 
 
Stewart Perry 
1425 Palm Drive 
Burlingame 
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From: Mark Haberecht [mailto:mhabs@comcast.net]  
Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 8:53 PM 
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org> 
Cc: GRP-Council <council@burlingame.org>; CD/PLG-Ruben Hurin <RHurin@burlingame.org> 
Subject: June 11, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting Item 8a  
 
June 10, 2018 
Burlingame Planning Commission 
Cc:  Burlingame City Council 
 
 
Dear Sirs and Mesdames,  
 
I believe the applications for a Conditional Use Permit for small cell sites as currently proposed to the 
Commission, should be denied pending the applicant providing answers to the key questions raised by the 
issues below and the overall community at large.   
 
The issues are as follows: 
 
 
Alternative, less invasive locations must be identified to comply with Burlingame’s cell tower 
ordinance;  Burlingame’s Municipal Code outlines that City prefers that cell towers and sites be in non-
residential areas, include installations within public buildings/easements, co-locating them with existing 
wireless services, and camouflage the installations as much as possible. It is clear that the small cell site 
applications as currently proposed, violate Chapter 25.77 of the Burlingame Municipal Code. The application 
should include identification of feasible alternatives with respect to 1) location including choosing places near 
schools, parks, churches, commercial areas (essentially more “open” areas which also help allieve the 
applicant’s self-identified tree obstruction/foliage problem); 2) camouflage/less aesthetically invasive designs 
as seen in other Bay Area and California cities. 
 

 

Local and Municipal Laws have been found by the Courts to be the final Governing Law:  There is 
ample case law within Burlingame itself (ExtNet litigation) and other California cities on the small cell citing 
issue supporting local laws to govern cell site locations, including the impact on aesthetics and well being of a 
community’s residents.   Wireless carriers' attempts to circumvent local laws would be subject to legal 
challenge from both the City of Burlingame and Burlingame Residents (thereby potentially making less 
invasive cell/camouflaged options lower cost options from the telecommunications’ firms perspectives). 
 
Equipment Noise:  Many small cells feature large cabinets and noisy cooling fans to cool equipment 
(computers or lead-acid battery packs).  These fans can generate noises of up to 65 decibels (see references 
below).  The proposed sites do not include much in way of discussion potential noise/magnitude nor its 
mitigation, particularly that many of these sites are in front of single family residences.  We must ensure that 
any such sites be effectively noiseless, and completely avoid other impacts such as flashing equipment 
LED/lights. 
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Comprehensive planning needed for the next generation of services.  The current application only 
references improving "4G” coverage/technology as the reason for the small cell cites.  What is left unsaid is 
that small cell sites are a key enabler for high bandwidth, high capacity 5G services requiring hyper-dense cell 
placement.  Many more such applications for approval will be submitted over the next few years by at least 3 
other large telecommunications firms, where there will likely be string of at least dozens of future small cell 
applications.  The rollout of 5G services and the required small cell sites presents three problems:  1) once a 
utility pole ROW (right of way) is “claimed”, there usually are limited protections precluding the addition of 
other equipment/boxes needed by the further rollout of 5G; 2) Without a plan for co-location of sites, 
equipment, you may have 3-4 telecommunications providers seek competing poles, thereby compounding the 
negative aesthetic, noise, and quality of life impacts;  3) There is nothing preventing any one 
telecommunications firm securing the ROW on poles for the sole purpose of preventing a competing firm from 
also installing small cell sites in the most optimal locations.  These three issues require a comprehensive city-
wide plan for identifying potential cell sites that includes the most non-intrusive locations (commercial areas, 
schools, parks, churches, stores, gas stations) and maximizes co-location potential. 
 
