




























































Zoning Administrator 

TU NINI( 
LAW+FIRM 

November 18, 2021 

VIA EMAIL 
(Original to Follow via U.S. Mail) 

Santa Cruz County Planning Depai1ment 
70 I Ocean Street, Room 400 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
Email: c/o Michael Lam (Michael.Lam@santacruzcounty.us) 

Re: Application: 

Applicants: 

Subject Prope11y: 

Objector: 

Subject: 

Hearing Date: 

Dear Zoning Administrator: 

Commercial Development Permit Application No. 201372 
[For Construction of Multi-Antenna Cell Tower Wireless 
Communication Facility ("WCF"), Consisting of Six 12-Foot 
Tall Antenna Mounts, 12 Antennas, and Ground Equipment] 

Crown Castle Towers 06-2 LLC and Jacob Sparks 

090-251-22 (Site Address: 675 Rebecca Drive, Boulder Creek, 
CA 95006) 
Owner of Subject Property: Dana and Lynn Redington 

David Robinson - Owner of Residential Real Prope11y Adjacent 
to Subject Prope11y 
Objector's Prope11y: APN 090-251-22 (Site Address: 653 
Rebecca Drive, Boulder Creek, CA 95006) 

Objections to Zoning Administrator Level 5 Approval of 
Commercial Development Pennit Application No. 201372 

November 19, 2021 at 9:00 AM (Zoning Administrator Public 
Hearing) 

My firm represents the above-referenced Objector, David Robinson ("Mr. Robinson"), who 
objects to the subject Commercial Development Permit Application No. 201372 (the 
"Application") for construction of a multi-antenna cell tower Wireless Communication 
Facility ("WCF"), which per the Application consists of six 12-foot tall antenna mounts 
(proposed to be constructed 4 to 4 feet above existing grade), 12 antennas, and ground 
equipment. The purpose of this letter is to memorialize Mr. Robinson's objections to the 
Application for consideration at the Zoning Administrator public hearing that is scheduled to 
be conducted on November 19, 2021, at 9:00 AM. 
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County Planning Department personnel advised me that these written objections are to be 
submitted via email to County Planning Department Planning Technician Michael Lam 
(Email: Michael.Lam@santacruzcounty.us), who, as indicated by the Planning Department, 
acts as clerk to the Zoning Administrator and is appointed as the person to receive objections 
and public comments related to Zoning Administrator Public Hearings.  It is requested that 
these written objections - upon being transmitted via email to Mr. Lam the same date of this 
letter (November 18, 2021) - be provided to the Zoning Administrator and be entered into the 
record for the Zoning Administrator Public Hearing on the Application (scheduled to occur on 
November 19, 2021 at 9:00 AM). 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Mr. Robinson's personal residence is located at 653 Rebecca Drive, Boulder Creek, CA, Santa 
Cruz County APN 090-251-22 (the "Robinson Property").  The residential Robinson Property 
shares a common boundary with, is located adjacent to, and is located directly east of the 
vacant land that is the subject of the Application where the WCF is proposed to be 
constructed pursuant to the Application, and which is owned by Dana and Lynn Redington 
("Redingtons") - the vacant land that that is the subject of this Application is located at 675 
Rebecca Drive, Boulder Creek, CA, Santa Cruz County APN 090-251-22 (the "Redington 
Property"). 
 
OBJECTIONS TO APPROVAL OF COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 
APPLICATION NO. 201372 
 
Mr. Robinson and other neighborhood homeowners urge the Zoning Administrator to deny 
the subject Application.  The reasons the Zoning Administrator should deny the Application 
for construction of the WCF include the following: 
 
1) THE REDINGTONS NO LONGER LIVE IN THIS RESIDENTIAL 

NEIGHBORHOOD, AND THE RESIDENTS SHOULD NOT BE SUBJECTED 
TO THE HIGHLY INTRUSIVE WCF THE REDINGTONS NOW SEEK TO 
PROFIT FROM AFTER THEY ABANDONED THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 

 
The Redingtons previously resided in the same neighborhood in the residential real property 
located at 655 Rebecca Drive, Boulder Creek, CA, Santa Cruz County APN 079-041-19 (the 
"Sold Redington Property").  On November 25, 2020, the Redingtons sold the residential Sold 
Redington Property for $1,495,000 and moved out of the neighborhood. 
 
