Scott Carey

From: Ernest Coe <ernest.coe@groupoffice.ch>

Sent: Monday, October 31, 2022 8:00 PM

To: Scott Carey

Subject: NTRPA Governing Board Meeting [11/03/2022] ITEM 2—PUBLIC COMMENT
Attachments: Tahoe Realtors.pdf; A Pushback Against Cell Towers.pdf; NAR--FCC's 5G Plan Could Hurt

Property Owners.pdf; Real estate devalued when cell towers are erected.pdf; The Cost of
Convenience Estimating the Impact of Communication Antennas on Residential
Property Values.pdf; The Lo Down on Cell Towers, Neighborhood Values, and the
Secretive Telecoms.pdf

Dear Mr. Scott Carey,
Please enter the attached PDF's into the NTRPA Governing Board meeting's record and minutes.

Please make this PDF commentary accessible to the public as part of the official record. This email
body itself is just a cover letter and is not intended to be included in the record as a public comment.

Thank you.

Ernest Coe


















Sue McPherson,

Preferred Timeshare Resales

78-060 Calle Estado

La Quinta, CA 92253

Real Estate Broker License # 1222128

December 5, 2019

South Lake Tahoe City Hall
1901 Airport Set 206
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

Attention: South Lake Tahoe City Council members
To whomever is concerned,

My name is Sue McPherson, I'ma licensed Real Estate Broker and a 30-year
resident of South Lake Tahoe, California. I'm writing this letter to address a deep
concern of mine regarding the installation of 112ft cell tower proposed to be
located at 1360 Ski Run Blvd. This tower will be installed in close proximity to
Eisenstecken property as well as many other neighbors. I know for a fact that

this tower will drive real estate values down, as much as 20-25% lower than fair
market value.

As a long time professional in the Real Estate industry, | know tha.t the afesthetics
of this tower will also disturb views of both the properties and nelgl?t?ormg
properties. This project, without any doubt, will affect the marketability of the
neighboring properties and decrease values tremendously.

I am urging you to take action and not allow this tower.to bg instatlled fo}: thtc:l
benefit of all residents and property owners in this residential neighborhood.

Thank you for your careful consideration!

arm regards,
w@l,i WM TULE 5

Sue McPherson
530-545-9008



December 21, 2019

To: Mayor and South Lake Tahoe City Counil
1910 Lis Maloff Way

South Lake Tahoe, CA. 96150
From: Adrian Hill Penichetti Dept. of Califorma Real Estate Lic. # 1814857

On the record:

Dear Mayor and South Lake Tahoe City Council,

This letter is in response 1o the proposed building of the Verizon cell tower located at 1360 Ski Run Blvd,

The property at 3605 Needle Peak R, is one of the premier properties in South Lake Tahoe. The
Eisenstecken Family make this horoe thelr primary residence. This ot was band-picked for the
panoramic fake and mountam views. The custom craftsmanship was specifically designed to enable the
most beautiful panoramic lake views in the area. To obstruct the views with a Mono Pine cell tower
would be a major dépreciation the million dollar home . Surely there must be a compromise 10 the
location of the Cell Tower to avoid such a Ipss to the vaiue of this most prestigious focation and

property.

Sincerely, Adrian Hill Penichetti
861 Lake View Ave.
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150



Dr. Magda Havas,

PhD.

Real estate devalued when
cell towers are erected.

August 27, 2010. Cell antennas and towers near
homes affect property values says Andrew J.
Campanelli.

On August 27, 2010,

Picture
The New York

Times published an
article about a lawsuit against a cell phone provider.

It has started a chain reaction that might have some some
real estate agents “thinking”....buy high, erect a tower = sell

low...

TINA CANARIS, an associate broker and a co-owner of
RE/MAX Hearthstone in Merrick, has a $999,000 listing for
a high ranch on the water in South Merrick, one of a
handful of homes on the block on the market. But

her listing has what some consider a disadvantage: a cell
antenna poking from the top of a telephone pole at the
front of the 65-by-100-foot lot.
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“Even houses where there are transformers in front” make
“peopie shy away,” Ms. Canaris said. “if they have the
opportunity to buy another home, they do.” She said cell
antennas and towers near homes affected property
values, adding, “You can see a buyer’s dismay over the
sight of a cell tower near a home just by their expression,

even if they don't say anything.”