 
Getting away with the bare minimum:  It is evident from the small cell site applications (and analysis of 
“infeasible” alternatives), that there is minimal intention of trying to improve the aesthetics of the 
sites.  Adding another wood support next to an existing pole (which itself looks like it needs to be replaced), 
and painting metal equipment a brown color is a far cry from much more effective masking techniques, which 
have been employed by other Bay Area cities (e.g. San Francisco, see pictures below).   The definition 
of “feasible” vs “infeasible” seems to be determined only by a pole that isn’t shrouded by trees, supported by 
guy lines, or in a very poor condition.  What is “ feasible” is narrowly defined by the applicant by what poles 
already exist and in what conditions they are in versus what is truly feasible in terms of a workable design that 
could also include complete replacement of the pole and hiding of the equipment within the pole (see below) at 
the applicant’s expense.  The wireless carriers are expected to spend $275BN in 5G capital expenditures over 
the next 7 years, so there is ample money to deploy small cells in a way that is far better designed and sensitive 
to the quaint tree-lined Burlingame residential streets; it cannot be argued that given the monies being spent 
and what the same firms have already proposed/rolled out in other Cities, that they would be put under any 
unreasonable financial duress.  Moreover, smart co-location strategies can actually help defray the overall 
combined monetary and externality cost to the public in comparison to having several companies each 
having dozens of sites to provide the community similar levels of wireless coverage. 
 
 
Examples of well-designed small cell sites (In San Francisco).  Note on the bottom photos, the street signs are 
being used to shroud the equipment boxes. 
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Thank you for your consideration, 
 
 
/s/ Mark Haberecht 
Mark Haberecht 
1505 Balboa Ave 
 
 
 
References: 
 
https://www.fiercewireless.com/wireless/tensions-rise-as-officials-struggle-to-address-small-cell-
deployment-challenges 
https://medium.com/@omarmasry/sb-649-challenges-legislative-pitfalls-a61a4427651a 
https://datacenterfrontier.com/the-antennas-are-coming-small-cells-are-key-enablers-for-5g-
wireless/ 
https://wia.org/wp-content/uploads/Getting-Ready-for-5G.pdf 
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From: Doug Luftman [mailto:doug.luftman@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 2:34 AM 
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org> 
Cc: GRP-Council <council@burlingame.org> 
Subject: Comments re 701 Winchester Drive and 1800 Hillside Drive applications 
 
My name is Doug Luftman and I am a resident of Burlingame (2615 Easton Drive). 
 
I unfortunately will not be able to attend the hearing on Monday night and respectfully request 
that my below written comments be considered by your Commission and submitted into the 
record. 
 
I was encouraged by the Planning Commission’s last hearing on this topic and that it was 
attempting to avoid the same challenges that we faced so many years ago prior to us having an 
Ordinance in place. I remain optimistic that the Commission will continue to ask the tough 
questions to the applicants on this very significant proposed project that will have broad impact 
and implications for our community.  
 
I do remain concerned with the apparent direction and progress of these cell site applications and 
in the manner that the applicants are attempting to proceed in a piecemeal fashion and not 
providing altenative approaches to align with the City’s Ordinance (e.g., location preference in 
particular). As previously stated to the Commission at the last meeting on this topic, I am 
intimately familiar with the Ordinance because I personally helped draft it with the City and the 
telecommunication industry a number of years ago. The Ordinance is intended to empower the 
City to confront these hugely impactful issues for our community in a manner that sets 
expectations with the applicant that their projects need to be presented in a big picture manner 
and with an understanding of the City’s priority as to such issues as location and type of 
aesthetics needed to align with the environment of our City. The Ordinance further sets a tone for 
the City that it needs to review such applications in a big picture and substantive manner as well. 
To date, as was summarized nicely by the Action Burlingame group, it is unclear whether such 
an approach is being fully followed. 
 