On November 16, 2020, the Redingtons filed the subject Application for the WCF.  The 
Redingtons filed the Application after they were in escrow to sell the Sold Redington Property 
and only 9 days before escrow closed on that sale (sale date was 11/25/2020).   
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The Redington Property that is the subject of the Application and on which they propose the 
WCF be constructed was retained by them even though the Redingtons no longer live in the 
neighborhood.  Accordingly, what the Redingtons have done is abandon the neighborhood, 
yet seek to subject their former residential neighborhood and former neighbors to the highly 
intrusive and inappropriate WCF that is proposed to have 12 separate antennas mounted on 6 
separate 12-foot tall pole mounts constructed 4 to 8 feet above existing grade.  The 
Redingtons' bad faith in subjecting the neighborhood they abandoned is demonstrated by the 
Redingtons filing the Application to construct the WCF just 9 days before they sold their 
residence and moved away. 
 
2) APPLICANT AND REDINGTONS HAVE FAILED TO ADQUATELY 

DEMONSTRATE THERE ARE NO "VIABLE, TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE, 
AND ENVIRONMENTALLY EQUIVALENT OR SUPERIOR" POTENTIAL 
ALTERNATIVE SITES. 

 
The Planning Department Staff Report recognizes the following: 

a) The Redington Property on which the WCF is proposed to be constructed is 
located in a Residential Agricultural Zone;  

b) In the Residential Agricultural Zone, the Applicant must prove "the proposed 
WCF would eliminate or substantially reduce one or more significant gaps in the applicant 
carriers network"; and 

c) In the Residential Agricultural Zone, the Applicant must prove there are "no 
viable, technically feasible, and environmentally equivalent or superior potential alternatives 
(i.e., sites and/or facility types and/or designs) . . . that could eliminate or substantially reduce 
said significant gap." 

(See Staff Report, at page 3.) 
 
Applicant and Redingtons have failed to meet their above-referenced burdens of proof despite 
the Staff report wrongly presuming they have.  There are already existing WCFs on the 
Robinson Property that provide adequate cell service to the neighborhood using WCF 
antennae that have existed on the Robinson Property for decades, one of which is owned and 
operated by Applicant Crown Castle pursuant to a long term lease between Mr. Robinson and 
Crown Castle.   
 
The Staff Report wrongly states that Applicant Crown Castle's WCF on the Robinson 
Property will be closed and demolished, thus creating a gap in wireless phone service.  To the 
contrary, Crown Castle has never informed Mr. Robinson that it intends to breach its long 
term lease with Mr. Robinson by closing or demolishing the Crown Castle WCF located on 
the Robinson Property.  Mr. Robinson is amenable to engaging with both Crown Castle for it 
to upgrade the Crown Castle WCF if needed, and also engaging with neighbors to 
accommodate their concerns, with any such upgrade to be far less invasive than the new 6-
tower, 12-antenna WCF proposed in the Application. 
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Because there is already an existing Crown Castle WCF in the neighborhood that is subject to 
being upgraded if necessary (again, with input from and accommodations to neighboring 
property owners and residents), Applicant and the Redingtons cannot meet the mandatory 
criteria that there are "no viable, technically feasible, and environmentally equivalent or 
superior potential alternatives." 
 
3) THERE IS NO CEQA EXEMPTION FOR THE SUBJECT WCF PROJECT. 
 
The Staff Report presumes there is no need for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) under 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) on the grounds the Application's WCF 
project is subject to a categorical exemption from CEQA due to the project not having any 
"significant effect on the environment."   
 
It is anticipated other objectors to the Application will submit evidence to the Zoning 
Administrator that the proposed WCF project is subject to CEQA and requires an EIR on 
various grounds, including the Redington Property being located in a sensitive environmental 
area, including habitat of the Mount Hermon June Beetle that has since January 1997 been 
listed on the Federal Register as an "Endangered Species" under the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973 
 
4) COUNTY'S OWN OBJECTIONS TO APPROVAL OF APPLICATION. 
 
It is anticipated other objectors to the Application will submit evidence to the Zoning 
Administrator that County Planning Department Resource Planner Logan Thompson has 
declared the Redington Property is not a suitable location for the proposed WCF due to 
various factors, including erosion control issues and the Redington Property's susceptibility to 
earthquake damage (the available information is that, before the 1989 Loma Prieta 
earthquake, there was a home on the Redington Property that suffered earthquake damage and 
was demolished).  
 
