Heather Ferris

From: Planning Department

Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 4:50 PM

To: Heather Ferris

Subject: FW: Special Use Permit File No. SUP-18-166

From: Laura Fox [mailto:lauralfox@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 9:24 AM

To: Planning Department

Subject: Special Use Permit File No. SUP-18-166

This message originated outside of Carson City's email system. Use caution if this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for information.

Hello-

Is there going to be a building constructed together with a 70 foot telecommunications pole? Since we aren't
certain of the health risks involved with these types of poles, wouldn't it be safer to erect the pole across 395
where there are no residences?

Thank you,

Laura Fox

349 Sandalwood Dr
Carson City, NV 89701



Heather Ferris

From: Rebecca Jones <winddancer-7@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, January 13, 2019 5:11 PM

To: Heather Ferris

Subject: Objection to Special Use Permit

This message originated outside of Carson City's email system. Use caution if this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for information.

RE: Special Use Permit
3331 S Carson Street
APN 009-112-17

| wish to go on record as being vehemently opposed to the request to construct a new 70 foot tall
telecommunications monopole. Although this property is zoned Retail/Commercial, it backs up to a
residential community to the east.

The owner of this property is a California corporation with no respect for the community that is Carson City.

Not only am | concerned about the dangerous health risks (cancer rates triples within 400 meters of a cell
tower) but also with the devaluation of our property in this neighborhood. Most home buyers and/or renters
would not be interested in a home with such an eyesore.

Additionally, towers emit considerable noise that would affect the peace and tranquillity and enjoyment of
ones yard. Consider, if you will, whether you would want this built in your backyard, affecting your children
and family members.

This property is not well managed and | have had several occasions to talk with your code enforcement
division regarding issues with this property. They do not seem to care or acknowledge the fact that there are
homes adjacent to their commercial property.

As someone who is a native Nevadan that has lived and worked in Carson City for over 45 years | am appalled
at the prospect of this dangerous monstrosity being allowed in the central corridor of our city.

| am hereby requesting you deny this permit out of concern for the health and well being of the citizens of
Carson City as well as the integrity and core values of our city.

Respectfully,

Rebecca A. Jones
3328 Bonnyview Drive
Carson City, NV 89701
(775) 885-9798



Heather Ferris

From: Planning Department

Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2019 2:25 PM
To: Heather Ferris

Subject: FW: Special Use Permit SUP-18-166
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

From: cschuman43@charter.net [mailto:cschuman43@charter.net]
Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2019 2:11 PM

To: Planning Department

Subject: FW: Special Use Permit SUP-18-166

This message originated outside of Carson City's email system. Use caution if this message contains
attachments, links, or requests for information.

We moved to a city that did not include high rise buildings. Building a 70 tower in proximity to a
community of houses is not a proper use of planned growth. Once this would be accepted what other
exceptions could legitimately be made?

Please keep this a thriving community which its citizens can be proud of, not a city with uncontrolled
growth. Having an eyesore in this area will not encourage the betterment of this southern Carson City
community.

Thank you for your consideration.

Carol Schuman



To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

*

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna siructure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company's to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

[ believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home tay perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at afl its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel siandby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. [
request that if a generator is not to be inciuded in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear 10 have other potential sites investigated.

I believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a floed zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. [ request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectfully, 40/‘._)/5.): E 5 SR CHRESE /)?:?/L),'L)/)fi.
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part,

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-093
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site, This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is 10 allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. [ believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

The environmental noise analysis report {rom Bollard Acoustical Consultants dogs not address the
diese! generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three, The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at alf its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. [
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address,

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

[ believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate ccll service at my residence. 1 have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. [ request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again [ ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this lerter added into the
public record.

Respectfully, @ W 4, I,Vﬁfgnw/
Address: _ 364 W/ L %&W %/VV 27 70/

Date:
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letier as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. [ believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value,

I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being,

The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants docs not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at a/{ its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, [ believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. I
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address,

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

I believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. ] request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Agatin I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectfuliy, ,7/'['#%(/1 k{_gjw
Address: 300) WM\“W b{\,

Date:

2/25)19



To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part,

o Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

¢ The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

¢ | believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my propenty will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to seil my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

¢ The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consuliants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is siated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generalor testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at all its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “gencrator rcceptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. I
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future gencrator at site address.

¢ The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph slates eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. ] would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

* [ believe an environmental impact assessment is required due Lo close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. [ have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. | request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again [ ask that the Carson Cuy Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added imo the
public record,

Respectfully, 2[”& K v \/ﬂ /’m-ﬁ, % 655"
Address: 5?3 s?)/“/,ﬂq er (A.) ,Df' 2 é,ér,_[aa ‘:ffytl[!%

Date: 2"25-__25/9




To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Plcase consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission 1o
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

[ believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perccived threal may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statemnent on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at alf its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “gencrator receptacle™. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. 1
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

The Project Support Statement on page threc describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states cleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. 1 would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated,

I believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone,

[ currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. [ request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again | ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

/}/ _ VY /d
Respectfully, ___ _'/_;,Z/ V74 LL \‘_YX/{,.».'-} =:/ ) N

Address:

Date:
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My requeslt to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company's to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator lesting states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries al af{ its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ulumately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
cftect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. |
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

I believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. ] request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree,

Again [ ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectfully, /ﬂé é M fert oD

Address:

Date:

372 St dnl prod pri CC. ,(,/z/ 5975
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

e Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

e The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s 1o share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the curremt forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

e | believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively atfect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being,