Admittedly I may not be seeing all of what is being done by the City since I am merely a resident 
looking from the outside into the City’s process. However, I did want to express concern over 
how it appears that these applications are being processed: 
 

1) I remain unclear to what extent the City is processing these applications with an eye 
toward the overall project and not in evaluating the project on a site by site basis, which 
has been the approach taken before by similar applicants to attempt to obfuscate the 
significant nature and scope of their overall projects, both with regard to the proposed 
initial rollout and also with regard to future plans 
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2) It also is unclear to what degree the City is processing these applications in a more 
ministerial manner without setting expectations with the applicant and City staff that 
more substantive details are needed in order to process these applications. Applicants in 
the past creatively show the illustrations of the proposed site where the complete 
aesthetic impact is not fully appreciated. For example, the angles provided and the lack of 
illustrations of what the site may look like as additional fiber and/or equipment is added, 
obfuscates the true aesthetic impact of the site. I would expect that the City is (or should 
be) engaged with a telecom expert familiar with these proposed rollouts to help the City 
ask the additional tough questions about the proposed projects and why different 
locations and/or aesthetics are not being applied to these projects. I have the utmost 
respect for our City staff and hope that they are being provided with the adequate 
resources, direction and tools from industry experts to help them evaluate these 
applications. 
 

3) I also am unclear as to whether the City has yet drafted and/or updated the Wireless 
Communications Facilities Guidelines which the Ordinance states: “By resolution, the 
City Council will provide Wireless Communications Facilities Guidelines which shall 
describe and provide pictorial examples of stealth designs for wireless communication 
facilities, preferred types of screening, landscaping and camouflaging, preferred locations 
for groundmounted, roofmounted and sidemounted facilities and dimensions for height, 
setback and bulk.” The reason these Guidelines were incorporated into the Ordinance was 
to ensure that the Ordinance was aligned with a Master Plan on this topic. It is unclear to 
what extent the Guidelines and an overall Master Plan on this topic has been pursued. If 
not, I believe it is critical that such an endeavor be pursued in advance of 
processing/approving these applications.  
 

4) I understand that cost often is a factor in engaging industry experts and developing such 
formal and detailed Guidelines and a Master Plans on this subject. In previously speaking 
to industry representatives on this topic, there has been a suggested willingness to 
perhaps help fund the City in pursuing its independent development of more detailed 
Guidelines and a Master Plan on this subject. I would encourage the Commission to 
please pose in whatever manner is permissible this question to the applicants and to also 
instruct the City staff to engage with the other industry participants as to their willingness 
to help accelerate this process through such financial assistance.   
 

I remain hopeful that my comments assist in the Commission’s consideration of the applications 
and I would be happy to further elaborate on and/or assist in any other manner needed. 
 
Thank you again for your time and consideration of my comments and for your continued 
selfless service to our City.  
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Regards, 
 
Doug 
 
 
Doug Luftman  
doug@luftman.com 
408-205-3500 (mobile) 
 
From: Action Burlingame <action.burlingame=gmail.com@mail126.sea61.rsgsv.net> on behalf 
of Action Burlingame <action.burlingame@gmail.com> 
Reply-To: <action.burlingame@gmail.com> 
Date: Sunday, June 10, 2018 at 12:58 PM 
To: <Doug@Luftman.com> 
Subject: Act Now to Redirect 19 Neighborhood Cellular Antenna Sites to be Installed in Front 
of Burlingame Homes 

Act Now to Redirect 19 Neighborhood Cellular Antenna Sites 

to be Installed in Front of Burlingame Homes 

The Planning Commission meeting on Monday June 11, 2018 at 7pm  in the City 

Hall Council Chambers, 501 Primrose Road, Burlingame, CA will address two 

applications for residential wireless cellular site installations. 

It is important for you to voice your views or concerns by either submitting your 

comments to the Planning Commission (group 

email: PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org) or attending the meeting if you want 

the City to stand up to AT&T. 