 
Mr. Robinson reserves the right to submit further objections, briefing, and details regarding 
his opposition and objections to the subject Application, whether it be submitted at the Zoning 
Administrator Public Hearing or during subsequent appeals of any approval made to the 
Planning Commission, the Board of Supervisors, the California Coastal Commission, or other 
governmental agencies. 
 
If further clarification or additional information is sought, I would be pleased to provide it 
upon request.  Thank you. 
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      Sincerely, 
 
      TUNINK LAW FIRM 
 
      Michael Tunink 
 
      Michael J. Tunink 
 
 
 
cc: Client 
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Michael Lam

From: Hope Schachter <hope.sch@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 9:10 AM

To: Bruce McPherson; Sheila McDaniel; Planning ZoningInfo; Stephanie Hansen; Taichi 

Dean; Board Of Supervisors; Daisy Allen; Natisha Williams; Michael Lam; Logan 

Thompson

Subject: URGENT: Public Hearing Concerns Regarding Item No. 1. 201372

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown 

senders or unexpected email.**** 

 

Hi There,                            

 

 

My name is Hope and I am a resident of the Nina Terrace neighborhood in Boulder Creek. I am reaching out to you 

regarding growing concern our community has about a permit application that we recently found out about at the last 

minute, and which is to be reviewed for approval this Friday. There have been a number of legal cases between some 

neighbors up the road from us that has resembled a feud, and we came to find out about this when my family was 

displaced from the fires - the details were revealed to us in the disclosures for properties we looked at. It has come to 

our attention that a part of this ongoing saga between the parties has resulted in the property owners no longer living in 

this state, but seeking to place a cell tower/wireless facility on a parcel they have retained as an upstaging and final 

word toward the neighbors. Many in this community have concerns around this commercial permit in a residential zone, 

particularly the fact that due to the size of the structure, they were somehow able to bypass an environmental review 

on an area that has previously had slides from prior earthquakes, as well as within this previous court battle a directly 

adjoining neighbor performing intensive grading and land restructuring without professional geological consultation 

over the past few years.. The risk this poses for insurance purposes many of us find daunting, as we share private roads, 

etc.  

 

This concern has also been raised around the fact that it allows this permit to potentially pass when many others in the 

neighborhood have not due to an endangered species of beetle known as the Mount Hermon June Beetle (one property 

was continually denied various permits due to this beetle, and it is just a few homes down from the proposed tower). 

Some further considerations about this lay within research that states the outcomes to invertebrates remain unknown:  

 

This research https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0013935118300161 is summarized here: Effects 

of Non-ionizing Electromagnetic Pollution on Invertebrates, Including Pollinators such as Honey Bees: What We Know, 

What We Don’t Know, and What We Need to Know (Wireless Technologies Potential Impact on Invertebrates 

<https://stopsmartmetersbc.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/Effects-of-Non-ionizing-Electromagnetic-Pollution-on-

Invertebrates-including-Pollinators-such-as-Honey-Bees-What-We-Know-Dont-and-Need-to-by-Margaret-Friesen-and-

Magda-Havas-February-09-2021.pdf> ) 

 

We are uneasy about the safety of our wildlife with this new technology and the lack of oversight about how it will 

impact the ecosystem here, something our family’s love for has been THE primary reason we had hoped to raise a family 

in this lovely mountain community and moved back after losing all of our belongings in the CZU Fire. This situation is 

causing a great deal of distress to the community members who care about the forest and the creatures that inhabit it 

as much as one another, and we are all feeling disheartened that since the parties of these issues have moved away 

from the community, they will certainly not endure the potential harmful ramifications of it but rather financially benefit 

from this continually escalating dispute. The people who prioritize the sanctity of these mountains will likely continue to 

leave and the ones who don’t care will be those that just perhaps appreciate the backdrop of nature while enjoying their 
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high speed screentime. Many of us are well educated professionals, a number of whom like myself have worked 

extensively in research fields, and our concerns are legitimate. 