By blocking, or seeking to block, cell towers and antennas
over the course of the last year, Island homeowners have
given voice to concerns that proximity to a monopole or
antenna may not be just aesthetically unpleasing but also
harmful to property values. Many also perceive health risks
in proximity to radio frequency radiation emissions,
despite industry assertions and other evidence disputing
that such emissions pose a hazard.

The Federal Communications Act of 1996 says health
concerns are not a valid reason for a municipality to deny
zoning for a cell tower or antenna. Property values and
aesthetics, however, do qualify, according to the act. Cell
tower activists are now targeting their efforts to prove real
estate property values depreciate after the installation of a
cell tower. It might be surprising to soon learn that instead
of doctors and scientists who testify in court as to the
negative health effects of microwave radiation — real
estate agents hold the most power in court to hold up the
erection of a cell tower.

Andrew J. Campanelli, a civil rights lawyer in Garden City,
said a group of residents had hired him to oppose the
cellular company’s application. “They were worried about
the property values,” Mr. Campanelli said. “If your home is
near a cell antenna, the value of your property is going
down at least 4 percent. Depending on the size of the tower
and the proximity, it is going down 10 percent.”

EME&aR harm ...

Click here to visit the Dr. Magda
Havas Youtube Channel
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Here are some links to websites that show devaluation of
real estate from cell towers.

Industry Canada

http://www.ic.gc.ca/eic/site/smt-gst.nsf
/eng/sfo8353.html

Burbank ACTION (Against Cell Towers In Our
Neighborhood)

http://sites.google.com
/site/nocelltowerinourneighborhood/home/decreased-
real-estate-value

Posted: August 31,2010

«— #007: Hazards of Microwave Radiations — Review from 1960.

Barrie Trower speaks about Microwave Radiation —

Copyright © 2020 - All Rights Reserved - Dr. Magda Havas, PhD.
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NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION of Wednesday, January 29,

=" REALTOR

NAR: FCC's 5G Plan Could Hurt
Property Owners

June 24, 2019

The National Association of REALTORS® and other real estate organizations are
urging the Federal Communications Commission to heed caution and ensure that
its proposal to expand high-speed 5G networks nationwide doesn't violate property

owners' rights.

A coalition of real estate groups, including NAR, the National Multifamily Housing
Council, the National Apartment Association, and the Institute of Real Estate
Management, among others, submitted a letter to the FCC expressing concern over
its proposed rule regarding over-the-air reception devices. The coalition says the
rule could make it easier for antennas and other devices to be placed on properties

without the owners’ consent. The coalition flagged these two potential issues:



+ The rule could allow residential or commercial tenants to install a 5G small cell
or other wireless infrastructure on a balcony or within a leased space to boost
individual coverage and also transmit a signal to other customers of the telecom

provider.

+ The rule could allow a telecom carrier who already leases rooftop space from a
property owner (for antennas or other equipment) to be able to attach a 5G
small cell or other wireless infrastructure on that existing equipment without

having to change their agreement with the property owner.

5G is touted to be 100 times faster and five times more responsive than 4G and 4G

LTE, the technology being used today on most smartphones and wireless devices.

“The real estate associations strongly support the deployment of broadband
infrastructure of all kinds because apartment residents, commercial tenants, and
their customers need and want the service that the infrastructure supports,” the
coalition wrote in its letter to the FCC. “With the rise of e-commerce, changes in
how consumers access media, and our ever-increasing reliance on the Internet for

basic functions, broadband connectivity is a top priority for the industry.”

However, the letter continues: “The real estate associations believe strongly the
marketplace is working, and so we urge the Commission to avoid measures that
could prove counterproductive, and thereby harm investment, constrain
competition, and limit consumer access to broadband service. We are also
concerned that inopportune regulation could raise the cost of developing

multifamily housing and commercial real estate.”

Source: “NAR Comments on FCC Proposal,” the National Association of
REALTORS®



€he New York Eimes

IN THE REGION | LONG ISLAND

A Pushback Against Cell Towers

By Marcelle S. Fischler

Aug. 27,2010

Wantagh

TINA CANARIS, an associate broker and a co-owner of RE/MAX Hearthstone in Merrick, has ¢
$999,000 listing for a high ranch on the water in South Merrick, one of a handful of homes on the
block on the market. But her listing has what some consider a disadvantage: a cell antenna pokin
from the top of a telephone pole at the front of the 65-by-100-foot lot.

“Even houses where there are transformers in front” make “people shy away,” Ms. Canaris said. “I
they have the opportunity to buy another home, they do.”