The two initial sites to be in front of Burlingame homes are: 

• In right-of-way adjacent to 701 Winchester Drive (pole is located on Oak Grove 

Avenue) 

• In right-of-way adjacent to 1800 Hillside Drive 

 AT&T has five additional residential applications in the pipeline, including: 
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• 1505 Bernal Avenue  

• 1210 Oak Grove Avenue 

• 1480 Broadway  

• 937 Larkspur Drive  

• 977 El Camino Drive 

 Verizon has submitted twelve additional residential-area applications. Planning Staff say 

they expect more applications over time, as each one covers a small area.  

 We support additional wireless coverage and capacity for our neighborhood. We also 

recognize that Burlingame is restricted by law to just time and manner considerations for 

how the carriers may implement wireless facilities, rather than having the ability to deny 

them. Just the same, Burlingame has an effective ordinance for wireless facilities, and 

successfully defended it in court against Extenet in 2015. 

 It is important that Burlingame residents share their concerns with the Planning 

Commission and with the City. Without public action, the path of least resistance for the 

Planning Department is simply to approve all applications as-is. And without pushback from 

the City, the carriers will choose the lowest-cost and easiest path forward. These initial 

applications will establish a precedent that could affect many dozens of wireless facilities 

that may come into our town.   

 Our specific concerns about these applications include: 

1. No Progress in Design. The applications are unfortunately similar in placement 

and appearance to those proposed by Extenet, which the City blocked and fought in 

court.  

2. Worst Locations. The proposed locations are the least-desirable specified in the 

ordinance. The ordinance makes it clear that the City prefers non-residential 

placements, stealth installations such as within public buildings, use of Easements, 

co-locating with existing wireless services, and camouflaged installations. These 

applications fit none of these. 
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3. Bad Design and Technology Choices. We believe the carriers can use better 

technology choices to reduce the visual effect. AT&T has yet to provide realistic 

photos or 3-D models that would show how each pole would look. The additions to 

each pole add up to 7.8 cubic feet (1.8 cu.ft. for the antenna and pole extensions, 

3.4 cu.ft. for the control boxes, and 1.6 cu.ft. for the conduits). There will also be 

additional fiber and power lines to run the sites, which are not included in the 

applications. We know there are alternative technologies that would mount the 

electronics within the pole, and advances in miniaturization of circuit boards should 

lead to smaller boxes than we saw six years ago.   

4. Lack of Master Plan. If there will be many dozens of wireless facilities in 

Burlingame over the next few years, we want to see a master plan rather than one-

off applications. We believe the citizens of Burlingame deserve to see the total 

effect. And with a master plan we believe there will be better opportunities to 

identify better locations, co-locate facilities, and other steps to reduce the blight of 

these towers.  

For more information, please refer to the Action Burlingame site 

at https://sites.google.com/site/actionburlingame/. Feel free to contact us 

at action.burlingame@gmail.com if you want to help or if you have any questions. Be sure to 

write the planning commissioners at PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org, and the City 

Council members at council@burlingame.org. 

 We need your help now! Please come out to the meeting or make your voices 

heard if you want the City of Burlingame to stand up to these carriers and preserve 

the beauty of our City.  
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Joined the Yahoo Group - No Cell Towers in Burlingame  

 
Our mailing address is:  

Citizens of Burlingame 

1534 Plaza Lane, #113 
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From: Ellie Byrd [mailto:erfbyrd@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 1:05 PM 
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org> 
Cc: GRP-Council <council@burlingame.org> 
Subject: Maintain Burlingame Ordinance with respect to wireless facilities! 
 
Dear Planning Commission members and City Council members, 
 
We likely cannot attend the meeting tonight, so we want to make sure our position is shared with you 
with regard to the applications of ATT and Verizon (and/or other carriers) to install more wireless 
facilities in our neighborhoods. 
 
We are among those whose cell reception when at home is often not good. BUT that said we 
wholeheartedly agree with the ordinances and preferences stated by the city with regard to placements, 
co-locating and camouflage, even if it means a bit of extra time, planning and cost for the carriers.  In 
the scheme of things, it is not that much extra cost to the carriers.  
 