 

  

 

The entirety of this permit appears predicated on the decommissioning of the current tower on one party’s property, 

and that need being replaced with the new technology of another tower on the 675 Rebecca parcel. Unfortunately, we 

have word via a company coming to do an inspection for the “freed up space” on the original property that another 

wireless facility would potentially replace that one as well. Therefore, opening the door to one commercial permit could 

lead to a large Valley Telecom Site within the neighborhood, and I am unclear if since this original cell tower location has 

had prior installation, if we would even be notified of new structures on that [soon-to-be] decommissioned site that 

would add to the infrastructure load in our residential neighborhood. I have asked if documentation has been obtained 

IN WRITING to ensure that no other wireless facility components will be installed on the existing parcel 653 Rebecca 

once the decommissioning has taken place and the new one is installed at 675 Rebecca Drive. Otherwise, it's misleading 

for Crown Castle to imply it would simply be moving slightly to the east. 

 

  

 

While Crown Castle and the parcel owners are posing this wireless facility as providing crucial services to our 

neighborhood like 9-1-1 calls, it’s critical to note that within the permit application there are at least two alternative 

proposed locations in NONRESIDENTIAL zones, so that those prioritizing these services from this telecom carrier would 

still have accessibility without allowing a commercial permit to be authorized in our residential neighborhood, and what 

that could lead to down the road. Additionally, for high speed internet service upgrades Starlink will be available in the 

San Lorenzo Valley in a matter of months, a service which as I understand it does not require commercial wireless 

communication facilities or towers, as Elon Musk has launched 60K satellites in the sky to provide the service. 

 

  

 

Furthermore I’m not sure if you are aware, but there was a similar proposal for a lot downtown, but due to the concerns 

of parents and community members about the proximity to the elementary school, it was revoked based on evidence of 

potential risk. I noticed that within the permit application it specified that a written statement must be authorized by a 

school district representative, which I could not locate. I know that parents in the area and many school representatives 

would remember the concerns this previously raised and be equally alarmed with this current proposal, now in many of 

those original concerned community members' backyards. Most people moving to the mountains wish to immerse 

themselves in nature and not in the “smart city” hubs over the hill. I think we can all agree this is worth preserving, 

having families here who love the mountains and living in the integrity of our wildlife environments. Some states and 

smaller localities have banned these wireless installations within a specific distance from schools, countries such as 

France and Belgium have banned them from being installed close to preschools, based on the research that becomes 

available as these rollouts continue, much of which is rooted in fertility and sterility, childhood cancers, learning 

disabilities, wildlife migration, the list goes on. California banned antennas from fire stations due to a significant increase 

in health claims with firefighters and their union demonstrating the correlation of the installments.Additionally, 

insurance providers are allowed to refuse claim coverage if there is some form of evidence noted that it is related to 

wireless radiation. Let’s say you ask your medical provider if living close to this telecom facility could have played a role 

in your or your child’s recent neurological diagnosis and that is noted somewhere that the insurance company could 

access in reviewing the claim – how will that impact coverage over the course of a lifetime? Will that be considered a 

pre-existing condition with the justification that you CHOSE to reside by a structure, when in fact you may not have 

actually selected these circumstances knowingly? When the parcel owners for this facility have outright moved away 

from the property prior to signing up for this it speaks volumes about how they would not choose this for themselves 

but have far less regard for their neighbors. 

 

 Insurance Coverage Concerns regarding Wireless Facility Proximity <https://ehtrust.org/key-issues/reports-white-

papers-insurance-industry/>  
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I have included some further information on these emerging technologies below - there are many potential concerns 

but I aim to be concise, as well as photos to consider extracted from the permit application. One particular consideration 

discusses that the antennas to propagate the signals to subscribers are typically located at ground level, and that it only 

meets the maximum radiation standard if one is physically near them, so what about those of us walking dogs, babies in 

strollers or curious toddlers? We deserve clarification about whether these are directly on the facility’s structure and not 

the greater grid - if this were 5G, which sounds like it is simply an upgrade from 3 & 4G when in actuality it adds the use 

of millimeter waves, and where new phased array/beam-forming technology needs to be installed approximately every 

3-400 feet or so in order to adequately penetrate structures and form somewhere around 900 “handshakes” or pulses 

per minute between the tower, antennae and people’s smart devices [often which are installed on telephone poles] - 

the language feels intentionally elusive. Whether that’s initially the case or not, another community member provided 

photos of the Crest Ranch cell tower’s initial installment and what it is today to demonstrate that we as a community do 

not have a say once this is approved in subsequent additions to the wireless facility once it’s approved. This means that 

even if it is not currently 5G, this permit would give that capability to the provider at any time they see fit without the 

community’s consent, including the upcoming 6 & 7G over the course of the next handful of years. The doors this opens 

cannot be undone. I encourage you to review the photos of how this has occurred over time in other locations. 