¢ The environmenlal noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at all its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
cffect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. [
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

» The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

* Ibelieve an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. | request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record,

Respectfully, CL’P{S p"rv{ s CQ\’\A'\. O'Va/‘"
Address: l—f;q Sfmda l‘-\/00$ D(‘ CCAF‘sd/\J C&",K ; /‘/V gq—?df

Date: af)‘—{'lq




To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

¢ Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a etghty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impaciing residential arcas with a new proposed site. Why not?

o The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the inountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

o [ believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is aflowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

* The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at all its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a ““generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust.
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

e The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of comununications and associated
notes that concemed each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

» [ believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a tflood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. [ request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again [ ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectfully, ‘/(/ll'éfn ')41./-.1}9770(2‘\ '/“/K Wé/b‘
Address: é'}(:)(ﬁ ‘% ne7 “{7(-/’ Cg/ D Cecson 0*4"4 /th a7
Date: -—7/25/ Iq /




To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

e Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located a1 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site, Why not?

e The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements aflow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value,

¢ [ believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being,

e The cnvironmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at all its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust, [
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

e The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detatled explanation of communications and assoctated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

¢ I belicve an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. | request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camoufiaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

sy, Tt Rhoer Ghlle Rhoss  CL sl r ST P
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

Verizon Wircless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company's to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
Cily of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed 1o be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home rmay perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being,

The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diese!l generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at afl its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. 1
request that if a generator is not to be inciuded in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. 1 would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

I believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. | request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again | ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectfully, AUDRE J
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
Cily of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at all its celf sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, [ believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. 1
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

I believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. ] request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectfully, MWW

Address:

Date:
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-135-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this alrcady approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
propenty value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous cleciromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

The cnvironmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at afl its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. It this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. I
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concermed each of the eleven candidates. [ would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

[ believe an environmental impact asscssment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

[ currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. | reguest that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectruuy%w{g Q(/JMAW@% %\,l mm

Address:

Date:
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To the Carson City Planning Cominission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-093
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site, Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company's to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental aftect on my property value.

I betieve that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consullants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is slated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at all its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. I
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
noles that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

I believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. | request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respecifully, @L/L(/- %d’w
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

e Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

¢ The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

o I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

o The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at all its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. I
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

e The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

e Ibelieve an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. I request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectfully, 94//7 ,4{/%// ‘/%ﬁ%mu/%/ "'(4 7 / ,/,Zé{ #Mé%q @M
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

e Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

e The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

o I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

e The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at all its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. I
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

e The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

o Ibelieve an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. I request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Cafspn City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectuly, /22l 70 sluwy Geveo Crekine
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To the Carson City Planning Commission:

Please consider this letter as a formal request to the Carson City Planning Commission to
DENY Special Use Permit SUP-18-166.

My request to deny this application is based on the following, all or in part.

Verizon Wireless was already approved by the Carson City Planning Commission (SUP-15-095
Monopole Fandango) for a eighty foot monopole cell site located at 3910 S. Carson Street. The same
overlays for justification of coverage are for this already approved site and this new proposed site. This
same SUP could be revisited rather than impacting residential areas with a new proposed site. Why not?

The proposed photo simulation pictures portray the new antenna structure at a height of seventy feet.
My understanding is that the antenna structure could reach a height of almost a hundred feet if co-
location agreements allow other company’s to share the structure. If the intent of Verizon and/or the
City of Carson City is to allow co-location, why then did they not also present photo simulations of
those additional heights against the landscape if increased heights are required for co-location. I believe
that added height above the current forty-five foot city limit will detract from my viewpoint of the
landscape of the mountains and have a detrimental affect on my property value.

I believe that the close proximity of this antenna structure to my property will negatively affect my
property value if it is allowed to be built at a height more than of forty-five feet. This belief is based in
part that that a potential buyer for my home may perceive that it emits dangerous electromagnetic
energy that can have detrimental health effects on people. That perceived threat may therefore create a
bias against my property that will affect my ability to sell my home at a fair market price. The higher the
structure, the more impact it will have on the value of my home and my well being.

The environmental noise analysis report from Bollard Acoustical Consultants does not address the
diesel generator at the proposed site that is stated in the Project Support Statement on page three. The
paragraph under Maintenance and Standby Generator testing states that “Verizon Wireless installs a
standby generator and batteries at gll its cell sites”. The site plans dictate a “generator receptacle”. If this
cell site will ultimately have a diesel standby generator at this site, I believe it will have a detrimental
effect on my peaceful enjoyment and cause objectionable noise, fumes and odors from diesel exhaust. I
request that if a generator is not to be included in this project or future installation at this site, the City
have language included in the SUP stating no future generator at site address.

The Project Support Statement on page three describes the method of the Selection Process and
Candidates Considered. The paragraph states eleven candidates were considered. The list documents
only six. I would like to have available to me a detailed explanation of communications and associated
notes that concerned each of the eleven candidates. I would hope that a candidate was not invalidated
because of a missed phone call, or was this ploy to appear to have other potential sites investigated.

I believe an environmental impact assessment is required due to close proximity of a flood zone.

I currently have adequate cell service at my residence. I have not had any issues with contacting 911 for
emergencies. I request that if a monopole antenna is approved at this site, it be camouflaged as a pine tree.

Again I ask that the Carson City Planning Commission to DENY SUP-18-166 and have this letter added into the
public record.

Respectfully, A&Z(Mgdg [ @&@Zz , éJd/U.CUL) 2{{2&2&9&[/ /@
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