 It is very frustrating to hear that the carriers are or might not be giving you exact renderings of the 
poles and facilities they plan to install - that seems like a basic requirement that should be provided 
before receiving a vote of approval from the planning commission. 
 
It is easy to keep silent as long as the poles and unsightly boxes are ‘not in my backyard’.  The current 
applications are not in our backyard, BUT this is a community-wide  issue of importance. 
 
With the demand for wireless in our neighborhood, we think it’s imperative the city stand it’s ground as 
it has in the past, with regard to these applications.  A master plan , identifying locations ahead of time 
and for the future would be very wise, hopefully save you headaches as individual applications are 
received. 
 
I work at a school in the incorporated area of San Mateo - ATT approached the school about locating a 
cell tower on the edge of the school property.  It’s a large tower, but in the end ATT did work with the 
school to create a cell tower that was camouflouged with the trees on the property.  You are welcome 
to drive by - 201 Polhemus Road, San Mateo.  This particular ATT cell  tower might be much larger 
compared to the facilities being proposed for our neighborhoods, but it shows you what can be 
accomplished! 
 
thank you, 
Ellie Byrd 
2505 Poppy Drive 
Burlingame 
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From: Joshua Galanter [mailto:galanter@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 6:01 PM 
To: GRP-Planning Commissioners <PlanningCommissioners@burlingame.org> 
Subject: Applications for residential wireless cellular site installations 
 
Dear planning commission,  
 
I am writing as a resident of Burlingame (my address is at 2104 Poppy Dr.) in support of the effort by 
AT&T and Verizon to install cellular antennas in residential areas in Burlingame.  While I cannot 
speak to the question of whether the locations of the antennas are optimal, and to whether any 
mitigation measures can be undertaken to minimize the appearance of the antennas.  I know many 
of my neighbors oppose the presence of the antennas because of their perceived visual impact.  I 
am supportive of efforts to mitigate the visual impact of the antennas, to the extent that they can be 
implemented. 
 
However, I want to emphasize the need for improved cell phone coverage in Burlingame, and my 
support for cell towers in the neighborhood.  Too often, a small group of highly motivated residents 
who are most impacted by the location of the towers offer vociferous opposition, which stymies 
progress for the rest of us.  While I don’t want to minimize their concerns (and want to emphasize 
that I am supportive of efforts to mitigate the visual impact), I want to emphasize the importance of 
improving coverage, particularly in residential areas of Burlingame which are currently poorly served 
by our existing infrastructure.  Far too often, “not in my back yard” becomes “not at all”, and all of us 
lose out by having inadequate coverage.  As more people drop their land-lines and switch to cell 
phone only coverage,  the situation will only get worse unless the cell phone infrastructure is 
improved, and I don’t see how that can be done without installing new towers somewhere.  While I 
still have a land line (for connecting to my alarm), I do not use it for calling.  I have tried several 
methods of improving calls, including installing an AT&T microcell in my house and using Wi-Fi 
calling on my device, and while that has improved the situation, I still suffer from dropped calls, poor 
connections, and low connectivity.  Moreover, these workarounds do not extend when I walk out of 
range of my house, and I lose connectivity heading down Adeline or Hillside drive. 
 
We are only a few years away from 5G connectivity, which may enable the use of wireless 
technology to bypass other modes of data delivery for household use, finally introducing meaningful 
competition to the Comcast monopoly in home broadband.  It would be a bad precedent for a small 
group of highly motivated individuals to be enabled to block progress for the majority of Burlingame 
residents who would like better cellular service and would love the benefits of 5G. 
 
And lastly, since I am sure this may be asked, I would not object to a cell phone tower being placed 
in the vicinity of my home at 2104 Poppy Dr.; I would welcome the improved cellular reception that it 
would bring with it. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joshua Galanter 

 
Josh Galanter 
✉� galanter@gmail.com 
🔒🔒 galanter@protonmail.com [secure e-mail] 
☎� 650.438.9536 [note new number] 

 
| |  
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