 

  

 

Lastly, as I shared, we discovered many details about the dynamics between the neighbors when we were looking for a 

replacement property after the fire last year, and a reason we chose not to pursue some of these homes was due to the 

circumstances combined with the already existing cell tower (as pertains to some of the risks I mention throughout this 

correspondence) and was notified by our realtor that we were absolutely not the first buyer to be turned off by this 

wireless facility. With the additional proposal and the potential of this telecom site in our neighborhood, who will be 

responsible for the property devaluation here should this occur, and how homeowners can be properly compensated? 

Will it be the parcel owners, Crown Castle, the Telecom Company, or is this something we have to take up against the 

County itself? Like the circumstances I described for insurance purposes, if we are not onboard with this change to our 

neighborhood, it seems unjust that the actions of a few can have such a detrimental impact on the many. The original 

Nina Terrace HOA intended to protect this neighborhood from such issues via document Instrument No. 26171 [Book 

1564, Page 376] under Item 1. Land Use and Building Type for Neighborhood Restrictions by prohibiting any structures 

on parcels other than permanent dwellings, and that no lot or any part or rearrangement thereof shall be used for 

facilities or structures outside of residential purposes. 

 

  

 

I implore you to think about the decision to allow the installation of this station in our neighborhood as it is causing 

distress in a season where people are trying to revitalize their family life and preserve the normalcy of childhood post-

pandemic and after the CZU Fire, and the changes this would absolutely bring forth to the mountain community pose 

more harm than any form of its convenience could be balanced out by. Having spoken with busy mothers in tears and 

beloved neighbors who have been in this neighborhood since its inception, I’m reaching out hoping you will genuinely 

reconsider the full breadth of these issues we are presenting. Most families in our neighborhood are well aware of the 

property owners choosing not to live in this state any longer while reaping all the financial benefit without having to 

endure any of the potential risks, and are particularly discouraged that our representatives would put these types of 

corporate interests over the wellbeing of our wildlife and mountain community. I am hoping you will prove this 

inclination to be wrong. 

 

  

 

This link from Scientific American has exceptional resources linked within it: Scientific American addresses Concerns with 

Emerging Wireless Technologies <https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/we-have-no-reason-to-believe-5g-

is-safe/>  
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Of note in particular is the 5G Appeal which has nearly 500 signatories from the world’s top specialists regarding the 

impact on all facets of life. I hope you will look through that here: Experts Urge to Delay Wireless Deployment 

<http://www.5gappeal.eu/>  and here: Exposure Concerns in Residential Settings 

<https://arxiv.org/pdf/1711.03683.pdf>  

 

Photos and Application Excerpts in Attachments Below 

 

 

 

 

Correspondence from Hope Schachter, Nina Terrace Resident 

 

Contact: hope.sch@gmail.com <mailto:hope.sch@gmail.com>  | 650.815.9292       
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Michael Lam

From: Rob Mann <rob@robmann.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 7:53 PM

To: Michael Lam

Subject: Hearing on Nov 19th for item 201372 - issues to be raised

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown 

senders or unexpected email.**** 

Hi Michael,  

I understand that, with you, I can formally raise comments on adverse effects and impact on my property (655 Rebecca 

Dr) and person due to application number 201372, that will be heard on Friday the 19th at 9am.  Please let me know if 

email is not acceptable, and if so I'll drop in a physical copy on Friday. 

 

Can you please enter these into the record: 

• I am concerned about the EMF levels in my new baby's room that is approximately 120' away, has a direct line of 

sight to, and is at the same altitude and plane as the proposed antenna array. 

o I ask that the detailed radiation report and heat map be made available to assess health impact for all 

locations on 655 Rebecca, particularly given the context of a newborn. 

• Related, the antenna radiation patterns have not yet been made available to understand back and side lobe 

emissions and the effect on properties and people behind and beside the array. 

o I ask that the specific model antenna radiation patterns be made available, to enable an independent 

RF engineer to comment on effects. 