She said cell antennas and towers near homes affected property values, adding, “You can see :
buyer’s dismay over the sight of a cell tower near a home just by their expression, even if they don’
say anything.”

By blocking, or seeking to block, cell towers and antennas over the course of the last year, Islanc
homeowners have given voice to concerns that proximity to a monopole or antenna may not be just
aesthetically unpleasing but also harmful to property values. Many also perceive health risks it
proximity to radio frequency radiation emissions, despite industry assertions and other evidence
disputing that such emissions pose a hazard.

Emotions are running so high in areas like Wantagh, where an application for six cell antennas on
the Farmingdale Wantagh Jewish Center is pending, that the Town of Hempstead imposed a
moratorium on applications until Sept. 21. That is the date for a public hearing on a new town
ordinance stiffening requirements.

At a community meeting on Aug. 16 at Wantagh High School, Dave Denenberg, the Nassau county
legislator for Bellmore, Wantagh and Merrick, told more than 200 residents that 160 cell antennas
had been placed on telephone poles in the area in the last year by NextG, a wireless networl
provider.

“Everyone has a cellphone,” Mr. Denenberg said, “but that doesn’t mean you have to have cel
installations right across the street from your house.” Under the old town code, installations over
30 feet high required an exemption or a variance. But in New York, wireless providers have public
utility status, like LIPA and Cablevision, and they can bypass zoning boards.



Earlier this month in South Huntington, T-Mobile was ordered to take down a new 100-foot
monotower erected on property deemed environmentally sensitive (and thus requiring a variance)
Andrew J. Campanelli, a civil rights lawyer in Garden City, said a group of residents had hired him
to oppose the cellular company’s application.

“They were worried about the property values,” Mr. Campanelli said. “If your home is near a cel
antenna, the value of your property is going down at least 4 percent. Depending on the size of the
tower and the proximity, it is going down 10 percent.”

Jodi Turk Goldberg and her husband, Michael, with their
son Charlie, near a school in Merrick, are among those

concerned about cell antennas (center rear) Phil Marino for
The New York Times

In January, in an effort to dismantle 50 cell antennas on a water tower across from a school in the

village of Bayville, Mr. Campanelli filed a federal lawsuit that cited health risks and private propert
rights.

In a statement, Dr. Anna F. Hunderfund, the Locust Valley superintendent, said that in February
2009 the district had engaged a firm to study the cellphone installations near the Bayville schools,
finding that the tower “posed no significant health risks,” and she noted that the emission levels fel



well below amounts deemed unsafe by the Federal Communications Commission.

In June 2009, Sharon Curry, a psychologist in Merrick, woke up to find a cell antenna abutting her
backyard, level to her 8-year-old son’s bedroom window.

Puzzled by its presence, particularly because she lives next to an elementary school, she di
research to see if there was cause for concern. What she learned about possible health impacts, she
said, led her to seek help from civic associations and to form a group, Moms of Merrick Speak Out,
to keep new cell towers out. She said she was seeking the “responsible” placement of cell antennas
away from homes and schools.

The Federal Communications Act of 1996 says health concerns are not a valid reason for a
municipality to deny zoning for a cell tower or antenna. Property values and aesthetics, however, d
qualify, according to the act.

Frank Schilero, an associate broker with RE/MAX Innovations in Wantagh, has a listing on a
$629,000 home down the street from the Farmingdale Wantagh Jewish Center, where the
application is pending to put six cell antennas on the roof.

“People don’t like living next to cell towers, for medical reasons or aesthetics,” Mr. Schilero said.
“Or they don’t want that eyesore sticking up in their backyards.” There is an offer on his listing, he
added, but since the buyer heard about the possible cell antennas she has sought more information
from the wireless companies about their size and impact.

Charles Kovit, the Hempstead deputy town attorney, said that under the proposed code change any
new towers or antennas would have to be 1,500 feet from residences, schools, houses of worship
and libraries.

The town recently hired a consultant, Richard A. Comi of the Center for Municipal Solutions in
Glenmont, to review antenna applications.

Under the new ordinance, applications for wireless facilities would require technical evidence that
they had a “gap” in coverage necessitating a new tower.

“If not, they will get denied,” Mr. Kovit said. The wireless companies would also have to prove that
the selected location had “the least negative impact on area character and property values.” I
another location farther away from homes can solve the gap problem, “they are going to have tc
move.”

A version of this article appears in printon  Aug. 29, 2010, Section RE, Page 9 of the New York edition with the headline: A Pushback Against Cell Towers