• A visual impact assessment from property 655 Rebecca Dr was not done.  The plans only discuss visual impact 

from 653 and 660.  Once the staff report was released I asked Crown Castle for renders from 655 however they 

are still pending. 

o I ask that a visual impact assessment and renders from 655 be done and are considered. 

• I asked for clarification on whether a backup generator would or could be installed, the answer from Crown 

Castle was that no, there was no room.  However California assembly bill 2421 calls for backup generators to be 

installed, and this overrides the California Environmental Quality Act including any compensation for adverse 

impact. 

o I ask for clarification on if, how and where such a generator would be installed, and how this would 

impact the neighborhood.  I also ask if there are any other locations on 675 that such a generator may 

be installed upon, and how this would impact the neighborhood. 

• Crown Castle states that normally there are community meetings before the hearing date to address any 

concerns, due to Covid this did not happen. 

o I ask that Crown Castle now hold community meetings to address concerns, even if they are virtual, 

given that is normal practice and we all have had to adapt to covid times.  I also ask that such 

concerns be considered as input to what would usually be level 5 approval or subsequent appeal. 

• I do not understand why the existing cell facility must be decommissioned at 653.  If I understand correctly, the 

neighbours and landowner all prefer that this remains status quo, and any technical, access and permit concerns 

can be addressed. 

o I ask that the County, Crown Castle and Landowner of 653 clearly articulate the blocking reasons and 

consider a remediation plan, as moving an effective and community approved comms location is 

significantly more expensive and impactful than creating a new one. 
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Please note, that as the new owners of 655 Rebecca, we have worked well with the Redingtions (former owners of 655, 

current owners of 675) and have done everything asked to help facilitate their application.  My questions above are 

around neighborhood safety, reasonableness and due process.  We have fully supported onsite Crown Castle and Santa 

Cruz teams doing geo-studies, given access 100% of the time and have positively engaged with all. 

 

Finally, we are not against cell towers/platforms, they are essential for the broader community.  However we are for the 

most reasonable result for the neighborhood that includes technology enablement, personal safety, mountain aesthetic, 

and a happy neighborhood where everyone is engaged and appreciates the outcome. 

 

 

 

 

Regards, 

Rob & Masha Mann 

655 Rebecca Drive, 

Boulder Creek, 95006 

650.666.9412 
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Michael Lam

From: Devon Cattell <devon.cattell@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 11:20 PM

To: Michael Lam

Subject: Planning Department Application No. 201372 / Objections to Zoning Administrator 

Approval of Application / Zoning Administrator Public Hearing

Attachments: cell towers letter.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown 

senders or unexpected email.**** 

 

I am writing about my objections to the approval of Planning Department 

Application No. 201372 that is scheduled for consideration at the Zoning Administrator Public 

Hearing scheduled to occur tomorrow, November 19, 2021 at 9:00 AM.  Attached are my 

written objections to Application No. 201372 to be considered by the Zoning Administrator at 
tomorrow’s public hearing. 

  

County Planning Department personnel advised me that – in your capacity as a County 

Planning Technician Michael Lam  - you act as clerk to the Zoning Administrator and are 
appointed as the person to receive objections and public comments related to Zoning 

Administrator Public Hearings.  Accordingly, the Planning Department instructed me to email 

the attached objections to you. 

  

It is requested that these written objections be provided to the Zoning Administrator and be 
entered into the record for the Zoning Administrator Public Hearing on the Application 

(scheduled to occur tomorrow, November 19, 2021 at 9:00 AM). 

  

Thank you,  

Devon Cattell 
Devon@cattell.net 
650-888-5486 



Dear Madam or Sir, 

 

I am writing to express my concern that the Crown Castle company is applying for a 
COMMERCIAL permit to place 6 cell phone towers in the middle of our RESIDENTIAL 
neighborhood, even though their application states they have other locations not in residential 
neighborhoods where they could place these.  Consider that Crown Castle has a very bad 
neighbor reputation nationwide. Santa Cruz County has a long and bad history with Crown 
Castle due to repeated disregard for Santa Cruz ordinances. Crown Castle is not accredited by 
the Better Business Bureau due to the number of unanswered complaints. Crown Castle has 
rapidly gaining a monopoly of cell sites including: Verizon, AT&T, T-Mobile, etc.  Note the 
approved Crest Ranch tower photo below, before and then later after, when they enlarged it. 
 
Not only here, this company has been grasping for a cell tower monopoly in other locations, 
gotten a permit for a small cell tower and then gone on to install HUGE ones, see imaes below.  
 
They admit in their application that these towers will also need antennas every 300 feet which 
are only dangerous if you are close to them.  This is a residential neighborhood.  We ARE close 
to them.  
 
Not only is it devaluing our property and endangering our health: 
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/we-have-no-reason-to-believe-5g-is-safe/ 
 
but they have been using loopholes like somehow getting around having the environmental 
inspection that every other construction permit requires in our neighborhood, and since we have 
the endangered Mount Herman June Beetles on our hill this inspection would require not 
approving this permit.  
 
Please look into our concerns about approving this permit which would endanger our 
neighborhood and lower our property values. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Devon Cattell 
Devon@Cattell.net 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

  

https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/we-have-no-reason-to-believe-5g-is-safe/
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/we-have-no-reason-to-believe-5g-is-safe/
mailto:Devon@Cattell.net
mailto:Devon@Cattell.net


Crest Ranch antennas – BEFORE 

     

 

 

Crest Ranch Antenna’s  - AFTER 
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Michael Lam

From: Kayline Martinez <jkafka3@mac.com>

Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 11:33 PM

To: Michael Lam

Subject: Cell tower

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown 

senders or unexpected email.**** 

Dear Sir, 
  
I am writing about my objections to the approval of Planning Department Application No. 201372 that 
is scheduled for consideration at the Zoning Administrator Public Hearing scheduled to occur 
tomorrow, November 19, 2021 at 9:00 AM.  Attached are my written objections to Application No. 
201372 to be considered by the Zoning Administrator at tomorrow’s public hearing. 
  
County Planning Department personnel advised me that – in your capacity as a County Planning 
Technician Michael Lam  - you act as clerk to the Zoning Administrator and are appointed as the 
person to receive objections and public comments related to Zoning Administrator Public 
Hearings.  Accordingly, the Planning Department instructed me to email the attached objections to 
you. 
  
It is requested that these written objections be provided to the Zoning Administrator and be entered 
into the record for the Zoning Administrator Public Hearing on the Application (scheduled to occur 
tomorrow, November 19, 2021 at 9:00 AM). 
  
I am concerned about the proposed additions of cell towers at the south end of  Rebecca.  They are 
also trying to put a cell tower on the other end of Rebecca Dr. next to the 2 water tanks. My husband 
and I have been in communication about this with the water co. This could be the beginning of a 
much bigger project. I don’t think there is substantial evidence on the effects of 5G this close to 
homes with multiple cell towers. Here is what the American cancer society says to make your own 
informed decision about what is safe for your health: 
  
https://www.google.com/amp/s/amp.cancer.org/cancer/cancer-causes/radiation-exposure/cellular-
phone-towers.html 

  
We have had several developers looking around next to the water tank (which is next door to us). That’s how 
we found out about the proposal. We spoke with Rick at SLV and he stated ”they have been trying to do this 
for years, but who knows of it will happen”. It is concerning to have more antennas near us. We already have 
the new radio tower that was placed and we get the radio reception in our speakers at times. We also have the 
fire department antenna and police radios. That’s plenty!  I am totally against a 5G because they work best 
when they are a few hundred feet from one another- that means more to come. 
  
Please stop this! 

  
Kayline Martinez- Registered Nurse in Critical Care at El Camino Hospital 
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1130 Rebecca Dr 
 

Kayline Martinez  
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Michael Lam

From: Molly Bischoff <mollyandterry@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 8:58 AM

To: Michael Lam

Subject: Cell towers on Rebecca Dr.

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from unknown 

senders or unexpected email.**** 

Michael, 

 
I am next door to the proposed 2 sites of the 5G cell towers. My husband and I live at 650 
Rebecca Dr. 

 
I have done a lot of research on the effects of this technology and am dismayed that the county 

of Santa Cruz would approve this in our residential area. 
 
This is a betrayal. 

 
 
 

  Molly Bischoff 
     

 

 

   mollyandterry@gmail.com  

   

   (831) 818-2330  

 

 


	11-19-21 Comments
	11-19-21 Comments
	11-19-21 Comments
	001b
	Objections to Permit Application 201372 - To Zoning Administrator (11-18-2021)

	H. Schachter

	R Mann
	D Cattell
	cell towers letter
	K Martinez

	m bischoff



